
Business Meeting Minutes

MRC Office
Lansing, Michigan

Thursday, May 6, 2010
Members Present in Person:  Norma Bauer, Jeanette Brown, Cecily Cagle, Alicia Paterni, Jaye Shamsiddeen (Ex-officio).
Members Present by Phone:  Carol Bergquist, Eleanor Chang, Beth Childress, Adolph Cwik, Jacqueline Day, Susan Fitzmaurice, Shon Halacka, Joanne Lamar, Nan Melke, Jacqueline Thomas, Luke Zelley.

Members Excused:   Anthony Carmichael, Rick Weir.
Members Absent:   Al Tenbrink.
Guests Present in Person:  Valarie Barnum-Yarger (Michigan Statewide Independent Living Council MiSILC), Jim Magyar (Ann Arbor Center for Independent Living, Disability Network/ Michigan), Garrett Pazur (Department of Energy, Labor & Economic Growth – Michigan Rehabilitation Services DELEG-MRS).
Guests Present by Phone:  Thomas Applebee, Jessica Dixon, Ruth O’Connor (DELEG-MRS), Felix Sirls (Urban Health Care Issues).
Staff Present:  Marlene Malloy, Shori Teeple.
Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson C. Cagle. Roll call determined that a quorum was present.

Welcome & Introductions
C. Cagle welcomed the Council members and guests.  Introductions were made.   
Agenda

The draft agenda for May 6, 2010 was reviewed by the membership.  L. Zelley indicated that two consumers at the Flint Center for Independent Living (CIL) want to make public comment about the State Plan, and a request was made for discussion and the motion for approval of the State Plan to take place after Public Comment.  
A motion was passed to move discussion and vote on the State Plan to after Public Comment.
N. Bauer asked a question regarding the National Career Readiness Certificate (NCRC) and whether this topic could be added to the agenda.  It was stated that C. Cagle and A. Paterni, who are members of the Michigan Works! Association Disability Subcommittee, will be attending a meeting next week.  Therefore, this item will be on the agenda for the next business meeting.
A motion was passed to approve the draft agenda as amended.
Minutes

The membership reviewed the draft March 12, 2010 business meeting minutes.    
A motion was passed to approve the minutes as presented.
Report of the Executive Committee:  Cecily Cagle, Council Chairperson
Members reviewed committee minutes (March and April 2010) and the financial statement (March 2010).  N. Bauer asked for clarification of ‘activation of the referral module in the AWARE system’.  It was stated that the referral module, which tracks referrals in the AWARE system, has never been activated.  The MRC is asking that MRS turn on the referral module so that customers entering the system can be more accurately tracked.  The module tracks the time from referral (self-referral or from another agency) to the next step and the Rehabilitation Act requires this to be a ‘timely process’. 
Two questions were asked about the March 19 Executive Committee (EC) minutes.  1) With regard to American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) interns, N. Bauer asked whether any employer may request Customers of MRS as ARRA interns.  It was confirmed that any employer may request ARRA interns from MRS; staff will resend the e-mail to the membership regarding this opportunity.  2)  L. Zelley asked for clarification of a statement in the minutes about the IL/MRS document as ‘word salad’.  In response, a EC member utilized this phrase to describe the unnecessary verbiage in the document.  L. Zelley referenced a second statement from the minutes that ‘some CILs are trying to charge MRS for Information and Referral (I & R) services, but since these are core services, it should not be allowed by law’.  He stated that the Rehabilitation Act does allow CILs to charge for core services and that this statement in the minutes is incorrect.  This inquiry will be followed up on and further clarified if needed.
A summary report of EC participation on MRS workgroups will be e-mailed to the Council.
A motion was passed to approve the Committee Minutes (March and April 2010) and

accept and place on file the Financial Statement (March 2010) as presented.
The MRC Office Assistant, Aimee Wright, will be resigning at the end of May 2010.  The Council wishes her well and thanks her for the services she contributed.

Thanks were expressed to the Public Policy Agenda (PPA) Committee and A. Cwik, who facilitated planning details through numerous Advocacy Day Ad Hoc Committee meetings.  It was an excellent day - it was the best turnout of Council members at a public event to this date.  More details of the event will be shared during Committee Reports.
The following was read aloud by C. Cagle:

Please join me in congratulating Marlene and Shori on a remarkably successful Sunday Session in Bethesda, MD for the National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils (NCSRC).  It was the 5th anniversary of the Coalition and the attendance and quality of those meetings has continuously improved.  I was privileged to attend and experience Lynnae Ruttledge commending and challenging SRCs and their role as “policy partners” with their Designated State Units and Bobby Silverstein, who is the vocational rehabilitation (VR) policy guru.  I think it is a testament to the tenacious work of a committed few that the momentum has continued to build.
Marlene has clearly been a key component of that vision and her election as chair of the NCSRC on Saturday night is a confirmation of that vision, hard work and skill.  Congratulations, Marlene.

The MRC Executive Committee reviewed the performance of our Executive Director (ED) and the accomplishments of our Council over the last three years.  We are dedicated to appropriately compensating the good work of our employees.  We have delayed any increase in salary for our ED for 3 years and feel that the time has come to award Marlene a one-time merit increase this year of 3% to her salary for FY 2010.
We are so fortunate to have Marlene, her skills and dedication to the Council, her work on our behalf for the customers of VR services in Michigan, and the work she does on the national level that make the MRC and Michigan VR a leader in moving Vocational Rehabilitation forward in an ever changing environment.
Report of the Executive Director:  Marlene Malloy

Members were directed to the Staff Report in the meeting folder.  

