Social Services Planning Committee

Minutes of October 24, 2011, Meeting

Committee Members Present Interest Group Members Present Cont.
Michelle Saint Hilarie, Child and Family Anne Levy, Community Outreach Program for
Resources the Deaf

Chris Kaselemis, City of Tucson Ed Mercurio-Sakwa, Emerge!

Sarah Henderson for Melanie Nelson, Job Path  Marco Liu, Community Food Bank
Margaret Kish, Pima County, Chair Jamie Zink, Our Family Services

Leslie Carlson, Independent Consultant Carlyn Hacker, PPEP

Daniel Stoltzfus, AZ Youth Partnership Shea-Lynn Toumey, Project Amor

T VanHook, Town of Marana Jim Murphy, Pima Council on Aging

Debbi Al-Houssni, Town of Sahuarita Mary Lamm, Easter Seals Blake Foundation
Kathy Wilson, United Way, Co-Chair Renee Hartje, Easter Seals Blake Foundation
Alfred Skorupski, Retired Nick Tavas, Primavera Foundation

Interest Group Members Present Staff

Laura Ibanez, DDD Zonia Kelley

Lee Easter, Marana Health Center Ann Chanecka

Anthony Young, Southern AZ Legal Aid, Inc. Jennifer O'Connor
Steven Nelson, Pima County SJEC

1. Welcome and Introductions
The meeting was called to order by Margaret Kish at 1:40 p.m. and introductions were made.

Ms. Kish explained the format of the meeting, including the development of the first draft of
the budget and time for the committee and audience to break into work groups to discuss
funding recommendations. After the breakout session, the working groups will report their
recommendations to the committee.

2. Review and Approval of Minutes

Mr. Skorupski moved to approve the minutes of Oct. 11, 2011. Ms. Saint Hilarie
seconded the motion and it was unanimously passed.

3. Review and Discuss Score Sheet Summary

Jennifer O’Connor reviewed the SSBG Score Sheet Results handout. She explained that the
committee was asked to rate each of the services between zero and five, with five being the
highest. The SSBG Score Sheet Results handout showed the results of that rating process,
including the average score for each service based on the committee members’ scoring



activity. Ms. O’Connor then provided an overview of the Reallocation Chart, which showed
the services ranked according to their average score. The services that received the lowest
average scores were recommended for a 10 percent cut, shown in the green section. The
proposed amount being cut was $23,376. The yellow section of the chart showed the group
being recommended to receive a 5 percent cut, for a total of $5,523 in that section. Those
two cuts combined totaled $28,899. This amount would be recommended for distribution to
the top two categories. The blue section was the highest ranked category and 66 percent of
the combined total amount in cuts were recommended for redistributed to that section. This
amount totaled $19,266 and was distributed evenly among those five services shown in the
blue section; each of those services was proposed for a $3,853 increase. Te pink highlighted
section showed the services that were recommended to receive 33 percent of the funds in
the amount of $9,633, or $1,605 for each service in that section. Ms. O’Connor reminded the
committee that these were only proposed amounts and they would be able to recommend
any changes to those amounts.

Chris Kaselemis asked about the Urban and Rural areas and how some of the services had
additional language added to include separate funding amounts for urban and rural areas. He
mentioned that it was stated at the last meeting that some of the services already receive
funding for both urban and rural areas. Ms. O'Connor stated that if the services do not specify
urban or rural, the contracted agency can use the funds as they see fit. However, if the SSBG
budget specifies that the funds should be split into urban and rural categories, the state’s
contract for services will then specifically state the amount to be spent in each the urban and
the rural areas. The definition of urban and rural will need to be developed.

Proposed Funding for Services

M:s. Kish began the funding discussion by presenting five items for consideration. First, she
recommended that the committee decide how to handle funding for new services since,
based on the Reallocation Chart, new services were allocated a very small portion of funds.

Second, Ms. Kish proposed that instead of dividing the pots of available funding for the blue
and pink categories evenly within each category, that each pot should be considered a lump
sum and divided as the committee wished within the blue and pink categories. This would
give the committee more flexibility to reassign the funding.

Third, Ms. Kish asked that the committee develop a strategy for how to handle a highly rated
service that the working group did not support in their fact sheet. Specifically in the case of
home delivered meals, the Quality of Life working group removed that service from their list
of recommended services; however, the committee still voted on the service and rated it
highly. Ms. Kish recommended that next year the committee work with the working group
before they fill out their SSBG score sheets to handle this type of issue.

