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CALIFORNIA VENDORS POLICY COMMITTEE

Meeting Minutes

Meeting commenced at 9:00 am, Wednesday, March 11, 2010. 

Location: 1350 Front Street, San Diego, California

A. INTRODUCTION/CELL PHONE CHECK

Chair Harmon convened the meeting at 9:00am by greeting those in attendance and requesting that all cell phones be turned off during the meeting.  

B. ROLL CALL

Chair Harmon began the meeting by taking a roll call of attendees.

The meeting was in compliance with November 1995 Motion 95.212 disclosure requirements for delegates.  There were eight (8) delegates in attendance, which satisfied the requirements of a quorum.

Delegates in Attendance:  

	District
	Delegate
	Location

	District 1
	Tom Linker
	Defense Language Inst. Monterey

	District 2
	Paul Patche
	Gold Run Roadside Area  

	District 3
	Andy Brown
	Westley Roadside Rest

	District 4
	Willie Shoemaker
	Fresno City Hall

	District 5
	Sandy Balani
	US Courthouse-LA


	District 6
	Gloria Blanco
	Van Nuys Municipal Court

	District 7
	Max Duarte
	CIM-Chino

	District 8
	Roy Harmon
	Aliso Creek-North Roadside Rest 


C. INTRODUCTION OF STAFF AND GUESTS

Deb Meyer, Program Manager, BEP 
Charles Nunn - CVPC Acting Executive Secretary

Guests and BEP Vendors:

Richard Herndon, BEP Vendor

Ron Long - BEP Vendor

David Hanlon-BEP Vendor

Ken Croxton- BEP Vendor

Ezell Carroll- BEP Vendor

Francisco Flores- BEP Vendor

Jeanna Hanlon- BEP Vendor (Retired)

Hazel Harmon- Volunteer

Note: Visiting vendors only attended the first day of the conference except for David Hanlon.

D. MINUTES
Some delegates noted their dissatisfaction with the fact that recordings were not made of the last two meetings but the Board  ultimately decided to consider the presented written minutes of the last three meetings for action. 

Motion 2010.2. Approve the August 19, 2009 minutes as presented.

Moved: 

District 4

Second: 

District 7

Vote:

Unanimous

Motion carried.

Motion 2010.3. Approve the November 12, 2009 minutes as presented.

Moved:

District 2

Second:

District 3

Vote:

District 1 No

District 5 Aye




District 2 Aye

District 6 Aye




District 3 Aye

District 7 Aye




District 4 Aye

District 8 Chair 

Motion Carried.

Motion 2010.4. Approve the January 14, 2010 minutes as presented.

Moved: 

District 4

Second:

District 2

Vote:


District 1 No

District 5 Aye




District 2 Aye

District 6 Aye




District 3 Aye

District 7 Aye




District 4 Aye

District 8 Chair

Motion Carried.

District 1 noted that his objection was not necessarily against the minutes as presented but to record his dissatisfaction with the fact that there was no recording of these minutes. 

E. NEW DELEGATE TRAINING AND ORIENTATION



The Acting Executive Secretary, under the direction of the Executive Committee, presented an orientation for new delegates to assist them in performing their duties as delegates and as sub committee chairs.  The outline used to make this presentation is attached as Exhibit A to these minutes. Other than that outline, subjects discussed included:

1. Roberts Rules of Order

2. Quorum Requirements- For full Board, five members required.

3. Sub Committee Involvement by Board members. No more than three can be voting, although others can participate by visiting these sub committee meetings. 

F. EXECUTIVE OFFICERS’ REPORT

1. Report of the Chair- Delegate Roy Harmon

Active Participation Document- The contents were read to the delegates as required by the document. Copies of the signed document were distributed to the delegates. The delegates questions and comments were interspersed as the document was read. 

The Chair noted that the reports had not been forwarded consistent with the agreement. The Program Manager stated she had sent them to the Acting Executive Secretary but it was determined that there were only two reports forwarded and those had been sent to the delegates. A third was distributed to the delegates by the Program Manager during the meeting. 

The Vice Chair noted that all agenda items, including those from BEP should be on the agenda 10 days in advance of the meeting. The Vice Chair also stated the same process should be followed for sub committee meetings. It was noted that this only applied to the regular CVPC meetings but after much discussion, it was agreed that the document addressed this as well as requiring the Program Manager’s designee to be able to respond to questions from sub committee members when acting in her behalf but the Vice Chair stated that was often not the case, using the most recent QLDC meeting as an example.  

District 4 stated that he liked the document and thought it was a good move in the right direction. He said that the document recognized the need for good communications by both BEP and CVPC. District 7 stated it is writing, we can evoke it when necessary and the time frames for pushing issues to the Deputy Director and the Director were very acceptable. 

There was some discussion as to whether this was a part of the administrative process and if it needed to be followed before a full evidentiary hearing could be held. The Vice Chair was of the opinion that a vendor could go straight to a full hearing while the Program Manager explained the administrative process should be followed first. She was going to look into this matter. 

The Executive Secretary raised the question as to whether a formal motion was necessary by the delegates to adopted this document but it was agreed that the delegates had given the Chair authority to enter into this agreement at the  last CVPC meeting. 

Nominee Agency- Chair Harmon noted that he would like to research the possibilities of pursuing a nominee agency or a partial nominee agency for the blind vendor program by appointing an ad hoc committee. There was some interest in assigning this to the Fiscal Sub Committee but the Chair of the Sub Committee declined to lead this initiative. Chair Harmon noted that having a nominee agency has been tried in other states with varying degrees of success. Presently, only Wisconsin has a fully active nominee agency.  Tennessee and Georgia have partial nominee agencies currently. District 7 noted that nominee agencies have been tried unsuccessfully in a number of other states. 

Chair Harmon explained that having a nominee agency would reduce the control of DOR over the program and could raise questions as to how the program would be funded. He also noted that this could increase vendor fees paid into the set aside fund and that the effects could be both positive and negative. 

District 1 pointed out that this had been evaluated by a State Senate  Committee several years ago chaired by Senator Henry Mello and that committee had decided it would not work. 

District 5 also noted there may be some effect on the ability to purchase equipment and repair of equipment.

The Program Manager suggested that one advantage to be considered, is that if the nominee agency is a privately held company, they could pursue fund raising for the program, something DOR cannot do. 

The status of the nominee agencies in Georgia and Illinois was discussed. Georgia appears satisfied with that arrangement but Illinois has had some difficulties due to a lack of state law. They are attempting to pass a law that would resolve these problems. The Program Manager commented that Illinois only has federal sites. 

Delegate Gloria Blanco, District 6, was appointed by Chair Harmon to lead the ad hoc sub committee. Delegate Andy Brown and Ron Long, Vendor, were also appointed to serve on the ad hoc committee. 

Report on the Blind Advisory Council- Chair Harmon represented the CVPC at the BAC meeting on March. A copy of his letter to the Director following that meeting is attached as Exhibit B. He noted that the BAC is confronted with the same issues on getting meetings recorded and transcribed and that, together, there is a better opportunity to raise the level of concern with the DOR. 

2. Report of the Vice Chair- Delegate Tom Linker

Vice Chair Linker commented on the ongoing Executive Committee meetings with the Program Manager and also asked the Chair to add his observations about the meetings. The Chair stated he believed that the Director’s specific request that the Executive Committee meet regularly with the Program Manager to improve communications with CVPC had been very influential in making the meetings productive. The Chair noted that he thought good progress had been made. 

Vice Chair Linker mentioned that the Executive Committee had been able to bring up individual vendor communication issues with BEP during these meetings. He also informed the delegates that they should advise vendors, should they want to raise an issue, to put their issues or concerns in writing to the CVPC so that the problem(s) are clearly identified and can be addressed appropriately. The Chair commented that vendors who ask the Executive Committee to make inquiries about their issues must give authority to the committee members to use their name in the Executive Committee discussions with the BEP. Brining matters to the Executive Committee does not constitute a grievance but an informal process to attempt to resolve communications between the vendor and BEP.