N. Bauer acknowledged the listing of workgroups representing where Council members and staff are involved, as well as how the MRC has become exponentially involved at the table with MRS.  The importance for Council staff to maintain a balance between the work of the Council and MRS workgroup participation was reiterated.
N. Bauer further stated the appearance of a huge paradigm shift with regard to Order of Selection for Services (OSS) and recent research showing that OSS is a good thing; members feel they lack information.  In response, members were reminded that J. Brown, C. Cagle, and G. Pazur are involved in an internal MRS OSS workgroup and have seen a different perspective about OSS that was not previously known.  Recent research has indicated that more equity for customers is present in the system during OSS.  Since everyone is still at a different place concerning where they are at with OSS and the implications if it were to be established and/or implemented in Michigan, this will continue to be a struggle for everyone as things move forward.  C. Bergquist suggested that it would be helpful for the staff report to indicate dates of workgroup meetings attended to show the activity of participants.

The MRC Office Assistant, Aimee Wright, will be resigning May 28th and we wish her well.  
The request to downsize the membership was recently denied by the Governor’s Appointments Office.  Seven individuals who were eligible for reappointment will be contacted and two vacancies will be filled (Council for Labor and Economic Growth (CLEG) and Parent and Training Center).
Lynnae Ruttledge, the new Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) Commissioner, is from Michigan.  As a former customer of Michigan VR, Council Member, and State Agency Director on the west coast, she shared incredible comments at the NCSRC Sunday Session and stayed for the entire day-long session.  She thanked SRC members for their valuable time, Councils across the country, State Agency Liaisons, and VR Directors.  She shared her belief that SRCs are the most important partners to the state agencies and applauded the agencies that utilize their SRCs as resources to improve their systems.  At the Sunday Session, a question was asked whether match requirements could be waived for states that are challenged with state resources, and she responded that although it’s in the law, SRCs could advocate for this to change.  
MRC Committees:  C. Cagle 
The membership reviewed committee minutes:  Information and Evaluation (I & E - April 2010) and Advocacy Day Ad Hoc (March 2010).  While there were no meetings for the Public Policy Agenda (PPA) and Service Delivery Effectiveness (SDE) Committees in March, both committees met via teleconference during the last week of April.  
I & E – C. Bergquist (Chair)

An in-person meeting is planned for Thursday May 13 at the MRC Office.

PPA – N. Melke (Chair)
The MRC hosted the 2nd annual Advocacy Day at the Capitol on Tuesday May 4th.  The event was overwhelmingly successful, with seven Customers and two Employers sharing their success stories with legislators and their staff.  Nine Council members were in attendance.  Thanks were again directed to A. Cwik for his event planning contributions during Advocacy Day Ad Hoc Committee meetings.  The MRC Beacon Award was presented to Andy Levin.  Gabe Leland, a Representative from Detroit, introduced himself to a Council member following the event and acknowledged that he was a former customer of MRS.  The Council will follow-up with Representative Leland with information shared at the event.  The MRC competed with five other events at the Capitol on this day, so attendance did not include the anticipated numbers of legislators who called in RSVPs.  However, Andy Levin and most legislators and/or their staff who attended stayed for the entire session and commented afterwards that it was an outstanding event.  
SDE – J. Brown (Chair)
In February, the committee looked at the Customer Satisfaction Survey at Individual Plan for Employment (CSS-IPE).  Comments from members were forwarded to Lori Shader-Patterson and 

a follow-up meeting took place regarding comments from SDE.  Congratulations to the committee on their comments and impact on the process.  The committee also recently looked at the historic Orientation Report and recommendations.  It seems that some aspects of Orientation have reverted, producing a need for SDE to move forward plans to conduct a follow-up Orientation Project.  The Council will also be represented at future workgroup meetings for Virtual Orientation.
L. Zelley indicated a correction needed for the I & E minutes.  To clarify, a suggestion was made for the EC to ask MRS how ‘new census data’, as opposed to ‘RAM (Resource Allocation Model) formula’, will affect MRS funding for the next fiscal year.  This clarification will be corrected in the minutes.
A motion was passed to approve all proposed committee minutes with corrections.
Public Comment
The Public Comment overview was read aloud by the MRC Chair.
Thomas Applebee
I was a VR Counselor in Kansas in the 90s and experienced Order of Selection there.  I found that it was very disheartening and interrupted the counseling relationship drastically. People were not being served who obviously were just moments from employment but who needed our assistance and they did not get it.  It’s not good for counselors as far as frame of mind; it’s frustrating and irritating.  Consumers call all the time - ‘when are you going to serve me?’, ‘Well, we have this Order of Selection’.  It’s poor for the Government; obviously we replace $1 of investment with $2 of tax revenue when we put people to work.  It’s bad for the state as well.  I urge you to advocate for policies and funding to avoid Order of Selection because it’s bad for customers and counselors in the state.
Norma Bauer

I’m taking off my Council hat and any other associations I have with any other government appointed program.  I’m speaking to you as an employee of Ross Innovative Employment Solutions, a division of Providence Service Corporation.  I attended a meeting by MI Works! Association and the person who coordinates it was very interested in the comments that I had made about unseen disabilities and its effects on service delivery within the MI Works! System. She had been looking for a presenter since January on this topic and saved out a primo spot at the MI Works! Conference in September for someone to present on that topic.  So just before lunch, I will be presenting at the MI Works! Association Conference on September 20th in Traverse City.  With funding threatened at MRS, with OSS threatened at MRS, more MI Works! Offices will be needing to provide services to people with disabilities and staff at MI Works offices need to be aware of how to provide quality services and I am thoroughly thrilled to have this opportunity.  I have been presenting on this subject to our corporation for a couple times now throughout the US and Canada, so I was thrilled that they recognized the need for it and that I’ll have this opportunity.

