State Rehabilitation Council (SRC)
Wednesday, December 3, 2025, 2025, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 pm.
Thursday, December 4, 2025, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.  
Primary Meeting Location: Department of Rehabilitation, 721 Capitol Mall, Room  301, Sacramento, CA 95814
Draft Meeting Minutes
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SRC members in attendance:
In-person: Matthew Asner (at the Van Nuys District Office), Shannon Coe, Ivan Guillen, Shalina Heber, Michael Love
By Zoom: Michelle Bello, Hilary Lentini, Yuki Nagasawa, La Trena Robinson
SRC members absent: Gregory Meza
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Members of the public in attendance:
In-person: Patricia Wentzel
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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2025 
Item 1: Welcome and Introductions 
Shannon Co, SRC Chair, welcomed attendees to the meeting. SRC members and meeting attendees introduced themselves. Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer, reviewed the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act requirements. 
Item 2: Public Comment 
Members of the public had the opportunity to comment on issues and concerns that were not included elsewhere on the agenda. The SRC received the following public comments:
Ashley Duke, Rehabilitation Counselor and steward, the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME, Bargaining Unit 19, expressed concerns with RA, inaccessibility and a problematic disability culture for DOR employees, with an emphasis on the adverse effects these issues have on the consumers they serve.  
Patricia Wentzel is considering applying to serve on the SRC to represent people with behavioral health disabilities.
Julissa Barton-Young, steward, AFSCME, Bargaining Unit 19, expressed concerns with the DOR’s RA process for employees, and stated AFSCME’s position that “no movement within priority categories should occur without a transparent, region-specific workload impact analysis.” She asked the SRC to recommend analyzing  the working conditions of Rehabilitation Counselors in the State Plan.
Item 3: Oath of Office
Victor Duron, DOR Chief Deputy Director, administered the Oath of Office to new SRC members Matthew Asner, Shellena Heber and Michael Love. 
Item 4: Directorate Report
Victor Duron, DOR Chief Deputy Director, shared the following highlights:
During the government shutdown, many DOR consumers could not access resources to meet their basic needs, so they could not focus on achieving their Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) goals.
DOR’s community navigators organized a list of food banks that people could access during the shutdown.
The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) remains largely untouched from the cuts to the federal government.
There is no indication that the federal government plans to move the RSA. If the federal government does move it, the RSA would most likely fall under the umbrella of the Department of Labor.
There are no indications that the federal government plans to cut RSA funding.
The Newsom administration plans to introduce the first draft of the state budget by January 10, 2026.
Most of DOR’s funding comes from the federal government.
DOR probably will not incur state funding cuts, because most of DOR’s state funding is used to draw down federal dollars through match funding. Even incremental reductions in match funding would result in significant decreases in federal funding.
Due to the budget deficit, the state may eliminate vacancies in all state departments, and that would affect DOR.
California Department of Human Resources, and the Government Operations Agency are piloting a program called the Expedited Hiring Initiative that would streamline the hiring process for state service. DOR was chosen so that it could bring the disability lens to the process.
DOR is partnering with the Department of Developmental Services, the State Council on Developmental Disabilities, and the Association for California State Employees with Disabilities to implement strategies to hire and retain more people with disabilities in state service.
Assembly Bill (AB) 3193 was signed into law, which will streamline procurement procedures to make it easier to purchase technology for DOR consumers.
DOR is currently recruiting for the assistant deputy directors for the administrative services and the Vocational Rehabilitation Employment divisions.
Discussion and Q&A highlights after the presentation included the following:
Ivan Guillen asked about what programs receive federal and which receive state funding. Victor Duron responded that Most of DOR’s funding is federal. DOR leadership has not heard about any cuts to the Traumatic Brain Injury and the Voice Options programs, which are entirely funded from state dollars, While both programs have small budgets, they are extremely impactful.
Latrina Robinson suggested sending more rank-and-file DOR staff to conferences to ignite their passion for the work, as opposed to primarily sending only management staff. Victor Duron expressed his enthusiasm for the idea but did not know how DOR would determine which of the thousands of Rehabilitation Counselors to send when there are a minimal number of slots.
Latrina Robinson asked if SRC members could help recruit people into state service. Victor Duron clarified that at this time, the departments participating in the pilot are just presenting additional data. None of the applicants recruited through the Expedited Hiring initiative know that they are part of the project, to preserve the validity of the data.
