California Department of Rehabilitation
Summary of Fair Hearing Decisions for Federal Fiscal Year 2024-2025 (October 1, 2024, through September 30, 2025)

[bookmark: _Hlk23856843]1.      SHN Number 105009223 (Northern Sierra District) 
	Impartial Hearing Officer: E. Palomares
	Decision Date: November 18, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7130, 7196, 7311, 7351, 7354 

Appellant sought a fair hearing after alleging that DOR improperly denied both appellant’s request for retroactive childcare services and appellant’s request that DOR cover an outstanding tuition balance. At the fair hearing, DOR’s representative testified that a plan amendment had been completed, adding childcare services to the Individualized Plan of Employment (“IPE”). Some delays in childcare services were acknowledged due to incomplete information. The DOR hearing representative argued that DOR provided services in full to the appellant.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that based on the evidence presented at the hearing, it was undisputed that the original IPE did not include childcare services until the IPE was amended and signed. Therefore, appellant’s request for retroactive childcare services prior to the signed amendment could not be approved. It was also determined that there was insufficient evidence that the appellant had an outstanding tuition balance. The claim was denied.

2.      SHN Number 105043778 (Golden Gate Silicon Valley District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
	Decision Date: October 17, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7041, 7128, 7131, 7149, 7154, 7354

Appellant requested a fair hearing generally complaining about the quality of services and requesting remedies including changes in personnel, oversight of personnel and limited access of the DOR to her personal health and medical information. The request for hearing also specifically contested the wording of proposed extension of the IPE.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the evidence showed that DOR had worked with appellant to develop an IPE and presented to her Plan Development Extensions in accordance with applicable regulations. The record did not show that DOR made any determination adverse to the appellant. Moreover, notwithstanding the appellant’s many assertions regarding the quality of services received from DOR, there was no persuasive evidence of any action or inaction based upon the quality or timeliness of services that was within the jurisdiction of the state hearing process. The evidence showed that extensions for the development of IPE were required. The appeal was denied for lack of jurisdiction.

3.  	SHN Number 105054610 (San Jose District) 
Impartial Hearing Officer: R. Aganon
Decision Date: February 26, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7019, 7029, 7060, 7062, 7128, 7149, 7179

Appellant requested a fair hearing to dispute the actions by DOR to close appellant’s case for counseling service, the denial of the requests for transportation funds, driving lessons, and communication issues with DOR staff. The DOR maintained that appellant’s case was closed for nonparticipation, and that DOR had made significant efforts to assist appellant, but appellant did not comply with staff requests for necessary information and documentation. It was also noted that appellant and appellant’s family members had engaged in profane and abusive language towards DOR staff and this behavior prompted DOR to close the case for non-cooperation.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the action by DOR to close appellant’s case was sustained because appellant was not participating in Vocational Rehabilitation Services for the purposes of meeting the IPE goal of employment. The DOR hearing representative credibly testified that appellant’s DOR card was provided to meet transportation needs. In addition, the appellant’s request regarding driving lessons was dismissed because that same issue was already addressed and denied in a prior hearing. The remaining issues were determined to be not related to any DOR related services. The appeal was denied.

4.      SHN Number 105056263 (San Diego District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: E. Ammann
Decision Date: December 4, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7002, 7006, 7019, 7029, 7128, 7131, 7149, 7154, 7160, 7162, 7164, 7174, 7356, 7354, 7355, 7311

Appellant requested a fair hearing to address the following issues: transportation costs; retroactive payments; cell phone; an emergency line, medical services; and medical equipment. At the hearing the parties agreed to include the following issues: reimbursement for internet and supplies; housing/maintenance costs; health insurance premiums; and an iPad.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that DOR correctly denied the request for mileage reimbursement because the mileage rate was capped at fifteen cents per mile by regulation. The DOR also correctly denied the request for toll roads fees, AAA roadside assistance, car washes, and the purchase of a vehicle because the evidence showed that the requested items and services were not necessary for appellant to achieve the employment goal set forth in the IPE. The request for the purchase of a cell phone was denied because the evidence showed appellant qualified for a comparable benefit. The request for an emergency line was denied for lack of state hearing jurisdiction since a request had not been made for DOR to pay the service fee and therefore DOR had not taken adverse action. The request for payment of health insurance premiums and an iPad was denied because the evidence did not establish that private health insurance was required for achieving the employment goal set forth in the IPE. The DOR correctly denied reimbursement for internet because this was not included in the IPE prior to amendment. The DOR withdrew the denial of maintenance and began the process of further evaluating the request. The request for reimbursement was denied because DOR had not given prior authorization for the goods and services. The appeal was denied.

5.	SHN Number 105057947 (Van Nuys District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Matsui
Decision Date: November 12, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029, 7311, 7354, 7355, 7356

Appellant requested a fair hearing alleging DOR improperly denied a job coach, monthly transportation funds, internet service funds, and change of counselor. The DOR hearing representatives testified that ever since forming the IPE, DOR’s counselors had attempted to provide appellant with clothing, internet, vocational services, and transportation. However, the appellant refused to work with DOR’s employment vendors and counselors. The DOR also testified that appellant had been unprofessional in his conduct with DOR staff and had refused to cooperate with the rehabilitation process.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the fair hearing request amounted to a variety of grievances against DOR rather than an appeal for a specific denial of services. Neither DOR nor the appellant submitted anything into the record regarding a formal denial of services that the appellant received. There is no state hearing jurisdiction regarding grievances against DOR where a formal action relating to the receipt of services has not been taken. The appeal was dismissed for lack of jurisdiction.