Jessica Dixon
My name is Jessica Dixon and I am originally from Birch Run, Michigan.  I am 28 years old and I have cerebral palsy.  I am a former MRS customer and I am successfully employed.  I also have a Bachelors Degree from the University of Michigan-Flint in social work.  I currently work with students with disabilities in the Flint schools.  If Order of Selection had been implemented during the timeframe of my experience with MRS, I can say with absolute resolution that I would not be here today speaking to you.  According to MRS, I am a successful outcome in that I am a person with a disability that is now employed.  However, it is through MRS that I became a professional degreed person with a disability that advocates for others like me.  I advocate for the services that MRS provides because I believe in the MRS Mission and I wish to inform other people with disabilities, young and old, of the very advantages to partnering with MRS to build a better future for them.  If Order of Selection is to be implemented then my advocacy and my work will not have an impact, nor would it have the same meaning to me.  On a personal note, I would like to say that during my time with MRS, I was going to school, so they did help me achieve my degree.  Also, my father was killed in a motorcycle accident suddenly and my mom tried to commit suicide during that time period.  Without MRS, I can say, I would not be here.  They provided me with counseling and they were my support to push me forward and make me believe in myself that I could do it.  I advocate for MRS every chance I get and I think Order of Selection would, on a personal level, be hurting many people.  You wouldn’t be instilling in them the beliefs and values that a person can have with those services.  So, thank you very much.
State Plan FY 2011
A motion was made to approve State Plan FY 2011.
C. Cagle – Are there comments, questions, discussion reference to the State Plan that you received?

L. Zelley – I want to ask a process question.  It seems like the State Plan came to Council members for feedback and then went to MRS.  Is that the process we typically follow?

C. Cagle – We changed the process for the State Plan when we did our last Strategic Plan two years ago.  The process that we used this year is the same process that we used last year.  After a brief history, we have two conversations before us – one is the product and one is the process.  If we’re going to talk about ‘process’, then that is a different discussion than the product that we have before us.

The MRC had a State Plan Committee for years, and when committees were redesigned at the Retreat in February 2009, responsibilities were divided up and State Plan activities were designated to the Executive Committee (EC).  If the process doesn’t work, then the process needs to be revisited at a time other than today.  Are there other questions about the process?

N. Bauer - The State Plan for Independent Living (SPIL) process is very different and open and accessible to the MiSILC members.  They use many resources to conduct a thorough process for the SPIL.  
M. Malloy - At the retreat, the decision was unanimous from the MRC membership to restructure  the committees and the responsibilities that each workgroup would have.
L. Zelley – I just wanted to verify that the EC facilitates the SPIL.  I was surprised that it goes to MRS before the full Council, but if that’s what we agreed on, then we can deal with that in the future.  I do have discussion on the Recommendations portion of Section 4.2.  Some of the rationale for supporting Recommendation 1 might not be appropriate.  I wholeheartedly support equitable standards for Cash Match Agreements (CMAs) and although we need to improve the Cash Match(CM) process, I believe the rationale should be amended.  
C. Cagle - What has been written and the response from MRS stands.  The rationale was put forward at the time with the information that was in hand at the time and may be modified as time progresses.  Reports from Jaye show ebb and flow in the data and that the data is not static.  The membership is voting on the document as it stands today.  
L. Zelley – If we have new information, can we update the plan or vote to amend it?

C. Cagle – No, we can’t do that.  We just share information throughout the year.  When we write the next one, we update the information we have from last year’s recommendations to what the result was over the year and what the recommendations will be going forward in the next year.

L. Zelley – So, are we not voting on the State Plan as it’s written?

C. Cagle – Yes.

L. Zelley – If there is information that is incorrect or needs to be modified, then we can amend that?

C. Cagle – No, we can’t change the document that is presented for approval.

L. Zelley – We can’t change our recommendations for FY 2011?  This has been submitted and approved by MRS or RSA?

M. Malloy – Jaye has responded to our recommendations so if they need to be changed, then it would mean that Jaye would have to start over again and have to respond again.

L. Zelley – This is the first time Council members have seen some of these recommendations in the plan.  They are sweeping statements that the entire Council supports.  They were written by the EC, a few members, and the Council may not agree in a vote that we want those recommendations.  I would think that if a recommendation was not supported, then Jaye’s response to that recommendation could be removed for that recommendation, not a rewrite.

C. Cagle – It would have to be a rewrite.  If we change anything in this document, then it has to go back to the drawing board and we would have to start Attachment 4.2 again, with our recommendations and her response.

N. Bauer – What are the deadlines?
M. Malloy – MRS is planning to submit the State Plan to the Department of Energy, Labor & Economic Growth (DELEG) next week, with submission to RSA July 1st.

L. Zelley – We made changes to last year’s State Plan based on RSA’s audit with an electronic vote and it went pretty quick.  If we identify things in this document, we should be open to changing, amending, or modifying it.
C. Cagle – We may have done an e-vote, but it wasn’t because we changed anything.  

M. Malloy – With the monitoring visit, we already submitted Attachment 4.2, so we will have to go back and look at the records.

