Support Team Field Visit

To Workforce Region 2 at Mason City

August 18, 2005
Notes 
INTRODUCTION OF PARTICIPANTS / REVIEW MEETING OBJECTIVES
Attending local partners:
· Nancy Bair, Workforce Center Director
· Lahoma Counts, Executive Director, Elderbridge Agency on Aging

· Barb Kellogg, Associate Director of Planning & Development, North Iowa Community Action Organization (NICAO)
· Steven Faulkner, Rehabilitation Supervisor, Iowa Vocational Rehabilitation Services
· Sheila Stoeckel, Navigator, Iowa Workforce Development
· Victoria Kollmann, Iowa Department for the Blind 

· Penny Rudeshagen, Proetus
· Angie Konig, Workforce Development Manager
· Sherry Becker, North Iowa Vocational Center
· Teri Kuntz, Service Supervisor, Iowa Department of Human Services
Attending Support Team members:

· Brenda Criswell, Iowa Department for the Blind

· Micheleen Maher, Iowa Vocational Rehabilitation Services

· John TenPas, Iowa Department of Human rights

· Becky Harker, Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council

· Doug Keast, Iowa Workforce Development

· Shari Seivert (via telephone), Iowa Department of Human Services

· Norma Hohlfeld, Support Team Coordinator

Review of agreement, purpose and highlight points.
Norma Hohlfeld and Doug Keast reviewed the history of the Governance Group, the MOA, and the Support Team.  The continuing existence of these three elements of state level collaboration illustrate the strength of commitment among the seven Partners to foster and support collaboration at all levels of employment services to Iowans with disabilities.

Norma reviewed the MOA Preface, listing the barriers to collaboration that had been identified prior to the development of the MOA.  She also reviewed the Objectives and Strategies as well as the Confidentiality section of the MOA.

SIGNIFICANCE AND IMPACT
Identify significance of points for local region – what was their experience and concern in these areas, prior to agreement.

Comments from participants:
· Partners felt unable to share information so it slowed the process down; for example, inquiries as to how employment would affect benefits.  “You need speed when people are ready to go to work.”

· There were “funder of last resort” issues, a “fear factor” of being incorrect.

· Work with other agencies could feel like a “:rat race” of getting all the releases signed, etc.

· FaDSS had the advantage of working under already existing agreements with state agencies.  The MOA “cemented the process.”

Has there been an impact?  What did people expect to happen after the agreement was released?  What did happen?

Comments from participants:
· Mason City was “ahead of the game” due to physical co-location of more partners in the One-Stop Center.  The MOA gave rise to more collaboration.

· For FaDSS, the MOA was a confirmation of good working relationships to begin with.  Co-location for FaDSS is not usually workable since their coverage areas may include more than one workforce area.

· The “inclusionary impact” of the MOA has extended itself to other local partners not represented by the seven signing agencies.  The commenter believes that local partners can be signing other agreements to deal with confidentiality issues.

· The impact of the MOA was in some ways indirect.  It provided motive to meet regularly which means more information sharing among programs.  Barb Kellogg of NICAO commented that “after getting to know one another…”, some partners came up with the idea of a strategic alliance among Prairie Ridge Addiction Treatment Services, Francis Lauer Youth Services, the Girl Scout Council of North Iowa, and North Iowa Vocational Services.  (Girl Scout Council withdrew in the second year.)  This interagency agreement, sharing salary costs, provides a community planning and development specialist available to the all of the alliance partners for grant writing and technical assistance.
· At first, the MOA heightened awareness of confidentiality issues and people “tightened up”, but then the confidentiality answers from the state level helped people to relax and now it doesn’t seem to be an issue.

· The MOA has spurred an educational process among agencies, providing a new peer group to work with on confidentiality issues.  Norma added that the Governance Group and Support Team are looking at confidentiality issues, especially comparable standards, with some of the more common workforce center partners (on a statewide basis) that are not directly represented by the MOA.
· Funding issues are less of a barrier.  VR/PJ/WIA, for example, see more common clients with shared funding.

· Comment from ST member:  shared funding for common clients is easier to do on an individual basis, rather than trying to create statewide rules that fit every situation.
· The community college funds some classes that all partner agencies take advantage of as training opportunities for the people they serve.

· Cross-agency sharing of information “is huge here.”  Part of every agenda is sharing information.  Technology makes it easier to share among the partners and with staff.  It doesn’t depend on staff meetings that not everybody attends, etc.  One commenter noted that partnering was in effect before the MOA.  And another immediately added, “The MOA made it official to do what you were doing.”

· Local partners are interested in developing their own Region 2 MOA.