6.	SHN Number 105060286 (Van Nuys District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
Decision Date: December 27, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7136, 7138, 7354, 7356  

In this case appellant requested a fair hearing claiming that DOR incorrectly denied her request to approve, renew, or amend her IPE. Staff from DOR responded that regular discussions were held with appellant to review her concerns and attempt to resolve the issues.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant failed to meet her burden of proof. The preponderance of the evidence showed that appellant had not provided DOR with a plan that complied with applicable regulations and that DOR had made all reasonable efforts to provide the appellant with rehabilitation services. Based on the applicable law and evidence in this case, appellant had failed to establish that DOR incorrectly denied her request to approve, revise, or amend her IPE or otherwise incorrectly denied rehabilitation services to appellant. The claim was denied. 

7. 	SHN Number 105065298 (Greater Los Angeles District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: L. McLain
Decision Date: December 16, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7006, 7128, 7156, 7197, 7354, 7356 

Appellant claimed DOR incorrectly denied his request that DOR pay full tuition coverage at his University for the first and second years. The DOR responded that the level of funding provided by DOR is limited to the cost of the least expensive educational program that will meet the training requirements necessary to achieve the employment objective of the IPE.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that Title 9 of the California Code of Regulations, section 7156 (the regulations) require that DOR clients use the least expensive educational institutions. This means DOR may provide full tuition at the community college rate for the first two years, then at the state college or university rate for the next two years. Exceptions to the regulations include when it is essential to the success of the client’s IPE, or when the overall cost to DOR will be equal to or less than the costs of a public school. The executed IPE included DOR’s agreement to provide tuition at the community college level. It was determined that training at the university level for the first two years was not necessary to facilitate the achievement of the IPE goal or prepare appellant with the skills and abilities necessary to be a competitive entry level candidate. The claim was denied.

8.  	SHN Number 105072702 (Van Nuys District) 
Impartial Hearing Officer: I. Shad
Decision Date: December 12, 2024
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7062, 7128, 7137, 7149, 7156, 7179, 7351 

Appellant requested a fair hearing to dispute the alleged effective denial of payment by DOR of startup costs necessary for self-employment, specifically payment for a food trailer. The DOR representatives responded that DOR had continued to assist appellant with her initial cost exceeding six months, that appellant had denied using her consumer payment card for additional funds and preferred DOR to issue checks, and there was a limit as to what an Office Technician could issue in a fiscal year.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that DOR failed to meet its legal obligation under Title 9 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) to provide timely payment for an approved food trailer, a critical component of appellant’s IPE. Despite approving payment for the trailer and qualifying the vendor in August 2024, the DOR delayed payment for three months, citing internal processes such as restrictive consumer payment card limits and reliance on the District Operating System. These delays conflicted with Title 9 CCR 7029.7(b)(6) and 7137(b), which require the prompt provision of services and payments. The appellant’s IPE, signed in September 2023 and February 2024, identified the trailer as essential for achieving employment goals, and DOR’s failure to act caused significant delays and arguable financial strain. Evidence, including text messages and testimony, highlights appellant’s repeated requests for alternative payment methods, which DOR failed to accommodate. The DOR’s self-imposed procedures cannot override its legal responsibilities. The appeal was granted, and DOR was ordered to promptly provide payment to the authorized vendor using the most efficient method, such as the preferred State Controller’s Office warrant. 






9. 	SHN Number 105074469 (San Jose District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: L. McLain
Decision Date: March 7, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7131, 7149, 7154, 7351, 7354

Appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR prematurely closed his case in January of 2024, which destroyed his reputation and ruined a job opportunity resulting in loss of employment. Appellant requested $139,475 in sanctions as a remedy. The DOR representatives responded that appellant’s case was closed in July of 2024 due to appellant’s request to receive services in a different State. The DOR representatives testified there is no jurisdiction regarding the awarding of monetary sanctions to remedy the claims of damaged reputation.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that there was conflicting testimony on whether appellant specifically requested to close and/or transfer his case, and that appellant’s concerns were valid. However, appellant testified that he did not want his DOR case to be reopened and that he no longer wanted DOR services. Appellant further testified that he no longer wanted to work in his stated IPE goal. Under the circumstances, it was found that appellant had chosen not to participate in, or continue participating in, the vocational rehabilitation program. The preponderance of the evidence did not establish that DOR caused a loss of job opportunities or damaged appellant’s reputation. There was no documentary evidence DOR closed appellant’s case in January or February 2024. The appellant’s claims were denied.