L. Zelley – I would like to discuss the recommendations.  The rationale for Recommendation 1 is appropriate.  For Recommendation 2, what was the EC’s rationale behind reducing CMs to levels no more than 30%?  How does this influence programs around the state that result in program inequities in services to customers around the state.  
C. Cagle – The CM numbers are more than 50% and the EC 1) has a concern about the amount that MRS is dependent on for CM and 2) how it influences programs throughout the state.  Local matches vs. statewide matches result in inequities in program delivery for MRS.  Requesting that those matches be reduced would result in programs being available on a more statewide basis. 

Other states are not as dependent on CM as Michigan.  For example, Wisconsin has requested a 5% CMA requirement for the state agency.  CMAs have become a way of conducting business in Michigan and it is continuing to grow.  For those areas of the state that don’t have the ability to generate CMAs, inequity is present.  

A. Cwik - Does OSS have an influence on their CM decision also?  
C. Cagle - They influence each other.  
A. Cwik – Certain partners may not be getting their ‘bang for their buck’ because of OSS and it might influence how much they are willing to match.

J. Brown - Reliance on CMAs has been discussed among the membership over that past several years.  The state agency in Michigan has to rely more heavily on CM more than any other states.  We would like to see MRS not have to try to seek and obtain CM monies to the degree that they do.  They spend huge amounts of time seeking CM monies as opposed to providing quality supervision to staff.  It’s about customer service.  CM can impact partners and the monies they receive, but I don’t care about that; it matters more whether customers are being served in an effective manner.  We have to focus on the equity of services to customers across the state and not just how it impacts partners.   
A. Cwik – CM was started for that very purpose, because MRS wasn’t getting the funding it needed and CM provided more funding and opportunities to serve customers.  So, the original purpose of CMs got lost along the way.  

M. Malloy – That is very true.  There is no evidence for return on investment for CMAs.  With three EC members represented on internal CM workgroups, the EC talked about this over two days while working on the Attachment 4.2.  It is the MRC’s job to be the ‘customer voice’ and if there are parts of the MRS system that are challenged to provide full equity in services to customers, then it’s the MRC’s responsibility to put it in writing.
B. Childress - When the EC meets, not all members embrace the same things.  Some members need to excuse themselves from discussions.  From the meeting today, it seems there is a sense that the EC does not include a healthy discussion about the pros and cons of issues.  Members should be able to put aside their personal biases, self-interests, and day jobs so that the focus can be on the needs of the citizens with disabilities in the state, especially those who obtain services from MRS.  Also, with the ‘partner model’, CMs are in place so people can get services and more people can be served.  One needs to look at the needs of the whole state.
L. Zelley - I appreciate the work of the EC, but with 5 of 20+ Council members responsible for coming up with the whole MRC portion of the State Plan, we all have a responsibility as Governor appointed Council members to weigh in and be a part of the process.  Where’s the data for the first recommendation of 30%?  I would like to see some data, best practices, and accountability for this recommendation before we arbitrarily put in a number of 30%.  With regard to Wisconsin, I don’t know how they came up with their 5%; maybe their VR was at the table with their legislators.  Michigan is in a unique situation.  I am not comfortable with the 30% target.  I’m comfortable with the recommendation to reduce the need for CMs or dependency on it, but I’m not comfortable with this Council putting a target in or dictating to MRS a number.
J. Day – I agree with that too.

L. Zelley - Can there be a motion to revise Recommendation 2 and remove the 30% from the recommendation?  

C. Cagle – We need to vote on what we have before us.  If you want to go back to the drawing board, then that is a process piece and we need discuss the process in another arena.  If it gets voted down, then we need to start over and so does Jaye.

L. Zelley – Can’t we make a motion to ‘amend’ a recommendation if we’re talking about taking out 4-5 words, it shouldn’t change the whole scope of the document.  It shouldn’t cause us to go back to stage 1 – we’re talking about a motion to make a minor correction like we did in another document.
C. Cagle - This is not what we have done in the past, so I am not sure whether it is possible with time limits.  If bold statements are made in State Plan recommendations, then they can be revised, tempered, and negotiated throughout the year.  For us to amend it today, the EC can weigh in; while it would not be the desired choice, we can move forward at the direction of the authoring committee.
L. Zelley - If the 30% statement were removed, it doesn’t seem this would require a large change in Jaye’s response.
J. Shamsiddeen – I will save my comments for the ‘process’ and how we can avoid this in the future.  You need to do what you need to do and I will respond accordingly.
J. Brown - The MRC decided long ago that the ‘work of the committees’ would be done in the committees, as opposed to the ‘work of the Council’ as a whole, with work of committees going to the entire Council.  Are we talking today about doing a different process than that?  Does this shift the process?  If yes, then this is a conversation we need to have at our next all-day meeting.
L. Zelley - The EC Committee’s charge was to facilitate the development of the State Plan, but not to write it and submit it and approve it.  Every Council member has a responsibility to vote on the State Plan and have input on it.
J. Brown – Again, what’s before the Council today is a motion on the table to vote to approve the State Plan as it is presented.
A. Cwik – So we can agree that a process to involve the full Council was not followed.  The EC made the language and there is a vote on the table.  There is no discussion unless you want to go back to the drawing board and rewrite the whole thing.  Correct?
L. Zelley – My motion is to simply take out the 30% within 5 years.  It’s a matter of removing 4 or 5 words with the motion that I would like to put on the table.
C. Cagle - A motion is on the table to approve the State Plan as presented.  If it is voted down, then we will need to start over.  If you want to put another motion on the floor, we can do that.  J. Brown’s point about reverting the process to the Council being a ‘Committee as a whole’ to discount committee decisions and do a different process, then that’s a discussion for future strategic planning process discussions and not today.  If it is voted down and taken back to the EC to come up with a different product to present to you, then that is how we should move forward today.
L. Zelley – 99.5% of this is great work by the EC, but there are serious ramifications with those few words.  I think the Council should have discussion about this before they vote and consider minor changes of a few words without a big rewrite.  The 30% target is a big impact; it impacts customers, with potentially 10-15 million dollars, and I don’t know that this presented to the Council members or that I was asked about that before today.
A. Cwik - I agree with what Luke is requesting.  It sounds reasonable.
J. Day – I think what Luke is asking sounds reasonable.  I admire the work of the EC, but the impact of those few words is pretty big.