Latrina Robinson urged DOR leadership to message effectively about Order of Selection (OOS) so that interested individuals feel that DOR is implementing OOS fairly. Victor Duron assured the SRC that DOR would craft sensitive internal and external messaging to explain the reasoning behind the OOS.
Shalena Heber asked how long DOR could operate during a government shutdown. Victor Duron responded that DOR could last until at least the end of December. If the shutdown had persisted into January, DOR would have to implement strategies to continue. Shalena Heber responded that some small community partners could not survive if DOR could not pay its vendors.
Shalena Heber asked about the disability breakdown in the increase of referrals. Victor Duron will ask DOR’s data team to investigate the question. Caseloads remained consistent around the 100,000 range until the pandemic. After the pandemic, caseload sizes dramatically decreased. There are more consumers inland and fewer from urban areas. The largest disability groups are people with intellectual and developmental and behavioral health disabilities.
Shalena Heber asked if DOR had a mechanism to track outreach from DOR consumers during the recent government shutdown. Victor Duron will ask DOR’s data team to answer the question.
Michael Love emphasized the importance of providing accurate and timely information about OOS. 
Shannon Co, SRC Chair asked how many reallotment dollars DOR it would receive from RSA. Victor Duron explained that RSA awards reallotment dollars proportionally to the size of the state. DOR has received reallotment dollars for the last eight years. However, reallotment dollars are inconsistent, because they are based on other states’ inability to spend the entirety of their federal VR grants.  Reallotment dollars will not compensate for the increase in caseload sizes. 
Public Comment
Ashley Duke wants more DOR staff dialog with DOR about the RA process. Victor Duron thanked her for her comments.
Patricia Wentzel asked how Medicaid funding cuts would affect DOR. Victor Duron confirmed that DOR does not receive Medicaid funding. He expressed empathy for the adverse impacts that Medicaid cuts would have on many of DOR’s partners who receive Medicaid funding.
Item 5: Order of Selection
Victor Duron, DOR Chief Deputy Director, and Nancy Wentling, Chief, DOR VR Policy and Resources Division provided an overview of the OOS process and priority categories.
OOS is a federally required process that VR agencies must implement when resources are insufficient to serve all individuals who apply.
Each VR agency decides whether to implement an OOS annually based on a forecasting of the costs serving the total number of individuals likely to apply for VR services, serving all individuals who already have signed Individualized Plans for Employment (IPE, and serving individuals who have been determined Eligible, and will sign their IPEs in the upcoming fiscal year.
Each agency compares these costs with its budget to determine whether it will need to implement an OOS.
When a Rehabilitation Counselor determines that an individual is eligible for services, they also determine their priority for services category.
If an individual was determined to be eligible for VR services prior to the implementation of an OOS, but they do not yet have a signed IPE, they will be assigned to a priority category. Their access to services at the time depends on whether DOR is serving that category under the OOS.
If a VR agency places an individual on a waiting list, it is required to notify them that they are on the waiting list, and to follow up with them about whether they want to remain on the waiting list.
The VR agency is responsible for referring individuals on the waiting list to other programs that can help them while they wait for VR services.
Individuals who already have approved IPES once a VR agency implements the OOS are not subject to the OOS.
Potentially Eligible Students with Disabilities who are already receiving Student Services will continue to receive Student Services.
The priority category is the order in which DOR is serving individuals under an OOS.
An individual’s priority category is based on their level of significance of disability and their date of application.
An individual’s level of significance of disability is calculated by the number of Functional capacity areas that are impacted by the individual's disability, the estimated number of VR services that they may require, and the estimated period of time that will be required for that individual to obtain and maintain employment.
The six functional capacity areas include communication, Interpersonal skills, mobility, Self-care, work skills, and work tolerance. The regulations contain detailed definitions of each functional capacity area.
The regulations define multiple vocational rehabilitation services as two or more services that do not include counseling and guidance, services to family members, or transportation.
The regulations define an extended period as more than 6 months.
Individuals with the most significant barriers to employment receive the highest priority for services under an OOS.
Category 1 includes individuals with the most significant disabilities. These individuals have serious limitations in multiple functional areas, and they require multiple services over an extended period of time.
Category 2 includes individuals with a significant disability. They have a serious limitation in at least one functional capacity area. While they may require multiple services, they will not require as many services as individuals who are in Category 1.
Category 3 includes all other eligible individuals who do not meet the criteria for Category 1 and 2.
When some priority categories are closed during an OOS, Leadership determines the application date that will be used to prioritize services.
