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CALIFORNIA STATE REHABILITATION COUNCIL (SRC)
[bookmark: _Toc10554761]Meeting Notice and Agenda

[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Dates and Times
Wednesday, June 12, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.
Thursday, June 13, 2019, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.

Meeting Location
Department of Rehabilitation
721 Capitol Mall, Room 242
Sacramento, CA 95814
[bookmark: _Hlk187640]Teleconference Number: (866) 819-3654
Passcode: 5550388#

Agenda for Wednesday, June 12, 2019 

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 February 2019 Quarterly Meeting Minutes 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer 

Public comments

4. Icebreaker 

5. DOR Directorate Report
Joe Xavier, DOR Director, and Kelly Hargreaves, DOR Chief Deputy Director, 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 discussion.

Public comments

Morning Break (10:25 – 10:40 a.m.) 

6. [bookmark: _Hlk520202487]Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS)
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
Representatives from DOR’s Budgets, Fiscal Forecasting and Research
The SRC will be joined by representatives from the DOR Blind Advisory Committee (BAC) and the DOR Deaf and Hard of Hearing Advisory Committee (DHHAC) for an interactive discussion regarding the CSS. The annual timeline for the CSS will be reviewed. The scope, methodology, and goals of the survey will be discussed. The agenda item may result in the finalization of feedback that will be submitted to DOR for the 2020 CSS.

Public comments

7. SRC Logo
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
Updated logo design options will be presented to the SRC for review and consideration. The SRC may vote to approve and adopt a logo.

Public comments

Lunch (12:00 – 1:00 p.m.)

8. Office of Administrative Hearing (OAH) Decisions
Michael Thomas, SRC Client Assistance Program (CAP) Representative
SRC members will review OAH decisions from the past six months for trends and to determine if there is need for additional study and/or recommendation development.

Public comments

9. [bookmark: _Hlk520206254]National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils (NCSRC) 
Lesley Ann Gibbons, SRC Chair, will provide a report out from the April 2019 NCSRC conference held in Maryland.

Public comments

Afternoon Break (1:45 – 2:00 p.m.)



10. Committee Meetings
Policy Committee (Room 242) – Michael Thomas, Chair 
Teleconference number: (866) 819-3654; passcode: 5550388#
The Committee will discuss the following topics: 1) having Client Assistance Program (CAP) materials in local DOR offices, and 2) policies regarding communication with DOR consumers regarding case duration and expenditures.   

Public comments

[bookmark: _Hlk10030693]Unified State Plan Committee (Room 244) – Abby Snay, Chair
Teleconference number: (877) 929-8953; passcode: 3748633#
The Committee will meet with the DOR Planning Unit to discuss the 2018 – 2020 Comprehensive Statewide Assessment and possible key informant interviews. 

Public comments

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

Public comments

12. VR Employment Division (VRED) Leadership Update 
Mark Erlichman, Deputy Director, DOR VRED 
Conan Petrie, Staff Services Manager III, DOR VRED
Susan Senior, Staff Services Manager III, DOR VRED
The SRC and VRED leadership will discuss service delivery and measuring the impact and quality of DOR Student Services. SRC members will learn about the roles of DOR’s new Regional Directors.

Public comments

13. Recess until 9:00 a.m. on June 13, 2019 (4:00 p.m.)

Agenda for Thursday, June 13, 2019

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

Public comments

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

16. [bookmark: _Hlk520212127][bookmark: _Hlk520881359]Icebreaker 

17. Financial Participation Policy Proposal
[bookmark: _Hlk186130]Theresa Comstock, SRC Member
Andi Mudryk, DOR Chief Counsel
Kathi Mowers-Moore, Deputy Director, VR Policy and Resources Division
Nina Presmont, Staff Services Manager II, Program Policy Implementation
SRC members will discuss the proposed changes to DOR’s financial participation policies and will debrief from the May 21, 2019 DOR and SRC joint public forum. The SRC may develop and adopt a recommendation on the proposed policy changes. 

Public comments

Morning Break (10:45 – 11:00 a.m.)

18. CA Assistive Technologies, Services, and Devices (Cal-ATSD) 
Supplier Directory
Fariba Shahmirzadi, Deputy Director, DOR Administrative Services
Rosa Gomez, Asst. Deputy Director, DOR Specialized Services
Cynthia Robinson, Chief, DOR Contracts & Procurement
SRC members will receive an update on 1) Cal-ATSD implementation, 2) the activities of the stakeholder advisory group, and 3) the status of updating the Rehabilitation Administrative Manual (RAM) chapter 9. 

Public comments

19. SRC Adopt a District Reports
SRC members will provide report-outs from their recent Adopt a District meetings. 

Public comments

Lunch (12:00 – 1:00 p.m.)

20. Informing the Next Reauthorization of the Rehabilitation Act 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
As a proactive effort, SRC members will have an interactive discussion and brainstorming session on potential opportunities to inform the next reauthorization of the Rehabilitation Act. Topics such as barriers to services, solutions, terminology, and improvements will be addressed. Members will consider the following question: What does the long term future of vocational rehabilitation and the CA Department of Rehabilitation look like?

Public comments

Afternoon Break (2:00 – 2:15 p.m.) 

21. Recommendations 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer
The SRC will review DOR’s response to the SRC’s recommendations adopted on November 15, 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

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

Public comments

23. Planning for Future Meetings 
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer

Public comments

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

[bookmark: _Hlk536179184]
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. Non-English speakers who utilize translators to make public comment will be allotted no more than six minutes, unless they utilize simultaneous translation equipment. 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 indicated and the order of business are approximate and subject to change. Items scheduled for a particular day may be moved to another day of the noticed meeting to facilitate the SRC’s business. 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 responsible for unforeseen technical difficulties that may occur, and 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 June 6, 2019. 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][bookmark: _Toc10554762]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: _Toc10554763]February 2019 Quarterly Meeting Minutes (Draft)
Reference for Agenda Item # 3

California State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) Quarterly Meeting  
February 20 – 21, 2019 
9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. both days
Department of Rehabilitation
721 Capitol Mall, Room 242
Sacramento, CA 95814

SRC Members in Attendance
Lesley Gibbons (Chair), Marcus Williams (Vice-Chair), Inez De Ocio (Treasurer), Theresa Comstock, Kecia Weller, Abby Snay, Eddie Zhang, Michael Thomas, Vicki Benson, and Jacqueline Jackson.

DOR Representatives in Attendance
Emily Xongchao, Armel Biscocho, Victor Duron, Cindy Chiu, Lisa Harris, Courtney Tacker, Kathi Mowers-Moore, Kate Bjerke, Michelle Reynolds, Nelson Sheya, Andi Mudryk, Nina Presmont, Suhail Syed, Irene Walela, Rosa Gomez, Cynthia Robinson, Joe Xavier, Conan Petrie, Susan Senior, Mark Erlichman, Peter Harsch, Isabel Hirohata, Jacqulene Lang, Avantika Sharma, Krystle Englehart and Levi Goldman.

Members of the Public in Attendance
Carrie Fisher-Stone, Erica Jaramillo, Danny Marquez, Lisa Pardini, John Garrett, Barbara Garrett, and Caroline Nilsson.
 
Wednesday, February 20, 2019 

Welcome and Introductions (9:00 a.m.) 
A quorum was established and SRC Chair, Lesley Ann Gibbons, welcomed attendees to the meeting. SRC members, DOR representatives, guests and members of the public introduced themselves. 

Public Comment  
The following public comment was received:
· Danny Marquez provided information on the California Association of Social Rehabilitation Agencies (CASRA), the mental health cooperative programs, and the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between DOR and the Department of Health Care Services.
· Lisa Pardini commented on DOR policies, transportation and goods/services reimbursement. 

Approval of the November 2018 Quarterly Meeting Minutes 
It was moved/seconded (Jackson/Comstock) to approve the November 2018 quarterly meeting minutes with the following edit – in the section regarding the Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS), change the term “instrument” to “interest.” (Yes – Gibbons, Williams, Jackson, Benson, Thomas, Snay, Aviles, Comstock, Zhang. Abstain – Weller, Wavrin. Absent – Wallace). 

[bookmark: _Hlk169610]Expanded Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) Data Analysis 
[bookmark: _Hlk520201187]The SRC met with DOR representatives to review an expanded analysis of select CSS data sets and to discuss the scope, methodology, and goals of the survey. Emily Xongchao with DOR’s Budgets/Fiscal Forecasting/Research (BFFR) section reviewed notable data trends and findings, highlighted significant data increases and decreases, and provided examples of data fluctuations, upward/downward trends, high/low satisfaction rates by District and disability. Armel Biscocho, Chief of BFFR, noted that over the years, the CSS data has remained relatively consistent. Victor Duron, Executive Advisor for DOR’s Strategic Initiatives Office, spoke about work his team is doing to analyze statewide and aggregate CSS data. Duron reviewed CSS questions with the highest and lowest satisfaction rates and explained how results can vary for each DOR District. 

An interactive discussion included the following topics and questions:
· Suggestion – reach out to the Districts with lower satisfaction rates to identify opportunities for improvement. 
· What is DOR doing with the CSS data?
· How many surveys are sent out in each District? It was confirmed that consumers self-report which District they are being served from. Data may be missing for Blind Field Services because consumers mark what District they are being served in geographically (Blind Field Services is a statewide District). 
· Can DOR pre-select the District for consumers?
· What are the requirements for the CSS? Does the survey need to align with a particular set of questions?
· The CSS data does not seem to align with feedback the Client Assistance Program receives.
· There is a need to ensure DOR is not making policy decisions based on low response rates.
· The 2019 survey will include a question to gather demographic age information so DOR can gather information on satisfaction rates for youth.


