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National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils

Sunday, November 15, 2009

Phoenix, Arizona

Welcome and Introductions:

Steve Ditschler, Minnesota SRC and NCSRC Chair
Michael Duncan, Arizona Governor’s State Rehabilitation Council Chair

Sherry Taylor, West Virginia SRC
Presentation: National Employment Investment Strategies

Charlene Dwyer, PhD, Wisconsin VR Administrator

Charlene Dwyer described the range of work incentive reforms that reduce the barriers to employment for individuals receiving a disability benefit.  She explained that reforms have tended to focus on one program at a time.  Since many individuals with disabilities receive more than one disability benefit (Social Security, Housing, Medicaid/Medicare), reducing the disincentives of one program (or silo) may not be enough to achieve one’s full employment potential.  However, for those receiving a single benefit, the reforms have been very significant.
A previous SRC member from Wisconsin, Bruce Borden, worked on a proposal to remove disincentives rather than reducing them.  He and a group of individuals with high cost care needs designed the proposal, studied the financial impact, and named it Making Work Pay.*
Charlene presented a power point that provided examples of how various incentive strategies increase earnings.  She also provided examples of the fiscal gain for the public.  This was followed by the Making Work Pay impact on earnings and fiscal impact for the public.  

The concept of Making Work Pay, which Bruce Borden and friends developed in the 1990s, allows an individual to retain their benefits by paying a 15% cost-share.  In return, the individual can earn as much as they are capable of earning and build their assets with no fear of loss of the safety net.  
Making Work Pay (*not the same as the President’s program with the same name) would be an option for individuals with disabilities with high cost needs or for those who cannot risk loss of the safety net.  For others whose needs can be addressed through other incentives, the cost-share option may not be necessary.

To make this option a reality, Charlene explained that an evidence based pilot would need to determine the fiscal impact.  Wisconsin legislators have been working on the demonstration authority to allow the waivers necessary to perform the pilot.  Council and staff present asked Charlene to keep NCSRC updated on the progress and if they could share the power point with their councils.  Charlene said she would provide the power point.  She cautioned that individuals may want to know how soon the program will be available.  We need to be clear that this is still a proposed pilot.
Link to ‘Making Work Pay’ website & resources:  http://dwd.wisconsin.gov/dvr/makingworkpay/ 
Lunch On Your Own

Afternoon Sessions

Effective SRC Committee Management (this topic was requested at the last NCSRC meeting)
Marlene Malloy, Michigan SRC

Marlene provided a handout based on the Rehabilitation Services Administration web based orientation for state rehabilitation councils.  Michigan has 4 committees.  Each committee sets a maximum of four goals that are worked on over a two year period.  (Link to handout)
Lee Gordon, Kentucky SRC

Kentucky has 6 committees (Link to handout).  One of their committees takes nominations from OVR field staff for employer recognition in each region of the state.

Linda Vegoe, Wisconsin SRC

(Link to handout) Assisting in the selection of impartial hearing officers and reviewing hearing decisions in the state are council responsibilities found in the federal regulations, but not in the Rehab Act list of responsibilities.
(Link to handout: SRC Committee Structure)
Group Exercise: Each table reach consensus on how to fulfill SRC responsibilities under the law, with up to four committees.
Group A:  1.Nominating committee  2.Transition committee  3. Consumer satisfaction 


4. Policy and procedure.
Group B:  1. Executive committee  2. Program effectiveness  3. Policy/State Plan 


4. Membership – recruitment/council collaboration.
Group C:  1.Executive  2.Evaluation  3. Policy and Procedures   4. Public Relations.
Group D:  1.Needs Assessment   2. State Plan.  3. Annual Report.  4. Consumer Satisfaction. 