When a category reopens, the VR agency will serve individuals first within each category who applied first.
Each VR agency reviews its projected resources at least quarterly to determine if it can open some or all priority categories, or if it needs to close open priority categories.
An OOS ends when the VR agency determines that available resources are adequate to fund VR services to all eligible individuals.
Discussion and Q&A highlights after the presentation included the following:
Shannon Co, SRC chair asked if OOS is state or districtwide. Nancy Wentling confirmed that an OOS would be statewide.
Shelena Heber asked what the process looks like for determining the number of functional capacity areas from the consumer standpoint. Nancy Wentling responded that the consumer would meet with their Rehabilitation Counselor to assess how the disability interferes with work and  other parts of their life.
Shelena Heber asked if DOR had an estimate of how many individuals are currently in each Priority Category. Victor Duron responded that approximately 1/3 of consumers are in Priority category 1; Most Significantly Disabled. The majority of consumers are Priority Category 2; Significantly Disabled. The smallest percentage are in Priority Category 3.
Shelena Heber asked how an OOS would affect DOR’s outcomes. Victor Duron responded that many states are either in an OOS, or are in the process of implementing an OOS, so it would come as no surprise.
Ivan Guillen emphasized the importance of referring people on a waiting list to other programs that could help them in the interim such as the Workforce Development system. He emphasized the impermanence of an OOS.
Ivan Guillen asked about the historical precedent of OOS at DOR. Before the pandemic, DOR frequently cycled into and out of n OOS; opening and closing priority categories based on fiscal forecasts. DOR frequently opened and closed Priority Category 3, with minimal effect. Case load sizes were significantly smaller in the past.
Ivan Guillen asked if a priority category is open once DOR is contacting individuals on the waiting list. Nancy Wentling explained that DOR may contact individuals from a closed priority category in the order that they applied to serve them if resources are sufficient, without reopening the entire priority category. OOS ends when DOR can serve all people from all three priority categories who applied for services.
Shannon Co emphasized that OOS should feel like an objective process from the counselor perspective. Some of the counselors that she spoke to felt like past OOS created a lot of administrative burden. Shannon Co wants DOR to obtain feedback from Rehabilitation Counselors so as to minimize additional administrative burden. Nancy Wentling emphasized that staff would receive extensive training prior to the implementation of an OOS.
Shannon Co asked about the SRC’s role in determining the Priority Categories that DOR would serve. Victor Duron clarified that DOR would engage with the SRC. DOR needs to obtain the approval of the RSA prior to implementation.
[bookmark: _Hlk217919665]Ivan Guillen will help DOR explain the logistics of an OOS to potential consumers in his role as a Client Assistance Program (CAP) advocate. Victor Duron wants to ensure that training on OOS communicates consistent, positive, accurate messaging to consumers in plain language. 
Ivan Guillen is concerned that DOR may determine that some individuals in Priority Category 1 have disabilities that are too significant for them to benefit from services. Victor Duron assured Ivan that DOR will be cognizant of unintended consequences.
Victor Duron asked if the SRC still wants to recommend that DOR serve applicants who need employment retention, regardless of their priority category. If the SRC affirms their previous recommendation, and DOR accedes, DOR would need to develop an equitable, objective process and dialog with its other advisory bodies to allow employment retention to supersede an OOS. DOR would implement the process in the next state plan.
Ivan Guillen focused on employment retention as a way to increase disability parity in the workforce. He is glad that DOR will work on implementing its previous recommendation.
Shelena Heber serves many individuals who are blind who reapply to DOR to retain employment because they need only one service, such as technology training. She fears that an OOS will deny them services, and they will lose their jobs. Shelena Heber wants to understand the more complex aspects of the process. Victor Duron reassured her that most people with significant sensory disabilities are usually Priority Category 1. He also suggested referring such an individual to other resources so that they can receive the service more quickly. Victor Duron does not want to roll out an OOS before DOR’s advisory bodies vet it.
Shelena Heber wants to focus on referring people on the waiting list to other resources. Victor Duron wants people to learn about mainstream employment services that can assist.
Yuki Nagasawa, SRC vice-chair reiterated that most people who are blind are Priority Category 1. She felt that the employment retention exemption would primarily affect a generalist caseload.