10.  	SHN Number 105077108 (Central Coast District)
Impartial Hearing Officer: K. Turner
Decision Date: May 6, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7006, 7029, 7128, 7131, 7149, 7156, 7197, 7354 

Appellant requested a fair hearing alleging DOR improperly denied appellant’s request for DOR to pay full tuition for her first two years of college training at the state college or university rate. The DOR responded that the regulations governing DOR’s vocational rehabilitation program authorize DOR to pay for the least expensive educational institutions for a consumer who needs college level training to achieve the employment goal as provided in the IPE.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that CCR section 7156 states that clients receiving college level training shall use the least expensive educational institutions. Appellant produced insufficient evidence to show that the overall cost to DOR to fund the first two years of appellant’s education at state college or university would be less than the overall cost of funding appellant’s education for two years at a community college to prepare to transfer. Therefore, DOR correctly denied appellant’s request to pay for her education at the state college or university rate for the first two years of her education. The appellant’s claim was denied.

11.    SHN Number 105077630 (Greater Los Angeles District) 
	Impartial Hearing Officer: I. Shad
	Decision Date: February 5, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.7, 7128, 7130, 7131, 7196 

Appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR improperly denied payment of the appellant’s tuition to complete her Master of Social Welfare studies at a University of California school in accordance with appellant’s IPE. The DOR responded that it correctly denied full funding to attend the University of California school. The DOR argued that it offered funding starting Fall 2024 semester with tuition at the CSU master’s in social work rate, with consumer being responsible for the remaining balance for tuition while attending the University of California school.

The Impartial Hearing Officer found that DOR’s determination must be supported by substantial evidence, which may include expert testimony and relevant documentation demonstrating that the public institution offers a program that meets the client’s IPE goals. In this case, it was determined that DOR was obligated to comply with the terms of the 8/15/24 IPE, which explicitly approved appellant’s enrollment at the University of California school for her Master of Social Welfare program, absent an amendment agreed by both parties. The appeal was granted.

12. 	SHN Number 105086336 (San Diego District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Jamison
	Decision Date: February 12, 2025
	Applicable Regulations & Law: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 
sections 7062, 7131, 7154, 7354, 7356, Welfare and Institutions Code 19103, Workforce Innovation & Opportunity Act Public Law 113-129 (29 USC 3101) Sec. 404, CFR 361.42 5 Title 34, CFR 361.5 Title 34

Appellant was a prison inmate who requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR improperly denied services and reasoned that DOR’s determination that appellant was unable to participate in integrated competitive employment was inaccurate. Appellant claimed that many other lifers and long-term offenders had been approved by DOR. The DOR representative testified that competitive integrated employment is defined as work that is not less than the higher rate specified in section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 and is not less than the customary rate paid by the employer.

The Impartial Hearing Officer found that DOR’s actions were consistent with its obligations under the regulations and applicable laws. While the regulations presume that an applicant can benefit from the provision of vocational rehabilitation services in terms of an employment outcome in an integrated setting, the DOR provided clear and convincing evidence that appellant was incapable of doing so at the current time. Appellant did not present sufficient evidence to meet his burden to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that DOR incorrectly denied his request for services. The appeal was denied.

13.    SHN Number 105096788 (Van Nuys District)
         Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
         Decision Date: March 7, 2025 
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029, 7128, 7131, 7136, 7354, 7356 

Appellant requested a fair hearing claiming DOR improperly closed her case, unfairly denied her services and goods and had engaged in misconduct against her. The DOR responded that appellant’s case had been closed because she consistently failed to provide requested information and refused to work with DOR despite multiple attempts to engage her, and it denied any misconduct against appellant.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant failed to meet her burden of proof. A preponderance of the evidence showed that appellant did not provide requested, necessary information regarding purchases made by her and that she did not participate in necessary communications with DOR despite many reasonable requests by DOR to facilitate them. The appellant offered no persuasive evidence or testimony to rebut the weight of the evidence or the consistent testimony in this case. The claim was denied.







14.	SHN Number 105096909 (Los Angeles South Bay District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: T. Jensen
	Decision Date: April 7, 2025
	Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9,
	sections 7136.7, 7179, 7350, 7351, 7354

Appellant requested a fair hearing objecting to case closure and asserting that his career goals had not been fully supported by DOR. The DOR representative testified that appellant had been uncooperative with intimidating and aggressive behavior with DOR staff and others. The District Administrator testified that appellant may not have the personal attributes to be self-employed and noted the results of the vocational evaluation that appellant is laser-focused on what he wants and quits what he doesn’t.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that an eligible individual’s record of services may be closed if DOR determines that the individual is precluded from continued participation in his IPE and entering competitive integrated employment because he chooses not to participate or carry out responsibilities associated with participation in the program. After a full and fair review of the evidence, it was determined that DOR correctly closed appellant’s case based on his refusal to receive treatment that affected appellant’s interpersonal skills and resulted in inconsistent personal attributes with a self-employment goal. The appeal was denied.

