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CALIFORNIA STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL (SRC)
[bookmark: _Toc521422458]MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

Meeting Dates and Times
Wednesday, August 15, 2018, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.
Thursday, August 16, 2018, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.

Meeting Location
Department of Rehabilitation
721 Capitol Mall, Room 169
Sacramento, CA 95814
Teleconference Number: (866) 819-3654
Passcode: 5550388#

Agenda for Wednesday, August 15, 2018

1. Welcome and Introductions (9:00 a.m.)
Lesley Ann Gibbons, SRC Chair 

Public comments

2. Public Comment
Members of the public will have the opportunity to comment on issues and concerns not included elsewhere on the agenda.

3. Approval of the May 2018 Quarterly Meeting Minutes
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer 

Public comments

4. Icebreaker

5. Oath of Office
[bookmark: _Hlk520201187]Joe Xavier, DOR Director, will administer the oath of office to new SRC member, Nicolas Wavrin. 

Public comments

6. DOR Directorate Report
Director Xavier will report on leadership and policy topics of interest. National, state and departmental updates will be provided. SRC members will have the opportunity to ask questions and have an interactive dialogue.

Public comments

Break (10:25 a.m.) 

7. [bookmark: _Hlk520202487]State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology (SPS-AT)  
Fariba Shahmirzadi, DOR Deputy Director, Administrative Services Division
Rosa Gomez, DOR Asst. Deputy Director, Specialized Services Division
The goals of the SPS-AT are to 1) promote the timely delivery of assistive technology (and related services) so that state employees with disabilities or DOR consumers can promptly gain the benefits of reasonable accommodation, and 2) provide a listing of qualified suppliers who offer the specialized products and services designed for individuals with disabilities. SRC members will learn about the SPS-AT and efforts taking place to improve and update the existing process. There will an interactive discussion regarding stakeholder involvement and an opportunity for questions and answers. 

Public comments

8. SRC Adopt-a-District Program
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
SRC members will consider and discuss options for updating the Adopt-a-District program.

Public comments

9. Approval of Proposed Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) 
Shelly Risby, Analyst, DOR Legal Affairs and Regulations 
SRC members will review the biographies of Deena Ghaly and James Michael Davis. Members will vote to decide if the proposed ALJs are approved for conducting mediations and fair hearings involving DOR consumers.

Public comments

Lunch (12:00 – 1:00 p.m.)

10. Committees Meetings
Policy Committee (Room 169) – Michael Thomas, Chair 
The Committee will address questions regarding the use of labor market information in the vocational rehabilitation (VR) process. Draft recommendations may be developed. Mark Erlichman, Asst. Deputy Director of DOR’s VR Support Branch, will join the group for the discussion. 

Public comments

[bookmark: _Hlk520206254]Unified State Plan Committee (Room 307) – Abby Snay, Chair
The Committee will meet DOR’s new Planning Unit Analysts and will discuss options for future collaboration on the Comprehensive Statewide Assessment.

Public comments

11. SRC Committee Chairs Report Out
Michael Thomas, Chair, Policy Committee 
Abby Snay, Chair, Unified State Plan Committee 

Public comments

Break (2:05 p.m.) 

12. DOR Student Services – Q&A Session with VR Employment Division Leadership (VRED)
Peter Harsch, Deputy Director, DOR VRED
Mark Erlichman, Asst. Deputy Director, DOR VR Support Branch
Conan Petrie, Regional Manager, DOR Valley Mountain Range Region
SRC members will have a question and answer session with DOR’s VRED leadership team regarding DOR Student Services. The questions asked will reflect the variety of perspectives, networks and constituencies represented by the SRC members. The discussion may inform the development of future SRC recommendations.

Public comments

13. SRC Bylaws
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
Members will vote to adopt the proposed bylaw amendments introduced during the May 16 – 17, 2018 quarterly meeting.

Public comments

14. SRC Nominating Committee
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
In preparation for the November 2018 election of the SRC Officers, members will appoint a Nominating Committee. 

Public comments

15. Recess until 9:00 a.m. on August 16, 2018 (4:00 p.m.)


Agenda for Thursday, August 16, 2018

16. Reconvene, Welcome and Introductions (9:00 a.m.)
Lesley Ann Gibbons, SRC Chair

Public comments

17. Public Comment
Members of the public will have the opportunity to comment on issues and concerns not included elsewhere on the agenda.

18. [bookmark: _Hlk520212127]Icebreaker

19. Continued Collaboration with DOR’s Strategic Initiatives Office  
Victor Duron, Executive Advisor, Strategic Initiatives Office
DOR Planning Unit  
SRC members and the Strategic Initiatives Office will continue collaborating and exploring ideas related to the Consumer Satisfaction Survey and employee moral. The group will review an analysis of the Consumer Satisfaction Survey instrument and determine if modifications to existing questions and/or new questions are needed. SRC members will then provide feedback on a proposal developed by the DOR Planning Unit to gather data from DOR employees on moral and job satisfaction. The discussions between the SRC and Strategic Initiatives Office may inform the development of future SRC policy recommendations.

Public comments

Break (10:45 a.m.) 
[bookmark: _Hlk520881359]
20. California State Auditor’s Report
Joe Xavier, DOR Director
Elena Gomez, Deputy Director, DOR Specialized Services Division
Mark Erlichman (for Irene Walela), Asst. Deputy Director, VR Support Branch  
SRC members will receive information regarding the California State Auditor’s report published on July 12, 2018 regarding DOR’s grant processes. 

Public comments

21. Discussion Regarding Past SRC Recommendations
Lesley Ann Gibbons, SRC Chair
In preparation for the SRC’s afternoon working session, members will have a discussion with Kathi Mowers-Moore, Deputy Director of DOR’s VR Policy and Resources Division, regarding past SRC recommendations. The discussion will provide SRC members with insight on the effectiveness and progress of past recommendations. 

Public comments

Lunch (12:00 – 1:00 p.m.)

22. Working Session – 2018 SRC Policy Recommendations 
Lesley Ann Gibbons, SRC Chair
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
Each year, the SRC adopts recommendations which are submitted to the DOR Directorate. In addition, the recommendations are transmitted to the Governor’s Office and Rehabilitation Services Administration through the SRC’s Annual Report. The SRC’s policy recommendations reflect the Council’s efforts to review, analyze and advise DOR on the performance and effectiveness of California’s VR program, a function of the SRC required by federal law. The SRC will hold a working session to draft and potentially adopt recommendations for 2018. There will be a 15-minute break during this agenda item.

Public comments

23. Reports
· Chair’s Report
· Vice-Chair’s Report 
· Treasurer’s Report 
· Workforce Development Board Report
· State Independent Living Council Report
· Executive Officer’s Report

Public comments

24. Planning for Future Meetings and Selection of 2019 Meeting Dates
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer

Public comments

25. Adjourn (4:00 p.m.)

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Public comments on matters not on the agenda are taken at the beginning of the meeting. A speaker will have up to three minutes to make public comments and may not relinquish his or her time allotment to another speaker. The SRC is precluded from discussing matters not on the agenda; however, SRC members may ask questions for clarification purposes.

MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA: This meeting notice and agenda is posted on the SRC webpage. Supplemental meeting materials will be available for public viewing at the meeting site. All times listed are approximate and provided for convenience only. The order of business may be changed on the days of the noticed meeting. The meeting will adjourn upon completion of the agenda. Interested members of the public may use the teleconference number provided to listen to the meeting and/or provide public comment. The SRC is not obligated to postpone or delay its meeting in the event of unforeseen technical difficulties with the teleconference line.
	
REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS: If you require a disability-related accommodation, materials in alternate format or auxiliary aids/services, please call (916) 558-5897 or email SRC@dor.ca.gov by August 10, 2018. Any requests received after this date will be given consideration, but logistical constraints may not allow for their fulfillment. Please restrict the use of fragrances out of consideration of attendees who are sensitive to environmental odors created by chemicals and perfumes.

CONTACT PERSON: Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer	
SRC@dor.ca.gov, (916) 558-5897	


[bookmark: _Toc521422459]May 2018 SRC Quarterly Meeting Minutes (DRAFT)
Reference for Agenda Item #3

CALIFORNIA STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL (SRC)
May 16 – 17, 2018, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. both days

Meeting Location
Department of Rehabilitation (DOR)
721 Capitol Mall, Room 169, Sacramento, CA 95814

	SRC Members in Attendance
	SRC Members in Attendance

	Lesley Ann Gibbons, Chair
	LaQuita Wallace

	Marcus Williams, Vice-Chair
	Abby Snay (absent May 17th) 

	Inez De Ocio, Treasurer 
	Kecia Weller

	Kecia Weller
	Marc Espino

	Jacqueline Jackson
	Victoria Benson

	Michael Thomas
	Joe Xavier



	DOR Staff in Attendance
	DOR Staff in Attendance

	Kate Bjerke
	Brent Jolley

	Leslie Rubalcava
	Greg Duncan

	Victor Duron
	Kerry Gantt

	Peter Harsch
	Mark Erlichman

	Susan Senior 
	Conan Petrie

	Michelle Reynolds
	Kathi Mowers-Moore

	Suhail Syed
	Lana Reynolds

	Ceasor Dennis
	Alicia Lucas

	Jon Kirkham
	Adil Mohammed



Members of the Public in Attendance
John Garrett, Barbara Gill, Cheryl Kasai, Theresa Comstock, Jonn Paris-Salb

Wednesday, May 16, 2018

Welcome and Introductions  
SRC Chair Gibbons welcomed attendees to the meeting. SRC members introduced themselves, followed by DOR staff and members of the public.

Public Comment – There was no public comment.

Icebreaker – SRC members and guests engaged in an icebreaker activity.

Approval of the February 2018 Meeting Minutes
It was moved (Weller/Thomas) to approve the February 21 – 22, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting minutes as presented (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Wallace, Williams, Weller, Espino, Snay). 

DOR Directorate Report
Joe Xavier, DOR Director, acknowledged the Council for their partnership and thanked members Marc Espino and Barbara Boyd for their service on the SRC. Director Xavier spoke about the importance of having SRC members relay updates and information to back to their respective networks. The Directorate’s report included the following:

National Updates
· Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation (CSAVR) leadership updates, long term training grant opportunities, and the fall 2018 CSAVR conference in Long Beach. 
· Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) spring 2018 conference updates, appointment of RSA Commissioner Mark Schultz, RSA’s monitoring review of DOR in March 2018, and the upcoming revision of the RSA 911 data reporting tool.
· Transition of vocational rehabilitation (VR) from a placement model to a performance model as a result of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA). 
· Focus throughout the country on the number of youth entering competitive integrated employment.
· Updates on RSA’s requirements for prior written approval of certain expenditures, related technical assistance and upcoming webinars.

State and Departmental Updates
· Initiatives to make California the healthiest state in the country.
· Updates on the CalABLE savings program.
· DOR budget updates.
· News from the recent Autism at Work and California Workforce Association conferences.
· DOR key staff vacancies and hires.
· Approval from RSA of California’s 2018 modification to the VR Services Portion of the Unified State Plan.
 
DOR’s Innovative Projects
DOR team members Brent Jolley, Leslie Rubalcava and Greg Duncan presented on DOR’s self-service resources and expedited enrollment innovation projects. Information included the following:
· Call to action by the California Health and Human Services Agency for departments to increase responsiveness to the needs of Californians. 
· Development of DOR’s innovations team, selection of two priority areas (self-service resources and same-day eligibility), and use of the agile method.
· Review of project timelines, core values, concept focuses, challenge statements, scope, consumer involvement, transformative changes, pilot testing, and a demonstration of newly developed online portals.

SRC members provided feedback and asked questions about potential delays, orientation requirements, eligibility, the agile method, and portal design.

SRC and DOR Strategic Initiatives Office Collaboration
The SRC welcomed Victor Duron and Kerry Gantt. Duron spoke his role as Executive Advisor and about the activities of the newly formed Strategic Initiatives Office (SIO). The SIO will focus on optimization, innovation and strategic thinking. Gantt provided updates from DOR’s March 2018 monitoring review by RSA. The review was collaborative, productive, and focused on developing a path forward. A monitoring report will be issued in the near future. 

Gantt then spoke about the State Leadership Accountability Act (SLAA), which requires departments to assess critical issues and risks and identify ways to address these items. Six risks (with mitigating strategies) are identified in the Department’s current SLAA report. DOR uses this report in conjunction with the State Plan for departmental planning. The priorities of the State Plan are youth, business engagement, capacity building and competitive integrated employment.

