[image: image1.jpg]REPORTING






2
MISILC C.O.W. Meeting

05-15-14

MISILC C.O.W. Meeting
05-15-14
5:00 P.M. EST
Crowne Plaza Hotel, Lansing, Michigan

CART Provider:  Annette Blough, CSR, RPR, CCP, CRR
ROUGH DRAFT

(This text is being provided in a rough draft format.  Communication Access Realtime Translation [CART] is provided in order to facilitate communication accessibility and may not be a totally verbatim record of the proceedings.)

  05‑15‑14.  MISILC C.O.W. Meeting
   >> Kellie:  Good evening, everyone.

   >> Val:  Good evening.

   >> Kellie:  I'd like to call our Committee of the Whole meeting to order this evening and welcome to all of the CIL directors who are here this evening.  We hardly ever get to see you in this type of meeting and setting and we are happy to see you.  We would like to start with introductions if we could, please, and my name is Kellie Boyd and I'm the Executive Director at Disability Network, Oakland and Macomb and I'm the chair of the Committee of the Whole meeting and I'm also a SILC Council member.

   >> Good evening.  I'm Valarie Yarger and I'm staff to the Council.

   >> Hi, I'm Lesia Pikaart. I'm the Disability Connections, Inc., Jackson County, Hillsdale, Lenawee, Executive Director.

   >> Susan Cloutier‑Myers, Disability Connection, West Michigan, Executive Director.

   >> Mike Hamm, Disability Connections, West Michigan and SILC board member.

   >> Lisa Cook‑Gordon, SILC board member.

   >> Miranda Grunwell, SILC member and I also work at Disability Network Southwest Michigan.

   >> Nick Dennis, SILC board member and I work at a CIL in the UP.

   >> Dawn Reamer, SILC board member.

   >> Robin Bennett, SILC board member.

   >> Good evening.  David Emmel.  I'm the Executive Director of the Disability Network Mid‑Michigan based out of Midland and I'm also the chair of the Board of Disability Network of Michigan.  So thank you all for hosting this this evening.

   >> Mark Pierce, Executive Director of Capital Area for Independent Living.

   >> Thank you, appreciate it.

   >> Mike Zelley with the Disability Network of Genesee County.

   >> Beth White with the Bureau of Services of Blind Persons and I'm glad to be here to meet some new faces and say hello to people I have known for a while.

   >> Todd Whiteman.  I'm with the Disability Network of Lakeshore Holland.

   >> Tracy Brown, SILC staff.

   >> Rodney Craig, SILC staff.

   >> Annette Blough, CART provider.

   >> John Victory, Michigan SILC board.

   >> Good evening.  Joel Cooper, president and CEO of the Disability Network Southwest Michigan located in Kalamazoo, Battle Creek and St. Joseph, Benton Harbor.  And I'm also on the executive committee in board of the Disability Network Michigan.

   >> Debbie Bennett.

   >> Connie Kiggins, SILC.

   >> I'm Sarah Peura, director at sales in the UP.

   >> I'm Sara Grivetti and I'm the chair of the SILC.

   >> Wanda Travis from Disability Network, Wayne County Detroit.

   >> Rick Sides, Executive Director of the Disability Network, Wayne County, Detroit.

   >> Angela Hoff, retired director of the Water Center for Independent Livings.

   >> Ashley Hoff.  I'm her right hand lady.

   >> Shaun Bennett, a civil rights advocate.

   >> Thank you, everyone.  For those of you who have not been to the committee of the whole meeting in the past, this is a pretty informal meeting where we are reviewing and really getting an update on the data collection and the independent living services that are provided in the state.  Rodney does a wonderful job of collecting all the data, I believe everyone should have received an agenda as well as a report and there was an updated report at everyone's place setting this evening as well.  So what we do is Rodney walks us through our reports and he gives us information about the independent living services in the state and we try to have a dialogue in regard to what we are reading and it's really a great document because we get a great understanding of what is happening in all of the work that is being done.  So I'd like to start with seeing if there are any modifications of the agenda.  Everyone should have an agenda as well.  And do you have anything to add, Valarie or Rodney?

   >> Val:  Not yet, see if the CILs have anything they would want to add.

   >> Kellie:  Directors or CIL or anything you want to add to the agenda or maybe you don't know at this point because you don't quite know what to expect, but does anyone have anything to add to the agenda?  Say nothing we shall move on so Rodney if you could please walk us through the SPIL monitoring report.

   >> Rodney:  Good evening everyone, this report is indicative of the first portion of the SPIL that we started October 1st of this year.  So there is not as much information as this report as you have seen in some of the other ones because this is a new SPIL period so we have just been taking a look at what started October 1st and on to today.  But the report for those who have seen it and for those who haven't I'll kind of give a brief overview of what we try and accomplish in the report.  We try and take a look at all the SPIL goals and objectives and the measurable indicators that are through those objectives.  We try and take a look at where we are at currently with that level in the SPIL.  So we try and take a look as if we are hitting the measurable indicators, if we are on target for them or any other additional information that somebody may want to put forth that may work towards one of those measurable indicators.  Again, this portion of the SPIL is new, so we are on the first year measurable indicators of the SPIL.  So the report gets broken down kind of in several ways.  The first portion is what I consider kind of just a dashboard look at the objectives and it's basically a look to see if those objectives are on target, if they are not on target, what their current status is.  The second portion of the report is a little more narrative in nature.  It will explain what some of those objectives are, the activities that has been done with those objectives and, again, their current status on those.

The next portion of the report becomes a breakdown of all the CIL services.  We try to mix the BSBP data in with this as well and we were not able to with this report and we were for the last one so the data here is CIL only on this particular report.  We are going to work to get the BSBP data added for the next report.

On this particular report too we have some other graphical representations of services and a look at the catchment area of the SPIL itself.  So I can just kind of start the break down process and please feel free to ask any questions or comments as we go along with this.

So in looking at the SPIL objectives there are approximately 27 objectives in this SPIL which is down significantly from the previous SPIL.  When we go through the dashboard of this SPIL, of the 27 objectives 23 of them are on target.  So that's outstanding amount.  Two of them are on a base line creation which would be revolving around CIL referrals, one with MRS and one with BSBP, referrals coming back and forth to the agencies.  That is still on a basement development and there is still some work to be done as to how we are building that base line.

The other two objectives two of the objectives are annual objectives so there is still time on those.  One would be an evaluation of ways to expand the PASREP program; the second one with the SILC responsibility for convening disability think tank around the common disability agenda.  That is an annual, the common disability agenda is for the complete SPIL so there is still time on that.

And the other two had just the referrals.

So looking, you know, through the report here you can just see what the objectives are, what the measurables were, and then in the third column it has the information on whether it's in progress, on target or base line is being established.

Then again the second part is much more narrative and general.  It's some of the specific information, information on the BSBP regional meetings are in there.  Information on some of the collaborative efforts that has happened and some of the long‑term care information that's part of the SPIL is also encompassed in the ‑‑ that report as well.

And that takes us one of the SPIL objectives is the increase in participation in the SILC website.  That is the actual data numbers in the report from the SILC website.  When it went live it spiked up higher.  It has since kind of dropped down but one thing we are getting from the SILC website and probably since it went live we received five or six or more direct INR services have come direct to the SILC office through that website and the previous four years I've been here we have never gotten anything from that website.  So there is traffic going to it.  We are just trying to get more to it as part of the SPIL area in that.

The second portion is the section 3.2 of the SPIL which revolves around the catchment area services.  And this is the 16 county areas that currently aren’t officially designated as a CIL area.  But the CILs have agreed to serve this area with non‑part C funds.  This is the base line statistics for that area and the amount of services that are happening there.

This is even though we started a new SPIL I can tell you that these numbers are up pretty significantly from the last SPIL when we took a look at that.  There is only one county in the state that did not receive a service since October.  And that was Paris Isle I believe is and I don't believe there is anything out there but wolves and moose so it doesn't surprise me.

   >> My mother‑in‑law lives there just to point that out and she is not a moose.

   >> Rodney:  And there is a specific number.  And it's hard to see and again I apologize but this is the graphical representation of where the services are actually happening.  Each one of those revolves around a specific zip code where service has happened so you can kind of take a visual look on that and determine that those counties are getting much increased in services.

The other essentially nine pages of the report are the priority areas that we use for data in Michigan.  We have a priority that goes a little bit deeper than RSAs on Federal standards.  We can actually pinpoint some of the specific service types and what they are.  And going through those, there is about, you know, I won't bore you and go through each and every one and say this is up, this one is down, this one is up.  What I can tell you is that there were four essentially priority areas that showed a drop in services.  And drops is kind of a difficult word but services decreased in those priority areas and they were accessibility, employment, healthcare, and transportation.

   >> Val:  Can we go back to your map with the services?

   >> I don't understand what these numbers are.

   >> Rodney:  What the numbers are and I don't have the interactive map because you can actually go down and come back and go down.  What they are is those are inside there is a pin inside those circles so and in this case there would be let's say in one of them there would be 37 markers.  That is a zip code where a service has happened in that area.

So if we actually, and I can show you the interactive version where you can zoom in and see it spread out, and that's kind of a way we are looking at to tell which areas are being covered.  We can take a quick graphical look at and know these zip codes are there.  And that we can see these are the areas that are being covered.  So the areas that you see on that map where there is nothing there, there is no services happening in those areas.

   >> Val:  The numbers are not supposed to match the numbers on the top.

   >> Rodney:  No, they will not because for each ‑‑ it just drops a pin on one zip code so there are multiple zip codes but it's just dropping one pin per zip code.  So they will not match the chart itself.

   >> Val:  Thank you, sorry, I interrupted.

   >> Rodney:  Again on the priority area of service we had a decrease in accessibility, employment, healthcare and transportation.  These decreases were not extreme decreases, the only one that took probably a large decrease and would have been the amount of outcomes under employment.  And on a three‑year trend basis it went from about 2538 to about 1812 so that outcome on employment has dropped significantly.

The other ones the drop is not as significant as that.  On the other side there have been increases in assistive technology, education and relocation.  And in the case of relocation the outcomes have went up a great deal.