Public Comment
Patricia Wentzel reported that the Behavioral Health Services Act requires all counties who have full-service partnerships to provide individual placement and Support services (IPS,) which is a Supported Employment model starting in July 2026. Individuals in full-service partnerships have very high levels of need. DOR should be aware of these services. If DOR put such an individual on the waiting list, it should refer the individual back to their full-service partnership so they may receive IPS. Victor Duron thanked her. Patricia Wentzel is dubious that counties will be ready to implement IPS by July 2026, because IPS is complicated and time consuming. Victor Duron informed the SRC that DOR is working with Department of Health Care Services to collaborate more effectively.
Item 6: National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils Fall Conference
Shannon Co, SRC chair attended the National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils (NCSRC) fall conference in November 2025 in San Diego. NCSRC is the national council for all the SRCs. Its goals are increasing the capacity of SRCs through education and training, improving infrastructure, providing technical assistance and establishing partnerships. The first NCSRC met 20 years ago in San Diego. Many SRCS are struggling to recruit representatives from the business and tribal communities. The Connecticut SRC created a video that focused on leveraging the SRC to help businesses find prospective talent. Many state VR agencies are considering OOS. Many states contract out the Comprehensive Statewide Needs Assessment to San Diego State University. The SRC should prioritize providing constant feedback about the VR services portion of the Unified State Plan, rather than providing feedback after the VR agency develops the State Plan.
Ivan Guillen asked what challenges other SRCS have in collaborating with their VR agencies. Shannon Co noticed great variability in the strength of the collaboration. One SRC emailed their VR agency’s leadership and did not hear back for a month. Shannon Co feels that DOR leadership collaborates consistently with the SRC.
Yuki Nagasawa asked if other SRCS included a Rehabilitation Counselor representative. Shannon Co reported that while she did not meet any other Rehabilitation Counselor representatives, many SRCS include representatives from VR agencies for people who are blind.
Yuki Nagasawa asked if all attendees were SRC chairs. Shannon Co responded that not all attendees were chairs.
Shellena Heber asked about the status of Competitive Integrated Employment in other states. Shannon Co responded that the conference focused primarily on capacity building and knowledge transfer, rather than Competitive Integrated Employment.
Item 7: SRC Strategic Planning
The SRC engaged in a strategic planning session. The SRC’s feedback, priorities, and meeting schedule are included in the 2025, 2026 Strategic Plan, which is included in the meeting materials.
Changing the committee structure will require SRC to revise the bylaws.
Members had the following committee preferences:
and La Trena Robinson wants to remain on the Policy and Executive Planning committees.
Shannon Co wants to remain on the Executive Planning committee and join the Policy committee.
Ivan Guillen wants to remain on the Executive Planning, Policy and State Plan committees. He particularly enjoys the State Plan committee.
Hilary Lentini wants to remain on the Executive Planning and Nominating Committees. She does not have the bandwidth to serve on another committee.
Michael Love is interested in serving on the Policy committee.
Matthew Asner is interested in serving on the Nominating committee.
Public Comment
Patricia Wentzel agreed with decreasing the number of days from two to one as a recruitment tactic. She wants to establish a monitoring and evaluation workgroup to collect data on the effectiveness of DOR’s policies.
Thursday, December 4, 2025
Item 8: Reconvene, Welcome, and Introductions
Shannon Coe, SRC Chair, reconvened the meeting and welcomed the attendees.
Item 9: Public Comment
Danny Marquez from California Association of Social Rehabilitation Agencies emphasized that the Expedited Enrollment process is critical for quickly serving individuals. He requested an update on the consistent implementation of the expedited enrollment process throughout the state. Danny Marquez also wants to better understand how the Consumer Payment Card is functioning statewide and its impact on helping individuals secure employment. 
Item 10: Approval of the September 10 – 11, 2025 SRC Quarterly Meeting Minutes
Ivan Guillen moved and Michael Love seconded a motion to approve the September 10 – 11, 2025 SRC Quarterly Meeting minutes as presented. 
(Yes: (Asner , Bello, Coe, Guillen, Love and Robinson) (No – 0), (Absent Lentini and Meza) (Abstain – Heber)
The approved meeting minutes will be posted to the SRC’s webpage.
Item 11: Update on the Modification to the VR Services Portion of the Unified State Plan
Peter Frangel, Performance Team Manager, Policy & Performance Section presented an update. In December, DOR was in the second quarter of the second year of the current State Plan. DOR submitted a draft of the next State Plan to the California Workforce Development Board. The public comment period is scheduled for January 2026. DOR will edit its portion based on the feedback that it receives. RSA is expected to review it in March 2026. DOR and the RSA negotiated DOR’s Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) performance measures based on the State Plan review. The next State Plan should take effect July 1, 2026. 
