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October 30, 2013

Ms. Ballard joined the call to provide an update on DSP activities.  Ms. Ballard thanked workgroup members for their participation, dedication and heart.  She stated that this work will help shape the program and maximize employment opportunities for the employment of people with significant disabilities. Further, she reminded members that our challenge is to stay on track and on course.  We should focus on the charter and the recommendations should reflect the charter.  Other items that are beyond the scope of our work should be captured on a parking lot.  We should consider our current work as phase 1 and other items will be considered in future phases.  Our final report should include our top recommendations and a prioritization of the top three items on the parking lot.  Due to the Federal government shutdown and the compressed timeframe, the schedule is being adjusted as follows:
December 10, 2013: A full DSP face to face meeting will be held at the Commission.
February 13, 2014:  Provide an update to the Commission on DSP progress.
April 7, 2014: An expert panel selected by the Commission will hear and respond to the draft DSP recommendations.  The purpose of the panel is for a “fresh set of eyes” to review and respond to the recommendations.
April 16, 2014: DSP recommendations are due to the Commission (taking into consideration the reactions of the expert panel).  The Commission chair will then be pre-briefed before the May Commission meeting.
May 5-7, 2014:  It is anticipated the Commission will meet during the SourceAmerica training conference in San Diego at which time the Commission will receive a briefing on DSP.
[bookmark: _GoBack]While the DSP guidance is not to attribute specific comments to specific people, ODEP asked that more specific notes be taken in the event that parking lot issues need to be revisited.  They also asked that the ODEP point of view be documented in the executive summary of the final report. ODEP is uncomfortable with the narrow scope of this project since we are going down the arduous road of changing regulations. They feel a more holistic and strategic approach should be taken.  Further, they are not comfortable with the timeline feeling the new timeline is also too compressed.  ODEP also expressed concern that some definitions (e.g. NPA & CNA qualifications) are not part of the scope and asked Ms. Ballard to reinforce the need for the suitability workgroup to look at these definitions.  
Ms. Ballard responded that NPA & CNA qualifications  are outside of the scopes of both workgroups and were not intended to be reviewed during this phase.  All changes and modifications that might be needed cannot be accomplished in phase 1.  There are time and bandwidth constraints. Again, we were encouraged to submit our prioritized parking lot issues. 
The Yakima case and the GAO report are drivers of the DSP charge.  Commission staff are also engaging in other tasks that help address concerns raised by the Yakima case and GAO report.
The DPS charter references that the DSP will provide recommendations that strengthen the proposals submitted and considered for PL additions.  The decision of the Commission needs to be reflective by what is included in the proposal.  It begins with the criteria which is addressed in the proposal.  
The charter provides us flexibility to determine if we want to redefine terms used in the statute and/or address the regulations.  A starting point is to begin with the current statute and regs, and look at what changes and modifications are needed in the regs.  The statute or terms used therein may need to be reinterpreted in the regs.  For example, “normal competitive employment” is used in the statute, and may need to be reinterpreted in the regs.  Clarification was provided that we can also look at policy guidance as well as the regs.
There are various terms we may want to review, e.g. prevents vs. unable to; never able to work; sheltered workshop; and eligible because vs. ineligible because.  
There is a proposal on the definition dated September 23 that was shared with the workgroup.  Discussion and questions related to the proposal included:
-Appears to broaden the definition; Act was passed for people who were unable to work; Today, we have different feelings about who is able to work.
-Looks like we are trying to make it an unemployment program vs. a procurement program; Inclusion of individuals on worker’s comp, etc.
-The Congressional hearing language was very inclusive of the types of disabilities and included service disabled veterans.
-The proposal includes language previously in the Town’s bill and reflects discussions of this workgroup.
-The 75% ratio limits integration; Do we want to reinforce the lack of integration by who is served?
-Are there potential contradictions with VR which requires individuals be able to seek integrated employment?  How does RSA/VR define integration?  Note: The RSA website has technical assistance information on integrated settings.
-The program currently gets the benefit of procurement preference; Non-integrated jobs are jobs but should they be supported by procurement preference?
-How is “unable to work” assessed now?  The amount of supports the individual needs compared to people without disabilities may be a factor.  The individual is unable to be employed because of what a person can do and what the employer thinks the individual can do.  The high unemployment rate of people with disabilities reflects that employers think people with disabilities are unable to work.
All members were encouraged to move forward proposals related to the disability definition to the workgroup.  The disability definition will be the topic for the November 20 call.  Please provide Deborah your proposals for that meeting’s discussion by November 14.
The November 6 call will be devoted to “normal competitive employment” which is terminology used in the statute.  
The time for both the November 6 and November 20 calls is 1:00-2:30 pm eastern time.
    