Next steps 
· Invite representatives from the Blind Advisory Committee to join the SRC meetings in May 2019 and November 2019 and to participate in the survey discussions. Then, finalize feedback and recommended changes for the 2020 CSS.  Feedback identified to date includes: 
· For the question response options, change “no opinion” to “neutral.” Or, remove this option all together.
· Within the survey wording, clarify the term “timeliness” specifically as it relates to goods and services from vendors vs. DOR’s services.   
· Have the CSS executive summary include a multi-year analysis (findings and interpretation of data).
· Standardize the sample size for each District. 
· Have BFS consumers indicate that they received services through the BFS District.
· Add demographic questions for the respondents.
· Understand and memorialize the CSS timeline

Public Comments
Lisa Pardini provided feedback on the CSS from the consumer perspective. Danny Marquez commented on the increased survey response rate, capturing data from transition age youth, and suggested holding focus groups and surveying partners, vendors, and employers.  

Collaboration with Mental/Behavioral Health 
To continue the discussion from the November 2018 SRC meeting on Individual Placement and Support (IPS), the SRC received a report out from a stakeholder roundtable meeting held on February 6, 2019. This meeting focused on identifying collaborative goals and next steps to assist individuals with behavioral health disabilities to decrease poverty, increase health stability, and achieve competitive integrated employment. Theresa Comstock, SRC member, provided an overview of behavioral health, noted that the roundtable included CASRA and county representatives, and explained that discussions took place on successful practices, shifting how services are provided, and how to increase evidence-based practices that work. 

DOR VR Policy and Resources Division (VRPRD) representatives Kathi Mowers-Moore, Cindy Chiu, Lisa Harris and Courtney Tacker offered the following information:
· The roundtable was intended to bring diverse voices to the table and identify different ways to approach and integrate employment services.
· Individuals with psychiatric disabilities make up DOR’s largest caseload.
· The Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) is intended to develop funding for innovative approaches and provides counties with another funding option.
· DOR has 26 mental health cooperative programs.
· The roundtable discussions explored strategies and services that go beyond the cooperative program services. There was a great deal of discussion about the Individual Placement and Support (IPS) model.
· Meeting materials from the roundtable will be posted online. 
· Deaf and blind communities were represented at the roundtable. 
· Trying to approach the conversation from a systems level by engaging the California Behavioral Health Planning Council and directors of organizations who spend MHSA funds. 
· Several DOR District Administrators attended the roundtable. The District Administrators are key to successful implementation.

Next steps
· A work group is coordinating a similar roundtable to take place in Southern California. The SRC is encouraged to support and participate. A report out will be provided after the next roundtable meeting.  
· Distribute the CASRA concept paper to the SRC.
· SRC members can be involved by: Giving input; supporting the District Administrators through the Adopt a District discussions; providing feedback from the Client Assistance Program; and, connecting with business partners and educating the community about the benefits of hiring individuals who participate in the IPS model.

Public comment was provided by Lisa Pardini.

SRC Logo  
Four logo design options were presented by SRC Executive Officer, Kate Bjerke, for review and consideration. The logos were developed by DOR’s graphic designer. The SRC agreed to narrow down the selection to Option 3 – an abstract image of 16 interconnected dots. Bjerke agreed to work with DOR’s designer to bring back different iterations of this option that incorporates the SRC’s feedback:
· Emphasize the “SRC” 
· Make the colors “pop” more
· Remove the word “California”

Next Step: Review and potential adoption of a logo during the May 2019 quarterly meeting.

Public Comment 
Caroline Nilsson provided feedback on the designs.   
 
DOR Website  
Michelle Reynolds and Nelson Sheya from DOR’s Legislation and Communications team provided the SRC with a demonstration of the newly redesigned DOR website. The website was launched with the transition of the Governor’s administration. The website is still in phase one, the goal of which an improved design, navigation and search functionality. Phase two will focus on developing a consistent “voice” for all the website content. The website was designed with the user in-mind and is 100% accessible. The following items were highlighted and discussed:
· Incorporating the term “student.” Using website analytics to measure the effectiveness of language and terms.
· Chair Gibbons provided feedback on the following:
· The “Find an Office” function
· Adding the customer service unit to “Contact Us” under “Resolving Disputes and Complaints”
· Improve labeling of CalATSD
· Single point of contact list for vendors
· Broken links
· Location of “Work for DOR”
· NoticeAbilities – consumers featured on the homepage
· Overview of the “quick links”
· Review of the SRC webpages
· Select RAM chapters posted

Many SRC members noted the website redesign is a great improvement. 
 
Financial Participation Policy Proposal 
The following DOR representatives joined the SRC to discuss DOR’s Financial Participation Policy Proposal: Andi Mudryk, DOR Chief Council; Kathi Mowers-Moore, VRPRD Deputy Director; Nina Presmont, Staff Services Manager II, Program Policy Implementation; and, Suhail Syed, Analyst, Program Policy Implementation. Information was provided on DOR’s funding changes and considerations, and efforts to analyze policy and performance data, organizational structure and expenditures and capacity building opportunities. Information was provided on the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) and serving youth, financial participation (and its exemptions), post-secondary education expenditures, changes in consumer demographics (particularly SSI beneficiaries), community impacts, funding sources, re-allotment dollars, cost avoidance, and approaches used by other states.

DOR’s current means test was discussed. This test is outdated (developed over 20 years ago) and is unequitable. The three central components of the new policy and means test were reviewed by Suhail Syed. The guiding principles used to develop the proposal were: simplify, increase consistency and equitableness of the means test, improve application, reduce administrative burden and have a more robust means of income verification. 

Discussion, feedback and questions included the following:
· In principle, people are more likely to be successful if they invest in themselves and have some “skin in the game”. Research shows that students are more likely to stay in school if they financially contribute. 
· Potential impacts on consumer choice.
· Potential feedback from public colleges and universities. 
· Financial aid and merit-based grant considerations.
· Discussions at the federal level to reform support to adult and part-time students.
· Efforts in California to make community college more affordable (and free in some instances) and how this will dovetail with DOR’s proposal.
· Benefits of the proposed policy change.
· Implementation questions would be addressed down the road.
· Review of the different types of exemptions.
· Cost of living differentials.
· If a DOR consumer is expected to pay for a portion of their services, they may have a higher expectation regarding customer service.
· College tuition costs are increasing faster than increases in the VR grant funding.

Next Steps: the SRC agreed that it would be beneficial to hold a public forum in partnership with DOR to gather input and feedback from the broader disability community this spring, in advance of the submission of the draft regulation package this summer.

CalFresh/Assembly Bill 1811  
In summer 2019, seniors and people with disabilities who receive SSI benefits will have the opportunity to apply for CalFresh. Irene Walela, Deputy Director of DOR’s Independent Living and Community Access Division, provided information on how DOR and the Independent Living Centers are involved in planning efforts and program implementation. The California Department of Social Services asked if DOR would like to partner with the local Independent Living Centers to help get the word out and assist individuals with completing the CalFresh application at the local level. Information was provided on the background of AB 1811, history of CalFresh eligibility rules, and efforts taking place by the new interdepartmental team to launch the program.

CalABLE   
CalABLE representatives Carrie Fisher Stone and Erica Jaramillo provided updates provided on: recent launch events; securing a partnership with a financial institution; the enrollment process; number of accounts; and efforts to educate other agencies and partners. The SRC can support the CalABLE program by sharing information about the program with their networks, and how enrolling is an easy process. There are also opportunities for SRC members and others in the community to become CalABLE “ambassadors”. CalABLE has active social media accounts and collateral materials available to support outreach activities.  
 
California Assistive Technologies, Services, and Devices (Cal-ATSD) Supplier Directory 
Rosa Gomez, Assistant Deputy Director of DOR Specialized Services Operations, and Cynthia Robinson, Chief of DOR’s Contracts and Procurement Section, provided an update on CalATSD implementation. They spoke about the impact of recent training provided to DOR staff and the possible formation of a vendor advisory committee. Information was provided on:
· “Sunset” of the State Price Schedule on December 31, 2018, replaced with the CalATSD (which includes a vendor directory).
· Updates to the DOR website and development of an electronic application.
· Training provided to DOR staff in December 2018 and January 2019. 
· Ongoing monitoring and continuous improvement activities.
· Work taking place to convene a stakeholder advisory group.
· Updating of RAM 9, which is a priority for DOR’s Contracts and Procurements team.

Recess until 9:00 a.m. on February 21, 2019

Thursday, February 21, 2019

Reconvene, Welcome and Introductions (9:00 a.m.)
Chair Gibbons welcomed reconvened the meeting and welcomed attendees.

Public Comment  
None.

Icebreaker  
SRC members engaged in an icebreaker activity.

Committee Meetings  
The SRC’s Policy and Unified State Plan committees convened.   
 
SRC Committee Chairs Report Out  
Michael Thomas, Chair, Policy Committee 
The Policy Committee discussed questions regarding duration and expenditures for DOR consumers with long term, open cases. The Committee may continue discussing policies, communication and training opportunities that would assist consumers in making progress towards their goals.

Theresa Comstock, Member, Unified State Plan Committee
The committee met with the DOR Planning Unit on the Comprehensive Statewide Assessment (CSA). The CSA is a federal requirement and is conducted on a three-year cycle. The CSA results inform the development of the State Plan. The committee reviewed and discussed internal and external data sources. The committee also reviewed the State Plan tracking document with the Planning Unit.
 
DOR Directorate Report  
Joe Xavier, DOR Director, reported on leadership and policy topics of interest. He began acknowledging the recent passing of Marc Espino, who served on the SRC as the American Indian VR program representative. Director Xavier spoke about the partnership between the SRC and DOR, and the importance of two-way communication with the various networks and stakeholder groups.

