Supplemental Job Displacement Benefits and Return to Work Regulations
DWC Forum – October 2025

Sara Widener-Brightwell, EVP & General Counsel			November 3, 2025
California Workers’ Compensation Institute (CWCI)

The Institute offers the following comments: 

Section 10116.9(s): 
The Institute supports the verification of a VRTWC applicant’s threshold qualifications. 

Section 10133.31(b)(1): 
The Institute questions the purpose of requiring claims administrators to forward the Form DWC-AD 10133.36 to the DIR. We note that while this form is rarely completed by physicians, requiring provision of the form to the DIR in a manner to be determined does not allow stakeholders to comment on the specific administrative burden that may be created. 

Section 10133.31(f)(1): 
The Institute recommends a requirement that training at California public schools be provided directly by that school or through a third party that is approved and included on the list of approved training providers and schools only. The Institute also recommends that payment for education-related training or skill enhancement be limited to those programs for which the provider has been approved. 

Section 10133.31(f)(6): 
The Institute supports the change from “claims examiner” to “claims administrator,” which is defined in section 10116.9(c). 

Section 10133.31(j): 
The Institute questions the purpose of requiring claims administrators to forward the completed voucher to the DIR. Requiring provision of the completed voucher to the DIR in a manner to be determined does not allow stakeholders to comment on the specific administrative burden that may be created. 

Section 10133.31(k): 
The Institute supports the addition of this section. We recommend requiring a statement under penalty of perjury that all services were provided directly by the VRTWC and not by others. A copy of the voucher signed by the injured worker should be submitted with the invoice. 

Section 10133.32: 
We recommend retaining the reference to the Eligible Training Provider list on page 1, consistent with the language in section 10133.31(f)(1). 
Section 10133.59(f): 
The Institute recommends amending this section to prohibit VRTWCs from holding financial interests in entities that receive proceeds from the SJDB voucher consistent with Newsline Release Number 2025-103. Requiring disclosure at the time of billing would not provide either the injured worker or the claims administrator with timely notice of the self-referral. 

Section 10133.59.1: 
The Institute supports the addition of this section.
______________________________________________________________________

Christian Cooper, Esq.							November 3, 2025
Gemini Legal

ARTICLE 7.5. SUPPLEMENTAL JOB DISPLACEMENT BENEFIT.
§ 10133.31. Supplemental Job Displacement Nontransferable Vouchers for Injuries Occurring on or After January 1, 2013

Comment on subsection (f) (3) "Payment for services of licensed placement agencies, vocational or return-to-work counseling, and resume preparation, all up to a combined limit of six hundred dollars ($600)."

Without an established fee schedule or payment mechanism, these regulations risk creating substantial friction in the claims process. Specifically, the lack of guidance will likely result in inconsistent payments by carriers and self-insured employers, leading to increased disputes, delays, and unnecessary litigation costs. This outcome runs counter to the stated objectives of the workers’ compensation system — to provide efficient, predictable, and fair benefits to injured workers while minimizing administrative burden.

Moreover, the proposed regulations do not specify any process or forum for resolving payment disputes related to these professional services. In the absence of a fee schedule or a defined dispute resolution pathway, both providers and carriers will face uncertainty and inconsistent enforcement, which may ultimately discourage qualified professionals from offering these critical return-to-work services.

Comment on subsection (k) "Any VRTWC who requests the payment of a fee under Labor Code section 4658.5(c) or 4658.7(e)(3) shall provide an itemization of the services provided to the injured worker and to the claims administrator. The itemization shall include, but not be limited to, the name/address of the VRTWC, and the name/address of the VRTWC’s employer, the date, location, time spent, and description of each service provided to the injured worker. Bills will only be paid for services rendered for the development of a return to work strategy and for regular duties that involve the evaluation, counseling and placement of disabled persons. Only services performed by the VRTWC selected by the injured employee from the list maintained by Administrative Director pursuant to Section 10133.59 shall be compensated from the SJDB Voucher.  The VRTWC billing the claims administrator must be the VRTWC or the VRTWC’s employer.  Bills will only be paid for services provided by the registered VRTWC."

