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Idaho Behavioral Health Interagency Cooperative

Meeting Summary - DRAFT
January 23, 2012
Cooperative members present:
· Director Richard Armstrong, Department of Health and Welfare

· Director Sharon Harrigfeld, Idaho Department of Juvenile Corrections 
· Patti Tobias, Administrator of the Idaho Courts

· Teresa Wolf, State Mental Health Planning Council 
· Rich Henderson, Idaho Department of Education

· Angenie McCleary, County Representative
ALTERNATES PRESENT:

· Ross Edmunds, Department of Health and Welfare

· Tammy Perkins, Office of the Governor

· Frank Riley, Idaho Department of Juvenile Corrections
· Kathie Garrett, NAMI Idaho
· Scott Ronan, Idaho Courts

· Dr. Melanie Reese, Idaho Department of Education

· Shane Evans, Idaho Department of Correction

Other: 

· Danielle Miller, Department of Health and Welfare 
· Leslie Clement, Department of Health and Welfare
· Tony Jones, Department of Health and Welfare

· Sara Woodley, BPA

· Kathleen Allyn, OptumHealth

· Caitlin Zak, Office of Drug Policy

FACILITATOR

· Marsha Bracke, Bracke and Associates, Inc.

Action ItemS
1. The Cooperative will provide feedback to the SGS Subcommittee Outcomes/Quality Assurance documents through their respective SGS Subcommittee members.

2. The SGS Subcommittee will meet again and update the documents with the feedback they have received, presenting those revisions at the next regularly scheduled BHIC Meeting, using this meeting summary and the flip chart note transcription documenting Cooperative member inputs as a reference.

3. Ross Edmunds, DHW will send to each entity a slide indicating their respective portions of the total SUDs budget to reflect their coordination effort.
4. Caitlin Zak, ODP, will send minutes of the ICSA meeting to Marsha regarding the waitlist to address differing ideas about how and when it ended.  Marsha will see that those are distributed to the group.

5. Cooperative members will share their respective statements/interpretations of that result from their perspective with one another.  Those with questions or disparities will follow-up accordingly to ensure all are communicating a consistent and accurate message.

6. The Cooperative will convene a special meeting on Friday, January 27 from 2-4 p.m. to compare the existing behavioral health statute to revisions proposed by the subcommittee.
7. Members of the Cooperative will read the proposed structural changes and come to that meeting prepared with their questions and suggestions.

REFERENCE MATERIALS
On January 20, 2012 the following materials were distributed to inform and support meeting discussion:

· The January 23, 2012 Meeting Agenda

· The December 19, 2011 Meeting Summary Documentation 
· The January 3, 2012 Meeting Summary Documentation

· The draft BHIC Outcomes Proposal as generated by the SGS Subcommittee
· Draft changes to existing statute resulting from the Proposed Structure Subcommittee effort
· Proposed 2012 meeting schedule

· The Region 2 Mental Health Executive Summary

The Facilitator maintained notes of discussion points on Flip Charts, which have been transcribed and are included as Attachment A.

AGENDA ITEMS DISCUSSION CONCLUSION:

Meeting Summary Documentation
The December 19, 2011 and January 3, 2012 meeting summaries were approved as amended (correction to spelling of Kathie Garrett's name and add Frank Riley, IDJC to list of participants).
Statewide Guidelines Subcommittee
At the last meeting, the Cooperative asked the SGS Subcommittee to provide more detail, including definitions and schedule, to the Outcomes Reporting and Quality Assurance plan and efforts of the Cooperative and the Partnering Agencies/Branch of Government.  The Subcommittee met on Friday, January 13, 2013 to respond to that request.  A BHIC Outcomes Reporting plan was generated and presented by Scott Ronan, Courts, and distributed to the Cooperative in the January 20 distribution.  A Quality Assurance plan, which included the Outcomes Reporting material, was generated and presented by Shane Evans, DOC, at the January 23, 2012 meeting.  
Subsequent to each presentation, the Cooperative participated in a discussion to seek clarification and provide input.  Specific comments were recorded on flip chart notes and those comments are included in Attachment A, pages 6-7.  The SGS Subcommittee will meet again to incorporate those comments and to continue to develop the materials, presenting the next iteration at the next regularly scheduled meeting.  Members of the Cooperative are specifically asked to review the material and to provide their comments and suggestions to their respective SGS Subcommittee members.
In a round robin format, all members of the cooperative endorsed moving forward with generating the Quality Assurance plan, noting the following considerations:
· Is CPC the right tool?

