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Michigan Statewide Independent Living Council




February 1, 2016

Suzanne Howell, Michigan Rehabilitation Services Director
Michigan Department of Health and Human Services

235 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 414

Lansing, MI 48933

Ms. Howell:
On behalf of the members of the Michigan Statewide Independent Living Council, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide comment to the draft WIOA Unified State Plan for July 1, 2016 – June 30, 2020.  We certainly appreciate the difficulty that all of the partners had in putting together a new planning document without final regulations, and so we hope that our comments are taken in the spirit they are intended:  finding ways to improve our planning processes in order to improve outcomes for individuals with disabilities in the state of Michigan.  Our comments are as follows:
1. While the plan states it goes through 2020, there is little to no discussion of what these services will look like at the end of the planning period.  What is the future vision or goal for these services to be accomplishing by the end of the plan?  We certainly acknowledge the need to meet the federal mandates, and can allow that this meets the minimum submission standards.  But this is also an opportunity to set clear future visions for program development that is not being taken.  We strongly encourage the planning partners to look at developing much stronger vision statements, if not for this plan, then for the next update in 2018.  We encourage state agencies to look beyond the minimum compliance required and towards how this process and this document can help shape program improvement.
2. The state is clearly making a choice to submit a unified state plan as opposed to a combined state plan.  Is there a reason for making that election, and if so, what is it?  The rationale for not including programs such as those authorized under the Carl D. Perkins Act of 2006 for career and technical education, state unemployment compensation programs, and most especially those supported by Community Service Block Grants would be helpful as we look towards program improvements for the next planning period.

3. While competitive integrated employment is discussed in a number of the sections of the plan, there is not a consistent definition that is apparent.  For the purposes of these programs referenced in the Unified Service Plan, what is competitive integrated employment?  It is our belief that the definition that is applied should meet the standards enumerated in WIOA Sec. 404 (5), where an individual with a disability is provided a wage equal to minimum wage or prevailing wage standards for the work done, is eligible for the same benefits package as other employees, and interacts with the community in the manner expected of the position’s requirements.
4. What does success look like at the end of this planning period?  Outside of placement goals from the VR program, there is very little in this document that either defines success at the end of the planning period or interim success points in program implementation.  There is nothing breaking down agency success metrics, population-based success metrics, or how existing national metrics and requirements are being applied to state programs.  Additionally, there is no discussion of where those metrics are even being set.  If this is a function of implementing success goals within each prosperity region, then the appropriate regional metrics should be included within the state plan.  This lack of metrics to demonstrate success is especially apparent on dealing with individuals with a disability or significant disability.

5. Why is there no mapping or other representation on the location of the services being provided as covered by this document?  Why can we not see where co-located and cooperative services are located around the state?  While the descriptions of co-located or cooperative service locations are helpful, visual standards of presentation would allow for the descriptions provided in the planning documents to be much more accessible both for agency partners and the public at large.
6. While there is a brief discussion on Pre-Employment Transition Services and the agencies cooperating towards a structure for service provision, there are no details.  Who exactly is at the table, what is the timeline for a final program agreement, and what is the administrative oversight towards implementation at the end of the process?  If these programs are going to be successful at raising employment rates for students with disabilities within this planning horizon, then the process for getting there must be clearly explained.  Otherwise, it will be difficult for agency partners, educators, parents, and students to understand where their talents and attention should be spent to ensure quality programming.
7. There is no discussion about how a youth with a disability whose Individualized Employment Plan would benefit from a return to secondary education is coordinated between the VR service provider and the appropriate secondary education entity. What efforts are being made in service provision to allow for that transition to occur?

8. What does a transition at the end of the VR timeline to CMH supported employment look like?  How do the service providers look at carrying forward the goals from the Individualized Employment Plan into the new environment?  While we recognize that Medicaid-supported employment does not carry the same rules regarding competitive, integrated employment, if we are going to be serious about the implementation of Executive Order 2015-15 for Employment First then this transition needs to carry forward those same goals.
9. There does not appear to be a discussion from MRS regarding the provision of assistive technology to support employment outcomes, and certainly not one with the same level of specificity as provided by BSBP.  Can MRS elaborate on their provision of assistive technology to employers to support successful competitive integrated employment outcomes?
10. Even with the acknowledgement in Appendix 1 that the forthcoming regulations implementing the performance measurement are not available at this point in time, there is still an opportunity in this document to lay out the combined goals of the agencies consistent with what is in the law itself.  To not have advanced a concept from the state agencies themselves as to what it wants those metrics to be seems to us to be another lost opportunity.  We certainly appreciate that the lack of specificity from the federal government makes this sort of metric-setting exercise uncomfortable.  However, the exercise of metric-setting ahead of final federal rules, in our opinion, leads to finding new concepts and approaches.
Again, we appreciate the difficulties in putting together a document of this size and complexity and we hope that we can provide our assistance in improvements going forward.  We look forward to the final plan, and finding our way forward in this new environment towards delivering better services to Michiganders with disabilities.
Sincerely,
Sara Grivetti, MA, CRC

Chairperson, Michigan SILC
417 Seymour, Suite 10 ∙ Lansing, MI 48933 ∙ 517-371-4872 ∙ 517-371-4875 fax
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