National Updates
· The Council of State Administrators of VR (CSAVR) recently held their winter meeting in Phoenix, Arizona.
· There is continued, increased interest from Congress regarding the employment of individuals with disabilities.
· Mark Schultz has been re-nominated for the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) Commissioner position.
· Efforts continue to engage RSA and the Department of Education on the allowability of cancelation fees when services do not materialize. 
· CSAVR has work groups convening on issues such as: systems alignment for national partners, state level systems alignment, and developing language and policy recommendations for the next reauthorization of the Rehabilitation Act. Director Xavier asked the SRC to consider how to inform the next reauthorization of the Rehabilitation Act – is there something in the law that if changed, would increase independence and remove barriers for individuals with disabilities?
· In April 2019, there will be a briefing to Congress regarding services to students with disabilities.

State and Departmental Updates
· Information and updates were provided regarding the Newsom Administration, the California Health and Human Services Agency, and the Governor’s proposed budget. 
· DOR staffing updates were provided, including the upcoming retirement of Peter Harsch, Deputy Director of VR Employment Division (VRED).
· Work continues on the mission-based review through the development of issue papers.
· The PROMISE report describes lessons learned from the PROMISE study and provides a framework for continued culture change. What’s offered in the report can be applied to multiple systems alignment scenarios.  

SRC members discussed the following questions/topics with Director Xavier:
· Other states looking to amend financial participation policies and/or implement an order of selection.
· Task Force on Brain Health.
· Vision 2020.
· Competitive Integrated Employment.
· Measuring the impact of DOR Student Services.

Implementation of DOR Student Services  
SRC members had a collaborative discussion with VRED leadership representatives Peter Harsch, Mark Erlichman, Susan Senior and Conan Petrie on the following questions:   
· How are DOR staff adjusting to providing Student Services?
· Are DOR Student Services counselors making progress, and do they have the resources needed to be successful?
· How have DOR Student Services impacted adult VR services?

The following topics were discussed:
· When VRED leadership visit DOR offices, they talk about having a sustainable organizational change in operations. DOR employees shifted to providing Student Services on a volunteer basis. Many DOR staff already had experience working with students. DOR is engaging families and working in collaboration with other entities and state departments. 
· Implementing Student Services does require a cultural change. Some schools are more receptive than others. 
· One consideration for measuring progress is seeing students increase their abilities to self-advocate, make informed decisions and transition into post-secondary education or training. 
· VRED will be engaging in an evaluation of DOR Student Services.
· Positive experiences so far include good collaboration with schools, the ability to access more students, and increased awareness of DOR. Challenges have included some schools not being receptive or interested in DOR Student Services, and the AWARE case management software currently has some limitations for tracking DOR Student Services. 
· SRC members asked about and discussed the following with VRED representatives: consistency of services; curriculum; counselor schedules; sharing best practices; varying program quality depending on location and relationships; sharing out and communicating success stories; increase in the establishment of local MOUs; workability grants; coordination between the CA Department of Education (CDE) and DOR.
· DOR Student Services have impacted adult VR in that caseloads have gone up, but staff are all pitching in to help. Efforts continue to identify efficiencies and streamline processes. 
 
[bookmark: _Hlk187621]Measuring the Impact and Quality of DOR Student Services 
SRC members and VRED leadership representatives discussed the following questions. 
· How can the impact and effectiveness of DOR Student Services be measured? 
· What factors and considerations should be examined when measuring quality?

These questions are of national interest. Brainstorming ideas, questions and considerations included the following:
· Perhaps survey students on their career goals before and after receiving services to determine if students improved their critical thinking skills.
· Offer an intake and post-work experience assessment form, similar to what the AJCCs are doing. 
· Efforts taking place to advocate to the Social Security Administration that DOR receive reimbursement for services provided and employment outcomes.
· Data elements currently tracked for DOR Student Services, discussion on collecting Social Security Numbers.
· Client Assistance Program (CAP) representatives are also asking – what is success?
· What is RSA’s position on measuring the impact and quality of Student Services?
 
Reports
Members reported out from their recent “Adopt-a-District” meetings.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned by Chair Gibbons.


[bookmark: _Toc10554764][bookmark: _Hlk10546785]2019 Consumer Satisfaction Survey
Reference for Agenda Item # 6

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: Wednesday, May 1, 2019.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk2348377]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 https://www.dor.ca.gov/Home/SRC.

Thank you in advance for your participating in the enclosed survey. If you have any questions or need assistance, please contact Stanley Goodner at (Stanley.Goodner@dor.ca.gov) or 916-558-5880.

Joe Xavier
Director
California Department of Rehabilitation



2019 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: Wednesday, May 1, 2019.

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 Stanley Goodner at (Stanley.Goodner@dor.ca.gov) or 916-558-5880.
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California’s Process
The Budgets, Fiscal Forecasting, and Research (BFFR) Section within the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR), in collaboration with the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) conduct the Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) annually. The BFFR creates the survey instrument with input of the SRC, distributes the survey, evaluates the data from the survey, and writes a report summarizing the data results. 

Annual Timeframe of CSS
January
The BFFR section, with the help of Information Technology Services Branch staff, selects a random sampling of DOR consumers from the Accessible Web-Based Activity Report Environment system (AWARE) database. The AWARE database holds the case files of all DOR consumers. Consumers in various case statuses of their rehabilitation process are included in the random sample, which amounts to 20,400 consumers selected for the survey. 

The survey would also need to be translated into the primary 8 consumer languages, which includes the DOR biennial languages.  In 2019, the CSS was translated into English, Spanish, Armenian, Chinese, Farsi, Korean, Tagalog, and Vietnamese.

April
All surveys are sent to consumers using email (19,400) and surface mail (1,000). Braille format of the CSS is also available upon consumer request.

May - July 
The data is collected and evaluated by BFFR staff. BFFR also completes the analysis and CSS Executive Summary at this time.

August 
At the August quarterly meeting, the SRC receives the drafted Executive Summary report. At this meeting, the SRC will make recommendations to be included in the Executive Summary report. These recommendations may include changing the wording of questions in the survey for the upcoming survey or result in the review of a service.

The CSS results are also reviewed by the Planning Unit to incorporate any information into the Comprehensive Statewide Assessment.
November 
SRC sends final recommendations to BFFR.

December
BFFR incorporates SRC final recommendation into the CSS Executive Summary.  BFFR posts the final CSS Executive Summary on the DOR’s Intranet and Internet websites.  BFFR also distributes the Executive Summary to District Administrators.

SRC’s Role
The SRC reviews the survey instrument, the results from the survey including the review of open-ended comments and the report analyzing the results from the Consumer Satisfaction Survey. The SRC makes recommendations to the Department from the survey findings and recommends changes to survey instrument. These recommendations are formally sent to DOR as part of an interactive process which includes a formal letter from with DOR with responses to the recommendations by the SRC.

Statutory Requirements
Each state is required to conduct a CSS and each state must create a CSS in conjunction with the SRC. The Rehabilitation Act requires a review and analysis of the effectiveness and consumer satisfaction with the following:
· Functions performed by the Department;
· VR Services provided by DOR and other private/public entities; and
· Employment outcomes.
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The logo layout is the same for the following seven options: On the left is an abstract image of 16 interconnecting dots, representing the 16 membership seats on the SRC. On the right it reads “State Rehabilitation Council in all caps. Each word is on its own line. 


Option 1: Light blue and medium blue dots. Text is medium blue. 
[image: ]

Option 2: Orange and navy blue dots. Text is navy blue.
[image: ]

Option 3: Yellow and navy blue dots. Text is in navy blue. 
[image: ]

Option 4: Grey and navy blue dots. Text is in navy blue.
[image: ]



Option 5: Medium green and navy blue dots. Text is navy blue.
[image: ]

Option 6: Light blue and navy blue dots. Text is navy blue.
[image: ]

Option 7: Yellow and medium blue dots. Text is in medium blue.
[image: ]
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Policy Committee
Michael Thomas, Chair
Inez De Ocio
Jacqueline Jackson
Lesley Ann Gibbons 
Kecia Weller
Benjamin Aviles

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

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


Updated January 17, 2019
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Topics and Questions for Discussion

Service Delivery
· Impact of DOR Student Services on adult caseloads and service delivery.

· What are the expectations for VR Counselors in terms of service quality, consistency and timeliness? 

· Variation in timelines for accessing applications for services at local DOR branch offices.

· Update on the “Expedited Enrollment” initiative.

Measuring the impact and quality of DOR Student Services 
(a continued discussion from February 2019)
· How can the impact and effectiveness of DOR Student Services be measured? 

· What factors and considerations should be examined when measuring quality?

· Any updates on this topic from the spring 2019 Council of State Administrators of VR (CSAVR) conference?  

· Update on DOR’s efforts to evaluate DOR Student Services data.   

Appointment of New DOR Regional Directors (Staff Service Manager IIIs)
· Roles and responsibilities
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Joint Public Forum Co-hosted by the department of Rehabilitation (DOR) and Statutory Advisory Bodies – May 21, 2019

Introduction
The passage of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) resulted in many new and modified requirements for the Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) program. One of the most significant new changes is that the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) now utilizes at least 15 percent of VR funds for pre-employment transition services (also referred to as DOR Student Services). 

In addition, other funding considerations include: 
· Relying upon volunteered support from cooperative agreements with education and mental health agencies;
· The fluctuation of re-allotment funds available each year; and, 
· The fluctuation of Social Security reimbursement funding. DOR’s consumer population has shifted from the majority of consumers receiving Social Security benefits, to now 30% of consumers receiving benefits. 

As a result of these factors, a potential challenge is that DOR may not have sufficient funds to provide VR services to all individuals who apply. 
In response, DOR has (and continues to) proactively analyze program policy and performance data, organizational structure and expenditures, and capacity building opportunities. 