The SIO and SRC discussed SRC’s role as policy advisors to the DOR. The group engaged in several brainstorming activities centered on customer service, employee morale, job satisfaction, and high performance. After the meeting, Duron and Bjerke will work together to summarize the brainstorming results and identify next steps so the information can be utilized during the SRC’s August 2018 quarterly meeting during which the Council will develop policy based recommendations.

Connecting with DOR’s VR Employment Division Leadership (VRED)
The VRED leadership team (Peter Harsch, Mark Erlichman, Susan Senior, and Conan Petrie) spoke about the following: 
· Vacant District Administrator position in the DOR Greater Los Angeles District.
· DOR’s March 2018 RSA monitoring review.
· Competitive Integrated Employment blueprint.
· The new DOR “Achieving Competitive Employment” team.
· Overview of DOR student services, including spending requirements, the five pre-employment transition services, the nine authorized activities, redirecting 210 DOR staff to a youth caseload, serving in-school and out-of-school youth, performance measures and work experience. 

The SRC invited VRED leadership team to join the Council at a future meeting to have an in-depth discussion regarding challenges, successes, opportunities and questions on DOR student services.

Recess 

Thursday, May 17, 2018

Welcome and Introductions
SRC Chair Gibbons welcomed attendees to the meeting. SRC members introduced themselves, followed by DOR staff and members of the public.

Public Comment – There was no public comment.

Icebreaker – SRC members and guests engaged in an icebreaker activity.
 
Leadership Update from the April 2018 NCSRC Conference
Chair Gibbons provided a report out from the April 2018 National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils (NCSRC) conference. Topics from the conference included: SRC legal requirements, how SRCs can effectively partner with their state VR agency, the provision of student services and an associated RSA memo, and, various SRC meeting format options.

Executive Officer Bjerke will research the possibility of having the SRC’s fall 2018 quarterly meeting held in conjunction with the NCSRC conference taking place in Long Beach on October 27 – 28, 2018.

SRC members debriefed on the prior day’s (May 16th) agenda and discussed what information, formats, and presentations were effective, and what items would benefit from improvement. 

Informing and Shaping State Policy
Executive Officer Bjerke explained that the SRC is often asked: “If DOR had an opportunity to make a legislative policy change, what would that change be, and why would DOR ask for that change?” To educate and assist the SRC with responding to this question, Michelle Reynolds, DOR’s Deputy Director of Legislation and Communications joined the group, along with Kathi Mowers-Moore, DOR’s Deputy Director of VR Policy and Resources Division. The discussion included the following topics: process for creating legislative proposals and laws; role of the California Health and Human Services Agency; addressing issues internally or externally via legislative changes; and, a compare and contrast of different advisory bodies structures and roles as it relates to legislation. The discussion concluded with the SRC encouraged to use their collective “voice,” respond to opportunities for input, and to think in a way that’s new, innovative and creative.

New Vision: Consumer Satisfaction Survey
Executive Officer Bjerke began by providing background information on the SRC’s requirement to conduct a review and analysis of DOR consumer satisfaction. Since the early 1990’s, the SRC and DOR have partnered together on this effort through the Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS). 

DOR Program Analyst, Suhail Syed, spoke about his recent work to analyze the results of the 2017 CSS. The purpose of his analysis was to 1) determine what areas DOR is doing well in, and 2) identify what areas would benefit from improvement. This information will inform DOR’s core value of continuous improvement. Syed explained his use of bar charts, averages, scoring, quadrant analysis, trend analysis, relative performance, Likert Scales and other analytical techniques applied to the data. The four major categories Syed examined were: agency satisfaction, counseling satisfaction, quality of life, and service provider satisfaction. Syed reviewed ten insights from the analysis of the 2017 CSS data:
1. The 2017 CSS results show improvement compared to 2016 across all major categories.
2. Consumers are asking for more assistance from DOR to find a job.
3. One in four DOR consumers currently unemployed did not agree that VR guidance and counseling was adequate.
4. Consumers currently unemployed need more counseling help to understand and overcome how their disability affects work.
5. Consumers currently employed were more satisfied overall. Job satisfaction came in the middle but one in four felt their job was not consistent with their employment plan. Also, satisfaction with employment benefits (health, leave etc.) was at the bottom.
6. One in four DOR consumers were dissatisfied with the timeliness of services received through external services providers.
7. Consumers are asking for more help connecting with other agencies to meet specific needs.
8. All consumers felt they were treated with courtesy and respect.
9. Quality of life significantly improved for consumers who are currently employed. Nine out of ten consumers currently employed felt their quality of life improved in contrast to only one in four who are currently unemployed.
10. Satisfaction by disability type – Deaf/hard of hearing and learning disability were in the upper half while psychiatric disability and intellectual/development disability were in the lower half.

Duron then led the group in a brainstorming session. It was noted that although the CSS has been in existence for many years, the process for gathering, analyzing and evaluating consumer satisfaction can be updated. Duron spoke about the need for the CSS data to be turned into meaningful information that’s actionable and can be used to identify benchmarks. The brainstorming session addressed the following questions: 1) What questions should a consumer satisfaction survey answer? and 2) What data is needed to answer those questions? 

The results of the brainstorming session will be used during a future collaborative discussion between the SRC and Strategic Initiatives Office to update and refine the CSS, specifically through identifying modifications for the existing CSS questions and/or developing new survey questions.

SRC Committees Meetings
The Policy Committee and Unified State Plan Committees convened. The Monitoring and Evaluation Committee did not have a quorum and did not convene. The Policy Committee met with Lana Reynolds and Ceasor Dennis, managers in DOR’s Staff Development Unit, and had continued discussions regarding disability and cultural competence. Topics included: possibly establishing goals and performance measures regarding customer service, determining if the Policy Committee can participate in DOR’s monthly Diversity and Inclusion Advisory Committee meetings, and assisting with the development of diversity and inclusion training. The Policy Committee also discussed the benefits of making the DOR’s Rehabilitation Administrative Manual (RAM) available to the public (via posting on DOR’s website) and began drafting a recommendation. 

The Unified State Plan Committee met with Alicia Lucas, manager of DOR’s Planning Unit. The draft 2018 modification to the VR Services Portion of the Unified State Plan is being reviewed by RSA and DOR anticipates feedback in the near future. The draft was posted online for a 30-day review period. The final 2018 modification will be available by the SRC’s August 2018 meeting.

Coordination with Other Advisory Bodies
The SRC welcomed Jonn Paris-Salb, Vice-Chair of the Assistive Technology Advisory Committee (ATAC) to the meeting. Paris-Salb provided background information on the ATAC and the role of the committee, which is serving as the “caretaker” of the Assistive Technology Act and the associated grant awarded to the California Foundation for Independent Living. Activities and resources offered through the grant include demonstrations, loans, assistive technology lending libraries, devices, self-advocacy and self-determination. Members asked follow-up questions about the grant review and award process.

Office of Administrative Hearing (OAH) Decisions
Michael Thomas, SRC member representing the Client Assistance Program (CAP), provided a summary of the OAH decisions from the past six months. The purpose of reviewing the OAH decisions is for the SRC to identify trends and/or areas in need of additional study. Thomas reported that there was a total of ten hearings between September 2017 – March 2018. Thomas spoke about the role of the CAP in the hearing process and the types of assistance CAP provides. An analysis of the hearings indicate there is an increase in the number of consumers selecting self-employment and independent contractor employment goals, and examples were provided.

Updated SRC Bylaws
Executive Officer Bjerke introduced and reviewed the proposed amendments to the SRC bylaws for the Council’s consideration. A vote to approve the amendments can take place at the August 15 – 16, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting. A question was asked about amending the bylaws so the SRC Chair can vote and what type of impact this would have in the event of a tie. Bjerke will research this issue and report back at the August meeting.

Recommendations Update and Working Session
It was moved/seconded (Wallace/Jackson) to adopt the SRC’s Recommendation 2018.1 - Rehabilitation Administrative Manual: The SRC recommends that the Rehabilitation Administrative Manual be posted on the Department of Rehabilitation’s external website. This will support consumer self-advocacy, informed choice, promote transparency, and clarity of understanding. (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Wallace, Williams, Espino. Absent – Weller, Snay).

Executive Officer Bjerke will submit recommendation 2018.1 to the DOR Directorate, and will coordinate an update for the August 2018 quarterly meeting on the status of the SRC’s 2017 recommendations.

Reports
· Marcus Williams reported that he was invited by Donna Hezel, San Jose District Administrator, to their annual awards ceremony on June 4th. Williams has met a number of individuals in the East Bay through the DOR roundtables and other events.
· Inez De Ocio provided the Treasurer’s report and noted that as of February 2018, the SRC has spent 47% of the Council’s travel budget, which is on target. 
· Jacqueline Jackson reported that the State Independent Living Council is working on their 2020 – 2022 State Plan. Jackson had the opportunity to meet with Carmencita Trapse, San Diego District Administrator. Activities taking place in the District include the same-day eligibility pilot and reverse job fairs.
· Michael Thomas reported that he hopes to connect with Peter Dawson, Blind Field Services District Administrator, when Dawson returns from leave.
· Marc Espino reached out to his assigned District Administrator but did not hear back.
· Victoria Benson reached out to her assigned District Administrator but did not hear back.

Chair Gibbons asked to have a discussion regarding the effectiveness of the SRC’s Adopt-a-District program during the August 2018 quarterly meeting.

Executive Officer Bjerke reported that she will complete the California Health and Human Services Supervisor’s Academy in June 2018. Work continues on developing an SRC logo and legal research is needed. Ongoing efforts continue with recruiting and appointing new SRC members. The SRC’s next Executive Planning Committee meeting will take place on June 13th to plan for the August quarterly meeting. Bjerke encouraged members to visit the “DOR Stakeholder News brief” on the DOR public website.

Adjourn 
It was moved (Jackson/Espino) to adjourn the May 16 – 17, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Williams, Espino. Absent – Wallace, Weller, Snay). 


[bookmark: _Toc521422460]Proposed Administrative Law Judges
Reference for Agenda Item #9

Federal law and regulations require all Impartial Hearing Officers conducting fair hearings to be jointly identified by both the Department of Rehabilitation and the State Rehabilitation Council. (29 U.S.C. § 722, subd. (c)(5)(B), 34 C.F.R. § 361.57, subd. (f)(1).) The following Administrative Law Judges or ALJs, employed by the Office of Administrative Hearings, is presented to the State Rehabilitation Council to include on the list of Impartial Hearing Officers. The Office of Administrative Hearings has confirmed that the ALJs listed below have completed the required training necessary to conduct mediations and administrative hearings.

1. Deena Ghaly

Administrative Law Judge Deena Ghaly has been an Administrative Law Judge with the Los Angeles regional office of the Office of Administrative Hearings since February 2012. Administrative Law Judge Ghaly received her bachelor's degree from Wellesley College in Philosophy. Administrative Law Judge Ghaly received her juris doctorate degree from Cornell Law School. Administrative Law Judge Ghaly has completed the required training necessary to conduct mediations and administrative hearings.

2. James Michael Davis

Administrative Law Judge James Michael Davis has been an Administrative Law Judge with the Los Angeles regional office of the Office of Administrative Hearings since January 2018. ALJ Davis received his bachelor's degree from the University of Colorado, Boulder, in Economics and Philosophy. ALJ Davis received his juris doctorate degree from McGeorge School of Law. ALJ Davis also holds an LL.M. in Admiralty Law, from Tulane University. ALJ Davis has completed the required training necessary to conduct mediations and administrative hearings.


[bookmark: _Toc521422461]SRC Committee Assignments List 
Reference for Agenda Item #10

Policy Committee
Michael Thomas, Chair
Inez De Ocio
Jacqueline Jackson
Lesley Ann Gibbons 
Kecia Weller

Unified State Plan Committee
Abby Snay, Chair
Victoria Benson
Marcus Williams
LaQuita Wallace
Nicolas Wavrin

Monitoring and Evaluation Committee 
Committee is currently on hold; the Consumer Satisfaction Survey is under review and discussion by the full Council.

List updated in August 2018.


[bookmark: _Toc521422462]Labor Market Information Briefing Document
Reference for Agenda Item #10 – Policy Committee

During the August 15, 2018 SRC Policy Committee meeting, the following questions will be addressed:

· What role does labor market information (LMI) have in the development of a consumer’s individualized plan for employment (IPE)? For example, should the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) start the planning conversation with a consumer by providing LMI and then discuss choices second?

· What should the DOR’s role and responsibility be when a consumer wishes to select an occupation that either is not presently available, or very rare in their local area and the consumer is unwilling or unable to move to obtain employment? For example, a consumer ignores local LMI and wants to select an occupational goal that is not viable.