15.	SHN 105102949 (Van Nuys District) 
	Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Matsui 
	Decision Date: March 25, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7131, 7136.5, 7137, 7354, 7356  

Appellant requested a fair hearing asserting that DOR improperly required him to re-write his Business Plan as a preexisting business and without firearms and ammunition. The DOR responded that it had attempted to support appellant’s request for self-employment including revising his plan to reflect his self-employment vocational goal. However, DOR could only support a consumer with this type of plan if all pre-conditions for self-employment were met, and the plan was approved by the Regional Director. The DOR representative also maintained that because RAM forbids DOR from directly purchasing a firearm, anything related to the procurement of guns would be denied.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant’s business plan related to the use of firearms was considered licensing, permits and training and that RAM expressly supports these types of services as related to finding employment or starting a small business. Therefore, DOR’s action that denied appellant’s business plan because it relates to the procurement of forearms was incorrect. In addition, just because a consumer has a preexisting business, this does not preclude them from DOR services to advance in their employment setting. DOR regulations simply prohibit using resources to support initial costs relating to the expansion of a small business. The appeal was granted, and DOR was ordered to review the previously or any newly submitted business plan consistent with DOR regulations.

16. 	SHN 105107348 (Inland Empire District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Matsui
	Decision Date: April 18, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029, 7161, 7162, 7162.5, 7163, 7164, 7356, 7354 

Appellant disputed DOR’s refusal to pay out part of the remainder of his partner’s car payment, and DOR’s denial of reimbursement for vehicle costs associated with new tires and registration. The DOR representatives testified that regulations prevent reimbursement for these costs when a consumer does not actually own the vehicle.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that a plain reading of the regulations indicates that ownership of the vehicle is a prerequisite related to maintenance and operating costs. The title of the regulations 7162 contain the word “Client-Owned Vehicle”. This demonstrates that the regulations were written specifically to limit reimbursement for such costs to consumers who own their own vehicle when other forms of transportation are insufficient or cause an undue hardship to complete their IPE. As such, DOR’s denial of these requests was proper and supported by regulations. The appeal was denied.

17.	SHN 105107640 (Northern Sierra District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Ohanganian
	Decision Date: May 6, 2025
	Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 
	sections 7029.9, 7128, 7130, 7131, 7136, 7149, 7154, 7351, 7354  

Appellant claimed that DOR improperly denied her request to fund self-employment and higher education for a PHD degree. The DOR responded that appellant’s case had been open for over seven years, and despite achieving an MBA and receiving multiple support services, technologies, training, and employment services, the appellant had not been able to retain professional employment with the State of California and federal government. The DOR did not recommend self-employment because it requires persistence and accountability and consumer’s work history did not demonstrate these attributes. The DOR District Administrator stated that a more advanced PHD education would not lead to employment or self-employment.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that based on the review of the evidence, DOR provided services necessary to achieve the appellant’s vocational goal. The evidence demonstrated that appellant secured multiple employments based on her skills and abilities. However, she had not been able to retain employment. The evidence established that the appellant had received rehabilitation services in accordance with the provisions of her IPE and the evidence did not show that her disability requires a PHD degree to achieve her employment goal. The appeal was denied.

18. 	SHN 105110465 (Van Nuys District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Jamison
	Decision Date: April 7, 2025
	Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 
	sections 7128, 7131, 7136.5, 7137, 7138, 7354, 7356 

Appellant requested a fair hearing claiming that DOR had failed to ensure prompt delivery of authorized services, namely a food trailer, and failed to promptly take necessary actions to provide payment to the authorized vendor as ordered in SHN 105072702. The DOR representatives responded that the IPE referenced a food cart, not a food truck or food trailer, and that appellant had failed to prepare monthly income and expense reports for review per the IPE. The DOR maintained that it was not denying requests for funds, but that DOR must go through the approved methods of payment for the requests as appropriate.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant failed to meet her burden of proof. A preponderance of the evidence, including statements, submissions and testimony by both parties, showed that DOR had provided appellant requested services within its jurisdiction and for which appellant might be eligible and made reasonable efforts to assist her in implementing the IPE. The appeal was denied.







19.	SHN 105110477 (Northern Sierra District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
	Decision Date: June 5, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7131, 7310, 7311, 7356
	
Appellant requested a hearing due to DOR’s alleged lack of communication and delays in service, including alleged delays in authorizing education fees. The DOR determined that lack of communication or delays in services had not been established. The DOR further determined that $4,955.00 in tuition for the school term that began in June 2024 and ended in December 2024 would be paid for appellant but that fees for the prior term that ended April 30, 2024, could not be paid because there was no authorized IPE in place to support such fees during that term.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that there was no evidence to support the allegation that DOR failed to communicate with appellant or otherwise failed to provide her with necessary assistance or any rehabilitation services to which appellant was entitled. Reasonable efforts were made to develop and implement an IPE consistent with appellant’s stated and demonstrated needs and goals. It was not established that DOR was required to pay for the later school term as alleged. The appeal was denied.

20.	SHN 105111238 (San Diego District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
	Decision Date: March 24, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7131, 7136.5, 7137, 7138, 7354  

In this case appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR had wrongly denied services under applicable law and DOR regulations and had been unable to reach DOR staff. The DOR responded that even though appellant alleged DOR denied services and claimed she was unable to reach DOR staff, review of the case demonstrated appellant had been in contact with the DOR office on an almost daily basis either through phone, email, scheduled Zoom calls, or walk-ins. The DOR argued that DOR had not denied any services or requests and applied all applicable regulations.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant failed to meet her burden of proof. A preponderance of the evidence, including statements, submissions and testimony by both parties, showed that DOR had provided all requested services within its jurisdiction and for which the appellant might be eligible and had made all reasonable efforts to assist her in formulating an IPE. The appeal was denied.