The issue regarding a vendor who has experienced difficulties with GSA  was discussed. It was the vendor’s understanding that the DOR Director would write to a congressional representative regarding the problems. The matter was ultimately reported in Executive Committee minutes causing the Director to correct this understanding.  He stated in an email that this would be a decision of the agency as to whether a letter would go to a elected representative in the US Congress.

3. Report of the Secretary-Treasurer- Delegate Andy Brown 

Treasurer’s Report- The Treasurer’s Report was read to the delegates. The current balance in the Vendors Conference Fund is $20,900.25.  The Treasurer’s Report is attached as Exhibit C.

Training Conference for 2010- The Secretary-Treasurer has been assigned the responsibility for organizing the training conference by Chair Harmon. The Program Manager stated that she was considering having three separate training conferences, San Diego, Los Angeles, and Sacramento. She noted that she wanted to try this approach to see if it would enable more vendors to attend. There was a discussion as to whether this would be more effective. Concerns were raised that the historic method of having one training conference annually allowed vendors to have a camaraderie that might be hard to achieve if three conferences were held. It was also noted that the most recent educational conference was one of the most attended meetings in recent years. The Program Manager reminded the delegates that she was charged with providing training and not to provide a social setting for the vendors.

The conferences in the past have also been fruitful in getting vendors to participate in activities that help raise funds for the CVPC vendors fund, allowing the organization to enjoy a certain amount of funding for special speakers and other activities. 

Vendor Hanlon also noted that having a larger conference allows the state to negotiate better rates at the hotels where the conferences are held, something that could be more difficult in smaller settings. He observed that one conference also minimizes the cost of guest speakers and the difficulty of scheduling speakers for these meetings. 

4. Recording Secretary Contract

The Executive Committee reported some shift in the DOR position on funding a recording secretary contract. The Deputy Director, Tony Candela,  of Specialized Services has sent out an email asking for ideas on how this can best be resolved. BAC is also having similar problems in getting transcripts of their meetings.

Motion2010.5. Moved that justification for entering into a contract with a recording secretary for CVPC meetings be forwarded to the Department of Rehabilitation Director asking for immediate reconsideration of the previous DOR decision to eliminate the recording secretary contract.

Moved:

District 3

Second:

District 1

Vote:


Unanimous

Motion Carried.

G. REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

The Acting Executive Secretary reported that he had contacted DOR Business Services regarding acquiring an 800 number for use in disseminating information to vendors in a timely and comprehensive way. The staff member is presently looking into the matter. It would be based in the CVPC office. Another alternative, the National Federation for the Blind telephone system can also be evaluated as it presently does not address the needs of the vendors. Information is late and hard to access.  

The secretary also reported on a recent email from a vendor, Bob Ringwald, who expressed concern over the prospect that California will start issuing IOU’s in April. His concern was that contractors may not continue to repair equipment for vendors if they cannot get paid on a timely basis. He stated that his current repair person has alleged that BEP owes him a couple of thousand dollars and it takes 60 days for an invoice to be paid. 

Mr. Ringwald suggested CVPC send a letter to the Governor regarding this situation, particularly as our fund is separate from the State General Fund. 

The Program Manager provided some time frames for the usual processing of invoices, which included 15 days to process the bill to the State Controller, then the 

SCO may take up to 45 days to issue payment. She commented that this is not an uncommon practice within the state system. 

Vendor David Hanlon reported his equipment repairs are slow. Ken Croxton, another vendor, noted his salad bar had been down for three months. District 7 asked about emergency contracts and, also, how someone could apply to be a contractor. 

The Program Manager informed CVPC that vendors whose equipment is not repaired in a month should contact BEP. If you haven’t got this issue solved within the next two weeks, contact the Assistant Program Manager. 

District 7 commented that he had developed a form that help provide documentation on his efforts to get equipment repaired. District 7 was asked to share his form with the other delegates.

Repair contracts expire in June and the Program Manger stated that BEP was working to ensure that new contracts will be in place when the old ones expire.  

H. ADMINISTRATION ACTIONS

Response by DOR to Past Motions of Previous CVPC Meetings

August 2009 Motion 2008.067. Move that the Department provide the attached reports, which are requested by the Fiscal and QLDC Sub Committees, in a time specified in the attached list.  In accordance with the active participation document process, upon receiving approval from the Department, a list identifying these reports will be permanently included in the document. 

Response:  Will review the reports and send all required.

Discussion: 

BEP is currently providing some financial information that includes the Average Income for Locations, Missing MORs, Outstanding Invoices and Vending Machine Commissions Collected. It was noted this motion was generated in part, to the expressed desire of the former Deputy Director, Tony Candela, to give CVPC any reports they required. District 4 noted that the reports are not dated and it is not easy to tell what time frames they cover. 

The Program Manager raised the issue if all the reports requested by CVPC previously were essential. The Secretary Treasurer volunteered to meet with staff and review each report to determine if the information in each report was necessary to submit to CVPC.

The second report is titled “VFTF (Vendor Trust Fund) Operation for FY 09/10”. This contained Income for current year, non-matchable expenses, adjusted income, Reserve of Matched Funds, Non Contract and Contracted Services expenses, Management Fees for the insurance plans, Total Matched Expenditures, and carry forward funds.

The report on vendors is attached as Exhibit D.

August 2009 MOTION 2008.066. Move that CVPC accept the recommendation put forward by QLDC and forward it to the Department. QLDC recommends to CVPC that the current interim vendor at the East End BEP facility remains in place long enough to have a complete audit done of the facility. Since the building seems happy with the service the current vendor provides and gross sales are high, we believe the reason for the very low fee that is being paid may be found in an audit. Without this audit, QLDC does not have enough information to make any other recommendation at this time. 

Response: No response. 

Discussion: 

The status of the East End is not clear. There are questions about the liquor license, the vendor selection status, the audit that was requested, and other matters that were not explained. The Executive Committee will pursue this with BEP.

November 2009 MOTION 2008.071: The Business Enterprise Program contract with the California United States Postal Service contract has been under consideration by the Department of Rehabilitation for approximately two years. The CVPC respectfully requests that the Department meet its fiduciary responsibilities without further delay and avoid further losses to the Vending Machine Commission Fund by signing the contract and notifying all licensed vendors within 30 days of receipt of this motion.

Response: The contract has not been completed, however, it will be sent to Legal by the end of the month for review. 

Discussion: 

Several delegates asked what CVPC could do to accelerate the approval of this contract. It was noted that there are several states who have contracts now. Apparently, some have clauses where a small percentage is retained by the Post Office for employee social events. District 1 and District 4 stated if this is a problem between the Post Office and DOR, CVPC could write DOR and let them know that they would not object if this was necessary to reach an agreement with the Post Office. Vendors have reviewed the Texas contract that contains this clause. CVPC was generally in agreement that a similar approach could help expedite the California contract. he thought the vendors would immediately agree with this if it resulted in a going forward with the contract and recommended CVPC write to DOR stating their concurrence with this if it would expedite getting a contract signed. It was agreed that the Executive Committee would send a letter to the Director stating CVPC’s approval of such a clause in the contract if that would move the process.

November 2010 MOTION 2008.072: It is moved that, consistent with the Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 19630 (g)(1), the CVPC respectfully requests that the Department of Rehabilitation encumber 10% of the vending machine commissions collected from machines located on state properties for the year 2008-09, to be available for use by CVPC in retaining professional services. 

Response: DOR will determine the amount of commissions received by state vending machines and place 10% into the professional services account. 

Discussion: 

The Program Manager has reported that specific staff have been assigned to analyze the commissions to identify those collected from state facilities. While progress has been made, she was unable to provide an estimated date when this would be available. She stated that the CVPC has reserved $10,000 last year and that had not been used it is still available. The Program Manager estimated that there will be another $44,000 from this motion, making a total of approximately $54,000 available for professional services. The Chair of CVPC stated that the federal funds could also be used for this purpose and he would look for legal authority.