DOR Performance
The State Plan is required to report on the six WIOA performance measures including:
1. Employment Rate in the 2nd Quarter After Exit
2. Employment Rate in the 4th Quarter After Exit
3. Median Earnings in the 2nd Quarter After Exit
4. Credential Attainment Rate
5. Measurable Skill Gains (MSG) Rate
6. Effectiveness in Serving Employers (Statewide)
Formal recommendations from entities like the SRC are also included in each State Plan.
The Employment Rate in the 2nd and Fourth Quarters After Exit have decreased. Credential attainments and MSG rates have also decreased. Hence, DOR is carrying goals for these measures to the next State Plan.
DOR has met its goal to increase the earnings of African Americans with behavioral health disabilities who are DOR consumers.
The earnings of all DOR consumers with behavioral health disabilities have increased.
DOR has met its goal to increase the number of IPE goals in highest demand occupations.
The DOR met the 2024 aspects of its goals to provide services to 100 businesses and 30 other state departments.
DOR is on track to achieve its goal of increasing the number of Students with Disabilities served by 35%.
DOR has a goal of increasing the number of students who receive pre-employment transition services in the next State Plan.
DOR could not track its performance on how many Potentially Eligible students receiving pre-employment transition services then received VR services under an IPE. DOR is not including this goal in the next State Plan.
Questions and Discussion
Shannon Co asked how the government shutdown would affect the State Plan. Peter Frangel responded that DOR had received no communication from RSA about any changes to the due dates of the State Plan.
Shannon Co asked for a definition of unduplicated businesses. When DOR is providing multiple services to a business DOR may only count it once toward meeting its performance goals.
LaTrena Robinson asked if all the Students with Disabilities had received pre-employment transition services. Peter Frangel responded that DOR’s metrics track Student with Disability status, rather than what services they receive.
Shellena Heber asked why the MSG rate was low. Peter Frangel responded that that DOR must have supporting documentation such as progress reports and transcripts to report MSGS. DOR cannot count the MSG without supporting documentation. Challenges include timing issues—schools often release grades after reporting deadlines—and reliance on students or institutions to provide records. Reporting is limited to the program year (July 1–June 30) with a final deadline of August 15. DOR is developing strategies to improve timely data collection and emphasizes that Rehabilitation Counselors should only report MSGS when supporting documentation is available.
Yuki Nagasawa discussed the challenges in collecting supporting documentation and emphasized the variability in the infrastructure that she experiences as a Student Services Rehabilitation Counselor.
Michael Love asked about regional disparities during the State Plan modification update. He expressed concern that some regions may face greater challenges in achieving MSGS.
Ivan Guillen asked whether DOR was considering strategies to address these disparities and ensure uniform practices statewide. Peter Frangel reported that DOR provides district-level dashboards and reports to help local offices align with statewide goals. While the State Plan reflects consolidated statewide data, local strategies are informed by these dashboards, which identify high-demand occupations and performance metrics. Peter Frangel emphasized that outreach and consistency in IPE development are priorities, and DOR is working on improving training for Rehabilitation Counselors to ensure plans are person-centered yet compliant with regulations. He also mentioned that timing and data collection challenges affect performance reporting, particularly for education-related goals, and that DOR is developing strategies to improve timely documentation and uniform application of policies across districts.
Michael Love discussed how the staff at Sacramento State, where he works, frequently help DOR field staff get the documents they need to authorize training services. It can be difficult because DOR and each school are not on the same timeline.
Shannon Co asked how OOS would affect the goals in the State Plan. Peter Frangel did not expect OOS to affect the State Plan goals.
Public Comment
Danny Marquez asked about codifying DOR’s coordination with other state departments, such as the California Department of Education, in the State Plan. Peter Frangel responded that Leadership engages with other state departments to develop the State Plan goals.
Item 12: State Plan Section A: SRC Input
Kate Bjerke, SRC Executive Officer, presented the draft section for inclusion in the 2026 State Plan modification. The section outlines the SRC’s structure, stakeholder engagement efforts, policy recommendations, and the department’s responses. This document reflects the SRC’s priorities and advocacy over the past term. It includes details on membership composition, recruitment strategies, and how the SRC gathered statewide input through discussion questions and stakeholder feedback. It also summarizes the SRC’s recommendations for the State Plan modification, which include:
Workforce development and staffing 
Leveraging partnerships 
Vendor development and expansion 
Staff training and consistency 
Implementing an Order of Selection (OOS) 
Expanding the pool of American Sign Language interpreters 
Outreach to underserved communities 
Department Responses
Kate Bjerke noted that DOR agrees with most recommendations and provided examples of initiatives to address them:
· Workforce Development and Staffing 
· Promoted the Limited Examination and Appointment Program for individuals with disabilities. 