To inform the discussion, this briefing document provides background information on informed choice, LMI, the IPE, and the use of LMI in the vocational rehabilitation (VR) process.

What is Informed Choice?
As defined in the DOR Consumer Handbook: 

DOR’s vocational rehabilitation and independent living programs, projects, and activities shall be carried out in a manner consistent with the following principles: respect for individual dignity, personal responsibility, self-determination, and pursuit of independent living and meaningful careers, based on informed choice of individuals with disabilities. (California Welfare and Institutions Code, section 19000(e) (1).)

Informed choice means the provision of activities whereby individuals with disabilities served by projects have the opportunity to be active, full partners in the rehabilitation process, making meaningful and informed choices as follows:
1. During assessments of eligibility and VR needs.
2. In the selection of employment outcomes, services needed to achieve the outcomes, entities providing these services, and the methods used to secure these services. 
(34 Code of Federal Regulations, part 361.52; see also 29 United States Code, section 722(b) (2)(B).)


What is an Individualized Plan for Employment (IPE)?
As defined in the DOR Consumer Handbook: 

The IPE is your [the consumer’s] written plan listing your job objective and the DOR services you will receive to reach your employment goal. You and your VR counselor will discuss your unique strengths, resources, priorities, concerns, abilities, capabilities, interests, and informed choice as you develop your IPE.
· You and your VR counselor will work in partnership in developing your IPE. 
· You and your VR counselor will determine your employment goals.
· You will have the opportunity, within the DOR's regulations, to discuss and choose the specific VR services, providers, and settings you need to reach your employment goals.
· You and your VR counselor will discuss the process to obtain needed services.

What is Labor Market Information (LMI)?
LMI is information about the market where labor skills are exchanged for wages. LMI is provided in the form of a description (qualitative) or statistical information (quantitative). Key elements in the labor market are the workers (labor resources) and jobs (employment opportunities). LMI tells you:
· Which industries are hot and which are not
· Where the jobs are
· Local salaries as compared to other regions
· Major employers by county
· Employment projections
· Unemployment statistics

The Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA) places an intensified focus on the importance of labor market information, requiring that job development and job placement respond to today’s labor market. WIOA requires workforce boards to focus efforts on in-demand industry sectors or occupations, requiring an analysis of the workforce, including current and projected labor force employment. Data driven decision-making, including LMI, is a cornerstone of informed career choice and successful employment outcomes.

The California Employment Development Department (EDD) provides LMI specific to California. The EDD’s LMI Division promotes California’s economic health and publishes statistical data and reports on the CA labor force, industries, occupations, employment projections, wages and other LMI and economic data. The web address is: www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov. Nationally, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics is a comprehensive resource of LMI, found online at www.bls.gov. 

Source: “The ABC’s of LMI” training webinar developed by DOR’s Staff Development Unit and Workforce Development Section.

How is LMI Currently Utilized in the VR Process? 
When assisting a consumer with developing an employment goal, VR Counselors assess a consumer’s disability, strengths, resources, priorities, values, concerns, abilities, interests, job duties and LMI. A consumer’s career exploration process may include reviewing occupational information, LMI, conducting informational interviews, job shadowing, volunteering, apprenticeships and internships.

VR Counselors and DOR field staff have access to many resources to stay updated and informed about LMI. This includes online trainings and the Workforce Development Section team (including Business Specialists).


[bookmark: _Toc521422463]SRC Questions Regarding DOR Student Services
Reference for Agenda Item #12

· Has DOR considered the impact of office signage out in the field? 
· Do all DOR offices have signs that ensure optimum visibility?
· Do DOR’s office signs incorporate any language and/or visuals to indicate that youth are served?

· What is the Department’s “elevator pitch” to someone who works with youth but is not aware of the work that the DOR can do?

· Now that the Vocational Rehabilitation Service Delivery teams have essentially split into two (the youth VR program and the adult VR program) what impacts (both positive and negative) has this had on the “team” approach to providing VR services?

· What challenges is DOR’s VR Employment Division leadership seeing in the field, and what policy recommendations from the SRC might be helpful? What is the greatest challenge?

· Can data be provided on how many students are receiving DOR Student Services, and what services/activities are actually being provided? 
· For example, can details be given on what type of work-based learning experiences are being provided (other than a client being given work at a Community Rehabilitation Program).

· How are families of students with disabilities made aware of DOR’s Student Services?

· How does DOR coordinate with other agencies and organizations that provide transition services to students with disabilities? 

· What resources are DOR Counselors receiving to educate, support and train them on strategies for working with students with disabilities?

· How is DOR working with Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) to implement DOR Student Services?


[bookmark: _Toc521422464]SRC Bylaws – Updates Introduced on May 17, 2018
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CALIFORNIA STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL
BYLAWS
Article I Name
The name of this council shall be the STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL, hereinafter referred to as the SRC.
[bookmark: Arthicle_II_Authority]Article II Authority
Title I, Part A, Section 105 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 720 et seq.), and California Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 19070 - 19072, and federal and state regulations pertaining thereto. Should subsequent amendments to federal and state laws conflict with these bylaws, said laws and regulations shall prevail.
[bookmark: Article_III_Purpose]Article III Functions
The functions of the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) are mandated in federal law as follows:
A. Review, analyze, and advise the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) regarding the performance of the responsibilities of the DOR under Title 1 of the Rehabilitation Act, particularly responsibilities relating to:
(1) eligibility (including order of selection);
(2) the extent, scope, and effectiveness of services provided; and
(3) functions performed by State agencies that affect or that potentially affect the ability of individuals with disabilities in achieving employment outcomes under this title.
B. In partnership with the DOR:
(1) develop, agree to, and review State goals and priorities in accordance with section 101(a)(15)(C) of the Rehabilitation Act; and
(2) evaluate the effectiveness of the vocational rehabilitation program and submit reports of progress to the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) Commissioner in accordance with section 101(a)(15)(E) of the Rehabilitation Act.
(3) advise and assist in the preparation of the vocational rehabilitation services portion of the Unified or Combined State Plan and amendments to the plan, applications, reports, needs assessments and evaluations as required.
C. Advise the DOR regarding activities authorized to be carried out under Title 1 of the Rehabilitation Act .
D. To the extent feasible, conduct a review and analysis of the effectiveness of, and consumer satisfaction with:
(1) the functions performed by the DOR;
(2) vocational rehabilitation services provided by State agencies and other public and private entities responsible for providing vocational rehabilitation services to individuals with disabilities under this Act; and
(3) employment outcomes achieved by eligible individuals receiving services under this title, including the availability of health and other employment benefits in connection with such employment outcomes.
E. Prepare and submit an Annual Report to the Governor and the RSA Commissioner on the status of vocational rehabilitation programs operated within the State, and make the report available to the public.
F. To avoid duplication of efforts and enhance the number of individuals served, coordinate activities with the activities of other councils within the State, including the following: State Independent Living Council; Advisory Commission on Special Education; Assistive Technology Advisory Committee; State Council on Developmental Disabilities; California Mental Behavioral Health Planning Council; and the California Workforce Development Board.
G. Provide for coordination and the establishment of working relationships between the DOR and the State Independent Living Council and centers for independent living within California.
H. Perform such other functions, consistent with the purpose of Title 1 of the Rehabilitation Act, as the SRC determines to be appropriate, that are comparable to the other functions performed by the Council.
[bookmark: Article_IV_Membership]Article IV Membership
A. Pursuant to federal law [29 USC Section 725 (b)(3)], the Governor shall appoint all of the members to the SRC after soliciting recommendations from representatives of organizations representing a broad range of individuals with disabilities and organizations interested in individuals with disabilities. In selecting members, the Governor shall consider, to the greatest extent practicable, the extent to which minority populations are represented on the Council.
B. The SRC, pursuant to 29 USC Section 725 (b), shall be composed of at least 16 members: 
(1) One representative of the State Independent Living Council;
(2) One representative of a parent training and information center established under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA);
(3) One representative of the Client Assistance Program (CAP);
(4) One vocational rehabilitation counselor, with knowledge of and experience with vocational rehabilitation programs, who shall serve as an ex officio, nonvoting member of the SRC if the counselor is an employee of the DOR;
(5) One representative of Community Rehabilitation Program (CRP) service providers;
(6) Four representatives of business, industry and labor;
(7) Two representatives of disability advocacy groups representing a cross section of:
a. individuals with physical, cognitive, sensory, and mental disabilities; and
b. parents, family members, guardians, advocates, or authorized representatives of individuals with disabilities who have difficulty in representing themselves or are unable due to their disabilities to represent themselves;
(8) One current or former applicants for, or recipients of, vocational rehabilitation services;
(9) One representative of the directors of the American Indian Vocational Rehabilitation Projects in California; 
(10) One representative of the California Department of Education;
(11) One representative of the California Workforce Development  Board; and
(12) The Director of the DOR, who shall be an ex officio member of the SRC. 
C. A majority of SRC members shall be persons who are:
(1) individuals with disabilities, and
(2) not employed by the DOR. 
D. Each member of the SRC shall serve for a term of three years, except for a member who has been appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to expiration of the term for which the predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed for the remainder of such term.
E. No member of the SRC may serve more than two consecutive full terms, with the exception of the representatives from CAP and the American Indian Vocational Rehabilitation Projects.
D. Each SRC member shall be appointed to serve no more than two consecutive full three-year terms (with the exception of the representatives from CAP and the American Indian Vocational Rehabilitation Projects). If a council member is initially appointed to replace a former member who did not complete his or her term, the new council member must be appointed for the remainder of the vacated term for which he or she is being appointed – not a full three-year term. Once that initial term is completed, the individual may be appointed to fill a second term of three years.
E. Any vacancy occurring in the membership of the SRC shall be filled in the same manner as the original appointment. The vacancy of one or more members shall not affect the power of the remaining members to execute the duties of the SRC.
F. If a member misses two consecutive SRC meetings without sufficient good cause, as determined by the Executive Planning Committee, the Chairperson will contact the member to ask that he/she consider resigning so that another member may be appointed.
F. [bookmark: Article_V_Duties_and_Responsibilities]SRC members shall notify the SRC Executive Officer if the member cannot attend an SRC meeting. If it is determined that a quorum will not be present, members will be notified.