Fourth, Ms. Kish stated that the committee needs to decide how to fund the quasi new service
— Home Care for Aging and Adults in rural areas. This service rated a 3.9, which doesn’t meet
the criteria to receive funding. Services to receive funding need to rate at least a 4.0, has been
funded at the regional level, this year the committee asked that the funds be splitinto urban



and rural funding categories. The committee needs to decide what percentage of the funds
should go to each area.

Fifth, Ms. Kish brought the committee’s attention to Employment Case Management which
was a new service proposed for this year. The service rated a 3.9, which doesn’t meet the
criteria to receive funding since it needed to rate at least a 4.0. Therefore, it fell into a neutral
category with no funding. It was decided that the working group should decide whether to
set aside funding for this service from the funds currently set aside for Employment Services.

After discussing these items, Ms. Kish then proposed funding changes for certain services.
The committee agreed to consider the pots for allocation as they desired, rather than to
divide the pots evenly among the services in their category. Ms. Kish stated that in the larger,
blue pot, there was $19,266 to distribute and in the second, pink pot, there was $9,633.

Adult Day Care Services

Ms. Kish brought up for consideration the fact that Adult Day Care Services had ranked low for
services in the last 3 to 4 years. Since funding for Adult Day Care Services is relatively small at
$15,000, she proposed eliminating this service and redistributing the funds to some of the
services that scored higher. Mr. Skorupski expressed his concern with removing this funding
from the Adult Day Care Service. Ms. Kathy Wilson also expressed she is an advocate for
Aging and Adults, despite her role as co-chair. She reminded that the committee makes
recommendation and if the working groups have an argument against the committee’s
recommendations they can express this after the budget is drafted. She felt that while the
Adult Day Care service is very important, she also felt that $15,000 will not make a significant
impact to these services and perhaps these funds would better serve in another category. Ms.
VanHook agreed and mentioned that looking back at the past three years, this service did
rank low.

Ms. VanHook made a motion to move the $15,000 under Adult Day Care Service to
another category that has a higher need. Kathy Wilson seconded the motion. Motion
passed with two nays (Mr. Skorupski and Ms. Al-Houssni).

Home Delivered Meals

The committee discussed the Home Delivered Meals service under the Quality of Life
category, and whether or not to remove the services from the plan and use those funds for
another service (Quality of Life working group’s suggestion) or to maintain the funding. Ms.
Kish reviewed her comments about the working group’s request to remove that service from
funding from earlier in the meeting (her third item above). Mr. Skorupski expressed he did
not favor removing funds from this service. Ms. Kish commented that there is funding for
Home Delivered Meals in the amount of $56,507 under Aging and Adult. Ms. VanHook added
that in her notes from last year she shows that the working group wanted to remove it then,
but this was never voted on. Mr. Stoltzfus asked if there was a difference in the age groups
served by the funds between the two categories — Quality of Life and Aging and Adults. Ms.
Carlson explained that the Quality of Life working group made the decision that Home



Delivered Meals really belongs in Aging and Adults but she believes it's a technicality since
the services are delivered through the Aging and Adults system.

Margaret Kish moved to eliminate the $29,363 from the Home Delivered Meals under
Quality of Life and put into the larger pot for reallocation. T VanHook seconded the
motion. Motion failed with 4 ayes (Sarah Henderson, T VanHook, Leslie Carlson,
Margaret Kish) 5 nays (Daniel Stoltzfus, Kathy Wilson, Debbie Al-Houssni, Alfred
Skorupski, Chris Kaselemis) and one abstention.

Further Discussion: Chris Kaselemis stated he agreed the funds should be clarified but that
reducing the funds for Home Delivered Meals by $29,000 was too big of a cut for one year.
M:s. Kish stated that these funds would not go out for RFP until next July and therefore the cut
will not affect services right now. Ms. Wilson stated that she was also not in agreement
because this service received the third highest score and that cutting funding for highly rated
services is not part of the process that was agreed on. Ms. VanHook explained that she, as a
jurisdictional representative, has to really listen to what the working groups recommend and
trust the process.

M:s. Kish asked Ms. O’Connor to state the amount of funds that are needed to be allocated at
this point. Ms. O’Connor made the necessary changes to the spreadsheet. The amount
available for allocation within the top ranked services was $32,766.

Aging and Adult Home Care

The committee then discussed Aging and Adult Home Care services and what was meant by
the term “rural” when they added “Rural Home Care services” to the list of potential services
at the previous meeting. Ms. Wilson stated that Older Adults have always been served in rural
areas and she was having trouble understanding why this distinction was needed. She
proposed that the best way to handle this particular new service was to ask the working
group to make a recommendation on how to divide the funding that has been allocated to
that service, $370,352, between urban and rural areas. Ms. VanHook added she would
support that and believes that is a good strategy and a good starting point.

