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Teleconference
Attendance
Council Members Present:
Sue Ammeter, Gaylen Floy, Lou Oma Durand, Alco Canfield, Steve Fiksdal, Sheila Turner, Dale Kosier, Tracy Kahlo, Nate Marshall, Yvonne Thomas-Miller, Gloria Walling, Bob Huven 
Council Members Absent:
Lori Pulliam.
DSB Staff Present:
Michael MacKillop, Arlene Itou, the Customer Services Leadership Team, Debbie Cook, Gary Myers, Jim Lochner.
Welcome and Introductions:
Sue Ammeter, Chair, called the meeting to order on August 7 at 10:00 AM. Council members and DSB staff introduced themselves. Sue explained the protocol and logistics for the special phone meeting. Sue then turned the meeting over to Lou Oma to begin the budget discussion.
Budget Background: Lou Oma Durand
Lou Oma thanked the SRC for having this special phone meeting to discuss the budget proposal.
Washington State is still coming out of the deepest recession in seventy years. DSB has survived many rounds of budget cuts. There is revenue growth, but there is also inflation and caseload increases which are outpacing the growth. In addition, the McCleary Decision requires the state to fully fund K-12 education and we are still millions short of these requirements. The Governor must look at a wide range of options in order to address these critical budget shortfalls and to present a balanced budget for the 2015-2017 biennium to the legislature in December. This means policy decisions and prioritizing. It means deciding what government pays for and what it does not pay for anymore. The Governor must rebase the budget to 15% less than last biennium to satisfy all of the budget conditions. By law the Governor must submit a balanced budget without considering new sources of revenue. The budget process is long, and we won’t know the outcome until the spring. 
The first step is determining what a 15% cut would mean if it was taken across the board. In reality, cuts will not be applied equally; some programs will be exempt by law. For DSB, a 15% cut in state funds has a significant impact on federal funds as well because of the match requirements. In VR the match is about 4 to 1 and in IL it is 9 to 1. 
Step two of the process is agencies submitting a prioritized list for “buying back” or restoring the cuts. In this way the Governor can explain to the public the consequences of not funding particular activities and can determine which activities are most essential to restore.
Step three is asking for enhancements that are essential to the mission of the program. Agencies are strongly discouraged from asking for any enhancements but DSB is moving forward with the enhancements in IL Part B and ILOB approved by the SRC.
DSB is in a good position because our mission is aligned with many of the Governor’s priorities in Results Washington: economic development, safety and health, and world class education. 
Lou Oma encouraged the Council not to panic. She said SRC feedback at the conceptual level is important to make sure DSB has the right focus during the budget process. 
Tracy thanked Lou Oma for the thoughtfulness and thoroughness that went into laying out the process.
Budget Proposal: Jim Lochner
The state is actually doing sustainable budget planning for the next six years. Even if the legislature adds no new funding streams, the 15% cut will not occur across the board and will be determined based on impact. 
DSB has one reduction decision package rather than individual packages. It cuts 15% across the board in VR, IL and ILOB. VR is matched at the rate of four federal dollars for every state dollar and both IL programs are matched at 9 federal dollars for every state dollar. So the resulting cut would have massive impact when you take into account both federal and state funding.
DSB’s buyback philosophy is to eliminate the extreme program cuts that result from the 15% reduction in funding, resources and staff to all programs. The buyback proposal contains 3 packages describing the merits of restoring each of the programs, and these packages must now be prioritized with input from the SRC. Jim explained that one method of prioritizing would be based on dollar impact. VR would be first, ILOB second and IL Part B third. Jim pointed out that a cut to IL Part B would be easiest to sustain because we are overmatched in state funds for this program. Therefore, it has the least amount of risk associated with being lowest priority. VR, on the other hand, has a maintenance of effort requirement which says that the program must sustain itself at least to the level of the previous biennium or be penalized. So in addition to the cut in 2015-2017, VR would likely experience a financial penalty from the feds during the 2017-2019 biennium.
For the two enhancement packages, one approach is prioritizing Part B over ILOB because the 2009 budget funded enhancements to the Birth to 13 program which were cut mid-biennium before they could be implemented. This package could be described as restoration rather than an enhancement. ILOB, on the other hand, is considered an enhancement but is woefully underfunded for the market segment with a 12% increase in population and no funding increase. 
There was discussion. The two issues DSB is seeking advice on are priority for the buyback options and priority for the enhancements. 
Sue asked for clarification on how the services to children and families differ from those offered by WSSB. Michael explained that DSB’s focus is more on the home environment and supporting skill development within the family structure rather than in the education environment. DSB is also a trusted advocate for families which is different from educational programs. 
Motion: Alco moved and Nate seconded to accept the buyback priorities of VR, ILOB and IL Part B as proposed by the Executive Team. Motion Passed.
There was further discussion regarding the enhancement priorities. Jim said the Council should consider not only the agency’s priorities but also what would stand the greatest chance of being funded. Neither proposal has much chance of being funded but DSB is submitting them to keep the unmet need in the forefront. 
Alco spoke in favor of the Older Blind program and the growing population. Gloria spoke in favor of the Part B program and the notion that this might be considered restoration rather than an enhancement. 
Debbie said that even though she manages the Older Blind program and is very committed to sustaining it, she thought Part B was more likely to be funded. If Part B is funded it could benefit Older Blind indirectly by reducing strain on agency resources. 
Sheila said that as an IL provider she understood the needs in ILOB, but she also understood the value of the family services provided by DSB and sees this as the priority. In addition to children she was concerned about individuals ages 21-55 who are not able to engage in employment but need IL skills training.
Gaylen thought it was important to keep the unmet needs in front of the legislature.
Yvonne thought both programs were very important in rural and tribal populations. She appreciated the perspective that all programs benefit if any program gets an increase. 
Sue asked if more pressure could be put on OSPI to better serve children and families or put pressure on Area Agencies on Aging to better serve seniors with vision loss. 
Debbie said that Kim is working with Aging and Disability services to negotiate roles but there’s no federal mandate to provide any IL services or fund the Older Blind program. Services are complimentary between the programs but they may never provide or pay for blindness skills training. OSPI has requirements to provide education, but the scope of independent living services they can provide is limited because they have no obligation in the home. Debbie suggested that the most appropriate advocacy approach would be at the consumer level with the legislature and even with the Governor’s office. 
Michael said that a key role for DSB is to inform families of the obligations of education. What are the right questions? What’s reasonable? He also talked about collaborations between DSB and a variety of programs serving children. 
Sue asked how many people are served in the adult IL Part B. Michael said it’s about 150 annually.
Motion: Gloria moved and Gaylen seconded to prioritize IL Part B and then Older Blind for the budget enhancement packages based on the argument that Part B funding could be viewed as restoration of services. The motion passed. The SRC clearly stated that this is in no way lack of support for the Older Blind program and they would continue to actively advocate for increased funding.
Next Meeting:
The next in person meeting will be September 5. Sheila said she would not be able to attend. Alco said she would try to participate by phone. Sue suggested that we might be able to start the meeting later.
Lou Oma thanked everyone again for participating in the important budget discussion.
Sue thanked staff for their work on the proposals and excellent presentations.
The meeting adjourned at 11:23 AM.
