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Support Coordination-External (SCE) Scope of Work (SOW)-Rewrite Public Comment Minutes
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Posted on web meeting invitation:
Attendance by Sign in Sheet:
Division of Services for People with Disabilities staff in attendance: Clair Abee, Becky Dalby, Amanda Marin, Ryan Carrier, Blair Hacker
Department of Human Services attendee: Sara Moon
SCEs in attendance: Shonna Smiley, Robin Stewart, Sara Brozovsky, Lori Parkand, Krissie Summerhays, Amy Edwards, Deb Pearson, Kim LeRoux
SCE SOW draft dated 11/12/13
11/20 Meeting Handout-SCE Rewrite Team Accomplishments
11/20 Public Meeting audio recording mp3 {1st hour only due to malfunction}
Welcome:
 Clair Abee, DSPD Contracts Administrative Services Manager, calls the meeting to order at 10:15 am after the arrival of several SCEs. Clair asked all to sign in on meeting registry and to provide their name when giving any input for our minutes. In attendance were 7 from DSPD, 1 from DHS/BCM, and 9 from SCE contracted companies.
Clair introduces DSPD staff Becky Dalby-contracts, Blair Hacker-CSW Mgr, Ryan Carrier-ELT, and Sara Moon-DHS/BCM and introduces the topic of the SCE-SOW rewrite.
Clair read the 4 public meeting disclaimers as required by DHS/BCM:
· The meetings do not constitute a pre-bid conference and are information gathering only;
· There is no guarantee any of the feedback obtained will be incorporated into a contract;
· Contract provisions (existing or proposed) will not be interpreted for those in attendance; and 
· Nothing said in the meetings is legally binding or should be construed as legal advice.
Previous Revisions and Looking Forward:
Clair: This will be one of the last opportunities to make changes as this process is moving up against the final steps in the time frame:  working backwards, new contracts ready by March, new contract applications processed in February, new Request for Proposal (RFP) on BIDSYNC in January, final SOW revisions to DOH and DHS/BCM for approval during December; all work so that client plans (PCSPs) can be updated prior to current contracts expiring March 31.
	Pam Smith: Do we have to make final suggestions before the start of December as we just received this information? The ISCA organization has hired an attorney to review and help provide a response.
	Clair: DSPD would like all comments before December 6th to review for changes. Comments can be emailed to Clair Abee at cabee@utah.gov 
Clair: DSPD has attempted to implement into this document the organizational and system changes of DSPD as well as the previous public comments (minutes) over the recent past. Clair, making reference to the meeting handout: DSPD has tracked our changes in the draft document to identify elements added/improved/clarified. You can see on the handout that DSPD had a diverse, cross-functional review team. Some examples of elements added/updated:
· DSPD now has a USTEPS Provider Interface (UPI) process for on-line for Incident Reporting (IR) and has sorted IR reporting into levels III, II, and I. The process follows what was presented at September SCE Core Training.
· DSPD also received most of the documents for the scanning project. Scanning process are included in this draft SOW.
· DSPD has included Eligibility status changes and related documentation and effect on SCE.
· DSPD has included the initiative of the Employment First requirements. 
· DSPD has beefed up records security and technology requirements for our activities that remain outside of HIPAA. There are outside pressures to perhaps change more of DSPD documents and information process to HIPAA. 
· Clarification of adoption process will be there, Blair is currently working on this aspect. 
· DSPD has included 1-time payment process as recently revised by DSPD.
Other changes you will notice: Key contract definitions have been added. Because DSPD lost some of its administrative levels, we added a cross referenced contacts table for whom to contact in the appropriate functions and titles. This should help communication even when people move positions. DSPD added a cross referenced activity and logs table. DSPD special forms have been summarized into one section. SIS now reflects the current Division’s approach to SIS assessment. The included changes are not considered “labor intensive” to implement, but should make support coordination easier for everyone to understand what is expected.
