RESIDENTIAL OR ASSISTED LIVING FACILITIES
SURVEY & LICENSURE
RESTRUCTURING PROJECT WORK GROUP
MEETING NOTES

Meeting Date:
March 5, 2004

Meeting Location:
Medicaid Office Conference Room, 3232 Elder Street, Boise    

Participants:  
Debby Ransom, Bill Southerland, Corinna Wolfe, Robert Vande Merwe, Virginia Loper, Paul Leary, Debora Corbin, Jerry Mitchell, Linda Simon, Cathy Hart, Angela Browning, Sharon Ashcraft, Lisa Cahill
Sponsor:
Randy May

Facilitators:
Marsha Bracke, Susan Hayman

Support Staff: 
Steve Millward

Observers:
Randy Goss, Jim Shadduck, Roger Malm, Bev Barr, Tracy Hulse, Keith Fletcher, Janet Hughes, Bryon Elliott, Michelle Glasgow, Carol Foster, Sharon Rumfield,  

Meeting Objectives:

1. Refine and finalize RALF Vision, Mission, Roles & Responsibilities, and Goals

2. Review, refine, and adopt conflict resolution proposal

3. Review Rules Homework and outline process to address

Handouts:

· Agenda
· Values List
· Vision, Mission, Roles & Responsibilities Version 3
· Conflict Resolution Proposal
· Rules Priority Report through page 10

Meeting Product:
· Final Vision, Mission, Roles & Responsibilities with exceptions as noted (See Attachments A & B)
Action Items:
· By next meeting the existing subcommittee will incorporate the value words into the mission statement, or carry as separate section.

· By next meeting the existing IDR subcommittee is to refine IDR piece based on input (including detailing out Option B).  Identify any foreseeable subcommittee work

· By next meeting, Bev Barr is to provide information on which required element rules have to be included to help in rules work group effort

Public Comments Received:

See Attachment D
 Flip Chart Notes:

Realities

1. RALFs are different (not all the same)

2. State-wide perspective

3. We cannot change the past (learn from it)

4. Objective system

Vision & Mission

See Attachments A and B
Conflict Resolution – Suggestions

1. Stop Phase II before it goes to the hearing officer.

See Attachment C for proposal and comments
Questions – Rules Discussion

1. What are the interests associated with each ranking? (essential, not needed, combine)
2. What comments from the issue sheet apply to this rule?

· make sure you understand each interest/issue, and that each is adequately addressed.

Proposal Development – Rules – Presentation

1.
Propose that the rule be:

· move forward

· move forward as revised

· ?

· Drop

2.
Present the following supporting info:

· How the proposal addresses the interest/issue

· How the proposal is consistent with the vision, mission, roles/responsibilities

· How the proposal is the best option for the RALF program statewide

Rule Exercise
	Legal Authority 000


Essential



Not Necessary
Legal Requirement
Understand legal, but wouldn’t affect provider – not directly applicable
Is there an issue associated with this rule?

Other

1. Adopt & define?

2. Enforce, ensure…

Parking Lot
1. What constitutes sufficient documentation?

2. Medical vs. Social model

3. Consideration of definition of H&D waiver

4. Involvement and creation of NSA

5. “Business” perspective/resources – private and non-private

6. What is in an NSA?  How is a NSA used?  UAI and NSA are linked.

7. Clarity and common understanding of rules

8. UAI questions/Medicaid

9. Skill sets needed for personnel (Department, providers, surveyors, etc.)

10. “RALFs” vs. “ALFs”?

11. Bureau “triage” policies for resolving complaints

Meeting Evaluation

	+
	Δ

	Going well
	Concerned about time this take

	Going well – hope we will begin clicking along soon (expect that)
	Personal view that may tend to dominate, but really want to be heard

	Excellent – being heard
	Make sure to invest time in rules

	Good process x2
	Concerned about time, but really appreciate the process

	Great – good partnership
	Concerned with time frames

	People feel they can voice opinions
	

	Group feeling more comfortable – kudos to Steve and Marsha
	Concerned with rules – want to get necessary stuff in, but take out unnecessary stuff

	Glad people are keeping an open mind
	

	Helpful process – we will begin moving more quickly
	

	Process is working well – increased trust and interaction
	

	Subgroups went well – good process ( use in future
	

	Liked people presenting other perspectives within subgroup – shows good dialogue
	


Language things
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