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Coordinator:	Welcome and thank you for standing by. At this time all participants will be on listen only, until the question and answer session of today’s conference, at which time you may press *1 to ask a question. Today’s conference is being recorded. If you have any objections, please disconnect at this time. I now like to turn the meeting over to your host, Ms. Connie Nakano. You may begin.

Connie Nakano:	Thank you. Good afternoon, everyone. My name is Connie Nakano. And I'm a Public Information Officer for the Department of Rehabilitation and I will be facilitating today’s call.

	This public teleconference is a forum on proposed changes to view our financial participation policies. The forum is jointly hosted by the State Rehabilitation Council in DOR.

	Today’s call will last about 60 minutes. After opening presentations, there will be an opportunity for public comments and questions. If we are unable to get to all public comments, please feel free to email your comments to the State Rehabilitation Council at SRC@DOR.CA.gov.

	The financial participation policy proposal is posted on DOR’s website. This may serve as a helpful reference during today’s forum. I will now introduce today's speakers. We will have opening statements from our DOR Director, Joe Xavier, SRC member Teresa Comstock and DOR Chief Deputy Director, Kelly Hargreaves. Then members of the DOR Executive Team will present.

	I would like to now introduce our Director, Joe Xavier.

Joe Xavier:	Well good afternoon to all of you. Want to start by acknowledging all of you. You have about 170 telephone lines. And as you guys know, there’s multiple people sitting at the end of those lines. We have partners that range from our blind and visually impaired, deaf and hard of hearing, schools, CRP's, Regional Centers, Advocacy Organizations. So really appreciate the cross interests in this conversation.

	We have a number of our representatives, members of our Boards and Committees, that are joining us on the call. Welcome having you - glad to have you here firsthand - the conversation around this topic. And I certainly want to acknowledge the Project Team that has been working on this to get us to the point where we can have this conversation. And we have partnerships with so many of you that are on this call. So again thank you for that partnership because it’s the collective work that we do that continues to make a difference.

	We have a wide range of individuals sitting here in the room that are listening firsthand to the conversations, listening to the comments and input that you're going to be providing us. As you’ve heard me say in the past, and I’ll say it again today, these operated-assisted calls do not allow that face-to-face but they really allow as many interested participants from around the State to call in from wherever you are - to participate in the information.

	It allows us to share information with you, to provide you with an opportunity to inform and participate in the work that we're doing and as part of our ongoing commitment to transparently - to make sure that the work here is known by you and that the work here is informed by you as well.

	So I want to take a minute or two and talk a little bit about what we’re doing and why we're doing it. And I think it’s very important for the context of this information that we're going to be sharing today.

	So for many of you the conversation to right size is not a new conversation. It frankly has been going on since the implementation of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act. And why the word right size, right? Why does that drive this conversation? Because one of the key aspects of what we’re doing here is to keep from eliminating services to adults. If this is a combination of living within our budget - as well as investments - so that we can continue to have a larger impact on the individuals that we're serving.

	The reductions that are - that have taken place here - have been driven largely by the shift of dollars to the potentially eligible. Many of you will recognize that as the 15% set aside. But frankly that 15% set aside goes much further than the 15%, which means that we eventually having to conduct the rest of the work that we did with the equivalent reduction to the adult site of the conversation.

	Why that reinventing and rethinking is important is being driven by the expectations of the legislature of Congress, or policymakers and frankly all of you, appropriately so, was to have a greater impact on putting people in disabilities into employment, ensuring that they have opportunities of their independence, social acceptance into society, and equality.

	Now what drives some of this is a funding. And I’m going to touch briefly on this. And then when Kelly speaks, I’m sure she'll cover a lot more of this detail. So today, we have about a $25 million gap in reliable funding versus the dollars that we're expending on providing services. Where does that come from? Well, $10 million that we rely on is coming out of reallotment. And reallotment is frankly a very unstable and a very unpredictable source of revenue. It is contingent upon States or diverting dollars that they're not using.

	The second element is program income. So we have about a $15 million reliance on program income. And that reliance is at risk because we know that the shift to the student services are potentially eligible continues to occur and that shift we anticipate to drive down the number of individuals who are on SSI. It’s important to keep in mind that program income only materializes from individuals on SSI that go to work above a substantial gainful activity.

	The other thing that we must keep in mind is that while we have enjoyed a very healthy, economic recovery, we know that it is difficult. It has far lasted beyond what people had anticipated, but we don’t know when - but it is reasonable to expect that there will be a downturn in the economy. And we need to position ourselves through a proactive decision-making to be able to absorb - whether it’s for loss of reallotment dollars, a turndown in the economy or simply less program income - because we're putting fewer people who are on SSI to work.

	Another thing that is a very impactful here is order of selection. And for those of you who are not as familiar with order of selection, it is a mechanism in the federal statute that ensures we have the ability to live within our means. The way that that materializes is that we simply close the door to services. Nationally, 41 of the 78 VR agencies are in order of selections. 31 of the - or 33 of those have closed the doors to at least one category - eight of them have closed the doors to all consumers in order to be able to live within their budget.

	When we deepen the order of selection or when you go into order of selection, we essentially are referring consumers to come to us for our expertise over to other systems who are not as ready to be able to serve individuals with disabilities. And we certainly know that the further deepening we do of order of selection, it continues to have a cascading impact on the relevancy of vocational rehabilitation. We also know that there’s a cascading effect on the performance of vocational rehabilitation - not just here, but, of course, across the country.

	And the even - another element that is of great concern to us here in California is that as we deepen order of selection - were we to do that - that that would in fact put at risk for our match, which we rely on for a third of the budget that we use to serve our consumers. We have every responsibility to ensure that before we deepen order of selection, that we will take every prudent measure to avoid closing the doors to consumers.

	Now why do I lay that background? Because financial participation, which is the topic of today’s conversation, is but a slice - and frankly in the grand scheme of things an important one - but a small slice of the work that is before us in terms of living within our means considering some of these elements that I’ve laid out.

	So I’m going to stop my comments here. Turn this over to Theresa Comstock, who's your Representative to State Rehabilitation Council. So, Theresa, over to you.

Theresa Comstock:	Thank you, Joe. Again, I’m Theresa Comstock. I'm a governor-appointed member of the State Rehabilitation Council. The Rehabilitation Act required consumers advocates in the disability communities to participate in the administration and oversight of its base location, rehabilitation programs. We recognize that you are experts in your own experience and are so glad to see so many people from different sections of the disability community engaged today call and look forward to getting input from you.  