Communication

Where are we going? DSPD is hoping to get comment documents from everyone with track changes and with comment references on a saved file name showing who provided the recommendations; we’ll listen to everyone. Please see Microsoft Word’s “Review” tab to add “New Comments” to areas. Since most at the meeting were not familiar with the Microsoft editing tools Clair showed examples of changing a sentence, adding/deleting a sentence, and adding a comment to any sentence.
Sarah Moon:  As a reminder, while the Department encourages providers to use their legal resources, any attorney comments are not considered legal advice to DSPD; it is still just public comment. 
Clair opens the meeting at 10:30 to all those at the meeting to present their questions and suggestions:
Page 21, Section G Psychotropic Medications and Behavior Support Plans: Number 4 note reference CB [Dr. Chuck Bruder reference]; Why do we still see comments from the former waivers manager?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1] DSPD is trying to keep track of changes to the document as they were given. So you might see comments from “Chuck” though he hasn’t worked with the Division for a long time. The previous comments and items are important to the review now and are needed in response to the DOH reviewers.
	Lori Packer: No mention of using the SAS Service Training Sheet. This has been used in practice for a while.
	Clair: That note was the agreement by CB and DOH and has been implemented in the SAS.
	Lori: The Service Training Sheet was a good overview of all the medications. It is in the SAS Daily File.
	Clair: Blair and I will re-look at this section. DSPD has allowed people to define the format of these sheets as they will. 
	Lori: [sites page 21 G.4] Psychotropic meds, do service providers have their own plan format? The SAS book already contains the information about Psychotropic Meds for SAS families. It should not be in the SOW too.
	Clair: It should start with a Dr.’s prescription/action plan and result in the SAS or service provider staff action plan.
	Lori: Med plan concern starts with people/families who don’t know what I’m talking about. They don’t know it as “psychotropic med plan”. This terminology is never in a working file. Med tracking sheets are used. 
	Krissie Summerhays: Everyone does it different. It is not a formal document. If this is the requirement, there should be uniformity. It is very confusing when we (the SCE) have the providers who don’t have or know they are supposed to have these. 
	Clair: DSPD will review this topic and revise or we will work with service providers and their contract to ensure understanding and compliance. 
Page 22, Section G Psychotropic Medication and Behavior Supports Plan Number 4
	Pam Smith:  On page 22, Number 4 “variance” “write the log note” within 7 days of discovery…my concern is we (the SCE) are very busy taking care of clients with crises moments. I don’t wait 7 days when there is an issue. Can we just contact DSPD in that time? We’ve notified DSPD in 7 days, we’ve written an IR report…I don’t have time to write this into USTEPS logs, but I am contacting the Division during this time. Is this the Department of Health (DOH) saying we (the SCE) need this in 7 days? This is a consistent issue that is scattered all through the SOW. Can this be looked at? SCEs do not want to have to feel overwhelmed by having to do this, nor do we want to get a ‘ding’ in our Audit because it has not been done. Can the log note be brief if needed within 7 days, and then the details can be logged within 30 days? This would be more manageable.  The language in the SOW would need to be changed to specify a brief note, with details to be logged within 30 days, or within the end of the month the service was done.  Or could it be changed to notify DSPD within 7 days with an email or phone call, we (the SCE) are also doing an IR, and then log within 30 days, or the end of the month in the month service was done. 
	Krissie: What is the point of the 7 days? Where did it come from?
	Blair: Most large caseloads are not experiencing everyone going into crisis. The mindset is to have more consistency in logs. 
	Clair: DSPD has gone over this timing of logs issue. Quality has reviewed this and the normal reporting expectation has been changed to be 30 days. When you have experienced a crisis or problem, we don’t want to wait 30 days. For example, an abuse situation needs immediate follow up.
	Sarah Brozovsky: We (the SCE) should be documenting all of our logs within a week. That doesn’t mean anything necessarily is going on. Basically, we should have it documented in one week. 
	Debbie Pearson: When we (the SCE) were all state employees it was a month to forty-five days, now we only have 7 days. What was reasoning for a standard to go into a 7 day period? Unless you’ve (DSPD staff) have done case management as a private provider and doing your business aspects, you cannot understand that to get it all in in a 7 day period cannot be done. You’re calling, you notify every one of the providers, phone calls, and then you are going to the office. What is a variance? 
