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CALIFORNIA STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL (SRC)
[bookmark: _Toc529371939][bookmark: _Toc529372051][bookmark: _Toc529372145]MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

Meeting Dates and Times
Wednesday, November 14, 2018, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.
Thursday, November 15, 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#

[bookmark: _Toc529371940][bookmark: _Toc529372052][bookmark: _Toc529372146]Agenda for Wednesday, November 14, 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 August 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 members Eddie Zhang and Benjamin Aviles. 

Public comments

6. DOR Directorate Report 
Director Xavier and DOR Chief Deputy Director, Kelly Hargreaves, 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]Individual Placement and Support (IPS) Model 
Cindy Chiu, Asst. Deputy Director, DOR VR Collaborative and Community Resources Branch
Lisa Harris, Staff Services Manager II, DOR Cooperative Programs
Theresa Comstock, SRC Member
The SRC will learn about DOR’s mental health cooperative programs, the IPS model and core principles, and DOR’s IPS pilot. There will be an interactive dialogue regarding consumer success, impact on businesses, and DOR’s future IPS plans. This discussion will be informative as the SRC considers future policy recommendations.   

Public comments

8. Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) Reporting Requirements
Peter Frangel, Analyst, DOR Program Policy Implementation Unit
The SRC will learn about RSA’s federal reporting requirements, specifically the RSA-911 report which collects demographic and programmatic data on VR consumers. This will be the first in a series of ongoing discussions that will assist the SRC with utilizing performance data when developing future policy recommendations.   

Public comments

Lunch (12:00 – 1:00 p.m.)

9. Grant Solicitation Manual 
Representatives from DOR’s Specialized Services, Independent Living, and Administrative Services Divisions
The SRC will receive an update regarding DOR’s Grant Solicitation Manual. SRC members will receive information on how they (and their networks) can participate in the regulation review process beginning in December 2018. 

Public comments

10. Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer 
[bookmark: _Hlk528914200]DOR Budgets, Fiscal Forecasting & Research representatives 
Bjerke will report out from the recent National Coalition of SRC conference on strategies for gathering consumer feedback and the importance of this information. Then, the DOR Budgets, Fiscal Forecasting and Research team will present the 2018 CSS report. There will be an opportunity for discussion, Q&A and identification of next steps. This agenda item will provide the SRC with information as the Council considers future recommendations on expanding the CSS data analysis and report elements.

Public comments

Break (2:30 p.m.)

11. [bookmark: _Hlk520206254]Office of Administrative Hearing (OAH) Decisions
Michael Thomas, SRC Client Assistance Program Representative 
SRC members will review OAH decisions from the past six months for trends and to determine if there is need for future study and/or policy recommendation development.

Public comments

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

Public comments

13. Election of SRC Officers 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
SRC members will elect the SRC Chair, Vice Chair and Treasurer. 

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



[bookmark: _Toc529371941][bookmark: _Toc529372053][bookmark: _Toc529372147]Agenda for Thursday, November 15, 2018

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

Public comments

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

17. [bookmark: _Hlk520212127]Icebreaker 

18. DOR Student Services 
[bookmark: _Hlk528915689]The SRC will continue the ongoing discussion with DOR representatives regarding DOR’s Student Services, with a specific focus on the following questions:
· How can the impact and effectiveness of DOR Student Services be measured? 
· What work experience opportunities for students are offered through DOR’s Blind Field Services?
This information may inform the development of future SRC recommendations.

Public comments

Break (10:15 a.m.)
[bookmark: _Hlk520881359]
19. Committee Meetings 
Policy Committee (Room 169) – Michael Thomas, Chair 
Teleconference number: (866) 819-3654; passcode: 5550388#
The Committee will continue discussing the use of labor market information in the vocational rehabilitation process. DOR representatives from the VR Support Branch will join the group for the discussion. 

Public comments

Unified State Plan Committee (Room 407) – Abby Snay, Chair
Teleconference number: (877) 929-8953; passcode: 3748633#
The Committee will meet with the DOR Planning Unit regarding next steps for the 2018 – 2020 Comprehensive Statewide Assessment and receive a status update on the State Plan goals and objectives.

Public comments

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

Public comments

21. National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils (NCSRC) 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
Jacqueline Jackson, SRC Member
Theresa Comstock, SRC Member
A report out from the October 27 – 28, 2018 NCSRC conference will be provided. SRC members will discuss how the Council can incorporate and utilize the information, best practices and strategies from the conference. 

Public comments

Lunch (12:00 – 1:00 p.m.)

Public comments

22. State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology 
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 receive an update and have the opportunity to ask questions regarding efforts taking place to improve and update the existing SPS-AT process. 

Public comments

23. Recommendations 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
The SRC will receive an update regarding DOR’s response to the SRC’s recommendations adopted on August 16, 2018. Then, a working session will be held to draft and potentially adopt additional recommendations. 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.

Public comments

Break (2:45 p.m.)  

24. Reports 
· Chair Report
· Vice-Chair Report 
· Treasurer Report 
· Member Reports
· Workforce Development Board Report
· State Independent Living Council Report
· Executive Officer Report

Public comments

25. New Business, Planning for Future Meetings and Identification 
of 2019 Priorities
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer

Public comments

26. 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 November 8, 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: _Toc529371942][bookmark: _Toc529372054][bookmark: _Toc529372148]State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) Mission Statement
The SRC, in collaboration with the DOR and other community partners, reviews and analyzes policies, programs and services, and advises DOR on the quality and performance in meeting the Department’s mission.

SRC Vision Statement: The voice of DOR’s stakeholder community.

SRC Members
· Lesley Ann Gibbons, Chair, business, industry & labor representative
· Marcus Williams, Vice-Chair, business, industry & labor representative
· Inez De Ocio, Treasurer, VR Counselor representative
· Kecia Weller, disability advocacy groups representative
· Jacqueline Jackson, State Independent Living Council representative
· Victoria Benson, parent training and information centers representative
· Michael Thomas, Client Assistance Program representative
· LaQuita Wallace, business, industry & labor representative
· Abby Snay, California Workforce Development Board representative
· Nicolas Wavrin, California Department of Education representative
· Benjamin Aviles, current or former DOR consumer representative
· Theresa Comstock, disability advocacy group representative
· Eddie Zhang, community rehabilitation program representative
· Joe Xavier, DOR Director
· Vacant – American Indian VR program representative
· Vacant – one business, industry & labor representative
[bookmark: _Toc529371943][bookmark: _Toc529372055][bookmark: _Toc529372149]August 2018 SRC Quarterly Meeting Minutes (Draft)
Reference for Agenda Item #3

CALIFORNIA STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL (SRC)
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 (DOR) Central Office
721 Capitol Mall, Room 169, Sacramento, CA 95814

SRC Members in Attendance: 
Victoria Benson, Theresa Comstock, Inez De Ocio, Lesley Ann Gibbons, Jacqueline Jackson, Michael Thomas, Nicolas Wavrin, Kecia Weller, Joe Xavier

SRC Members Absent
Abby Snay, LaQuita Wallace, Marcus Williams

Members of the Public in Attendance
Mitch Pomerantz, Steve Clark, Silvana Rainey, John Garrett, Barbara Gill, Cheryl Kasai, Danny Marquez, Ralph Black, Rudy Contreras, Mario Galdamez

DOR Staff in Attendance
Kate Bjerke, Isabel Hirohata, Andy Mudryk, Shelly Risbry, Fariba Shahmirzadi, Rosa Gomez, Alicia Lucas, Mark Erlichman, Carrie England, Kathi Mowers-Moore, Peter Harsch, Conan Petrie, Victor Duron, Avantika Sharma, Jacqulene Lang, Velina Morales, Elena Gomez 

Wednesday, August 15, 2018

Welcome and Introductions 
SRC Chair, Lesley Ann Gibbons, established a quorum and called the meeting to order at 9:01 a.m. SRC members, DOR staff, guests and members of the public introduced themselves. SRC Executive Officer, Kate Bjerke, reviewed the updated order of business.

Public Comment – There was no public comment on issues or concerns not included elsewhere in the agenda.

Approval of the May 2018 Quarterly Meeting Minutes  
Action: It was moved (Jackson/Weller) to approve the May 16 – 17, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting minutes as presented (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Weller, Wavrin. Abstain – Comstock. Absent – Williams, Wallace, Snay). 