· What is the applicability of the tools/processes to juvenile justice involved audiences?
· What are other states are doing?
· What are the national standards?
· The need for more definitions for the Outcomes Reporting document.

· The impact of 'scope' on onsite evaluation process.

· Clarification about the role and scope of the MSC in the evaluation process.


The Cooperative acknowledged that more definition provided with further development of this plan will better inform the Cooperative's decision-making

JFAC Presentation Overview

Per the direction provided at the last meeting, members of the Cooperative reviewed and discussed their respective draft JFAC presentations in order to ensure a shared understanding of partner messages and to coordinate on the delivery of the SUDs information.
Department of Health and Welfare

Ross Edmunds, DHW, provided an overview of DHW's presentation, distributing a hard copy of a draft power point presentation.  He suggested that the Cooperative consider using one of the same slides that depicts the total SUDs allocation and each entity's share of that allocation.  The presenting agency/entity's portion could be pulled out and featured, and the presenting agency/entity could speak to its own program.  Ross is working on a similar slide to show the relationship between the total program and the federal allocation.  The group discussed DHW's role as the federally designated authority in putting up match monies for the federal program on behalf of all agencies/entities, and the process of transferring agencies/entities funds to reimburse their respective portions.
Acknowledging that the agencies/entities are speaking about their own populations, there was some clarification sought regarding some of DHW's figures, which Ross and Tony will review.  Some of these numbers were associated with child protection, individuals being served who couldn't be linked to a specific category, and other voluntary populations.  
The Cooperative confirmed that SUDs expenditures will reflect July - December, 2011.

Idaho Department of Juvenile Corrections

Sharon Burke, IDJC, provided an overview of IDJC's JFAC presentation, providing a hard copy of a draft power point presentation.  Sharon noted that specific questions from legislative services have not yet been received, and this provides the agency's general direction contingent to the receipt of those questions.  IDJC intends to lay out the foundation and basic elements of the system, creating an understanding of their jurisdiction.  The presentation will discuss program goals, funding, evaluation, quality of care, explanation of how a case moves through the system, expenditures, populations, and elements in common with Cooperative agencies/entities, including the future focus, quality assurance/system evaluation and WITS. 

Through the course of this discussion, the agencies/entity learned they have different perspectives and understandings of the use of the Waitlist process during the ISCA tenure.  In an attempt to generate a shared understanding of that issue, and to generate a meaningful communication amongst the agencies and entities, Caitlin Zak, ODP, will send the minutes of the ICSA meeting where decisions about the Waitlist were made and a power point presentation related to the same.  Cooperative members will review that material, distribute their individual messages respective to the Waitlist to the rest of the group, and follow-up individually with one another as that communication warrants ensuring and communicating a shared understanding.
Department of Correction

Shane Evans, IDOC, reported that Teresa Jones is developing IDOC's JFAC presentation, and distributed a draft newsletter to indicate the kinds of information IDOC anticipates presenting.  Anticipated elements included in that presentation are a summary of how the system has changed, particularly from a funding standpoint, creating a better understanding of the process, discussing the Waitlist, and implications of not having enough money for priority populations.  Scott Ronan suggestion that IDOC not refer to the previous SUDs budget overspend, as he thought that inferred all agencies/entity overspent, and DHW will be covering that in their presentation.
Courts