The proposed language is overly restrictive in that it limits reimbursement strictly to “services rendered for the development of a return-to-work strategy and for regular duties that involve the evaluation, counseling and placement of disabled persons.” This language overlooks the necessary administrative and support activities required to provide these services effectively.

In practice, a VRTWC’s work cannot be performed in isolation. Administrative and support staff perform critical functions such as:

· Intake of the injured worker and case setup
· Obtaining and organizing claims and vocational documentation
· Scheduling and follow-up communications with the injured worker, schools, and claims administrator
· Preparing reports and correspondence necessary for return-to-work planning and placement

These tasks are integral to the counselor’s professional services and directly support the statutory purpose of facilitating a timely and successful return to work. Excluding such activities from reimbursement effectively penalizes providers for performing necessary case management functions and will discourage participation in the system.

Recommended Revision:

I respectfully recommend that the Division revise section (k) to recognize reasonable reimbursement for administrative and support activities that are incidental to, and necessary for, the provision of return-to-work services by a VRTWC. Suggested language:

“Bills may include reasonable charges for administrative and support services directly related to the development and implementation of a return-to-work strategy, including case intake, documentation collection, scheduling, and report preparation.”

Recognizing these activities would align the regulation with real-world service delivery and ensure fair compensation for the full scope of work required to serve injured workers effectively.

General comments on the regulations as a whole:

The proposed regulations are missing explicit language surrounding the ability for the licensed vocational & return to work counselor to use assistants for delegate administrative work. In its current form, the regulations end up adding confusion, rather than clarification, on who may do what type of work and who cannot. Further, please provide clarity in the proposed regulation changes on the following verbiage.

· Acceptable Formats: Confirm that a scanned copy or high-quality electronic image (PDF) is acceptable in lieu of the physical original.

· Attestation Option: Permit a “true and correct copy” attestation by the submitting party when the physical original is not in our custody.

· Chain-of-Custody Flexibility: Define “original” broadly enough to include the issuer’s original + party-held copies, recognizing that the issuer (carrier) may retain the physical original.

· Definition of “Fully Completed”: Provide a checklist of required fields (e.g., parties, dates, school/provider, amounts, signatures) so submissions aren’t rejected for minor omissions.

· Electronic Submission Channel: Specify the electronic submission method (secure portal/API/email spec), file standards (PDF, resolution), and any required metadata or cover sheet.

______________________________________________________________________

Alma D. Del Real, Claims Regulatory Director			November 3, 2025
State Compensation Insurance Fund (SCIF)

State Fund respectfully submits the following comments for your consideration. Recommended revisions to the DWC’s proposed regulations are indicated by bold underscore for added language and bold strikeout for deleted language.


§ 10133.31. Supplemental Job Displacement Nontransferable Vouchers for Injuries Occurring on or After January 1, 2013 

Discussion: 

Subsection (b)(1) provides: 

(1) Upon receipt of the first Physician’s Return-to-Work & Voucher Report (Form DWC-AD 10133.36), the claims administrator shall forward the form to the employer. An additional copy of the voucher report shall be forwarded to the DIR in a manner to be determined by the Administrative Director. 

It is inferred that the claims administrator bears the responsibility for submitting a copy of the voucher report to the DIR. However, we request clarification as to the entity ultimately accountable for this obligation and the approved method of transmission for the submission of the voucher reports. Additionally, State Fund suggests the DWC consider providing sufficient time for the industry to make any necessary changes to comply with the new requirement. 

Recommendation: 

For the reasons indicated above, State Fund requests clarity and adequate time to make changes to comply with this new requirement.

Discussion: 

Subsection (f)(1) provides: 

(f) The voucher may be applied to any of the following expenses at the choice of the injured worker: 

(1) Payment for education-related training or skill enhancement, or both, at a California public school or with a provider that is approved and included on the list of approved training providers and schools maintained by EDD certified on the state’s Eligible Training Provider List at: http://etpl.edd.ca.gov https://edd.ca.gov/en/jobs_and_training/Eligible_Training_Provider_List/ including payment of tuition, fees, books, and other expenses required by the school for retraining and skill enhancement. 