Bjerke explained that for the time being, the SRC meetings will not be transcribed and future meeting minutes may be shorter in length.

Icebreaker – Members and guests engaged in an icebreaker activity. 

SRC Adopt-a-District Program 
Bjerke explained that during the May 2018 quarterly meeting, a discussion was held regarding the effectiveness of the SRC’s Adopt-a-District program. Concerns were expressed regarding challenges in arranging meeting times with District Administrators. Bjerke met with DOR’s Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) Employment Division leadership, who offered the following suggestions:  
· Have Bjerke attend the September 2018 District Administrator’s meeting to share information about the program and gather feedback. Offer that District Administrators can appoint a designee, such as a Team Manager.
· It is advised to not pair SRC members with a VR Counselor, as the conversations may be too focused on operations and the SRC’s charge is to focus on high level policy topics. 

DOR Chief Council, Andy Murdyk, introduced himself.

Approval of Proposed Administrative Law Judges 
Action: It was moved/seconded (Comstock/Weller) to approve Administrative Law Judges Deena Ghaly and James Michael Davis to conduct mediations and fair hearings involving DOR consumers (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Weller, Wavrin, Comstock. Absent – Williams, Wallace, Snay).

State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology (SPS-AT)  
Fariba Shahmirzadi, Deputy Director of DOR’s Administrative Services Division and Rosa Gomez, Assistant Deputy Director of DOR’s Specialized Services Division, joined the meeting. Background information was provided on the State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology and efforts taking place to improve and update the existing process. There was an interactive discussion regarding the following topics:
· Delayed status of draft documents and the accompanying survey.
· Establishment of a focus group.
· Use of “fair and reasonable”.
· How to make a quicker experience for the buyer.
· The directory has not changed yet since feedback is still needed.
· Working with DOR’s Information Technology Services Division.
· Role of the VR Counselor, employment coordinator, job trainer and assistive technology trainer. 
· What constitutes a traditional price schedule.
· Use of the State Price Schedule by buyers.
· Number of suppliers on the State Price Schedule.

Public Comment: The following members of the public made comments regarding the State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology: Mitch Pomerantz, Steve Clark, Ralph Black and Silvana Rainey. 

Next steps: 
· Have an update on the State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology at the SRC’s November 2018 quarterly meeting. 

Committees Meetings 

Monitoring and Evaluation Committee: This committee is currently on hold and did not meet.

Policy Committee: The committee, chaired by Michael Thomas, met with Mark Erlichman, Assistant Deputy Director of DOR’s VR Support Branch, to discuss the use of labor market information (LMI) in the VR process. The discussion centered on two questions:
1) What role does LMI 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 LMI and then discuss choices second?)

2) 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 LMI and wants to select an occupational goal that is not viable.)

The following topics were discussed:  
· How to ensure consumers and the community understand the importance of LMI.
· Educating consumers about LMI is part of the VR Counselor’s role.
· Can DOR have conversations with an individual about their interests before opening a case?

Public Comment: Silvana Rainey provided a comment regarding the use of LMI. 

Unified State Plan Committee: The committee met with Alicia Lucas, Avantika Sharma, and Jacqulene Lang from DOR’s Planning Unit. Lucas provided an overview of the Unified State Plan, DOR’s State Plan, and the Comprehensive Statewide Assessment (CSA). The SRC will have opportunities to participate in the CSA and a list of options for SRC involvement was reviewed. 

Next Step: 
· The DOR Planning Unit will provide a CSA project plan at a future SRC meeting.

Oath of Office 
Joe Xavier, DOR Director, administered the oath of office to new SRC members Nicolas Wavrin and Theresa Comstock.

DOR Directorate Report 
Director Xavier began by welcoming new members Wavrin and Comstock, and acknowledging the recent appointment of Benjamin Aviles and Jia Nia “Eddie” Zhang to the SRC. Director Xavier recognized the following new members of DOR’s leadership team: Carrie England, Andy Mudryk and Kirk Marston. 

Director Xavier spoke about the value of partnerships and how DOR benefits from understanding the perspectives of various stakeholder networks and constituency groups. He encouraged the SRC to continue relaying updates and information back to their respective networks. 

National Updates
· Updates from the July 2018 Office of Special Education Programs conference and reference of a study done in Georgia to mitigate college dropout rates. 
· Updates from the July 2018 meeting in Washington D.C. regarding the Social Security Administration’s study on supported employment. The study will focus on individuals who identified mental health impairments as the reason for requesting Social Security benefits and were denied benefits. The group discussed the use of the Individual Placement and Support model and how to bring mental health medical workers and VR together to support individuals with significant mental disabilities obtain employment. 
· The U.S. Government Accountability Office study on student services and VR agency engagement with businesses will likely be published soon. 
· Discussions continue regarding the government reform initiative to combine the federal Dept. of Education with the Dept. of Labor. 
· Updates from the Council of State Administrators of VR meeting in June 2018, including a continued focus on Vision 2020 and “rethinking” VR based on four principles: building careers and talent, innovative solutions, customized services, and lead/engage in collaborative strategies. A data sharing agreement between Special Education and VR is under development and the template will be distributed.
· Defining “integrating setting” is being considered at the federal level. 
· The federal Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) 911 report is being updated and RSA has identified 60 data elements for removal.   
· SRC travel and participation costs for the October 2018 National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils meeting in Long Beach will require prior approval from the RSA. Budget, cost and balance should be considered when determining how many SRC members will attend. 

State and Departmental Updates
· Appointment of Diana Dooley as Governor Brown’s new Executive Secretary and appointment of Michael Wilkening as Secretary of the California Health and Human Services Agency.
· Implementation of AB 434 which requires state departments to certify that their websites comply with digital accessibility standards.
· Selection of TIAA-CREF Tuition Financing, Inc. as the program manager for the CalABLE program.
· Efforts taking place at DOR to “rightsize” the department and seven priority areas:
1. Leveraging partner programs.
2. IT modernization and investment.
3. Use of data analytics and quality assurance.
4. Focusing on employment when engaging with consumers.   
5. Considering DOR staffing levels.
6. Reducing department facility costs.
7. Aligning funding with existing funding streams.
· DOR management vacancies, including the Chief of Contracts and Procurement and the Greater Los Angeles District Administrator positions.  
· Update from the August 16, 2018 meeting at the California Health and Human Services Agency on serving high needs foster youth. 
· Discussion regarding DOR’s involvement in the Individual Placement and Support (IPS) model. DOR conducted an IPS pilot with a mental health partner in San Francisco, and meetings with mental health partners in Oakland and Pasadena will take place soon. DOR plans to engage and clarify funding streams.

Next steps:
· Bjerke will send out the website accessibility toolkit to the SRC. This toolkit is a helpful resource for other organizations and state departments.
· A policy question for the SRC’s future consideration: How can the impact and effectiveness of DOR Student Services be measured? What factors and considerations should be examined when measuring quality?
· Determine how many SRC members will attend the October 2018 NCSRC conference. 

Public Comment: Mitch Pomerantz made a comment regarding DOR’s Disability Access Services section. 

SRC Bylaws 
It was moved/seconded (Weller/Benson) to adopt the proposed bylaw amendments introduced during the May 16 – 17, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting, with the exception of the following addition proposed for Article VI Procedures, Section B. Voting: “In the event of a tie, the Chair shall cast the deciding vote.” (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Weller, Wavrin, Comstock. Absent – Williams, Wallace, Snay).
 
DOR Student Services – Q&A Session with VR Employment Division Leadership  
SRC members held a question and answer session regarding DOR Student Services with the following leaders from the DOR VR Employment Division: Deputy Director Peter Harsch, Assistant Deputy Director Mark Erlichman, and Regional Manager Conan Petrie. The following topics were discussed:
· DOR Student Services counselors have flexible schedules to meet the needs of students. 
· Outreach language, marketing materials, branding, elevator pitch, and office signage.
· Challenges include department “rightsizing”, higher adult VR caseloads, determining how to continue providing the same level of adult services when resources have been redirected. Higher case load sizes negatively impact employee morale and increase consumer complaints. However, these challenges also bring opportunity to implement new strategies, such as expedited enrollment.  
· Translation of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act into State regulations. 
· Update on grants awarded to the American Job Centers of California.
· Partnership between the DOR and Department of Education to implement Student Services. 