   >> So Rodney.

   >> Sara:  Can you use the microphone?

   >> So employment for example, it has dropped and just for a legislator or somebody reading the report they will want to know why.  And I can say from my shop we don't do employment anymore.  So we contributed to that drop by probably 30, 40 people.  And so I guess my question is do we have some explanation next to that that will say why?

   >> Rodney:  I hope I'm not going too far out on a limb when I answer that.

   >> Please do.

   >> Rodney:  I'll just say it I think you could probably look at a drop in an MRS referral, in an MRS collaboration in with that could cause some of that drop and I'm not blaming them but from a numbers standpoint we don't have the number of referrals from MRS back and forth like we used to have.  Again, just as you're saying the priority of the center could have changed.  So if we were to look at that and try to break out of the anecdotal we want to look at what increased in that area and that is what I will get to in a moment and I think it will kind of help you out because it will play right into that.

And we had talked about assertive technology, education and relocation, had taken increases.

The other three priority areas are somewhat static, housing, other supports and relocation.  There is a little bit of a drop, there is a little bit of an increase and they are pretty much static across the board.  What this tells me, a little bit, even beyond anecdotal as a pure number analysis, what this is telling me is that the CIL network is probably at its full capacity.  In order for something to increase something has to decrease.  So it's not ‑‑ you're not pulling in new things that allow that to increase.  So in order for let's say relocation to show its rise the level that it has rose, I see a corresponding drop in employment which tells me that wherever you're focusing you are at your maximum level that is a little bit beyond anecdotal and kind of the data that is with ARRA funds and increase of people coming in we saw the numbers go up and when the funding went down the numbers went back down to the level that they were and at this point they are kind of stagnant.  If we want to start an employment program with the current funding and staff level then we would have to look at where we would subtract that from.  And that is kind of what the numbers looking at the trending data of the numbers, that's kind of what it's saying is that we are at capacity with the funding level we currently have.

   >> Lisa:  When I look at healthcare here and I look at this year 2011, 12 and 13 I see a significant decrease in the number of consumers, any idea what accounts for that?

   >> Rodney:  None specifically, you know, it's not ‑‑ I have not looked at that region by region to tell if there is something, what specific area of region that may be coming from.  There may be some; I really wouldn't have an exact answer for that to be honest with you.

   >> Lisa:  If it continues to go at this rate it's going to be very few consumers receiving healthcare services.

   >> Sara:  I think for council members it's important to note that a lot of these services are kind of based on what the community needs and what people are coming to the CIL to ask for, so sometimes we can't always control the demand for services.  We just report out the services that we provided unless we have very targeted programs where we are specifically focusing on something.  Often times with a spike in a number under a certain category it may because a CIL had a specific grant maybe from the united way or a foundation grant to maybe do a specific service that would fall under one of those categories.  So a lot of this is based on demand.  And the provision of services is based on what consumers are coming and asking for.

   >> Dawn:  The question relates to Sara's points and there is a huge spike in education and is that number correct.

   >> Rodney:  That one number I need to dig into deeper.  We had a spike like that in transportation about two years ago to where the number jumped dramatically like that and what we discovered was that the ‑‑ there were actually services happening, we were getting it better and we worked with to CILs to better document the transportation services.  I need to dig into that number a little bit deeper to find out why there is a spike in that one area.  I know Angela's center has a specific education program and everything but they have already, they have always documented that well.  So I just need to determine where those numbers came from and then determine if there was a program specific there.

But that's primarily it with the data numbers.  I can say overall for the second or third, third straight year, I apologize, we were over 10,000 consumer outcomes so that is a kind of like a base line of accomplishment that is good to take a look at and they did exceed the ten,000 income amount.

One is of consumers served and that can kind of show where your consumer levels are and areas specific of the state that consumers are.

The second area is the INR where the INRs are actually happening from and taking a look at that.

Those are in the workgroup with Steve and I, we can kind of take a look at how we have mapped BSBP, MRS and DHS data on to this to see some neat things in our workgroup with that.

The last portion of the or of the SPIL portion of this report is the section 7 review which is essentially what this committee does, the committee of a whole does this evening is it takes a look at those first four things, how well are the SPIL outcomes being achieved, how satisfied are the consumers, how the state IL program is being improved or expanded and does the SPIL require amendment.  And we kind of use this data and other data that is going to be presented together to try and determine those four questions.

The other portion of the report is just a statewide protocol and this is how I pull the data.  This is kind of the methodology that the data is pulled from.  One actually contributes a service, what actually contributes a successful outcome.  This is just on there so we have consistency from year to year so we are looking at the same data and comparing apples to apples in that case.  That is the data methodology I use when I pull that data out for these types of reports.

And Kellie that is pretty much it.  Since we are only a few months into the SPIL it's a little bit smaller than it normally is but I know the agenda is a little bit larger tonight so I can answer any data‑related questions that anyone may have.

   >> Kellie:  No more questions?  That was easy.  Thank you, Rodney.  Like Rodney says it's so early in the SPIL we don't have a lot of information but when we have our next meeting which will be in November, it should be quite a bit more and then the next meeting in May we will have a lot more data so it's very informative and I myself shared this information with my staff to let them know that their work matters and what they are doing does matter and someone is looking and that this Council is looking at it and that our other partners, BSBP and MRS and DCH and DHS and everyone is looking at this information so it is a useful tool definitely from the CIL perspective.

So thank you very much for that, Rodney, I appreciate that.

The next piece on our agenda is the RSA‑DAC report and Val is going to speak to that.

   >> Val:  Sorry about that, you guys.  The report that you have in the packet is the final report of the RSA review that took place in April of 2013.  This was conducted by representatives from RSA including a peer reviewer from a CIL director from the southern part of the United States.  It had both Rodney and I in attendance as observers as well as MRS in attendance.

This is the final report.  The corrective action plan has been put in place and basically completed.  I have to tell you from a personal point of view as I read the final report, I was disheartened and not so much because of what was said but because there were many, many, many, many positive things that were not said that the reviewers commented on when they were on site.  There were lots of this is great, this is interesting, this is positive.  We are glad to see you're doing this.  And I was disheartened not to see those included in the final report.  So I guess I would like to take the opportunity to say that, you know, after the report Dave would be the first one to say yes there were some things that needed to be changed and corrected and they have been done.  The corrective action plan was submitted and approved by RSA and they have moved forward through it.  But it does leave out many positives and I want to continue stressing that and I would hope this evening and Dave is supposed to be here at some point this evening and tomorrow you would take time and sit down and talk to Dave about his center because it just does not represent what is really going on.  And I'll answer any questions if I can but I really think you need to address them to Dave.  Thank you.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you, Val, at this point before we move on in the agenda were there any questions or comments along the way?  I just want to check in and make sure that everybody is able to ask any questions or understand what we are doing this evening.  So if there are no questions we can move on to the next piece on the agenda, the SPIL public input second quarter which is attachment number three.

   >> Val:  What you have in front of you is a document that includes the public comment that was received at our last meeting which is on pages 2‑4.  You will also see a press release that was issued by the Governor's office regarding the mental health and wellness report.  And this is really awesome because it ties and so closely with the other things that we as a Council have included in our state plan and what the network of CILs are doing.

Then you have got public forum on Page 8 which is the summary from the public forum that was held in Northern Michigan, Traverse City and Cheboygan and Rodney and Jim Moore would be happy to speak with that if you have questions and Pages 9‑12 start summarizing the BSBP, CIL regional meetings, four of which have been held.  All of the summaries are not in yet.  But overall we found them to be very beneficial, the CILs have been able to understand more of what BSBP is doing and I know BSBP has been more aware of what is valuable in their local CILs.  And the final thing that you have in here is a summary of the assertive technology loan fund, where they are at year to date.  And what they are doing.  And I would be happy to answer any questions of anything that you have got at this point, this public input is retained on file.  It's something that we will use as a reference in consideration for the development of any amendments that are necessary to the state plan or the development of our next state plan.

   >> Joel:  This is Joel Cooper disability network southwest Michigan.  I was just curious on how does some of this information actually get into this report?  Particularly about the public forums because I know we hosted two of them, one in Kalamazoo and one in our office in St. Joseph; and I'm not sure how we would have reported that, at least as relates, I'm talking about the center for Michigan on the citizens’ input or citizens’ agenda.

   >> Val:  When SILC is aware of a public forum or a focus group that is occurring, if there is any way possible we send a staff person.  So then the notes that are collected by that organization we ask for a copy of it and we incorporate it into the document.

If it's something that SILC is cohosting or cofacilitating, when the notes would be put together they would be shared with the organization that was hosting it.  Compiled jointly and then forwarded.  If you are aware of or have something that we have not been notified of, if you would care to send them to us we would make sure they are also placed on file and shared with the Council.  But what you see here are things that actually had SILC staff in attendance.

   >> Joel:  Okay, thank you.

   >> Rodney:  I do believe, Val, the center for Michigan has issued when that report was created they had not finished that report that report is out now.  It came out just a couple like the next day after that report went out so it is available now.

   >> Val:  We would incorporate it the next time.

   >> Kellie both Beth could we have you speak about the BSBP, CIL meetings.

   >> Beth:  Sure, Mr. Jones is right next to you.

   >> Kellie:  He told me to come to you.

   >> Beth:  Look at him smile over there.  Yeah, I can speak to and I'm sure Sara also has things to probably add but I wasn't able to attend all of them.  I was really glad for the ones that we have done so far and I know we still have to yet to complete.  We are short staffed and hopefully we will have some Counselor positions filled in Flint and Saginaw and we are holding off on that one because we want to have staff there.

And then BP is coordinating everybody's schedule to get up there for this one and Sara has been wonderful and bending over backwards to get everybody up there, we will do that.  I was just thinking that, you know, especially with some two new directors here in the future that we might want to figure out another way just to connect with them as well eventually.

I found that I think I went into this thinking that CILs know about us.  And I learned, no, they really don't and vice versa because so much has changed and so many services being offered and there are so many things we can be partnering on and sharing information on even if we are just doing trainings together, there is a lot more we can be doing.  So that was to me the best part of having these not only to see faces and meet people face‑to‑face I only heard names in the past so that was a great experience.