C. Cagle – Yes, it is, and there was a purpose in that.  We are taking diligent notes about the amendments.  We would like to go through all five recommendations and then take a vote.  If amendments need to be made before approval of the State Plan, then changes can be made and brought back to the Council for approval.

A. Cwik – Perhaps you can explain the significance of the 30% and why that number was chosen.

J. Brown – The EC felt like a statement needed to be made.  Members wanted to see CMAs reduced.  We, as a Council, need to be proactive in communicating with legislators to replace the CM money with General Fund/General Purpose (GF/GP) funds.  We need to ‘step up’ as a Council and figure out how to get more general fund dollars for the agency, so MRS staff does not have to spend most of their time fundraising.  The EC wanted this recommendation to carry measurable weight, instead of being a general wide-open suggestion to reduce CMs to the agency.

A. Cwik – We as a Council were not part of the process and we want to understand how the EC came up with that number.
M. Malloy - At the last retreat, the Strategic Plan was updated and it was consensus in the room decided that the EC would gather info, author the document, present it to the agency for their response, and then the membership would vote on it.  That’s the process you agreed on.  My recommendation to all of you is you need to deal with the ‘process’ piece at another time.  The 30% was a place to start.  Wisconsin’s 5% model has created a very healthy competition for grants to partners across their state.  It also forced their state agency to document the return on investment for money that was going out to provide services and how did it impact employment outcomes.  

A. Cwik – Are you saying that CMs are restricting the possibility of other sources that might be more helpful than the CMs have been, like foundations, etc.?

M. Malloy – No.  If it were statewide money, it would be the perfect scenario, because it’s equity-based.  

J. Brown - Reduced matches in Wisconsin forced legislators to make decisions about funding the agency to be able to pull down all federal dollars as opposed to relying so heavily on CMAs.  I feel strongly that we, as a Council, need to figure out other ways than having agency staff trying to figure out ways to generate match funds.  Each year, it’s going to become more and more of their job if we don’t figure out a way to say ‘this isn’t going to happen anymore and you need to figure out how to fund this program so they get their federal dollars’.
J. Lamar – We should have a legislator in the room to see if they understand the meaning of all of this.
C. Cagle – It’s the job of the Council to educate legislators.

J. Day – We have the highest unemployment rate in the country and we are in a position that nobody wants to raise taxes.  Without increasing revenues, the general fund is not going to go up.  I just worry about the implications and impact to customers.  I agree that staff should not have to seek monies, but to put a number on it makes me really nervous.

J. Shamsiddeen – I just want everybody to understand that we have been educating legislators for years, and we have in-person and in-writing education processes for legislators.  With high turnover of legislators, we continue to educate.  A favorite management principle is: ‘seek to understand and then be understood’.  I think we need to have more dialogue and communication to understand other viewpoints.  What do legislators have to decide on? The Governor supports the program significantly; she would like to increase GF/GP to the program, but what is she deciding between?  I think if we understand that, it doesn’t mean that we shouldn’t stop advocating and educating, but it does help us to better understand why we’re not getting the GF/GP, which could be different than Wisconsin or Texas or California.
N. Bauer - RSA has already directed MRS to reduce CMs and I don’t know whether they put any percentages on it.  As an employment specialist, I can’t help my clients with employment unless their housing, dental, and other needs and that’s why the Rehab Act created the IL system to do that.  Regarding a comment made about ‘VR counselors are serving more as case managers than employment specialists’, and I don’t understand that comment because we have to provide ancillary IL services to give good employment services.  By decreasing CM this does not mean we’re going to increase state funding.  With a flags and triggers system in place, we know we don’t have documented evidence of return on investment from CMs, so some of the recommendations in this document are premature.  In other Council settings using Robert’s Rules of Order, and in those settings, the committees do their work, they present it to the Council, the Council then discusses it as a full Council.  We’re not ‘rubber stamps’, so perhaps we were not aware of the ramifications of EC oversight of the State Plan during the last Strategic Plan.
C. Cagle - Are there any comments on Recommendations 3, 4, 5?

L. Zelley - For Recommendation 5, it is uninformed for the MRC to dictate to MRS that they should plan to implement OSS within 6 months during FY 2011.  I know we have a couple of really outstanding Council members who are involved on committees, but the rest of the Council, myself included, does not have the data or information to support going in to OSS.  I know we had a couple of folks that gave testimony, the committee advised us to look at Wisconsin’s website – I did – and there are some statistics that trouble me with the impact on consumers, and I don’t know if the Council, and I’d like that piece of it tabled or removed as far as OSS.  MRS can go into OSS whether it’s in our recommendations or not.  They define the triggers and consult with us, with approval from us.  I think it’s dangerous and it goes beyond our authority to dictate or suggest that they do it within 6 months.
C. Cagle – I disagree about it going beyond our authority.  The rest of what you had to say is your opinion and we are keeping good notes about what everybody has to say about the recommendations.  