Throughout 2018, DOR has communicated and partnered with the SRC to identify VR services that will result in employment outcomes through more efficient and less costly practices. 

To continue this collaboration, during the February 2019 SRC quarterly meeting, DOR did seek the SRC’s input on a proposed policy change regarding financial participation by DOR consumers. This proposed policy change shows promise to significantly increase DOR’s recovery of funds, modify requirements in a way that’s more equitable to consumers and their families, and lower administrative burden for DOR staff.

Background
What is financial participation?
Before DOR can authorize services and/or goods for a consumer, the consumer’s financial status must be reviewed, and financial participation determined. Financial participation can strengthen a consumer’s personal investment in their VR plan and employment goal.

Who is exempt from financial participation?
Consumers receiving SSI/SSDI or other public benefits are considered personally exempt and are therefore waived from financial participation requirements.

What goods and services are exempt from financial participation? 
Federal regulations exempt certain goods and services from financial participation. 

Exempt goods and services, per federal regulations:
· Assessment for determining eligibility and priority for services
· Assessment for determining VR needs
· VR counseling and guidance
· Referral and other services
· Job-related services
· Personal assistant services
· Auxiliary aids and services

In addition, California also exempts the following goods and services:  
· Training, tutoring, books and other training materials
· Transportation cost beyond the most economic public transportation
· Tools necessary for the performance of an occupation

What are “training services”?
· Community college
· Four-year college/university
· Graduate and professional degree programs
· Business and vocational training programs

Policy Change Proposal
The DOR consumer financial participation policy is outdated and needs to be revised in three core areas:
Means Test
The current means is harsh on low income families. It is complex, requires ad-hoc financial assessments with no verification of financial information.

Exemption of Training Services
The DOR exempts financial participation for training services which is not required by Federal regulations. Demographic changes have shifted non-exempt participants from less than 30% in prior years to more than 60%. A higher percentage of participants can now afford to share in the cost of training.

Application of Financial Participation
State regulations allow financial participation for all non-exempt services. DOR’s existing methodology, due to its complexity and lack of verification, results in inconsistent and inequitable application.

Proposed Policy Changes

Means Test
A revised means test that is more generous, as follows:
a) An updated annual income threshold indexed at 300% of federal poverty guideline ($62K versus the current $37K threshold)
b) Fixed annual co-pay model (Familiar and simple)
c) Cost of living differential for high-cost metro areas
d) Out of pocket caps for more than one consumer per family
e) Hardship & Disaster Exemption – Death, Job loss, Disaster Zone, etc.
f) Elimination of liquid assets in means test (Verification burden)
g) Robust income verification with tax returns (instead of self-reporting) 
h) Reduced frequency of financial assessment (Annual vs. Monthly / Ad-Hoc)

Exemption of Training Services
This proposal eliminates the exemption of training services from financial participation consistent with federal regulations.

Application of Financial Participation
This proposal requires DOR to consistently enforce financial participation for all non-exempt services.

Impact
This policy change will affect only 6% of the DOR participants currently receiving training services. The estimated cost avoidance is approximately $2M/year. 

Limitations & Risks
· Family cooperation for financial assessment; potential drop in consumers.
· Self-reported household income used in cost avoidance estimates.

Conclusion
The proposed changes will simplify the process, lower administrative burden and make the DOR financial participation policy fair and equitable to consumers as compared to the current policy. Further, consistent application of financial participation will improve overall recovery.


Appendix

Table 1 - Summary of Proposed Changes

	Considerations
	Current
	Proposed

	Income Threshold (Household size = 3)
	$37,000
	$62,340


	Liquid Asset Exemption

	$2,000
	Eliminate

	Cost Avoidance

	$10M If strictly applied
	$2M

	Impacted population
	30% of total receiving training services
	6% of total receiving training services

	Simplicity
	Complex, error prone
Monthly/Ad-hoc assessments
	Fixed co-pay rate for a year, easy to relate
Annual assessment


	Fairness
	Negative for low income families
Unintended loopholes
	Favors low income/large asset
Income verification +


	Admin. Burden
	High – Ad-hoc financial assessment 
Reduced counselling time

	Lower than present
Annual assessment

	Incremental Cost/ROI
	Low recovery, ROI -
	Reduce staff time, higher recovery, ROI+






Table 2 – Stack up with other States

	Consideration
	California
	Florida
	Texas
	New York
	Minnesota

	Who’s exempt?
	SSI/SSDI, TANF, Food Stamps
	SSI/SDI, < 285%FPL, not legally required to file U.S. Tax return
	SSI/
SSDI, TANF, Food Stamps
	SSI/SSDI, TANF, Food Stamps
	SSI/SSDI, < state median income, public assistance

	Index
	Dept. of Finance
	Fed. Poverty guide
	Fed. Poverty guide
	Fed. Poverty guide
	State median income

	Liquid Assets
	Included
	Ignored
	Included
	Included
	Ignored

	Verification
	Self-reported, no verification
	Prior year tax return
	Prior year tax return
	Prior year tax return
	Prior year tax return

	Frequency of assessment
	Time of service 
	Annual assessment 
	Time of Service
	Annual assessment 
	Annual assessment 

	Income threshold
	$37,000
	$59,200
	$41,500 (post-tax, net income)
	$72,700
	$63,500

	Liquid Assets threshold
	$3,500
	Not applicable
	$31,500
	No exemption
	Not applicable

	Cost of Living differential
	None
	None
	None
	$10K exemption for high cost regions
	None

	Training Services
	Exempt
	Exempt
	Subject to Co-Pay
	Except cost effective training (<$10K)
	Subject to Co-Pay

	Assessment tool
	Paper form (DR233)
	Web based tool
	Web based tool
	Web based tool
	No info





Table 3 - Co-Pay Scenarios 
(Household size = 3, Cost of Service - $10K/yr.)

	Financial Status
	Current
	Proposed

	Annual Income $35K, Liquid assets $10K
	65%
	0%

	Income $35K, Liquid assets $100K
	100%
	0%

	Income $64K, Liquid assets $15K
	100%
	10%

	Income $80K, Liquid assets $35K
	100%
	50% 

	Income $100K, Liquid assets $50K
	100%
	80%



Means Test Calculation
· Financial Participation = [Co-Pay Rate] x [Cost of Service]; Where
· Applicable Income = [Annual Income] – [Exemption (300% FPL)]
· 300% of FPL is based on household size [Table 4]
· Table 5 lists Co-Pay rates for different [Applicable Incomes]
Example
· Annual Income = $75,000; Household Size = 3, Cost of Service = $4,000 Applicable Income = $75,000 - $62,340 = $12,660
· Co-Pay Rate = 35% (From Table 5)
· Financial Participation = 0.35 X $4,000 = $1,400

Table 4 - 2018 Federal Poverty Guideline 
(48 Contiguous States)

	Persons in Household
	Poverty Guideline
	300% of Poverty Guideline

	1
	$12,140
	$36,420

	2
	$16,460
	$49,380

	3
	$20,780
	$62,340

	4
	$25,100
	$75,300

	5
	$29,420
	$88,260

	6
	$33,740
	$101,220

	7
	$38,060
	$114,180

	8
	$42,380
	$127,140

	8+
	Add $4,320 for each additional person
	



Income exemption
· Income Exemption of 300% of Federal poverty guideline varies based on household size [Table 4]

Example
· For a household size of 2, the Income Exemption at 300% of FPL is $49,380
· For a household size of 4, the Income Exemption at 300% of FPL is $75,300


Table 5 - Co-Pay % - Lookup table
Household Size = 3
	Annual Income (Household)
	300% Federal Poverty 
	Applicable Income (Annual)
	% Co-Pay

	$62,340 - $62,439
	$62,340
	$0 - $99
	0%

	$62,440 - $64,339
	$62,340
	$100 - $1,999
	10%

	$64,340 - $66,339
	$62,340
	$2,000 - $3,999
	15%

	$66,340 - $68,339
	$62,340
	$4,000 - $5,999
	20%

	$68,340 - $70,839
	$62,340
	$6,000 - $8,499
	25%

	$70,840 - $73,339
	$62,340
	$8,500 - $10,999
	30%

	$73,340 - $76,339
	$62,340
	$11,000 - $13,999
	35%

	$76,340 - $79,339
	$62,340
	$14,000 - $16,999
	40%

	$79,340 - $82,339
	$62,340
	$17,000 - $19,999
	50%

	$82,340 - $87,339
	$62,340
	$20,000 - $24,999
	60%

	$87,340 - $92,339
	$62,340
	$25,000 - $29,999
	70%

	$92,340 - $102,339
	$62,340
	$30,000 - $39,999
	80%

	$102,340 and above
	$62,340
	$40,000 and above
	100%



Applicable income
· Applicable Income = [Annual Income] – [Exemption (300% FPL) From Table 4]
· Applicable income is the annual income in excess of 300% of the Poverty Guideline for a given household size.
Example
· Annual Income = $75,000, Household Size = 3 
· Applicable Income = $75,000 - $62,340 = $12,660; Co-Pay = 35%
· Annual Income = $62,000, Household Size = 3 
· Applicable Income = $62,000 - $62,340 = $0; Co-Pay = 0%
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On May 21, 2019, the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) and the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) held a joint public forum to gather feedback on proposed changes to DOR’s financial participation policies. A transcript from the forum is available online at: https://www.dor.ca.gov/Home/PublicForums
A summary of the comments received, both during the forum and then subsequent emails sent to SRC@dor.ca.gov, is provided below:

Comments Offering Suggestions
· Consider rewarding good students who do well and finish quickly, and make underperforming students contribute financially (Mentioned by two individuals representing nonprofit organizations).  