5. Policy and Procedures.

Group E:  1.Executive   2. Advocacy   3. Planning and Evaluation   4. Outreach.
Group F:  1.Executive   2. Planning and Assessment   3. Annual Report 


 4. Consumer Satisfaction.

Group G:  1. Executive   2. Legislation and Advocacy  3. Evaluation   4. Membership   5.  Policy. 
Educating the State Legislature and Members of Congress
Theresa Hamrick, Oklahoma SRC

Graham Sisson, Alabama VR

Oklahoma created an Advocacy Toolkit that is on their website (www.okrehabcouncil.org) that explains how a bill becomes a law, including a link to a cartoon version of how a bill becomes a law.  It also provides links to legislator websites, accessible entrances to state and federal buildings, tools and templates, tips on effective communication, and how to find and use data.
Legislative Advocacy: Do’s and Don’ts (Graham Sisson)
Advocacy is relationship building; Graham used the term Homecooking – get to know the legislator and staff in their home district and be aware of their other priorities.  Disability issues are not partisan; Be truthful and know your facts; If you don’t know the answer, tell them you will get back to them and then make sure you follow through; Send thank you letters after a meeting. (Link to powerpoint)

An important resource is: http://thomas.loc.gov 
Other pointers:  Non-profits can ask legislative staffers to serve on your board of directors.

Thank legislators when your bill or request is passed/approved.

Be a resource to legislators on your area of expertise.

Be prepared for the question: if you could ask for one thing, what would it be?
Updates from Rehabilitation Services Administration – Sue Rankin-White

The SRC role as a partner with the VR agencies is very important to RSA.  Charles Sadler is our liaison to NCSRC.  RSA is providing the teleconferencing support for NCSRC meetings.
RSA has funded a webinar on Comprehensive Statewide Needs Assessment.  RSA would like feedback on the assessment webinar from SRCs and VR.  It can be found on the InfoUse website.
SRC web based training: 687 users from 55 states and territories.
TACE can include training needs for SRC if they are included in the needs assessment which is used to develop their workplan.

Monitoring – RSA is in the 4th year of the monitoring cycle.    RSA monitoring team does a teleconference with SRC prior to the monitoring visit.

Webinars will continue as a training tool, such as the State Plan protocols; Title VII State Plan
Question & Answer:

Monitoring visit observations: states are having challenges getting match. There will be a session at CSAVR on match issues.

Does RSA have a position on SRC role in education and advocacy with legislators?  The SRC role is to work in partnership with the state agency in relation to education and advocacy.

Welcome from CSAVR – Carl Suter, CEO 

Reauthorization of Workforce Investment Act, including Title IV, the Rehabilitation Act

CSAVR continues to monitor reauthorization activity in Congress.  He is hesitant to predict when it will come before Congress, but believes it is likely in the next year.
Important issues: location of rehabilitation program; there is a movement to move Rehabilitation Services Administration from the Dept. of Education to the Dept. of Labor.  The Executive committee of CSAVR has made a motion to support continuation of RSA/VR in Dept of Ed.  Congressional members have asked CSAVR to take another look at the pros and cons of moving RSA to the Dept. of Labor; On Tuesday night, VR Directors will be meeting to discuss this issue.
Carl’s personal position is that RSA should remain in Dept of Ed because of the time and effort spent on transition services for students with disabilities and because of concern that the workforce system would want access to the VR funding that exceeds that of other workforce investment partners.  Regardless of his personal thoughts on the issue, he would support the CSAVR position.
Some of the disability community would like to see supported employment become a stronger part of the VR program, specifically wanting it to provide ongoing support.  This would alter the nature of the VR program, which is designed to be time limited assistance.
CSAVR wants to see the transition emphasis and funding strengthened.

CSAVR wants to see the relationship with business/employer community strengthened, with a goal of being a national “company” serving employer needs with 80 locations.  CSAVR would like additional language in the Rehab Act to make it clear that employer relations is part of their role and responsibilities.

Comments: 
Would encourage CSAVR to work with CMS to establish nationwide funding sources for long term supports.

VR needs to be more visible in each state so people can locate the VR agency in another state.
Is CSAVR working on disincentive reform like the morning speaker, Charlene Dwyer, discussed?  Carl was not present for her presentation but he knows Charlene is someone who shares the CSAVR vision to increase employment opportunities for individuals with disabilities.
Karen Stanfill, Texas SRC – closing comments

Meeting adjourned: 4 pm