Next Steps
· Bjerke will forward DOR Student Services flyers, a PowerPoint presentation and posters to the SRC. 
· After the California Workforce Association meeting in September, Bjerke will distribute Erlichman’s presentation on student work experience successes.
· At a future meeting, the SRC would like to learn about Blind Field Services and work experience for students.

SRC Nominating Committee 
It was moved/seconded (Jackson, Comstock) to elect SRC members Kecia Weller, Marcus Williams and Inez De Ocio to the 2018 Nominating Committee. (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Weller, Wavrin, Comstock. Absent – Williams, Wallace, Snay).

Next Steps
· A Nominating Committee meeting will be held in September to develop a slate of candidates for the election of the SRC Officers that will take place during the November 14 – 15, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting.

Recess until 9:00 a.m. on August 16, 2018 

Thursday, August 16, 2018

Reconvene, Welcome and Introductions  
Chair Gibbons reconvened the meeting and established a quorum. SRC members, DOR staff, guests and members of the public introduced themselves.  

Public Comment 
Danny Marquez, representing the California Association of Social Rehabilitation Agencies, commented on the mental health cooperative program Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the DOR and Department of Health Care Services. 

Next Steps
· Bjerke will distribute the MOU to the SRC.

Icebreaker – Members and guests engaged in an icebreaker activity. 

Continued Collaboration with DOR’s Strategic Initiatives Office  
Victor Duron, Executive Advisor of DOR’s Strategic Initiatives Office (SIO) provided information on his role and the focus of the SIO. He explained that during the May 2018 SRC quarterly meeting, the SRC and SIO discussed the Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) and DOR employee moral and job satisfaction. As a follow up to the May 2018 meeting, Avantika Sharma and Jacqulene Lang, analysts in DOR’s Planning Unit, considered the SRC’s feedback and ideas on the CSS and presented on the following: Recap of the SRC brainstorming session and presentation of ideas for: consumer satisfaction, quality of data and response rate, measures for success, pre-employment transition services, and additional ideas for consideration.

SRC members asked questions regarding: options for conditional branching in non-electronic format; use of qualitative data in conditional branching; response rate and sample size; need for caution when asking for feedback on vendors; adding the estimated time needed to complete the survey; need for a different approach when surveying youth; need to use plain language; potentially collecting real-time data that would be incorporated into the CSS report; and asking “How has your life improved?” It was confirmed that the ideas presented are concepts, and are not yet operationalized. 

Public Comment: Mitch Pomerantz suggested to add a question regarding the timeliness of communication and services from DOR Counselors.

Duron then spoke about and reviewed potential options for the DOR Organizational Climate Survey, which is administered every three years to gather data on employee moral. Suggestions from the SRC members included: research organizations that have changed how they collect employee feedback; ask staff – how do you want to give feedback?; example of a nonprofit organization that has representatives from the various units collect feedback and then report back to the Executive Director; offer “townhall” forums; personalize the survey messaging and include messages from the District Administrator and an SRC member; incentivize the survey; establish goals based on the survey results; and tie survey results back to department activities. 

Continued Discussion on the Adopt-a-District Program
Members continued the discussion regarding the SRC’s Adopt a District program. The following was agreed upon:

Next Steps:
· Invite SRC members to join Bjerke at the September 2018 District Administrators meeting to discuss the program and gather feedback.
· Bjerke will send reminder communication to both the SRC members and District Administrators. She will also send out the District assignments, guidelines and discussion questions each quarter.
· The SRC will discuss the progress of the Adopt-a-District program in six months.

California State Auditor’s Report 
Elena Gomez, Deputy Director of DOR’s Specialized Services Division and Carrie England, Chief of DOR’s Independent Living and Assistive Technology section, provided information regarding the California State Auditor’s report published on July 12, 2018 regarding DOR’s grant processes. A discussion was held and included the following topics and questions:
· How to find a balance between flexibility and compliance?
· Can consumers become a reviewer or evaluator?
· Utilizing an odd number of evaluators is a best practice.
· There is a need to have standards and move forward. 
· The DOR will submit regulations to the Office of Administrative Law in December 2019. The Department is exploring various options for gathering public feedback.
· It may be beneficial for DOR to learn what other states are doing.

Public Comment: The following members of the public provided comments regarding the California State Auditor’s report: Rudy Contreras, Mario Galdamez, and Danny Marquez.

Next Steps:
· The SRC could address the following policy question: how can DOR ensure there is no perception of bias in the grant award process?
· SRC members can review and provide feedback on DOR’s draft Grant Solicitation Manual. 
· The SRC can provide comments during the public review of the regulations.

Discussion Regarding Past SRC Recommendations 
In preparation for the afternoon working session, SRC members had a discussion with Kathi Mowers-Moore, Deputy Director of DOR’s VR Policy and Resources Division, regarding the status and effectiveness of past SRC recommendations.  

Working Session – 2018 SRC Policy Recommendations 
It was moved/seconded (Comstock/Jackson) to adopt the update to recommendation 2018.1, and adopt recommendations 2018.2, 2018.3, and 2018.4 (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Wavrin, Comstock, Gibbons. Absent – Williams, Weller, Wallace, Snay).

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.

August 16, 2018 Update: The SRC recommends that the Department prioritize the posting of the following Rehabilitation Administrative Manual chapters that pertain to consumer services:
· Chapter 0: 	Contents and Introductions
· Chapter 1: 	Organization
· Chapter 7: 	Contracts
· Chapter 9: Procurement
· Chapter 11: Authorizing, Encumbering and Disencumbering
· Chapter 12: Vocational Rehabilitation Goods and Services
· Chapter 15: Case Service Property
· Chapter 29: Individual Service Providers 
· Chapter 30: Record of Services
· Chapter 31: Supported Employment Program
· Chapter 34: Other Consumer-Related Topics

Recommendation 2018.2 – Leveraging Partnerships
The SRC recommends that the Department prioritize efforts to leverage partner programs and resources to improve consumer services and outcomes.

Recommendation 2018.3 – Consumer Satisfaction
The SRC recommends that the Comprehensive Statewide Assessment (2018–20) be used to gather information from consumers regarding effective methods to elicit feedback about their DOR experience. This information could be utilized by the SRC and the Department to develop the Consumer Satisfaction Survey.

Recommendation 2018.4 – Labor Market Information
The SRC recommends that the Department should ensure each consumer has a clear understanding of labor market information and its integral role in determining an employment goal. Labor market information should be made readily available to job seekers.     

Reports 
· Chair Gibbons spoke about the State Price Schedule and her work with the Charles Schultz museum in Santa Rosa to increase accessibility.
· SRC Treasurer Inez De Ocio provided an update on the SRC’s budget. Executive Officer Bjerke will examine travel expenditures for the 2017/18 fiscal year. 
· SRC Member Jacqueline Jackson reported on the activities of the State Independent Living Council, which include preparing the next State Plan, asset mapping and holding a meeting in October. Jackson provided an update from her meeting with District Administrator Carmencita Trapse.
· Bjerke read SRC Member Kecia Weller’s report from her meeting with District Administrator Wan-Chun Chang.

Planning for Future Meetings and Selection of 2019 Meeting Dates
Members agreed to:
· Send Bjerke and between two – three SRC members to the October 2018 National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils conference in Long Beach.
· Hold the November 14 – 15, 2018 SRC quarterly meeting at DOR’s Central Office in Sacramento as originally planned.

It was moved/seconded (Jackson/Thomas) to approve the SRC’s 2019 meeting dates (Yes – Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Wavrin, Comstock, Gibbons. Absent – Williams, Weller, Wallace, Snay):

	2019 Meeting Dates 
	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



Next Steps
· Bjerke will send out details regarding the National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils conference and gather feedback on which members are interested in attending. 
· Bjerke will share the 2019 meeting dates with other advisory bodies. 