QUESTIONS/FEEDBACK/RECOMMENDATIONS 
At this point in time, what questions do local partners have for the Support Team on items covered under the MOA.
· Q.  There are many programs under each MOA Partner and it is not possible to get all programs managers to meetings, etc.  Do we know which programs are covered?  DHS income maintenance, for example, does not seem to be aware of the MOA.  Are they covered?

A. DHS income maintenance is covered by the MOA in sharing safe data with MOA partners.   How the principles of the MOA are shared within each Partner agency is to be decided by that Partner.  Locally you can encourage sharing of information about the MOA with local staff among all of the Partners.  If you find an instance when safe data was not shared and this caused delay or problems with employment for a common client, we suggest you use your local partners meetings to deal with this issue.  Perhaps you can specifically invite a supervisor for the program in question to talk about the specific problem and to discuss how the MOA can facilitate sharing.  Having a real example can make it easier to understand the issues.  Let the Support Team know if we can help in such instances.
· Q.  Does the MOA cover NIACC, for example?

A. Services at NIACC under WIA would be covered by the MOA due to NIACC contracts with Iowa Workforce Development to provide the federal WIA programs.  Other programs at NIACC would need to be evaluated to see if they have comparable standards of confidentiality.
· Q.  Can we just document that another agency, outside of the MOA, has comparable standards of confidentiality?

A.  Yes, actually workers should always document how they know it is safe to share safe data when trying to secure services for a client.  Documentation can be a note that the agency is covered by the MOA when that is true.   For agencies not covered by the MOA, workers can indicate how they know an agency has comparable standards of confidentiality.  For example:  The Department of Human Services contracts with the Department of Human Rights, Division of Community Action Agencies to administer the FaDSS Grant Program. The Department of Human Rights subcontracts with eighteen grantees statewide to provide FaDSS services. Because a worker knows that FADSS is under contract to provide confidential services to DHS/PROMISE JOBS clients, a note about that contract is documentation of comparable standards.  So if VR  has a client receiving FaDSS services and FaDSS has a need to know in order to serve that mutual client, VR could share safe data with FaDSS along with a notation that the FaDSS organization is known to have comparable standards of confidentiality because they are known to be under contract for confidential services to DHS/PROMISE JOBS clients.
· Q.  How does the MOA apply to services for people without disabilities?  

A. The MOA is intended to foster and support collaboration among the seven Partners as they provide employment services to Iowans with disabilities.  It does not deal directly with employment services for non-disabled Iowans.  However, the MOA establishes that the seven Partners have comparable standards of confidentiality.   This evidence can be cited to support exchange of safe data when needed to collaborate on services to a mutual client who is not disabled.
The existence of the MOA, it seems to Norma, can also indicate the intent of the seven Partner agencies to collaborate at all times in providing employment services to Iowans.

It should also be noted that there may be other interagency agreements for particular programs that also contain confidentiality provisions.

· Q.  What programs or entities does the Department of Education signature cover?  

A.  pending answer
· Q.  How many programs under the Department of Human Rights are covered?  Is FaDSS, provided by a community action agency, covered by the Department of Human Rights signature?
A. pending answer
What can the Support Team do to support the local system in addressing their barriers to collaborative services?
Recommendations:

· Market the MOA in other internal programs of the seven Partner agencies.  See the DHS income maintenance example above.

· Add language to the MOA to give guidance and comfort to local partners in including non-MOA agencies in information sharing, especially about comparable standards of confidentiality.

· Clarify how or whether the DHR signature covers DHR divisions other than the Division for Persons with Disabilities.

EXAMPLES OF LOCAL COLLABORATION
Penny Rudeshagen of Proteus provided examples of shared funding, citing instances of a shared plan, along with shared costs for tuition, transportation, etc. in Proteus partnerships with PROMISE JOBS, WIA, or VR.

The Support Team asked the local partners to recognize and document instances of collaboration to share with the Support Team.  Collaboration that now seems routine to the Region 2 partners may provide examples that will be helpful in other workforce regions.

RESEARCH ON EFFECTIVENESS OF REFERRALS
Mike Maher asked for input from the local partners regarding an effort to develop a method to provide data on the effectiveness of cross-agency referrals.  Would the Region 2 partners be willing to be part of a pilot project to develop a process and then use it for a time to determine whether the staff time and effort needed would provide sufficient and accurate data to evaluate cross-agency referrals?
Nancy Bair noted that IWD is working on an I-WORKS Referral for Services system that might have some utility for this kind of data.  As she understands it, it would give numbers of referrals but not a result of a referral.  She suggested we might want to look at it to see if it could be adapted to this purpose during development.

Several people expressed a concern about adding an additional layer of documentation work to that already required in case notes, etc.
Steve Faulkner of VR noted that referral information might be helpful to VR, checking to see whether clients on their waiting list are getting good referrals, etc.  He said he would be willing to be on a local work group if the local partners wanted to pursue this.