Patti Tobias distributed a paper script of the Courts proposed presentation, anticipating adjustments should the Courts receive specific questions from legislative services.  Included is a summary of what is planned for 2013, discussion about sentencing alternatives among felony populations, looking at a continuum of sentencing alternatives, an evaluation of the SUDs systems, how data is used in the continuum of treatment, a request for additional funding from the existing DHW budget, and an overview of accomplishments and future direction.
Regarding the request for additional funding from  the existing DHW budget, Ross indicated that DHW was supportive of finding ways to increase services to the misdemeanant populations whether that be through the courts or through DHW.
Behavioral Health Proposal Subcommittee
Director Armstrong provided an overview of the process and product of the subcommittee's effort.  The subcommittee reviewed the existing statute that describes DHW's role in behavioral health and the construct of the regional stakeholders.  The subcommittee worked to draft an update to the statute in response to transformation goals and the inputs of the regional boards and other historic transformation documents to establish a regional structure to oversee the provision of community based services.

The group worked to modernize the statute, strengthen the language and articulate the opportunity for local boards to take on any initiative – with no implied mandate.  DHW is working to identify approximately $1M to be used as start up funding for the regional boards from federal performance and behavioral health funds.  It is anticipated funding would be divided into 7 parts and assigned to each region, and should a region or regions opt to not mobilize, the funding may be able to be redistributed among those who do (still this is a detail that would have to be worked out).

With the mobilization of a Regional Behavioral Health Community Development Board, an agency or entity could, of their own choosing, decide to contract with the local entity (assuming it meets the standards or readiness the contracting entity requires).  Regional Boards would also have the option to seek other contracts and funding on their own volition.

The revisions proposed for this statute would merge the mental health boards and the regional advisory councils, define DHW clinics and services and  create community development boards with the ability to hire, fire, contract and apply for grants.  Ross Edmunds pointed out that grants, such as the Housing for the Homeless Grant now managed at DHW, would be better used at a regional level.  The proposed changes are intended to ensure flexibility and options for the Boards and the agencies and entities to pursue, or not, a contracting arrangement according to their individual preferences and requirements.  
Director Armstrong envisions the possibility of moving this legislation this year, and Ross Edmunds pointed out that Regions 2 and 7, in response to the Cooperative's request to propose a regional structure, expressed concern that they would spend time coming up with ideas that won't be followed up upon.  Director Armstrong also pointed out it is important that partners and stakeholders be comfortable with the product as well.

Teresa Wolf shared a list of concerns and rumors expressed by stakeholders across the state who are not as directly involved in the process, including concerns that: 
· DHW will divest itself of responsibility and lay all the burden on the region
· this is a community problem
· more information needs to be available to the regional boards
· some regional boards are stopping their work thinking there is no point in going forward if everything is going to change.  
Teresa said she shares the meeting summary with people, but some are asking her for summaries to present the information.

Leslie Clement, DHW, pointed out the difficulty of talking about intent and product in a statutory context, and suggested that the purpose and intent be put into a separate document and a user-friendly question and answer document.

Director Harrigfeld indicated she needed time to review and synthesize the draft document; Patti Tobias asked for a dedicated discussion about the draft materials amongst the Cooperative; Director Reinke expressed a desire to do this in a timely way and potentially get this into this year's session.  Tammy Perkins said she already secured feedback from the Governor's Office to share.  The group decided to meet as soon as possible to discuss and review the proposed statute in more detail on Friday, January 27, from 2-4 p.m.
The Cooperative identified a need to write a white paper that outlines the purpose and intent of the proposal and distribute it broadly; using that material, conduct a conference call with Regional Mental Health Board, Regional Advisory Council, and State Mental Health Planning Council members to present the material, respond to questions, and collect and consider their respective inputs.

Other
Teresa Wolf provided the results of the Region 2 Needs Assessment, describing impacts from budget cuts, and encouraged everyone to read it.

Idaho Behavioral Health Interagency Cooperative

Attachment A – Flip Chart Transcript

January 23, 2012
Behavioral Health Interagency Cooperative

Vision

Idaho’s Citizens and their families have appropriate access to quality services…that are coordinated effective, accountable and focused on recovery.