I think too as we look at I just left a webinar about transition and in that webinar and the chat room there were a couple of CILs talking about things they are doing and I'm sitting there taking notes and writing things down and we have to talk and that is fantastic.  And I know you guys are looking for ways to expand and ways we can do better partnering and we are also.  We do certain things in certain areas because that is what our needs are at the time.  And Mike was just talking about the program we do in Genesee county but there is much more we can be doing and I look forward to that and look forward to as we complete the other two coming back and doing a recap next year and putting forth some projects we can look at so thank you.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you.  Did anyone else care to comment on the BSBP, CIL regional meetings?

   >> Beth:  Sure, now you raise your hand.

   >> Leamon:  I think that the collaboration between BSBP and CIL was long time overdue because we could get to know each other much better.  I was not able to attend many of those because of conflict in the schedule but I did attend I think it was two.  Well actually one.  But it was very good and very informative and from that standpoint I did learn a lot about the CILs.  Sometimes you think that you know more than what is actually true but define areas where we really can work together and I know as a result of the collaboration together there is one, in one area they are working with the CILs and in an employment program.  So and I know and this is something different, some of the other areas we probably have been doing that but again this shows you that because of the collaboration and this is something that has been developed and is looking forward to seeing how well it turns out so we can look for other opportunities as we begin to explore some of the other areas that we can work together.  So, again, I think that the next two that are on the boards to do we have a little bit more background so we can focus on some areas that can be brought to the front so I appreciate the opportunity and looking forward to see what we really can develop together and serving our people is the key, serving the population that we work with.  Thank you.

   >> Joel:  Just to comment on that effect I was at the same meeting that he spoke of, of attending and so was Mark and several others.  That was the one in Grand Rapids that included southwest and West Michigan so just so everybody knows that did happen the minutes of that meeting are not in here and I know Valarie said that it will happen at another time so it's important that you know that there was more than these that occurred even though there may be two more to go.  So we will look forward to the minutes of all the meetings when they occur.

   >> Sara:  This is Sara Grivetti and I thank Beth White for her wonderful collaboration and putting the regional summits together and it has been a great learning experience.  One of the things and I have been around rehab for a long time is I didn't understand the depth of the independent program for the Bureau of Blind Services offers so whereas MRS essentially they contract independent living stuff through the title 7 part B out to the CILs, BSBP runs their own independent living program so it's really like looking at where the unserved or where the gaps are and what we are doing within our CILs and figuring out which CIL can offer in that region which I think is the benefit of these meetings.  And we hope that it was really just the beginning of some ongoing collaboration.

And I think that really the final messages that were or real takeaways were if you are offering it to MRS, offer it to BSBP.  It's another VR program and serving different populations and includes them in your newsletters, your trainings and any opportunity that you would include your MRS partners in.  And while the number of individuals with blindness or visual impairment is not what MRS serves it's a distinct population we should be working with, partnering with and serving and so just not having them be the forgotten stepchild.

   >> Beth:  Thank you.

   >> Sara:  So thank you.

   >> Joel:  I will tag on to that for a second.  I'm glad that Sara brought that up.

In fact, again just by network southwest Michigan located in Kalamazoo obviously for those of you that are knowledgeable about BSBP that is the center, the training center for BSBP is located in Kalamazoo.  Obviously we have a very close working relationship with all the staff there in many ways.

In fact, BSBP region director Lisa Keshel.

   >> Beth:  The training center director, she was.

   >> Joel:  Regional and now she is the training center director and very involved, was on our board for 8 years and board chair for two so there is a lot of knowledge exchange related to the operations of our CIL there.

The other thing I wanted to just point out that is kind of a news to me, maybe it will be news to everybody in the room, because we brought it up and made a very important point about it, at least I did in my advocacy that surrounds around the benefits counsel for those customers receiving social security and we are very engaged in providing that service, that is a niche for us, for not only MRS customers but certainly our BSBP customers M and that is something that they are holding up to be of extreme importance as part of their individual plan for employment for their customers.

In fact, it is now going to be, correct me if I'm wrong, it's going to be a mandated service early on in that service delivery and I'm going to advocate strong that that also become the same for our MRS partners, I'll say it here and I'll say it to Sue as well, a choice anyway.

   >> Kellie:  Any other comments?  Thank you for the dialogue.  I feel kind of like a movie star.  Like I'm working the crowd and maybe I should sing.

I'll sing later.

Okay, I think it would be probably a good time just to take a quick break before we move into our next agenda item which will be the comment disability agenda but if we can take a ten‑minute break and refill your coffee and use the rest room and we will come back and move forward into the next topic.  So that would bring us back about 6:05.  Thanks.

(Recess taken) 

   >> Kellie:  We are going to get started again so we respect everyone's time and get out of our meeting on time if not earlier and if we could start, I'd like to introduce you all to a very special guest, I just met him 15 minutes ago but he is special to all of us, Mr. Kevin green.

   >> Kevin:  I'm the new point person IL services and I don't know if I have the same position as Ted and other people but I'm it at this point in time.  I sent an e‑mail at least to I think the directors that sort of explain my background, but I started with MRS just to give you if you don't mind me taking two minutes I started with MRS 5 1/2 years ago, I do not have a rehabilitation and disability‑related background, I really don't.  Came from private industry this a variety of other fields but have owned my own business, marketing consulting business, I've been a faculty member of Lansing community child for 25 years and worked for the community economic development in a number of different environments for quite some time.  I know I e‑mailed, communicated by e‑mail with a good number of people in the room already but I have not had an opportunity to meet with people in person and Beth is out of the room right here.

   >> Beth:  I'm over here, closer to you.

   >> Kevin:  Beth Ann I communicated e‑mail and phone and work in the same building and never met in person but we actually have a face‑to‑face meeting set up for Monday morning.  So we would eventually with Leamon as well and it will be interesting and I'm happy to be here and happy to assist in any way I possibly can.  Thank you.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you, Kevin.

Okay, we are going to move to the next piece on our agenda before we get there, yes, we are going to review the comprehensive statewide needs assessment and you have that in your packet, it's the multi colored executive summary.

   >> Val:  It was on the table today.  What you have is a draft document that we received this afternoon.  It is still a work this progress.  This is something that all of the centers were involved in.  All of your consumers that chose to participate were involved in.  It has been prepared by MSU.  There was a meeting yesterday afternoon at MRS which involved some of their policy staff, it had representatives, well, Leamon was there from BSBP and Rodney and I were in attendance.  People from the Michigan Council on rehab services were in attendance.  And we walked through this document.  We as a group made some suggestions for some fairly significant additions and changes to it so that it truly was more of a comprehensive needs assessment.  I guess I would ask that as you have time in the next few days that you would please review it, let me know what you think is left out and we will definitely take it back to the department and to MSU.

There is a lot of data in the full report, but in essence the executive summary is really what most of the people read.

One of the things that will be added to it is the consumer satisfaction survey results.  They have really just got to paragraphs on page 11 now and my understanding is that is going to be expanded.  But I really would like your input and direction as to where to go.  Thank you.

   >> Sara:  Could I clarify?  Val you said something was left out let you know and you go back to the department.  Are you saying there is data that may have not been include and how do we know what was left out and would they have to go back and get more data?  I'm confused on how that process would work.

   >> Val:  My opinion, okay, my opinion and Rodney's maybe different and Leamon's may be different there are questions that I know were asked that are not reflected or even summarized in this document that I feel needs to be included and as you're reading it as a CIL director you know what is important to you and you know what your community thinks is important.  And I'd like to hear that because then I will go back and look to make sure that it was in the data and if it was point out the fact that the IL community thinks this needs to be expanded upon or added.

I'm not so worried about what you know is in the hard data as what is the document missing, what do you want people to know as far as IL and community needs and once you give us that I will work it trying to get it rectified.  No promises but I will work at it.  The things that are highlighted in yellow are things that we brought up yesterday that were new editions that you guys are seeing for the first time.  I mean we got it around 3:00 this afternoon.  And those are things that were expansions of what we had yesterday.

And Leamon do you want to talk to this?

   >> Susan:  I have a question with this, in an executive summary I'm quickly trying to read this obviously as we all are, it doesn't tell me who they got this data from, what regions, it's not clear enough how this needs assessment was conducted.

   >> Val:  I disagree with you.

   >> Susan:  I would like to see some and I don't know if we need to go county by county but outreach was done to 550 people in the community and that kind of thing, is that in the back?

   >> Val:  It's not.

   >> Connie:  It doesn't, it's not saying where.

   >> Susan:  Consumer survey results total of 126 individuals with disabilities conduct, okay.

   >> Val:  Customer satisfaction but it doesn't say.

   >> So it's the method they corrected and the number they collected out of what the efforts were to collect and there might have been invalid things or incomplete surveys or things like that and there may have been additional comments because many times because they don't have much in the way from just looking at it in the way of actual like numbers.  How would we tell year to year what the change would be if there is ‑‑ there are some numbers in here and some data but much of it is a narrative so it would be good to have some things that had some measurable change that you could measure and look at over time?
   >> Val:  You're correct.  As Leamon sits over there and says, yep, there is more of it in the full report.  But we are ‑‑ as a steering committee we are working diligently with MRS for revisions to move this forward and your comments are more than welcome and I will be more than happy to move them forward.

   >> Thank you.

   >> Leamon:  I would have to concur with Val on that because the summary doesn't really give you a real good picture of what all of the data is that is in the report.  They indicate that the report has a lot more data than what we were able to see in the summary and because of the lateness of receiving a report many of us didn't have a chance to review it all.  So I think if you get a chance to look through the report and see where the additional data is collected, we need to make sure to bring it forward in order to be included in that.  And there may be areas and were not sufficient because we didn't point out numbers in the area where information was not sufficient for those agencies or even other agencies where it didn't reference independent living in some instance.  So they still, like I said, it's still work this progress and hopefully we will be able to bring those forward.

   >> Sara:  So I guess I'm just trying to understand it, it's in draft format, are we just supposed to wait until it comes into final format?  I'm confused as to why we are looking at the draft.