B. Childress – After all of the discussion, isn’t the bottom line that if the Council does not approve the document through a vote, then it will be voted down.  Historically when committees have brought things forward, the Council has had lengthy discussion about it, and the bottom line is that there is a vote and that is the opportunity to say ‘go back’.
C. Cagle – Exactly.  We have taken notes on everyone’s comments, and if we have to go back to the drawing board, we will take amendment requests into account for the rewrite.  We need to do a roll call vote.
N. Bauer - I would like to see data of impact on the IL system if OSS is implemented.

M. Malloy - The data doesn’t exist.

L. Zelley – I would like to present an alternative statement to having that statement about ‘implementation within 6 months of FY 2011’.  All I would say is that the Council has not seen data, other than anecdotally from the EC and members of the internal MRS committee.  This is not a MRC committee that is reporting on OSS; it’s a couple of folks that are on that committee.  Documentation, when you look at Tennessee that’s been in OSS.  In January 2010, they had 10,000 on a waiting list.  They have been in OSS for 9 years, they have opened up their list 3 times.  Now the Council hasn’t heard that information.  Even Wisconsin, they had people on waiting lists for 6-9 months.  The Council needs more information before we vote on that.
C. Cagle – I have two folks that I would like to call on before we vote on this.  The first one is J. Brown, who has data to share.

J. Brown – The OSS workgroup has researched data from the RSA-Management Information System (RSA-MIS) website from FY 2007.  Information about VR Agencies (Blind, General, and Combined) from states and territories are listed on the site.  
The following general VR agencies, which were in OSS at that time and considered to be the most similar to the MRS system, revealed the following numbers of individuals on their waiting lists at the end of FY 2007:
Arkansas - 8
Connecticut - 0

Iowa - 1,246

Kentucky - 21

Maine - 1,421

Massachusetts - 3,056

Minnesota - 6

Missouri - 1,170

Nebraska - 2

South Dakota - 34

Vermont - 26

Virginia - 245

Washington - 3,399

C. Cagle – Jaye has further information to share about what Lynnae Ruttledge said regarding what money coming from the feds is supposed to be used for.  It was very impactful and says something about what we’re supposed to be doing and it may say something about OSS.  It may be something we need to take into consideration when we talk about OSS.
J. Shamsiddeen – Commissioner Ruttledge indicated that she believed that VR money was intended primarily for serving individuals with most significant disabilities ‘into competitive employment’ and that some of the VR money is being siphoned off into different directions and not being used primarily for that purpose.
With a motion on the floor to approve State Plan FY 2011, S. Teeple was asked do a roll call.  Members announced the following ‘yes’ or ‘no’ votes.

MEMBERS PRESENT FOR THE VOTE:

N. Bauer – No

C. Bergquist – Yes
J. Brown – Yes
E. Chang - No

B. Childress – Abstain

A. Cwik – No

J. Day – No
S. Fitzmaurice - No
S. Halacka – No

J. Lamar – Yes
N. Melke – No

A. Paterni – No
L. Zelley - No
MEMBERS NOT PRESENT FOR THE VOTE:

A. Carmichael – Excused
S. Fitzmaurice – Absent during vote

A. Tenbrink – Absent
J. Thomas - Excused 

R. Weir - Excused

VOTE RESULTS:

9 - No

3 - Yes

1 - Abstain

The motion to approve State Plan FY 2011 was voted down by the membership.

C. Cagle - Without a majority vote, a date will be determined for another conference call to ask for approval of an amended State Plan within the next two weeks.  
M. Malloy – My suggestion to the Membership is that it should not take place by e-vote, but rather by consensus vote during a conference call.

C. Cagle - For those who voted ‘no’, hopefully you will make yourselves available to be present for the meeting so it can be turned around and submitted to Jaye so that she will have time to respond to our recommendations.  

M. Malloy – What I would recommend as your staff person who will be facilitating this with the EC, if you voted ‘no’, in a ‘sound bite’ if you will provide bullet points in an e-mail to me regarding desired changes to the document for content changes as opposed to wordsmithing.  Thank you.

L. Zelley – Is it possible to make a quick recommendation to remove the 30% in the 6 month implementation?
N. Bauer – No, there’s more to it than that.
C. Cagle – That wasn’t me, that was Norma, but ditto.

Partner Reports 

A motion was passed to table the Partner Reports during this meeting.
Report of the Department of Energy, Labor & Economic Growth - Michigan Rehabilitation Services (DELEG-MRS) State Director: Jaye Shamsiddeen
Response to Public Comment

J. Shamsiddeen - I will say, I will start off, I have to, I am compelled to do this because of my personality, my nature.  Luke, are Tom and Jessica still there?

L. Zelley - No, but I have access to them.

J. Shamsiddeen - Ok, before you do…yeah if you could bring them in briefly, I wanted to thank them.

L. Zelley – OK, just one moment please.

J. Shamsiddeen – (quietly states) and then I just want to share something, you may not like it but you’ll see. 
J. Shamsiddeen - Hi Jessica – my name is Jaye Shamsiddeen.  I am the director of MRS and I wanted to thank you and Tom for the courage to come in and make your comments that you made today.  They are important comments that we certainly will consider and mostly what I wanted to say to you Jessica, is my heart goes out to you, for what you shared with us.  It sounds like you had a rough road and you have risen above your circumstances and I encourage you to keep up the good work and thank you for being a part of the VR process.