	Clair: A variance is something that is not or shouldn’t be happening at a service provider.
	Debbie: To meet the qualification, a “variance” is subjective. Is QA going to have a different answer?
	Blair: When DSPD wrote this our intention was to have you log it briefly within 7 days and have it put in USTEPS fully by 30 days. If it is not clear we can re-look at it.
	Clair: Send me specific changes. DSPD has been audited on these issues. Quality Assurance isn’t going to ding you for normal operations, but missing criteria on-going, then there is an issue. Normal 30 day activity and a 7 day variance is the expected context. If it is abuse don’t wait, it should be handled as soon as possible.
	Sara: There may be an issue for everyone. More work for Quality Assurance and a lot of follow up they have to do. 
	Clair: After wrestling with these dates with the Quality Assurance, Program Specialist, and Finance teams… the draft has what the DSPD rewrite team felt best to have in there to meet all waiver requirements.
	Pam: What I was trained was to log all notes in the month of service. 
	Clair: But that is the issue. If you are logging them in the first or last period of the month you either have a long time or an even shorter time than 7 days…that is the issue. 
	Krissie: I think it should be all in the month that you are billing for. 
	Sara: The “variance” is not clear. It needs it clear.
	Clair: Page 11, Section E General Staff Requirements Number 10. Section E describes the general services and Section F monitoring. “Such notes for normal monthly activities will be created and entered in USTEPS within thirty (30) days of the activity or seven (7) days of the occurrence of other significant event, discovery or visit.” Isn’t that what you are telling us?
	Audience member: If it is just a blurb, there isn’t enough; clarify. 
Page 3	Section B Contractor Qualifications and Limitations, Limitations Number 2
	Krissie: Contractor will not contract for “any other waiver services.” 
	Clair: That is not new.
	Krissie: It says ANY service other than CSB. Some of us (SCEs) do New Choices Waiver.
	Becky: Maybe we can specify DHS/DSPD waivers.
	Krissie: The way it reads it says we can’t do anything else (even authorized by DSPD)
	Clair: If you are doing anything like a potential conflict of interest, you need to ask. Unless it looks like you are recruiting other clients…DSPD does not  care.
	Clair gave several examples about yoga or craft class or worshipping together at a church as reported issues by SCE’s.
	Clair: Amanda Marin’s Quality Assurance team reviews all complaints. DSPD can’t tell you how to live your private life. If seeking new clients/marketing, DSPD would review it.
	Pam: Make the SOW very specific on limitations. 
	Clair: DSPD is not going to make it too specific.
	Becky: The language Krissie is referring to just refers to other DSPD waivers. 
	Clair: Without a specific complaint case to review, DSPD won’t do it (add more SOW limitations).
	Pam: So you do deny some activities that are conflicts?
	Clair: Yes
	Shonna Smiley: There are some SCE’s that have different contracts. We are beholden to the contract. If we are going to be allowed, it should be in the contract. 
	Becky: DSPD will specify it more clearly in the SOW that this limitations is about DSPD/DHS.
Page 36 Rate approval:
Pam: This is more about my education. “…monthly rate at which the Contractor will be compensated shall only be adjusted by Utah Legislative action…” Right now you get $277 for case management and some of that is taken for oversight. Will some of this be….
	Clair: All rates are on the DSPD rate table, all the elements are included (Direct service, supervision, admin, fixed costs, etc.) and these rates go through an approved rate process.
	Pam:  The SCE rate did not used to be on table.
	Clair: Right. The [$207.59 for State fiscal year 2014] rate is the same as you earn. There is not a difference. It is reimbursed by CMS and is funded by the legislative process. They have never singled out a single rate for adjustment…other than respite at our startup because we could not get any providers.
	Pam: When we were transitioning (into private SCE), some of the rates for support coordination were changing without legislative authorization.