Adjourn
It was moved (Comstock) and approved by a majority vote to adjourn the SRC’s August 2018 quarterly meeting.
[bookmark: _Toc529371944][bookmark: _Toc529372056][bookmark: _Toc529372150]
IPS Supported Employment and State Vocational Rehabilitation: A Crosswalk
Reference for Agenda Item #7

Individual Placement and Support (IPS) supported employment is an evidence-based practice that helps people with mental health conditions work in competitive jobs related to their preferences. Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) is a state/federal program that assists eligible individuals with disabilities in obtaining and maintaining competitive integrated employment related to each person’s strengths, resources, priorities, concerns, abilities, capacities, interests, and informed choice. Individuals who have access to both IPS and VR benefit from the expertise
and resources of both systems. This document describes commonalities between the IPS practice principles and the VR system.

	IPS Supported Employment
	Vocational Rehabilitation

	1. Competitive employment is the goal
	Competitive Integrated employment

	· Minimum wage or higher. Wage and benefits are the same as others in similar jobs
· Integrated job settings
· Positions that are open to qualified candidates, regardless of disability status
	· Minimum wage or higher and same as others in similar jobs
· Integrated job settings
· Opportunities for advancement
· Same benefits as others in similar jobs

	2. IPS services are integrated with mental health treatment services
	Identification of needed service providers and supports

	· Mental health practitioners & IPS specialists meet weekly
· IPS specialists collaborate with VR counselors, family/friends (with person’s permission)
	· VR counselors help identify comprehensive support services for people holding competitive jobs
· VR counselors help remove barriers that prevent person from working

	3. Eligibility is based on client choice
	Eligibility determination

	· IPS developed for people with mental health conditions (including cooccurring substance use disorders)
· Desire to work helps people overcome barriers to employment
· Practitioners assume that people will benefit from IPS services
	· Person must have documented disability/impairment that presents barriers/impediment to secure, retain, or advance in employment
· VR counselor presumes that an applicant can benefit in terms of an employment outcome from the provision of VR services

	4. Individual preferences are honored
	Comprehensive assessment

	· Services are based on person’s preferences, skills, & experiences
· IPS specialist records job history, education, goals, supports, etc. in career profile (guides work plan) 
· Preferences help determine type of job sought, education/ training programs, team supports, & decisions about disclosing personal information at work.

	· VR counselor encourages & facilitates exploration of the (eligible) person’s strengths, resources, capabilities, priorities, concerns, abilities, interests, & informed choice

	5. Rapid job search: Contact with employers begins soon after a person expresses interest in working

	Timely Individualized Plan for
Employment (IPE) development within 90 days

	· Pre-vocational training & skill assessments rarely utilized.
· Person meets with hiring manager about employment within 30 days of IPS program entry
	· Workforce Innovation &Opportunity Act of 2014 (WIOA) requires development of Individualized Plan for Employment (IPE) within 90 days of an eligibility determination


	6. IPS specialist builds relationships with employers
	VR counselor assists IPS team with
building employer relationships

	· IPS specialist facilitates multiple, in-person meetings with hiring managers/owners to learn about business needs
· Visits are based on jobseekers’ work preferences
	· Shares job leads, coordinate visits to employers, organize joint presentations to employers, coordinate activities to gain access to large companies, & coordinate development of job search plans for shared IPS individuals
· A designated business relations position (in many states) focuses on building relationships with employers in the community

	7. Individualized job supports
	VR counselor arranges for extended services

	· Individualized follow-along supports for work/school
· Continued for as long as the worker/student wants & needs
· Provided by IPS specialist, treatment team, family, friends, & work colleagues
	· Ongoing supports must be identified, as a part of supported employment Individualized Plan for Employment
· Extended services provided by an entity other than VR program
· Post-Employment Services may be provided within five years of case closure when job problems may result in job loss

	8. Personalized benefits counseling is provided
	Personalized benefits counseling is
provided

	· IPS specialist helps program participants access information from benefits planner about Social Security, Medicaid, etc., to make informed employment decisions
	· VR counselors may refer eligible person for work incentives planning to help them understand how earnings may impact benefits


9/6/17 Developed by VR Liaisons of The IPS Learning Community 
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Individual Placement & Support (IPS) Model
November 14, 2018

Slide 2
Department of Rehabilitation
· Individuals with psychiatric disabilities are the largest population served by the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR).  The department is looking at innovative strategies to best serve individuals with psychiatric disabilities.  
· This presentation will provide you with an overview of the Individual Placement & Support (IPS) model, an evidence-based practice that helps individuals with disabilities obtain competitive employment.

Slide 3
Department of Rehabilitation
· In state fiscal year 2017-2018, the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) served 101,750 individuals with disabilities.
· Of the individuals served, 26,146 were individuals with a psychiatric disability (26% of DOR caseload).
· For fiscal year 2017-2018, 5,278 individuals with a psychiatric disability received vocational services through a DOR Cooperative Program with a county mental health agency 
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Department of Rehabilitation
· Individuals with a psychiatric disability may receive vocational rehabilitation program services through:
· Community Rehabilitation Programs (CRPs) 
· Third-party cooperative agreements
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Community Rehabilitation Programs (CRP)
· An agency, organization, or institution, that provides vocational rehabilitation services on a fee-for-service basis in any of the following core service categories:
· Assessment Services (i.e. Vocational Assessment)
· Training Services (i.e. Personal, Vocational, Social Adjustment)
· Employment Services
· DOR currently has 28 CRPs that specifically serve individuals with psychiatric disabilities

Slide 6
Mental Health Cooperative Programs
· A partnership between DOR and local county mental health agencies through a contractual agreement
· Provides vocational services to mutual consumers of the county mental health agency and DOR
· Leverages federal funding through match resources to fund vocational services
· Currently 24 cooperative programs with local county mental health agencies 
· 30 associated case service contracts with private non-profit Community Rehabilitation Programs (CRPs)
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Individual Placement & Support (IPS) Model
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Individual Placement & Support (IPS) Model
· Evidence-based practice that helps people with mental illness identify and acquire competitive jobs of their choice in the community with rapid job-search and placement services.
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IPS Core Principles
· Zero exclusion: Eligibility is based on consumer choice
· IPS services are integrated with mental health treatment
· Competitive employment is the goal
· Rapid job search- Job search starts soon (within 1 month) after consumers express interest in working
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IPS Core Principles Continued
· Employment specialists develop relationships with employers based on their consumers’ work preferences.
· Personalized benefits counseling is important
· Follow along supports are continuous
· Consumer preferences are important
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DOR IPS Pilot
· Background:
· 2015- Deputies attended a presentation on IPS
· DOR elected to develop an IPS pilot within an existing MH cooperative program
· Pros:
· Funding already exists within the cooperative program’s budget authority
· Collaborative relationship already exists
· Funding would continue whether a decision was made to continue the model after the end of the pilot 
· Some outcome measures already in place through the cooperative program
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DOR IPS Pilot Continued
· 1 year pilot began September 2016 serving Transition Age Youth. 
· County mental health provided MHSA funding to pay for IPS training for contract staff
· Clients referred to the IPS program as soon as they identify a desire to work. 
· Goal:
· Begin employment services 30 days from referral
· Client in front of an employer within 30 days
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Identified Strengths 
· Rapid job search identified as an essential component for Transition Age Youth
· Integration of the Vocational Specialist within the mental health team
· High engagement of clients referred to the program
· Clients participated in several job starts
· Individualized benefits counseling for all clients 
· Increased levels of motivation, self-confidence, and work skills
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Opportunities for Improvement
· Impact on employer relationships if referring clients who are not ready and/or not successful on the job
· Successful employment outcome is defined differently between IPS and DOR
· Funding has not been identified at this time for time-unlimited follow along supports

Slide 15
Supported Employment Demonstration (SED) Study

Slide 16
Supported Employment Demonstration (SED) Study
· Conducted by Westat under contract to the Social Security Administration 
· Purpose: To assess the impact of evidence-based services on employment 
· Two treatment groups, 1 control group
· Full-service treatment
· Basic-service treatment
· Usual services
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Supported Employment Demonstration (SED) Study Continued…
· 3000 participants nationwide
· 1,792 participants enrolled as of July 26, 2018
· 1 participant site in California
· Projected to serve 80 participants
· 40 participants in full-service treatment
· 40 participants in basic service treatment
· Primary outcome of interest: Employment

Slide 18
Resources
· IPS Supported Employment and State Vocational Rehabilitation: A Crosswalk
· https://ipsworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/IPS-VR-Crosswalk-July-2017wfooter-margins.pdf
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October 29, 2018

The Interim Grant Solicitation Manual (GSM) is now available on the DOR website.  

The Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) uses the GSM to administer the competitive solicitation process to distribute grant funds using a Request for Application (RFA). The DOR revised the GSM to formalize its procedures and to include recommendations received from DOR’s stakeholders and the July 2018 audit report published by the California State Auditor. The Interim GSM ensures a fair and transparent solicitation process that is responsive to the needs of the public, grant recipients, and individuals who receive services under the funded grant. The DOR intends to use the Interim GSM until the regulations regarding the grant process are approved. The GSM will then be updated to reflect any regulatory changes and finalized for use. The GSM does not replace any state or federal laws or regulations. 

The DOR works hard to ensure our decisions and actions are informed by interested individuals and groups. We thank our stakeholders for their valuable input, comments, and suggestions regarding our grant solicitation process, including the evaluation and appeal processes, obtained during the following engagement opportunities:
· April 4, 2018 Public Forum and survey.
· August 10, 2018 Public Forum and survey.
· Other communication methods including email and advisory body input.

Transcripts from both public forums and the California State Auditor report remain available on our website.

The DOR will engage in the rulemaking process to promulgate regulations regarding the grant process. Regulations provide standards regarding DOR’s grant process, while the GSM contains internal procedures DOR will use to meet the standards described in regulations. 

The DOR anticipates submitting its proposed regulations to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on or around December 2018. This submission will begin the official rulemaking process. Once the regulations are submitted to OAL, stakeholders and members of the public will be able to read and comment on the regulations during a 45-day public comment period. During this time, public comment will be received in various forms, such as during a public hearing and through submission of written comments. We encourage all stakeholders to participate in the public comment process. As required by the rulemaking process, DOR will provide a summary and response to comments received on the regulations. We expect that the regulations will become effective in spring or summer 2019, once the rulemaking process has been fully completed. Regulations will be implemented upon OAL approval. 

Thank you for your active engagement in DOR’s grant solicitation process. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact us at Grants@dor.ca.gov. 
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Prepared in conjunction with the State Rehabilitation Council
DOR Logo

Executive Summary

The mission of the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) is to work in partnership with consumers and other stakeholders to provide services and advocacy resulting in employment, independent living, and equality for individuals with disabilities.
 
The DOR Vocational Rehabilitation program provides direct services to eligible individuals with significant disabilities to prepare for, find, and retain a job. In furtherance of its mission, DOR recognizes the value of consumer input to evaluate services, processes, and improve results. In accordance with 34 Code of Federal Regulation §361.17 (h)(4), the DOR, in collaboration with the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC), conducts an annual Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) in an effort to ensure that the DOR is meeting its vocational rehabilitation program responsibilities to its consumers by providing high-quality, effective services that ultimately result in employment outcomes. The survey results inform the Department and the SRC and are utilized to increase effectiveness and efficiency in the service delivery process, both internally and externally. This report is shared with DOR staff, consumers, and the public. Publication is available on the DOR intranet and internet domains.

The SRC is a federally-mandated policy advisory body composed of individuals appointed by the Governor. The DOR and SRC work jointly to determine the goals and priorities for the State’s effort on behalf of its vocational rehabilitation consumers.

The consumer satisfaction survey sample size this year was 20,400, reflecting 20% of the department’s consumer population. Of the 20,400 surveys sent in April 2018, 18,561 were deliverable surveys and 1,839 were undeliverable surveys. DOR received 4,351 (23.4%) responses. The 23.4% response rate reflects a 0.1% increase from the 2017 response rate of 23.3%, which had the same sample size of 20,400. The details are included in the table below: 

	Survey Method
	2018 CSS
	2017 CSS
	2016 CSS

	Sample Size
	20,400
	20,400
	12,800

	Total Surveys Sent
	18,561[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Excludes surface mails returned and invalid email address returns.] 

	18,676[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Excludes invalid email addresses but may contain undeliverable surface mails.
] 

	11,8441

	Electronic
	17,650
	17,676
	11,126

	Surface Mail
	911
	1,000
	718

	Responses Received
	4,351
	4,344
	2,253

	Response Rate
	23.4%
	23.3%
	19.0%




Highlights of the survey results are included below. For a comprehensive comparison of 2018 to 2017 survey responses, please refer to the Summary of Results beginning on page 7.

Agency Satisfaction
· 90% of respondents reported they understand that the reason for DOR services is to help them become employed. This reflects a 1% increase from prior year.
· 85% of respondents reported they were treated with courtesy and respect from the counselor and DOR team. No change from prior year.
· 80% responded that they would recommend DOR services to other persons with disabilities who want to become employed. This reflects a 2% increase from prior year. 
· 76% of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the services provided directly by DOR. This reflects a 1% increase from prior year.
· 66% responded that their quality of life has improved because of DOR services. No change from prior year.
Satisfaction with Services from External Service Providers
· 73% responded they were satisfied with the quality of service from their service providers. This reflects a 1% increase from prior year.
· 69% responded they were satisfied with the timeliness of services from their service providers. No change from prior year.

Provision of Benefits Counseling (Work Incentive Planning)
· 62% responded that they received benefits counseling from DOR and/or their service provider(s). This reflects a 2% decrease from prior year.

Satisfaction with Counseling Services Provided
· 75% were satisfied with the prompt response to questions and requests by the counselor and/or DOR team. No change from prior year.
· 73% responded that their counselor and/or DOR team clearly explained all services available to them. This reflects a 1% decrease from prior year.
· 71% were satisfied with the level of vocational guidance and quality of counseling received. No change from prior year.

For Consumers Who Were Employed
· 84% of respondents reported that the services provided by DOR were instrumental in their becoming employed. This reflects a 1% decrease from prior year.
· 83% reported they were satisfied with their job. This reflects a 1% increase from prior year.
· 77% were satisfied that their job was consistent with their employment plan. This reflects a 3% increase from prior year.
· 15% reported they were dissatisfied with health benefits received from their job. This reflects a 2% decrease from prior year.

For Consumers Who Were Not Employed
(Consumers were asked to check all reasons that prevented their ability to become employed.) Of the total responses:
· 22% reported they need additional help to find a job. No change from prior year.
· 19% reported they are not ready to start working. This reflects a 2% increase from prior year.
· 16% reported that DOR did not help them find a job. This reflects a 1% decrease from prior year.
· 11% reported their disability prevented them from working. This reflects a 1% increase from prior year.
· 10% reported there were no jobs available consistent with their employment plan. This reflects a 2% decrease from prior year.
· 4% reported they did not want to give up SSI/SSDI benefits. No change from prior year.
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The sample size of 20,400 remained the same as prior year’s survey to comply with SRC’s recommendation to represent 20% of the DOR consumer population. The 20,400 sample names were generated at random from the consumer database: 19,400 consumers with email addresses, and 1,000 with mailing addresses. The sample selected included consumers whose cases were in open status as of drawn date[footnoteRef:3], or who had a closure outcome as of January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2017. [3:  Drawn date of January 18, 2018] 


Surveys are conducted in two formats: email recipients take the survey electronically through the Survey Monkey website, and surface mail recipients take the survey by mail, which includes a postage paid return envelope. Email recipients received both a first and second reminder notice to complete the survey, while surface mail recipients received just one reminder. 
 
In addition to the English version, the survey was translated into seven languages consistent with the prevalent consumer population. There were no changes in languages this year.

· Armenian
· Farsi 
· Chinese
· Korean
· Spanish
· Tagalog
· Vietnamese 

The survey contains a series of questions designed to measure program satisfaction and provide a systematic method of obtaining the point of view of DOR consumers. Through the survey, consumers are able to anonymously provide their level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with services, staff, service providers, and other aspects of the vocational rehabilitation process. At the end of the survey, consumers are able to provide open-ended feedback and contact information should they like to be contacted by DOR staff. In addition, the survey assists in identifying areas where program and process improvements can be made to enhance the services provided by DOR and its service providers and increase employment outcomes for Californians with significant disabilities.
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Respondents were asked to self-identify their disability, and some consumers reported multiple disabilities. In comparing 2018 to the 2017 and 2016 respondents, the percentages by disability have remained consistent between all three years. The only percent change is 1% increase from Cognitive Impairment and 1% decrease of Deaf/Hard of Hearing.