J. Dixon – Well, thank you very much.  I will put Thomas on.

J. Shamsiddeen - Hi this is Jaye Shamsiddeen. I am the director of MRS and I wanted to thank you for the courage you demonstrated in coming in and speaking your mind today.  We need more feedback, direct feedback from folks we serve and I just thank you for sharing with us your thoughts on this very important topic and encourage you to continue on your journey.  Thank you.
OK, the part that is just Jaye, this is just me, a little syrupy, but it bothers me when we have people that bare their souls and they describe unfortunate circumstances and we just carry on with our business without acknowledging. We are supposed to be compassionate and humanistic and it really moved me to hear all of the things that she had faced, and we just kind of went along with our business. I know we get desensitized, all of us, from watching this stuff on tv and movies and games and all this stuff that is going on.  But when somebody bares their soul like that and says, my father was killed and my mother tried to commit suicide, this is what I’ve done. I can’t help but at least acknowledge it. That’s the Jaye part of me.

Congratulations to MRC Executive Director

MRS congratulates M. Malloy on her two new assignments - Chair of the NCSRC and participant in the 36th Institute of Rehabilitation Issues (IRI) Primary Study Group, which will focus on “The Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) – State Rehabilitation Council (SRC) Partnership: Working Together Works”.  MRS supports her in her endeavors.

Promoting Abilities - Impacting Michigan’s Economy
Congratulations to N. Melke, A. Cwik, C. Cagle, M. Malloy, S. Teeple and all of the efforts that went into Advocacy Day at the Capitol.  We always want to have more people there.  It was suggested this year that Terry Johnson send out invites to all MRS staff to attend if possible.  While the event is designed for legislators, it would still be good for MRS staff to attend. 

G. Pazur attended the event and reaffirmed that, yes, MRS does do a good job.  While staff is always trying to resolve issues, the reality is that MRS has valued and talented staff and it is uplifting to see where MRS has had an impact on the lives of customers.  MRS staff does benefit from the positive energy and experiences from customers’ success stories.

State Plan FY 2011

MRS has been reminded by RSA that State Plan FY 2011 will not be approved if one outstanding issue from last year is not resolved:  the MRC must fulfill the voting member requirement for the Department of Education (DOE) representative that provides oversight for the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  While conditional approval was granted last year, MRS and the MRC have been trying to obtain the documentation needed to fill the voting member position.  Once this is received in writing, this should satisfy the requirement so that approval of State Plan FY 2011 can move forward.  

M. Malloy added that the Governor’s Appointments Office states that it is now the responsibility of the DOE to move forward the appointment of the voting member.

Final RSA Monitoring Report

MRS has been asked by 2-3 partners for the final report from RSA.  MRS has not yet received the final report, which is expected to be received by July 2010.  The report will also be posted to the RSA website.  RSA was required to conduct further research and needed time to respond to MRS’ feedback on the initial report.

FY 2009 State Plan Recommendations
A written progress report has been shared with the membership.  

MRS Long Term Plan (LTP)
MRS is in the process of the completing an evaluation of the LTP.  Following feedback from partners who report that they don’t know who to contact, with staff unclear as to their roles and responsibilities, a review of the IL structure within MRS has been initiated.  Tom Jones is conducting an informal IL assessment, which will conclude with recommendations for change.  With regard to program and technical aspects (grants process - review and monitoring), the IL portion of the LTP has not been implemented the way it was intended.  Eventually, all IL program and technical assistance components will be managed by the Evaluation and Program Support Division under the leadership of Lori Shader-Patterson.  Between now and October, Lori Shader-Patterson will be the contact person and spokesperson on IL questions.  

RSA Commissioner’s Michigan Visit
RSA Commissioner Lynnae Ruttledge will be in Michigan on May 20th and will plan to spend time with staff from the two state units - Michigan Commission for the Blind (MCB) and MRS, as well as the MRC Chair and Andy Levin.  While the Commissioner’s visit will include general and breakout sessions, it is not intended to be an open forum for partners to ask questions.  The state director will utilize this opportunity to have discussion about OSS and receive clear direction from the Commissioner on this topic.
Audit

MRS is about to undergo another audit, with a focus on administration oversight.  A previous audit request had been postponed, but will have to proceed with this audit, which could last until December 2010.  While MRS staff looks to its leadership to provide a focus, it is a constant challenge, and the MRC can help MRS with defining the focus.
Personnel Update

Eric Bachmann has been promoted to District Manager in the Northern Michigan District and Antoine Shaw has accepted the position for Site Manager for Michigan Career and Technical Institute (MCTI)-East.  A vacancy in the ARRA Unit for an Analyst will need to be filled as soon as possible.
Department of Community Health (DCH) Leadership Council

High level people from various departments have been convened through a national grant to facilitate the DCH Leadership Council.  This effort is aimed at determining strategies for improving employment outcomes for all people with disabilities in the state of Michigan.  Andy Levin did not have time on his schedule to participate, so he asked J. Shamsiddeen to represent MRS.  Members of the group will work together and collaborate to envision improvements for the future.
MRS/MRC Communication
MRS has an excellent partnership with the MRC.  It’s not a ‘rubber stamp’ relationship and the relationship can be further enhanced by improving communication.  While today’s meeting could be viewed as a ‘point-counterpoint’ situation, it is recommended that plans move forward by first having discussion about where the MRC is at with ideas for recommendations, so discussion can take place up front about topics, followed by review and response.
Order of Selection for Services (OSS)

Though there is a need to review and be guided by data, the data can be misleading if not interpreted and followed through effectively.  Michigan is not like any other state.  It can be compared to others, but data needs to be evaluated in terms of the needs in Michigan.  The Executive Team needs to have more discussion with members of the OSS Workgroup.  If OSS was established, how much would it cost MRS in terms of time and money?  If implemented in Michigan, we would have to lay off staff and reduce services in various areas.  Have these questions been taken into consideration?  N. Bauer stated that RSA has directed Michigan to ‘reduce cash matches’, but MRS is not aware of this.  A recommendation was made to ‘reduce reliance on cash match agreements (CMAs)’ but not to reduce the number of CMAs.  David Esquith (RSA) describes CMAs as ‘a crumb to a mouse’ or as a ‘slippery slope’ that could result in many more problems than those that currently exist.