It was not clear as to where these reserved funds are retained in the DOR accounting records and Vendor David Hanlon suggested a regular meeting between the authorized CVPC representative, the Fiscal Sub Committee and DOR to ensure as to the availability of the funds. 

The question was raised as to how CVPC could utilize these funds and the Program Manager stated that CVPC should just present the invoice from the provider of professional services, approve it and forward it to her.   

David Hanlon suggested that the Fiscal Sub Committee meet with BEP regarding the accounting for these commissions. 

I. DEPARTMENT REPORTS

1.  Program Managers Report-Deb Meyer

Financial Reports- The Program Manager presented the reports discussed under August 2009 Motion 2008.067 above and asked for suggestions on the type of information needed by CVPC. District 4 questioned the need for a 10% reserve in the VTFT.  These reports are contained in Exhibit D.

District 1 requested that all vendors receive notice when staff leaves or new staff is hired so that it will help vendors know who to contact. He also said it would helpful for CVPC to know when vendors enter or leave the program. 

Questions were raised about the decline in vendor commissions reflected in the report. The reason for this is not clearly understood but the Program Manager said she is optimistic with the increased focus on collections, that there would be a steady upward trend in collections.

District 3 asked about beginning balances in the fund since it starts with a zero balance and then adds yearly transactions. District 4 noted that there should be a beginning balance, particularly, since each year showed a reserve. This was not explained clearly and represents a area of continued interest by the CVPC.
Questions were asked as to the number of actual vendors there were. The Program Manager indicated that there are 129 licensed vendors.  Of these, 114 are actively operating a BEP location. BEP stated they have 141 sites, some which are interim. This does not include graduating trainees presently in class.  It does not account for retirees, terminations and suspensions. 

District 4 also inquired about the possibility of having the figures from the VFTF for the past year as well as the current year so comparisons could be made and trends identified.

Grievances- The Program Manager reported that a recent grievance filed by a vendor over the selection of vendors for the Marine Corp contract was denied by an administrative law judge through the administrative process.

She also reported that a settlement agreement has been reached with another vendor over an obligation of $30,000 due BEP. The vendor has paid approximately 30% of the amount due through a payment plan. She stated the vendor would be allowed to retrain and then become eligible for another site when the account has been paid off. 

Budget Predictions- The Program Manager indicated that she does not expect to have any staff reductions during the next fiscal year unless there is a change in the current DOR budget plans. She noted that she has 27 staff currently and that BEP has lost 15 positions since 2002.  She is optimistic that BEP will be able to hire a Quality Location Developer for Southern California shortly, relieving the current staff member of state wide responsibilities. 

Expenditures- Ms. Meyer commented that the expenditures for the BEP budget were “on track” and added her staff is working to ensure that new equipment repair contracts are in place for July 2010. The Program Manager also commented that some current accounting numbers are difficult to get as Accounting has a substantial backlog. District 4 voiced his concern as to whether the 10% reserve noted in the financial  reports was necessary and asked for an explanation of how it was used. 

The Acting Executive Secretary speculated that this could be a reserve required by the Department of Finance as it does for all special funds.

Use of Stimulus Funding- The Program Manager noted that the Boron and Camp Roberts site development had been affected due to a procedural issue between two state agencies and the process needed to forward stimulus money between the two. 

She could not verify that equipment had been ordered for LAX. She stated that if all goes well, vending machines could be ordered and received within six weeks.

There was a question from the CVPC Chair about the San Ysidro border vending machines. The Chair voiced his opinion that the low volume at this location raised the question of whether new vending machines were practical and stimulus money might be better used at another location.  

Current stimulus money should be used by September 30, 2011. The Program Manager stated there may be another opportunity to acquire more stimulus funding. She indicated that the request must be submitted by April 22nd. 

Note: The meeting was adjourned for the day, to be continued on the following day, Wednesday, March 11th. 

Note: Meeting reconvened at the Holiday Inn on the Bay on March 12th at 9:00am

Guests on March 12th.

Ezel Carroll- Vendor 

David Hanlon- Vendor 

Jeanna Hanlon- Retired Vendor 

2. Status of Hiring Executive Secretary 

The Program Manager reported that the screening panel had been created, including five vendors, one BEP staff member and one person from DOR Personnel.  She indicated that the BEP member would not vote. She stated there were five applications. A date for the review of the applications and the interviews has not been set but Ms. Meyer thought it might occur within the next couple of weeks.

Delegates again questioned the need for DOR participation since they would have reviewed all applications. It was noted that DOR did not participate during the hiring of the first two Executive Secretary and both were excellent choices, based on their later performances. 

This discussion also included comments about  the availability of the current acting secretary and the time he has left that he can work. The secretary indicated that he thought that he could spread his remaining time out from March through May at about half time but  that it would run out before June, then it could resume on July 1st with a new fiscal year.  

The discussion about retired annuitants caused the Chair, Delegate Harmon to raise the question as to whether this process could be used to engage a recording secretary, thereby, negating the need for a contract. Generally, it was considered to be best to pursue the contract but the idea of a retired annuitant was also something that the Executive Committee will consider. 

The Chair asked about transition time if a new Executive Secretary was appointed. The Acting Executive Secretary indicated that the time allocated to this would be up to DOR. 

3. Special Report on Proposed BEP Information System

The Program Manager informed the delegates that she is involved in developing an electronic management system that should provide more timely and more accurate information. It enhances BEP’s ability to analyze data. It allows web access to Profit and Loss Statements and may allow vendors to file MORs and pay fees online. The Program Manager indicated that vendors who do not have computers may be furnished one to enable them to use this system.  Stimulus money is the source of funding for this project. Training funds will come from the same source. 

The Program Manager said many of the processes used currently by BOE would be incorporated into this new system and could reduce processing fees. The funding would have to be secured before December, 2011.

4. Legislation/Regulations

The Program Manager stated that RSA had returned both packages of the proposed new BEP regulations. She stated that Legal is reviewing their comments. District 1 stated that he had asked Legal for the status of the regulations but had not received a response. He asked if CVPC could receive a copy of the regulations as submitted to RSA and asked about potential changes since it has been a couple of years since they were first drafted. District 1 was advised that if CVPC wanted changes, it would require the regulations to go back through review by OAL, extending the process. 

It was noted that Renee Rutledge is the new commissioner of RSA. Ms. Rutledge is known to be supportive of the BEP program.  

J. COMMITTEE REPORTS

1. Benefits Sub Committee-Delegate Max Duarte

Liability Insurance- Delegate Duarte reported that the Benefits Committee had met. Vendors currently pay the same amount for liability insurance, which is $16.38 monthly. Of this, $7.88 goes into the deductible fund. The balance pays for liability insurance. The deductible is available for two purposes. It will compensate vendors for any losses that exceed $1,000 up to $5,000. The vendor pays for the first $1,000. The deductible also pays for the first $10,000 on any liability claims. The vendor pays nothing. The insurance policy pays everything over $10,000 up to $1 million on each incident. 

It was discussed that this insurance does not cover loss of equipment. The equipment is the State’s and they are self insured. 

Delegate Duarte also stated that he has asked ORIM to provide rates for each type of vending facility rather than a single rate. This would probably result in an increase rates for cafeterias and decrease vending machine facility rates. District 5 questioned that this would create real hardships for cafeterias and snack bars which already have limited profit margins.  

The possibility of getting refunds back when liability insurance rating is good but that may be a remote possibility. 

The Program Manager raised some question about ORIM’s efforts to secure competitive bids in the past. 

Delegate Duarte raised the question about each vendor securing his or her own insurance but it was noted that the State had taken this over to ensure that vendors had the policy in place. 

The Acting Executive Secretary cautioned that the sub committee should carefully frame the questions they want a response from ORIM.

District 1 raised the possibility that CVPC should look into a broker that could carry all insurance plus the retirement program. His feeling is that the rates may be much better if these were grouped with one broker.   

District 3 suggested that consideration be given to paying the insurance into the retirement fund, then payments made for insurance from the retirement fund. Presently it is paid from the trust fund, which is believed to be illegal.  