21.	SHN 105114711 (Central Coast District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Matsui
	Decision Date: June 10, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7174, 7311, 7312, 7354, 7355, 7356 

Appellant requested a fair hearing claiming that DOR failed to provide timely support, was inefficient with case management, mishandled transfer to another DOR office, fabricated charges, and misapplied policy. The DOR responded that they had followed applicable law and regulations and made all reasonable efforts to address all of appellant’s concerns.

The Impartial Hearing Officer found that even though appellant had submitted voluminous pieces of documentation detailing her interactions with DOR, there was no basis for her claims. The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the allegations were dismissed for lack of jurisdiction because there was insufficient evidence that DOR had issued a written denial related to receipt of services. The State Fair Hearing Division does not have jurisdiction to address general grievances without specific information or DOR action. The appeal was denied.

22.	SHN 105118881 (Golden Gate Silicon Valley District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Colbert
	Decision Date: July 31, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7130, 7131, 7133, 7351 

Appellant requested a fair hearing to dispute denials of appellant’s requests for reimbursement or purchases of additional equipment and supplies claimed to be necessary for her completion of her IPE. The DOR responded that the agreed upon IPE required that appellant request prior approval for items needed to complete her IPE. The appellant did not request prior approval before demanding reimbursement and the IPE did not mention the other needs appellant later claimed to be necessary.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant failed to demonstrate by a preponderance of the evidence that DOR incorrectly denied appellant’s requests. The DOR correctly denied appellant’s requests for Apple Branded Ear Pods; an office chair that appellant paid for out-of-pocket, reimbursement for eyeglasses purchased out-of-pocket, and a co-pay for a surgical procedure. The appellant admittedly paid for the same without her DOR counselor’s approval for the purchases that required prior approval under DOR regulations. The DOR and appellant stipulated that they would work together to find appropriate ear pods. The appeal was denied. 

23.	SHN 105119542 (Blind Field Services)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. McLain
	Decision Date: May 2, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7131, 7351, 7354, 7356

In this case appellant requested a fair hearing claiming that DOR did not provide satisfactory employment services and improperly denied additional requests for training and education. The DOR responded that appellant’s training request was not aligned with the Employment Service provided and appellant’s requested training was not required for his employment goal.

The Impartial Hearing Officer found that neither the appellant nor DOR produced a copy of an email or any other documentation showing appellant was denied Employment Service services. While appellant may be dissatisfied with a lack of communication, there was no evidence that DOR failed to abide by the regulations. In addition, the appellant did not present sufficient evidence to establish that DOR incorrectly denied additional training or education. The current IPE did not reflect an obligation to provide these services. The appeal was denied.

24.	SHN 105120109 (Van Nuys District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Jamison
	Decision Date: June 2, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7131, 7154, 7155, 7156, 7197, 7354, 7356 

Appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR improperly denied 2 years of tuition and failed to amend her IPE. The DOR responded that it complied with applicable regulations and was unable to provide additional services without a signed and agreed to IPE.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that a preponderance of the evidence established that appellant was not without options as evidenced by her ultimate contact with a DOR manager. The appellant exercised informed choice in selecting her university and failed to notify or update DOR regarding her selection, or amend the November 2022 IPE, prior to attendance. Thus, the regulations did not require DOR to pay the requested $17,664 for attendance at her university for the period beginning May 2023 through March 2025. The DOR correctly authorized appellant to receive payment of $3,804.00 pursuant to the January 2025 amended IPE, for the appellant’s 8-week Spring 2025 session at the university. The appeal was denied.

25.	SHN 105122053 (Van Nuys District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: B. Fong
	Decision Date: August 12, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7131, 7149, 7350, 7351, 7536 

Appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR improperly denied assistance for his pursuit of a master’s degree. The DOR responded that it had applied applicable regulations in denying appellant’s request to assist with a master’s program.

The Impartial Hearing Officer found that appellant’s IPE was for Film Editors/Color Editor-Postproduction. The appellant testified that he needed a master’s degree because the industry had retracted due to AI generation and strikes. The DOR denied the request because a master’s degree was not required for appellant’s employment goal. The DOR submitted evidence supporting their assertion. Under these circumstances, the evidence showed appellant had the requisite education to apply for either position without a master’s degree. Accordingly, DOR correctly denied appellant’s request for a master’s degree. The appeal was denied.

26.	SHN 105122294 (Redwood Empire District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: T. Jensen
	Decision Date: May 19, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7130, 7310, 7311, 7351, 7354 

In this case the appellant requested a fair hearing asserting that DOR improperly denied pre-IPE tuition totaling $7,485.00. The DOR responded that the denial was appropriate since DOR could only pay for services from her IPE from her signature date. 

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that a consumer’s employment goals and the service funding necessary to achieve the goals are to be specified in the IPE. The DOR is not required to provide payment for goods and services that are not authorized by an employee. The pre-IPE costs of $7,485.00 were not agreed to or authorized by DOR and thus DOR could not be held responsible for those expenses. The appeal was denied.