How do you gradually get out of the situation MRS is currently in without going into OSS?  We don’t want to lay off staff and we don’t want customers to not be served.  In Michigan, are we willing to sacrifice and go into OSS in order to get something down the road?
As co-chair of a Management Services Committee, we have been looking at the match situation.  A waiver option was voted down.  Over 60 members attended the session and voted down the waiver; if waivers are approved for some states, then others trying to get GF/GP will try to obtain waivers instead.  The group came up with an action item, which was endorsed by the Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation (CSAVR) and RSA Commissioner, which involved a proposal for approval of Maintenance of Effort (MOE) waivers to also be used to approve temporary use of income as a temporary source of match.  The proposal will be further developed and moved forward.
At the NCSRC session, Wisconsin commented that some states rely heavily on CMAs and the legislature asks, “Why aren’t other states doing what these states are doing with CMAs to generate revenue?”
Regarding other states that are in OSS, do any of the others have near the high unemployment rate that Michigan has at this time?  How many people will be on the waiting list, and where will they go in Michigan if they cannot receive services from MRS?  Do other states have the same number of CMAs as Michigan and if not, do they receive more GF/GP?  MRS has to make a case before RSA that it needs to implement - will be asked if MRS has done everything possible to avoid going into OSS?  Data for how it will affect IL system?  Not many other states have the fiscal situation between the state agency and IL system with regard to Title 1 funds.  With projected budget cuts next year, would maybe need to amend the state plan and ‘establish’ OSS and implement if needed.  Propose to not take issue lightly, have open discussion and look at what the best outcome for Michigan would be.

Retirements

The legislature has adjourned for now; to date, no action has been taken on the Retirement Bill.  MRS has not heard anything further on state employee retirements.  MRS could be affected by 20% or more.  If retirements do happen, the question to be answered will be ‘how many MRS staff will remain to provide services to customers?’.
State Plan for Independent Living (SPIL)
Completion of the SPIL is in progress, with a need for a more collaborative process with guidelines to be revamped and streamlined.  Public Hearings have been scheduled to receive comments on the document, which can be amended annually if needed.

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS FOR J. SHAMSIDDEEN:

B. Childress - J. Shamsiddeen’s feedback and recommendations to MRC are ‘right on’, since these decisions involve such serious issues that would impact the state.  Open dialogue is needed to discuss OSS, with serious issues needing to be on the table.
N. Bauer - with all of the MRS workgroup meetings, perhaps central office staff could spend one day a month in district offices to see what it’s really like in the field.  Maybe the ‘ivory tower’ isn’t the best thing.  

J. Shamsiddeen - you would be surprised to see the changes that have been made in Central Office.

G. Pazur - the character, makeup, and profile of state offices has changed.  As positions have been filled, many people at Central Office bring years of recent field experience to their current positions and are sensitive to things that are happening in the field.

J. Shamsiddeen - we often go around to offices and hear from people directly.

G. Pazur - all of Jaye’s comments about OSS are pertinent to the current situation and will be taken back to the OSS workgroup.  We have learned things from other states.  For example, states say they have greater control over their resources and processes, resulting in quality starting to flow, more job satisfaction for counselors, satisfaction for customers, emphasis on providing services to customers requiring more in-depth services, and quality services provided to customers.  

J. Shamsiddeen - a question to ask the RSA commissioner relates to numbers that have gone down for those served by VR during OSS.  A new position is being created to develop statewide agreements to use for the general population, as opposed to being pulled in one direction or the other.

M. Malloy - has the OSS workgroup looked at customers served by significance of disability?  
G. Pazur - the workgroup has had discussion about ‘severity of disability’, with ideas to revamp the definitions.  Other states emphasize ‘disability’ and three functional limitations in seven life categories.  Michigan focuses on ‘services’, with the need for three services while having only two functional limitations.  The group is taking another look at this and the possibility of changing definitions to put the focus on ‘disability’, along with requirements for application.

J. Shamsiddeen - other items for discussion (ARRA and IL services to Benton Harbor) will be sent to MRC members via e-mail.
Other Business: 

N. Bauer - while the Customers of MRS Leadership Program has been reinstated, which MRC committee will work on developing measurable outcomes?  

M. Malloy - While it is unclear at this time, it will be looked into.  

Look for e-mail notices about a ‘Special Meeting of the MRC’ via teleconference for Council members to come together for reevaluation of the revised State Plan.  Members will be requested to submit brief recommendations for changes to the amended State Plan FY 2011 Attachment 4.2.
A motion was passed to adjourn the meeting at 12:05PM.
NEXT BUSINESS MEETING: 
Special Meeting of the MRC - May 2010 - date/time to be announced

Friday, July 16, 2010 9 - 12PM via Teleconference
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