	The State Rehabilitation Council advises the Department of Rehabilitation and we first learned about this proposed policy change at our February meeting and understood and recognized that we needed, as a next step, to participate in this type of Stakeholder community forum.  

	One of DOR's core values is ensuring that department's decisions and actions are informed by interested individuals and the SRC helps DOR carry out this core value.  Therefore, in a creative partnership and collaboration, the SRC and DOR agreed to jointly host today's forum.

	The feedback received today will inform the discussion potential policy recommendations, development during the SRC's June 12th and 13th quarterly meetings.  And that is an open and public meeting as well.  And it will be posting on the DOR Website and we welcome public comment at that time, as well.

	The proposal is a significant change for vocational rehabilitation, and your perspective questions and input are essential.  The SRC wants your voice to be heard and values your comments.  Thank you for participating today.  And I'll turn it over to Kelly.

Kelly Hargreaves:	Thank you Theresa and thank you Joe too.  I want to give you just a little background on what we have done up until now, to address the anticipated shortfall of funds.  So, as Joe put it, you can be assured that we are doing what we can to turn over every stone and identify ways to save or to assess in a way that will be no impact or least impactful on our consumer.

	Last year we went through a process that is a required by law process for every state agency and that is to mitigate - or to identify the risks.  What can possibly go wrong that would undermine your mission?  And the legislature put this legal requirement in place that requires each department and state entity to create a State Leadership Accountability Act Report.  

	And in that report, you have to identify your greatest risks, as well as identify the mitigating strategies.  And you can find those for DOR, as well as for every state department on the Department of Finance Webpage, which is www.dof.ca.gov.  And we sat down and really talked about what is our greatest risk.  And it was, basically running out of money and not being able to serve the people who need our support.

	And so, we began really looking at what steps we could take.  And just to reiterate what Joe had said, there were some primary changes that put us in this place.  And that was, in part, having to pull out 15% of our funds that primarily served adults.  We've always served students, but now required us to even do more outreaches in the 15% set aside.  

	Which also raised awareness of folks, which is a good thing, about what DOR does and it encourages people who are receiving outreach on the student side to seek more intensive services from us on, what we'll refer to as the 85% of the Grant.  And the other is the anticipated, though not entirely realized yet, reduced social security reimbursement as the nature of us serving youths who are not yet ready to be employed and be in services for a longer period of time that you would anticipate that we are not going to see the kind of outcomes that we have historically.

	So, we identified, as I said, the potential of running out of funds and then having to close the doors and not allow them to put in a queue or on a wait list, a number of individuals who need assistance.  And we, as an organization, decided that we would do everything that can to make that be the last option that we would ever turn to.

	So, we looked at our income source, which are essentially the VR Grant, the federal funds that we've received to provide Vocational Rehabilitation, the state contribution, which is about 13% of what we spend on our consumers, local assistance through our partners, our mental health and education partners.  And then again, the social security reimbursements which is all federal funds.  And that averages about $22-million, of which about 13-million support our Independent Living Program.  

	We looked at the costs that we spent and analyzed where we spent most of our money and that was mostly on college tuition.  This cost also includes  operating expenses.  So, every time the minimum wage goes up for government employees or for our community research providers who we reimburse, that is constantly increasing costs.  As are, our facility costs and our supplies.

	Our budget / fiscal forecasting folks anticipated that we should not rely on the potential for an augmented VR Grant, which occurs when other state agencies do not utilize all of their funds, because it is just an option for the federal government to do it.  And it's probably known there have been some changes at the federal level with regard to programs that impact individuals with disabilities.

	So, as a mitigating measure, we set the goal of saving or investing to save approximately $10-million.  We were fortunate that last year we did have the safety net of the reallotment, the augmentation to our federal grant, as well as the ability to attribute some of our cost to the prior year, which allowed us to push out this potential new policy and not realize, really, the potential of closing the doors.

	In the Spring of 2018, we took seven steps to save or to identify potential savings.  The first one is that each one of our divisions' executives identified ways they could reduce their facility cost by 20% over a two-year period with 10% being realized in 2019.  

	Our executive work with school partners to change the cost of our workability agreement to be funded from the 15% set aside where appropriate.  We stopped utilizing temporary help.  We froze the hiring of any temporary help and delayed the filling of indirect positions.  Not the positions in the field that provide direct services, but our indirect central office positions.  And absorbed the workload.

	Some of the additional steps that we took to identify the school savings were determining how we could leverage the local resources.  So, where some services were available (free of cost) for consumers through other means, we increased our - we emphasized greater, the need for our local staff to reach out to them.

	Due to workload, we've not made as much in the past in that area.  Therefore, we are really pleased to get to share that we have invested in our local management a higher level of management for each of our 14 district offices to be able to spend more time collaborating and coordinating with local resources.

	We analyzed the costs and the need for information technology.  And within the Governor's budget right now, it looks very promising - our additional funds that would, again, augment our Grant that would allow us to increase bandwidth and create portals from which consumers and our partners can do business directly with us without going through the human resources that are very costly right now to process invoices, as well as to provide consumers with the information they need on demand, at any hour of the day.

	We also at the operational level we talked about - we identified some reduced rent and we have closed two of our offices.  One in Culver City and that realized savings of about $59-thousand and an annual savings of 115-thousand.  And San Bernardino 60-thousand immediately and 105 thereafter.  

	With all these steps that we took, we realized only at the end, that we could not get anywhere near $10-million without turning to the direct services that we provided seeing whether or not there was something we could do there, that could be scaled, depending on income.  And that's how we ended up identifying an existing federal policy that allows you to require a share of cost.
	And then our folks here identified a strategy or a methodology that would impact only those who are best positioned to share the cost of their tuition.  

	So, at this point, I'd like to turn it back over to Connie.

Connie Nakano:	Thank you Kelly.  I would like to now turn it over to Kathy Mowers-Moore, Deputy Director of DOR VR Policy and Resource Division.  

Kathy Mowers-Moore: Good afternoon everyone.  Thank you so much for joining us on this call this afternoon.  Before the Department of Rehabilitation authorizes goods and services, the department first reviews complete consumer's financial status to determine if financial participation is required.  It's important to note that federally, many consumers are personally exempt from financial participation requirements for all services.

	This specifically includes consumers who are receiving supplemental security income, social security disability insurance and other public benefits.  Additionally, there are goods and services that are exempt from financial participation per federal regulation.  That means that in every state program throughout the nation, these services are exempt.  