District 3 questioned the vending machine commissions and reminded the Program Manager that she had stated previously that vending commissions were going to increase due to the added focus by new staff on private operators.

District 4 also wanted to know if vending machine commissions that are to be paid to vendors are included as many vendors have not received their commissions recently. Those commissions that are to be distributed to vendors are not included in balances reported by BEP. 

Much of the Benefits meeting overlapped with the Fiscal Committee. Please refer to that report later in these minutes for additional information.

2. Grievance Sub Committee- Executive Committee

The Executive Committee acting as the grievance sub committee reported that one grievance had been heard and a decision published at the full evidentiary hearing; there is one potential pending grievance but this may not be forwarded as the vendor is working with the Vice Chair to reach agreement with BEP.

There is also the potential for a grievance from District 3 concerning the election but this dispute is an issue for DOR rather than CVPC since DOR conducted the election. To date, it is not known if a grievance will be or has been filed.

There are two other vendors who have asked for assistance from the Executive Committee, including one who does not have a current location. The Executive Committee stressed that vendor requests for help must be in writing to avoid confusion and misunderstandings as to the issues.

The regulations require DOR to provide grievance training and the Executive Committee asked the Program Manager to request this from the Legal Office. A response came back asking for alternate dates. No dates have been provided but the Executive Committee is considering asking for training at the next full CVPC meeting so all delegates can receive the training. 

The Executive Committee members stressed that time frames must be observed if a grievance is to be filed. District 1 stated that the 15 day limitation can be overruled since it is often unclear as to how it can be applied. 

3. Fiscal Sub Committee-Delegate Willie Shoemaker

Much of the discussion at the Fiscal Sub Committee overlapped with the Benefits Sub Committee.

The report of the Fiscal Sub Committee is attached as Exhibit E. That report was read to the delegates. Please refer to that exhibit for that information.  

Delegate Shoemaker raised the question as to how many vendors are there that are insured and pay into Worker’s Compensation. He understood we paid for liability and worker’s compensation for 97 vendors. The Program Manager uses 114. This does not include DOD vendors. It was not clear whether this includes interim vendors. Thre is a question as to whether it is by location or by vendor. He also inquired as to how ORIM obtained the number of vendors. There was a further question as to whether this number includes interim vendors who do not have a permanent facility. 

He also questioned as to how administrative fees are determined. 

It was noted that an actuarial study was last performed in October 2004. Creditable studies are difficult when the number in the base is so small. 

Delegate Shoemaker also wanted to know how much is in the deductible fund and how much is needed. He believes that the Worker’s Comp Plan contains excessive funds since it has been established that a base of $2 million is sufficient and anything over that could be put to better use.

Delegate Shoemaker also stated that numbers fiven to CVPC by BEP would be much more useful if prior years figures could also be included so a comparison could be made as to the trends in the figures could be evaluated. 

Delegate Shoemaker asked for approval by the board to amend his original motion concerning the transfer of funds, adding a non-material change. This request was allowed. The amended motion brought to the floor by Delegate Shoemaker was as follows:

Motion 2010.06. Moved that DOR transfer $1 million from the Blind Vendors Worker’s Compensation Fund to the Set Aside Fund immediately. The disbursement and designation for these funds to be by a majority vote of the CVPC. This motion is a result of a lengthy discussion with the representative from the Office of Risk Insurance Management.  

Implementing this motion will not place the Worker’s Comp Fund in jeopardy due to the excess funds previously deposited and, with the additional FFP that it will qualify for, it will allow badly needed funds to be available for the purchase of vending machines and equipment.


Discussion: 

District 3 expressed concern over the accountability of the funds and raised the concern that once funds are moved, they could be used at the discretion of DOR without regard to this motion. There was general agreement that the funds could be used through the QLDC similar to stimulus fund planning. Delegate Shoemaker stated what he was pursuing was to make the funds available so they could be used similar to the stimulus money. Funds could be allocated to new facilities, new equipment for existing facilities and also for refurbishing existing facilities, depending on the need as determined by QLDC and BEP jointlxxxy. 

The Program Manager noted that this was not money that could be easily transferred and used, noting that it would probably have to be returned to vendors, either as a refund or reduced premiums. District 1 agreed with the Program Manager’s comments although he added that he thought the motion had a good intent.  Delegate Shoemaker, again, asked that the motion be brought to a vote.

Moved:
District 4

Second:
District 2

Vote: 
Unanimous. 

Motion Carried.

4. Rules Sub Committee- Delegate Tom Linker

The report of the Rules Sub Committee for a motion from a retired vendor is attached as Exhibit F. 

Delegate Linker noted that he had conducted two meetings by the Rules Committee. He noted that most concerns of the Rules Committee had been suspended by D)R pending the resolution of the Marine Contract. The Acting Executive Secretary summarized that report at the request of the Sub Committee Chair. 

Active participation, DOD regulations, selection committee process, selection of teaming partners, are all items discussed. The MORs for military bases is also suspended. The former Deputy Director, Tony Candela, had led the effort to deal with the military regulations. 

The Program Manager has reported that her staff was working on the separation of state vending commissions from the federal commissions so the professional fees can be identified and the funds can be reserved for this process.

Again, it was noted by District 3 that the funds reserved in the past was $10,000 rather than 10%. Delegate Linker noted that the Program Manager estimated the amount would be approximately $44,000 for 2008-09.

Delegate Linker brought up the proposed motion from retired vendor, John Friesen, who had submitted it for the January CVPC meeting but it was tabled due to the press of time at the initial meeting of the newly elected board. Delegate Linker stated that the Rules Committee had entered into a discussion with Mr. Friesen and informed the CVPC that Mr. Friesen was receptive to working with the Rules Committee to evaluate his recommendation and work toward another alternative for presenting this to the CVPC. It was suggested that it be in the form of a resolution that the CVPC could consider in addressing Mr. Friesen’s concerns. Members of the Rules Committee will schedule a mutually acceptable time to pursue this with Mr. Friesen. 

5. Training Sub Committee- Delegate Paul Patche

Delegate Patche, the Chair of the Training Sub Committee, reported that he and his sub committee had met with Bill Shira, the BEP Training Officer.  Mr. Shira stated that, as the Training Officer, he was concerned that controls for training were not in place at FTB ensuring that the classroom and the OJT complemented and were consistent with each other. However, he noted he was out of the loop for OJT. There was some interest expressed by Mr. Shira that the site could also be used for other purposes, such as a training site for cooks, cashiers, etc. Delegate Patche indicated that he would like Assistant Program Manager Xochitl Paderes to participate in his sub committee meetings and he advocated that the CVPC Training Sub Committee be included in the development of the training center. 

The trainees generally felt frustrated with the OJT and stated there was a need for a handbook.  The Program Manager, who was in the process of leaving to catch a flight, stated there was a handbook that had been given to the Training Officer (Shira) and was upset that this was not, apparently, part of the training. At this point, it was necessary for her to leave the meeting to catch a flight. The meeting then continued.

District 1 stated that he had seen the handbook and that it was a replica of the one developed by Arizona. He noted that there had been changes to the document so that it appeared to be a product developed by BEP and the FTB staff. He added that he thought it was an effort to mislead anyone reviewing it by implying it was a developed by FTB staff. He suggested that Delegate Patche assemble a trail of documentation on this matter for further use. 

Delegate Patche stated that the sub committee members talked to some of the trainees. Those trainees expressed dissatisfaction with the training at the FTB, stating their suggestions were disregarded; there were few opportunities for hands on training; and that FTB staff attitude was condescending toward the trainees. They expressed their feeling that the environment was not conducive to effective training. 

The Vice Chair stated that he would ask the Executive Committee to inquire whether DOR training funds were going to the Joe Roofner Foundation. 

District 7 raised the issue that the previous efforts to train new potential vendors did not work very well either so going back to that process would not resolve the problems. Delegate Patche stated the sub committee is looking for direction from CVPC as the sub committee did not feel comfortable pursing this without some advice from the full committee. District 4 indicated he thought the previous method did work but noted that the vendor and location where vendors were assigned was very important. 