   >> Val:  As you review the draft, what do you feel is missing?  What holes are you seeing in this executive summary and that's what we will take back to MSU saying these are questions, these are concerns, and this is what is necessary to make it work for IL.  Just like BSBP saying this is what is necessary to make it work for them.  I know that rehab Council is doing the same thing.  And my sympathies that go out to MSU.

   >> Todd:  Half a voice, sorry.  There is part of me that thinks if we are not careful we are creating data or narrative to fit our needs after the fact.  We lose the objectivity of the process if you're not careful in this.  In that if I start authoring rather than you know just kind of looking at formatting, and wanting the final format to be professional, I just have a great fear we might be creating a narrative that didn't emerge from the original intent of the process and what I mean by that is you know I think of the Froth center in Holland Michigan associated with hope college and Ph.D. in data collection for the purposes of creating reports or data driven documents for decision makers.  And I think that is what we were trying to get is to understand those needs and get good data to make informed decisions.

So I don't know I just have some reservations about getting too deep into the narrative that came out of the original process.  

   >> Val:  Todd, nothing would be added to the report if there was not data to backup.  If it's not in the major scope of data that MSU collected that is in the comprehensive report, it would not get included in this.  It would then just be noted as because the comprehensive statewide needs assessment is a rolling process.  If you're saying it's not here now so it's not included in this one, there is going to be an update done next year, so it gives us the opportunity to add to the process for the next year.  But, no, nothing would be incorporated into the document that there is not data to support.

   >> Todd:  Fair enough, when I hear the phrase it doesn't work for IL, you know, I don't want it to be a license for us to go and make it work for IL in a way that it creates a false narrative.

   >> Val:  I agree with you.  My comment of it doesn't work for IL, when we sat in the room yesterday, CILs were mentioned all of twice, maybe in the whole document.  That's not acceptable because there is data on many of the areas and Rodney sat there in the room and it's like Rodney can you send this data over and they already have it.  It was just not included.  Michigan State's project excellence develops.  That is who MRS has a contract with.  And I'm not meaning to beat up on Michigan State.

   >> I do have a question, I can't stop myself, I'm looking at this narrative on Michigan residents with mental illness, how in this document did they determine or could you please ask them how they determined that CMH does not have the resources necessary to provide mental health services or support employment to individuals with severe diagnosis and it's based on the fact they are saying they are struggling with their budget and constantly being decreased et cetera.  How did they determine that from this assessment?  Do we know or where did that as sum shun come from?

   >> Val:  I'm looking to you, didn't that come out of the key informant surveys.

   >> Rodney:  That is what I asked yesterday and the exact section I went yesterday, they stated it was key informant but if we look at the politics of Lansing I think we would really disagree on CMH not having funding.

   >> Todd:  Both my CMH directors tell me the exact same narrative.

   >> I have a campaign going right now but they just in the past year $16 million facilities were built.

   >> Val:  Those were individuals that were a part of the key informant pool.  
   >> So that is biased, right?

   >> Val:  I'm staying out of this one.

   >> Lesia: From disability connections and part of the reason they say that is the general fund for CMH has been cut over the years and this year fairly significantly and the general fund is what that money is meant to serve those individuals who are most often the less severe or the people who are not at risk to hurt themselves or others.  So really the money they have remaining is those people who are on Medicaid and it is to serve those people.  So there is a population whose severity it is that is dictated there.  And then the general fund they can only serve those people who are indigent with no Medicaid or any other insurance if they are a risk to themselves or others and that is why it says that.

   >> Val:  Thank you.

   >> Robin:  You may have just answered my question.  But I see throughout this document things like those with the most severe disabilities or those with significant or the most significant and I was wondering what does that mean?  And from what you just said it might point towards those when it comes to mental illness severe might mean those that would be a risk to themselves or others.

   >> Lesia:  Hospitalized basically hospital licensed.  Basically sorry this is and those hospitalized or in a crisis home because of being at risk to themselves or others.

   >> In the offer and variety but they do not have the same package that is eligible and if they get severe enough, they would qualify for Medicaid and then get Medicaid services.  So and the other thing, it doesn't breakout ED, MI or SDD, it doesn't break out here and I don't know where they got the data but I'm not impressed.

   >> Sara:  With that said can we move on, it's a draft report and we should wait to see the final document and there are a lot of issues with this and I know the rehab Council is taking it up with them as well.

   >> Val:  My question to you is I have the comprehensive report with the data, if you would like that I will make sure it's disseminated to all of you.

   >> Sara:  Is it allowed to be disseminated at this point?

   >> Val:  I wasn't told not to disseminate it.  Is there a reason I cannot disseminate it.

   >> I'm not sure.

   >> Val:  I'll check before I do it but it did not come with do not disseminate marking on it.

   >> The rehab Council has not received a copy because we are told it was not to be disseminated.

   >> Val:  We got it yesterday.

   >> Kellie:  Giving the mic back the Val to start the discussion on the common disability agenda and Ken Browde is not here this evening but Val has volunteered to lead the discussion by herself.

   >> Val:  Some of you are very familiar with the common disability agenda and some I'm sure this is a totally new concept too.  Approximately 19, like 1999, 2000, a number of state‑level partners got together and had a conversation that they would like to create something that could be used as a statewide tool to educate legislators and state department people and there was general agreement it wasn't something that all the partners would agree on, but we felt that there was a need to be, united and put forth a united front from the disability point of view.

The first rendition came out in about 2002 or 2003.  It had at that point like 16 or 18 statewide signatories on it and they tackled about 20 different topics.  And it was way too big and too cumbersome.  So as time went on the goal was to update the common disability agenda and they tried to do it on a rotating basis so it was done prior to an election.  Ideally prior to the state Governor's election so Michigan residents could use it, questions could be asked in the local communities as to what is your stand on this.

The last few years it has not been done.  The last full revision is the one that you see that was done in 2008.  I believe the synopsis was done probably in 2012, 11 or 12.  Because the feeling of the statewide partners was this should be something that would drive interest but not necessarily the full document.

A number of Council members, Mr. Browde being the lead is committed to moving the common disability forward again.  We have something statewide partners that have already identified an individual that they would like to serve on the writing team of the common disability agenda and one of the thoughts that had occurred is because we are having our think tanks as part of the state plan on various disability issues that perhaps the wise thing to do would be to utilize our think tanks as the opportunities not only to develop white papers but help come up with a revised common disability agenda that we would again go to all of our partners to be involved in the development of and ask them to become signatories.

The organizations originally involved in this and the last time there were like 22, 23 of them, they are all state‑level advocacy organizations.  The only state departments that have ever been involved are those that have advocacy as part of their mission because we did not want the document to appear to be controlled by the state.

In developing something like this, the reality is this is something that hopefully if it's done will have a fair amount of CIL involvement in it.  To be an effective document and useful document it has to be something that the CIL network wants to be part of and is willing to move forward after it's developed.  And that's part of the reason it was put on the table tonight.  We would like your thoughts.  Is it something that you as a network are interested in?  Do we need to look at doing something different with our state plan as it's included in it?  We would like your thoughts and comments and direction, please.

   >> Susan:  So I'll ask an embarrassing question.

   >> Val:  Sure.

   >> Susan:  The common disability agenda and the SPIL, tell me the two documents, do they not reflect each other, do we need this as a separate document?  I really am just being unaware here and not being challenged.

   >> Val:  No, that is fine, my opinion, not the opinion of the Council, my opinion is, yes, you need two different documents.  The state plan for independent living is a roadmap that lays out the utilization of Federal money and prioritizes certain goals and objectives for moving the vision of independent living forward in the state.

The common disability agenda was originally developed as an advocacy document to change programs, systems, general operations.  It is not tied to money.  It is larger in nature than the state plan.  This usually involves UCP, traumatic brain injury association, many, many other organizations that are willing to make a commitment to the common disability agenda though the linkage is there and once they are commits to the common disability agenda those outcomes do move our state plan forward.  Is that it?

   >> Susan:  Uh‑huh.

   >> Val:  Is this when I should say because I don't hear anybody saying anything that means, yes, you would like to go ahead with it and we should look at it or?

   >> Susan:  We are processing.

   >> Val:  That is acceptable.

   >> Mike:  This is Mike Zelley from the disability network.  Val, you talk about outcomes that came from the common disability agenda, in other words, did it make a difference and how?

   >> Val:  There have been some, but not as many as we would have hoped.  I'm not sure if this is ‑‑ hold on for a second.

.

   >> Mike:  I guess while you're looking I'm thinking that there are some pretty common sense things that housing needs to be more accessible.  We need to build and make accessible and scattered housing and we all know that and there needs to be public transportation.  We all know that.  We need improvement at the employer level in hiring people with disabilities.  We know that.  And I say we know that.  I know that in Genesee County.  So there are common things that I'm sure the CILs have, transportation is a huge issue in the upper peninsula, not as much in Genesee county because we have a great transportation system, half a million trips for people with disabilities, six million overall so it's a great system.  But it doesn't solve the state problem.  So I'm trying to get a sense of would this be the mental health people saying we need more general fund dollars?  And they do.  Would bit the CIL people saying we need more core funding.  And we do.  I'm trying to get a sense of once you got it, then what?  Then you go to legislators?  And who does that?

   >> Val:  Mike, if you look in the big document, on page 5 it starts listing the accomplishments from the common disability agenda that was developed in 2003 and you will find them on page 5, 6 and 7.  And they are things that were included in the original document, that the group worked on, that had changes that were accomplished.  So but they referenced was long‑term care, employment, you know, it was a by partisan freedom to work with individuals with individuals act in 203.  As of December 207 people with disabilities are able for the first time to receive services from home health aids in the workplace.

You go over to state contracts for small business enterprises and service disabled Veterans, there was mental health commission follow‑up; protection of citizen rights; things that were done for a more responsive Government, assistive technology, housing.  So I'm going to say, yes.

   >> Mike:  Okay, okay, yeah.

   >> Steve:  This is Steve, Val and there are a lot of organizations in here that signed on to the common disability agenda.  How much traction and I know you just articulated only of this but how much traction can be given to this document in terms of improving IL in Michigan?  This ‑‑ these are a lot of folks to convene and just wanting to know the investment that is going to have to be put into this based on what has happened so far on having a common disability agenda, is it worth that investment moving forward?