27.	SHN 105131283 (Inland Empire District) 
	Impartial Hearing Officer: I. Shad
	Decision Date: June 2, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7128, 7130, 7131, 7154, 7155, 7156, 7196, 7351 

The appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR failed to properly support and complete her IPE, which was originally intended to help her achieve employment as a certified Technical Grant Writer. Appellant alleged a variety of related concerns including DOR refusal to approve required coursework and argued for the extension of her IPE from June 30, 2025, to December 31, 2026. The DOR responded that a one-year term is an appropriate period allowing for provision of service delivery and plan review, and that the term of IPE through June 30, 2025, was appropriate.

The Impartial Hearing Officer found that although DOR did not fail to permit appellant to complete her DOR education program, and properly denied a laptop equipment request, DOR nevertheless failed to authorize all required courses in the IPE. The testimony and documentation established that a series of writing courses should have been authorized, and that DOR’s refusal to approve a proposed management course without alternative violated its obligation to support the appellant’s progress toward her employment outcome. The appeal was partially granted, and DOR was ordered to promptly take all necessary steps to revise and finalize the appellant’s IPE to reflect the full scope of her approved vocational objective and required training. The DOR was ordered to extend the IPE completion date to December 31, 2026.

28.	SHN 105134374 (Greater East Bay District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Matsui
	Decision date: June 4, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7029.9, 7128, 7129, 7131, 7351, 7354, 7355

The appellant requested a fair hearing asserting that DOR had effectively denied him with the ability to develop his IPE within 90 days of his eligibility determination. The DOR responded that they had met with appellant to work on forming his IPE and address his concerns, and that appellant created a hostile environment that hindered effective communication. The DOR also claimed that appellant slammed his fist on the table at their meeting and that his attitude and speech were perceived as threatening.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the evidence showed appellant’s lack of collaboration with DOR representatives. The evidence demonstrated that the meetings became adversarial and that appellant used the fair hearing process as a threat to authorize his IPE as written. The appellant’s conduct was in violation of Title 9, section 7029.9, which mandates cooperation and full partnership as responsibilities of DOR clients. While section 7129 states that an IPE can be developed without assistance from DOR, this does not mean that DOR must approve an IPE that a consumer develops on their own. Collaboration and partnership are required under section 7029.9 to form a proper IPE, which serves as a contract between the DOR and the consumer. The evidence showed appellant used the fair hearing process to intimidate DOR to approve his IPE. The appeal was denied.

29.	SHN 105139406 (Redwood Empire District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: E. Ammann
	Decision Date: July 1, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7131, 7149, 7164, 7312, 7354, 7356 

In this case appellant requested a fair hearing to contest DOR’s February 12, 2025, and April 23, 2025, notices that it would be unable to move forward with the modification of appellant’s trailer into a food truck. The DOR representative testified that it was initially believed the trailer could be retrofitted without going through the bidding process. However, it was later learned that the bidding process was required. The representative stated that DOR set up a time and date for potential vendors to inspect the trailer and submit bids, and that bidding processes must be done in accordance with state regulations. The DOR representative testified that procurement of the project was impossible because not a single potential vendor placed a bid to retrofit the trailer during the competitive bidding process.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that while appellant questioned the truth of DOR’s position, appellant did not provide evidence to show that a bid from a licensed vendor had been submitted. Therefore, DOR correctly determined that it could not proceed forward with the procurement of modifying the trailer into a food truck. The facts presented showed that circumstances beyond DOR’s control caused DOR to be unable to provide service. A vendor cannot be ordered to participate in the bidding process, and DOR cannot authorize a service beyond its delegated purchasing authority. The appeal was denied.



30.	SHN 105140580 (Greater Los Angeles District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: T. Jensen
	Decision Date: July 22, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7130, 7149, 7310, 7311, 7351, 7354, 7356

The appellant, enrolled in college with the employment goal of zoologist, requested a fair hearing claiming that DOR did not allocate the correct number of tutoring hours to achieve his employment goal. The authorized representative for appellant argued that the agreed upon ratio of 1.5 tutoring hours per 1 hour of instruction was insufficient. The DOR responded that the tutoring calculation was consistent with the IPE, and that DOR complied with the agreement for 1.5 hours of tutoring per 1 hour of instruction for math or math-inclusive courses.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the evidence showed the parties did have an existing agreement for 1.5 hours of tutoring per 1 hour of instruction for math and math-inclusive courses. The evidence showed DOR authorized tutoring for Math Lab on April 2, 2025, thereby resolving the stated issue in the DR 107 appeal form. The evidence showed DOR correctly calculated the tutoring hours for math and math-inclusive courses. The DOR did not improperly delay services. The appeal was denied.

31.	SHN 105142613 (San Diego District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
	Decision Date: August 15, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7006, 7019, 7128, 7131, 7161, 7162, 7162.3, 7163.5, 7174 
	
The appellant requested a hearing demanding that DOR provide him with retroactive temporary housing and personal assistance for a housing search because he was unable to transfer his housing voucher near his school due to a lack of comparable benefits. The appellant argued for retroactive personal assistance in the transfer and moving process and retroactive reimbursement of transportation costs for vehicle insurance and registration from the original date of the IPE in 2023. The DOR responded that it had correctly denied the appellant’s requests pursuant to applicable regulations, the IPE, and scope of services.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant failed to meet his burden to prove any of the allegations made by him or on his behalf. There was no evidence to support the allegation that DOR incorrectly delayed or denied appellant requested payments or other services related to housing, transportation, or any other benefit to which he was entitled. The well-developed record showed that DOR provided appellant with services and all requested benefits in accordance with the IPE and applicable law. The appeal was denied.