Chris Kaselemis moved to eliminate the Aging and Adult Home Care Rural and change it
to Aging and Adult Home Care Urban and Rural and have the working group
recommend a percentage distribution for urban and rural, Debbi Al-Houssni seconded
the motion. Motion was passed with one nay (Alfred Skorupski).

Transitional Shelter

Next the committee discussed funding for Transitional Shelter. Ms. Kish asked if there was a
dollar recommendation for Transitional Shelter, which was one of the highest scoring
services. There were no recommendations from the committee.

Margaret Kish moved to recommend that the total available funding of $32,776 go to
Transitional Shelter. Ms. VanHook seconded the motion.



Further Discussion: Ms. Kish added that Transitional Shelter is one of the high scoring services
and since it's a new service proposed for this year it has no funds allocated to it. Mr. Stoltzfus
added that it is one of the two highest ranked services, and he realizes that it needs a good
amount of funding to make it viable, but if all available funds went into this one service, other
highly rated services wouldn't be able to receive funding. T VanHook stated that there is also
$9,633 available for the 2" highest ranked services, shown in the pink on the spreadsheet,
which could be allocated to other areas that have a higher priority. Ms. VanHook also
suggested that a higher percentage cut could be taken out of other lower categories if the
group so chooses. Daniel Stoltzfus added he was confused by the fact sheet ranking that the
working group gave to Transitional Shelter in relation to the high level of priority that the
committee gave it. On the fact sheet the working group ranked it lower than some other
services. Ms. VanHook said the working groups made some changes to their ranking during
the breakout session after the expert presentations. Ms. Wilson added that she was all for
giving funding to Transitional Shelter, but she wasn't sure they should receive the entire
amount.

Mr. Kaselemis moved to amend the previous motion to allocate $30,000 to Transitional
Shelter. Ms. Kish and Ms. VanHook accepted to amend their previous motion. Motion
passed unanimously.

Congregate Meals for Children

The committee then discussed increasing funding for Congregate Meals for Children.

Mr. Skorupski moved to move the remaining $2,766 (from Blue area on spreadsheet)
into Children’s Congregate Meals, Ms. Carlson seconded the motion and it was
unanimously passed.

Crisis Shelter

Next the committee discussed Crisis Shelter and Ms. Kish clarified for the committee that
Crisis Shelter services are for victims of domestic violence and abuse.

Ms. Kish moved to recommend that $3,000 be moved from the $9,633 pot of funding,
second highest ranked section (in pink), into the Crises Shelter bringing that total to
$33,000. Ms. Kaselemis seconded the motion and it unanimously passed.

Employment Services

Ms. Kish stated that this left $6,633 remaining to be distributed in the pink category. She then
stated that “Employment Case Management Services” is a new service in this section and
does not currently have funds in it and scored second highest in that category. The group
discussed possibilities for funding Employment Case Management and Employment Services
(which was funded last year).

Ms. VanHook moved to recommend the employment services be recombined, adding
the remaining $6,633 to them and asking the working group to come back with a
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recommendation to split the funds between rural and urban area based on a
percentage, Mr. Stoltzfus seconded the motion and it unanimously passed.

Ms. Kish asked if there were any other changes the committee would like to make. Ms.
Carlson asked for clarification on where the funding amounts now stand in the categories
that had changes and Ms. O'Connor reviewed them for the committee.

Legal Services

Ms. Carlson stated she regretted that legal services were cut, since she feels that legal services
offer a great deal for the amount of funding that they receive. Ms. Kish asked Ms. Carlson if
she would like to see legal services restored to their base amount from last year and take
$3,500 from somewhere else. Ms. Carlson agreed but felt it was difficult to take funding from
other services. Ms. Wilson agreed with Ms. Carlson that legal services shouldn’t be reduced if
possible.

Ms. Carlson moved to recommend that $3,500 be removed from Developmental
Disabilities and added to restore Legal Services, Mr. Skorupski seconded the motion
and unanimously passed.

Ms. Kish mentioned that since Home Care Services under Developmental Disabilities had not
been contracted for in the last year, that the two years of funding could be combined into
one. She asked Ms. O'Connor if she could please contact DES and make that
recommendation.

Ms. VanHook moved to approve the budget recommendations, Mr. Skorupski seconded
the motion and it was unanimously passed.

Break Into Working Groups for Discussion of Proposed Funding.
At this time the attendees broke out into working groups.
Working Groups Present Feedback to Committee.

M:s. Kish asked each of the working groups to come up and state their recommendation to the
committee.