· Streamlined the counselor exam in July 2025 to attract more qualified candidates. 
· Launched a Registered Apprenticeship Program to strengthen the counselor pipeline. 
· Leveraging Partnerships 
· Developed the Youth Employment Initiative, a three-year partnership with the Office of Youth and Community Restoration to support justice-involved youth with disabilities. 
· Expanded collaboration with the Employment Development Department through America’s Job Centers of California. 
· Vendor Development and Expansion 
· Introduced courtesy vendorization and an online vendor application process with centralized processing. 
· Adopted alternative and electronic service delivery models. 
· Conducted a comprehensive geographic needs assessment to identify service gaps. 
· Created an abbreviated vendor certification process and reference tools. 
· Enhanced performance monitoring and continuous improvement mechanisms. 
· Staff Training and Consistency 
· Developed training on regulations related to student services, training services, post-secondary schools, maintenance supports, and informed choice. 
· Additional trainings are in development to address key aspects of the VR process. 
· Expanding ASL Interpreter Pool 
· Specialized Services Division is implementing strategies to increase the pool of qualified interpreters. 
· Exploring innovative service delivery options to ensure effective communication. 
Ivan Guillen found DOR’s responses to the SRC’s recommendations substantive and showed a good faith effort. He wants to see more work on staffing and training on IPE development. Kate Bjerke emphasized that the SRC can make recommendations in an informal memo.
Vote on the Section
Ivan Guillen moved and Matthew Asner second a motion to approve the SRC section for inclusion in the State Plan.
Hilary Lentini wants to continue to follow up about incorporating the glossary in the VR application. Kate suggested dialoging with DOR leadership about the glossary at the next SRC meeting. If the SRC still does not feel that DOR is moving forward with the recommendation, the SRC can draft a formal recommendation. 
Yes: Asner, Bello, Coe, Guillen, Heber, Lentini, Love, Nagasawa
No: 0
Abstain: 0
Absent: Meza and Robinson
Item 13: 2024/25 SRC Annual Report
Kate Bjerke, Executive Officer presented the SRC’s draft 2024/25 Annual Report, which provides a high-level snapshot of the SRC’s activities each fiscal year. She summarized highlights of the annual report. 
Ivan Guillen moved and Michael Love second a motion to approve the 2024 2025 Annual Report.
Yes: Asner, Bello, Coe, Guillen, Heber, Lentini, Love, Nagasawa
No: 0
Abstain: 0
Absent: Lentini, Meza and Robinson
When finalized, the Newsom administration and the RSA will receive a copy of the annual report.
Item 14: SRC Policy Committee Report
Yuki Nagasawa, SRC Vice Chair and Policy Committee Chair, presented a report from the October 30, 2025, Policy Committee meeting. Victor Duran, DOR Chief Deputy Director, provided a detailed presentation on RA. He clarified that telework as an accommodation is determined on a case-by-case basis and is not universally appropriate. For example, a receptionist whose essential duties include greeting visitors cannot telework full-time as an RA. Yuki Nagasawa emphasized that RA is a tool to enable successful employment by allowing employees to perform essential job functions, such as providing a computer with a screen reader for a blind counselor. Victor Duran clarified that RA does not include removing essential job functions, changing supervisors, or providing commuting or caregiving services.
Approximately 450 DOR employees currently receive RA. 18 employees filed appeals related to RA in 2025. Telework may qualify as RA if the employee’s circumstances justify it. DOR has established a dedicated RA leadership position, moved the RA program from the Office of Civil Rights to the Human Resources branch, and developed new policies and training to clarify RA processes.
Shannon Co, SRC Chair asked whether the public comments about RA and teleworking are likely to continue. Yuki Nagasawa expects the public comments to continue, because DOR hires people with a variety of disabilities, and people have different perspectives about RA.
Ivan Guillen wants to continue to discuss RA at the Policy committee. SRC members want to balance this issue with other pertinent staffing issues. They discussed the appeals process and stressed the importance of respectful and transparent communication. The SRC did not make any formal recommendations at this time. The SRC agreed to revisit the topic in future meetings.