	And they include assessment for determining eligibility and priority for services, assessment for determining vocational rehabilitation needs, vocational rehabilitation counseling and guidance, referral for other services, job related services, personal assistant services, and specific auxiliary aids and services necessary for reasonable accommodation.

	For all other goods and services, each state agency is responsible for determining if financial participation will be required.  In California, the Department of Rehabilitation currently exempts the additional following goods and services from financial participation, in addition to those I already mentioned.  

	And they include: training, tutoring, books and other training materials, transportation costs for the most economic public transportation, and tools necessary for the performance of an occupation.  

	The Department of Rehabilitation's proposed policy will now require financial participation for post-secondary education.  Training services will remain exempt from financial participation.  Federal policy different to training services and post-secondary training services as follows:  Post-secondary education includes community college, four-year college and universities, graduate and professional degree of programs, and business and vocational training programs.  That also includes the related books and supply costs associated with those programs.  

	Training services that will not be impacted by this policy change includes:  Training for barrier removal, basic academic remedial or literacy trainings, job readiness training, and disability related skills training.  Additionally, Randolph Sheppard Training for the business enterprise program, customized training and on-the-job training are also exempt from financial participation.

	So, this policy change as it relates to the services that would no longer be exempt is specific to post-secondary educational benefits and vocational rehabilitation training programs.  Additionally, we are proposing to update the methodology of calculating consumer financial participation.  And this has often been previously been called the Means Test.  

	The current Means Test is a paper-based test based upon a standard that requires financial participation for families with income as low as $37-thousand a year.  Additionally, consumers who have had $2-thousand or more in liquid assets have been required to financially participate for financial participation services.

	The Department of Rehabilitation reviewed financial participation methodologies from other states and VR Programs and learned that it would be more equitable to connect financial participation standards to the federal poverty level.  The proposed new methodology would require no financial participation for any individual or family whose income is less than 300% of the federal poverty level.

	Currently, this level is at approximately $62-thousand per year, which is approximately the median income in California at this time.  Additionally, the Department of Rehabilitation is proposing to eliminate the liquid asset portion of its methodology.  

	In regard to the impact of the proposed changes, it's anticipated that only 6% of Department of Rehabilitation consumers, will be impacted by these proposed changes in financial participation.  DOR estimates that consumers would be involved with cost mitigation strategies for approximately $2-million.  

	At this time, I am going to turn it over to Mark Erlichman, Deputy Director of both Rehab Employment Divisions.

Mark Erlichman:	Thank you, Kathy.  And I also want to thank all the participants out there, including the DOR Staff and all the community partners that are on the line today.  We really, you know, really are pleased to be able to share this information with you.  

	As many of you may know, the department has over 14-hundred direct service staff, working across fourteen districts in California.  And we serve approximately 100-thousand or more, students and adults each year.  We are committed to provide opportunities for individuals with disabilities to gain, retain, advance, and maintain their employment and to serve as many students and adults with disabilities as possible.

	One way to do this is to install the modern Means Test that is fair and equitable for all our consumers.  I'll take the next few minutes to review a couple of things.  

	First the flexibility and exceptions that we're building into our proposed methodology.  How this proposed policy will simplify the process and provide more time for counselors to work with consumers and how fairness and equity will be increased by this process.

	Our goal includes ensuring the room for flexibility and exception.  Our district administrators will have the discretion to allow exceptions based on individual circumstance that may require additional consideration, including, but not limited to, hardships, disaster, exceptions.  

	There could be a death in the family's primary income earner or there is a natural disaster, we want to make sure we can account for that.  There could be cost-of-living for extremely high cost areas.  And there could be out-of-pocket caps for more than one consumer per family.

	Another goal is simplifying the process.  As a former counselor, I can share that work with my consumers on the financial participation form was, at best, confusing and often very time consuming.  Now consumers and the counselors will utilize a web-based tool to enter income information from their tax return.  They're very similar to the data that is used to fill out the applications for federal student aid, also known as the FAFSA.

	This tool automatically calculates the consumer's percentage of copayment for services for the entire year.  This streamlined process will leave more time for consumers and counselors to meet with folks and ensure accuracy of the calculations.

	This assessment would be conducted just once a year to determine the consumer's copay range, which will be fixed until the next year, in the current month or on an as needed or ad hoc assessment as we have been doing in the past.

	Finally, we want to ensure fairness.  The proposed equalities also favor more equitable to all.  By increasing the income threshold in the means test to 300% of the federal property guideline, which is approximately $62-thousand annually, rather than their prior or $37-thousand limit.  It provides only to lower income households, so that only those with the higher incomes would have to participate in the cost of post-secondary education services.

	Now, I'd like to hand it back to Connie Nakano for the question and answer period.

Connie Nakano:	Thank you Mark.  I'm going to turn it over to our Verizon coordinator who will assist with our question and answer period of the teleconference.  

Coordinator:	Thank you.  We'll now begin the question and answer session.  If you would like to ask a question, please press Star 1.  You will be prompted to record your name.  Please be sure to unmute your phone.  Record your name and your organization.  

	Once again, if you'd like to ask a question, please press Star 1 and it will take just a moment for those questions to start queuing up.  Our first question comes from Peter Davis of Caminar.  Your line is open.

Peter Davis:	Thank you very much.  I really appreciate the opportunity to - have an opportunity to ask a question here.  I'm calling from Caminar Jobs Plus.  We are a 501(c)3 nonprofit organization based on the peninsula here in the Bay Area.  And, we've been in business for over 50-years providing services to help individuals who may have either perceived or real disabilities.

	And so, my question is, when it comes to looking specifically at the financial participation, my concern is that we know that mental health issues are invisible oftentimes.  Are there any concerns about the impact that this policy change would have, particularly on those who might be right in that nowhere person's land?  And where there might be an issue specifically pertaining to their, you know, just the chance of there being a complaint based on the fact that they are just missing falling within these guidelines.  Thank you.

Mark Erlichman:	Thank you for the question.  These guidelines will apply to everyone.  These are based on individual staff who are determined eligible for services and that are in plan and as part of their plan, they're in a post-secondary education and training program.  So, we do have a large percentage of individuals that have a mental health diagnosis.  But they receive the same level of service and support as everyone else.  

	So, we don't predict or project that this would treat anybody in a different manner.  Or would be - not be equitable for that population.  But thank you for the question.  