M:s. Saint Hilarie spoke on behalf of the Children Youth and Families (CYF) working group.
M:s. Saint Hilarie stated that the group did not have any recommendations for changes to the
funding levels. However, there was some concern about how low the CYF services ranked on
the Score Sheet. For example, the CYF working group ranked “Early Intervention/Behavioral
Therapeutic Activities” as a “one” on the fact sheet but the committee ranked it lower than
the other CYF services and therefore it ended up in the lowest section on the Reallocation
Chart. She felts that perhaps there was a misunderstanding or misinterpretation from the
expert presentation and the information on the fact sheets about the early intervention
services. Some may think this service pays for child care; this is not the case, it is used to pay
for coaching and mentoring of these children by professionals. Ms. Kish added that she felt
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that the group did not believe that this was to pay for a child care subsidy, but that the
comments are well-put and that perhaps next year there should be more direct contact
between the committee and the working groups. Ms. Saint Hilarie also mentioned that the
CYF fact sheet also was shortened, which takes away from providing more information that
could serve as a tool.

Ms. Leslie Carlson spoke for the Quality of Life group. She stated that the group did not have
any recommendations for adjustments to the proposed budget. She explained that they
spoke about ideas that they could look at for the committee next year and added that the
working group would like to change the name of Quality of Life to Basic Needs for next year.

Ms. Kathy Wilson spoke for the Aging and Adults group. Ms. Wilson stated that the group
was asked to develop a definition of rural and urban areas for Aging and Adults Home Care
Services and found it difficult to do that based on the information that they have. Mr.
Skorupski added that if rural services are going to be part of Aging and Adult programs, he
feels that all services in the SSBG budget should have the caveat to serve both urban and rural
areas of the county, and not to have different standards for the Aging and Adult senior
program. The working group considered using ZIP codes in their definition but needed more
information and more time to put that together. The group also needed more time to
develop the percentage split of funds between the two areas. The committee decided to
form a subcommittee that would develop the definition of urban and rural areas. The
committee also chose to keep the urban and rural services combined as a single service of
Home Care for Aging and Adults for the draft budget. Mr. Skorupski added they didn’'t want
to tie a funding amount to the urban and rural services but wanted to use units of service
instead.

Ms. Kish proposed that instead of approving the draft budget at this meeting, the committee
wait to approve the draft budget until the next meeting. This would allow the subcommittee
to meet and develop the urban and rural definitions. Then the committee would approve the
draft budget at the Nov. 16 meeting, after which time there would be time for the appeals
process. Ms. Kish stated that this change introduced an additional meeting into the process
but seemed in the best interest of the discussion. The committee agreed to this extended
process.

Ms. Sarah Henderson spoke on behalf of the Employment Services group. Ms. Henderson
stated the group agreed with the recommendation of combining employment case
management services with employment services and recommended allocating the funds to
be split 60 percent to urban areas and 40 percent to rural areas. Ms. Henderson spoke to Ms.
Nelson over the phone, who she was serving as a proxy for, and Ms. Nelson agreed with this
recommendation.

Ms. Kish moved to recommend to reduce Developmental Disabilities Home Bases
Services by $263 and add it to the Rehabilitation Interpretation Services. Ms. VanHook
seconded the motion and it was unanimously passed.

7. Discuss and Vote on Budget.
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This item will be discussed at the next meeting on Nov. 16.

. Call to the Audience

Mr. Anthony Young commended the committee on the hard work they put into this difficult
process. The decisions to cut some areas, increase others and address the needs that exist in
the community were difficult and he wanted to recognize their hard work. He felt the
approach that was taken to fund the services was the right approach.

Mary Lamm stated she recognized how difficult this is, due to the needs that keep increasing
in the community, and having to decide which programs to continue, bring back and to cut is
very difficult. She added that in Children, Youth and Families, there are two services that are
broken into rural and urban and wanted to make sure the committee is aware in case this
should be part of the urban and rural conversation. She also asked the committee to look at
the working groups’ ranking and experts’ No. 1 ranking more closely next year because in
Children, Youth and Families this top service ended up in the bottom category.

Review Appeals Process

Mes. Kish suggested the group schedule the next meeting to finalize the budget. In the
meantime, Daniel Stoltzfus, Alfred Skorupski, and Chris Kaselemis would meet as the sub-
committee to define the urban and rural areas of the county. Ms. O'Connor stated that the
next committee meeting would be Nov. 16, 9:30 a.m., in the Sentinel Bldg.

Before this meeting, appeals were due on Nov. 2, but due to the extended meeting process
that the committee agreed to, the appeals will be due approximately one week after the Nov.
16 meeting. Therefore, the final committee meeting will be at the end of November or early
December. The committee could also choose to ask the Executive Committee to address any
appeals since that committee has the authority to do so.

Adjourn

Ms. VanHook moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Saint Hilarie seconded the motion
and unanimously passed.



