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Meeting Minutes
May 09, 2022 ǁ 12:00-2:00 PM ǁ ZOOM

	AGENDA

	· WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
· PRESENTATION IN THE BDS REDESIGN
· APPROVAL OF APRIL MINUTES
· MEMBER RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT
· SOCIAL MEDIA UPDATE
· LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
· OTHER BUSINESS

	MEMBER ATTENDEES

	Members Present:  
	· Sarah Aiken-Koutroubas
	· Adrienne Evans

	· Lisa Hinson-Hatz
	· Kathryn Greenslade

	· Lisa Storez
	· Megan Turchetti

	· Gina Cannon
	· Deirdre Dunn

	· Danielle Pelletier 
	· Isadora Rodriguez-Legendre



Guest Presenter
	· Sandy Hunt-Feroz
	· Drew Smith



Administrator
· Mikayla Moore 

	WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 12:04 PM

	Everyone went around and briefly introduced themselves and the role they fill on the council.




	PRESENTATION ON THE BDS REDESIGN

	Sandy Hunt-Feroz is the Bureau Chief at the Bureau of Developmental Services. 

Drew Smith is a Consultant at Alvarez & Marsal. 

Sandy asked how many people were familiar with the BDS Redesign. A majority of in call participants raised their hands.

Sandy shared that there has been a robust stakeholder engagement process in the system redesign. Workgroups and the bi-monthly information sessions are publicized and recorded.

She said that she would like to focus on questions the Council has but also brought slides to share.

She started with a sharing her screen and presenting the overview slide that describes the BDS Redesign work. The goal of the redesign is to have better outcomes at the level of service delivery. People receiving services should have better choices in services, long term sustainability in their services, quality services, and equitable services regardless of where they are in the state.

Choice, quality, equity, and sustainability are the four things they want to work on through:
Waiver Redesign and Conflict Free Cas Management
Rate Design and Provider Direct Bill
Intensive Treatment Services Capacity
Information Technology Modernization

Sandy briefly expanded on why work is needed on these items and what some outcomes of the work will be.

They have been engaging two workgroups, leading information sessions every other month, and meeting with groups one-on-one to try to answer questions so that they can have engagement on a local level. They are also meeting with Family Support Councils in May and June to answer questions from families.

A new development she shared is that they have paused work on the individual and supports waivers. They had a goal to refine services so that people could receive individualized services based on their needs. This would include defining services and ensuring they will be billable. This would help ensure people got the services they need to stay in their communities and then BDS wanted to refine the DD waiver to be more comprehensive. 

They have paused this work to focus on CMS requirements including cost reports to aid in rate development, conflict free case management, and provider direct bill. They will continue to look at the current waiver and refine the services on the existing waiver. They will pick up the individual and supports waiver when they complete their work. 

Drew added that CMS is pushing for statewide-ness. They are trying to ensure that everyone has access to the same things across the state. This is what they mean by equity, access to the same services throughout the whole state.

Sarah asked if Sandy or Drew could speak more to what peer support would look like and how it is different than what NH Family Ties. Drew shared that there is a lot of opportunity with peer-to-peer support. It has usually been a natural support and not a funded support. Other states are building it into two unique service structures. One service would be peer to peer between two peers with developmental disabilities. The other service would be peer support through a peer support specialist which would be an employment opportunity.

Sarah said that service exists through NH Family Ties as a free service. She wonders if they will reach out to Family Ties. Drew said they are exploring the idea of peer-to-peer support and how to make it accessible across the state. They would love to hear what Family Ties to see what they are doing and what they are planning would work with Family Ties. Sarah explained that it is already a statewide benefit. Sandy reminded that the work has been paused.

Another member asked what is being done to ensure that people will continue receiving the same amount of services even if rates increase. Sandy shared that has been a question that has continued to come up. BDS wants to align assessed needs with approved budgets and allow people to change their budgets based on changes in needs. They have data that shows that shows that people’s needs aren’t aligned with their budgets. The intention of the rate development process is to first build a rate methodology that starts with DSP wages and then considers other expenses and build that into a base rate following the brick build rate model. 

The state uses the SIS Assessment to determine individual needs at that point in time. They want Area Agencies to use the same assessment tool and have the tool contribute in a meaningful way to determine what rates are.

Sandy said that it is premature to predict costs at this time, but they are working with consultants to perform an exercise with area agencies and providers to determine how much it costs to provide services.  The cost reports will be compared to 400 SIS Assessments to plan how to build out rate methodology. Once rate methodology is created, it can be tested. 

They will use the information gathered to approach legislators for funding.

Drew added that budgets are matched to rate which determines billable units. In the future, it will go units, rate, and then budget. Amount of services needs will be the forefront and will be more person-centered.

A member shared concern about whether the SIS actually captures the level of supports needed for people who have been leaning on natural supports or receiving IEP in schools. The member is concerned that the SIS will not accurately report the level of support needed for people transitioning out of school.

Drew said that no tool will be perfect for everyone. There might be some challenges, but CSNI has been well trained. The interviewers will need to be well trained to ask the right questions so that we are getting the best picture of a person’s life. They are working on a robust exceptions process for someone that feels like the SIS isn’t reflective of what their needs are.