Peter Davis:	Thank you very much.  And I sincerely do appreciate the question.  And, you know, I understand that you have all done your due diligence and have probably used as you - as I read other states, you know, the compare and contrast this.  So, I certainly do understand that this is including everyone and offending no one, you operating under those auspices.  It was more of a concern that given the fact that people who may have a very severe mental health diagnosis might be of an income threshold that would really severely impact their ability to obtain certain services.  And then, they're feeling singled out potentially.

	But I understand that's all conjecture and I, but you know, more sort of, being preemptive, that's all.  Thank you.

Mark Erlichman:	Thank you.

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from Mitch Pomerantz the Department of Blind Advisory Committee.  Your line is open.

Mitch Pomerantz:	Good afternoon.  Ladies and gentleman, I am the immediate past chair of the Blind Advisory Committee.  At last Wednesday's meeting, the members of the BAC voted unanimously to strongly oppose this proposed financial participation policy.  

	The department certainly has made efforts to reduce spending, but this is the wrong way of doing it.  Sixty-two thousand dollars as median income in California - California is the most expensive state in the union or certainly in the top three in which to live.  Sixty-two thousand dollars is not a significant amount of income if you live in the Bay Area or in parts of Los Angeles.

	This proposal allegedly is only going to affect 6 or 7% of the - of rehabilitation clients.  I don't believe it.  Not given how much it costs to live in California.  If we are, in fact, making every effort to place young people into jobs, then this is not the way to get people to participate.

	One of the proposals to quote-unquote "modernize this means test" and make no mistake, means test is exactly what this is - is to take a look at income tax returns.  Luckily all my kids are long-time grown and out of the house.  But if I had a child who was being considered for services - if I was looking at the department to provide services to my child with a disability and I was asked to provide an income tax return, I would say absolutely not.  My tax returns are my business.

	I would hope that the department would reconsider.  I hope that most of us understand that this is not the way to proceed.  And I thank you very much for your time and attention.

Mark Erlichman:	Mitch, thank you for your comment.  

Kelly Hargreaves:	This is Kelly Hargreaves.  And I wanted to add something too.  Thank you, Mitch for sharing that because we certainly, you know struggle before we turn to anything that would impact consumers - is that as described this policy that would just affect 6% of those who have historically counted on us funding their tuition completely, would perhaps save up to $3-million.  So, we still would be $7-million short.  So, this is not where it starts and ends too.

	So, as we have been asking our advisory bodies - including the Blind Advisory Committee for the past year.  We are really - we are really looking for other solutions because when the alternative is to close the doors and not be able to provide any services, that seems much more impactful than the share of cost.  

	And there are some exceptions that would address the situation that you described which is the failure or the refusal of any parent to cooperate.  But again, we hope that during this comment period, that if you have another suggestion for where we could realize the savings that we need to keep the doors open, we, you know, are very eager to hear them.

Coordinator:	And next, we'll go to community member, Lisa Cooley.  Your line is open.

Lisa Cooley:	Good afternoon everyone.  Beyond simplified means testing of consumers or their families, what have you done to increase the amount of Department of Rehabilitation Services and live within your means?

Kathy Mowers-Moore: This is Kathy.  And Lisa, thank you very much for your call.  At the beginning of this call, Kelly went through several of the elements that we have gone through in the last year to contain cost to the maximum extent possible and she noted we have stopped all limited term appointments.  We have additionally attempted to decrease our facility cost expenditures throughout the state.  And we are looking at any and all available means to mitigate cost, while at the same time as we're looking at this policy in a parallel way.

Lisa Cooley:	And then I also have a comment.

Kathy Mowers-Moore: Thank you.  Please go ahead.

Lisa Cooley:	Please consider looking at alternatives to demand response transit if possible, to save money.

Kathy Mowers-Moore:  If I'm hearing you correctly, you're asking me - you're asking us to consider something that has to do with public transportation?  Could you say it again please?

Lisa Cooley:	Yes.  Please consider looking at alternatives to demand response transit, if possible, for consumers that have obvious disabilities.

Kathy Mowers-Moore:	Thank you.  

Lisa Cooley:	You're welcome.	

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from Bryan Bashin of LightHouse for the Blind.  Your line is open.

Bryan Bashin:	Thank you very much.  And thank you Director Xavier and the team for holding this conversation.  I'm a little - I wish there could be a longer conversation then the time we have, but I appreciate this time.

	I know the difficult situation you find yourself in.  And the money you need to raise.  But as I calculated, the amount that this college tax would cost, would you raise, is only about four-tenths of one percent of the DOR budget.  And I think I'm going to take a moment to talk about that the cost of this college and book tax is actually a lot higher than the money savings that it may yield.  

	You know, the public VR system has this great traditional - tradition of counselling and guidance.  And what distinguishes public VR system is ability to look at barrier removals and partnership between the person with the disability and their journey.

	I'm really afraid that the financial participation requirements of any kind of college training and books, is going to poison that relationship.  It's going to turn that precious hours of face-to-face connection into a kind of money looking, income verifying situation that will exercise a chilling effect.  

	We don't want to turn VR into intrusive meetings like a county welfare office looking at blind people and people with disabilities as welfare cheats and people that are hiding income.  This will really change the nature of what the counseling and guidance relationship is.  

	In the specter of asking people with disability asking their husbands and wives for their income tax forms and delving into their personal affairs, more than just talking about disability and barrier removal is a really fundamental change.  And I think that, in addition to that, this proposal will have a particularly chilling effect on those ethnic minorities in California, like Latinos, who are already afraid of this kind of intrusiveness and migration, immigration, all those other ways, precisely the populations we want to encourage to participate more in DOR, are not going to really cotton to the idea a, hi, we're from VR and now can we see your tax returns.

	You know, this ability that the DOR is now proposing to operationally, has technically been on the books for years.  But it's never been operationalized and, in fact, many states have not chosen to operationalize it because it's a bad idea. You know, it flies in the face of California’s tradition that goes back more than a century since 1912, since Newel Perry started with the first college for people with disabilities, the reader bill.

	There was no known means test for that in the beginning and there never has been a means test for college education which is often the way out for people with disabilities. Just because technically or legally we can do this in this proposal doesn’t mean California should do this. This college tax also is being applied inequitably.   It doesn’t – if you’re sitting at home doing nothing and earning no income and a VR client, this doesn’t affect you. It only discriminates if you actually have the gumption to get some work done.

	For instance, if you wanted to advance in your work or work on job retention, those are the people that this tax is going to affect particularly much  It won’t affect people who have $1 million in the bank because it doesn’t look at your assets and won’t affect people who have – live in a $2 million house because it doesn’t look at your real estate.