Public Comment
Ashley Duke is concerned that the issue lies not in the RA policy but in implementation failures. She feels sad because it feels to her as if no one is listening to DOR employees who need help. Ashley Duke reported that people are being told that they should not work for DOR if they need certain RA.
Roman Aguilera felt that “no one was talking to him like a person.” He disagreed with the SRC’s decision to remove Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Accessibility language from its recommendations. Roman Aguilera expressed appreciation for the space that the SRC holds for public comment.
Item 15: Adopt-a-Region Report Out
SRC members provided updates from their assigned regions.
Greater Los Angeles District from Hilary Lentini
Greater Los Angeles District (GLAD) achieved 202 successful Record of Services (ROS) closures. It has a success rate of 23%.
GLAD held a Hispanic Heritage Month celebration on October 7 titled La Fuerza Colectiva: Sembrando Esperanza, which translates to Collective Strength: Sowing Hope.
On October 11, GLAD hosted its second Los Angeles Regional Youth Leadership Forum, with over 30 students and the return of four alumni who served as mentors.
GLAD’s Work Incentives Planner program has a current success ratio of 52%. 100% of successfully closed ROS earn above Substantial Gainful Activity, well above the statewide average of 69%.
Business Specialists helped place six consumers into Civil Service roles this fiscal year as of September 30.
GLAD’s Community Resource Navigator (CRN) supported 45 individuals between August and October, many of whom were unhoused or at risk of homelessness. Support included housing and rental assistance, food, clothing, benefits navigation, and mental health referrals. The CRN also developed trauma-informed training materials for staff and strengthened partnerships with local organizations like Fred Jordan Missions and Little Tokyo Service Center.
GLAD employees collected 444 pounds of canned food in this year’s California State Employees Food Drive. All donations were delivered to St. Francis Center in downtown Los Angeles, a trusted community partner that provides meals, hygiene services, and support to unhoused and low-income individuals.
Van Nuys / Foothill with Matthew Asner 
The Van Nuys / Foothill district (VFD) serves a highly diverse population in terms of language, culture and disability in the San Fernando Valley.
It has one of the highest rates of successfully closed ROS.
VFD focuses on Supported employment, labor market-aligned job placements and Training programs for both consumers and businesses.
Their business specialists and vendors are described as highly successful, largely due to strong, consistent relationships with employers.
An individual on the autism spectrum successfully completed the State Internship Program, graduated from UC Riverside, is now in a permanent full-time clerical position, and is being groomed for promotion.
VFD is heavily involved in the YLF, Foster youth internship fairs with Pierce College, work readiness programs for students ages 16-21, Project Search and job-readiness programs that target soft skills.
VFD faces severe staffing shortages that make recruiting and retaining Rehabilitation Counselors in Los Angeles extremely difficult, resulting in heavy caseloads and reliance on graduate assistants to fill some of the gaps. VFD is rarely granted additional staff positions. It offices are overtaxed, understaffed, and operating at capacity.
VFD is working to improve how referrals flow into the district, especially from schools and community agencies. Current financial participation regulations hinder service delivery and require modernization, and employers still need training on inclusivity, working effectively with adults with disabilities, and setting realistic job expectations.
San Diego District: Ivan Guillen
San Diego District (SDD) plans to increase co-enrollment with the American Job Centers through the Workforce Development Boards to partially mitigate staffing challenges.
Amazon Web Services and SDD will soon pilot a software training program for people with disabilities.
SDD hopes to deploy more artificial intelligence tools to perform data entry so that the counselors can perform more counseling.
SDD wants to understand when to provide housing for students and how OOS will affect relationships with vendors.
Inland Empire District with Yuki Nagasawa
Inland Empire District is actively recruiting more students into YLF.
Los Angeles South Bay with Shannon Co
Los Angeles South Bay (LASB) has increased its employment outcomes this year.
Constraints include high caseload sizes, stricter adherence to regulations, and funding decreases, which lead to fewer and lower quality services and increased wait times for consumers.
LASB leadership wants more guidance for counselors in interpreting medical reports and in asking probing questions once DOR implements OOS.
Since some of the 2028 Olympics and Special Olympics events will take place in Long Beach, LASB is planning ahead to assure that its consumers will have access to the many Olympic job opportunities in the region that will arise.
LASB and the Long Beach Workforce Investment Board recently put on a well-attended job fair with 50 businesses.
It partnered with the Long Beach Unified School District to launch six pre-apprenticeships in the court systems.