The DWC’s current proposed modifications to this section do not correspond with the language and terminology found on the Eligible Training Provider List (ETPL) site regarding approved programs by approved providers. This may create ambiguity, leading to different interpretations for verifying the approval status of providers/programs. Additional revisions to this section are recommended, including clear definitions of terms to ensure proper application and payment of the SJDB voucher.

Recommendations: 

For the reasons indicated above, State Fund recommends consistency in terminology used and recommends the following revisions to this section: 

(f) The voucher may be applied to any of the following expenses at the choice of the injured worker: 

(1) Payment for education-related training or skill enhancement, or both, at a California public school or with a provider that is approved and included on the list of approved training providers and schools maintained by EDD certified on the state’s Eligible Training Provider List at: http://etpl.edd.ca.gov https://edd.ca.gov/en/jobs_and_training/Eligible_Training_Provider_List/ including payment of tuition, fees, books, and other expenses required by the school for retraining and skill enhancement. 

(2) Payment for an approved program by an approved provider including payment of tuition, fees, books, and other expenses required by the school for retraining and skill enhancement. For purposes of this section, an “approved provider” shall mean that the provider is certified and on the State’s Eligible Training Provider List, a list of training providers and schools maintained by EDD, at: https://edd.ca.gov/en/jobs_and_training/Eligible_Training_Provider_List/. For purposes of this section, an “approved program” shall mean the program is identified on the Eligible Training Provider List as from the approved provider.

Discussion: 

Subsection (j) provides: 

(j) The claims administrator shall issue the voucher payments to the employee or direct payments to the VRTWC, training providers, and/or computer retailer within 45 calendar days from receipt of the completed voucher, receipts, and documentation. A copy of the completed voucher shall be forwarded to the DIR in a manner to be determined by the Administrative Director. If computer equipment will be provided directly to the employee, the employer must provide the computer equipment along with documentation of the cost of the computer equipment to the employee within 45 days of receipt of the Request for Purchase of Computer Equipment. 

The proposed added requirement that a copy of the completed voucher be sent to the DIR raises further questions as to the intent behind the proposed change and how the AD will determine the mode of transmission and when copies of completed vouchers will be sent to the DIR. 

We ask for clarity on the mode of transmission for copies of completed vouchers to be sent to the DIR. We also suggest the DWC consider providing sufficient time for the industry to make any necessary changes to comply with the new requirement. 

Recommendation:

For the reasons indicated above, State Fund requests clarity and adequate time to make changes to comply with this new requirement.


§ 10133.32 - Supplemental Job Displacement Nontransferable Voucher For Injuries Occurring on or After 1/1/13 (Form DWC-AD 10133.32) 

Discussion: 

Additional modifications were made to the SJDB voucher (Form DWC-AD 10133.32) that appear to be inconsistent with the DWC’s proposed changes in the related SJDB regulations. The wording and references contained in the SJDB voucher form should reflect the language and references used in the regulations. 

State Fund reiterates our comments provided in this letter under §10133.31(f)(1) as applicable to the changes proposed for the SJDB voucher form. We ask for consistency in use of terms, language, and referenced websites provided throughout the form that also aligns with the proposed changes to the related SJDB regulations. This will help to prevent misinterpretation and ensure appropriate use of the SJDB voucher. 

Recommendations: 

State Fund reiterates its recommendations provided in this letter under §10133.31(f)(1) as applicable to the changes proposed for the SJDB voucher form. We further recommend having consistency in use of terminology, language, and referenced websites for the SJDB form and the related regulations to avoid conflict and ambiguity. This includes continued use of the term “Eligible Training Provider List” (ETPL).

§10133.58 State Approved or Accredited Schools. 

