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Meeting Location: Department of Rehabilitation, Room 401
721 Capitol Mall Sacramento, CA 95814

MEETING ATTENDEES
Barbara Moore, Chair
Andrew Kilpatrick, Member
Willie Shoemaker, Member
Anthony Cooper, Member
Ron Long, Member
Harry Begian, CVPC Chair
Denise Hudson-Mendoza, Member of the Public
Max Duarte, Member of the Public
Jerry Gann, Member of the Public
Zach Mundy, DOR Staff
David Burr, DOR Staff
Matt Kruse, DOR Staff
Stacy Cervenka, DOR Staff

MEETING SUMMARY

1. Welcome and Roll Call  
The Chair welcomed attendees and called the meeting to order.

1. Discussion of Section 7221 of the California Code of Regulations (CCRs).
· DOR has accepted CVPC’s recommendations for 5 of the 7 items relating to CCR Section 7221. 
· Subcommittee Members and DOR Staff discussed their points of disagreement over CCR Section 7221 (d) and (e). 
· Subcommittee Members and DOR Staff discussed whether Business Enterprise Consultants (BECs) should have the authority to reject the Monthly Operating Report (MOR) if it doesn’t comply with the instructions. 
· Subcommittee Members were concerned that BECs should not reject MORs simply because they disagree with how a vendor is running his business. For example, a vendor might need to hire more staff during busy periods or to train other staff members. This may increase the labor cost on an MOR. Subcommittee Members felt that BECs shouldn’t reject MORs simply because they disagree with a business decision on the part of the vendor.
· DOR Staff agreed that vendors should not reject MORs out of hand, simply because numbers may have increased or decreased. The BEC should always have a discussion with the vendor to inquire as to why numbers might be different during a given month. DOR Staff pointed out that there has not been an instance in recent memory where a BEC has rejected an MOR because the disagreed with a vendor’s business decision.
· DOR Staff agreed to remove the reference to “during the comparison of those numbers to similar facilities…” so no mention of “similar facilities” is included. This is because a business operating in the Bay Area may run very differently than a business operating in the Central Valley, with more regulations, higher rent, increased or decreased travel time between locations, etc.
· BECs don’t want to interfere with how vendors run their businesses, but they do want the ability to question vendors if there is extreme variance from one month to another. 
· Ms. Moore suggested adding language such as that “the BECs review and discuss with the vendor whether to accept or reject…”
· Mr. Kruse had no problem with adding language stating that a discussion needs to happen between the vendor and the BEC before a BEC can reject an MOR.
· DOR Staff and Subcommittee Members agreed to add language requiring a discussion between the BEC and the vendor if there are concerns about an MOR. DOR will add that language and then forward it back to the Subcommittee. This will be added to Section D.
· Mr. Mundy stated that this regulations package contains many wins for the vendor community. It would be a shame for the entire regulations package to be scrapped because of a few disagreements.
· The Chair polled the Subcommittee:
· Should we move the regulations package forward with the added language about BECs and vendors having a discussion about disagreements on MORs?
· Barbara Moore  Yes
· Andrew Kilpatrick Yes
· Willie Shoemaker No
· Anthony Cooper Yes
· Ron Long No
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