	It only penalizes recent work which is the best indicator we have of employment success which last time I check, is the whole purpose of VR.  A fundamental change to department that goes back a century requires more than this little amount of time we’ve had to have these discussions.

	You know, the SRC, when it was presented with this proposal said, we don’t’ want to vote on this yet. We want to hear from other people.  So here we are.  We’re other people.  This call is composed of people up and down the state.

	The Blind Advisory Committee on which I sit is composed of a very representative cross-section of people old and young.  In every state of education blind people, consumer organizations. We have a roll call vote last week on this and we’ve voted unanimously to ask the department not to do that 

	I really think there are probably many other ways to look at the department, to look at a change that would affect four tenths of 1% of its total annual budget.  I think the cost of this proposal way, way outweighs the savings that it might achieve.  Thank you. 

Joe Xavier:	Thank you. I just will reiterate what Kelly has already said which is, the objective here is not a tax.  The objective here is to keep from closing the doors and the eliminating services to individuals.

	And that is every individual.  The one who may be on the couch. The one who may be seeking employment.  The one who may be employed. So you are correct in identifying the equity issue. The other thing that I would note here is, as I said at the very outset.  

	This doesn’t address all of the need.  It is a slice and while you can frame it as four tenths of a percent of the budget, 2 to $3 million can represent up to a third of the gap that we’re looking to close for the unreliable funding sources that we are now relying on.

	There are no easy solutions here.  We will continue to have a conversation but we also invite all of you to offer us alternatives that allows us to do this. And again, for us I was asked as a Director three years ago to close the doors to services.

	We did not do it then and as I’ve already said, I’ll say again.  We must take every available step to keep from closing the doors to all consumers or any consumer.  So this is one slice of that.  Clearly as Kelly has indicated and others, there are many other pieces that we’re looking at so we continue to invite and welcome that conversation on solutions. 

Theresa Comstock: 	And this is Theresa Comstock with the SRC.  I just wanted to comment that I’m so glad to hear the comments, both positive and negative. And know that there are several SRC members on the line listening as well. 

	And I see that there are seven people in the queue so I hope that we could get to all of them. I know some people even left work early to get on this call today so hope we can move on.  

Operator 	Our next question comes from (Rebecca Hoyt) with Facility Rights California.  Your line is open.

Rebecca Hoyt:	Good afternoon, this is Rebecca Hoyt.  I work with the Client Assistance Program. And I was wondering if you could describe the Department of Rehabilitation’s process and timelines in terms of any changes to the regulations that this policy would solicit.

Andi Mudryk:	Hi Rebecca.  Andi Mudryk, Chief Counsel at the Department. We’re working on a comprehensive regulations package current. This proposed change moving forward would go in that package. And we’re shooting to get regulations submitted to the Office of Administrative Law sometime this summer.

	As part of that process there would be a public comment period so once regulations are drafted and submitted, there’s a 45 day public comment period.  You all would be welcome to submit comments.  

	We will - we possibly will hold another public forum as part of the public comment period.  After that ended, we move toward finalization of the regulations. 

Rebecca Hoyt:	Thank you. 

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from (Richard Rosenberg) with California Promise and CCI.  Your line is open.

Richard Rosenberg:	Thank you very much. Thank you everyone for joining the forum and doing the call.  I know that everyone is working hard to make it work.  One of the areas I didn’t hear is with the challenging fiscal dilemma that we’re facing and appreciate there are some options that you’re looking at, did I miss anyone talking about going into order of selection and what that would do financially for us and for the consumers?

Kathy Mowers-Moore:  Sure.  This is Kathy. Thank you so much for your question.  We did speak briefly to this. We are working to provide all the cost containment that we possibly can do so that we will not need to alter our order of selection.

	As many of you know, if we were to alter our order of selection and deepen our order of selection, it would impact a large number of consumers not being able to access – not moving forward after determination of eligibility into plans.

	So we are working in any which way we can in order to not have that happen. The other problem as we know with alternating our order of selection, it would negatively impact some of our third party cooperative agreements that are larger partnerships throughout the state.

	So I thank you for that question.

Robert Rosenberg:	Thank you for that answer. Good luck you guys. 

Kathy Mowers-Moore:   Thanks.

Coordinator:	And next we’ll go to (Gina Martel) with Western Placer Unified School District.  Your line is open.

Gina Martel:	Hi.  I just had a quick question.  I come from a TPP program up here in Northern California.  So my question is, are we then going to be having to ask parents to provide proof of income and tax records and things of that nature for a student that wants to participate in a training post-secondary education service.

Kathy Mowers-Moore: Thank you so much. Kathy again. What I can say is that, any conversation around the determination of financial participation would not be done by our TPP partners. It would be done by our Vocational Rehabilitation counselors at the Department of Rehab offices.

	So the Department of Rehab would not be asking our partners to participate in that. But if you have a consumer that is moving towards a university program after, if these regulations go into place, then yes, that consumer would participate in an analysis of financial participation. 

Gina Martel:	And it would extend also as well not only to a four-year college but as well to a community college or any type of trade or vocational schooling as well?

Kathy Mowers-Moore:	Correct.

Gina Martel:	And so my second piece to that is, when everybody’s talking about giving input and looking for solutions, has anybody given any thought into putting together like a TPP advisory committee so that there’s people that can give input from the school side on how these things work?

	Because as it currently stands, our students, clients, parents, they don’t participate by going to our local DOR office. It’s not been a requirement since counselors come out here to the schools.

	So I think that a lot of parents are going to be very turned off by having to take these extra steps now. And I think that is ashamed that some students could miss out on opportunities moving forward based off of their parent’s income. 

Kathy Mowers-Moore:	Thank you for your input and in regards to circumstances where we have counselors going out to the local schools, they would continue to go out to the local schools.

	So we would work together to make sure that families and their consumers can meet with their local rehab counselors in a manner that isn’t impactful. Thank you.

Mark Erlichman:	This is Mark Erlichman.  I’d like to say one thing also is that individuals that are consumers that are going to school would still be eligible, will still be receiving all of the other services they require in order to be successful.

	That includes employment services. Includes evaluation, (unintelligible) guidance, placement, whatever other services that are needed and that hasn’t changed. We are talking about a specific selection of services. That does not include all other services. 

	We would encourage those conversations to make sure that parents and the students still understand that the full range of services remain available for that and we’re just talking about potential participation in the education and training. 

Gina Martel:	I fully understand that it has nothing to do with all the other services offered. But here in the area that I’m located in, many of our students participate in career education classes after they graduate from high school or the community college. 