   >> Val:  That's a good question and I have to tell you it's one I also asked.

When this should have been done, probably two years ago, three years ago was when there was such a retrenching of service providers across the state and there was not ‑‑ it was not the time to move forward.  Organizations were not willing to invest staff time in it.

In the last six months SILC has received calls from the Michigan rehab association, UCP in Detroit, Michigan UCP, the DD Council, who are all asking if we are going to again move the document forward aren't they are willing to commit to it.  We have got one organization that is willing to provide us with some funding to help cover the cost of printing.

One of the things we are hearing is they would like to make it more digital and then have a number of smaller pamphlets like this on each topic that organizations could use that would have the signatories of the individuals involved.

So I do think it's a time to at least investigate it seriously.

   >> Sara:  So I'm sitting here and my head is spinning so in full transparency I'm trying to figure out how to get my job every day and serve on the Council and the benefit of this and I know so my role is the CEO of disability network of Michigan and the hat went on here for a second and I'm saying it purely from the standpoint as the CIL network has really come around policies statements and a number of topics.  And I think what I would just want to put out to the CILs is this something that would expand the work that you are doing?  Would it ‑‑ would the work you are doing feed into this?  I mean how much time and energy are you able to put into it?  Because I don't want to create anything that is exclusive of people's feedback.  So I think I'm just trying to figure out how we, because the Council has to decide if we are going to take this on.  How we can get it all done.  I'm just trying to figure out logistically how to get it all done and I see benefit and I see a lot of challenges in trying to accomplish it and I want to know what is going to be at the end of the day did it change people's lives and I know Robin has a question across the room and you don't have to respond.  I recall am hoping for dialogue so that is what I really want to hear from other people because it's a daunting task to do this and John where are you John Victory, weren't you around for this one to help write this, this original one?  It's a big task.

   >> John:  It was a huge task.  There is no question it was a huge task, with a huge benefit.  What it did was unified across all of the different disability groups and associations probably for the first time with the legislative platform we could share with the folks down the street here who really had no clue about a disability agenda.  There was no such thing as a common agenda.  And as a unifying force it brought people together and what I hear Valarie saying is there is now is an interest in connecting again because we probably lost capacity over the last few years and lost resources and staff and connectedness among each other and it probably is ‑‑ it was a tool for us to come together and find a way to share ideas and develop a common platform.

It could be used, again, as a tool to you know for whatever outcomes or benefits that we want to develop and achieve, I don't think it's necessarily doing it itself, the process itself was of tremendous value and benefit along the way.  It did bring a lot of people together and it got the attention of the legislature when this group presented it.  I mean, it was this, the CIL directors presented it to the legislature and made a big deal out of it and it got a lot of presence and a lot of publicity because it did stand for us of people who had disabilities and knew what we were doing and knew what we wanted and needed and began to demand it.  We lost some of that emphasis and lost that energy and lost the connectedness because they have been working to dismantle us as we all know.  There is a systematic dismantling of public and human service capacity across this state and across the country.

This is a tool that we can use to reconnect, to rebuild, to reassert our voice as a strong voice.  We have been in a defensive, reactive mode for a long time.  And this could be a platform for us to go forward and build.  Build new capacity.  So, yes, I was there and I was involved in the early one and I would want to be there again because I really think it has a force and a presence that we can all benefit from.

   >> Sara:  Robin was meaning to talk and I directed it to John.

   >> Robin:  I think my question might be off topic or a little premature and I would like to follow what you guys have started first before I ask.

   >> Joel:  I was going to jump on what John was just saying and add a couple other thoughts related to that.  I do like the thinking around the union of voices, a collection statewide; representing all voices, there is strength in that.  If we can all sign our name to it, there is strength.  Right now this document, I don't see the names.  I know I have seen a list before and there are other copies, but this one is missing I think.  The most important part of any agenda is the action related to it.  Is there action?  And in staying in contact with action meaning that you have to have some accountability built to that agenda and when you have that many partners how do you corral them to move forward with some level of accountability.  It would be my take on it that if we are to jump on this collective or a union of voices that we have to build on some level of accountability even if it's as the CIL network saying we will take on public transportation and housing and get it done and do these two things and we will let others deal with maybe two or three other ones.

   >> Val:  Joel that is exactly what was done before and that follows up to what Sara had said, the network has your priorities and that is where we would certainly hope that you would be there and say we are willing to take the lead in this.  There are some areas that I'm sure the network is going to say we don't support this, we will agree to disagree and that will get written in the document.  And then there are other areas that, yeah, we support it but so and so is the lead and we will, if there are questions that come up, we will defer it to them.  And that was the premise that we worked with before.  And it is ‑‑ you are correct, the only way it will work.

   >> Joel:  In 2003 you are talking about.

   >> Val:  And 2008.

   >> Joel:  That was a decade ago and things are different, we think differently and in a different mode as to how we create change, we are all change agents, we are in a different frame of thinking than ten years ago when we create change because our voices are louder and more demanding.

   >> John:  And more articulate.

   >> And older.

   >> Susan:  Older.

   >> John:  Wiser, not older.

   >> Lesia:  Having had an experience with to agendas so far and I for the first time saw this about four years ago and was impressed with the depth of what was provided and also just the scope of all of the information that was in here, even in a small document I thought it was very good.  I think it's helpful to have a prototype.  These two, the two years that produced those were good prototypes and starting one now is still a huge task, not as huge as the other two were maybe, hopefully, but there are lots of ways to do this and maybe not convening everybody at the same time.  You can work virtually, you can put things and documents up and do things or share things differently.  So it may be possible to do it.  I'm not minimizing how much work there is.  I can imagine how much work there is in creating something like this with this number of organizations who all don't think alike.  Just getting everybody in the same room is hard enough.  So I understand how difficult it is and I appreciate the result though.  And I don't know how it would be done.  But I like the idea of having something a little more updated because some of this is dated and I just I would hate for this to be the last thing and have it dated.

   >> Lisa:  This is Lisa cook Gordon and there are a lot of things in here that are out dated and the healthcare piece of it considering Medicaid expansion and all that.  And I think one thing we should all look at, and I just saw this pamphlet for the first time, when I hear accountability this is who is accountable.  When we are talking about children and youth and families with disabilities and see advocacy organizations or the organizations listed here sometimes we think they are working in silos and are they working doing the same thing.  So by having an agenda anybody that picks this up and reads it will get an understanding, look at all of these organizations that have signed on to this and they are unified, I'm the codirector of family voices so when I talk about a union of voices it makes a lot of sense to me to work on something like that.  Otherwise we give the persona that we may not be partnering and we always say we are.  I guess for me, as a Counselor person and as a codirector of Michigan family voices and also a family member of a person with a disability, I would say as a member I would say go for it.  And because there are ‑‑ there is information.  If this doesn't get done this is the last thing that you all did and it's floating out here and if somebody gets it they will wonder why it hasn’t been updated.  Is it important?  That is just my two cents.

   >> Dominic:  This is Dominic Dennis, I'm trying to grasp my brain around this thing and I'm new to the SILC Council but I guess I would like to know from somebody who is more experienced on the Council, you know, do we have the resources and a Council to devote to this?  And what was done in 2008, you know, what was the time involved by the SILC staff and the cost of that?  And what it may look like and if we even have that ability to do that at this time.  I'm just wondering if somebody can enlighten me a little bit.

   >> Steve:  I'm sorry, I cannot answer that.  I will defer to Val.  I had a question and I was not around when this was developed by known about it for quite some time, is the intent of the distillation groups public policy statements and who is the audience that this was written for?  Was the intent for the legislature?

   >> Val:  Intent was secondarily the legislature.  The first and primary intent when it was written was to be able to take a united stand to the bureaucracy including state departments to say we are all in this together.  It's not divide and conquer, which is why intentionally there were not state departments other than basically the DD Council and the commission on disability concerns at the time that we are asked to participate because we wanted to be removed from the state system.  It was to be done as a collaboration piece, a partnership development.  A lot of having lived through it and I say that seriously, it's living through this, it's a lot like the CIL, BSBP regional summits that are happening.  When you have the groups of people in the room that want to focus on one particular thing, you have a lot of AH‑HA moments and a lot of shared ideas moved forward and unique partnerships occur.  It is not something as far as time to write.  This is not written by staff.  We manage it.  This is a document that is much bigger than the SILC.  It's something that is appropriate for us to do because our goal is to develop partnerships, to bring people together, to move things forward.  This is a tool that works extremely well for that.

I know we have a Council member that feels very strongly about it and he has volunteered to step up and chair it or cochair it to get it done.  His comment to me is I'm not going away until we have a new revised common disability agenda and that's the message I'm bringing.  He has asked me to put it on the table.  He very strongly feels it should happen.  I know he has been out talking to other organizations who are willing to commit to the fact that they want to be involved in it.

   >> Sara:  So before I pass this microphone to my esteemed colleague Dave Bulkowski who has just come in the room, the question that Nick had was another question I have but it's really more based on the past history of how is it resourced in the past, how much money did it cost, granted it was a lot of years ago so I will factor in inflation but I'm really concerned about the logistics and how it gets done in the grand scheme of everything.  Nobody needs to answer this right now because this is going to Dave Bulkowski.

   >> Dave:  I am Dave Bulkowski and you're welcome for me being late.  And, yeah, coming in late, whatever it's worth, we in Kent County are actually developing what we are calling the Kent county common disability agenda.  We have about 14 disability organizations involved because Joel's point, accountability is a four‑letter word in the fair city of Lansing, especially within the disability industry.  And, you know, I live so much in this bubble in spite the fact I hang out in Kent County and the bubble of Lansing just is so removed from staff of disability organizations.  It is beyond meaningless to the vast majority of our consumers.  Even folks that we bring down to talk to legislatures and do that but we also we are talking to legislatures in Grand Rapids and cities and townships around our community.  So definitely whatever suggestions I would have, I do believe we have to have a common disability agenda, it needs to focus on accountability within current systems because we already spend billions of dollars.  I don't know if we need to add more to it until we reorganize what we have.  And then it has to be really short.  Because it's, yeah, it's just really long.  And it has to be rooted in the local communities because that's where the vast majority of people are going to engage or I should say the very few who will be engaged they will engage locally, not at the state level.  We are very odd in this room, in good ways.  But or I should say we are very unique; I'm the only odd one.