G. Duties of SRC Members:
(1) Prepare for, and attend, quarterly SRC meetings.
(2) Serve on at least one SRC committee, taskforce or workgroup.
(3) Review and comment on proposed DOR plans, policies and regulations.
(4) Report to the SRC on successes/challenges/trends impacting the Member's category of representation.
(5) Maintain cooperative and mutually supportive appropriate relationships with the DOR Executive leadership, local District Administrators and staff.
(6) Meet with local District Administrators as assigned each quarterly meeting. 
(7) Perform other duties as required. 
Article V Officers
(1) The SRC Officers shall be Chair, Vice-Chair and Treasurer, with duties and responsibilities as follows:
(1) The Chair shall:
a. Preside as Chair of SRC meetings in order to facilitate discussion, planning and decision making;
b. Select and appoint, from among the SRC membership, Chairs and members of all SRC Committees and taskforces, with the exception of the Nominating Committee; and
c. Coordinate SRC activities and maintain communication with the SRC Executive Officer, DOR leadership and SRC leadership.
(2) The Vice-Chair shall:
a. Preside at meetings of the SRC in the absence of the Chair;
b. Assume the Office of Chair if, for any reason, the Chair is unable to complete the term; 
c. Serve as SRC Parliamentarian, ensuring that SRC meetings operate in accordance with applicable state laws and regulations and these bylaws; and
d. Carry out other duties as may be assigned by the Chair.
(3) The Treasurer shall:
a. Work together with the SRC Executive Officer to ensure:
	1) Maintenance of accurate and timely financial records
	2) Appropriate development and allocation of SRC budget	
	3) Periodic review of SRC expenditures/financial status;
b. Present a financial report to the SRC at each quarterly meeting; and
c. Carry out other duties as may be assigned by the Chair.
H. Officers' Election and Terms: 
(1) The election of Officers shall take place during the final full SRC meeting of the federal fiscal year (October 1 - September 30). 
(2) The Officers of the SRC shall be elected by a majority of the voting SRC members. The Nominating Committee's slate of candidates shall be provided to the SRC members at least one week prior to the Election of Officers. At the meeting at which the election is held, and subsequent to the announcement of the slate, the floor shall also be open to nominations.
(3) The term of Office shall be for one year, from October 1 - September 30. 
(4) Officers may serve for no more than two consecutive full terms in any one Office. 
[bookmark: Article_VI_Procedures]Article VI Procedures
All meetings of the State Rehabilitation Council shall be conducted in accordance with California's Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act (Government Code Section 11120, et seq).
A. Quorum.
In order to conduct any official business, a quorum shall consist of fifty-one percent (51%) of the current SRC voting membership, excluding vacancies. Pursuant to federal law, vacancies shall not affect the power of the remaining members to execute the duties of the SRC.
B. Voting:
(1) Each member shall have one vote. The Chair of the SRC may vote only in the event of a tie. The Chair shall then cast the deciding vote. In the event of a tie, the Chair shall cast the deciding vote.
(2) All decisions shall be made by a majority vote of the voting members present. 
(3) Unless a member needs accommodation, all votes will be conducted by a voice vote. At anytime, a member can request a show of hands or a roll call vote. 
(4)  Ex-officio members may not vote or present motions. 
(5) In accordance with the Bagley Keene Open Meeting Act, all votes occurring during teleconference meetings shall be by roll call vote.
C. Meetings.
(1) The SRC shall convene at least four meetings per federal fiscal year (October 1 - September 30). 
(2) SRC meeting times and locations shall be set by the Executive Planning Committee (EPC) with input from SRC members. 
D. Agendas.
Agendas for SRC meetings shall be developed by the SRC Executive Officer and Chair, with input from the EPC. Agendas for Committees shall be developed by the SRC Executive Officer and Chair of Standing Committees, with input from SRC Chair. The SRC may adopt procedures for requesting placement of items on agendas. The SRC Chair shall approve the meeting agenda before distribution. In the event that the SRC Chair is unavailable, the SRC Vice-Chair shall have approving authority.
E. Minutes.
The SRC Executive Officer has responsibility for ensuring that minutes of all committees and full SRC meetings are kept. Approved minutes shall be maintained in the SRC office. Such approved minutes shall be made available to the public upon request.
F. Conflict of Interest.
No member of the Council shall cast a vote on any matter that would provide direct financial benefit to the member or to the organization that he/she represents, or otherwise give appearance of a conflict-of-interest. The member shall abstain and publicly state the conflict of interest. 
According to state law, all SRC members shall file a Fair Political Practices Commission Form 700 to file their statements of economic interests 30 days after initial appointment and annually thereafter. 
SRC members shall adhere to all conflict-of-interest policies adopted by DOR and state law. 
G. Accessibility Policy
The Council’s role is to promote the employment of people with disabilities, and as such, the SRC strives to include all people with disabilities in all aspects of its role. The SRC will provide accommodation to members of the public and the membership in accordance with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act and other state law. Documents will be made available in electronic formats and alternative formats, upon request in accordance with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. 
H. Public Comment
The opportunity for public comment shall be provided on each agenda in accordance with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act.
I. Rules of Order
Absent a conflict in federal or state law and regulation, the most recent revision of Robert's Rules of Order shall govern questions of parliamentary procedure not otherwise specified by these Bylaws.
J. Compensation for services
Pursuant to Welfare and Institution Code Section 19092, any member of the SRC who is unemployed or required to forfeit wages from other employment shall be compensated one hundred dollars ($100) per day for each day the member is engaged in discharging his/her SRC-related duties. Certification of eligibility for said compensation shall be maintained by the DOR. It is the responsibility of the SRC member to notify the SRC Executive officer of any change in eligibility for said stipend and follow any policies related to the stipend.  
K. Reimbursement for travel, per diem, child care and attendant care services shall be in accordance with applicable state policy.
[bookmark: Article_VII_Commettees]Article VII Committees

It is the intention of the SRC that the full SRC make key decisions pertaining to the fulfillment of its federal responsibilities, unless otherwise delegated. The purpose of the Standing Committees is to provide an opportunity for greater discussion, analysis and oversight of these mandated functions or to address certain administrative functions of the SRC. 
A. Committee Quorums
Three voting members of the SRC shall constitute a quorum for purposes of conducting committee meetings.
B. Duties of Standing Committee Chairs;
a)  Agenda creation with the Executive Officer for Committee meeting,
b) Provide input on the work of the Committee.
c) Discuss work of the Committee with Chair of the SRC,
d) Provide updates at each quarterly meeting,
e) Facilitate meetings,
f) Determine if additional meetings are needed, and,
g)  And Provide the Executive Officer with the direction on Committee work products. 
C. Standing Committees: The following standing committees are hereby established:
1) Executive Planning Committee (EPC)
a) The EPC will be led by the SRC Chair, with the Vice-Chair, Treasurer, Policy, Unified State Plan and Monitoring and Evaluation Committee Chairs as members.
b)  The EPC shall schedule SRC meetings, establish agendas and select meeting sites while coordinating Council activities with other SRC Standing Committees, the DOR, and other entities responsible for, or concerned with, the provision of rehabilitation services within the State of California. (These duties are in practice delegated to the Executive Officer working in conjunction with the SRC Chair.)
c) Create slate of candidates for the SRC to be appointed as Members of the Nominating Committee. 

2) Policy Committee
The areas assigned to the Policy Committee are:
a) Develop the SRC Annual Report 
b) Evaluate proposed regulations,  policies and services.
c) Prepare recommendations for the SRC. 
d) Receive issues from the Monitoring and Evaluation Committee and the Unified State Plan Committee to further evaluate and assist the SRC in developing recommendations to DOR.  
3) Monitoring and Evaluation Committee 
The areas assigned to the Monitoring and Evaluation Committee are: 
a) Evaluate the Consumer Satisfaction Survey  and its results.
b) Review and analyze trends in Appeal Hearing Decisions.
c) Review the progress of  performance measures.
d) Review data as requested by the SRC.
e) May refer issues to other Committees to further evaluate and make recommendations for improvement of services.
f) Prepare recommendations for the SRC. the full Council’s consideration.

4) Unified State Plan Committee
a) Collaborate with DOR in developing various aspects of the Vocational Rehabilitation Services Portion of the Combined or Unified State Plan.
b) Conduct and evaluate the Comprehensive Statewide Needs Assessment.
c) Monitor the State of California’s Unified State Plan.
d) Review drafts of the Vocational Rehabilitation Services Portion of the Unified State Plan.
e) May refer issues to other Committees to further evaluate and make recommendations for improvement of services.
f) Prepare recommendations for the SRC. the full Council’s consideration.

5) Nominating Committee
The Nominating Committee shall make recommendations to the SRC relative to the annual election of SRC officers. The Nominating Committee shall:
a) Be composed of at least three (3) and not more than five (5) SRC members.
b) Be elected by the SRC at the meeting preceding the meeting in which Officer elections are held, from a slate of candidates recommended by the EPC. The floor shall also be opened to additional nominations.
c) Serve for one year. Should a mid-year vacancy occur in the office of vice-chair or treasurer, the Nominating Committee shall reconvene and recommend a candidate for vote at the next SRC meeting. 
D. Ad hoc Committees/Taskforces/Workgroups
The SRC may, by majority vote, establish task specific entities as necessary. These entities are limited to acting on the issues for which they were created and within the time frame established for the assignment. 
[bookmark: Article_VIII_Amendments]Article VIII Amendments
1. These Bylaws shall be reviewed annually by the Executive Planning Committee.
2. Bylaws amendments may be introduced, in writing, at any full SRC meeting. The vote upon such amendments shall not take place until the following SRC meeting. Amendments must receive a two-thirds vote of the voting membership present at the meeting. No amendments may be adopted which conflict with any applicable state and federal law or regulation. Subsequent changes to applicable state and federal laws and regulations shall supersede any portion of the bylaws in conflict with same.
Dates of Revision
Revised (Month, Date), 2018
Revised November 18, 2015
Revised May 27, 2015
Revised August 20, 2014
Revised May 16, 2012
Revised January 25, 2011
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Assessing the Job Satisfaction of DOR’s Employees
In 2018, DOR will gather feedback on employee morale. To inform this process, the following ideas were offered during the brainstorming session:

What information do we need? 
· Honesty
· Communication
· Interests
· Strengths
· How do employees feel valued?
· There is no feedback loop
· Understand the way people work
· Understand the issue and root cause
· What’s working?
· Chief people officer – CPO
· What gets in people’s way?
· What’s being done to address why people are not happy?

What would we do with the information? 
· Assess – does our environment work for all?
· Look at aggregate data and unit specific data to address issues
· Identify patterns and success
· Identify what’s working and replicate the process where needed 
· Focus on what’s strong, not wrong
· Celebrate excellence
· Ensure celebration is appropriate for the team/location

Desired outcome – Why do we care? 
· Employee moral impacts:
· Customer service
· Efficiencies
· Attitude
· Attrition
· Identify people’s “sweet spots” and build upon this.
· Treated with respect

What do we do to engage employee morale? 
· Exit interviews
· Invest in quality supervision
· Rounding
· What do they expect
· Help us solve this problem
· Lack of tools for counselors

Discussion on Customer Service
What should DOR do to address customer service? Brainstorming results: 

How do we define customer service? 
· Uniform approach, consistency 
· Consumers know what they are getting
· Confirm order and/or service with the consumer
· Good outcomes – consumers receive what they wanted
· Consumers are happy and don’t leave with a “bad taste”
· Respect
· Consumers are treated like an equal and with dignity
· Consumers are active in making choices, and the choices are quality
· Use Amazon as a model for informed choice? 

How should we measure customer service?
· Simple happy/sad face
· Survey consumers right after service provision so they can provide constant and immediate feedback
· A consumer can see other reviews that have been left for a provider 
· Focus groups
· Would you recommend this good/service to a friend?
· Review/analyze Office of Administrative Hearing decisions for pattern and trends. Also, where are we not seeing as many hearings?
· Customer service team
· Link feedback to performance evaluations of DOR staff
· Lack of follow-up is a common consumer complaint
· Provide the consumer with a method to report their experience in a way that doesn’t impact services
· Have an anonymous option for consumers to provide feedback, perhaps a third-party option?
· Consider expanding definition of “customer” to include employers and Community Rehabilitation Program providers.
· Offer multiple, culturally appropriate modes for a consumer to provide feedback
· Ensure consumers know that providing feedback won’t impact their services
· Eliminate any perceived threats consumers may have about giving feedback
· What are consumer’s expectations? 
· Does DOR explain customer service expectations to consumers at the beginning of the VR process?
· Have a consumer “Bill of Rights”
· Internal customer service does impact external customer service
· Government departments do have a brand. 

Employee Success and High Performance 
What does success and high-performance look like? Brainstorming results:

What does success look like? What does employee high-performance look like?
· Fewer vacancies
· Better customer service
· Better employment outcomes for consumers
· For consideration: Who is defining success?
· Recruitment and retention
· Meaning of the work
· Empower people to solve challenges
· Flexibility to improve morale?

What does employee high-performance and customer service look like?
· Less consumer calls to the Client Assistance Program
· Increased number of consumers
· Great Rehabilitation Services Administration report
· Increased employee retention
· Positive feedback
· Positive messages about DOR shared word of mouth
· Fewer long term consumers, more new consumers.