	
Disability Impairment
	2018
	2017
	2016

	Blind/Visually Impaired
	8%
	8%
	9%

	Cognitive Impairment
	6%
	5%
	6%

	Deaf/Hard of Hearing
	9%
	10%
	10%

	Intellectual/Developmental Disability
	7%
	7%
	5%

	Learning Disability
	20%
	20%
	20%

	Physical Disability
	22%
	22%
	23%

	Psychiatric Disability
	18%
	18%
	18%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	3%
	3%
	3%

	Not Reported
	7%
	7%
	7%
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For 2018, a selected number of satisfaction ratings by disability (some consumers reported multiple disabilities) are included below. 
· 90% or more of the respondents within the cognitive impairment, psychiatric disability, physical disability, and other categories responded with the highest satisfaction rating on the statement that they understand that the reason for DOR services was to help them become employed. 
· 85% of respondents with learning disability and deaf/hard of hearing reported the highest satisfaction rating on the statement that they were treated with courtesy and respect from the counselor and DOR team.
· 78% of respondents with a learning disability expressed overall satisfaction with the services provided directly by DOR. 
· 50% of respondents with traumatic brain injury reported the lowest satisfaction rating of any category regarding the statement, “My counselor helped me understand my disability and how it may affect my work.” 

Summary of Results

The DOR provides vocational rehabilitation services through its Vocational Rehabilitation Employment Division and Specialized Services Division, which are administratively organized into fourteen districts. Thirteen districts are constructed along geographic lines; a fourteenth district includes consumers who are blind and/or visually impaired in any of the geographical districts. The statewide responses are summarized below.


	Statement
	2018
Satisfied
	2017
Satisfied
	2018
Dis-satisfied
	2017
Dis-satisfied
	2018
No Opinion
	2017
No Opinion

	Overall, I am satisfied with the services provided directly by the DOR.
	76%
	75%
	17%
	18%
	7%
	7%

	I found the level of vocational guidance and quality of counseling received from my DOR counselor adequate for my needs. 
	71%
	71%
	19%
	19%
	10%
	10%

	
I was treated with courtesy and respect by my counselor and DOR team.
	85%
	85%
	8%
	8%
	7%
	7%

	
I was satisfied with the quality of services from my service provider(s). (examples: school, job coach, community rehabilitation program, etc.)
	73%
	72%
	16%
	16%
	11%
	12%

	I was satisfied with the timeliness of services provided by my service provider(s). (examples: school, job coach, community rehabilitation program, etc.)
	69%
	69%
	19%
	19%
	12%
	12%

	My counselor and/or DOR team responded promptly to my questions and requests.
	75%
	75%
	17%
	17%
	8%
	8%

	My counselor helped me understand my disability and how it may affect my work.
	60%
	60%
	18%
	18%
	22%
	22%

	I was informed of my right to disagree with and appeal DOR decisions.
	73%
	73%
	11%
	11%
	16%
	16%

	I understand the reason for DOR services was to help me become employed. 
	90%
	89%
	4%
	4%
	6%
	7%

	I was satisfied with my level of participation and involvement in the decision making process that led to my vocational goal and the services provided.
	76%
	74%
	12%
	13%
	12%
	13%

	My counselor and/or DOR team clearly explained all services available to me.
	73%
	74%
	16%
	16%
	11%
	10%

	My counselor and/or DOR team assisted me in connecting with other agencies and service provider(s) to meet my specific needs.
	63%
	65%
	19%
	18%
	18%
	17%

	I received benefits counseling from DOR and/ or my service provider(s).
	62%
	64%
	18%
	18%
	20%
	18%

	I would recommend DOR services to other persons with disabilities who want to become employed.
	80%
	78%
	11%
	11%
	9%
	11%

	My quality of life has improved because of DOR services.
	66%
	66%
	17%
	17%
	17%
	17%










	
If Employed
	2018
Satisfied
	2017
Satisfied
	2018
Dis-satisfied
	2017
Dis-satisfied
	2018
No Opinion
	2017
No Opinion

	I am satisfied with my job.
	83%
	82%
	7%
	5%
	10%
	12%

	I am satisfied with the health benefits available from my job.
	55%
	51%
	15%
	17%
	30%
	32%

	I am satisfied with other employment benefits available through my job (examples: vacation, sick leave, retirement, long term disability, etc.)
	65%
	61%
	12%
	14%
	23%
	25%

	My job is consistent with my employment plan.
	77%
	74%
	7%
	8%
	16%
	18%

	The services provided by DOR were instrumental in my becoming employed.
	84%
	85%
	4%
	3%
	12%
	12%




	[bookmark: _Toc395872113][bookmark: _Toc395874840]

If Not Employed
Check all reasons that prevented your ability to become employed
	2018
# of Responses (Count)
	2017
# of Responses (Count)
	2018
# of Responses (Percent)
	2017
# of Responses (Percent)

	Total Number of Responses
	4,532
	4,468
	100%
	100%

	I did not want to give up my SSI/SSDI benefits.
	194
	174
	4%
	4%

	There was no job available to me that is consistent with my DOR employment plan. 
	446
	529
	10%
	12%

	DOR did not assist me in finding a job.
	738
	748
	16%
	17%

	My disability prevented me from working.
	499
	456
	11%
	10%

	Family issues such as daycare, caring for relative.
	172
	176
	4%
	4%

	Lack of or no transportation.
	268
	261
	6%
	6%

	I am not ready to start working.
	853
	768
	19%
	17%

	Need additional help to find a job.
	991
	962
	22%
	22%

	No jobs are available that I want.
	371
	394
	8%
	9%



Consumer Comments

A total of 1,878 consumers provided open-ended statements or comments. These comments consist of consumers who were satisfied with DOR services that assisted in reaching employment and educational goals. A few consist of valuable comments to improve services. Positive remarks were received from consumers who are in the transition of completing their plan and becoming employed or have already found employment. Some of the positive comments received are included below:

· Consumers stated the DOR team was helpful in meeting their educational goals to acquire employment and would or have recommended DOR services to others. 

· Consumers also stated that their counselor or DOR team is welcoming, supportive, and resourceful in meeting their needs.
· Some personal statements:

· “Everything DOR has done for me so far has been of great help to me. . . my experience has been very pleasant. My DOR counselor has been awesome. I appreciate him and DOR for helping me become a better person and a better role model for my children.”

· “Thank you for all the help, resources and services you have made available to me and others like myself.”

· “The help of DOR was overall the greatest help I ever received and would recommend people. Thank you for the great service!” 

· “The department of rehab has helped me immensely through the many years I have been able to use their services. They've paid for classes that financial aid wouldn't cover, and then extended education when I was trying to get back into school after long periods of illness, just to get me started again…”

· “I am satisfied with DOR because they helped provide me with information for the Vocational Institute to become a phlebotomist; thank you to the program and thank you to my counselor for always helping me. She call me to ask me how I was doing, so I keep looking on opportunity for a job.”

· “DOR has helped me through every step of going back to school. I am satisfied with my counselor's commitment to helping me get through school.”
 
Some consumers provided comments based on their experiences to inform DOR and the SRC where opportunities for change exist, which are included below: 
· Consumers expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of communication, follow-ups, and miscommunication with their counselors along with untimely responses.
· Consumers felt it would’ve been beneficial if they were informed of all existing DOR services at the start of the program to be able to obtain the services in entirety based on their specific needs.
· Some consumers commented that DOR staff should be more understanding and knowledgeable of their disability needs. 
· Some consumers advised that their employment should be consistent within the scope of their goal, while expressing the need to have more training programs and employment placement agencies.
Some consumers expressed an urgent need to be contacted directly and provided their contact information. These consumers were contacted immediately by the appropriate DOR staff.
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SRC Recommendations
Forthcoming 
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Cover Letter

Dear Consumer,

The California Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) and its Service Providers are conducting a confidential survey to determine if the services that the DOR provides meet your needs and expectations. Your name was selected at random to participate in the survey along with approximately 20,400 other DOR consumers.

Your response is important to us, as the DOR will use the information gathered to improve consumer services. Please respond by: Tuesday, May 1, 2018.
 
All information that you provide will remain strictly confidential. Your responses will only be compiled with other anonymous consumers’ responses to create data that will be used for research and to improve services.  At no time will the results of the survey be presented in any way that would reveal your name.  The results of the survey will be included in the Annual Report of the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) and posted on the SRC website at http://www.dor.ca.gov/SRC/index.htm.