	Clair: At that time we did a cost settlement on actual Division Support Coordination costs with DOH. Your pay as a state employee never changed. It is exactly as they do now. Division gets the same SC reimbursement rate as SCE.
	Clair: Under the Legislative Budgeting process, we submit a 1% request for all service rates. If the legislature approves 3%, we would pass that on. They will fund it at what they choose.
Page 24, Section H Rep Payee Number 5e Quarterly provider activity reviews:	
Shonna: Is this a new issue that needs clarification? We (the SCE) do monthly reviews. Does the provider have someone like a financial auditor come in to do the quarterly records review? Who is this third party and is the SCE just responsible to ensure it happens?  Why do we need to make sure there is a third party when we are acting like a third party?  This is something the State Quality Assurance team should be doing; the SCE is not the auditor.
	Clair: You are responsible to monitor our client’s funding. At the last public hearing it was clear that we needed to clarify monitoring versus you doing the reviews. Your function is to make sure service provider, whoever that is, is completing the requirements under their contract. The vast majority of our clients have this support. The service provider must be hands-on. DSPD attempted to make clear it is the service provider who has to do the responsibilities. However, DSPD needs for the SCE to monitor that those activities are in place and working. If the service provider is holding our client hostage, we need you to observe this.
	Shonna: Maybe this needs clarification. Everything you said I  agree with, but the SOW needs more clarification. 
{The audio recording stops here due to malfunction}
	Clair: The quarterly review is part of the separation of duties. 
	Shonna: Maybe it should be reworded to make sense. 
	Becky: Does the language not make it clear?  That it does not say they have to have someone?
	Krissie: How do you propose we (the SCE) monitor this since the financial records are not at the home?
	Clair: You should get a monthly financial activity statement. At your annual PCSP meeting ask service provider “What is your protective service controls?” You have to ask open ended questions.
	Shonna: It makes it sound like a quarterly audit. We (the SCE) question the amounts on a monthly basis. To see that they have a third party…why should we make sure there is an independent quarterly review?
	Clair: DSPD is just asking whoever at service provider is doing this quarterly review is not someone doing the daily financial activity. For example the HHS host may not be in charge of the Person’s funds.
	Shonna: We (the SCE) do that normally and get the monthly reports. We contact the provider. The Paragraph H5e seems like we are taking an auditory role now. What is the purpose of insuring there is an independent auditor? 
	Krissie: A lot of the bullet points in Section H are from the other (service provider’s) contract. 
	Pam: Should this be put into our SCE training? 
	Becky: Will you draft something and send it to us?
	Debbie: The SCEs use to only monitor quarterly. We asked to do it monthly. 
	Lori: Misses the point that SCEs have to monitor more. We prefer to look to see that the person understands their finances, gets to exercise choices. These are issues I focus on more. If a company wants to say whatever they want, they could. 
Page 31, Section K. Health and Safety Requirements Number 7:
Krissie: SAS families now have to have an Emergency Management and Business Continuity Plan? Why do they have to have one? Most SAS do not have a tracking plan for missing person.
	Clair: There are expectations under the waiver for all clients for health and safety. Does SAS staff recognize that Person has gone missing? Do they know what to do for a runner?
	Krissie: SAS families have an emergency contact plan. 
	Clair: Keep Plan simple
	Lori: Keep language the same. If it is written in new terminology it is confusing. If really all that is needed is emergency contact then can that be the language used? There should be a simple formal form for SAS families to use.
Sara Moon: In Part I Business Continuity Plan is defined; DSPD will want to make sure it (SOW) is not conflicting with the definition in the template.
	Clair: SAS families are contracted providers.
	Clair: Our Governor wants everyone to have emergency plans. DSPD has required everything updated annually. We’ve now applied that to the SAS families. 
	Ryan: We are looking to put forms on the website. 
	Krissie: Can we meet with Rick Cobia? When it is a SAS requirement, it’s our requirement.
	Becky: The Emergency Management and Business Continuity plan is defined in Part 1. Clair and Becky need to read it to see if that’s what we also want for SAS. [Post-meeting Note: the Division has already had optional formats and content based on type of service provider. Rick Cobia has agreed to develop a simplified SAS based format and content.]