The CVPC Chair noted that the current class will be graduating at the end of March and there may be opportunities to interview trainees further at that time. 

District 3 stated that he was doubtful that any training program would work very well as long as that training inhibited the profitability of the location.    

The full sub committee report is at Exhibit G. 

6. Quality Location Development Committee- Delegate Balani

Chair Roy Harmon asked Delegate Balani if she would consider approaching a member of her committee who has a roadside rest facility to accept an assignment to form a group of roadside vendors to provide a forum for those vendors to address issues that affect roadside rests so those issues could be presented to CVPC I nits efforts to focus on widespread problems. He also added that he would consider a similar assignment for prisons. 

Delegate Balani stated that an emergency meeting of QLDC was held on January 20th at the request of Joann Fleming, the BEP Quality Location Development staff. Other meetings were held on February 10th and March 3, 2010. 

The use of stimulus funds were discussed at both meetings. Please refer to Program Manager’s report above for other discussion. Stimulus funds are currently in use at the following sites.

· LAX Terminal

· Boron Roadside Rest

· Camp Roberts Roadside Rest

· Shandon

· Gaviota Roadside Rest

· San Ysidro- Border Patrol

Delegate Balani reported that the projected gross income from LAX was approximately $18,000. It is a vending facility that must operate 24-7 due to the employees who frequent the break rooms at seven different employees. No public access. There will no walk through for interested vendors. She indicated that BEP expects vending machines to be there by June 1st. 

The Hunter Hill ramp count was available and it is estimated that there will be a monthly net income of approximately $4,178. This is one side of the highway only.

A tour of Soledad/Salinas Prisons is scheduled for March 23, 2010. Delegate Duarte will be touring the prison along with other vendors.

Delegate Balani reported that the California Lottery Building in Sacramento has an issue where a privately owned Subway is operating at that site in direct competition with a BEP vendor.  There was some comment that the Lottery had requested a waiver from BEP and when they did not get a response, they assumed that the 

BEP had waiver the site.  

The current situation at the Veterans Administration Building in Oceanside, the SSA Building in Richmond and Balboa Hospital in San Diego are sites also under review by BEP. The cafeteria in the SSA Building is not operated by a BEP vendor. This question was posed to the BEP by the committee but there was no information available. 

Delegate Balani noted that the last meeting of QLDC was affected by the unexpected departure of the QLDC representative from BEP and she was unsure as to when there will be another meeting with BEP attending. 

District 1 noted that his insistence on trying to get specific information on location development probably caused the sudden termination of the conversation but he strongly believes that BEP should provide more precise information on opening of sites under developments to CVPC and he does not believe this information is currently provided. 

K. DISTRICT REPORTS

District One

Delegate Linker stated that he has not had any meeting with vendors from his district as there is no suitable or convenient place for vendors to gather. He has used email extensively to keep vendors informed. He noted the increase in activity by the Executive Committee in attempting to represent vendors who contacted them over issues with BEP and emphasized the need for complaints or concerns to be in writing and their situation to be documented before they may be pursued. This is to ensure that the issue is clearly identified.  He commented that he thought vendors are becoming more outspoken in raising their concerns. He thought that was a very positive trend. 

District Two

No report. 

District Three 

Delegate Brown requested email addresses for vendors. The Acting Executive Secretary noted that District 1 and District 4 has  been completed., He noted that there is a potential unresolved issue in his district where a vendor had protested the recent delegate election for District 2. Nothing new on this recently. This is an issue for BEP. 

He also raised the question as to the status of the East End. District 1 did not know what happened to the audit but he was advised that the current vendor was advised to pick up his records from DOR which appears to confirm that there will not be an audit. The current vendor has stated he is going to vacate the location at the end of April. He noted that the East End situation is complicated by the intent of the State to sell the building(s). The Chair does not think it will matter if the State is the owner or not as long as they are the occupants. The Executive Committee will pursue the East End status with the BEP Manager in the Executive Committee meetings. 

District Four

Delegate Shoemaker had to leave to catch a flight prior to his opportunity to provide a district report.

District Five

Delegate Balani remarked that vendors who are applying for new facilities need to be more aware of how to describe their experience and abilities. Often, she felt that vendors tried to rely too much on their technical experience in operating facililties but do not understand the need to also be proficient in marketing their experience and capabilities.  

There was some discussion as to how CVPC could assist vendors. It was noted that the current process allows a CVPC delegate to monitor interviews. This could be an opportunity to provide advice to vendors as to how to improve their interviewing skills. 

District Six

No report. Delegate Blanco has just become a member of the Board. 

District Seven

Delegate Duarte noted that he had not been able to meet with vendors to this time. He had no other comments. 

District Eight

Delegate Harmon noted that there were two vendors with significant issues with BEP but also noted that this is confidential and he did not feel free to discuss the specific vendors.

L. NEW BUSINESS

No other new business was noted.

M. OPEN FORUM

No items were noted.

N. ADJOURNMENT

MOTION 2010.007.  Moved to adjourn the meeting on March 12, 2010, at 2:15pm.    


Moved:
District 1


Seconded:
District 2

Vote:

Passed Unanimously`


Absent:
District 4

Motion Carried.

Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:30pm.

Exhibit A

California Vendors Policy Committee

New Delegate Training Ideas

1. Review of By Laws

2. Preparation for Sub Committee Meetings

· Develop agenda

· Arrange for access to Teleconference Line

877-960-8987 Pass Code: 829432

· Meeting Time Notification to Members, Exec Committee and Exec Secretary

3. Decorum during Meeting

· Turn off Cell Phones

· Mute your phone if background noise

· State your name before speaking

· Only one speaker at a time

· Make sure members acknowledge sub committee assignments they agree to complete 

· Get agreement on specific agreement on proposed motions

· Set time for next meeting

4. Post Meeting Activities

· Remind member of any follow up assignment responsibility. 

· Prepare notes of meeting and distribute to members, Executive Committee and Executive Secretary

· Prepare completed motion language for presentation to the full CVPC.

· Forward copy of proposed motion to Executive Committee, Executive Secretary, as well as members of the committee. This must be to Executive Secretary 12-14 days ahead of any scheduled CVPC meetings so it can be placed on the agenda in accordance with CVPC By Laws.

· Prepare list of other subjects that should be presented to the full CVPC. Advise Chair and Executive Secretary.

Exhibit B

BAC Letter to DOR Director from CVPC Chair

Email dated March 9, 2010

Dear Director Sauer:
 

At the recent Blind Advisory Council meeting, I was encouraged by your comments directed to the issue of "Minutes taking" not only for the BAC meetings but also for CVPC meetings which have been a problem since the contract for recording secretary was not renewed for budgetary reasons.  You pointed out the difference between the two committees in that the BAC committee requires general information (both in specific subject and general content) and the CVPC Minutes which require detailed verbatim transcription due to the legal content including regulations, rules, and business subjects that cannot be generalized for individual interpretation.  It must be exact for accuracy.  It was positive to hear that you have directed Contracts to find a solution on this issue as soon as possible.
 

It was also encouraging to realize that you have been keeping yourself up to date on the California - Arizona Marine contract proposal.  As I stated to you, your comments may have saved many emails from concerned vendors who believed that you were not being kept informed as to what was happening with this contract proposal.  This is of national interest not only in California, but across the nation that Randolph-Sheppard vendors obtain a military contract of this proportion.  
 

When I met with Congressmen and their military aides during the recent ACB Legislative Seminar on February 23rd in Washington, D.C.,  I was surprised after stating that I was a Randolph-Sheppard vendor, their immediate responses were comments to "how is the Marine contract coming"? 
 

Deb Meyer and Xochitl Paderes were both present at the BAC meeting and gave a sugar-coated personal opinion of the status of the BEP today.  I pointed out that this was a sugar coating and that all is not well in the Program, as they claimed.  
 