	Because the only jobs available in our town with no bus transportation are your regular fast food type of jobs. So for me, that’s why I feel like it’s going to cause such an impact.  
Mark Erlichman:	And we appreciate that.  Thank you for your input. 

Gina Martel:	Thanks.

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from (Shalita Tillman) with San Bernardino Valley College. Your line is open.

Shalita Tillman:	Hi.  I have two questions. The first question is, is there an appeal process for consumers if they disagree with the decision that’s being made based on the process that may go into effect? Hello. 

Andi Mudryk:	Hello, this is Andi.  Can you hear me?

Shalita Tillman:	Yes, I can hear you now.

Andi:	Hi, this is Andi again.  There is an appeals process for any decision that a consumer is dissatisfied with that the department makes which is to file an administrative review with the district administrator.  If you are not satisfied with that decision, to file a request for a fair hearing and/or mediation at the Office of Administrative Hearing. So yes, there is a process.

Shalita Tillman:	Okay. And my last question is, is there a person that we would be able to contact from your organization if this process does move forward that when there are confirms that come up or suggestions that we can reach out to, to share that with?

Mark Erlichman:	Shalita.

Shalita Tillman:	Yes.

Mark Erlichman:	Mark Erlichman again.  I would encourage you again to work with your local DOR office. Are you in touch with Robert Louen or staff in the Inland Empire district?

Shalita Tillman:	I work closely with Shish Melau. 

Mark Erlichman:	Okay. And that would be your primary point of contact. Just make sure that you connect with, that you guys connect and that you, you know, express interest in more information as this comes out.  

	We will be sharing all this information with – and we have shared this information with our local DOR staff and we’ll continue to share information as we progress through and make decisions around this topic.

Shalita Tillman:	Okay, thank you. 

Mark Erlichman:	Thank you. 

Coordinator:	And next we’ll go to (Sherene Hinton) with Santa Rosa Junior College. Your line is open.

Sherene Hinton:	Thank you. I’m actually going to ask for some clarification to address specific current concerns we have up here in Sonoma County. So the clarification is financial participation at the California community college level. 

	I understand that you will do a financial needs assessment. My questions are, are you going to continue to require students to spend their grant money from federal grants on books and supplies before you decide to offer financial support for educational and training expenses incurred at the community college? 

Mark Erlichman:	Yes. The requirements to apply for and utilize federal financial aid and other financial aid is still in place.  That hasn’t changed.

Sherene Hinton:	Okay. So let me clarify first.  At least those students that have less income at least will have a greater chance to receive financial support for their community college expenses.

	But these same students given that federal monies fund these grants are okay for living expenses, will have to use all of their grant money no matter how little their income levels are to pay for books and supplies. Is that correct?

Mark Erlichman:	I’m not sure I understand the question.  Right now the expectation is that individuals who are receiving financial aid, that they utilize it for the purposes intended for that financial aid. 

	There are situations, specific situations that impact someone in terms of their living situation or their ability to attend school, I would definitely have a conversation with their counselor because we want to ensure that nobody is unable to attend school as a result of, you know, working with us. 

Sherene Hinton:	Right. And unfortunately we find here in Sonoma County because it is a high cost of living area and we’ve been impacted by emergencies like the fires and floods. 

	We have situations where students are impacted because they’re being required to spend their grant money on books and supplies. And they might have a disability. They can’t work full time but they do have to try to find jobs to make a living.

	And it would be great if the regulations would specifically identify that and stat that a least part of the financial needs assessment will take into account the students’ income levels and whether or not they should be looked at as far as requiring grant money to be applied to books and supplies and educational expenses prior to being eligible for financial support from DOR.  

	We’re finding that Wilmington students are actually receiving less services from DOR because of that policy and finding it difficult to become consumers with you and stay in school. 

Mark Erlichman:	If possible, can we take this off line.  I’d like to get some more information from you about this.

Sherene Hinton:	Sure.

Mark Erlichman:	Because I want to make sure I understand the issue.

Sherene Hinton:	Sure.

Mark Erlichman:	We can, you know, address it appropriately. 

Sherene Hinton:	Okay.

Mark Erlichman:	So, if you want to go ahead and just send your contact information to the email address that we’re going to share, the email address that we’re going to share at the end. 

Sherene Hinton:	Okay.

Mark Erlichman:	Yes, we should connect. I’ll reach out.  I’ll have somebody reach out to follow-up. So thank you.

Sherene Hinton:	Okay, that would be great.  Thank you. 

Coordinator:	And our next question comes from (Lee Davis) with Cal CHV.  Your line is open. 

Lee Davis:	Hi.  My name is Lee Davis. I’m with the Alameda County Mental Health Board and I have, I’ve been asked to give some feedback but I don’t know if this is the appropriate time for giving the feedback or this is just exclusively for questions.

Kathy Mowers-Moore:   We welcome your feedback.

Lee Davis:	Okay. So I’m the Chair of the Alameda County Mental Health Board and I have a mental health diagnosis. And I wanted the opportunity to share that I got a degree in Civil Engineering through vocational rehabilitation several years back

	And I was supported, thank you very much, for schools, books, a computer and despite all that support living in the Bay area I needed, I got further expenses even though I (unintelligible) to take out facilities to schedule student loans just to pay my student expenses or my living expenses during the time I was in school.

	And I was blessed to have the opportunity to have a family that was able to cosign on that loan  But just realistically living in the Bay area even with education paid for, it’s a very challenging thing especially if you’re taking on a (unintelligible) academic program to try to just make living on any sort of disability or even a part time job

	So I wanted to say that I probably would not have been able to get through that program without just the complete assistance of and the school component of my journey.  And then I also wanted to speak to – I’ve gone back to my former profession but having the structure of school and having a program that was challenging in a certain way gave me a lot of esteem during my recovery from a manic episode. 

	And being in an environment that was academic and less harsh than my prior career.  I have my job security in going back to civil engineering if necessary. This was extremely valuable to me a person. And I have a lot of ideas about how the program could be improved in certain ways although not necessarily (unintelligible) in terms of cutting costs. 

	But just in my journey I’ve had the opportunity to see a lot of different kinds of industries including, because I did civil engineering and my background is being a trades person, an electrician, that I see a lot of opportunities in construction management and some of the technology including building information modelling.

	Some of these things may be lower investment but have opportunity to provide consumers with actually decent paying jobs once they complete their program. So I have a lot of ideas about also some investments but this may not be the conversations as I have limited time.