· Receive information from Internal Revenue Service (IRS) directly (Mentioned by one community member).   

· Exempt category one from financial participation (Mentioned by one DOR employee). 

· Do additional research on the results of DOR Student Services before making additional changes. (Mentioned by one individual representing a post-secondary school)

· Eliminate the Associate Governmental Program Analysts (AGPA) and Business Specialists positions on the VR teams (Mentioned by one DOR employee.

· Reconsider/lower the age of a student for when to look at parental taxes since many are not supported after 18 (Mentioned by one individual representing a nonprofit organization).

Comments Requesting Clarification
· Clarification requested on the process and timeline for implementing the proposed changes (Mentioned by one individual representing a nonprofit organization).

· Clarification requested on whether DOR considered entering an order of selection (Mentioned by one individual representing a nonprofit organization).

· Is there an appeal process if an individual disagrees with a financial participation determination? Who is the point of contact for issues? (Asked by one individual representing a post-secondary school).  

· Will this be retroactive? Clarified as prospective, moving forward from the implementation date. (Asked by one individual representing a secondary school).  

· Clarification is needed on how financial participation may affect community colleges (Mentioned by one individual representing a nonprofit organization).

· Would attendant care be affected? (Asked by a community member).  

· Will those consumers who have Supplemental Security Income be affected? (Asked by a community member).  

· Will Transition Partnership Programs have to handle tax records to determine financial participation?  (Asked by one individual representing a secondary school).  

Comments Expressing Concerns
· Tax returns present a privacy issue. 
· Mentioned by:
· One individual representing a Traumatic Brian Injury advisory group
· One DOR employee
· Two individuals representing the Blind Advisory Committee
· One individual representing a nonprofit organization.

· Middle class families, students and those with mental health issues will struggle if they must participate financially. 
· Mentioned by:
· One DOR employee
· One individual representing a nonprofit organization.
· One individual representing a secondary school
· Two individuals representing post-secondary schools

· The $62,000 threshold for participation is not realistic for high cost areas e.g. Bay Area and Los Angeles (Mentioned by one individual representing the Blind Advisory Committee). 

· The policy will affect more than the proposed 6-7% of the DOR consumer population. It will particularly discourage some populations e.g. Latinx and immigrants (Mentioned by one individual representing the Blind Advisory Committee).

· Participation penalizes those who want to transition from a good job to a better job and doesn’t focus on assets. Contrast this with those who do nothing and have no financial participation. Penalizes recent work (tax returns), which is counterintuitive for the mission of DOR (Mentioned by one individual representing the Blind Advisory Committee).

· The nature of the counseling relationship will be negatively impacted when introducing financial participation (Mentioned by one individual representing the Blind Advisory Committee).

· Perception that VR will be similar to a welfare office, where people with disabilities are looked on as welfare cheats (Mentioned by one individual representing the Blind Advisory Committee).

· DOR is not truly engaged in cost savings methods e.g. suggestion to look at alternatives. (Mentioned by a community member).  

Misc. Comments
· As a Qualified Rehabilitation Professional, we already require tax returns to process the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (Mentioned by one DOR employee).  

· Support is important for school, and school is important for development (Mentioned by a community member).  
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May 28, 2019
The Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) conducted three teleconferences on April 30th, May 9th, and May 17th, 2019. These meetings gave DOR management teams an opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the proposed changes to its financial participation policies. This report below summarizes DOR staff comments derived from the survey. The raw survey data is available upon request. 

Teleconference and Survey Overview
The teleconference participants included managers and selected staff from all 13 geographic districts in the Vocational Rehabilitation Employment Division and the Blind Field Services district. Out of all those who participated, 78 individuals completed the financial participation survey. Most of the survey responses were from Team Managers (44%) and Senior Rehabilitation Counselor – Qualified Rehabilitation Professionals (29%). The remaining responses included District Administrators (8%), District Operations Managers (3%), Staff Services Analyst - Service Coordinators (13%), and other staff (3%).

1. Staff Feedback on the Benefits of Eliminating the Exemption Postsecondary Education
1. It would be fair to have financially able individuals contribute to the cost of postsecondary education.
1. Sharing in the cost increases consumer motivation and participation in their VR program.”
1. It is fiscally responsible for the DOR.
1. Must be consistent. Everyone should participate.  

1. Staff Concerns on Eliminating the Postsecondary Education Exemption
Several DOR staff had questions or concerns about eliminating the exemption for financial participation for postsecondary education and vocational training, as follows: 
1. Strains the student-parent-counselor relationship.  
1. Students should not be impacted if their parents are not actively involved
1. Possible reduction in the number of consumers.

DOR staff suggested that the means test methodology should consider the following:
1. Higher cost-of-living areas.
1. Apply consistent criteria for an exception process. 

1. Staff Feedback on Revising the Means Test
1. Several staff had positive responses on revising the means test, including the following:
3. More equitable and fair for low income families.
3. Consistent with other states.
3. More simple and similar to the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) process.
1. DOR staff had the following recommendations for the revision of the means test:
3. Require consumer or his/her parent to provide copy of tax returns.
3. Upload financial documents once per year.
3. Automate the annual assessment using a web-based instrument with embedded calculations.

1. What General Questions or Concerns Do Staff Have?
Out of the 78 responses, 46 of the DOR staff did not have did not have any questions or concerns.
1. Some DOR staff had concerns regarding the following:
0. Difficulty in obtaining and securing financial documentation from consumers and their families.
0. Increased staff work due to counseling time, documentation, and follow-up.
1. DOR staff additionally had the following implementation questions:
1. What is the start date for implementation?
1. Will the new policy on financial participation be applied retroactively to existing Individualized Plans for Employment?
1. Will the share cost be paid to the school or DOR?
1. Will the policy apply to self-employment plans?

1.  What Would Make Implementation Effective?
DOR staff offered the following ideas:
1. Start with pilot offices, one each in Northern, Central, and Southern California.
1. Automate process of providing documentation as well as calculation of share of cost.
1. Provide consistent and robust staff training that includes examples, FAQs, list of acceptable financial documents.
1. Communicate clear and concise policy in plain language.

1. How Can DOR Increase Consistent Application of Consumer Financial Participation Policies?
DOR staff recommendations to increase consistency in applying financial participation policies included the following:
1. Efficient access to consumer household income information, like the system used by California Franchise Tax Board.
1. Inform consumers of financial participation policies through brochures and orientation.
1. Conduct the financial participation assessment and provide cost of share during intake.
1. Implement the means test methodology within the DOR case management system ‘AWARE.’

1. Additional Staff Feedback
1. Revise public information to effectively inform consumers.
1. Create a staff role within each district to manage financial documentations and consumer assets.

1.  What additional topics should be considered, if any?
DOR staff suggested the following additional topics:
1. Clear guidance on use of federal financial aid and other financial assistance as a comparable service and benefit.
1. Impact to number of consumers seeking advancement in training
1. Consider income stability.

[bookmark: _Toc10554772]

RAM Chapter 9 – Updated 
Reference for Agenda Item # 18


RAM 9
Procurement Policies and Procedures


This update includes revisions to the following sections:

902.7 – Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Coordinator

902.8 – Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Procurement Coordinator

902.9 – Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Procurement Sub-Coordinator Information Technology (IT)

910.8 – Reasonable Accommodation Procurement
 
911 – Fair & Reasonable Pricing – Purchases Less Than $10,000

915.3 – Fair & Reasonable Pricing – Consumer Purchases Less Than $10,000

915.4 – Techniques for the Determination of Fair & Reasonable

915.6 – Purchasing Consumer Commodities of $10,000 or more

915.7 – State Contract and Procurement Registration System (SCPRS)

931 – Non-Leveraged Procurement Agreements $10,000 or more


*DUE TO RECENT CHANGES ON THE DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATION’S WEBSITE, SOME LINKS MAY NOT BE WORKING AT THIS TIME. WE ARE IN THE PROCESS OF UPDATING.


902.7	 	Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Coordinator (02/19)

The Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Coordinator is located in the Office of Civil Rights and reviews the DR821 Reasonable Accommodation Requests. For procurement of goods or services, the Manager only needs to contact the OCR RA Coordinator for the following:
— If consultation for RA request is needed
— Before denying any RA request in whole or in part
— Before requesting any medical information (doctor’s note)

902.8	 	Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Procurement Coordinator (02/19)

The Reasonable Accommodation Procurement Coordinator is located in the Contracts and Procurement Section and is responsible for the following:

Receives RA acquisition requests 
Ensures RA acquisitions are expedited
Tracks RA acquisitions in order to ensure that the acquisition is expedited and that the goods or services are delivered timely
Evaluates and recommends internal procurement procedures
Participates in training as required by DGS
Ensures RA acquisitions are accurately reported in Fi$Cal	

902.9	 	Reasonable Accommodation (RA) Procurement Sub-Coordinator Information Technology (IT) (02/19)

The Reasonable Accommodation Procurement Sub-Coordinator is located in the Information Technology Services Division and is responsible for IT reasonable accommodation requests. 

910.8		Reasonable Accommodation Procurement (02/19)

The DOR Reasonable Accommodation Policy makes clear that managers are the primary decision makers in that reasonable accommodation process. When the employee and the supervisor have engaged in the interactive process and it is clear than an accommodation is needed, the manager shall expedite the approved reasonable accommodation purchase for the employee based on the employee’s needs in order to perform the essential function of their job.

In compliance with DGS policy and procedures, the Department has designated a Reasonable Accommodation Procurement Coordinator and Sub-Coordinator who will complete all purchases for reasonable accommodations. 