I did not wish to take the Committee's time; so my comments were in the areas of my policies and goals which include better communications between the Department and the vendors.  Documentation also plays a significant role in communicating, and it is hoped that the new CVPC will work with the Department in developing a better program for the vendors and move the BEP forward with increased employment opportunities and increased success for visually impaired persons.  
 

I look forward to continue working on the BAC committee as a representative of the BEP vendors.  
 

Roy Harmon, Chair
CVPC
 

Exhibit C

Treasurer’s report 3/10-11/2010

As of the last meeting (January 14th 2010) we had a balance of $20,897.69

We received interest in the amount of $1.28 for the month of January and $1.28 for February. 

Michael Hatch decided to not be reimbursed for the beverages purchased for the training conference held in October.

There are no outstanding checks

The balance in the account as per the February 2010  statement is $20,900.25

Andy Brown

District 3

Secretary-Treasurer

.
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	Meeting - 3/10/2010
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Location Type
	Total Locations
	Locations below $3,300 Average
	Locations below $2,500 Average
	Average Income for Location Type

	Cafeterias
	20
	17
	14
	 $     2,183 

	Dry Vending Stand
	8
	7
	7
	 $     2,037 

	Snack Bar
	29
	23
	20
	 $     2,824 

	Vending Machine
	42
	22
	20
	 $     3,650 

	Wet Vending Stand
	33
	26
	24
	 $     2,173 

	DOD
	6
	1
	0
	 $     8,169 

	Total (as of 11/2009)
	138
	96
	85
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	MISSING MOR's (Active)
	
	
	
	

	
	# of MORs
	# of Vendors
	
	

	July-09
	4
	4
	
	

	August-09
	3
	3
	
	

	September-09
	4
	4
	
	

	October-09
	12
	12
	
	

	November-09
	13
	13
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DOR BEP OUTSTANDING INVOICES  (as of 11/2009)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTAL
	ACTIVE
	INACTIVE
	

	Vendors with Outstanding Invoices
	62
	34
	28
	

	Number of Outstanding invoices
	551
	227
	324
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Owed Liability & W/C
	 $ 224,918 
	 $    124,519 
	 $   100,399 
	

	Owed Penalties
	 $    51,994 
	          25,538 
	        26,456 
	

	Owed Fees
	 $ 166,879 
	          56,866 
	      110,012 
	

	Audit Exceptions
	                -   
	                   -   
	                 -   
	

	Total Amount Owed
	 $ 443,790 
	 $    206,923 
	 $   236,867 
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	Vending Machine Commissions
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	July-09
	 $    29,654 
	
	
	

	August-09
	39,693
	
	
	

	September-09
	33,705
	
	
	

	October-09
	63,618
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	

	Total
	 $ 166,670 
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	VFTF OPERATION  FOR FY 09/10

	DESCRIPTION
	 
	BUDGETED
	YTD ( 12/31/2009)

	INCOME
	
	
	

	FEES CARRIED OVER FROM PRIOR YEAR
	$0.00
	$0.00

	CURRENT FEES    
	$1,275,844.00
	$492,311.14

	CURRENT YEAR'S DELINQUENT FEES &  PENALTIES       
	8,531.00
	$23,047.70

	PRIOR YEARS' FEES 
	154,081.00
	$202,872.64

	PRIOR YEARS' PENALTIES       
	12,937.00
	$10,379.30

	TOTAL
	
	1,451,393.00
	728,610.78

	 
	 
	 
	 

	NON-MATCHABLE EXPENSES
	
	

	HEALTH/DENTAL  PREMIUM 
	$600,000.00
	$185,825.00

	A/R FOR LIABILITY & W.C. INSURANCES
	$47,000.00
	$124,519.00

	TOTAL 
	
	$647,000.00
	$310,344.00

	 
	 
	 
	 

	ADJUSTED INCOME + FEDERAL MATCH
	
	

	TOTAL SET-ASIDE FEES AVAILABLE FOR FEDERAL MATCH (21.3%)
	$804,393.00
	$418,266.78

	FEDERAL FUNDS (78.7%)
	$2,972,099.96
	$1,545,427.02

	TOTAL MATCHED FUNDS AVAILABLE
	$3,776,492.96
	$1,963,693.80

	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% RESERVE OF MATCHED FUNDS
	$377,649.30
	$196,369.38

	 
	 
	 
	 

	MATCHED EXPENDITURES
	BUDGETED
	Expended

	NEW LOCATIONS:
	$300,000.00
	

	
	Reserved
	$50,000.00
	$0.00

	
	ACCOUNTABLE EQUIPMENTS $1000-$4999 
	$0.00
	$4,580.00

	
	INSTALLATION
	$0.00
	$2,497.65

	
	
	$0.00
	$0.00

	
	
	
	

	BALANCE:
	$250,000.00
	$242,922.35

	

	REMODELED/RENOVATIONS:
	$300,000.00
	$0.00

	
	LOCATION # 
	
	0.00%

	
	LOCATION # 
	
	0.00%

	
	LOCATION # 
	
	0.00%

	
	LOCATION # 
	
	0.00%

	
	LOCATION # 
	
	0.00%

	
	LOCATION # 
	
	0.00%

	BALANCE:
	$300,000.00
	$300,000.00

	

	EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENTS FOR EXISTING LOCATIONS :
	$700,000.00
	

	
	EXPENDABLE ITEMS LESS THAN $1000
	$315,000.00
	$27,831.54

	
	CAPITALIZED  EQUIPMENTS $5000+   
	$100,000.00
	$177,096.65

	
	ACCOUNTABLE EQUIPMENTS $1000-$4999 
	$285,000.00
	$145,246.30

	
	TRANSPORTATION & STORAGE
	
	$25,212.67

	BALANCE:
	$700,000.00
	$324,612.84
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	NONCONTRACT SERVICES (28's) FOR EXISTING LOCATIONS:
	$200,000.00
	$9,680.00

	

	CONTRACTED SERVICES (1308's) FOR EXISTING LOCATIONS:  (REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE)
	$1,590,000.00
	$1,083,702.62

	

	 
	 
	 
	 

	MANAGEMENT SERVICES:
	$157,000.00
	

	
	       DGS/ORIM INSURANCES MANAGEMENT FEES 
	$90,000.00
	$94,977.25

	
	CVPC ELECTION contract
	$0.00
	$0.00

	
	CVPC  SUPPORT 
	$67,000.00
	$0.00

	BALANCE:
	$157,000.00
	$62,022.75

	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL MATCHED EXPENDITURES 
	$3,247,000.00
	$1,570,824.68

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL MATCHABLE EXPENDITURES + RESERVE
	$3,624,649.30
	$1,767,194.06

	

	AMOUNT NEEDED TO BALANCE
	$151,843.66
	$196,499.74

	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNAPPROPRIATED INCLUDING RESERVED
	$1,936,492.96
	$1,322,427.06

	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 

	CARRY OVER FEES
	$412,473.00
	$281,676.96

	

	 
	 
	 
	 


Business Enterprises Program
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	DESCRIPTION
	 
	09/10

	
	
	

	INCOME
	
	

	FEES CARRIED OVER FROM PRIOR YEAR
	$0.00

	CURRENT FEES    
	$492,311.14

	CURRENT YEAR'S DELINQUENT FEES &  PENALTIES       
	$23,047.70

	PRIOR YEARS' FEES 
	$202,872.64

	PRIOR YEARS' PENALTIES       
	$10,379.30

	TOTAL
	
	$728,610.78

	 
	 
	 

	NON-MATCHABLE EXPENSES
	

	HEALTH/DENTAL  PREMIUM (96)
	$185,825.00

	NON-MATCHABLE (REPAIRS AND MAINTENANCE)
	$0.00

	CONSUMABLE PROPERTY REPLACEMENT
	$0.00

	TOTAL 
	
	$185,825.00

	 
	 
	 