Feedback on the Consumer Satisfaction Survey  
Brainstorming results: 
· What questions about consumer satisfaction does the SRC want answered? 
· What expanded data analysis would the SRC like from the existing survey?
· The Rehabilitation Services Administration is performance based – Make data informed decisions.
· What about assessing the consumer satisfaction of potentially eligible consumers?
· Include demographic questions on a consumer’s location – does DOR adequately represent the people we serve?
· How to measure the impact of vendors?  Are consumers satisfied?
· Look at other states’ consumer satisfaction surveys.
· Business needs to be driver behind the questions.
· What will help DOR provide better customer service?
· How do we find out what other people need to know to provide better customer service?
· How are we doing?
· How do we know if we are doing well?
· What are the specific things consumers are not satisfied with and how do we capture that?
· What services were provided?
· What services work and which ones don’t?
· What do people need?
· Is there an alternative way for consumers to respond?
· Get more information when consumers select not satisfied/ strongly disagree
· Consider the survey length
· What’s the sample size and return of surveys. Why are consumers not responding?
· Consumers often misunderstand DOR’s role and believe that “DOR was supposed to get me a job.” This can lead to unrealistic expectations
· Have clear expectations and communication at the beginning.
· How can we ensure the response rate is giving us good data?  
· Are consumers self-selecting to not take the survey?
· Use a focus group to drill down.
· Next steps – Review the questions/brainstorming results in conjunction with the existing current consumer satisfaction survey. Consider the SRC’s 2014 recommendations regarding the consumer satisfaction survey.
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Department of Rehabilitation
Its Inadequate Guidance and Oversight of the Grant Process Led to Inconsistencies and Perceived Bias in Its Evaluations and Awards of Some Grants
Report Number: 2017-129
Highlights
Our audit of Rehabilitation’s grant application and review process highlighted the following:
· Although required to have procedures in place for soliciting and awarding grants, Rehabilitation failed to formalize such procedures, which resulted in inconsistencies and inadequacies in the grant process.
· Rehabilitation had some deviations from or gaps in its grant process that raised questions about its fairness.
· It inappropriately accepted certain information from some grant applicants after deadlines stipulated in its requests for applications had passed.
· It limited its pool of prospective evaluators and did not always ensure that they were free from conflicts of interest or bias before selecting them.
· Rehabilitation did not always follow its appeals process, and the review committees did not always conduct comprehensive reviews to determine whether errors or omissions occurred, evaluator biases affected the scoring process, or evaluators supported their scores.
Results in Brief
The Department of Rehabilitation (Rehabilitation) provides services and advocacy to Californians with disabilities. Rehabilitation offers the majority of its services directly to individuals with disabilities through the vocational rehabilitation program, which provides services to disabled individuals to assist them in obtaining competitive employment. It also works in cooperation with 28 independent living centers, which are nonresidential, nonprofit, community‑based agencies designed and operated within a local community by individuals with disabilities, to provide services and advocacy. Rehabilitation supports these services through a combination of federal and state funding. Recently, its process for soliciting and evaluating grant applications and awarding grant funds (grant process) has come under scrutiny, particularly as it relates to the 2017 Systems Change Network Hub grant (Systems Change grant). In our review of this grant and three others that Rehabilitation awarded from fiscal years 2014–15 through 2017–18, we found that Rehabilitation would significantly benefit from improvements in a variety of areas to ensure that it consistently and fairly conducts the grant process, and to help it defend its award decisions.
Rehabilitation took varying approaches to the grant process, some of them questionable, for each of the four grants we reviewed, largely because it did not have formalized written procedures for the grant process. Although state and federal regulations require that Rehabilitation have procedures and a format in place, and despite developing a draft grant solicitation manual (grant manual) to document its process in 2015, Rehabilitation never finalized the draft or instructed staff to follow the details set forth in the grant manual. Rehabilitation officials stated that Rehabilitation did not finalize the grant manual because it does not award many grants and has had higher priorities. We found that the grant manual largely contained procedures that were reasonable and useful and, in the absence of formalized procedures or other sufficient direction provided to its program management and staff (program staff), we used it as the basis for our assessment of Rehabilitation’s grant process.
In our review of four grants that Rehabilitation awarded from fiscal years 2014–15 through 2017–18, we found that it did not adequately plan the grant process and that it failed to clearly define and assign staff roles and responsibilities at its outset. Rehabilitation also could not demonstrate that key staff were free from conflicts of interest; received the required ethics training; and understood confidentiality procedures before developing requests for applications (RFAs), the initial step in the grant process. By not undertaking these critical steps, Rehabilitation did not adequately ensure a consistent, complete, and fair grant process.
Additionally, RFAs should include clear scoring criteria; application deadlines; and descriptions of the evaluation, award, and appeals processes. Rehabilitation did not adequately disclose in its RFAs all necessary information to ensure a transparent competitive process and, in some cases, disclosed inaccurate information. For instance, the scoring process described in the RFAs did not always align with the actual process that the individuals evaluating the grant applications (evaluators) followed when scoring grant applications, and Rehabilitation generally did not disclose in advance its methods for awarding grants in the event of a tie. Further, when Rehabilitation initiated its grant process, we found that it did not designate a centralized location to maintain grant‑related documents and, in some cases, destroyed key documents. This contributed to Rehabilitation failing to respond fully to some requests for public records related to the grant process.
Although Rehabilitation included deadlines in its RFAs for submitting documentation, we found that it inappropriately accepted certain information from some grant applicants after these deadlines. For example, Rehabilitation accepted an entire revised section of an application from one grant applicant after the submission deadline. Instead of disqualifying the applicant as specified in the RFA, it continued to process the application and ultimately awarded one of the grant awards to this applicant—possibly preventing another qualified applicant from receiving grant funding.
Further, rather than publishing a solicitation for evaluators of grant applications and seeking the disability community’s participation, which is suggested in the grant manual, Rehabilitation selected evaluators without issuing a solicitation for three of the four grants we reviewed. As a result, it limited its pool of prospective evaluators and missed the opportunity to ensure that it obtained the most qualified evaluators possible from the larger disability community. Rehabilitation also did not always ensure that prospective evaluators were free from conflicts of interest or bias before selecting them, and in fact it selected some evaluators for one grant who had held leadership positions in an organization that had a known relationship with one grant applicant, which created at least the potential for perceived bias.
Additionally, the grant manual requires that Rehabilitation appoint a technical review team whose responsibilities include training evaluators on the grant process and program requirements before the evaluation process begins, answering evaluators’ questions related to the program or evaluation process, and ensuring after evaluations are complete that evaluators followed instructions during the evaluation process. Rehabilitation did not always appoint technical review teams to oversee the evaluation of each grant; sometimes staff fulfilled the responsibilities of the teams. However, the technical review teams and staff failed to ensure evaluators followed the evaluation process, which contributed to procedural errors in the evaluation of applications for each of the grants we reviewed. In addition, the technical review teams and staff did not adequately review evaluators’ scores and comments for each grant to ensure that evaluators followed instructions, likely resulting in some applicants appealing certain grant awards.
When Rehabilitation identifies errors in the evaluation process, the grant manual indicates that staff should begin a new RFA process to rectify errors and ensure that the grant process is fair. Although it may be necessary for Rehabilitation to restart the grant process to remedy the errors, we believe that under certain circumstances Rehabilitation can correct the issues and have evaluators rescore applications without restarting the grant process. Instead, it sometimes asked evaluators to rescore applications without correcting the issues.
The four grants we reviewed for this audit resulted in nine appeals, and Rehabilitation did not consistently adhere to the appeals process contemplated in its grant manual. State regulations require Rehabilitation's chief deputy director (chief deputy) to appoint a grant review committee (review committee) to review the appeal. In addition, the grant manual gives the chief deputy the option to acknowledge receipt of the appeal in writing and to notify the appellant of the qualifications of the review committee members. Although we found that Rehabilitation consistently acknowledged its receipt of appeals, it did not always notify appellants of the review committee members’ qualifications; thus, appellants were not fully informed about those who would conduct a review of their appeal. State regulations provide limited direction regarding how Rehabilitation should review and process appeals, requiring only that applicants submit appeals within 30 days of the notice of the intent to award, and that a review committee review the request and notify the appellant in writing of its decision within 30 days of the request. The chief deputy said that she followed state regulations in addressing appeals, but that she was unfamiliar with the additional steps provided in the grant manual.
Further, we found that the review committees did not always conduct comprehensive reviews to determine whether procedural errors or omissions had occurred, evaluator prejudice affected the scoring process, and evaluators supported their scores with evidence from the relevant applications, as the grant manual suggests. For the 2017 Systems Change grant, when the review committee found procedural errors in the grant process, Rehabilitation did not resolve these errors before awarding the grant. Further, although the grant manual suggests that the review committees should determine whether issues occurred in the grant process, such as procedural errors, given the numerous issues we found, we believe Rehabilitation should designate staff, separate from those who are responsible for developing RFAs, creating scoring criteria, and selecting evaluators, to conduct such reviews of each grant before Rehabilitation makes a final decision as to the grant recipients. This oversight of the grant process will provide Rehabilitation with additional assurance that program staff and evaluators adhered to its grant process, and help it demonstrate that the process was followed.
Summary of Recommendations
To comply with federal and state requirements, and to ensure consistency and fairness in its grant process, Rehabilitation should do the following:
· Issue regulations describing its grant process from RFA development through appeals. It should submit its proposed regulations to the Office of Administrative Law no later than December 2018.
· Revise and formalize the policies and procedures in its grant manual to incorporate the rules adopted by regulation and to address the recommendations in this report. The grant manual should specify that any deviations from the required grant process must be for good cause and be documented.
Rehabilitation should clarify the roles and responsibilities of program staff involved in the grant process and ensure that those staff are free from conflicts of interest, receive the required ethics training, and understand confidentiality procedures. To provide grant applicants a full understanding of the grant process, Rehabilitation should disclose in its RFAs clear scoring criteria and descriptions of the evaluation, award, and appeals processes. Rehabilitation should also ensure that it maintains all relevant grant documentation in a centralized location and responds fully to all requests for public records related to grants.
Rehabilitation should issue a public solicitation for evaluators for each grant and should train evaluators on conflicts of interest, including a discussion of bias, or the appearance of bias, before selecting them as evaluators. Further, to ensure that it equips evaluators with the information necessary to conduct sufficient evaluations of applications, Rehabilitation should develop evaluator training that can be tailored to each grant and includes instruction on how to evaluate applications.
Rehabilitation should also resolve issues before it rescores applications when it identifies procedural errors. Further, to ensure that Rehabilitation has appropriate oversight of its grant process and can demonstrate that it was followed, it should designate staff, separate from those involved in the respective grant process, to conduct a review for procedural errors, evaluator prejudice, and whether evaluators supported their scores with evidence from the relevant applications before it awards grants.
Agency Comments
Rehabilitation agreed with our recommendations and indicated that it plans to implement them. We look forward to Rehabilitation’s 60‑day response to our recommendations to learn more about its progress.
Full report available online at 
https://www.bsa.ca.gov/reports/2017-129/index.html 
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During the August 15 – 16, 2018 State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) quarterly meeting, the Council will hold working sessions to develop and adopt policy based recommendations. The questions below provide insight on the policy guidance from the SRC that would inform and benefit the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR).

Topic Area: Innovative Efficiencies 
As a result of changes in the federal law, DOR is now required to spend at least 15 percent of Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) funds to provide pre-employment transition services to students with disabilities. 

· Considering this change, what could DOR do differently for the adult VR program?

· What innovative approaches would result in employment outcomes through practices that are 1) more efficient and 2) less costly? 

· To best serve consumers and save money, are there services that DOR is currently providing but may be better provided by other partners and programs? (Examples: independent living centers, regional centers, one-stop centers, etc.)?

· How can DOR better serve individuals who receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI)?

Topic Area: Informed Choice 
· What role does labor market information have in the development of a consumer’s Individualized Plan for Employment? (e.g. should DOR start the planning conversation with a consumer by providing labor market information and then discuss choices second?)

· What should the DOR’s role and responsibility be when a consumer wishes to select an occupation that either is not presently available, or very rare in their local area and they are unwilling or unable to move to obtain employment? (e.g. a consumer ignores local labor market information and wants to select an occupational goal that is not viable.)

· What role should work experience and job shadowing have in the VR process?

Topic Area: DOR Consumer Satisfaction and Customer Service
· What defines excellent customer service? 

· What information and feedback from consumers would assist DOR with providing improved customer service? 

· How should consumers be able to provide feedback about their customer experience with the DOR?

Topic Area: Business Engagement 
· Feedback is often received from businesses that DOR consumers are not job ready. Feedback is also received that businesses must change and hire individuals with disabilities. What can be done to close this gap of understanding?
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2014 – The SRC recommends that DOR: 
1. Evaluate soft skills assessments/trainings received by consumers.
2. Evaluate the effectiveness of the Work Incentives Planning pilot.
3. Increase engagement and services to businesses statewide.
4. Regarding the consumer satisfaction survey – 
a. Establish satisfaction targets.
b. Refer consumers who ask to be contacted to the DOR Customer Service Unit.
c. Allow consumers to use computers in the DOR offices to complete the survey.
d. Provide the survey to consumers when they obtain employment
e. Use an automated telephone survey system.
5. Request technical assistance from the Job-Driven Vocational Rehabilitation Technical Assistance Center.
6. Increase consumer training/awareness on assistive technology and reasonable accommodation.

2015 – The SRC recommends that DOR:
1. Regarding DOR’s soft skills program – 
a. Provide data on consumer and DOR office participation.
b. Develop an integrated approach to providing soft skills training. 
2. Expand engagement with business at each level of the Department.
3. Guide DOR District Offices as they engage with regional and local Workforce Development Boards.
4. Include students with 504 Plans in outreach and engagement efforts.
5. Educate staff and consumers about the importance of assistive technology.
6. The SRC will further evaluate areas of continuing concern identified in the 2015 consumer satisfaction survey results.
2016 – The SRC recommends that DOR:
1. Improve the consumer orientation process.
2. Provide work incentives planning services to consumers during the development of the Individualized Plan for Employment.
3. Notify field staff, Community Rehabilitation Program partners and the Client Assistance Program when the consumer satisfaction survey is distributed. 
4. Regularly and consistently provide labor market data to consumers.
5. Establish formal networking opportunities for consumers.
6. Provide training to field staff on procuring assistive technology.
7. Maintain contact with consumers in their first 90 days on the job.
8. Provide materials and marketing training to Community Rehabilitation Program providers and other stakeholders.
9. Develop a plan to address the reasonable accommodation needs of youth being served under Pre-Employment Transition Services.
10. Adopt a “customer experience” strategy.