   >> Mike:  This is Mike Zelley and just to follow‑up on what Dave is saying, I believe in the principle of this, that is how ADA was passed, that we are able to get the hearing and the blind and mental health, all of those advocacy groups and unique advocacy groups together and to compromise at the Federal level and pass ADA and it took great leadership to do it.  And it was of course valuable and it was then refined and it is what it is today.

So the time of the disability agenda did it have some outcomes, I'm not sure the outcomes were because of the agenda.  The outcomes were because of the people who took accountability for that particular issue.  I think that I also worry about who is the out rigger, who says what goes in, what goes out.  I know you can say, well, I support this but don't support that so I worry about that because we want to ‑‑ we want people to come together versus I agree or don't agree.  So, again, I'm not saying it's a bad idea.  I think it's a common voice and it's a powerful thing.  I worry about the details on how you get from here to there.

And, again, Dave is going to be more effective with his legislators because they are going to listen to him versus mine, they will listen to me.  So when we say it's like so who says so and you list the organizations and the legislator says so what.  So what.  I'm worried about the people who put me in or out who hire me.  So I'm just sharing some concerns that need to be addressed as we move forward.

   >> Val:  Mike, I can answer part of your question as to who decides there is no one person or one group that decided what was in and what was out.  A representative from each named organization was at the table, they reviewed it and said, yes, we can support it, no, we can't support it.  There were places and the first one where it was comments were included that said many organizations but not all feel so there was a lot of that that was put in.  No one person or one organization should be responsible for it.  Sara, regarding your question on money, I can tell you who were the primary funders previously.  Arc of Michigan gave a fair amount of money.  The AAA put money in.  The DDI put money in.  Disability network of Michigan put money in.  MARO put money in.  Commission on disability concerns put money in.  And sometimes we are talking just a couple thousand dollars.  MPAS put a fair amount of money in.  Paralyzed Veterans of Michigan was one of the larger contributors.  The rehab Council put money in.  SILC put money in.  United cerebral palsy of Michigan put money in.  Those are the organizations that actually stepped up to the table and paid for the printing and the graphics and that type of thing to be done.

   >> Sara:  What was the cost?

   >> Val:  I don't know.  I would have to go back and look.  Are you saying of the first document which we did in house or are you saying of the shortened one that we had printed?

   >> Sara:  And I tried not to take the microphone at the beginning of the meeting.

The printing I recognize has a cost to it but was a facilitator.

   >> Val:  No.

   >> Sara:  No facilitators were used so the cost was only printing.

   >> Val:  And staff time that we put into it.

   >> Sara:  All the entities devoted staff time as well?

   >> Val:  Yes, they did.  And SILC's main staff time was the compiling of the information.  We really did not ‑‑ we did not author or we are not the primary author on any pieces in it.  Our function was pulling together the members, coordination and collaboration.

   >> Sara:  And you said earlier that Ken Browde volunteered to lead up this effort?

   >> Val:  Yes, he has.

   >> Sara:  Can we empower Ken to come up with a plan on how to proceed, what that would look like, how long it would take and basically a project management plan and what resource, financial resources that would take so that we could make a more informed decision as a Council if this is something we want to put staff time and resources too?  I'm hearing a fair amount of support and of course a lot of questions.  I think there is ‑‑ people recognize the value in this but if SILC is going to lead this we need a plan to approve.

   >> Susan:  Before she answers that I will change that because what I'm hearing is the majority of the people want to do this so I would say move forward and we are worried about how we are going to get it done because it sounds like everybody feels that this is important enough to do just simply saying, yes, then that would require a plan to put in place.  But right now I think what you're asking, Sara, is the plan before the decision.  I'm hearing people saying they are very supportive of it, want to do it, let's make it however you're going to make a decision to do it move it forward and create a plan.

   >> Sara:  I think that is where a plan would come into place not do we do it or not so it's more if SILC is going to lead the effort and it's in the state plan how do we get it done?  What is it going to take and what is not going to get it done through the Council if we do it?
   >> Lesia:  The perimeters and scope of it is important because as Dave said this was quite a lot of information and when you do a shotgun approach and say this is your agenda, you're likelihood of being successful in it, you know, and really making big strides is much less if you have a much more focused agenda, you are more likely to make better strides toward those things.

   >> Val:  I'm really not sure what to say, okay, I'll start out there.  It's doable.  It's in the state plan so it has to be something that we get done.  My concern historically is to be an effective document, a tool to use it like I know Ken is wanting to use it, it needs to be done this summer and into the fall so it's there and ready to go January 1st.

   >> Shaun:  I think the CDA is a good idea and a good opportunity and has been in the plan for years and I don't think it has been updated.  I think it has been dormant although in the plan so I think it merits attention of the group and I think that the logistics of it I mean you can correct me, Val, I've seen this same plan now for years.  How long ago was the last time they did this?  How old is it?  Four or five years.

   >> Val:  2008 for the big plan, the summary was done probably four years ago.

   >> Shaun:  It's a six‑year‑old and this is certainly something that I think what you want maybe is a forum or a place where people can exchange ideas and they can be vetted and discussed, do you know what I'm saying, there should be a way to discuss ideas and I certainly see an idea of rights, a big opportunity to include some issues that are long overdue that very well pass this out to everyone that is involved with disability and stated and you could really, you know, incubate some ideas.  So in the area of rights I see an opportunity lost.  If you don't have ‑‑ I tried to get involved and logically it's lacking cohesive structure and if I have ideas I would not know where to go or who to talk to.  It's a good idea and in the plan and people should try I think to improve the process and make it a living, vibrant document that could make an impact.

   >> Val:  Sara, I think if the decision is to move forward, if that is what the Council decides to do, without having put a lot into it, to me the way to make it manageable would be to tie it into our think tanks which are part of the plan and the think tanks are charged to develop a white paper regarding whatever areas they have chosen to work on.

My first thought is as we invite state‑level organizations and/or members from their organizations to be involved in the think tanks, that would be the information and the white paper that is developed that would go into the common disability agenda.  So we will do whatever you say but to make it manageable for staff I think we have to tie a number of those pieces together instead of just going out and doing the common disability agenda and doing the think tanks and trying to develop different white papers, your staff of three cannot do that.

   >> Sara:  I know, that is my point.

   >> Val:  We can only do this if we pull all the pieces together, that is the only way I see it happening, not to be negative.

   >> Kellie:  So if I'm hearing correctly it sounds as if the Council members support updating the CDA?  Kind of, sort of?  Support it but Sara I also heard you say you would like Ken to put together a plan, a plan as to time, the timeline, how much time it's going to take, any costs, a plan to put together to move forward.

   >> Sara:  I recognize Ken may not be here tomorrow, correct, Val.

   >> Val:  Ken will not be here tomorrow.

   >> Sara:  And the next Council meeting is September and Val said she wants this done by September.

   >> Val:  I would like it done by the first of the year.

   >> Sara:  Done by the first of the year and I would ask Council members are you comfortable taking a look at something and while you can't vote electronically because you are subject to the open meetings act, I mean I would like an idea.  I just am not comfortable proceeding without a plan or can the executive committee be empowered to endorse a plan?

   >> Lisa:  I'm wondering if pursuing with this and bringing together the partners who are on the disability agenda couldn't be part of developing that plan.  Because we sit here looking at, okay, this is going to be a lot for the limited, say all staff or the SILC staff but if you bring them together perhaps they could take up some of that work and also help to develop a plan.

   >> Val:  That would be my thought.

Lisa:  This group is one part in this and you have a whole list of other organizations that we are committed and perhaps committed again and say we understand that you have low human resources and maybe we could pick that up.  So for me I would say move forward, bring them together, develop the plan then and then go from there.

   >> Dawn: I would like to say you need to make sure we are including all the constituencies because there are new ones out there now like the autism group and some others and we want to make sure we are inclusive of the different groups and different needs.

   >> Val:  Ken sent me a list of numerous different groups to invite. 

   >> Shaun:  I had one more point here.  It might do well to encourage, as you present this to the various efficacy groups that the entire group, I know you mentioned, Val, the way it's done is you get a representative from each group and they get together.  But I think it might, to say to inform that the entire organization, each organization I think should have the opportunity for the organization to look at this and say as an organization you know, what ‑‑ discuss it among everybody, let everybody have input and have the representatives say bring to the table results of the entire group.  And I think you would do better than that and the concern is well is this going to be delegated to one person of each group and you know their preferences are the ones that are going to dominate.  What I would like to make sure happens is that everybody who is involved in each of these groups has a voice.  Has an opportunity to present their ideas and then bring it to the entire group as each, you know, we come together.  So that is my hope is that there is this opportunity for everyone involved here to get their ideas out and discussed and then you know through a democratic process decide what is important, what really needs to be said that hasn't been said.

   >> Val:  You are correct.  Previously after the document was done, it has gone back to each signatory organization and they have had the opportunity to review it, suggest changes and only after that review is done and there was a vote taken by the organization did they become a signatory and one of the things that the Council had always been very firm about is collecting some type of documentation from that.  So we were covered in case someone came back and said my organization didn't agree to that, that we had something in writing that said it had been reviewed, it was agreed upon by that organization to be a signatory.  So you are correct in your process.

   >> Connie:  Is there going to be enough time to pull a group together from every organization, do the paperwork, keep going over it, and have it done by the first of the year?

   >> Val:  If that's the wish of the Council, we will die trying.  But I'm going to say; yes, only because we are ‑‑ we are managing it.  But there are a number of other organizations that actively want to be involved in it, if it was something that we, we being SILC and your staff of three had to do, no way.