Discussion: 

Subsection (c) provides: 
(c) For injuries on or after January 1, 2013, private providers of education-related retraining or skill enhancement selected to provide training as part of a supplement job displacement benefit shall be certified and on the state's Eligible Training Provider List at http://etpl.edd.ca.gov/wiaetplind.htm no post-secondary educational program that is exempt from regulation by the Bureau for Private and Post-Secondary of Private Post Graduate Education pursuant to Education Code section 94874 (f) shall be eligible to provide training as defined in Labor Code section 4658.7(e)(1). Information and a list of all certified, eligible training providers in CA can be found at: https://edd.ca.gov/en/jobs_and_training/Eligible_Training_Provider_List/. 

State Fund recommends further modifications to this section to make certain that Bureau for Private and Post-Secondary Education (BPPE) exempt post-secondary educational programs cannot provide training, as defined under Labor Code §4658.7 (e)(1), and their services are not payable. The DWC’s current proposal may be considered vague as to whether or not a BPPE exempt training provider may be paid.

Recommendation: 

For clarity purposes, State Fund recommends further modifications to this section. 


§10133.59. The Administrative Director's List of Vocational Return to Work Counselors. 

Discussion: 

Subsection (b) provides:

(b) The Administrative Director shall maintain a list of approved Vocational & Return to Work Counselors (VRTWC) who perform the work of assisting injured employees. A VRTWC who meets the qualifications specified in Section 10133.50(a)(15) 10116.9(s) must apply to the Administrative Director at any point during the year to be included on the list. throughout the year. The applications to become a VRTWC shall be signed under penalty of perjury and the information contained within the application may be verified by DIR staff. The list shall be reviewed and revised on a yearly basis updated by the Administrative Director or by a person designated by the Administrative Director on a monthly basis, and shall be made available on the website www.dir.ca.gov or upon request. All current VRTWC shall file an updated application for appointment as a VRTWC within 45 days of the adoption of these regulations by the Administrative Director. A VRTWC shall inform the Administrative Director within 20 days of any material changes to any of the information contained in their application to become a VRTWC, by filing an updated application to become a VRTWC. Failure to update any material change information on the application may be grounds for removal. A material change is any change in name, address, employer and/or contact information for either the VRTWC or his/her employer.

State Fund supports the DWC’s creation of a process and conditions as grounds for removal of a Vocational & Return to Work Counselor (VRTWC) from the VRTWC list. We suggest adding change of ownership as additional criteria for what is deemed as a “material change” of information that warrants the VRTWC’s notification to the AD. This proposed addition will support the DWC’s intent to provide safeguards against fraud within the system. 

Recommendation: 

For the reason indicated above, State Fund recommends adding “change of ownership” as a material change prompting the VRTWC to notify the AD and file an updated application. 

State Fund reiterates its support of the DWC’s intent to effectuate regulatory changes to the SJDB and Return to Work regulations as part of their ongoing work to enhance enforcement of these rules and minimize opportunities for fraud and abuse.
______________________________________________________________________

Jasa Mohan, SIU Manager, Executive Claims			November 3, 2025
Midwest Insurance Company

Regarding 10133.59 (f); Is there a reason that a financial interest should not be disclosed to the injured worker prior to the retention of the VRTWC entity? To prevent billing disputes and unnecessary adjudication over the issue, and to best serve the interests of the injured worker it would seem proper to disclose financial interests prior to VRTWC services even commencing. 

If a carrier receives billing from a VRTWC that lacks a financial interest disclosure and subsequently requests a yes/no written response from the VRTWC relative to any financial interests that the VRTWC may have, in the event a financial interest is then identified the billing would not be payable under this regulation (as it was not disclosed “at the time the claim for payment is presented”)? The “time the claim for payment is presented” language may require clarity if intending to ensure financial interests are disclosed upon the initial presentation of billing for payment.  

Are VRTWCs required to disclose financial interests in their application process? If so, do carriers have access to that information to best manage billing and to ensure proper enforcement of the DWC’s regulations relative to the disclosure at the time of billing? If not, it may be wise for carriers to require completion of a financial interest waiver/disclosure form prior to processing billing?