Adrienne asked if there will be an additional portion of the assessment that will look at medical records, IEPs, or other documents that are less subjective than parent reports. Sandy explained that there is the SIS, HEST, and Service Agreement. This process includes various people that generate the level of need. She thinks that utilization over years will account for subjectivity.  

Drew added that the SIS includes questions to aid in gathering as much information as possible and verify that information. The exceptions process would allow families to state that they don’t feel like the SIS correctly captured the needs. 

Sandy said that natural supports are brought up often. The goal of services is to reduce the need or reliance of needs over time. They want people to be able to be engaged in the community. SIS will be reassessed with a big life change to recalculate needs. 

Adrienne shared that she feels like we do not have an equitable system and part of the reason is the use of the SIS. Some families are engaged with the SIS interviewers. Those families will be fine but families that can’t or don’t engage with the process will be inaccurately representative. She worries about families that might not share the full picture. Why not gather documentation that will subjectively share the picture? Drew said that he does feel like a lot of pressure is put on families to flag issues. He suggested maybe we look at how to incentivize case managers to help ensure accuracy through flagging things if needed. Drew agreed that Adrienne brought up great points that should be thought about. Sandy wondered if there could be additional training for the assessors. 

Sandy shared a graphic showing the next steps of the System Redesign and elaborated a little on each step. They are working on collecting provider cost data. Next steps are:

· Collect SIS Assessment Sample Data
· Refine Assumptions
· Develop new rates/methodology
· Test Rates
· Phase-In Rates

Sandy then shared a slide listing six questions that BDS does not have the answers to right now. 

Sandy then shared a slide that shared what to expect in the future. She then shared another side that shared the meeting date and time for workgroups and BDS meetings. 

Mikayla shared that there was a question in the chat that shared that recently Melissa and Nancy spoke at the Health and Human Services Oversight Committee they said that this work was a cost saving measure, but Drew has consistently said that this will cost more. Can you help us understand?

Drew said that he heard them say that it would-d improve efficiencies. He does think that it will make the system more efficient but that doesn’t mean that it will be less dollars. He said that the reports that they have put together raises flags to this point.

Sarah shared she hears what he is saying but those that left the HHS Oversight Committee meeting left with idea that it would save money based on the wording that was used. Another impression that she has heard people were left with was the idea that this is has been the most comprehensive stakeholder process. She said that it might be based on numbers but that doesn’t mean that everyone is on board which was the impression that was given.

Sandy shared that a legislator mentioned she was aware of the letters the Quality Council’s letter and is aware that some stakeholders aren’t on board.

Sandy said that BDS has been responsive to feedback from the QC. She is hoping that the QC will revise their current letter due to updates BDS has made. She said that it is an evolving process. The meeting with the HHS Oversight Committee was coming to compliance with federal requirements. 

Adrienne explained that some of the people in the call have not heard the presentation. She asked Sandy to share what populations will be impacted and what the IT system updates include. Sandy said that the federal requirements apply to all the 1915C waivers. Federal requirements also include direct bill and conflict free case management. CMS is also requiring the implementation of the rate methodology and the IT updates will be at the BDS level but will happen within New Heights which is a DHHS platform. 

Sarah asked if vendors and AA have systems that can talk to each other in addition to the state? Sandy explained that there is more work to be done but the expectation is that AA will be involved in New Heights. Sarah said she would love it if everyone could communicate but does wonder if small vendors would have the resources to comply. Sarah asked if Sandy feels if full interconnectedness will be necessary. Sandy said that case managers need to access Service Agreements which will be in New Heights.

At what point does someone need to get an SIS and how frequently is it readministered. Drew said that anyone receiving services gets an SIS and they are readministered every 5 years. Other states reassess at 3-5 years unless a significant change. SIS-A is for those 16 and older. There is a SIS for those under 16 but that is not currently being used. It’s not off the table though. 

Adrienne asked if an individual is waitlisted and is currently receiving family support, at what point is the SIS triggered? What does the process look for a teenager? Sandy said if they are going through the eligibility process, the SIS will be administered. 

Lisa. S shared she loved HRST as a risk assessment tool and shared how she has helped explain them to case managers. Right now, they look at HRST with a 3 or higher.

Sandy asked Isadora directly if she had any questions. Isadora said she is interested to see how things play out and that there are still some different perceptions on some of the information that has been presented. She agreed the presentation at the HHS Oversight Committee was misleading, but she is interested how to see the prioritization will play out.  Her reaction to the waiver development pausing is that she appreciates that stakeholder groups were heard. She wonders if work will still go on behind the scenes without stakeholder engagement. Sandy said that they can’t do work without stakeholder engagement based on the way that waivers have historically been worked on. She said that build out of the waiver with the level of evolvement was unprecedented. In hearing from stakeholders, they paused the work while working on other tasks.

