Long Term Employment Support Services Steering Committee

Meeting Minutes

DRS Central Office, Richmond, Virginia
January 13, 2009

January 13, 2009 LTESS Steering Committee Meeting:

The LTESS Steering Committee met on January 13, 2009 from 10:50 AM to 11:30 AM at the DRS Central Office in Richmond, Virginia.
Members Present:  Sharon Taylor, Amy Thomas, Debbie Williams, Sharon Barton, Soneli Bhadra, Sandy O’Dell, and John Craig.
Members Absent:  Shelley Reichard
DRS Staff Attending: Jack Hayek, Scott Fraley, Tim Olive, Judy Hill, Doug Williams, Larry Overbay, Dale Batten, and Evelyn Kaiser.
Call to Order
Amy Thomas AAthomas@co.hanover.va.us called the meeting to order and asked that the committee introduce themselves to the audience.  After introductions, the October 20, 2008 minutes were reviewed and approved. 
Public Comment
None

Old Business

LTESS: standing agenda items

1) LTESS Issues, Problems and Recommendations.  John Craig Jscraig@Didlake.com mentioned that at the last meeting he raised several questions and that he did receive a response from Jack Hayek by email.  Although Jack copied all ESOs on those responses it was agreed that Jack would resend or include the response in the minutes. (See Attachment – Response)

a.  LTESS Funding for new organizations using the 3-year rolling average 
At the October meeting Sherman Gifford raised the issue of the 3 year rolling average and was concerned about its fairness for new vendors coming into the LTESS program.  The committee wanted additional information on the 3 year rolling average as it pertained to new vendors.  DRS provided the Committee the Allocation Guidelines for their review and discussion.  John Craig informed the committee that Didlake received $3,650 in 1995 and has since grown their LTESS.  John felt there is no need to change any of the procedures presently published in the allocation guidelines.  New ESOs now start with $10,000 and can do the same.  The majority of other committee members concurred and no further discussion is necessary.
New Business

a.  Impact of Order of Selection on Post Employment Services



Scott FraleyEScott.Fraley@drs.virginia.gov , DRS Policy and Planning presented an overview of DRS Post Employment Services. He emphasized that by definition Post Employment Services can be provided to consumers whose cases have been closed as "rehabilitated” even though all service categories have been closed.  He reviewed the policy including the statement, the "individuals rehabilitation needs do not require a complex or comprehensive provision of services."  He agreed to have a memo sent to DRS field staff reiterating the policy regarding Post Employment Services including guidance regarding what are "complex or comprehensive" services.   
Public Comments

Information Need

Karen Tefelski requested that DRS provide the estimate of the shortfall ESOs will have in their EES and LTESS funding for the current fiscal year.  They will need the estimate as soon as possible.  DRS will try to get them the projection in a timely manner.

Lance Wright requested reduced information on the number of consumers losing their employment as a result of supports.  Jack Hayek said that DRS has asked ESOs to identify consumers that are being closed from their roles due to budget cuts on the closure form.  That would allow DRS to identify the number of consumers impacted with loss of supports, but would not necessarily capture loss of employment.
Adjournment
  11:30AM Amy Thomas
2009 Steering Committee Meetings:
April 14, 2009





July 14, 2009

October 13, 2009
NOTE: VTC sites of Abingdon, Roanoke, Portsmouth and Fairfax have been confirmed for these dates.
Attachment – Response
DRS Response to John Craig 10/30/08




1. The commitment on the part of ESOs to continue supporting individuals enrolled in LTESS with the intent of over-utilizing our allocations by as much as 25% thereby increasing our 3 year rolling average. Of course, that's pending the availability of the funds necessary to do so. Now that we know we will not have any funds available for reallocations and, to make matter worse, we will have 15% budget cuts, we need the support of DRS by relaxing this requirement retroactive to the beginning of this fiscal year.

The DRS position on this issue is clear from the start.  ESOs taking on more responsibility than their original allocation can support assumes the responsibility of those individuals regardless of the availability of additional funding.   The fact that no reallocations will be identified for the current year doesn’t change that responsibility.  The issue of the 15 % cut is a separate issue that has to be dealt with by the ESO.  If the ESO cannot maintain those individuals with a 15% reduction in funding, any actions taken by the ESO should be based on the level committed to by the ESO.  I.E. If an ESO assumed responsibility at a level above their original allocation, then any reduction (15%) in service should be from the higher level and not retroactive to the original allocation. 

2. Reduce supports provided on a monthly basis to a bi-monthly or quarterly support, as determined by their needs and in accordance with their Interdisciplinary Team (e.g., DRS Counselor, ESO Job Coach, etc.).

Our Federal Regulations are very clear on the issue of follow along while the individual is in time limited services. After the DRS case is closed, it becomes less clear after the individual moves onto long term follow along.  Presently, the DRS requirement is at least one follow along contact is required monthly, however with the approval of the DRS counselor and ESO job coach either bimonthly or quarterly would be acceptable to DRS provided that:
*   the consumer and family understand the change,
*   the consumer is given access to follow along supports if needed sooner than the next scheduled contact, and 
*   the ongoing supports being provided are adequate to meet the client’s needs with respect to maintaining employment.

3. Reduce the average days of support per month for individuals receiving LTESS/EES supports funded on a daily unit basis.

As you state in your email, this action does run contrary to standard operating procedures in regards to the Method for adjusting EES/LTESS allocations to organizations failing to meet minimum 70 hours.  The DRS position is that as long as the ESO maintains the 70 hour average the ESO should have the flexibility to manage their program in the best interest and fairness to all of its consumers.  


4. Reduce the average hours of support per month for individuals receiving LTESS/EES supports funded on an hourly unit basis.

Since you didn’t feel that you needed DRS support on this item, I assume your effort in this strategy is based on consumer need and the ongoing supports being provided that are adequate to meet the client’s needs with respect to maintaining employment.  If my assumption is correct then DRS can support this strategy. 