Thank you in advance for your participating in the enclosed survey. If you have any questions or need assistance, please contact Emily Xongchao at Emily.Xongchao@dor.ca.gov or at (916) 558-5892. 

Joe Xavier
Director
California Department of Rehabilitation



2018 Consumer Satisfaction Survey

Your responses to the following statements are greatly appreciated.  For each statement, please mark only one of the available choices, unless the instructions state otherwise.

1. 
Indicate the Department of Rehabilitation Office (DOR) where you received services.

· REDWOOD EMPIRE DISTRICT
Offices include: Crescent City, Eureka, Lakeport,   Napa, Red Bluff, Redding, Ukiah, Yreka

· NORTHERN SIERRA DISTRICT
Offices include: Auburn, Capitol Mall, Chico, Grass Valley, Laguna Creek, Modoc, NE Sacramento, Placerville, Roseville, S. Lake Tahoe, Susanville, Woodland, Yuba

· SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY DISTRICT
Offices include: Bakersfield, Merced, Modesto, Ridgecrest, Sonora, Stockton, Visalia

· GREATER EAST BAY DISTRICT
Offices include: Antioch, Berkeley, Fairfield, Fremont, Oakland, Richmond

· SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT
Offices include: Menlo Park, San Bruno, San Mateo, Novato

· SAN JOSE DISTRICT
Offices include: Piedmont Hills, Gilroy, Salinas, Capitola

· SANTA BARBARA DISTRICT
Offices include: Oxnard-Ventura, San Luis Obispo, Santa Maria, Thousand Oaks

· INLAND EMPIRE DISTRICT
Offices include: Blythe, El Centro, Ontario, Palm Desert, San Bernardino, Temecula, Victorville

· SAN DIEGO DISTRICT
Offices include: East County, Laguna Hills, San Marcos, South County

· VAN NUYS/FOOTHILL DISTRICT
Offices include: Antelope Valley, Glendale, Pasadena, Santa Clarita, West Valley

· GREATER LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
Offices include: City of Commerce, Culver City, E. Los Angeles, Norwalk, Westchester

· LOS ANGELES SOUTH BAY DISTRICT
Offices include: Bell, Compton, Mid-Cities, Pacific Gateway

· ORANGE/SAN GABRIEL DISTRICT
  Offices include: El Monte, Santa Ana, West Covina

· BLIND FIELD SERVICES

2. 
Check all disability types below that apply to you. 
· Blind/Visually Impaired
· Cognitive Impairment 
· Deaf/Hard of Hearing
· Intellectual/Developmental Disability
· Learning Disability
· Physical Disability
· Psychiatric Disability	
· Traumatic Brain Injury
· Other (please specify)

3.  
Overall, I am satisfied with the services directly provided by the DOR.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

4.  
I found the level of vocational guidance and quality of counseling received from my DOR adequate for my needs.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

5.  
I was treated with courtesy and respect by my counselor and DOR team. 
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

6.  
I was satisfied with the quality of services from my service provider(s).
 (examples: school,  job coach, community rehabilitation program, etc.) 
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

7.  
I was satisfied with the timeliness of services provided by my service provider(s).	(examples: school, job coach, community rehabilitation program, etc.)		
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

8.  
My counselor and/or DOR team responded promptly to my questions and requests. 
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

9.  
My counselor helped me understand my disability and how it may affect my work. 
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

10. 
I was informed of my right to disagree with and appeal DOR decisions.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

11. 
I understand the reason for DOR services was to help me become employed.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree
 
12. 
I was satisfied with my level of participation and involvement in the decision making process that led to my vocational goal and the services provided.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

13. 
My counselor and/or DOR team clearly explained all services available to me.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

14. 
My counselor and/or DOR team assisted me in connecting with other agencies and service provider(s) to meet my specific needs.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

15. 
I received benefits counseling from DOR and/or my service provider(s).
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

16. 
I would recommend DOR services to other persons with disabilities who want to become employed. 
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

17. 
My quality of life has improved because of DOR services.		
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY EMPLOYED THROUGH THE EFFORTS OF DOR, PLEASE ANSWER THE STATEMENTS BELOW:	

18.  
I am satisfied with my job.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

19. 
I am satisfied with the health benefits available from my job. 
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

20. 
I am satisfied with the other employment benefits available through my job. (examples: vacation, sick leave, retirement, long term disability, etc.)
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

21. 
My job is consistent with my employment plan.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree

22. 
The services provided by DOR were instrumental in my becoming employed.
· Strongly Agree
· Agree
· No Opinion
· Disagree
· Strongly Disagree	

IF YOU ARE NOT EMPLOYED, PLEASE ANSWER THE STATEMENTS BELOW.	

23.  
Check all the reasons below that prevented your ability to become employed: 
· I did not want to give up my SSI/SSDI benefits.	
· There was no job available to me that is consistent with my DOR employment plan.
· DOR did not assist me in finding a job.
· My disability prevented me from working.
· Family issues such as daycare, caring for relative.
· Lack of or no transportation.
· I am not ready to start working.
· Need additional help to find a job.
· No jobs are available that I want.

24. 
Please tell us if there is anything DOR can do to improve the services it provides directly or through its service providers.  If you want DOR to contact you, please provide your contact information (space below).

It will help us greatly if you will complete and return the questionnaire no later than: Tuesday, May 1, 2018

Please return the survey in the envelope provided and mail to:
 
California Department of Rehabilitation, SRC
721 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, CA 95814

Thank you in advance for your participating in the enclosed survey. If you have any questions or need assistance, please contact Emily Xongchao at Emily.Xongchao@dor.ca.gov or at (916) 558-5892. 


[bookmark: _Toc529371949][bookmark: _Toc529372061][bookmark: _Toc529372155]Proposed Impartial Hearing Officers
Reference for Agenda Item #12

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. Holly M. Baldwin
	Holly Baldwin has been an Administrative Law Judge with the Oakland regional office of the Office of Administrative Hearings since June 2018. ALJ Baldwin received her bachelor's degree from Stanford University in Art History and English. ALJ Baldwin received her juris doctorate degree from the University of California, Berkeley, School of Law. ALJ Baldwin has completed the required training necessary to conduct mediations and administrative hearings

1. Michael C. Starkey 
	Michael C. Starkey has been an Administrative Law Judge with the Oakland regional office of the Office of Administrative Hearings since June 2018.  ALJ Starkey received his bachelor's degree from UCLA in psychology.  ALJ Starkey received his juris doctorate degree from UC Hastings College of the Law.  ALJ Starkey has completed the required training necessary to conduct mediations and administrative hearings.

1. Dena Coggins
	ALJ Coggins has been an Administrative Law Judge with the Sacramento regional office of the Office of Administrative Hearings since July 2015. ALJ Coggins received her bachelor's degree from California State University, Sacramento in Business Administration. ALJ Coggins received her juris doctorate degree from McGeorge School of Law. ALJ Coggins has completed the required training necessary to conduct mediations and administrative hearings.
[bookmark: _Toc529371950][bookmark: _Toc529372062][bookmark: _Toc529372156][bookmark: _Toc521422461]Annual Election of SRC Officers
Reference for Agenda Item #13

Proposed slate of candidates, as identified by the SRC Nominating Committee on October 25, 2018:

· Lesley Ann Gibbons, Chair
· Marcus Williams, Vice-Chair
· Inez De Ocio, Treasurer

[bookmark: _Toc529371951][bookmark: _Toc529372063][bookmark: _Toc529372157]SRC Committee Assignments List 
Reference for Agenda Item #19

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.



Eddie Zhang and Benjamin Aviles – Committee assignments TBD.


List updated in November 2018.
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Memorandum

To:		Joe Xavier
		Director, Department of Rehabilitation

		Kelly Hargreaves
Chief Deputy Director, Department of Rehabilitation 

From:	Lesley Ann Gibbons
Chair, State Rehabilitation Council

Cc:		Department of Rehabilitation Deputy Directors
		State Rehabilitation Council Members

Date:		August 20, 2018 

Subject: 	State Rehabilitation Council Recommendations 2018.2 – 2018.4 and Update to Recommendation 2018.1

As a result of many interactive discussions between the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) and the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR), the Council adopted three recommendations during the August 16, 2018 quarterly meeting. The SRC is offering these recommendations as a high-level set of principles for DOR to consider when addressing departmental rightsizing, determining methods for assessing consumer satisfaction, and ensuring labor market information is considered by consumers when selecting an employment goal. The recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation 2018.2 – Leveraging Partnerships
The SRC recommends that the Department prioritize efforts to leverage partner programs and resources to improve consumer services and outcomes.