Sandy said New Hampshire lacks an understanding of 1915C waivers. BDS will have waiver trainings. In the future we might be better positioned to pick up the work on the waiver with stakeholders. Isadora said that she appreciates the slowing down on the pieces that aren’t the top priorities, but she hears Sandy talk about the Life Course Framework, not everyone has natural supports. She is optimistic but thinks that taking things step by step will be important for helping build a foundation so we will proceed with informed input. 
Isadora also said a message that has been consistent throughout is the overreliance of natural supports on families that have that, and the stress that puts on families. 

Sandy said that if families go to DD Council and suggesting they have unmet needs, which needs to be addressed at the AA level. She said that there are surplus of funds.

Adrienne asked what Sandy would recommend if a family were in that position? Sandy said she recommends families with unmet needs should communicate with their case manager. If that doesn’t help, they can escalate to the Exec. Director of their AA. If that doesn’t help, BDS has Bureau Liaisons that help facilitate a conversation with AA while prioritizing their services. 

Sometimes they can’t create a solution for every problem, but they can work with AA to be creative in helping families get their needs met.

For people not on the waiver, they have the Bureau for Family Centered Services. Kathy Gray can also help families through the Family Support Councils.

A member asked how families are being informed and notified about the Redesign process. Sandy said that the expectation is that stakeholders are engaging with the AA. She also said the DD Council and the QC Council. She also said that they have asked stakeholders to share with their networks. They also reached out to FSC and are holding on sight services.

They are working on a way to constantly connect directly with people. They have recommended a process for people to volunteer to receive updates. It would be located on their website. 

A member said that some families do not have the bandwidth to follow up nor understand the updates. Drew said that was a fair point. 

Adrienne thanked Sandy and Drew for coming to present. Sandy wanted to highlight that they rely on Councils to share this information with other stakeholders. She is happy to help answer questions and work with people to make sure that messaging is understood and consistent. 

	APPROVAL OF APRIL MINUTES

	Megan made a motion to approve the minutes. Sarah seconded the motion. Deirdre abstained. All other members voted in favor. 

	MEMBER RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

	The Member Relations Committee met right before this meeting. The Committee drafted a couple of letters that we want to share with the Council.
Mikayla shared her screen to display a letter that would address members who are not actively participating in the Council. The letter asks the members to confirm their intent to participate in future meetings or inform the Council if there are conflicts so we can reappoint a member if needed. 
She gave members the time to read the letter. Adrienne asked for member feedback. A member said they liked the letter and is a part of another Council that sends similar letters. 
Isadora made a motion to send the letter. Lisa HH seconded the motion. All members voted in favor.
Mikayla shared her screen again to display a letter that would ask organizations to appoint members to seats that are vacant. 
Gina made a motion-n to adopt the letter. Sarah seconded the motion. All members voted in favor.
The Committee also discussed a process for appointment. The process would be:
· Fill out application
· Meet with the Member Relations Committee
· Attend a full Autism Council meeting
· The Council would vote to accept the new member at the following full Council meeting
Mikayla shared her screen to go over the application. The questions were shared at the meeting last month. They have been added to a Google Form. She is working to add a section at the top of the application that will go over the purpose of the Council, the application process, member expectations, and a membership description. She also added a conflict-of-interest question per feedback at the last meeting. Members provided feedback and suggested edits that were made.
Once the application is adopted, the Council will need to revise the Council bylaws. 
There was also discussion regarding adding member participation expectations to the bylaws like what the Developmental Disability Council has. 
The Member Relations Committee will work on the edits to the bylaws and bring them back to the Council for a vote. Before doing so, Adrienne is asking for feedback before the committee begins this work.
Adrienne made a motion to approve the application. Gina seconded the motion. All members voted in favor.

	SOCIAL MEDIA FEEDBACK

	Mikayla shared that one of the things that she has been doing for the Council is watching social media groups on Facebook to see what kinds of things are being discussed in the New Hampshire Autism Community. The goal is to see if there are concerns that our Council could address.
She shared that there are two topics she sees most frequently:
· Requests for ABA referrals, with an emphasis on in-home and after school ABA providers
· Request for socialization advice. The request for socialization advice ranges from parents for their young children to their young adult children. 
Adrienne shared that the Council could do a data collection process to put together a comprehensive, complete list ABA providers and what they accept for insurance. It would not be an endorsement but a resource. Sarah asked that we add how long waiting lists are but because waitlists change so frequently, it would not be sustainable to keep updated. Instead, we could put a disclaimer regarding waitlists.
As for the socialization requests, Adrienne asked if members would be interested in developing a short-term, exploratory committee to find ways that we could assist with socialization opportunities. Kathryn is interested. 
The topic is tabled to discuss further at the next meeting. 

	LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

	Sarah provided the following information in the chat to be distributed to members: “SB 283 passed House and Senate.  Waiting for Governors signature.  Relative to membership of the councils”

	OTHER BUSINESS

	Any other business will need to be tabled for the next meeting.

	MEETING ADJOURNED AT 2:00 PM



	FOLLOW UP ITEMS

	· Send out the member engagement letter to members who have not been actively participating in the Council as voted on by the Council
· The Member Relations Committee will work on drafting policy regarding the member application process and member participation to propose to the Council at the next meeting
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