   >> Sara:  I think it's probably putting the cart before the horse if we stated a timeline without the other components of the plan.  While we ideally would like to have something by January I don't know if realistically once you look at how you put that together and again I wasn't around for the original writing so I don't know how much was done and it sounds to me there is a lot of refreshing like maybe the topics are the same, it's just a refreshing of the information to be current but I have no clue how long that is going to take and so I would be hesitant to establish a timeline until some thought goes into putting together a plan.

   >> Val:  I'm hesitant to establish a timeline until we have a commitment to know that we are going to go forward so that we can contact the major players and say the Council is committed to doing this again.  You were at the table doing this before.  Are you willing to take the lead in it?  And once we have that and their commitments to know what time it is, it's easier, what time it is, what timeframe we are looking at, it will be much easier to give you the detail you are looking for.

   >> Kellie:  So to sum it up it sounds like we need some sort of recommendation or the Council meeting tomorrow.

   >> Val:  No recommendation it doesn't for the Council.

   >> Sara:  It's already in the state plan we will do it.  I would hesitate to recommend that Ken Browde put together a plan without consulting with Ken in advance.  So I think there is no formal recommendation that we had discussion tonight about it unless somebody thinks otherwise.

   >> Val:  For clarification there is no formal recommendation other than the notes reflect we had a discussion about it, so it's not anything that we should be or contacting anyone to do anything about movement wise until we have our next COW meeting.  Am I interpreting what you said correctly?

   >> Sara:  In the absence of the individual that volunteered to lead this up, I hesitate to send a formal recommendation to put into action tomorrow.  That's what I'm saying, without him being here.

   >> Dawn:  Could we make the recommendation just subject to his agreement?  I mean if he doesn't do it we will have to come up with another plan.  But I don't know that we want to wait to see.

   >> Sara:  Your recommendation dawn.

   >> Susan:  Didn't I hear Val say he gave Val authority for permission and I'm not on the Council and I don't know what I'm talking about.

   >> Dawn:  It's not fair to give someone work when they are not here.

   >> Val:  Ken sent an e‑mail and identified the organizations he thought we should include and his willingness to take the lead in moving this forward.

   >> Sara:  I like dawn's recommendation and it brings action forward and puts a contingency based on our colleague's acceptance of that plan.

   >> Kellie:  Say it one more time.

   >> Dawn:  I said I think we should move forward subject to Ken's agreement to take on the project.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you.

   >> Connie:  We will second that.

   >> Sara:  Remember that tomorrow.  What did we say?  You will write that down and e‑mail that to us tonight.

   >> Kellie:  And I wrote down names who said what.  Connie, Dawn, Sara.

   >> Val:  And we have a summary form we will put together.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you all for that discussion and that recommendation.

The next thing that was on our agenda was the presentation from Ann Arbor CIL but Jim is unable to be here this evening so I wanted to move on to the next thing on our agenda which are the CIL visits that Val made to a couple of our centers and you have that in your packet as well.  It's attachment number four.

   >> Val:  I have given you cliff notes basically of time I spent at four of the centers and I guess I'm sort of at a loss to know what to say.  You know, it's always fun to go to the centers.  You remember all the great things that happen in the community and at the centers and they are invigorating and reminds as you how different and unique each one is and reminds you of the communities in the state and it's something I wish I could take a video camera and video what is going on and the passion of the staff that you have the opportunity to talk to.

As we move through the year, I will eventually maybe it to all of the centers, and at that point we will put all the cliff notes together and come up with a bigger picture to show under the umbrella.  You know, I have to thank the directors that have been gracious enough to let me come, for their time, their insights, for allowing their staff to share their passion with me and for invigorating me of what we do in Lansing and reminding us of what all the CILs do around the state and how important it is.  So I owe you all a thank you.  And I have to tell you I'm looking forward to going to the rest of you that I have not been to yet.  And I can answer any questions, if you have them for me but I think at this point in time if you have questions, you're better off to direct them to each of the individual directors because they can tell you firsthand.

   >> I just want to pass on some additions to your cliff notes that were not in your report that we discussed.  There is about 35 items here and I'd like to have them included in the cliff notes.

   >> Val:  How about if you have them included in the full report when I get done.

   >> That will be fine and we will be remiss if peep don't understand where the Detroit center has been and where it is today and in short years.

   >> Val:  Not a problem.  Happy to accommodate you, sir.

   >> Thank you.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you, Val.

We are moving on to the final part of our agenda, other, we will add one thing to the other as well and Dave Bulkowski has come into the room and he did want to say something briefly about the RSA report that we looked at a little bit earlier this evening.  So we will put Dave at the end and we will move forward with the Federal funding update.  Would you like a break, Val?  Let Dave talk and give her a break.

   >> Dave:  I was trying to read what the report said.

Paul is trying to think what I'm supposed to say other than I don't know if anybody had questions related to it, you know, they were ‑‑ they, the RSA site reviewers were in our office 13 months ago.  And then you see the dates on the cover of the report of when we got those.

The part that I shared with Val, she may have said this already, the biggest disappointment in the review is that they did have a page addressing the good things that we are doing.  They remarked when they were in the office as Valarie said about as she is visiting other centers around the state, the passion, the excitement of staff.  That was I won't say that was our saving grace but none of the things we did were bad enough for them to shut us down and other things we did non‑in compliance but we began with a staff meeting where everyone told what they did and they again the site reviewers were greatly impressed with the passion and excitement that our staff continue to have and it has only gotten more so in the past 13 months.  People are fired up on what they are doing.  We are in the process of completing the strategic plan that includes an assertive marketing component.  We are completing a feasibility study related to securing significant additional local resources to make it real in our community.  We have been talking with community leaders that know us and community leaders that don't know us but still chose to speak with us about that plan.

So circling back around to last year's site visit, it was a positive experience.  It's always good to know what you're doing well and where you need improvement.

One of the adages that I think the organization development gurus say an organization takes some of the personality or sometimes too much of the personality from the executive director; and so some of our bad attitude about paperwork and things like that might come from me.  Because they binged us on bad paperwork, because somebody might have said through the years it's close enough for RSA.  And R and SA came and said, no, it's not.  So, yeah, so, yeah, not that I helped recreate a board that also shares some of my cynicism about the Federal bureaucracy and even the state bureaucracy as well as disability advocates bureaucracy but the board has been very supportive throughout the process and very aware of what is going on and they knew we began the corrective action as we learned of the issues, the major things were, you know, again, totally addressed before the draft report was anywhere near delivered to us.

The one I don't want to say is most embarrassing but to say in a 33‑year history, the one six‑month period where we did not have decision‑making staff, 50% plus 1 due to a retirement and not just choosing to wave a wand and make a couple people decision‑making staff and they binged us for that and since October 1 we have been in compliance and continue to be.  But, you know, they got to find something which our financial auditors don't like it because they never find anything.  Our books are impeccable and help us stay out of trouble.  So I like to say if your pennies are in line your narrative can be a little loose.

I'll just leave it at that.  But our narrative is also where it might be loose the outcomes are impeccable and in the community and I will stop there unless somebody has any questions.

   >> Kellie:  It's a tough audit to have definitely; it really is tough and good job that they didn't find anything, that is their job.

   >> Dave:  I have already said this to Kellie that I blame her for being so good at our audit because they didn't find anything in Macomb and made a couple of recommendations which were -- I won't use an adjective to describe them.  They were recommendations.  They weren't findings so when I said to Kellie who has experience when people say ABC they mean ABC and close enough for RSA is not in Kellie's vocabulary and Kellie and the crew do an awesome job in Oakland and Macomb and looking forward to, yeah, to work together as a network as we continue to learn together.

   >> Susan:  I want to applaud you for sharing that document because what it made me realize in some of the dings you got I asked our associate director how would we answer that.  Ding.  When he stood and stared at me going I don't know.  Right and so thank you for sharing that because we are now in a process of looking at all of the regs and how are we responding and answering that.  So thank you.  I think it will help all of us at least if you are going to use it the way I'm planning on using it to be able to be prepared and answer that so my review will be like Kellie's.

   >> Lesia:  Ditto Dave and I agree.

   >> Dave:  If we cannot be embarrassed among friends what is the fun of having friends.

   >> Joel:  I have a question down here, this is Joel, so what if you just direct deposit your travel voucher instead of shining your check, are you okay then?

   >> Dave:  The updated financial policies are going to the board next Thursday.  And I don't think that is allowable, at least according to our new rules.  It's just, yeah, yeah.  I'll just leave it at that because our board simply says how come we don't just pay for your whole cell phone instead of this, anyway and I'm a cheapskate to myself too and, yeah, we will leave it at that.

   >> Kellie:  Thank you.

   >> David:  Nice, Joel.

   >> Kellie:  You are still open.

   >> Dave:  We are still open.  You know, on the bragging side of life we had 150 people yesterday at a place called the Goei Center in Grand Rapids for this and it is from Indonesia and we had 150 people gather and raised $150,000 in the lunch, telling stories about things we are doing.  And, like I said, you know, in the feasibility study when somebody says to you I would approach my brothers and the foundation for a gift of $150,000 for three years and those are the fun things that show that we are doing something in the community.  And so anyway it's, yes, we are still open and looking to quickly say I say to our staff there is 27 of us today.  Yes, 27 because Char started on Monday, and I say we could be 10 of us or 50 of us in a year.  Now of course the year might be two years or three years but do we want to grow or are we going to allow circumstances to shrink us.  And people are fired up to move us to 50 they are just numbers now and we may be 33 instead of 27 but anyway it's there and I would like to continue to look forward with everybody in this room's help to grow that network and do what we need to do.  Did I say I'm running for office this year so I'm just practicing talking?
   >> Sara:  Reelection already.

   >> Dave:  Yes.

   >> Robin:  Robin Bennett.  I believe Rodney made the comment about being at full capacity.  Sorry.  Of being at full capacity.  And I was wondering if any of the CILs, if they see it like I think he said something along the terms of we can't add more without losing something.  So do any of the CILs, are they experiencing that in any specific areas right now?

   >> Dave:  I don't understand Rodney's comment.

   >> Robin:  Rodney commented that the numbers were falling or rising in terms of certain outcomes that weren't reported and I'm wondering if any of the CIL directors here have seen any sort of give and take in terms of we've had to set this down in order to do this?

