ATTACHMENT 4.2(c) 
Summary of Input and Recommendations of the State Rehabilitation Council; Response of the Designated State Unit; and Explanations for Rejection of Input or Recommendations

The State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) meets five (5) times per year, and has two committees.  The Internal Affairs Committee is responsible for developing the input and recommendations contained in this attachment and then reporting out to the full Council.  The Internal Affairs Committee, during two meetings, reviewed their recommendations from the previous State Plan and their recommendations that were reported in the minutes of their meetings during the year to  formulate these recommendations.  The final list of recommendations was reported to the full Council at their May, 2008 meeting, and the full Council voted to accept these recommendations.  While the Committee and Council annually receive, and are briefed on, the vocational rehabilitation consumer satisfaction survey, the Council did not have any recommendations regarding the administration or results of this survey this past year. The agency’s response to the SRC recommendations are in italics below. 
SRC Suggestion:  Continue to work to expand outreach to, and meet needs of, people with disabilities who have limited English proficiency (LEP) by addressing recruitment, training, and interpreter/translation services to ensure ability to access VR services. 
DRS Response:  A team of DRS employees who are involved in our Skills for Leadership Program have developed a recommended plan for more effective outreach to individuals with LEP and a plan for training vocational rehabilitation staff on effectively serving this population.   The recommendations of this Leadership Skills team will be reviewed for possible implementation.    DRS will be adding a statement to its employee recruitment advertisements that encourages bi-lingual applicants to apply and is looking to send employee recruitment announcements to colleges in areas of the country that most likely would have bi-lingual students. 
SRC Suggestion:  The SRC supports the agency’s plans to improve transition services by    collaborating with other agencies serving youth who are hard to serve (juvenile justice, high school drop outs, foster care and limited English proficiency) and should examine open stalled cases and cases closed unsuccessfully (in Status 28) to determine if they could qualify for additional transition services in the schools or from DRS. 

DRS Response:  DRS concurs with the need to focus on transition services to youth who are hard to serve.  Two years ago, DRS entered into an agreement with the Department of Juvenile Justice Services (DJJ) to place a VR counselor at the Culpeper Correctional Center.  The counselor position is funded by DJJ and  provides VR services to wards of the Center who are preparing to leave the Center.  This position also may be used to help develop a coordinated approach to serving youth in other correctional centers in the Commonwealth.  DRS also will examine other collaborations regarding youth who have dropped out of high school and will continue with its efforts at WWRC to address this population.  The efforts described above regarding consumers with limited English proficiency also will apply to students in transition. 

DRS’ Education Services Manager has been meeting with counselors who serve students in transition to discuss why students leave the VR system and strategies to decrease the number of “stalled” and unsuccessful closures.  Specifically, DRS has reviewed the rehabilitation rate of students in transition.  The rehabilitation rate is the percentage of VR consumers who achieve their employment goals and work satisfactorily for at least 90 days upon completion of their program.  The six year (2000-2005) average rehabilitation for students in transition was 49.5%.  This rose to 57.6% in 2006 and 59.5% in 2007. DRS will continue to track this measure. 
As a part of its case audit system, DRS reviews a sample of transition cases to determine the timeliness and effectiveness of services.  This would include cases that closed unsuccessfully.  DRS has not observed any major differences between transition cases and non-transition cases that are unsuccessfully closed.  Often, unsuccessful closures occur because DRS can no longer locate the consumer; either the consumer loses interest in services or no longer needs services.        

SRC Suggestion:  Continue to provide a broader dissemination of information regarding the role and initiatives of the SRC and the benefits of the VR program to stakeholders and policy makers.

DRS Response: This past year, the SRC developed an outstanding Annual Report, which provided information on the role and initiatives of the SRC, and again highlighted employers who were recognized by DRS for “championing” the employment of people with disabilities and VR consumers who reached successful employment outcomes.   This report is being widely disseminated to stakeholders and State policy makers.  DRS looks forward to working with the SRC on the development of their 2008 Annual Report to ensure that it is a quality product that effectively demonstrates the positive impact of VR services.  In addition, the agency will continue to facilitate other efforts of the SRC to inform the Governor and members of the General Assembly about the role of the SRC and the benefits of the VR program.  DRS also will work with the SRC to further inform the public and policy makers of the role and initiatives of the SRC.  
SRC Suggestion:  The SRC has been apprised and consulted with regarding the agency’s need to remain in order of selection in FY 2009.  The SRC supports the agency’s plan to work towards once again being able to serve all eligible individuals with disabilities.  
DRS Response:  DRS recognizes the difficulties that order of selection has caused consumers who cannot be served due to insufficient fiscal resources.  Effective April 1, 2007, DRS closed all categories except Category I (individuals with most significant disabilities).  As of June 1, 2008, there were 855 consumers on the waiting list for services.  In spite of the numerous efforts to conserve VR funds and a $500,000 appropriation from the General Assembly for 2008, DRS anticipates  that only Category I will remain open in Federal Fiscal Year 2009.  
SRC Suggestion:  Policy maker and stakeholder support for the VR program possibly could be strengthened if DRS could illustrate the return on investment of the program in assisting people with disabilities in becoming employed.  DRS should investigate and publish the return on investment for Virginians with disabilities who become employed after receiving VR services. 

DRS Response: DRS continues to work with Dr. David Dean, Director of the Bureau of Disability Economics Research (BDER) at the University of Richmond, to investigate return on investment (ROI) of the VR program.  Dr. Dean and his colleague Dr. Robert Schmidt, co-director of the BDER, are currently seeking research grant funding from the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research to develop methodologically sound and administratively feasible ROI measures for the VR program.  While national data and data from other states suggest that the VR program is cost-beneficial in terms of the return in tax dollars and reduction in use of public benefits, existing methods for assessing ROI have significant limitations.

Two faculty members in the Department of Economics at the University of Virginia, Drs. John Pepper and Steven Stern, are joining Dr. Dean’s team through an MOU with DRS to develop methodologically sound ROI processes.  DRS staff will be meeting with this enhanced team to develop action steps to implement an ROI plan.  We look forward to working with Drs. Dean, Schmidt, Pepper, and Stern to develop sound models of participant and taxpayer ROI, as well as long-term impact measures for Virginia’s VR program.
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