	ADJUSTED INCOME + FEDERAL MATCH
	

	TOTAL SET-ASIDE FEES AVAILABLE FOR FEDERAL MATCH (21.3%)
	$542,785.78

	FEDERAL FUNDS (78.7%)
	$2,005,504.27

	TOTAL MATCHED FUNDS AVAILABLE
	$2,548,290.05

	 
	 
	 

	10% RESERVE OF MATCHED FUNDS
	$254,829.00

	 
	 
	 

	MATCHED EXPENDITURES
	 
	 

	NEW LOCATIONS:
	

	21
	EXPENDABLE ITEMS LESS THAN $500
	$0.00

	31
	CAPITALIZED  EQUIPMENTS $5000+   
	$0.00

	35
	ACCOUNTABLE EQUIPMENTS $500-$4999 
	$4,580.00

	41
	INSTALLATION
	$2,497.65

	51
	TRANSPORTATION & STORAGE
	$0.00

	24
	CONSUMABLE PROPERTY
	$0.00

	SUB-TOTAL
	$7,077.65

	
	
	

	REMODELED/RENOVATIONS:
	

	22
	EXPENDABLE ITEMS LESS THAN $500
	$0.00

	32
	CAPITALIZED  EQUIPMENTS $5000+   
	$0.00

	36
	ACCOUNTABLE EQUIPMENTS $500-$4999 
	$0.00

	42
	INSTALLATION
	$0.00

	Exhibit D Page 6 0f 6                                52
	TRANSPORTATION & STORAGE
	$0.00

	SUB-TOTAL
	$0.00

	
	
	

	EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENTS FOR EXISTING LOCATIONS :
	

	23
	EXPENDABLE ITEMS LESS THAN $500 
	$27,831.54

	33
	CAPITALIZED  EQUIPMENTS $5000+   
	$177,096.65

	37
	ACCOUNTABLE EQUIPMENTS $500-$4999 
	$145,246.30

	53
	TRANSPORTATION & STORAGE
	$25,212.67

	43
	INSTALLATION
	$0.00

	SUB-TOTAL
	$375,387.16

	
	
	

	CONTRACTED  AND NONCONTRACT SERVICES:
	

	TEMPORARY STORAGE (54)
	$0.00

	NONCONTRACT SERVICES (28's) FOR EXISTING LOCATIONS: (MISCELLANEOUS COSTS - 70)
	$9,680.00

	CONTRACTED SERVICES (1308's) FOR EXISTING LOCATIONS:  (REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE - 60)
	$1,083,702.62

	SUB-TOTAL
	$1,093,382.62

	 
	 
	 

	MANAGEMENT SERVICES:
	

	80
	DGS/ORIM INSURANCES MANAGEMENT FEES  
	$94,977.25

	
	ADMINISTRATIVE PRO RATA(DOF)
	

	
	CVPC ELECTION contract
	 

	
	CVPC  SUPPORT 
	 

	SUB-TOTAL
	$94,977.25

	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL MATCHED EXPENDITURES 
	$1,570,824.68

	 
	 
	 

	SET-ASIDE FEES 21.3% MATCHABLE EXPENDITURES   
	$334,585.66

	NET (INCOME - EXPENDITURES)
	$208,200.12

	 
	 
	 

	
	
	

	 
	 
	 

	WORKER'S COMP
	

	
	BALANCE AS OF 7/1
	$3,208,754.77

	
	REVENUE 
	$150,944.00

	
	WORKER'S COMP BAL/RESERVE 
	

	
	EXPENDITURES
	

	
	WORKER'S COMP
	$275,669.62

	
	BALANCE 
	$2,933,085.15

	 
	 
	 

	
	
	

	(Source - Report 6 YTD as of 12/31/2009)
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Notes from Fiscal Subcommittee Meeting on 2/23/10

Present: Willie Shoemaker, Chair, Roy Harmon, Max Duarte, Dave Hanlon, Buzz Nunn, Tom Linker, Harry Begin. Guest: Jeff Dierks, Office of Risk and Insurance Management, Mary Lou Shoemaker,(Notes) 

1. After review of Budget Information comment was made by some in attendance that the BEP Budget information requested by Willie Shoemaker for the meeting was difficult to read. 

2. Comment was made by Roy Harmon, that Jeff Dierks information provided for Worker’s Comp and Liability Insurance was more comprehensive. 

Agenda Item 1 - Lowering Workers Comp fee for vendors 
Jeff Dierks reported that based on information from MOR the vendors paid from 7/1/08 - 6/30/09 for workers comp fee $435,911.06 The claim payments for the same period were $360,625.80. 

Discussion with Jeff Dierks revealed that the State Fund Charges an administration fee of $1250 per claim. Also discussed was the interagency agreement between DOR/BEP and the ORIM that includes a payment of between $85,000 and $95,000 for administration of worker’s comp, liability, property, etc. This was estimated as somewhere between $850-$900 per vendor per year with a vendor count of 97 vendors. 

Two questions for inquiry arose from this. 

1. What is the current number of BEP Vendors? 
2. Are the monies paid to ORM for administration dependent on the number of vendors in the program? And what is the exact number? Are vendors in interim locations counted twice? 
Questions were posed to Jeff about the 3.2 million currently in the Worker’s Comp Fund and if it could be considered excessive. How is the evaluation made as to how much we need in the fund. The last actuary study was done in October of 2004. Because of the cost of $10,000 another study was not done because of the insufficient size for a credible study of the State Fund. Deb Meyers claimed an in-house study was done in 2008 by a person on staff who could look at loss- runs and a reasonable determination of $2,000,000 would be adequate for the fund. This was stated in the August 2009 CVPC Minutes. 

Action: Motion was being developed for CVPC to move excess Worker’s comp fee to set aside fund for March 10 & 11 CVPC meeting 

Agenda Item 2 - Liability Insurance 
Premium for Liability Insurance paid by BEP Vendors from 7/1/08-6/30/09 was $301.478.38. Jeff Dierks gave details as to the policy that we have. The policy is 1,000,000 per occurrence with no cap or maximum. Our property liability has a $5,000 deductible. The vendor is responsible up to the first $1,000. The deductible fund cover from $1,000 to the $5,000 deductible. The other liability coverage has a $10,000 deductible that the vendor has no out of pocket expense. This money comes from the deductible fund. The money paid into the deductible fund is included in the base rate charged to the vendors. 

Inquiry Question 
1. How much money is in the deductible fund? How much is needed in the deductible fund? 
Roy Harmon mentioned a $2,000,000 Slush fund for liability insurance in 1990 and 1991 taken from the set-aside fund by previous program manager, Brenda. 

Action: Benefits Committee will pursue further inquiries into liability insurance. 

Agenda Item 3 -Latest (2009/2010) VITF Budget Report from the department. 
a. Trust Fund and how it compared to same time last year. 
Not everyone had time to review since it was received the day of the meeting. Did not receive 2009 VITF. 

Agenda Item 4 -Monthly vending machine income reports with: 
a. the income, outflow to vendors, amount that goes into retirement, remaining balance and a comparison to what the fund was at the same time last year. 
b. Policy that is in place to make sure the contracted vendors are paying proper commissions. 
Was not received by Willie Shoemaker as was requested to Deb Meyer. 

Action: Benefits Committee will pursue further inquiries into vending commissions for retirement. 

Agenda Item 5 -Ad hoc committee for nominee contracting. 
Discussion was that CVPC should create a separate subcommittee for the Nominee Contracting because it is beyond the scope of the Fiscal Subcommittee. 

Action: Ad hoc Subcommittee creation to be presented at March 10&11 CVPC meeting 

Agenda Item 6 - New Business 
None 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Mary Lou Shoemaker
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Rules Committee Presentation

March 6, 2010

From: Delegate Tom Linker


   CVPC Vice Chair


   Rules Sub Committee Chair

John Friesen’s Priority Motion

Rules, Sub-Member & Dist 1 Constituents:
 

I want to share with all of you a new and developing issue that came out of a Motion presented prior to the CVPC January 14 meeting by John Friesen and was mistakenly overlooked until this past week.  As it occurs, the motion was pushed to the responsibility of the Rules Subcommittee.  I assigned a Rules Sub-Task Force to assist in working out the delivery of John Friesen's motion before the CVPC meeting Mar 10 - 11.  And, as it turns out John's motion NOW becomes a Resolution that will be presented before the Committee.  
 