Kathy Mowers-Moore:	Thank you for your input. Thank you for your input.

Less Davis:	Oh, you’re welcome. Thank you.

Coordinator:	and next we’ll go to (Michael Bronson) of Sorenson VRS, your line is open.

Michael Bronson:	Yes hi.

Coordinator:	Your line is open.

Michael Bronson:	Yes. Thank you.  I’ve got a quick question and just some food for thought.  As a parent I am not comfortable showing my financial income. And I’ve got a few ideas that may help and be a solution to this process.

	First things first, students take how many years in college?  You know, as compared to two or four years they take a lot, you know.  And some may even take seven years or more.

	And you know, they would put, instead of putting a limit on that and consider who is a serious student that would finish in four years.  Another solution would be who, you know, recognizes our failing classes who ae not responsible, who are not serious and have them, you know, to assert financial responsibility because we need to support those who are good students who are committed to finishing college in time.

	And also the third solution is there doesn’t seem to be an aging.  When you look at parents and income like, for example, say the student is 18, 19, 20, 21 22.  What, you know, what is the aging in it?  Where do you stop looking at a parent’s income? Because not all the parents continually support their kids after 18.  Am I correct?  

Kathy Mowers-Moore:	Thank you for your question and your comment. We appreciate your comment in regards to when we would no longer look at family’s income.  It’s specifically based upon when the family is claiming the individual as a dependent on their taxes. 

	So if a consumer’s family is claiming that individual as a dependent on their taxes, then the family could be impacted.  Otherwise no. 

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from (Danny Martez) of (CAFA). Your line is open.

(Danny Martez):	Good afternoon. I have really more of a clarification question. And we’re looking at the so called fee.  I’m not sure if that’s the right word.   Would this end up being for an individual who might be involved with the department with their long term, let’s say three years?  Would this be a fee every single year? 

Mark Erlichman:	This is Mark Erlichman. Yes.  This applies to individuals annually while they’re in training, in the training educational program. So if they’re in the second year of college then yes, this applies as well through four years.  So this would be an annual computation and the contribution would be determined at that time.

	I just want to make it real clear that we’re not – it’s not an on or off, not that they pay for everything or nothing. There is going to be a computation on a sliding scale.  So somebody may pay a small portion of their training. Others may pay more depending on income. 

	So we want to make sure that people understand that it is an annual expenditure. 

Danny Marquez:	Thank you. 

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from (Annette Rodarte) with Millipedes Unified School District. Your line is open. Sorry about that. 

Annette Rodarte:	Thank you. Actually I got my question answered. And that was from the parent asking about age because we also have a transition partnership program. And just looking at how do we guide our parents?  Okay, they want this information now but when will they not look at this?  So that was really helpful that question in regards to well, if you’re claiming the students or the clients or not. 

	So that was very helpful but I do have another question. So what about for the students who are in college now?  Will they be vetted or no, they will also having to be providing this information for DOR to continue paying? 

Andi Mudryk:	So, this is Andi. Any change would be prospective – that would be moving forward from the data and the regulation. And, you know, so there would be no retroactive on folks’ participating currently. 

	I guess if the question is, what would we do to somebody in their third year of college, I think that’s an implementation 	question that we would have to figure out.

Annette Rodarte:	Okay. Thank you.

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from Margie Donovan, consumer.  Your line is open.

Margie Donovan:	Thank you and thank you DOR staff for the presentation.  I too wish that it was longer. And I apologize.  I came in 15 minutes late so if I ask a question that’s been addressed please just tell me that and I’ll get my answers later.

	So I want to say as a person who went through DOR for both undergrad and grad school and had a wonderful career with the Department of Veterans Affairs, I was fortunate to work through both levels of education and in high school.
	
	And if I were a client today and we know how important it is for especially blind clients but I would venture to say all DOR clients, to have work experience which is quite unusual in the blindness area to have work experience.

	I would not be working part time.  It would not afford me the opportunity to gain experience. So if I could get DOR to pay for my education, I would have just stayed on the SSI. So that is a very negative impact of this proposal. 

	I want to ask or make two comments.  Well, my other question is regarding the taxes. Why can’t DOR get the information directly from the IRS?  And – go ahead and answer that please?

Kathy Mowers-Moore:   First, we don’t believe that IRS would release any person’s income tax data to the Department of Rehabilitation. We believe in the privacy of our consumers and so we would approach that directly with each consumer. 

Margie Donovan:	Well I would encourage DOR to look into that. All right, you know, again I work with the federal and I know federal and state are separate. But we did means tests for non-service connected veterans and we got our information from the veteran and verified through IRS. Simply done. 

	And then my third question is in reference to the amount of money, does that account for the family size or just the gross income?

Kathy Mowers-Moore: Yes, this is Kathy.  And yes, that is an excellent question and I would encourage everyone to go onto the Department of Rehabilitation’s website and pull down the financial participation proposed policy.

	There are actually tables in there and very specific information that provides a much deeper and richer description of the services and the approach. And so yes, the methodology does take into account family size.  It does take into account income.

	So yes, thank you. That’s an excellent point. 

Margie Donovan:	And then my final question is I’ve heard repeated over and over that “we are trying not to close the doors”  If you guys had to close the doors, what does that mean to you guys? 

Joe Xavier:	So, I’ll try that.  Margie this is Joe. I’ll take that.  So if – hi there.  If we were to close the doors – I just want to emphasize a point that you brought up. I just want people to be sure and Kathy’s suggestion to go look at the policy. Thank you, Kathy.  That’s a very good reminder to everyone. 

	This is applied starting at the threshold 62,000. Kudos to the young adults that are earning that much money in work experience. Keep doing it. And I don’t meant to be flip about that but I don’t’ want us to lose site of the fact that, you know, income below that threshold, this is not even being considered, okay.

	So but back to your point about, what does it mean if we close the doors? Well, it means that individuals – we today have the doors closed to category three, people with disabilities. So the second category that we would close would be people with significant disabilities. 

	And so that would mean that anybody that was eligible kin that category until we had services, until we had dollars to service would be placed on a waiting list.  Not get services.  And would be redirected to other systems such as the workforce, community colleges, AJCT, any other partner that can offer any of those services to get them employed. 

	So and of course, (Cathy) mentioned it already as well as a couple of other folks. It would have a cascading implicating on our third party contacts which support a third of the $470 million VR budget. 

Margie Donovan:	Thank you. 

Coordinator:	As a reminder, if you would like to ask a question, please press star one. Record your name and organization. Our next question comes from (Lisa Coolie), Community Member.  Your line is open.