32.	SHN 105147344 (Golden Gate Silicon Valley)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. McLain
	Decision Date: July 11, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7137, 7138, 7149, 7156, 7351, 7354, 7356

The appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR caused ongoing delays that prevented the development and approval of his IPE for the goal of gemologist. The DOR responded that the IPE goal had not been denied, but that additional information was needed to evaluate the labor market, job opportunities, and qualifications to ensure the IPE goal was feasible and attainable.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that DOR had not made any determination adverse to the appellant. Notwithstanding appellant’s grievances regarding the quality of services received from DOR, including delays, repeated requests for the same materials and miscommunication, there was no persuasive evidence of any action or inaction based upon the quality or timeliness of services provided in this case. Even though the IPE had not been developed within 90 days, the evidence showed that DOR had worked with appellant to develop an IPE and provided Plan Development Extensions in accordance with applicable regulations. The DOR’s requests made it clear that more information from appellant was required. The appeal was denied.

33.	SHN 105148820 (San Diego District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: A. Ohanganian
	Decision Date: July 8, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, sections 7029.9, 7128, 7130, 7131, 7197, 7311, 7351, 7354, 7536

The appellant claimed DOR improperly paid tuition to his law school, causing him to take out federal loans to meet tuition deadlines. The appellant argued that due to DOR’s improper payments, tuition payments should now go directly to him since his accepted loans already paid the tuition. In addition to a variety of other complaints regarding services, appellant argued that DOR should pay tuition in advance and reimburse interest accrued on student loans. The DOR responded that it had complied with the applicable regulations and IPE and reiterated that the timeliness of tuition payments depends on the invoice dates and the sooner the institution submits the invoices the sooner the payments are processed.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that DOR’s representative provided extensive information and supporting documentation establishing that DOR was not liable for the appellant’s loan or interest. The DOR had met its responsibilities in paying the law school the authorized amount and that DOR paid what was invoiced. Based on a preponderance of the evidence, the appellant had not met his burden to establish that DOR was obligated to reimburse appellant for his loans or interest accrued on student loans. A preponderance of the evidence did not show that any DOR action violated regulatory requirements or caused appellant to be denied a covered requested service. The appeal was denied.

34.	SHN 105148867 (Van Nuys District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: E. Ammann
	Decision Date: August 28, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7131, 7149, 7154, 7161, 7164, 7164.2, 7164.4, 7165, 7312, 7354, 7356

The appellant requested a fair hearing to contest DOR’s denial of a referral to the Mobility Evaluation Program and denial of the request for a modified van rental. At the hearing, DOR’s representative testified that Access Para Transit is the least costly mode of transportation means that meet appellant’s needs, that DOR can only authorize the least costly mode of transportation, and that renting an adapted van would not be cost efficient given the hours appellant works. The DOR also argued that appellant has a pattern of declining opportunities for more work hours. The DOR stated that even though appellant is on medical leave, she is still employed which means her current income must be used in the calculation of financial ability per the regulations.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that there was no evidence that appellant required attendant care services. The evidence did not establish that appellant had the financial ability to operate, maintain, and replace a modified van pursuant to the regulations. While the Impartial Hearing Officer understood appellant’s position, the evidence did not show that but for a lack of “reliable” transportation, appellant would work more hours at her place of employment. The evidence showed appellant’s place of employment did not reliably offer more hours, or if they had, appellant had not reliably accepted additional hours. Therefore, appellant did not meet the regulatory criteria, and DOR correctly denied the request for referral to the Mobility Evaluation Program. The appeal was denied.






35.	SHN 105154997 (Van Nuys District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: B. Fong
	Decision Date: July 24, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7029.9, 7128, 7154, 7311, 7351, 7354, 7355, 7356 

The appellant requested a fair hearing expressing overall dissatisfaction with DOR, including complaints that DOR had failed to provide adequate counseling services and employment assistance. The DOR responded that all reasonable efforts had been made to assist appellant, but it could not assist him if he refused to participate or cooperate.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that neither the Department nor the appellant submitted anything into the record regarding an action or inaction in violation of the governing regulations or a denial of services that the appellant received or that DOR failed to provide services as required by the DOR regulations. None of the communication issues resulted in or amounted to an action or inaction by DOR to deny the appellant’s request for services. There is no state hearing jurisdiction regarding grievances against DOR where a formal action relating to the receipt of services has not been taken. The appeal was denied.

36.	SHN 105158329 (Redwood Empire District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: I. Shad
	Decision Date: August 7, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7029.7, 7128, 7130, 7131, 7191, 7351 

The appellant requested a fair hearing objecting to DOR’s denial of his request for a DJI Mavic 3 Enterprise drone or thermal model of the same. The DOR responded that this was not authorized under the terms of the IPE, and under regulations the Department could not purchase tools or equipment for self-employment.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that DOR did not act unlawfully or incorrectly when it denied appellant’s request for a DJI Mavic 3 Enterprise drone or a comparable thermal model. The denial was consistent with the Rehabilitation Act, the California regulations implementing it, and the terms of the appellant’s IPE. The appellant did not meet his burden to prove that DOR’s decision violated any applicable statute or regulation governing vocational rehabilitation services. The appeal was denied.