First, allow me to thank John Friesen for presenting his thoughts and ideas of those making less that adequate income in our Program.  I want to thank Joe Murphy for his very kind words, and working with the Task Force on the Resolution that will be presented at this CVPC meeting Mar 10 - 11.  I want to thank those who willingly assisted in working with the Task Force, and they are:  Willie, Max, Sandy, Joe Murphy & others who may want to come aboard later (please review the attachment below).
 

I especially like to thank Buzz Nunn for his assisting the Rules Task Force endeavor and support of the goal of the future "concept" to present before Tony Sauer through the support of the Committee a Resolution; regarding the matter of wanting the joint support by the Director & Committee working together to move the Program forward in providing minimum adequate income to the BEP "blind" vendors.
 

Thanks to Buzz in remembering the Strategic Plan that was set aside by the Department to think of it and bringing it before the Rules Task Force to use as a tool building the Committee & Director support in the growth of the BEP "blind" vendors.  Thanks to all!
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--- On Sat, 3/6/10, Joe Murphy <joetmurphy@gmail.com> wrote:


To all:
I would like to thank John and the others involved in last weeks
discussion regarding the startling number of vendors falling under the adequate net income level. I know it has been a concern of the department’s as well, however, Deb has not presented any type of a plan to correct the situation. 

The problem is multi-facetted. Part of the problem may be that vendors aren't honest in their reporting, and that seems to be the focus of our program manager. A larger part of the problem, I believe, comes down to lack of support for the vendor by the department. Right now the department has taken the roll of law enforcement, rather than business partner. 

There is much that the department could do in order to help struggling vendors such as establishing policies within BEP that would give some sort of priority to low income vendors to add interim or enterprise locations to their existing facilities. The department may be able to combine facilities, or add them to weaker facilities in obvious situations, with CVPC input. Another thing they could do is create a facility opening team within BEP with the goal of giving full support to the new vendor and facility in order to insure success. Right now, a new facility has very little hands on support from the department. 

One thing I would caution the CVPC of though, is not to allow the department to use percentages as a basis for goal setting, rather, insist that they use real numbers in setting their goal. It's much better to say, as an example, the number of vendors above the minimum income level should double within the next 12 months. If the goal was based on percentages the department could accomplish the goal by simply closing the lowest performing locations, we may not want to do that without exhausting all other options.

I wanted to let all of you know this, since, it is CVPC that must
make this a priority, even though, it is the departments
responsibility to formulate it's corrective plan. The beauty of this resolution is that it puts the ball in the departments court. I truly hope the department uses the hundreds of years of experience embodied in CVPC to assist them in creating a plan, however, the past would indicate that Deb will not do that.

So, it will be up to you delegates to push them, even if that means that you put some projects on the back burner for now. I'm so glad that John brought this to 
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the committee, because, this is the foundation of the program and is the purpose of it, that is, to give blind persons meaningful, adequate
employment. I also would like to thank all of you for making this
issue a priority of this committee.

Joe Murphy

On 3/5/10, John Friesen <johndfriesen@gmail.com> wrote:
CVPC Executive Committee,

I would like to thank the CVPC, in providing a listening telephone forum, and in allowing me the opportunity to openly discuss, the extremely large percentage of California BEP managing vendors, not presently achieving a minimum of an adequate income. In public meetings, twice the BEP program manager has presented, that BEP's accounting, shows that there are over 70% of blind vendors now operating facilities, that make less than this minimum, as mandated in the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

The phone conference consisted of one past delegate, four existing delegates, the Executive Secretary and myself. After much debate, it was concluded, that all participants want vendors to earn an adequate income, but how we achieve it, was more controversial, than my motion could address. Both the federal and state law require a definition for what a minimum  adequate income is. In California, we are suppose to establish this annually. 

The beginning of the Randolph-Sheppard Act states the purpose of the BEP, is to provide employment opportunities for the Blind, and for them to receive at least an adequate income, while doing that work. in the attempt to bring more clarity. I personally believe, that an adequate income, is not only the
right of all blind vendors, it's the promise by the Legislature, and should be our moral obligation, by both BEP and the CVPC. 

Yesterday, I was most gratified, to find the delegates were also behind this advocacy spirit. I have already given the CVPC Executive Committee, the authority to dispose of my previous motion. However, during yesterday's meeting, CVPC's acting Executive Secretary, suggested to all of us a better alternative. 

I believe his alternative is better, because it uses the DOR's own Strategic plan for referencing. Below is more of a resolution, than a replacement motion. If passed and enacted, it will take at least quarterly monitoring by CVPC.
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To: Tony Sauer,Director of Rehabilitation

The California Vendors Policy Committee, has recently researched an excerpt from the BEP Strategic Plan, we believe this plan was generated solely by the Deputy Director of Specialized Services,. Even though CVPC did not
actually participate in the development of this plan, we do endorse one needed portion, where it places a mandate for BEP to significantly increase the number of BEP vendors, earning at least the minimum of an adequate net income. 

We further believe, a minimum for an adequate income for all BEP vendors, should become an immediate priority to BEP. The working DOR/BEP are guaranteed an income, so should all hard working BEP vendors. CVPC requests you instruct the BEP Program manager, that within 30 days,  BEP shall return to us both, with a working reasonable plan, for how BEP will accomplish this goal of significantly increasing more BEP Vendors to have at least a minimum adequate net income. 

Minimal Adequate income is defined by State law, and reasonable, will be determined by CVPC and yourself.
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Minutes from Training Subcommittee Meeting

February 24, 2010.

The meeting was called to order at 1:06 p.m.  Members present: 

Michael Hatch

Barbara Moore 

Debbie Peart  

Paul Patche (chair)

Bill Shirah training supervisor was also present.

Bill says that he was under the impression that we will not pursue Franchise Tax Board as a training site at this time.  When we use a training center, it has to be a model center with a model plan for training.  Guidelines must be put into place.  They should be using the same materials in the classroom as well as in the training facility.  Bill envisions a training center that could be also used to train head cooks, cashiers, etc.  He thinks it could also be used as a test kitchen to standardize recipes through the state.  

You have to look at the history and make a training center that will remain a center for training no matter what vendor is in place there.  The department may have to start with the legal department first and then go from there.  The logistics of training are in the training manual.  This committee should be able to give its input as to what the department of rehabilitation is putting together.  There should be some collaboration.  In order to develop a training program you have to talk to vendors and see what worked  for them and what didn’t work.  Often times the training isn’t reflected in the facility once we open it.  This committee will be working with Soshi, and try to keep a dialogue going with her.   

Training is expensive and cannot be called free labor like it was in the announcement.  When  you teach a blind person, it has to be hands-on, and it takes time for an employee to teach a blind person like that.  We have to contact Soshi, and tell her that we would like to work directly with her on development of a training center.  We would like her to attend our subcommittee meetings and keep us updated.  It would be healthier for the program to have standardized handbooks as to what we can do within our facilities even if it means giving up a little of our independence.  We need to look up the rules and regulations for trainees and trainers so that we know what kind of certification the trainers need to keep up to date.  The trainees were tested on business type skills before they were interviewed for the class.  SBDC  workshops were good for trainees as they could later use them as consultants in their own locations.  
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The current trainees are saying that there are no logs or controls set at FTB like they learned in the classroom.  They say that all of the suggestions they make are stonewalled.  They feel like they are employees rather than trainees.  One trainee said that Bill was kind of out of the loop because he only had third party information about locations.  When they try to be creative at FTB their ideas are squashed.  They seem to want more hands-on experience.  

Management at FTB says that their staff wouldn’t like someone else coming in and being manager.  One said that he felt they were condescending att FTB.  They feel that FTB is a negative environment.  The most important thing is to have both sides of training tied together.  

Respectfully Submitted,

Paul Patche 
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