2017 – The SRC recommends that DOR:
1. Improve the consumer orientation process.
2. Make work incentives planning available to consumers throughout the VR process.
3. Provide training on labor market information to all case service staff.
4. Establish formal mentoring opportunities for consumers.
5. Establish a communication protocol for the first 90 days of a consumer’s employment.
6. Provide ongoing disability etiquette/ inclusion training to all DOR staff.
7. Refocus the duty statements and change the section assignments of the Business Specialists.

2018 – The SRC recommends that DOR:
1. Post the Rehabilitation Administrative Manual on the DOR website.
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SRC Recommendation 2014.1
The DOR identify measures to evaluate soft skills assessment and training received by a consumer through community rehabilitation programs or throughout DOR.  Examples of measures may include how many people have received soft skills assessment and training, what programs provide these services and their effectiveness on increasing employment outcomes.

DOR Response
In September 2014, statewide implementation of the soft skills assessment training was completed.  Thirty-six vocational rehabilitation service delivery team members located in all District Offices have been trained to use soft skills curriculum.  Of the 36 vocational delivery team members, 31 are Employment Coordinators, three are Senior Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors-Qualified Rehabilitation Professional and two are Staff Service Analysts.  These team members will provide training for DOR’s consumers.  Additionally, soft skills training will be purchased through a community rehabilitation program when it is not available through the consumer’s DOR office.

SRC Recommendation 2014.2
The DOR evaluate the effectiveness of Pilot benefits planning received through the Department to increase employment outcomes.

DOR Response
The DOR agrees with the SRC’s recommendation to evaluate the Work Incentives Planning (WIP) pilot, and will share the final evaluation results with the SRC.  The DOR is committed to making benefits planning an essential and improved service for consumers.  Based on the preliminary successful results of the WIP pilot, DOR is exploring options to expand the WIP to all Districts. 

SRC Recommendation 2014.3
Recognizing the importance of the dual customer approach, as contained in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, the SRC recommends DOR increase engagement and services to businesses statewide, such as expanding the Talent Acquisition Portal, conducting Business Partner Forums, and collaborating with workforce systems partners.

DOR Response
The DOR agrees with the SRC that increasing engagement with businesses is important in ensuring successful employment outcomes for our consumers.  The DOR will include a Priority and Goal in the Federal Fiscal Year 2016 State Plan to further increase and strengthen employer engagement.  In 2013, Employment Coordinators were established in each District to assist in developing local business partnerships, and to assist consumers with job preparation and employment services.  The DOR will pursue new partnership opportunities to reach various types of businesses, and engage businesses through a variety of ways, including new marketing methods and using the Business Partner Forums as a feedback mechanism on services provided to employers.  In addition, DOR will continue to expand the usage of the Talent Acquisition Portal to increase the number of businesses and consumers using the Portal.  The DOR will continue to find new ways to collaborate with workforce system partners.

SRC Recommendation 2014.4 a, b, c, d, and e
a) In the interest of developing plans to improve services, DOR, jointly with the SRC, establish agreed-upon level of satisfaction targets for each area of the Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS). 
b) Consumers, who request to be contacted through the open-ended comments and provide an open-ended comment describing a potential, serious personnel issue with a provider or counselor, should be referred to the Customer Service Unit.  Customer Service Unit presents objectivity and can act as a neutral third party for consumers. 
c) Allow the use of computers in District Offices for consumers to complete the survey while the consumer has a scheduled appointment with their counselor.
d) Include the CSS as part of the materials given to a consumer when gaining employment, similar to an exit survey. 
e) Use of an automated telephone survey system.

DOR Response
The DOR welcomes the opportunity to establish agreed-upon levels of satisfaction targets for the CSS with the SRC.  Developing agreed-upon levels of satisfaction will assist DOR in providing better customer service to its consumers. 

We continue to appreciate the SRC’s ideas to increase the response rate and to ensure consumers receive the quality services needed to achieve successful employment outcomes.  The DOR continues to refer consumers who express specific concerns in the comments to the Customer Service Unit.  The DOR will explore the use of job club computers by consumers to complete surveys.  In 2015, DOR will continue work on the creation of an accessible, online survey.  Once the online survey is implemented, DOR will provide the CSS information to exiting consumers, and will reevaluate additional methods to increase the response rate.

SRC Recommendation 2014.5
The DOR request technical assistance from the Job-Driven Vocational Rehabilitation Technical Assistance Center to continue increasing employment outcomes for consumers.

DOR Response
The DOR will assess its technical assistance needs in the coming months as implementation of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act continues.

SRC Recommendation 2014.6
The DOR increase consumers’ awareness and training of assistive technology and reasonable accommodation and to promote the provision of technology for the continued development of employment.

DOR Response
The DOR remains committed to promoting the use of technology that assists consumers in gaining and keeping employment.  Increasing consumers’ awareness and training in the use of assistive technology continues to a priority.  Last year, DOR established the State Price Schedule to streamline the procurement of assistive technology for consumers and employees.  The DOR also established an executive level Chief Information Officer to help shape statewide accessible technology policies.  Additionally, DOR created the Accessible Technology Services unit within the Information Technology Services Division, which provides support and training for assistive technology and subject matter expertise for assistive technology reasonable accommodation requests.  Annually, counselors receive training to remain current and assist consumers in the use of technology.
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SRC Recommendation 
It is widely recognized in business and industry that soft skills are important 21st Century skills and are part of workplace readiness. The SRC commends DOR for developing and implementing its Soft Skills program. The SRC recommends:
a) In an effort to gauge the extent to which this program has been implemented, the SRC requests additional information on how many consumers have attended soft skills training by the Department, and how many Districts have participated in these efforts. 
b) The SRC further recommends the Department develop an integrated approach to providing soft skills training for all consumers, including youth with disabilities, throughout a consumer’s development towards employment, including training by curriculum, workplace training, and job coaching. This integrated approach must include strong business engagement to ensure consumers have the skills to succeed in their employment choice.

DOR Response
a. The DOR has provided soft skills training to consumers in all 14 Districts. Although all Districts are providing soft skills training, only two Districts (Greater East Bay and San Diego) have created a tracking mechanism. In those Districts, it is estimated that 123 consumers have received soft skills training between October 2014 and November 2015. The DOR will assess how to best track consumers who are receiving soft skills training.
b. The DOR will continue to provide soft skills training as part of the on-going Vocational Rehabilitation services, and as appropriate based on need, as identified in each individual’s Individualized Plan for Employment, including youth with disabilities. Additionally, DOR will provide continual training to Employment Coordinators and other service delivery team members. Soft skills training will be incorporated into the curriculum for youth with disabilities. In order to increase the quality and the number of successful job placements, DOR will consider business feedback, as appropriate, when updating its existing soft skills curriculum and/or training needed for our consumers.
 
SRC Recommendation 
To understand the evolving hiring needs of business and to implement changes needed to improve quality employment outcomes, the SRC recommends DOR expand engagement with business at each level of the Department, including executive leadership, and ensure a focus on business engagement is disseminated throughout the organization. 

DOR Response
The DOR welcomes continued opportunities to speak and collaborate with businesses on their employment and training needs. The DOR recognizes that understanding the ever changing business environment and the skills needed by employers will benefit our consumers in their training plans and employment goals. As DOR builds partnerships and relationships with businesses throughout the state, the Department will provide training and resources to management and staff.  The DOR is committed to ensuring that business needs are met, consistent with the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act and Section 508, and incorporated into practices that lead to successful employment outcomes for our consumers.

SRC Recommendation 
To more effectively partner with the regional and local Workforce Development Boards, the SRC recommends DOR should develop a consistent partnership agenda to guide District Offices to successfully engage in regional planning and local service delivery efforts with Workforce Boards.

DOR Response
Through collaboration with the California Workforce Development Board (State Board), DOR is developing a partnership at the State level that can be replicated at the regional and local levels based on the operational needs of each district. Through the Unified State Plan, DOR has provided four priorities (Youth, Business Engagement, Capacity Building, and Competitive Integrated Employment) to the State Board. The DOR has also identified how we may partner at the regional and local levels to address service delivery needs with the intention of increasing skills attainment and quality employment outcomes. The DOR is interested in leveraging resources to benefit our consumers and creating partnership models that may be replicated throughout the state to ensure DOR is fully engaged in those efforts.

SRC Recommendation 
As DOR expands engagement efforts with the State Department of Education and deepens connections with Local Education Agencies and Special Education Local Plan Areas, the SRC recommends DOR should include students with 504 Plans in these engagement efforts to provide services to students with disabilities.

DOR Response
In order to increase the number of high school students with disabilities receiving services through DOR, students with, or eligible for 504 Plans, will be included in outreach efforts, as appropriate. Through district needs assessments, satisfaction surveys, outreach efforts, and collaboration with Local Education Agencies, DOR will assess the service needs of students and youth with disabilities and increase the number of eligible students receiving services through the Department. The DOR is in the initial stages of creating marketing material and developing advertising strategies geared towards youth and students with disabilities. The DOR has a social media presence to educate youth with disabilities about the services and to highlight the achievements of people with disabilities.

SRC Recommendation 
In order to provide consumers with equal access to the benefits of the 21st century technology, the SRC recommends DOR proactively educate and inform staff and consumers of the importance of Assistive Technology and the tools and user competency which is taken for granted in today’s workplace.

DOR Response
The DOR will continue to pursue innovation(s) and advanced technology to educate and inform consumers on Assistive Technology and determine how to increase user competency. In collaboration with the Department of General Services, DOR developed and maintains the State Price Schedule to make improvements in identifying and purchasing Assistive Technology goods and services in a timely manner.  Additionally, DOR administers the Assistive Technology Grant and the Assistive Technology Advisory Committee provides advice to DOR regarding assistive technology programs. Digital Access Project, developed by Ability Tools, the Assistive Technology grant contractor, provides low-cost Internet service and Wi-Fi devices to people with disabilities.

SRC Recommendation
In its review of the 2015 Consumer Satisfaction Survey results, the SRC noted several areas of continuing concern to consumers. To assist DOR in its quality improvement efforts, the SRC will further evaluate survey results to determine if recommendations might be warranted.

DOR Response
The DOR continues to make efforts to address consumer concerns and welcomes SRC recommendations to enhance and improve services for DOR consumers. Each consumer that requested follow up was contacted by the Customer Service Unit, and District Administrators and Team Managers received their district results in order to address training needs and make service delivery improvements.  
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SRC Recommendation 2016.1
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation’s consumer orientation process be significantly improved statewide to provide comprehensive, consistent, and accessible information on the vocational rehabilitation process and informed choice.

DOR’s Response: The DOR concurs with SRC that the consumer orientation process should provide comprehensive, consistent and accessible information on the vocational rehabilitation (VR) process and informed choice. Districts utilize the DOR orientation video as the primary tool to communicate a consistent message regarding the VR process and informed choice to interested individuals. The DOR will engage in the following activities to identify and implement, as appropriate, measures to improve the comprehensiveness, consistency, and accessibility of the consumer orientation process statewide:
1. A formal review and discussion of current district/office consumer orientation delivery protocols will occur during a district administrator (DA) meeting in early 2017.  
2. A “Consumer Orientation Workgroup” comprised of central office and field staff will be established to develop and implement, as appropriate, specific actions to improve the comprehensiveness, consistency, and accessibility of the consumer orientation process statewide. Potential actions may include the following:
a. Develop an “orientation checklist and/or script” for staff providing the orientation to improve comprehensiveness and consistency.
b. All DOR offices will ensure availability of alternate orientation material formats to interested individuals attending orientation. 
c. In collaboration with DOR External Affairs, the “Consumer Orientation Workgroup” will initiate efforts to update the current DOR Orientation Video and relevant materials to improve informational content regarding the VR process and informed choice. 

SRC Recommendation 2016.2
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation provide work incentive planning services to consumers during the development of the Individualized Plan for Employment.