For Non-Information Technology (Non-IT) Goods/Services: Once a RA request is approved* by the manager, the Form 5 – Intra-Office Requisition will be submitted to the C&PS RA Procurement inbox at: RA.Procurement@dor.ca.gov

For IT Goods/Services:  Once a RA request is approved* by the manager, an email will be sent to the Assistive Technology inbox: ITSD-AccessibleTechnologyServices@dor.ca.gov inquiring if the IT item is available in house. If available, IT will provide the item to the manager within 1-3 days, if not available in house, IT will assess and validate the request and give to the IT Sub-RA Procurement Coordinator for processing.

Do not submit the DR821 – Reasonable Accommodation Request to C&PS or ITSD since all medical information is confidential.  The DR821 will continue to be sent to the Office of Civil Rights after the Form 5 is completed and sent to C&PS or ITSD for items to be procured.
*Manager only needs to contact the OCR RA Coordinator:
— If consultation for RA request is needed
— Before denying any RA request in whole or in part
— Before requesting any medical information (doctor’s note)


When conducting a procurement to fulfill a reasonable accommodation request, buyers must be mindful of the need to expedite the purchase as required by the Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973, regardless of the purchase classification or methods of procurement to be used. However, a purchase made in response to a request for reasonable accommodation does not preclude buyers from adhering to State procurement laws, regulations, executive orders, and policies.

Before considering the fair and reasonable procurement technique (See Section 911) the buyer must evaluate CALPIA products. However, if the PIA product does not meet individual’s needs, the buyer may proceed with purchasing a non-PIA product without a CALPIA exemption/waiver.

In addition, for IT purchases, buyers need to consider any Special Category Non-Competitively Bid Exemption or relevant Leveraged Procurement Agreements.  If the IT good or service includes multiple components or delivery or set up or training, not available through the procurement methods mentioned above, the buyer should utilize the California Assistive Technologies, Services, and Devices (Cal-ATSD) Supplier Directory and may use the following fair and reasonable techniques. 

DOR may purchase Non-IT goods and IT goods and services to meet the approved individualized reasonable accommodation needs of employees that total less than $10,000 by obtaining only one quote, so long as the buyer has determined, using one of the techniques in Section 911.1, that the cost is fair and reasonable.  Installation, shipping and e-waste costs must be factored in when determining if a procurement falls under the $10,000 threshold; however, sales tax is not an evaluation item and must be excluded.  

See Section 911.1 for Fair and Reasonable Techniques

911	Fair & Reasonable Pricing-Purchases Less than $10,000 (02/19) Note: For Consumer Purchases see Section 915.3

For every acquisition of Non-IT good over $100 and under $10,000 and every acquisition of IT goods and services under $10,000, regardless of the procurement method, only one (1) price quote is required if it can be determined that fair and reasonable pricing can be established. This technique includes installation, shipping and e-waste costs; however, taxes are excluded from the evaluation.

If the condition of fair and reasonable cannot be established, including when the buyer has cause to believe the response from a single party is not fair and reasonable, then Government Code, §14838.5(c), requires a minimum of two (2) price quotes from responsible and responsive suppliers to be obtained and documented to support the assertion that the acquisition is fair and reasonable.


911.1	 	Techniques for the Determination of Fair and Reasonable (2/19) 

The Fair and Reasonable techniques may be used individually, or multiple techniques may be utilized for a single procurement when the procurement includes more than one good or service. Minor, related items, such as cables, surge protectors, or carrying case, do not require fair and reasonable documentation when purchased with a bundled system and the buyer determines the cost for these items is fair and reasonable based on their own knowledge and experience. 

The buyer must attach or have available all referenced documentation supporting the fair and reasonable technique(s) (Purchase Order, Quote, catalog pages) in the case of an audit.

The fair and reasonable procurement techniques are as follows:

Cost/Benefit Analysis

If the buyer can demonstrate that their level of experience in the procurement field provides a sufficient knowledge base and can clearly determine the cost is reasonable, a buyer may use this technique. The cost to the state of verifying the pricing fairness would most likely be more than any potential benefit that could be reasonably gained from searching the marketplace for lower price comparable acquisitions. The buyer must include a statement on the DR 815A form documenting their experience and knowledge demonstrating their expertise for each purchase.

Example:  The buyer has purchased Screen Reading Software four (4) times in the last couple of months.  The buyer reviews quote received and determines through their experience, that the price received is fair and reasonable. In this instance, the buyer would note on the DR 815A form: Purchased Screen Reading Software four (4) times in the last couple of months. Price is fair and reasonable. 

Historical Pricing

This documentation should include the previous Purchase Order number (STD 65 PURCHASING AUTHORITY PURCHASE ORDER or the DR 297D). This is for the purpose of demonstrating there has not been any increase in cost greater than 15 percent between historic and current pricing.

Example:  The buyer receives a quote for a Braille Device.  The buyer finds a purchase order for the same or similar Braille Device within the last 18 months.  The buyer can compare the new quote against the purchase order to determine fair and reasonable

Catalog or Market Price 

The price offered is supported by an established and verifiable catalog or market pricing media (e.g., website) issued by a responsible supplier and/or through an established reputable forum.  The catalog or market price must be available to the general public. That same supplier, which sets forth the catalog or market price, can be used to determine the price is fair and reasonable. In addition, the pricing structure provided is one that a prudent buyer would accept as a reasonable representation of existing market value.

A hard copy of the catalog page(s) or media must be attached to the DR 815/DR 816 and referenced on the DR 815A/DR 816A. Copies of the internet page(s) are also acceptable.  

Example #1: The vendor A has their prices listed on their webpage or the Cal-ATSD Supplier Directory. The buyer can obtain a quote from that same vendor A and compare the quoted price to the vendor’s A webpage or Cal-ATSD Supplier Directory.

Example #2: The buyer receives a quote with multiple items from Vendor A and cannot locate a second vendor that sells all of the items or deliver it timely as vendor A.  The buyer may use catalog pages from different vendors to determine fair and reasonableness of the vendor A price.

Price Comparison

The buyer must include documentation from transactions within the last 18 months in the procurement file. This can include one of the following: 

Prior DR 815 REQUEST FOR QUOTE for the similar goods, brand and product. This prior form must be attached to the current DR 815/DR 816 and referenced on the DR 815A/DR 816A in the Fair and Reasonable Justification section. 
		
Controlled Pricing 

The price is set by law or regulation, competitively bid statewide contracts or master agreement.  The buyer must reference the appropriate law or regulation on the DR 815A/DR 816A in the Fair and Reasonable Justification section. This includes Medi-Cal, Competitively Bid Master or Statewide contract.

911.2 	Documenting Fair & Reasonable (06/14)

The procurement file must contain sufficient documentation to support the technique used to determine the pricing received is fair and reasonable. 

For all transactions, the support for each assertion of fair and reasonable must be verifiable and documented in the procurement file and made available during compliance reviews. The buyer shall maintain all fair and reasonable documentation related to a specific purchase in the procurement file for that purchase. 

[bookmark: _Toc3277994]915.3	 Fair & Reasonable Pricing – Consumer Purchases Less than $10,000 (12/19)

DOR may purchase Non-IT goods and IT goods and services to meet the individualized needs of the consumer that total less than $10,000 by obtaining only one quote, so long as the buyer has determined, using one of the techniques in section 915.4 below, that the cost is fair and reasonable.  Installation, shipping and e-waste fee costs must be factored in when determining if a procurement falls under the $10,000 threshold; however, sales tax is not an evaluation item and must be excluded.  

[bookmark: _Hlk531360610]Before considering the fair and reasonable procurement technique for IT goods or services to meet the individual needs of the consumer, the buyer may consider any Special Category Non-Competitively Bid Exemption or relevant Leveraged Procurement Agreements.  If the IT good or service includes multiple components or delivery or set up or training, not available through the procurement methods mentioned above, the buyer should go to the California Assistive Technologies, Services, and Devices (Cal-ATSD) Supplier Directory and may use the following fair and reasonable techniques. Buyers do not need to consider CALPIA products when purchasing property for consumers consistent with DOR’s CALPIA waiver.

[bookmark: _Toc3277995]915.4 	Techniques for the Determination of Fair and Reasonable (02/19)

The Fair and Reasonable techniques may be used individually, or multiple techniques may be utilized for a single procurement when the procurement includes more than one good or service. Minor, related items, such as cables, surge protectors, or carrying case, do not require fair and reasonable documentation when purchased with a bundled system and the buyer determines the cost for these items is fair and reasonable based on their own knowledge and experience. 

If the condition of fair and reasonable cannot be established, including when the buyer has cause to believe the response from a single party is not fair and reasonable, then the buyer must use a different procurement method.

The buyer must attach or have available all referenced documentation supporting the fair and reasonable technique(s) (i.e., Purchase Order, Quote, catalog pages) in the case of an audit.

The fair and reasonable procurement techniques are as follows:

•	Cost/Benefit Analysis

If the buyer can demonstrate that their level of experience in the procurement field provides a sufficient knowledge base and can clearly determine the cost is reasonable, a buyer may use this technique. The cost to the state of verifying the pricing fairness would most likely be more than any potential benefit that could be reasonably gained from searching the marketplace for lower price comparable acquisitions. The buyer must include a statement on the DR 815A form documenting their experience and knowledge demonstrating their expertise for each purchase.

Example:  The buyer has purchased Screen Reading Software four (4) times in the last couple of months.  The buyer reviews quote received and determines, through their experience, that the price received is fair and reasonable. In this instance, the buyer would note on the DR 815A form: Purchased Screen Reading Software four (4) times in the last couple of months. Price is fair and reasonable. 
 
•	Catalog or Market Price
 
The price offered is supported by an established and verifiable catalog or market pricing media (e.g., website) issued by a responsible supplier and/or through an established reputable forum.  The catalog or market price must be available to the general public. That same supplier, which sets forth the catalog or market price, can be used to determine the price is fair and reasonable. In addition, the pricing structure provided is one that a prudent buyer would accept as a reasonable representation of existing market value.