[bookmark: _Hlk213074631]Regarding 10133.31 (k); Will any clarity be provided regarding what services qualify a VRTWC for reimbursement or rather services that would not qualify for reimbursement? For example, we most often see the $500 Miscellaneous expense portion of the voucher being sent in by the VRTWC without any enrollment in approved training programs. The miscellaneous expense is accompanied by a $600 invoice for the VRTWC services.  In this example, the VRTWC would be due up to 10% of the voucher paid, $50 v. $600 pursuant to LC 4658.5 (c), however there is a need for clarity here given the ambiguity in the language evidenced by the consistent billing received by VRTWC without any enrollment in in approved training programs.

[bookmark: _Hlk213074715]Regarding §10133.59.1;  will there be an email blast or other means to notify carriers and other interested parties in the industry when VRTWCs are removed from the list by the AD? 

______________________________________________________________________

Rebeca Brambila, Director						November 3, 2025
Contempo Counseling Services

The proposed updates could unintentionally make it financially and operationally unfeasible for small, independent VRTWC agencies to continue assisting injured workers. A balanced approach is needed that upholds integrity and accountability while ensuring injured workers retain timely access to qualified counseling support and training opportunities.

I appreciate the Division of Workers’ Compensation’s commitment to strengthening oversight and promoting integrity in the Supplemental Job Displacement Benefit (SJDB) and Return-to-Work (RTW) programs. The goal of preventing fraud and ensuring quality services is one that I fully support.

However, several of the proposed revisions may have unintended consequences that could reduce access to vocational counseling and education for injured workers—particularly if smaller counseling agencies are unable to continue operating under the new structure.

As currently drafted, the regulation appears to require that services and communications with injured workers be performed directly by the counselor. While accountability is essential, this approach would make it financially and operationally unfeasible for small, independent agencies to continue. The current $600 counselor-fee cap does not allow for employing additional certified counselors, nor does it reflect the extensive time required to provide individualized assistance, coordinate with schools, and follow up with insurers.

If these changes are adopted without adjustment, many small agencies and the qualified counselors who work within them could be forced to close. The regulations could unintentionally concentrate services among a few large entities with greater financial resources or institutional ties. This would reduce access and diversity of service providers available to injured workers and could weaken the balance and integrity the program seeks to maintain.

When trained support staff assist under a VRTWC’s supervision, it helps ensure every step of the process is handled accurately and efficiently. This structure maintains counselor oversight while allowing timely communication and complete documentation, minimizing administrative delays and facilitating accurate reimbursements for all parties. Requiring that only the counselor handle every interaction would disregard how legitimate counseling agencies function in practice and could drive qualified professionals out of the field due to workload and cost burdens.

This reduction in qualified counselors would limit the availability of experienced professionals who currently help injured workers navigate complex benefit processes and ensure their vouchers are used correctly. In practice, that would delay or prevent injured workers from accessing retraining and Return-to-Work benefits, which runs counter to the program’s purpose.

I respectfully urge DWC to consider language that preserves counselor oversight and accountability while allowing supervised administrative or support staff to assist under a VRTWC’s direction. This balanced approach would maintain program integrity while avoiding disruption to services that benefit injured workers, insurers, and the system as a whole.

In addition, I support incorporating clear due-process protections into any procedure for removing counselors from the VRTWC list, and clarifying the transition period for training programs renewing their ETPL approval to prevent unnecessary interruptions for injured workers currently in training.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input and for your continued commitment to improving the SJDB/RTW system in a way that protects both program integrity and injured worker access.

______________________________________________________________________

Debbie Freeman, Freeman Rehabilitation Services			November 3, 2025

I work with several Insurance Companies to review voucher reimbursement requests from various parties involved. I help determine whether or not a voucher should be reimbursed to the various parties and/or if an objection letter should be sent out requesting additional information or documentation. Here are my comments regarding 
the proposed revisions to the Supplemental Job Displacement Non-Transferable Form (DWC AD 10133.32).

My comments regarding the DWC AD 10133.32 form:

Page 1:

I do not feel that “for injuries occurring on or after 1/1/13” should be removed. (top of the form). This form only applies to DOI’s on/after 1/1/13. The DWC AD 10133.53 form is still be used for DOI’s prior to 1/1/13 and has an entirely different set of rules and regulations and reimbursements.