Many LASB consumers are struggling with homelessness and food insecurity.
Referrals have also doubled.
LASD is struggling to hire Graduate Student Assistants due to budget constraints.
It wants the SRC to encourage DOR to help hire graduate student assistants again.
Many consumers from LASD benefitted from adult work experiences. 
Orange / San Gabriel with Shannon Co
Orange / San Gabriel District (OSD) leadership suggested a standardized checklist for OOS, having someone other than counselor interpret counselor rating scales and applying an equity lens to the OOS process.
They hope that the SRC can recommend processes to help Rehabilitation Counselors do their jobs better.
OSD is conducting local, one-day YLF events for students who cannot go to Sacramento and togive students and their parents a taste of the YLF experience.
Item 16: Debrief and Recommendations Discussion
Kate Bjerke, Strategic Officer summarized the strategic planning session. The 2025, 2026 Strategic Plan contains The SRC’s feedback, priorities, and meeting schedule which is included in the meeting materials.
Public Comment
Roman Aguilera wants the SRC to prioritize analyzing the affect of the pause on Adult Work Experience. He wondered about the cause of the difficulties with staffing at DOR. 
Kate Bjerke responded that the challenges included the requirement that the Rehabilitation Counselor has a Master’s degree and the high cost of living. Since the SRC Policy committee has addressed staffing at its last few meetings, Kate Bjerke will send him the minutes from the last few meetings for his review.
Item 17: SRC Officer and Member Report Outs
State Independent Living Council from Shannon Co
State Independent Living Council (SILC) is relieved that the government shutdown has ended, because it gets much of its funding from AB 204. If the government had not reopened by the end of November, SILC would have lost its staff support person.
The Independent Living Centers (ILC) and SILC are developing a new funding formula.
The ILCS have a new disability group called the DO network, headed by Dolores Tejada, that serves as a hub For information, training, and technical assistance helping local communities and their members advocate for change. Each ILC has a Systems Change advocate that fights for legislation and policy change, teach consumers how to self-advocate and go to the Capitol to discuss issues that are important to ILCS. The DO network trains System Change advocates.
Cap from Ivan Guillen
Cap has recently conducted several virtual meets and greets with DOR offices. Ivan Guillen recently represented a consumer at a fair hearing about housing support for school with a favorable decision. The consumer must show that DOR made the wrong decision At a fair hearing. So favorable decisions are uncommon. 
Treasurer’s Report from Hilary Lentini
An Analyst I in the budgets and fiscal forecasting section manages the SRC budget.
The SRC receives an annual allocation of funds from DOR from the Federal VR grant.
SRC has an in-state travel allocation, which was not reflected at the time of the report. Contact the Executive Officer if you are an SRC member and you are interested in attending meetings in person.
DOR just switched to the accounting system FISCAL, some expenses were not shown at the time of the report. 
Shannon Co asked about the timeframe of the fiscal year. Hilary Lentini clarified that the fiscal year spans from July 1 through June 30.
Project Rebound from Michael Love
Michael Love serves as the Outreach Coordinator in the Division of Student Affairs at California State University, Sacramento.
He primarily outreaches to justice impact individuals; they have been to prison, or their parent has been to prison. Project Rebound helps justice impacted people succeed in college. It currently serves 226 students.
Many clients of Project Rebound now hold high ranking positions around the state.
The recidivism rate for clients of Project Rebound is less than 3%. 
Matthew Asner
It is important to be realistic when helping people with autism attain employment.
Yuki Nagasawa 
As a Student Services Rehabilitation Counselor, Yuki Nagasawa works with UC Berkeley’s Underground Scholar Program, which also helps justice impacted students.
The monthly Rehabilitation Counselor call that she attends recently discussed how to serve consumers with substance abuse. Future calls will discuss self-employment and maintenance regulations. If people who are not Rehabilitation Counselors are allowed to attend these calls, Yuki Nagasawa will provide information that the executive officer will share with SRC members.
Item 18: Future Agenda Items
These items were covered in the strategic planning discussion. SRC members did not identify any additional agenda items.
Public Comment
Roman Aguilera asked if the public could track how SRC funds are spent. Kate Bjerk will connect him with DOR’s Office of Legislation and Communications so that he can make a Public Records Act request.
Adjourn
Matthew Asner moved and Ivan Guillen seconded a motion to adjourn the December 3 – 4, 2025 SRC quarterly meeting at 3:45p.m. 
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