A hard copy of the catalog page(s) or media must be attached to the DR 815/DR 816 and referenced on the DR 815A/DR 816A. Copies of the internet page(s) are also acceptable.  

Example #1: The vendor has their prices listed on their webpage or the Cal-ATSD Supplier Directory. The buyer can obtain a quote from that same vendor and compare the quoted price to the vendor’s webpage or Cal-ATSD Supplier Directory.

Example #2: The buyer receives a quote with multiple items and cannot locate a second vendor that sells all of the items.  The buyer may use catalog pages from different vendors to determine fair and reasonable.

•	Historical Pricing

This documentation should include the previous Purchase Order number (STD 65 PURCHASING AUTHORITY PURCHASE ORDER or the DR 297D). This is for the purpose of demonstrating there has not been any increase in cost greater than 15 percent between historic and current pricing.

Example:  The buyer receives a quote for a Braille Device.  The Buyer finds a purchase order for the same or similar Braille Device within the last 18 months.  The buyer can compare the new quote against the purchase order to determine fair and reasonable. 

•	Price Comparison

Buyers must include documentation from transactions within the last 18 months in the procurement file. 
		

o	Prior DR 815 REQUEST FOR QUOTE for similar goods or services. This prior form must be attached to the current DR 815/DR 816 and referenced on the DR 815A/DR 816A in the Fair and Reasonable Justification section. 

Example: Buyer has received request for a Braille Device.  The buyer finds a prior quote for the same Device.  The buyer can compare the new quote against the prior quote to determine fair and reasonable. 

•	Controlled Pricing 

The price is set by law or regulation, competitively bid statewide contracts or master agreement.  The buyer must reference the appropriate law or regulation on the DR 815A/DR 816A in the Fair and Reasonable Justification section. This includes Medi-Cal, Competitively Bid Master or Statewide contract.

Example:  The buyer receives a request to purchase eye glasses for a consumer.  Medi-Cal has set prices regarding eye glasses.  There is no need to obtain quotes. 

[bookmark: _Toc3277996]915.5	 	Documenting Fair & Reasonable (06/14)

The procurement file must contain sufficient documentation to support the technique used to determine the pricing received is fair and reasonable. 

For all transactions, the support for each assertion of fair and reasonable must be verifiable and documented in the procurement file and made available during compliance reviews. The buyer shall maintain all fair and reasonable documentation related to a specific purchase in the procurement file for that purchase.

[bookmark: _Toc432422770][bookmark: _Toc3277997]915.6 	Purchasing Consumer Commodities of $10,000 or more (02/19)

All consumer purchases of commodities of $10,000 or more must be pre-approved by the Contracts and Procurement Section (C&PS). Prior to execution of the acquisition in AWARE, the Procurement Specialist (e.g., PTII or other designated staff) must complete the following steps upon receipt of the Activity Due:

For Leveraged Procurement Agreement (LPA) purchases, complete the following:

1) Obtain the required number of offers per the User Instructions of the LPA.  A DR816 REQUEST FOR OFFER – LEVERAGED PURCHASE AGREEMENT (LPA)’ form should be completed and signed by each supplier.

2) Scan the following documentation and attach it to the consumer’s electronic file in the AWARE system:

· Copy of Activity Due from AWARE
· Offers with DR816 forms
· DR816A form listing each of the offers obtained (completed and signed by buyer)
· Small Business Certification, if applicable
· DR812 PURCHASE/CONTRACT-FISCAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL REQUEST form (required for commodity purchases $20,000 or more)
· Bidder’s Declaration (GSPD05-105)

3) Assign the Activity Due to the C&PS Analyst

4) C&PS will review the documents for accuracy and compliance with DGS and DOR procurement policies.  The C&PS Analyst will document the Activity Due with approval to proceed with the procurement process or to advise if additional information is needed.

For non-LPA purchases, refer to Section 931 Non-Leveraged Procurement Agreements $10,000 or more. 

NOTE:  Case service prior approvals should already be documented on the Activity Due prior to step 1 of this process, AND both case service and procurement approvals are required to be documented on the Activity Due.

[bookmark: _Toc3277998]915.7		State Contract and Procurement Registration System (SCPRS) (02/19)

As part of the State of California increased transparency efforts and transition to FI$Cal, effective July 1, 2016, each state agency is required to report all purchases of goods and services, regardless of dollar amount, by registering the acquisition into the FI$Cal SCPRS. This reporting is a requirement of the DOR’s delegated purchasing authority.

The Department of General Services (DGS) provided agencies with a transition period and the option of considering an upload process rather than manual entry into SCPRS.  The DOR Contracts & Procurement Section (C&PS) has been collaborating with ITSD to extract the required data fields from the AWARE system and upload the transactions into FI$Cal for consumer purchases.  In order to successfully upload the transactions, all authorizations issued in the AWARE system must be itemized by creating a new line entry for each individual unique line item.  

[bookmark: NONLPA][bookmark: _Toc3278090]931	Non-Leveraged Procurement Agreements $10,000 or more (02/19)

Due to the complexity of Non-Leveraged Procurement Agreement (Non-LPA) solicitations, requests for Non-LPA purchases of $10,000 or more (including tax and shipping) shall be forwarded to Contracts & Procurement Section (C&PS) for processing. C&PS will initiate solicitations using the Non-LPA solicitation template approved by the Department of General Services Procurement Division (DGS-PD) which includes additional contract language and forms required by DGS. 

This process was implemented to assist Districts with complex procurements and to ensure the Department’s purchasing delegation is preserved. This process does not impact Leveraged Procurement Agreement (LPA) purchases which will continue to be conducted at the district level.

The following are examples of Non-LPA purchases which could total $10,000 or more requiring a more formalized competitive solicitation process and should be sent to C&PS for solicitation of quotes:

· Integrated computer systems with assistive technology and devices
· Tools and equipment 
· Storage units
· Website design services
· Marketing and advertising services 
· Printing/Art services 
· Medical goods and services (excluding Medi-Cal rates)
· Editor/Publisher services

New Guidelines for Non-LPA Solicitations $10,000 or more
Forward all approved Activity Dues (AD) for Non-LPA purchases of goods and services $10,000 or more (including tax and shipping) to the assigned C&PS Procurement Analyst(s) to initiate the solicitation process.

The solicitation and award process may take five (5) to ten (10) working days to complete. This timeline allows the vendors time to respond to the requirements in the solicitation package.  More complex procurements may require additional time. 

Once the solicitation is complete, the Procurement Analyst in C&PS will forward the solicitation package back to the appropriate procurement staff and Rehabilitation Counselor (RC). Once approved by the RC, the PTII/OT-G will complete the procurement process (e.g., issue authorization, obtain signatures, and send to supplier; STD 16).

Solicitations for some services of $10,000 or more may be required to be advertised in FI$Cal as follows:

	Goods and/or Services
	Price
	Solicitation timeline

	Goods or Services (or combination)
	$10,000 or more
	5 to10 working days

	Services Only
	$5,000 or more
	10 working days



Note: For purchases of goods and services under $10,000 a minimum of two (2) price quotes from responsible and responsive suppliers must be obtained and documented per Government Code, §14838.5(c), unless fair and reasonable can be established.

Purchases NOT requiring new solicitation process 
Consumer purchases of $10,000 or more purchased through LPA’s or through vendors with established rates such as Individual Service Providers (ISP), Community Rehabilitation Programs (CRP), and medical providers following set Medi-Cal rates do not require the Non-LPA procurement process. These will be conducted at the district level.

Examples include:

· Services provided by ISP and CRP vendors
· Tuition and registration fees
· Personal training and school fees
· Public newspaper publications
· Rental fees (e.g. barber school chair)
· Moving services (using a State Contract vendor) 
· Medical goods and services (using approved Medi-Cal rates)

Please note: Documentation for determining cost reasonableness is required for services that are not fixed cost rates (e.g. personal training services). This information should be maintained in the procurement audit file.




 




[bookmark: _Toc10554773]SRC Adopt-a-District Assignments
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	DOR District
	DOR District Administrator
	Assigned SRC Member
	SRC Member County

	Blind Field Services
	Peter Dawson

	Michael Thomas 
	Sacramento County

	Redwood Empire
	David Wayte 

	Lesley Ann Gibbons

	Sonoma County

	Northern Sierra
	Jay Onasch

	LaQuita Wallace

	Yolo County

	San Joaquin Valley
	Araceli Holland

	Victoria Benson

	Fresno County

	Greater East Bay
	Carol Asch
 

	Marcus Williams

	Alameda County

	San Jose
	Donna Hezel
 
	Marcus Williams

	Alameda County

	San Francisco
	Theresa Woo

	Abby Snay

	San Francisco County

	Santa Barbara
	Sarah Asbury

	Theresa Comstock

	Napa County

	Inland Empire
	Robert Loeun
 

	Benjamin Aviles

	Los Angeles County

	San Diego
	Carmencita Trapse
 
	Jacqueline Jackson

	San Diego County

	Van Nuys/Foothill
	Wan-Chun Chang

	Kecia Weller 

	Los Angeles County 

	Greater Los Angeles
	Maria Turrubiartes 
 

	Nicolas Wavrin

	Sacramento County

	Los Angeles South Bay
	Sorath Hangse
 
	Benjamin Aviles

	Los Angeles County

	Orange/San Gabriel
	Trung Le
 
	Jia Nia “Eddie” Zhang

	Los Angeles County






[bookmark: _Hlk10544777][bookmark: _Toc10554774]DOR Response to SRC Recommendations 2018.5 and 2018.6

Reference for Agenda Item #21
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Memorandum

To:		Lesley Ann Gibbons
Chair, State Rehabilitation Council

From:	Joe Xavier
		Director, Department of Rehabilitation

		Kelly Hargreaves
Chief Deputy Director, Department of Rehabilitation 

Cc:		Department of Rehabilitation Deputy Directors
		State Rehabilitation Council Members

Date:		April 23, 2019

Subject: 	Response to State Rehabilitation Council Recommendations 2018.5 and 2018.6

The Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) presents the following responses to the recommendations adopted on November 15, 2018 by the State Rehabilitation Council (SRC). We acknowledge the delay in response and commit to timely responses moving forward. The DOR looks forward to continued collaboration with the SRC to maximize the employment and independence for people with disabilities. 