Lisa Cooley:	I have another question.  Would college students who are getting a service besides their college education paid for such as attendant care while they’re going to school be affected by family cost participation services.

Bryan Bashin:	Hi.  Thanks for the question. What we’re talking about right now is financial participation for training and education.  So other services like attendant care or evaluations and assessment, guidance, those are not impacted by this formula.

Lisa Cooley:	Thank you. 

Coordinator:	Our next question comes from Christina Estrada, member of the public.  Your line is open.

Christian Estrada:		Hello.  Many people with disabilities, it’s difficult for them to work and plus attend education. And in fact some people depending on their abilities take a long time in education.

	And also some consumers do not have the needed SSI money to live independently therefore they live with people and they’re dependent. Due to the cost of living here in California, unfortunately they cannot live independently. 

	And then they cannot, how can I say it, they cannot take care of themselves due to the amount of SSI they receive.  Also, some DOR consumers have used their financial aid already and they don’t qualify anymore for financial aid and how would that affect them like to participate in their financial participation?

	And that’s pretty much my comments, what I have.  And hopefully DOR can provide services to consumers to be independent and not make those consumers go dependent with others so that they can live independently and do activities independently themselves, daily activities. 

Kathy Mowers-Moore:	Thank you for your comment.  We greatly appreciate your comment.  You did ask one question within that comment that I want to specifically respond to. This is Kathy. 

	For those individuals not eligible for financial aid then financial aid through FAFSA, if you are not eligible for financial aid, you would – we would then participate in financial participation to the extent that you meet those criteria.

	It’s also important to again remind all of our callers that SSI and SSDI recipients and those who are beneficiaries of other public assistance are exempt from financial participation for all services. So I’m going to – and (Joe) would like to add something onto this.

(Joe Savior):	Yes and none of this, and (Cathy), thank you for your comments. But I want to go back to the earlier question about what are the implications of closing the doors. And I was remiss.  

	I pointed out that the impact on the consumer, certainly the impact on DOR is the budget.  What I did not point out and I think it is important for everybody to also know is the impact on our community partners were we of course to close the doors.

	And were we to have a cascading budget implication many of the partnerships that we have established within the state to deliver the services certainly would be at risk and particularly those that are third parties. And as we now re-establishing those would not be and easy feat.

	And there’s obviously the ability to procure the services which, you know, many of you are supplied would be at risk there too.  So the impact of course is not just to the consumer although that’s always where my mind starts. 

	Out of this impact to the consumers we serve and not just the DOR.  It has obviously community partner impact as well. So I just wanted to be sure that I put that out there for you. 

Coordinator:	Thank you. Our next question comes from (Chris Bendrick), DOR (Bryant) advisory committee. Your line is open.  

Chris Fendrick:	Good afternoon. Thank you for the presentation. I definitely concur with Mr. Pomerantz, Mr. Bashin and some of the other comments that were made especially from the (Bryan) community.

	My question kind of duck-tales from Margie, your question about verification and the whole privacy issue. And I really do concur that this is going to hinder a lot of people from wanting to participate and take advantage of the valuable resources. 

	But if we’re going to provide their income tax and generally people are honest. And you don’t have a way of verifying whether or not I’m claiming my child still.  How do you propose to go about whether or not they need to apply that? 

	My 18 year old daughter has a part time job thankfully.  I don’t claim her anymore so do I need to continue to provide my income to you which I don’t feel that I need to.  So how do you mitigate that issue of verifying whether or not a child is under their parent’s income? 

Andi Mudryk: 	Andi.  I think – I appreciate the question.  I think we might be getting into some implementation questions.   I think, you know, what we would anticipate is if a consumer represents that, you know,  they’re not a dependent on their parent’s income tax (unintelligible) we wouldn’t necessarily request the income tax return. 

	But again, that’s an implementation question but I think that’s where we would lean. 

Chris Fendrick:	Okay, and how much time is allotted at the SRC regarding this topic again?  I know you presented it in February but you said you were going to present it again in June. 

Andi Mudryk:	Right.  So our SRC meeting is over two days in June. And we will – June 12 and 13 here in Sacramento. And there’s also access over phone lines, the call in for public comments. We’re putting together and agenda for that

Joe Xavier:	Also, I just want to add that the SRC is certainly in place which will be discussed but certainly not the only place. We have many other boards and committees, Deaf and Hard and Hearing Advisory Committee, Assisted Technology Committee and many others. 

	So this is not a conversation that will be singular to any one forum. We absolutely want as much information and contribution and participation from all of our boards and committees in communities are reasonable to get so.

Chris Fendrick:	And Joe, one follow-up.  Missed you last week. Hope to see you at the next one in August. Regarding taking that public input, how is that formulated through developing changes to policy or does it? 

Joe Xavier:	Well absolutely it does. I mean we very much listen to the comments that are being made today. Will be deliberating on what we’ve heard. What are the impact of many of the things brought up. We’ll certainly be engaging in further conversations around it. 

	So it absolutely does contribute to that.  It becomes, you know, again not to beat the issue over and over but this is a slice of a much larger and ongoing conversation about how do we right size the organization with some of the changes that have been taking place.

	So you can rest assured that any comments the people have shared today or will share in the coming days and weeks becomes a very important part of how we continue to move forward. 

Chris Fendrick:	Great. Thank you very much Joe. 

Coordinator:	Again, if you do have a question. Please press star then one. One moment please. I have no further questions at this time. 

Connie Nakano:	Okay thank you. We’ll continue to reach out and engage and collaborate with you all as we consider about the new financial participation policy We’ve provided a great deal of information and we encourage you to all download the financial participation and policy proposal on our website at dor.ca.gov. 

	All you have to do is just go to the calendar and select SRC and you will see the attachment there.  If you did not get an opportunity to share your thoughts or ask question today, you will have the opportunity to do so by submitting questions or comments to src@dor.ca.gov. That’s src@dor.ca.gov. 

	The DOR and SRC greatly appreciate your participation in today’s teleconference. A transcript will be available in approximately seven business days on DOR’s website. And we’ll now have a few closing remarks from Theresa Comstock.

Theresa Comstock:	Again, thank you for participating today.  It’s so important for us to hear comments and we value them. And our SRC will consider the comments as we move forward with a potential policy recommendations to DOR. Thank you. 

Coordinator:	Thank you for participating in today’s conference call. The call is concluded.  Please go ahead and disconnect. Again, thank you very much and enjoy the rest of your day.


END