Recommendation 2018.3 – Consumer Satisfaction
The SRC recommends that the Comprehensive Statewide Assessment (2018–20) be used to gather information from consumers regarding effective methods to elicit feedback about their DOR experience. This information could be utilized by the SRC and the Department to develop the Consumer Satisfaction Survey.

Recommendation 2018.4 – Labor Market Information
The SRC recommends that the Department should ensure each consumer has a clear understanding of labor market information and its integral role in determining an employment goal. Labor market information should be made readily available to job seekers.     

In addition, during the August 16, 2018 quarterly meeting, the SRC adopted the following update to recommendation 2018.1 regarding the Rehabilitation Administrative Manual. The SRC understands the need to prioritize chapters for posting online.

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.

August 16, 2018 Update: The SRC recommends that the Department prioritize the posting of the following Rehabilitation Administrative Manual chapters that pertain to consumer services:
· Chapter 0: 	Contents and Introductions
· Chapter 1: 	Organization
· Chapter 7: 	Contracts
· Chapter 9: Procurement
· Chapter 11: Authorizing, Encumbering and Disencumbering
· Chapter 12: Vocational Rehabilitation Goods and Services
· Chapter 15: Case Service Property
· Chapter 29: Individual Service Providers 
· Chapter 30: Record of Services
· Chapter 31: Supported Employment Program
· Chapter 34: Other Consumer-Related Topics


[bookmark: _Toc521422467][bookmark: _Toc529371953][bookmark: _Toc529372065][bookmark: _Toc529372159]Policy Questions for Consideration
Reference for Agenda Item #23

During the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) quarterly meetings, the Council holds 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?

New – added in August 2018
· How can the impact and effectiveness of DOR Student Services be measured? What factors and considerations should be examined when measuring quality?

· How can DOR eliminate perceptions of bias in the grant award process?



[bookmark: _Toc529371954][bookmark: _Toc529372066][bookmark: _Toc529372160]Year-to-Date Report – Quarter 1 Data
Informational Handout

July 1, 2018 through September 30, 2018 
of 
State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2018-19 
(July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019)

*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 2018/19 = 9,249, an increase of +4.8% from the Prior Year (PY).
· SFY 2017/18 = 8,825, an increase of +0.5% from the PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 8,785, a decrease of -3.0% from the PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 9,054, an increase of +1.6% from the PY.

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 2018/19 = 30, an increase of +329% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 7, an increase of 100% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 0, the % decreased is not measurable from PY. 
· SFY 2015/16 = 10, a decrease of -44.4% from PY.

NEW PLANS = 
Those with an IPE initiated during the current SFY 
· [bookmark: _Hlk528566064]SFY 2018/19 = 5,389, a decrease of -14.1% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 6,275, an increase of +6.8% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 5,874, a decrease of -1.6% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 5,970, a decrease of -3.8% from PY.

TOTAL CLOSED = 
Those cases that closed within the year
· [bookmark: _Hlk528566257]SFY 2018/19 = 6,656, an increase of +2% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 6,523, an increase of +25.8% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 5,184, a decrease of -13.1% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 5,963, a decrease of +10.9% from PY.
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 2018/19 = 2,225, a decrease of -9.3% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 2,485, a decrease of -18.7% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 3,056, a decrease of -1.1% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 3,090, an increase of +6.1% from PY.

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 2018/19 = 3,964, a decrease of -0.9% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 4,002, an increase of +48.2% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 2,700, a decrease of -18.4% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 3,309, an increase of +29.3% from PY.

ALL CASES SERVED = 
All opened and closed cases that received service(s) in the year
· SFY 2018/19 = 72,771, a decrease of -0.2% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 72,935, an increase of +1.9% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 71,578, a decrease of -0.5% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 71,228, a decrease of -2.3% from PY.

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

Closed Rehab (26’s)
	Disability Type
	SFY 2018 Number
	SFY 2018 Percentage
	SFY 2017 Number
	SFY 2017 Percentage

	Blind/Visually Impaired
	65 
	3%
	39 
	2%

	Cognitive Impairment
	199 
	9%
	249 
	10%

	Deaf/ Hard of Hearing 
	138 
	6%
	148 
	6%

	Intellect./Dev. Disability
	320 
	14%
	307 
	12%

	Learning Disability
	555 
	25%
	691 
	28%

	Not Reported
	 0   
	0%
	1 
	0%

	Physical Disability
	294 
	13%
	343 
	14%

	Psychiatric Disability
	662 
	29%
	686 
	28%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	22 
	1%
	21 
	1%

	TOTAL
	2,255 
	100%
	2,485 
	100%



Closed from Service (28’s)
	Disability Type
	SFY 2018 Number
	SFY 2018 Percentage
	SFY 2017 Number
	SFY 2017 Percentage

	Blind/Visually Impaired
	114
	3%
	83 
	2%

	Cognitive Impairment
	289
	7%
	             338
	8%

	Deaf/ Hard of Hearing 
	175
	4%
	188 
	5%

	Intellect./Dev. Disability
	521
	13%
	             514 
	13%

	Learning Disability
	958
	24%
	           876 
	22%

	Not Reported
	0
	0%
	                0   
	0%

	Physical Disability
	712
	18%
	746
	19%

	Psychiatric Disability
	1,142
	29%
	1,211 
	30%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	53
	1%
	               46 
	1%

	TOTAL
	3,964
	100%
	         4,002 
	100%



ATTACHMENT A: DISABILITY TYPES

BFFR merges 23 Disability Types and 5 of the Disability Causes within AWARE into 9 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)
	
5 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 
	

	ACE
	Achieving Competitive Employment

	ADA
	Americans with Disabilities Act

	AJCC
	America's Job Center of California

	ALJ
	Administrative Law Judge

	ASL
	American Sign Language

	AT
	Assistive Technology

	ATAC
	Assistive Technology Advisory Committee

	AWARE
	Accessible Web-based Activity Reporting Environment

	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 

	CARF
	Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities

	CCEPD
	California Committee on the Employment of People with Disabilities

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CHHS
	California Health and Human Services Agency

	CIE
	Competitive Integrated Employment

	CRP
	Community Rehabilitation Program 

	CSA
	California State Auditor

	CSA
	Comprehensive Statewide Assessment

	CSAVR
	Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation

	CSNA
	Comprehensive Statewide Needs Assessment

	CSS
	Consumer Satisfaction Survey

	CSU
	DOR Customer Service Unit

	CWDB
	California Workforce Development Board

	DA
	DOR District Administrator

	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 

	GAO
	U.S. Government Accountability Office 

	GSM
	Grant Solicitation Manual 

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IEP
	Individualized Education Plan

	IL
	Independent Living

	IL/ILC
	Independent Living/Independent Living Center

	IPE
	Individualized Plan for Employment

	IPS
	Individual Placement and Support

	ISP
	Individual Service Providers  

	LEA
	Local Education Agency

	LEAP
	Limited Examination and Appointment Program

	LMI
	Labor Market Information

	MH
	Mental Health

	MHSA
	Mental Health Services Act

	NCSRC
	National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils

	OAH
	Office of Administrative Hearings

	OAL
	Office of Administrative Law

	OIB
	DOR Older Individuals who are Blind 

	OIB
	Older Individuals who are Blind

	OJT
	On the Job Training

	OOS
	Order of Selection 

	Pre-ETS
	Pre-Employment Transition Services

	Q&A 
	Questions and answers

	RA
	Reasonable Accommodation

	RAM
	DOR Rehabilitation Administrative Manual

	RFAs
	Request for Applications

	RFP
	Requests for Proposal 

	RSA
	Rehabilitation Services Administration

	RSA-911
	Federal report that collects demographic and programmatic data on VR consumers

	SED
	Supported Employment Demonstration 

	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

	TPP
	Transitional Partnership Program

	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
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