Recommendation 2018.5 
The SRC recommends the rebranding of individuals who receive DOR services from consumer to students, job seekers or workers. This rebranding will strengthen DOR’s business engagement and partnerships; align with Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act and terminology used by businesses, industry and labor; convey DOR’s expectations; and, empower those served by the Department.

DOR Response to Recommendation 2018.5
The DOR recognizes and appreciates the impact of language and terminology. In addition to the SRC’s perspective, DOR is also interested in hearing feedback from the broader disability community regarding the modification of the term “consumer” and what impacts this would have. Prior to moving forward with such a significant change, conducting a policy and impact study (which could be informed by focus groups) would be critical. Based on the results of the study, DOR would need to develop a communication and change management plan to ensure successful implementation. The DOR welcomes the opportunity to collaborate and have further discussions with the SRC regarding this recommendation. The topic of terminology and re-branding is particularly timely as the SRC has been asked to provide feedback and insight at both the state and national levels in anticipation of the next reauthorization of the Rehabilitation Act.

[bookmark: _Hlk6569784]Recommendation 2018.6
The SRC understands that efforts are taking place to cancel the State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology and replace it with an alternative purchasing mechanism that may have implications for students, job seekers and workers. The SRC recommends that DOR provide the SRC with all policy documentation for review and feedback before implementation. 

In the VR Services Portion of the Unified State Plan, DOR assures that “The designated State unit regularly consults with the Council regarding the development, implementation, and revision of State policies and procedures of general applicability pertaining to the provision of vocational rehabilitation services” (34 CFR 361.16)

DOR Response to Recommendation 2018.6
In January 2019, State of California agencies and departments transitioned from using the State Price Schedule for Assistive Technology (SPS-AT) to the new California Assistive Technology, Services and Devices (Cal-ATSD) Supplier Directory. The Cal-ATSD is a statewide change (not limited to vocational rehabilitation) that offers a streamlined supplier application, a user-friendly online directory, and expands the use of existing, flexible procurement methods available to all state buyers.

Due to the limited timeframe between issuance of the SRC’s recommendation and launch of the statewide Cal-ATSD on January 1st, a comprehensive review by the full SRC of all policy documentation was not feasible; however, DOR did actively update and engage the SRC in the months leading up to this statewide change. Opportunities included:
· On June 18, 2018, DOR and the Department of General Services (DGS) held a public forum to inform stakeholders (including the SRC and other advisory bodies) of efforts to reform the SPS-AT.  
· During the SRC’s August 15, 2018 and November 16, 2018 quarterly meetings, DOR representatives provided an update on the SPS-AT, stakeholder involvement and offered an opportunity to address questions. 
· Between September through December 2018, DOR and DGS convened stakeholder focus groups to discuss issues and policy changes.
· DOR representatives attended the SRC’s Executive Planning Committee meeting on December 19, 2018 and shared information regarding the policy changes.  

The DOR commits to joining the SRC during the June 2019 SRC quarterly meeting to provide an update on Cal-ATSD, answer questions and engage in a collaborative discussion. Additionally, SRC members are welcome and encouraged to participate in stakeholder forums taking place now through December 2019 to support implementation and continuous improvement of the statewide Cal-ATSD. For details on how to participate, please contact your SRC Executive Officer. 

Aligned with our core values and mission, DOR is committed to transparency and continually enhancing the Cal-ATSD to ensure an expeditious and effective procurement process for the State of California. 




[bookmark: _Toc10554775]Year-to-Date Report – Quarter 3
Informational Handout

July 1, 2018 through March 31, 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 March 31 of each year referenced

APPLICATIONS = 
Those who applied for services, regardless of forthcoming eligibility status
· SFY 2018/19 = 33,453, an increase of 20.3% from the Prior Year (PY).
· SFY 2017/18 = 27,801, a decrease of -.69% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 27,994, an increase of 2.9% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 27,202.

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 = 37, an increase of 85% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 20, an increase of 100% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 0, an un-measurable % from PY. 
· SFY 2015/16 = 10.

NEW PLANS = 
Those with an IPE initiated during the current SFY 
· [bookmark: _Hlk528566064]SFY 2018/19 = 15,699, a decrease of -21.7% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 20,051, an increase of 3.6% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 19,356, an increase of 2.7% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 18,844.

TOTAL CLOSED = 
Those cases that closed within the year
· [bookmark: _Hlk528566257]SFY 2018/19 = 27,216, a decrease of -3.7% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 28,254, an increase of 7.1% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 26,375, a decrease of -2.9% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 27,165.
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 = 7,009, a decrease of -11.3% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 7,901, a decrease of -16.3% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 9,438, a decrease of -5.5% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 9,984.

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 = 12,077, a decrease of -5.3% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 12,752, an increase of 33% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 9,585, an increase of 1% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 9,491.

ALL CASES SERVED = 
All opened and closed cases that received service(s) in the year
· SFY 2018/19 = 97,012 an increase of 5.5% from PY.
· SFY 2017/18 = 91,917, an increase of 1.2% from PY.
· SFY 2016/17 = 90,806, an increase of 1.6% from PY.
· SFY 2015/16 = 89,396.

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
	221
	3%
	          188 
	2%

	Cognitive Impairment
	611
	9%
	          754 
	10%

	Deaf/ Hard of Hearing 
	485
	7%
	          516 
	7%

	Intellect./Dev. Disability
	1,048
	15%
	       1,003 
	13%

	Learning Disability
	1,562
	22%
	       2,057 
	26%

	Physical Disability
	946
	13%
	       1,143 
	14%

	Psychiatric Disability
	2,058
	29%
	       2,167 
	27%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	78
	1%
	             73 
	1%

	TOTAL
	7,009
	100%
	       7,901 
	100%



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

	Blind/Visually Impaired
	367
	3%
	          369 
	3%

	Cognitive Impairment
	936
	8%
	       1,134 
	9%

	Deaf/ Hard of Hearing 
	524
	4%
	          593 
	5%

	Intellect./Dev. Disability
	1,535
	13%
	       1,569 
	12%

	Learning Disability
	3,048
	25%
	       2,731 
	21%

	Physical Disability
	2,007
	17%
	       2,401 
	19%

	Psychiatric Disability
	3,531
	29%
	       3,796 
	30%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	129
	1%
	          159 
	1%

	TOTAL
	12,077
	100%
	     12,752 
	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 
	Term

	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

	CalATSD
	CA Assistive Technologies, Services, and Devices Supplier Directory

	CalPIA
	California Prison Industry Authority 

	CalWORKS
	CA Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids

	CAP
	Client Assistance Program

	CaPROMISE
	Promoting the Readiness of Minors in Supplemental Security Income 

	CARF
	Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities

	CASRA
	CA Association of Social Rehabilitation Agencies

	CCEPD
	California Committee on the Employment of People with Disabilities

	CCIR
	Career Counseling and Information and Referral Services

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CDOR
	CA Department of Rehabilitation

	CFR
	Code of Federal Regulations 

	CHHS
	California Health and Human Services Agency

	CIE
	Competitive Integrated Employment

	COOP
	Cooperative Program

	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

	DOF
	CA Department of Finance

	DOL
	US Department of Labor

	DOR
	Department of Rehabilitation

	DVBE
	Veteran Business Enterprise

	ED
	US Education Department

	EDD
	California Employment Development Department

	EPC
	SRC Executive Planning Committee

	FCCC
	Foundation for California Community Colleges

	FFY
	Federal Fiscal Year 

	FPL
	Federal Poverty Level

	GAO
	U.S. Government Accountability Office 

	GIS
	Geographical Information System

	GSM
	Grant Solicitation Manual 

	HHS
	US Department of Health and Human Services

	IA
	Interagency Agreement

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IEOCC
	CA Improving Educational Outcomes of Children in Care

	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

	LGP
	Loan Guarantee Program

	LMI
	Labor Market Information

	LPA
	Leveraged Purchase Agreement

	LWDB
	Local Workforce Development Board

	MH
	Mental Health

	MHSA
	Mental Health Services Act

	MOE
	Maintenance of Effort

	NCSRC
	National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils

	NDEAM
	National Disability Employment Awareness Month

	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 

	OSDS
	Office of Small Business and Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise Services

	Pre-ETS
	Pre-Employment Transition Services

	Project E3
	Educate, Empower, Employ Targeted Communities Project

	Q&A 
	Questions and answers

	RA
	Reasonable Accommodation

	RAM
	DOR Rehabilitation Administrative Manual

	RFAs
	Request for Applications

	RFP
	Requests for Proposal 

	ROI
	Return on Investment

	RSA
	Rehabilitation Services Administration

	RSA 911
	federal Case Service Report for the State VR and Supported Employment Programs 

	SB
	CA Certified Small Business

	SCM
	State Contracting Manual

	SE
	Supported Employment

	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

	SSP
	State Supplemental Program 

	STEPS
	Summer Training and Employment Program for Students

	SVRC-QRP
	Senior Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor - Qualified Rehabilitation Professional

	TA
	Technical Assistance

	TANF
	Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

	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

	YLF
	Youth Leadership Forum
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