DOR Response: The DOR supports this recommendation. DOR recognizes the importance of providing work incentive planning information to individuals receiving Supplemental Security Income and Social Security Disability Insurance benefits as they make informed decisions about employment. The DOR has initially provided work incentive planning services to individuals who are in the job search process, as this support is critical to an individual at this time. DOR will explore additional ways field staff can provide work incentive planning services to consumers earlier in the rehabilitation process. DOR is currently developing a Work Incentives Planning Memorandum of Understanding to broaden resources for the provision of work incentive planning services. Work Incentives Planners will also be educating consumers about other Employment Networks, such as certain Independent Living Centers and America’s Job Centers of California, which can provide them with work incentives planning services at varying stages of the VR process.

SRC Recommendation 2016.3 
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation notify the following groups of service providers when the consumer satisfaction survey is being distributed and provide them with guidance and recommendations on how to best encourage and assist consumers in completing the survey:
A. Appropriate field staff, including senior vocational rehabilitation counselors, employment coordinators, service coordinators, work incentives planners.
B. DOR’s Community Rehabilitation Program partners.
C. The Client Assistance Program
The guidance provided by DOR should include the recommendation that, if a consumer requires assistance completing the survey, someone other than the consumer’s rehabilitation counselor should assist them.

DOR’s Response: The DOR concurs with the recommendation to notify and provide guidance to the group of service providers noted to encourage and assist consumers in completing the consumer satisfaction survey. Currently, when the consumer satisfaction survey is being conducted, the Vocational Rehabilitation Employment Division and the Specialized Services Division receive an email notification that contains instructions for our staff in the field offices to encourage and remind their consumers to complete the consumer satisfaction survey. A sample of the paper survey was included for their reference. For the upcoming survey distribution cycle, the memo notification will also be issued to Community Rehabilitation Program partners and the Client Assistance Program to have them as available resources to support this activity.

SRC Recommendation 2016.4
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation develop strategies to provide local labor market data to consumers in a regular and consistent manner during their plan development and plan implementation.

DOR’s Response: The DOR has provided Labor Market Information (LMI) training to service delivery team staff, particularly employment coordinators (EC’s). In addition, all team staff is provided information and access to the following resources, which provide current and on-demand LMI. This LMI is shared with consumers throughout the plan development and subsequent job search process. 
· Employment Development Department's LMI web page
· O*Net online
· DOR's Marketing Guidelines document for staff and providers
· EDD's Regional Economic Analysis Profile Report

To further support effective utilization of LMI, DOR's Workforce Development Services and Staff Development are developing online training for DOR field staff on "How to Find and Use Labor Market Information (LMI)." The training is in development with an expected completion date of January/February 2017. 

The DOR's Workforce Development Services, with support from DOR's Information Technology Services Division plans to launch an "On-Line Job Portal." This portal will contain and stream employment opportunities from DOR business partners interested in recruiting DOR consumers. This information will be accessible to DOR consumers, stakeholders, partners and staff. Individuals will be able to sort and search employment opportunities in their location and determine local labor market needs and requirements for those available positions.

SRC Recommendation 2016.5  
In order to increase awareness and knowledge of the breadth of employment opportunities available, the State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation establish formal networking opportunities for consumers, former consumers, and DOR staff together with individuals with disabilities who are successfully employed.

DOR’s Response: The DOR recognizes the value of affording formal networking opportunities to consumers who could benefit from the information, support and knowledge that could be provided by individuals with disabilities that are successfully employed.  DOR Employment Division staff, including Workforce Development Services, will collaborate with DOR Independent Living and Community Access Division staff to develop a joint-divisional workgroup to analyze the feasibility of and workload requirements necessary to develop a statewide consumer formal networking protocol.  This would include how to identify existing opportunities in the community (e.g., within Independent Living Centers, employer affinity groups, and universities and colleges) and on how to develop additional methods for providing these networking opportunities for consumers.

At upcoming statewide district administrator meetings, the topic of “networking opportunities” will be a major agenda item for the purpose of identifying current practices and encouraging and supporting local districts to work with local businesses, local ILCs, and successfully employed current and prior consumers to provide networking opportunities for DOR consumers. 

SRC Recommendation 2016.6 
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation provide interactive and hands-on training to staff in the field to ensure that they are familiar with their responsibilities and the approved procurement methods to allow consumers to make informed choices about assistive technology and service/training providers that can be based on their overall value rather than based solely on lowest price. 

DOR’s Response: The DOR has taken steps to improve and clarify the procurement methods to field staff. Although the lowest cost is the most common and easiest method of awarding bids for State Price Schedule-Assistive Technology (SPS-AT) purchases, it is no longer the sole method of awarding bids. The DOR’s Contracts and Procurement Section (C&PS) has developed a process for reviewing and approving solicitations based on Best Value and Informed Choice for the consumer when requested by the counselor and the buyer. This process has been incorporated into the SPS-AT guidance documents on the DOR’s website for DOR staff to access. Additionally, training was provided twice in 2016 to buyers and other DOR staff, especially those who support Blind Field Services where the largest volume of AT purchases occur, on approved procurement methods to allow consumers to make informed choices about AT and services. The staff were trained on the need to also include considerations of consumer preferences, especially if they are based on consumers’ personal experiences or reliable information when selecting a vendor. A template to authorize SPS-AT purchases has been developed to ensure these considerations are included along with other required buying information.  The SPS Workgroup and C&PS will continue to provide future trainings to include a review of approved procurement methods to allow consumers to make informed choices about assistive technology and services.

SRC Recommendation 2016.7
In order to increase job retention rates, the State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation create a formal mechanism to ensure that contact is maintained between the Department and consumers in their first 90 days on the job, in order to provide post-employment information, benefits planning and counseling, resume updates, career advancement resources, networking, self-advocacy training, and peer support.
 
DOR’s Response: DOR concurs with SRC in so much that maintaining contact with consumers during their first 90 days of employment presents opportunities to enhance consumer employment retention by ensuring appropriate services are offered and provided as needed. The DOR will review current district practices related to contact with consumers during their first 90 days of employment and investigate the potential to leverage VR Team staff (i.e. employment or service coordinators) to make monthly contacts to assess consumer progress and need for additional services. 
 
SRC Recommendation 2016.8 
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation offers to provide materials and training in brand marketing to Community Rehabilitation Programs and other stakeholders as part of its business engagement efforts. The purpose of these trainings and materials would be to improve DOR’s brand recognition, increase the credibility and trust between DOR and its community partners, and deliver a consistent message to businesses.

DOR’s Response: DOR's Workforce Development Section (WDS) will be working with External Affairs staff on a long-term branding strategy in support of business engagement that, per SRC's recommendation, will include specific strategies with Community Rehabilitation Programs, cooperative programs, and other stakeholders and partners. In addition, WDS will work in collaboration with External Affairs to host a teleconference with Cooperative Programs, Community Rehabilitation Programs, and other stakeholders to update them on marketing and outreach activities, opportunities to develop business partnerships, and to increase dual brand marketing.

SRC Recommendation 2016.9
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation develop a clearly defined plan to address the reasonable accommodation needs of youth being served under Pre-Employment Transition Services. This plan should ensure that Pre-Employment Transition Services are equally accessible and usable by all participants, regardless of their disability/disabilities.

DOR’s Response: The DOR recognizes the importance of reasonable accommodations (RA) for students with disabilities to participate in Pre-Employment Transition Services (Pre-ETS). Per the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) and in the final regulations, RA is considered to be an individualized vocational rehabilitation (VR) service and therefore the student must apply and be eligible to receive this as a VR, not a Pre-ETS, service. The DOR intends to address the RA needs of students with disabilities being served under Pre-ETS through the following clearly defined plan:
1. Policy guidance to DOR field staff on the provision of Pre-ETS services, including considerations for RA such as interpreters, accessible materials, and readers as allowed by RSA for potentially eligible individuals and additional accommodations and supports as an individualized VR service for eligible individuals. 
2. Explore ways DOR might “fast track” the eligibility determination and plan development of students with disabilities who need reasonable accommodations to participate in Pre-ETS.
3. Staff technical training on the provision of Pre-ETS services, including considerations for RA.
4. Review with California Department of Education (CDE), the responsibility of Special Education in providing RAs that cannot be charged as Pre-ETS.

SRC Recommendation 2016.10
The State Rehabilitation Council recommends that the Department of Rehabilitation consider adopting a “customer experience” strategy to guide and govern the provision of services to the Department’s consumers. Such a strategy would entail training for field staff in cultural sensitivity, disability etiquette, and basic customer service principles. 

DOR’s Response: The DOR concurs with SRC’s recommendation and holds the provision of excellent customer service by all staff as a high priority. DOR’s Customer Service Unit (CSU) annually provides Team Managers and District Administrators with data and trends regarding consumer complaints/concerns and customer service strategies. All districts were provided a comprehensive Customer Service Training curriculum and have provided training to district staff. The DOR’s CSU, in collaboration with DOR’s Staff Development Section, will develop a customer service training component for all staff training academies.
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SRC Recommendation 2017.1 – Orientation 
The SRC recommends that DOR’s consumer orientation process continues to be significantly improved statewide to provide comprehensive, consistent, and accessible (in scheduling and materials) training on the VR process and informed choice.

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.1  
DOR will review the orientation process for improvements consistent with the Core Values of ‘investing in the future through creativity, ingenuity and innovation’, and ‘continuous improvement’. Materials are available in alternative formats so that they are accessible regardless of disability. With regard to scheduling, the availability for an optional, orientation workshop may be limited depending upon the need and staffing.  We will identify improvements to better make information available to individuals who want to attend a workshop yet find it difficult to attend when offered, and to increase the opportunities to participate in a workshop. 

SRC Recommendation 2017.2 – Work Incentives Planning
The SRC recommends that DOR makes work incentive planning services available to those consumers that need and want it from intake and throughout the VR process. 

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.2  
We agree that consumers would benefit from the counseling of those employees who have special training regarding Social Security benefits and who may work one on one with individuals to assure them of the benefits of becoming employed.  We will continue to pursue additional resources, budget permitting, so that we may increases the opportunities for the personalized services. DOR will also explore additional ways field staff can provide work incentive planning services to consumers earlier in the rehabilitation process. 

SRC Recommendation 2017.3 – Labor Market Information
The SRC recommends that DOR’s training on labor market information be inclusive of all case service staff to ensure that consumers have access to this information in a regular and consistent manner during their plan development and implementation. 

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.3
We agree that understanding labor market information and how to utilize it to better support a consumer’s vocational goal is beneficial to “case service staff.”  Business Specialists have received training online regarding using labor market information and counselors, who are instrumental in developing the individualized plan for employment must also have current knowledge of how to utilize labor market information in order to provide important information to consumers regarding their choice of vocation. DOR is making the online training modules available to all DOR staff members, and will emphasize the module on the utilization LMI as a tool for team staff members, including the rehabilitation counselors for purposes of plan development. 

SRC Recommendation 2017.4 – Mentoring 
The SRC recommends that DOR establish formal mentoring opportunities between consumers and former consumers with disabilities who are successfully employed. The benefits of mentoring opportunities and strategies are discussed in the “Work Matters” report.

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.4
DOR agrees that mentoring may be invaluable to individuals with disabilities who are not yet employed or under-employed. While DOR does not have a formal program, our social media offers the opportunity for consumers to connect with individuals who have received support from DOR and who are now employed. 

DOR welcomes the opportunity to discuss, with the SRC, any model of a formal mentoring program that the SRC suggests be considered. Among many of the discussion items are: How DOR should identify mentors; how to address privacy and safety concerns; how to involve our stakeholders in exploring a formal peer mentoring program. 

SRC Recommendation 2017.5 – Communication During the First 90 Days of Employment
The SRC recommends that DOR establish a communication protocol for the first 90 days of a consumer’s employment to ensure job accommodations and supports are provided and to support job retention and successful, continuous employment.

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.5
DOR strongly agrees that supporting consumers during the first 90 days of employment is critical. DOR Districts currently utilize the Vocational Rehabilitation Services Delivery (VRSD) Team Business Specialists to make contact with employed consumers during their first 90 days of employment. In addition, Community Rehabilitation Providers also make contact with employed consumers, as appropriate.

A protocol exists in the Business Specialist Guide, entitled “Job Retention.” District Administrators or their delegate will review the section in order to identify improvements in communication that may be made to assist the consumer in addressing any unmet accommodation needs with their employer and provide support as needed. 

SRC Recommendation 2017.6 – Disability Awareness
The SRC recommends that DOR provide ongoing disability etiquette and inclusion training to all DOR staff, in line with the disability awareness strategies in the “Work Matters” report.