· Availability and access to quality service

· Coordinated infrastructure/clear responsibilities, leadership, action

· Comprehensive and viable Regional or local community delivery system

· Efficient use of resources

· Accountability – services and funding

· Authentic stakeholders, consumer, family participation
Principles of Meeting Conduct

· Participate

· Listen - Seek to Understand
· Work Collaboratively
· Be solutions oriented
· Respect one another

· Come Prepared
· Honor Time Constraints
· Avoid Side Conversations
· Honor the Group

Agenda

· Approve Summaries
· Input/Adopt SGS Sub Proposals
· JFAC Presentations

· BHIC Subcommittee Statute
· Other
· Next Steps
SGS Subcommittee

· Outcomes Reporting – Scott Ronan

· What outcomes can we capture for this fiscal year

· Are we clear data will be reported by population (yes)
· More specific breakdown  by population (i.e. 19-2524) who is responsible for the $

· Include in next iteration

· Add definition other descriptions instead of “a list” – reference data sheet from last meeting

· Next Meeting….iteration

· Quality Assurance – Shane Evans

· Program integrity

· Also part of a business expense
· Adding more = contractual change (future
· Provider Quality – Network is “On Site”

· Scope of the on-site work group may want to consider

· Future –consider fiscal impact

· Collectively contract?

· Correctional Program Checklist

· Gauge quality of services program and delivery
· What is responsibility of  MSC vs. Responsible Entity 
· Figure out what to measure…then evolve to how (and qualifications of state)
· What else do we want to answer?

· What is the national standard?

· Is CPC the right tool? Justice involved audiences

· Group review and provide comments

· Next meeting…next iteration
· Embed standards into collective tool

QA Concerns
· Justice involved program integrity audits and national standards

· How other sates have done this (at some point)

JFAC Presentation Overview

· JFAC Presentation – DHW
· Shared Overview slide – Yes to JFAC
· Pie Chart Piece – Yes to JFAC

· Background

· Your own identifiers

· Ross will send to each entity

· Master slide

· Supplement coordinated message

· BHIC Logo

· JFAC Presentation – IDJC
· JFAC Presentation – DOC
· JFAC Presentation- Courts
· Sentencing Alternatives

· Feedback/Input 

· Re: Missing pieces continuum

· Shane will check on wait list info drop and or close loop with Ross

· Develop

· Single Definition and understanding of waitlist

· Caitlyn will send presentation to Marsha to send to group

· Single shared message/information

· Share your message with others
· 25 minutes with 20 minute questions

· Presentation has to be turned into DFM by Friday

· Treat as you treat others 15 minute presentation and 15 minute questions

· Misleading in Misdemeanant Population (ATR Funds) 

· 14,000

· Sounds like it is un-served population

· ATR is a temporary funding source

Behavioral Health Proposal Subcommittee

· BH Statute

· Process Product

· Product Process

· Communication we are reviewing

· Group to read

· Opportunity for Regional Boards

· No Mandates (Regional or County)

· Enable opportunity

· More Process…
· Governor pulled seed money

· DHW looking for money to attach

· As seed money

· Hopeful – up to $1M

· Over 2 years to stand up

· Carry over authority

· If Region doesn’t stand up….need to decide what to do with their portion

· Merges RACS and RMHBS

· DHW Authority

· Defines Clinics

· Embeds Stegner, TWG, ours and others inputs, including Regional Proposals

· People in field to see

· Concerns about funding

· Rumors… around

· Communication steps?
· Does Subcommittee report to Coop and then go out

· Does subcommittee do outreach before coming back to coop

· Like to have from subcommittee and read, react to

· Folks ahead of themselves

Next Steps
Special Meeting/ Conf Call Friday January 27, 2012 2:00 PM

Intentional Steps to accomplish – URGENCY – Systems Approach

· Notice the cooperative is reviewing document
· Seeing what is in existing statute in light of proposal
· Develop narrative about what this is intended to accomplish

· Purpose statement
· Intent of role
· FAQ

· Fiscal impact

· Collect Governors comments

· Cooperative read and have discussion

· Meeting ASAP

· Statewide conference call

· PC, RAC and RMHB
Fed
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