DSP – Definition Sub-team
July 11, 2013

This was the first meeting of the disability sub-team.  The sub-team primarily discussed the team’s charge, team tasks and how to move forward. The following represents a summary of the meeting discussion.    
What would success look like?  
There are two possible paths that will drive the work and success of the team:
1) Recommendations that impact the regulatory aspects of the definition.  The Commission has the authority & responsibility to further define disability.
2) Recommendations that impact the definition via current JWOD Act.  Statutory changes require Congressional support.
What is our roadmap for achieving our outcomes?
The key steps are:
1) Understanding what is currently in the JWOD act and regulations related to the definition of disability.
2) Understanding the other federal definitions of disability (e.g. RSA, ADA).  Note, the AbilityOne CEO Forum on Disability conducted research and gathered information that might be helpful.
3) Understanding the key and/or broad issues that impact the outcomes/work of this team.  Determine key questions to be answered.  Examples include: What is the intent of the program? Who is the program designed for?   
4) Reaching consensus on recommended policy, regulations, or statutory changes in the definition and related definitions of terms.  There may be elements we want, and what can we live with?  For example, we may want changes that require a statutory fix which may not be realistic at present.
What does the team need in order to complete its work?
1) A day long, face to face meeting in the near future
2) Ongoing bi-weekly teleconferences respectful of two members on central time
3) Relevant information from the CEO forum on disability
4) Access to the DSP Workgroup website, and/or the dissemination of information in an alternate format  
Some discussion highlights include:
· The Commission seems to be defining disability more narrowly than what the JWOD Act requires.  There seems to be flexibility in defining disability in the regulations.  
· The disability landscape has changed since 1971, as have definitions of terms used, e.g. normal competitive employment, unemployable.  As a result, there is a need to redefine key terms used in the act, even if we find some of the terminology offensive.  Example, what is competitive employment, and how has the definition changed since 1971?  
· The 40 year old law uses terminology like “prevents” and “never able to be competitively employed”.  Today, we know that the employment landscape is different (ADA; discrimination laws/policies; supports, accommodations and assistive technology).  What terms need to be understood and addressed?  What was the intent of the terms? How do we bring the language/words up to date? How do we keep the definition from becoming obsolete in the future?  What have we learned since 1971 about disability, employment and evaluation for employment?  
· A disability may not be keeping an individual from being employed.  It may be attitudes, discrimination and/or accessibility related.
· We need to be sensitive of types and ranges of disabilities.  Some are not visible.  Some individuals (e.g. wounded warriors) do not identify themselves as having disabilities.
· The need to annually recertify people with disabilities as not employable sends a bad message to the person with a disability and the NPA that employs them.
· Some issues to consider: Who is disabled?  How do we document it?  What are the criteria for determining if a person has a disability?  Who should the program serve?
· Being “unemployable” does not mean forever.  It is not “permanent”.  Also, consideration should be given to whether one can be employable with and/or without supports.  Successful employment may take the right attitudes, supports and accommodations.  What are the person’s limitations and what supports are required?  Everyone is employable with the right supports.  Do we need to look at the need for extraordinary supports vs. accommodation?  
· Blindness and disability are different and should not be treated the same.  However, is it possible to have a definition of disability comparable to blindness, e.g., that the definition of disability is as easy to satisfy as the definition of blindness?
· The current definition does not account for presumptive eligibility (veterans, social security, etc.).
Next Steps
· Ensure members have access to materials. (Kim provided all information on website to facilitators.  Deborah will make it available to members via email as needed.)
· Approach Commission staff regarding the need for a face to face.  (Deborah discussed the need with Kim.)  Note: NIB & SourceAmerica offered their offices for face to face meetings.
· Deborah will query members for dates of face to face and dates/times for teleconference calls.  Note:  Should the team propose a face to face meeting associated with the NIB conference, the meeting would occur on Monday, Oct. 7 or Saturday, Oct. 12 due to other meetings/conflicts.
· All members are encouraged to read the materials, particularly the act and regulations related to the definition.
· Over the next couple of calls, members expressed interest in: 	+ Understanding the act and regulations  
	+ Understanding who the program is intended to serve
	+ Understanding other federal definitions of disability
	+ Determining if we are suggesting changes in the law or 	regulations. 
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