The North Carolina Client Assistance Program (NCCAP) is a federally mandated and funded advocacy and education program for consumers of the public rehabilitation programs (Vocational Rehabilitation Services, Services for the Blind, their Independent Living Programs, and the Centers for Independent Living).  NCCAP educates persons’ with disabling conditions about their rights and benefits under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (as amended) and Title I of the ADA. We provide alternative dispute resolution (ADR) and advocacy services when applicants or consumers of the public rehabilitation programs find themselves in a conflict or disagreement with the agency. We also inform and educate consumers about agency policy, of their right to due process, and can represent consumers in that process. NCCAP is here to help educate, guide, and support people in their relationship with the public rehabilitation/independent living programs. 
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1. A DSB consumer contacted CAP because she was experiencing great difficulty getting services from DSB/IL. DSB had assisted this individual with an AT device (a CCTV) 15 years ago. The device wore out and she was in need of new technology to assist her in reading, including her mail and prescriptions. When she first contacted DSB, she was told that she did not qualify for services because she was not going to work. DSB staff made no offer to refer her to IL services. CAP advised her to apply for IL services. When she contacted IL she was told that IL would not take her application for services, because all she wanted was a CCTV and there was no money to purchase equipment that expensive. CAP intervened and informed IL services that federal law states an individual’s right to apply for services. An application was then taken, however she reported being treated in a demeaning manner by her counselor and she did not believe that she would get any assistance from DSB. She requested that CAP remain involved to advocate for her. Over the course of 6 months, CAP provided guidance and advocacy to the consumer, attempting to negotiate with DSB. In the process, with CAP assistance, a new counselor was assigned to her case. When we reached a stalemate, CAP assisted the consumer in requesting an Appeal Hearing.  Due to a misunderstanding, an Administrative Review was held, at which CAP represented the consumer. The consumer prevailed and the agency is in the process of providing her with a new CCTV, which has been ordered and is due to be delivered to the consumer on 8/19/13.   
2. Systemic issue for SILC to consider:  
As of July 1, 2013, NCDVRS changed the policy regarding contributions toward the cost of vehicle purchases for vehicle modifications, stating “Effective immediately, The Division will no longer contribute towards the cost of vehicle purchases (the base vehicle chassis) for vehicle modifications…”  In past policy changes, consumers caught in the middle of a change were “grandfathered” in so that services were continued as planned. Such is not the case in this instance. Consumers whose plans clearly stated that the VR/IL agency would assist with vehicle purchase have been told that they are no longer eligible for the service, if the purchase had not been approved by the Department (DHHS) prior to July 1. (Consumers do remain eligible for vehicle modifications.)  In some cases (4), the VR agency had approved the purchase, but the Department had not as yet. In another instance, the evidence in the file demonstrates clearly that the service was intended and planned for, but it had not yet been added to the plan. We do not, at this time, know the actual number of people affected by this change in policy. RSA was consulted and has determined that each State has the right to determine its policy on vehicle purchases. Some States contribute toward vehicle purchase and some do not.  CAP now has three of these cases. Given the impact which the availability of personal transportation has in the life of an IL or VR consumer, I believe it is my obligation to bring this to your attention. Given the RSA ruling, the issue at present is the number of people caught in the middle of this process.  I believe both the SILC and the SRC should consider this issue for discussion and possible response.   
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