Education-related training (1) etc.… You need to replace EPTL language that you have posted throughout the form: The provider must be approved and included on the Eligible Training Provider list (“ETPL”) maintained by the EDD

Examination prep courses etc.…Training providers fill out the page 2 on the current form trying to allege that their “training of 20 weeks is “examination preparation course fees” simply because they are not on the EPTL/Cal Jobs website. Injured workers very seldom fill out page 5 for reimbursement for this benefit. I would like the DWC to add additional language listed under #2 regarding this situation as the current and proposed RR 10133.31 does not clearly outline this. Training providers are relentless with claims examiners alleging their training is examination prep course when they are not. I am not sure what recommended language should be added.

I recommend that this line remain in as injured workers will sign up for a training class and then cancel and try to have the training provide reimburse them vs. the claims administrators: If you decide to voluntarily withdraw from a program, you may not be entitled to a full refund of the voucher.

Page 3: You need to replace EPTL language that you have posted throughout the form: The provider must be approved and included on the Eligible Training Provider list (“ETPL”) maintained by the EDD. 

At the bottom of the signature page recommend adding after services: and in order to be reimbursed or for a training provided to be reimbursed. 

[bookmark: _Hlk213043811]Page 6: After tuition add: The provider must be approved and included on the Eligible Training Provider list (“ETPL”) maintained by the EDD.

My comments regarding the proposed 10133.31 changes:

Page 4: BPPE has nothing to do with DOI’s on/after 1/1/13. All training providers, including those for Examination Preparations Courses should follow what is listed throughout the DWC D 1013.32 form and RR 10133.31: The provider must be approved and included on the Eligible Training Provider list (“ETPL”) maintained by the EDD. Would also recommend more legal information to be posted exactly the parameters on how training provider should be reimbursed for examination preparation courses as noted above. Training providers who cannot or will not try to get on the EPTL/Cal jobs site will try and mask training as examination preparations courses.

VRTWC list:

Lastly the VRTWC list is now posted on the internet as an excel spreadsheet – updated October 2025 – and anyone can edit and make changes to it. It really should be posted back on the DWC web site and on the SJDB FAQ’s in a PDF format with an official link.

______________________________________________________________________

Steven A. Bennett, Vice President WC Programs & Counsel	October 31, 2025
American Property Casualty Insurance Association

The American Property Casualty Insurance Association (APCIA) generally supports the proposed amendments to the Supplemental Job Displacement Benefits and Return to Work regulations. We believe the proposed modifications will make it more difficult to defraud the workers’ compensation system. We do, however, have concerns with the proposed modification to §10133.31 requiring that “An additional copy of the voucher report shall be forwarded to the DIR in a manner to be determined by the Administrative Director.”  We do not see the value in mandating that all vouchers be submitted to the DIR. The unnecessary costs and burdens of supplying details on every voucher submitted outweigh any possible benefit of the DIR receiving all such information. Under current law, the Department can obtain completed vouchers if they have specific concerns relating to a voucher. Also, there is already a process for insurers to submit completed voucher forms to the Department if there is a reasonable suspicion of fraud. We believe the proposed language is unnecessary and burdensome and recommend that the proposed language be deleted from §10133.31.

______________________________________________________________________

Karen Johnson, Senior SIU Investigator				October 31, 2025
ICW Group Insurance Companies

10133.31 and 10133.32
· This does not address public institutions that utilize third-party training programs.  The educational programs taught by the third-party entities may not be reviewed by the institutions, their accrediting oversite agencies and are not approved by the State.  Therefore, there is no protection or recourse for injured employees that enroll in the third-party educational programs.  Clarification that only programs offered and taught by the public institution should be eligible for SJDB funds.  For reference see the California State Auditor’s report published on 6/6/2024 and the New York Times article on 9/29/2024 regarding CalTech Distance Education.