   >> Mike:  This is Mike Zelley.  And that is a tough one to answer because as an example we had a 200,000 community development block grant to build grants and make home modifications for medium to poor to medium income folks in Flint.  And I don't know if you know it but Flint is under emergency management right now and they have no money.  Nothing but debt.  And so they took all of their CDWGM and put it in blight and removed that.  So we stopped doing that because it stopped funding.  So what do we do?  

You can say well that really was, you only get the administration and sounds like 200,000 a year goes to the consumer, you have a little admin and so we can just get rid of that person, right, or you repurpose and have that person do something else.  I can necessarily replace the money.  So that was a priority because it worked, it was successful and an HUD program and a huge need and continues to be but the money is gone so we cannot continue to do that, we will work on a collaboration with others and the united way and others and go at a much slower pace.  And we can all become more efficient, period, I mean everybody can.  We can get better through volunteers, you can get better through automation and there are things you can do to squeeze every penny out but at the end of the day we are in the people business and so you need people to engage with other people.  You need staff to do that.  We still answer our phone.  We have not gone to an automated phone system because we ‑‑ it's just too hard to navigate for most people with disabilities so that is something that is an expense that we could have got efficient on but it doesn't make sense to do that.

So we look to expand to what is needed in our community.  We are, I think, running at 120% capacity.  With just the people are busting their Fannies because the need doesn't stop.  The more you become successful, the more known you are, the bigger the task, there are more people asking for services and the need is greater.  So I agree with Rodney that we are at capacity.  We keep moving the shell around.  But I don't ‑‑ we have the same amount of people that we have had for the past ten years.  We have pretty much the same revenue as we had for the past ten years because as we explained but our outcomes have tripled in terms of what we have done.  We have gotten efficient at it but, man, it's really hard and that is just one CIL speaking.  I can't speak for everybody.  You just take it year to year.  But resources are what give us the capacity to grow and respond.

   >> Todd:  I will add to that, Todd Whiteman and I shared this with a colleague on a break and there is trade outs and two ways to answer your question and there is trade outs and for instance a couple years ago we had a decent size MDOT grant for us delivery and technology and that person was significantly focused on transit and they hired her away and the grant went away and here we are left with just a different level of outcomes in that area.  That's going to reflect up there.  It's just the nature of the beast.

I'd like to think that we are delivering in different areas and delivering in higher capacity in other areas because of that.  But to Mike's point too, we can get at efficiencies and we can do that, I challenge my team to find two hours each week, I don't talk about 30 and don't talk about 40 or 50 weeks we talk about outcomes, we are an outcome based organization and workweeks as a salaried employee means nothing and I'm not a slave driver but passion drives you to outcomes and you decide what it takes to get it done but most of our organizations are small in nature and David could speak to this with experience outside of his CIL network but larger organizations when they lose the transit person can absorb that much more effectively and efficiently than disability network lakeshore can.  It's just the nature of it.  If I lose one that is 10% right there.  And it's difficult.  Not just purely from the numbers perspective but what I would call the breadth and depth of the organization, the competency factor is very difficult to absorb and so for what it's worth my humble opinion is that some of what we are looking at on the numbers side of this is less and less important to me.  It's a qualitative thing eventually.  We need to start changing our message into qualitative message instead of how many of this that I did.  Because it doesn't mean much and we really got to start changing that narrative a little bit in my opinion.

Yours is a difficult question to answer.  It just there is no two ways of Wednesday around it.

   >> Kellie:  All right, thank you everyone for that.  Now I think Valarie had a break and she is ready to go on to the next agenda item the Federal funding update.

   >> Val:  Good news, CILs got an increase in money.  I wish it was more but something is better than nothing.  I keep reminding myself of that, something is better than nothing.  I would like to give you a vast overview of where we are at because this is going to require action on behalf of the Council tomorrow.  Part B funds that come from the Federal Government comes directly into the State of Michigan.  That is money that is governed 100% by your state plan.

The state plan in place says out of that money that comes in, 35% of it goes to BSBP.  65% of it goes to MRS.  Out of the 65% that goes to MRS the decision was made other than a very small amount and I want to say I didn't look today, less than $70,000 goes to SILC, the rest is spread among all the CILs.  Therefore the part B money that has been awarded, which takes effect this year, for 2014, will be split evenly among the CILs.

A couple of weeks ago I called.

   >> Sara:  Part B money is split evenly.

   >> Val:  It's Part B and we are not talking C.  Part B.  Hold on let me get to where we are at with the part C, okay?

   >> Sara:  Okay.

   >> Val:  Earlier last week I called MRS to see what the status was of the part B money and how it was going to be dispensed and they had three various ideas.  One of them is not even an idea that can be addressed because it's not included in the state plan.  And Tom said he understood that.

Then there was discussion about you know spreading it evenly, the increase evenly among the CILs.  And then we came back to the language of the state plan says that it needs to even out to the extent possible the difference in the Federal part C funding.

Which is correct?
The next question was:  When is that going to happen?  

We are talking a small amount of money.  No final decision was made, but my personal opinion and I did discuss it with Sara as she is wearing her network hat was do we want to ask all the CILs to redo a budget for a few hundred dollars and ask the state to reissue 15 contracts or is it something that they can roll into the next year, which would be the state's preferred way of doing it.  So that when the grants were issued in 14 it would have the 2013 part B increase as well as the 2014 part B increase.  And that is something that is still out there and floating around.

So in the middle of all of this, we had RSA contact the state's SPIL partners, MRS, BSBP and SILC regarding the spreading of the increase in part C money.

Under the state plan CILs have to be, to the extent possible, you have to give them the same amount of funding they had the previous year then they are entitled to a COLA, anything above the COLA, RSA would like you to start a new center.

Well, not going to happen in Michigan.  We are taking like $8,000 here.  You know, Michigan State plan says you have to have at least $500,000 of ongoing committed money to start a new center.  So there was really no problem getting RSA to agree to the fact that it needed to be split among the centers.

Originally, we sent them a notice asking to have it split equally.  This morning we were notified by RSA that it cannot be split equally.  It has to be split proportionately to comply with our state plan so a letter has been prepared that will need Council approval tomorrow to direct RSA to split the funds proportionately to all the federally funded which is all CILs of the state, proportionately and then we will use the part B money and we, I'm saying MRS, will be using the part B money to equal out the money to the greatest extent possible.

I'm sorry, what?

   >> Nothing.

   >> Val:  That is something that needs to happen tomorrow because we need to send some type of correspondence to RSA to make sure the CIL funding continues to come October first and they need time tomorrow process their system.  There is not a lot of wiggle room as to what else you can do, I guess I'm asking that you trust the SPIL partners and you trust Sara as your chair, as well as sometimes the D and M hat to move that forward.

Did I work my way around to your issue.

   >> Sara:  You just confused everybody in the room.

   >> Yes.

   >> Sara:  End of the day CILs get 3200 on title C and part B once we know the amount for fiscal year or next fiscal year you will know the state contract and working with Kevin green who is an expert in our funding now right, Kevin.  Bottom line will be determined when we know the state budget for next year and CILs will hopefully know by mid-June what their fund willing be for 15 both Federal and state.  Really the action of the Council is just to support the ‑‑ what is in the state plan but we had to spell it out more clearly for RSA.  The SPIL partners will sign it and we have given a copy to Dave Emmel and sign the letter and it's small.

   >> Val:  A small increase of part B funds as well and I'm sorry I confused it.

   >> Sara:  It's only easy for those of us who understand and see it every day.

   >> Val:  So I guess what I'm asking you for, Kellie, is to ask the Council committee of the whole to move it forward to the Council because it needs to happen.

   >> Kellie:  What am I supposed to do?  We don't move it, do we?

   >> Val:  Committee of the whole needs to make a recommendation to ask the Council to approve the state funding letter.

   >> Sara:  Federal funding letter the state sent in, I make a recommendation to put forward for a vote tomorrow at the Council meeting approval of the letter we are submitting to RSA on behalf of the SILC.

   >> Connie:  Second.

   >> Sara:  You don't need to second; it's just a recommendation but thanks Connie.

   >> Kellie:  Is anyone nearly as confused as I am at this point, there has to be someone just as confused.

   >> Val:  I'm sorry.

   >> Todd:  It's a formality, is it not?

   >> Yes.

   >> Todd:  Do it.

   >> Kellie:  So we have another thing that was added to our agenda, Sue from Muskegon wanted to share some information with us.

   >> Val:  Susan you can't pass that out.

   >> Susan:  I can't pass it out and I can't share.

   >> Val you can share, the staff will make sure it's put in alternative formats and made available.  I'm sorry you cannot pass it out tonight.

   >> Susan:  Protocol.  So I live with a community dispute and resolution center in my organization.  We share a part of the united way building and so they have 18 centers around the state.  Does everyone know about your community dispute resolution program?  And they have a special education program.  And, you know, as a CIL I wasn't really aware of them for a couple of years.  So it's really good to know about them and partner and they would like to know more about us so we would like to send them our D and M map with all of our contact and that kind of thing.  They just had a statewide meeting in Lansing last couple of days and so she knew I was coming here for this meeting and so she came to me and she said we have some brochures and we have our contact and would you share this information and I said, sure, and I will tell her I did.

   >> Val:  And we will get it to everyone.

   >> Susan:  And you will get it to everyone and that is all.

   >> Kellie:  Thanks, Sue.  Do we have any last things to add to the agenda?  Any other information sharing or any other questions or concerns about the meeting this evening?  It's been very interactive and a lot of great dialogue and I hope everyone's questions were answered this evening, it looks like we are at 7:51 which means we are about 39 minutes early to end our meeting this evening and if no one is opposed we can adjourn the meeting at this time and everyone will be meeting in this room tomorrow beginning at 9:00 for the workgroups and then the SILC business meeting starts at 11:00.

   >> Dawn:  Meeting adjourned.

   >> Joel:  Are all the workgroups here?

   >> Val:  They will start here.

   >> Kellie, children and youth and family and the service delivery so thank you, everyone, for coming this evening.  Enjoy your evening.
   [Meeting concludes]
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