37.	SHN 105166098 (Los Angeles South Bay)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Jamison
	Decision Date: August 18, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7128, 7131, 7137, 7138, 7354, 7356 

In this case appellant requested a fair hearing claiming DOR improperly denied services including training and school clothing and shoes, an E-Bike, opportunity to supplement his IPE, opportunity for self-employment and funding for a driver’s license. The DOR responded that it provided authorized services, had not denied the self-employment request and was gathering additional information. The E-Bike was denied because the Department is required to provide the least costly transportation, which in this case would be an EZ Disabled bus pass.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the preponderance of the evidence, including testimony by both parties, shows that DOR provided appellant requested services within its jurisdiction and for which appellant might be eligible and had made reasonable efforts to assist him in implementing the IPE. The evidence established that DOR had not denied appellant’s self-employment plan and had authorized an EZ Disabled bus pass for appellant to participate in training services, as the least costly mode to meet the special needs of the appellant. The DOR complied with applicable law and regulations. The appeal was denied.

38.	SHN 105166335 (San Diego District)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Colbert
	Decision Date: August 18, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7029.9, 7155, 7156, 7128, 7196, 7197, 7354, 7356 

The appellant requested a fair hearing after DOR denied his request to pay full tuition for his master’s program in Architecture at an out-of-state private university. The DOR offered to fund appellant’s post graduate work up to the UC tuition rate at the out-of-state private university, but appellant rejected this offer.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that appellant had not met his burden of showing that the out-of-state private university he was accepted to is the only school that could meet his educational goal of obtaining a master’s in architecture. The appellant was accepted to a master’s program at the public UC where he obtained his undergraduate degree. Therefore, DOR’s denial of payment of full tuition for the out-of-state private university was correct. The request to fully fund appellant’s master’s program at an out-of-state university when he had been accepted by a public UC was expressly prohibited by regulations. The appeal was denied.

39.	SHN 105169244 (Greater East Bay)
	Impartial Hearing Officer: D. Mazzi
	Decision Date: September 11, 2025
Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7029.9, 7128, 7131, 7128, 7310, 7311, 7354

The appellant requested a fair hearing alleging that DOR had failed to communicate with her, failed to provide goods and services and otherwise generally failed to provide her with assistance. The DOR responded that it had timely provided all goods and services under applicable regulations, and that appellant had failed to cooperate with her counselors.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that there was no evidence to support the allegation that DOR or any DOR vendor had incorrectly delayed or denied appellant any rehabilitation goods or services. Rather, the evidence showed that appellant had been provided with services, goods, and all requested benefits in accordance with her IPE and the applicable law. The DOR consistently made reasonable efforts to communicate with appellant and any lack of communication or failure to follow through on efforts to assist appellant were due to appellant rather than DOR. The appeal was denied.

40.    SHN 105169289 (San Diego District)
         Impartial Hearing Officer: E. Palomares
         Decision Date: August 15, 2025
Applicable Regulations & Law: Cal. Code of Regs. title 9, 7019, 7130, (Doe v. Department of Rehabilitation (2024) 103 Cal. App. 5th 1327.)

The appellant requested a fair hearing after DOR denied his request for maintenance services in the form of rental assistance. The DOR responded that appellant did not incur excess living costs due to attending law school and that any changes to appellant’s rent were due to external variables and not due to participation in DOR vocational rehabilitation services.

The Impartial Hearing Officer determined that the appellant’s move from one California city to a city out of state was not related to his receipt of vocational rehabilitation services with DOR. Since the appellant was attending a school close to home, he was not taking on new expenses. The appellant did not have a change in living expenses due to attending law school. Under these circumstances, the appellant did not have expenses that were more than his normal living expenses pursuant to the regulations. Moreover, he did not have any rental expenses at the time he made the request for rental assistance as he was in the eviction process and not paying rent. Even if the appellant was taking on an additional expense, it would be speculative to determine what the additional expense would be. The appeal was denied.

41.    SHN 105183977 (Northern Sierra District)
         Impartial Hearing Officer: L. Jamison
         Decision Date: September 30, 2025
         Applicable Regulations: Cal. Code of Regs. Title 9, 7029.9, 7128, 7131

In this case appellant requested a fair hearing regarding the closure of his case. The DOR responded that it acted in accordance with the regulations when it closed appellant’s case. The appellant was stable in his employment and had met the 90-day benchmark. 

At the hearing, the Impartial Hearing Officer determined that even though DOR improperly closed the appellant’s record six days early, appellant successfully continued employment for the remainder of the 90-day period. The appellant also continued to be employed at the date of the hearing. As such, the reopening of his record was moot. The evidence established that DOR had not denied a requested service. The DOR representative testified regarding the Department’s willingness to assist appellant if he wanted to open a new case. Since the evidence established that DOR had not taken an adverse action regarding a requested service, the state hearing request was denied for lack of jurisdiction.
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