· Remove the EDD/ETPL approval requirement and defer back to approval by the Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE).  BPPE is the State agency that approves the private postsecondary schools to operate.  
· EDD/ETPL does not support or assist injured employees with SJDB questions or complaints.  
· EDD/ETPL, CalJobs website is bound by educational providers that ELECT to be listed on the ETPL, leaving injured employees with less training options. 
· BPPE has processes and procedures, and staff to assist injured employees with educational questions and has the background and experience to investigate SJDB complaints.   
· BPPE’s website is easy to navigate and offers additional resources and information for injured workers and VRTWC when researching schools that are not available on the CalJobs website.  Such as the schools’ Annual Report, School Performance Fact Schools, Compliance Inspection results and Disciplinary Actions.  
· Removing EDD/ETPL approval would protect injured employees from being enrolled in Apprenticeship programs that are not BPPE approved.  

The last Evaluation of the Return-to Work Fund in California’s Workers' Compensation System was in 2018 (Rand Report).  Since that point in time, 24 providers and 53 people have been criminally charged related to this benefit.  I recommend and encourage the Department of Industrial Relations to consider a study be conducted for the program’s current value to injured employees. 

Requiring proof of training, attendance or completion records upon request.  Currently there is no language or regulation requiring the paid institute to provide proof of attendance.  Many providers refused to provide documentation that the injured employee attended or completed the program.  Both private and public schools often cite the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and decline to provide the requested data. 

Are VRTWC allowed to facilitate the educational enrollment agreements with the injured workers and to bill the carrier on behalf of the school when they are not employed by the school?  

Are Applicant Attorneys allowed to charge injured employees attorney fees based on the SJDB benefits ($5,000.00 and $6,000.00)?

Should VRTWC individuals and companies be allowed to operate under the same business entities such as copier services and interpreting companies?
Will there be a reporting mechanism through which parties can report questionable activity? 

______________________________________________________________________

David Chetcuti								October 27, 2025

DIR Newsline Release 2025-103, dated 10/20/25, states that the proposed updates "will: prohibit VRTWCs from holding financial interest in entities that receive proceeds from the SJDB voucher."  This statement is incorrect.  In fact, just the opposite is true.  Pursuant to proposed regulation 10133.50(f) "no VRTWC shall have a financial interest ,,, unless full disclosure is made, in writing, to the claims adjuster and injured worker, at the time the claim for payment is made" (emphasis added).  Therefore, as long as full disclosure is made the VRTWC's actions are allowed.

Also, note that disclose is to be made "after-the-fact," i.e., at the time the claim for payment is made, which is after the services have already been provided.  It is now too late for the injured worker or the claims adjuster to object.  There is nothing that can be done except to pay the bill since the VRTWC has done nothing inappropriate but simply complied with the regulations as written.  Therefore, the Newsline Release is incorrect and instead should state: "A VRTWC is not prohibited from holding a financial interest in an entity that receives proceeds from the SJDB voucher. as long as said interest is divulged at the time of billing."

Question:  Did we really mean to do this?

______________________________________________________________________

Juan Carlos (JC) Arbelaez, ContractorsTest				October 24, 2025

The Division’s proposed amendments to Article 7.5 address several administrative aspects of the Supplemental Job Displacement Benefit (SJDB) and Return-to-Work programs. However, one critical issue remains unaddressed—the voucher’s monetary value, which has remained fixed at $6,000 since January 1, 2013.

According to the California Consumer Price Index (CCPI) published by DIR, that amount is equivalent to approximately $8,800 in January 2026, reflecting an inflationary loss of nearly 47 percent. Many BPPE-approved or public training programs that qualified under the SJDB in 2013 now far exceed this limit. Injured workers are often unable or unwilling to pay the difference out-of-pocket, leading to underutilization or complete non-use of the voucher. As a result, the program fails to achieve the legislative intent of Labor Code §4658.6, which is to facilitate meaningful retraining and re-entry into the workforce.

Because the voucher amount was established by regulation, not statute, under 8 CCR §10133.31(c)(1), the Administrative Director has full authority to update it through the normal APA rulemaking process, without legislative action.