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.6
We agree that every employee should have the knowledge and sensitivity to communicate in a way that is respectful of all persons regardless of disability, ethnicity, race, gender and sexual orientation.  Further, we appreciate the National Taskforce on Workforce Development for Persons with Disabilities report, “Work Matters.” The Director shared the report when it was published so that every Executive on the Leadership Team could consider it in light of DOR’s programs and share it with their staff. 

We agree that ‘disability etiquette’ is important. Our web page has a number of resources for our staff including a document regarding ‘disability etiquette’ and we address concerns as they come to our attention to raise awareness of perception around words and terms that may not be known to employees who do not have disabilities. 

We have many ongoing efforts to continually share knowledge and sensitivity. Our Office of Civil Rights is conducting statewide training on a variety of issues entitled “Awareness, Empathy and Respect.” This training includes knowledge and sensitivity. 

The Disability Advisory Committee (DAC) comprised of DOR employees with disabilities and interested in continuous improvement for a working environment that fosters inclusion and diversity, makes recommendations to the Director. The DAC is identifying other training needs. 

The Disability Inclusion Advisory Committee is also developing a training module and will be recommending statewide training to begin this Spring. 

This month we will be providing training to every supervisor and manager regarding Talent Management which will include a review of our policies and procedures around the importance of providing necessary and timely accommodations to employees with disabilities.

We are pleased to update the SRC on these and other efforts designed to maintain and improve the working environment that attracts and retains individuals with disabilities, and which is sensitive to the needs of people with disabilities who we serve.

SRC Recommendation 2017.7 – Business Specialists
The SRC recommends that DOR refocus the duty statements and change the section assignments of the Business Specialists and Regional Business Specialists to DOR’s Workforce Development Section.
· This will allow for more direct communication on business needs, training, best practices, and allow for more business engagement. A duty change will provide for less clerical and case management duties.
· This reassignment aligns the Business Specialists and Regional Business Specialists with the 14 regional sections that have already been assigned by the California Workforce Development Board.

DOR Response to Recommendation 2017.7
We welcome the opportunity to further discuss the benefits of re-assigning DOR’s Business Specialists and Regional Business Specialists (Specialists) to report to the Workforce Development Section (WDS) rather than to the District Administrators within each field division. The Specialists are a vital component of the local VRSD Teams that provide direct services to both DOR’s job seekers and local business customers. By working closely with the local staff, we believe that the Specialists are most effective. WDS will continue to provide the Specialists with assistance and resources on regional, state and national employment information, monthly meetings to discuss challenges and opportunities and roles. We have notified the District Administrators of the concerns regarding utilizing Business Specialists to perform duties better suited for other members of the team to reaffirm roles and responsibilities.
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SRC Recommendation 2018.1 - Rehabilitation Administrative Manual  
The SRC recommends that the Rehabilitation Administrative Manual be posted on the Department of Rehabilitation’s external website. This will support consumer self-advocacy, informed choice, promote transparency, and clarity of understanding.

DOR Response Forthcoming
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Reference for Agenda Item #24

	Date
	Meeting Type

	February 20 – 21, 2019
	Quarterly Meeting

	March 20, 2019
	Executive Planning Committee

	May 15 – 16, 2019
	Quarterly Meeting

	June 19, 2019
	Executive Planning Committee

	August 14 – 15, 2019
	Quarterly Meeting

	September 18, 2019
	Executive Planning Committee

	November 13 – 14, 2019
	Quarterly Meeting

	December 18, 2019
	Executive Planning Committee



Notes
· Quarterly meetings are held in-person at DOR’s Central Office in Sacramento from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. each day.

· Executive Planning Committee meetings are held by teleconference from 1:00 – 3:00 p.m.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
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July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018 
of 
2017 State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2017-18 
(July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018)

*All figures are accumulative, represent all VR Programs, and span July 1 through June 30 of each year referenced

APPLICATIONS = 
Those who applied for services, regardless of forthcoming eligibility status
· SFY 2017/18 = 37,633, an increase of +.02% from Prior Year (PY).
· SFY 2016/17 = 37,627, an increase of +4.1% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 36,136, an increase of +.16% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 36,078.

WAIT LIST = 
Those who applied and were determined eligible but won’t receive service(s) yet due to the current Order of Selection Declaration
· SFY 2017/18 = 20, an increase of +100% from PY
· SFY 2016/17 = 0, no change from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 0, a decrease of -100% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 5.

NEW PLANS = 
Those with an Individualized Plan for Employment (IPE) initiated during the current SFY 
· SFY 2017/18 = 26,913, an increase of +.46% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 26,791, an increase of +3.5% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 25,877, a decrease of -.96% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 26,128.

TOTAL CLOSED = 
Those cases that closed within the year
· SFY 2017/18 = 38,318 an increase of +5.25% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 36,406, an increase of +2.3% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 35,597, a decrease of -6.4% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 38,049.

CLOSED AFTER-PLAN – SUCCESSFUL CLOSURES (26’S) = 
Those who completed their IPE, closed their case as status “employed” and maintained stable employment (a minimum of 90 days)
· SFY 2017/18 = 10,470, a decrease of -18.3% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 12,810, a decrease of -5.6% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 13,570, an increase of +2.7% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 13,214.

CLOSED AFTER-PLAN – NOT EMPLOYED (28’S) = 
Those who completed their IPE and closed their case with the status “not employed” (included are cases closed with a signed IPE but services were never provided)
· SFY 2017/18 = 17,596, a, increase of +29.7% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 13,567, an increase of +16.2% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 11,679, a decrease of -17.9% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 14,238.

ALL CASES SERVED = 
All opened and closed cases that received service(s) in the year
· SFY 2017/18 = 101,750 an increase of +1.3% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 100,442, an increase of +2.1% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 98,332, a decrease of -1.8% from PY.
· SFY 2014/15 = 100,099.

COMPARISON TABLE - CLOSURE TYPE BY DISABILITY TYPE 
(see Attachment A) 

Closed Rehab (26’s)
	Disability Type
	SFY 2017 Number
	SFY 2017 Percentage
	SFY 2016 Number
	SFY 2016 Percentage

	Blind/Visually Impaired
	291 
	3%
	1,313 
	10%

	Cognitive Impairment
	961 
	9%
	1,137 
	9%

	Deaf/ Hard of Hearing 
	679 
	7%
	820 
	6%

	Intellect./Dev. Disability
	1,392 
	13%
	1,381 
	11%

	Learning Disability
	2,659 
	25%
	3,002 
	24%

	Not Reported
	 -   
	0%
	3 
	0%

	Physical Disability
	1,485 
	14%
	1,670 
	13%

	Psychiatric Disability
	2,898 
	28%
	3,345 
	26%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	105 
	1%
	139 
	1%

	TOTAL
	10,470 
	100%
	12,810 
	100%



Closed from Service (28’s)
	Disability Type
	SFY 2017 Number
	SFY 2017 Percentage
	SFY 2016 Number
	SFY 2016 Percentage

	Blind/Visually Impaired
	502 
	3%
	602 
	4%

	Cognitive Impairment
	1,546 
	9%
	1,061 
	8%

	Deaf/ Hard of Hearing 
	807 
	5%
	702 
	5%

	Intellect./Dev. Disability
	2,190 
	12%
	1,473 
	11%

	Learning Disability
	3,749 
	21%
	2,491 
	18%

	Not Reported
	-
	0%
	-
	0%

	Physical Disability
	3,344 
	19%
	2,709 
	20%

	Psychiatric Disability
	5,246 
	30%
	4,345 
	32%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	212 
	1%
	184 
	1%

	TOTAL
	17,596 
	100%
	 13,567 
	100%



ATTACHMENT A: DISABILITY TYPES

DOR’s Budgets, Fiscal Forecasting and Research Section (BFFR) merges 23 Disability Types and five of the Disability Causes within AWARE into nine Primary Disability Types referenced in the Budget Briefing Book and SRC Year-to-Date Report.	

9 Primary Disability Types 

1 - Blind/Visually Impaired
2 - Cognitive Impairment
3 - Deaf/Hard of Hearing
4 - Intellectual/Developmental Disability
5 - Learning Disability
6 - Not Reported
7 - Physical Disability
8 – Psychiatric Disability
9 - Traumatic Brain Injury

Breakdown of the 9 Primary Disability Types: 

23 Disability Types (Source: AWARE) 

1 - Blindness - Legal
1 - Blindness - Total
1 - Other Visual Impairments
2 - Cognitive (learning, thinking & processing info)
2 - Communicative Impairments (expressive/receptive)
3 - Deaf - Blindness
3 - Deafness, Primary Communication Auditory
3 - Deafness, Primary Communication Visual
3 - Hearing Loss, Primary Communication Auditory
3 - Hearing Loss, Primary Communication Visual
3 - Other Hearing Impairments (Tinnitus, etc.)
6 - Converted Data 
6 - No Impairment
6 - Null
7 - General Physical Debilitation (Fatigue, pain, etc.)
7 - Manipulation/Dexterity - Orthopedic/Neurological
7 - Mobility - Orthopedic/Neurological Impairments
7 - Other Orthopedic Impairments (limited motion)
7 - Other Physical Impairments (not listed above)
7 - Respiratory Impairments
7 - Both Mobility & Manip/Dexterity - Ortho/Neurologic

8 - Other Mental Impairments
8 - Psychosocial (interpersonal/behavior impairments)
	
Five Disability Causes (Source: AWARE)	

4 - Intellectual/Developmental Disability
Comprised of causes:
· Intellectual Disability
· Intellectual/Developmental Conditions, and
· Autism

5 - Learning Disability
Comprised of cause:
· Specific Learning Disabilities

9 - Traumatic Brain Injury 
Comprised of cause:
· Traumatic Brain Injury
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	Acronym
	Term

	ACE
	Achieving Competitive Employment

	ADA
	Americans with Disabilities Act

	AJCC
	America's Job Center of California

	ALJ
	Administrative Law Judge

	AT
	Assistive Technology

	ATAC
	Assistive Technology Advisory Committee

	BAC
	Blind Advisory Committee

	BFFR
	DOR Budgets, Fiscal Forecasting and Research Section

	BFS
	DOR Blind Field Services

	CAP
	Client Assistance Program

	CaPROMISE
	Promoting the Readiness of Minors in Supplemental Security Income 

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CHHS
	California Health and Human Services Agency

	CIE
	Competitive Integrated Employment

	CRP
	Community Rehabilitation Program 

	CSA
	California State Auditor

	CSAVR
	Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation

	CSS
	Consumer Satisfaction Survey

	CSU
	DOR Customer Service Unit

	DDS
	California Department of Developmental Services

	DGS
	California Department of General Services

	DOR
	Department of Rehabilitation

	EDD
	California Employment Development Department

	EPC
	SRC Executive Planning Committee

	FFY
	Federal Fiscal Year 

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IL
	Independent Living

	IPE
	Individualized Plan for Employment

	ISP
	Individual Service Providers  

	LEA
	Local Education Agency

	LEAP
	Limited Examination and Appointment Program

	LMI
	Labor Market Information

	NCSRC
	National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils

	OAH
	Office of Administrative Hearings

	OIB
	DOR Older Individuals who are Blind 

	OOS
	Order of Selection 

	Pre-ETS
	Pre-Employment Transition Services

	RA
	Reasonable Accommodation

	RAM
	DOR Rehabilitation Administrative Manual

	RFAs
	Request for Applications

	RFP
	Requests for Proposal 

	RSA
	Rehabilitation Services Administration

	SELPA
	Special Education Local Plan Area

	SFY
	State Fiscal Year 

	SILC
	State Independent Living Council

	SIO
	DOR Strategic Initiatives Office

	SLAA
	State Leadership Accountability Act

	SPS-AT
	State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology

	SRC
	State Rehabilitation Council

	SSDI
	Social Security Disability Insurance

	SSI
	Supplemental Security Income

	SVRC-QRP
	Senior Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor - Qualified Rehabilitation Professional

	TAP
	Talent Acquisition Portal

	TBI
	Traumatic Brain Injury

	VR
	Vocational Rehabilitation

	VRED
	DOR Vocational Rehabilitation Employment Division

	VRPRD
	DOR Vocational Rehabilitation Policy and Resources Division

	VRSD
	Vocational Rehabilitation Services Delivery Team

	WDS
	DOR Workforce Development Section

	WIOA
	Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act

	WIP
	Work Incentives Planning



		Page 72

image2.png
/
% Report 2017-129 x (4 Department of Rehabilit= X

<«

lts Inadequate Guidance and Oversight of the Grant Process Led to Inconsistencies and Perceived Bias in lts Evaluations
and Awards of Some Grants

Report Number: 2017-129

Public Letter Introduction

Response to the Audit

Summary

HIGHLIGHTS





image1.wmf