	Debbie: Can we change the SAS audit checklist?
	Jamie Wuthrich: DSPD has updated the compliance review list forms. It is part of fraud reporting. There is no way to change that monitoring requirement. 
Page 19, Section F Direct Service Monitoring Requirements Number 13d:
	Pam: “SCE shall also ensure…” You want us to act as an extra monitor of DSPD activity…NOA process; You are wanting us to ensure? I want it to be log notes, log our email requesting NOA, I don’t want to have to monitor DSPD.
	Rolf Halbfell: DSPD needs to be notified of NOA. Then we go into USTEPS and complete a task, it actually starts a clock on the consumer section. DSPD then follows up. That would be sufficient. 
	Pam: I just don’t like the wording “ensure.” I like NOTIFY “SHALL NOTIFY”.
	Pam: I don’t want a contract where I am financially liable for DSPD activity. That is how it seems in the contract. 	
Page 42 Standards C9 Scanning requirements:	
	Krissie: Can’t the SOW just say they are scanned in?
	Becky: There needs to be a time frame.
	Krissie: Can it be within the month…“within fifteen days” is hard.
	Pam: DSPD needs to take into account that we (the SCE) understand the need to do scanning, but we didn’t get an increase in the rate, we just want it workable to us.
	Debbie: Some of us have to resend documents lost in the process so far; DSPD is months behind in processing.
	Clair: The Division is working hard to get caught up and by the time this new contract is completed the scanning should be flowing smoothly with 15 days being normal or per the chart issued by scanning team. That was presented at the Core Training.
Krissie: I would like to see 30 days minimum. Maybe even 60 days. We (the SCE) like to hold the documents collected from various people and organizations until we have a full package and then send/scan it in to USTEPS.
	Rolf: DSPD has to make it measureable.
	Clair: We have to be careful about what document we are talking about. 
	Pam: Fifteen days is not doable. 
	Shonna: Should be 30 days?	
	Pam: Why is 45 days unreasonable?
	Clair: From USTEPS perspective, the value is to have it put into a document que. USTEPS conclusion is they want it sent immediately. When working as designed, you will be able to access the documents immediately.
	Clair: What I am willing to commit to, I will change the current 15 day range on this paragraph up to the day before it goes to RFP publication. DSPD can change it to what the Scanning committee might consider. USTEPS has to make it workable, how the business function works needs to be considered. 
Page 15, Section E General Service Requirements 19b:	
	Lori: “Office of Rehabilitation...” Unemployable. Is everyone coming out of the school system expected to have an assessment?  We bring it up in the annual planning meeting. How do we get that assessment? 
	Becky: The intention was not everyone, but it does read as everyone. The expectation is not everyone will be assessed. 
	Clair: There is another paragraph on this; we’ll be looking for USR not to be dismissive to our people. That goes against legislative intent. 
	Lori: Is this for people we think would be employable?
	Clair: Start with the notion that EVERY ONE of our people is employable. Our legislature does have very clear marching orders. 
	Pam: When bargaining with the legislature, can you advocate that this cost needs to be added to the SCE providers.
	Clair: Tricia Jones-Parkin has been implementing this process.
	Lori: Are people at Vocational Rehab ready for a flood?
	Jamie: So Tricia was part of this, DSPD needs to get clarification from her. It does look like everyone. 
	Pam: Tricia is working with some of our SCE coordinators to develop implementation. It is causing extra work. We should do it, but it causes more work.
	Deb Pearson: We have to look at it from Person to Person. Are they interested in working? When I worked for the State we did not use the Form 58. I don’t think anyone has used that form for 10 years!
	We will VALIDATE FORMS ARE ON THE WEBSITE (Form 58) 
	Rolf: DSPD will double check with Tricia so we get clear expectations.
	Clair: This requirement means we are getting serious about getting our people employed. 

Clair: Please send all of your comments and we will do our best to consolidate and look at all comments.

Clair thanked all for participating and closed the meeting at 12:02 pm.
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