Educational costs continue to rise faster than inflation due to higher instructional, compliance, and technology expenses. Waiting another thirteen years to correct this imbalance would further erode the program’s effectiveness and limit real opportunities for injured workers.

Updating the voucher’s value is well within the Division’s existing authority and would fairly restore the SJDB’s purpose as a meaningful retraining benefit—supporting both the integrity of the system and the injured workers it was designed to serve.

______________________________________________________________________

William Frias, President, Caledonian Inc.				October 23, 2025

Effective reform of the Supplemental Job Displacement Benefit (SJDB) system must begin by acknowledging that the $6,000 voucher is fundamentally inadequate for retraining an injured worker for gainful employment. The system, in its current form (Originally designed by the insurance industry and its Sacramento friends), appears structured more for cost-containment than for facilitating genuine career transitions.
This inadequacy becomes stark when compared to historical precedent. In 1989, an injured worker received $16,000 for vocational training. Today's $6,000 benefit not only represents a significant decrease in absolute terms, but its purchasing power has been dramatically eroded by decades of inflation. Consequently, the benefit fails to cover the substantial cost of modern certification programs or quality vocational education, especially after allowances for materials are deducted from the total.
The expectation that a qualified Vocational Rehabilitation Professional, often holding a master's degree, could provide comprehensive services for a mere $600 is fundamentally unrealistic. This compensation level effectively precludes the possibility of professional advocacy for the injured worker. Consequently, lowering the educational requirement for counselors to a bachelor's degree will not meaningfully improve the quality or availability of services. The primary barrier to adequate support is the untenable fee structure, not the provider's specific academic credentials.
The provisions of Section 10133.31 (f)(1) and (f)(2) are in direct conflict. While subsection (f)(2) indicates that BPPE-approved programs and services are eligible for payment, subsection (f)(1) imposes an additional, more restrictive condition: these programs must also be included on the Eligible Training Provider List (ETPL) to be eligible.
This discrepancy renders the promise of (f)(2) only partially true and creates a misleading hurdle for injured workers. This regulatory contradiction functions as another mechanism to reduce the training choices available, under the false pretense of protecting the worker's interests.

______________________________________________________________________

Kortney DeGraffenreid, Special Agent					October 21, 2025
National Insurance Crime Bureau

Thank you for your contributions in attempting to prevent fraud in the Voucher arena of the Workers Compensation Program.

I support the changes you are making but have one overwhelming concern about not addressing the issue with California Public Schools contracting out with organizations that provide unapproved, substandard RTW training for injured workers.  These subcontractors do not have to have their courses/ curriculum approved and do not employ trainers that meet any type of standards for teaching the subject matter.  It is unfortunate that injured workers believe they are signing up for a reputable State University or other public educational program and instead they substitute in a subcontractor who is not qualified to teach and is often motivated by greed. They do not have the injured workers’ best interests in mind. I believe this lack of regulation as it relates to California public schools perpetuates student harm and should be considered as changes are made to the Voucher program. 
______________________________________________________________________
Cody Colon, Unit Manager, Travelers Insurance			October 21, 2025
I am looking at the proposed changes. Under (f)(1), it states, “Payment for education-related training or skill enhancement, or both, at a California public school or with a provider that is approved and included on the list of approved training providers and schools maintained by EDD certified on the state’s Eligible Training Provider List at:https://edd.ca.gov/en/jobs_and_training/Eligible_Training_Provider_List/ including payment of tuition, fees, books, and other expenses required by the school for retraining and skill enhancement.” Does this mean that if the requested facility is not on this list, it is not reimbursable? We see too many of the same “counselors” sending claimants to providers not on the list.
Under (6)(k), it states “Bills will only be paid for services rendered for the development of a return to work strategy and for regular duties that involve the evaluation, counseling and placement of disabled persons”. Does this mean that is the claimant is not placed in a job retraining program, that the counselor fees of $600 are not reimbursable? We have a high percentage of claims where I have personally called the counselors and they have indicated that they did not place the claimant in any school/program as the claimant wanted to research it on their own, but still submitted invoices for $600. I do not believe they should be paid if they do not place the claimant.
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