CRP Project Steering Team
April 20, 2012

Minutes


Present:  Laura Bolduc, Esther Carr, Sally Sweeney, Wendy Warren, David Dwyer, Beth Lehning, Gayla Dwyer, Beth Campbell, Shannon , Deb Henderlong, Gary McPherson, Karen, Elinor, and Valerie



A. Revisited Ground Rules

B. Elinor checked in on travel reimbursement and requested that members indicate where they were traveling from for full reimbursement

C. Review of Recommendations and Results

Referral and Documentation Group



Feedback from the steering team to the recommendations and response:  Felt it was consistent with what they were looking at, particularly in standardization of process and forms. Made sense to move CEW related recommendations to CEW group and will need to determine communication connection Positive response to the idea of piloting CRP fairs – capture the process, steps, learning, so that if it has the desired results and can be replicated readily elsewhere.  Valerie provided an example of Connecticut’s  vendor profile and the RTAC has set up a call on May 27th


Business Relations Group

Pleased that many of the recommendations are already in motion;  Support for the p-t BLN director. Interested in bringing more people to the table in this area, building on things already in existence like MDOL Rapid Response Team.  Elinor shared a provider’s concern voiced at DVR State Plan public hearing on April 19, 2012 about any bias to larger or smaller organizations related to Master Employment Specialists. Also, need to attend to how we improve the message to employers, get CRP’s to think like a business; make the connection to MDOL more visible, such as a CRP business targeted brochure. There was discussion about the development of the Master ES curriculum as something that VR will take the lead on and develop, but also need to tie to workforce development system, including advanced topical training and mentoring.

Billing Group

Need to involve more stakeholders, really looking to other states who have made the transition – Massachusetts and New Hampshire were noted as good examples.  Concerns noted about IT and accounting systems, so those people need to be involved 
Accreditation Group



The questions used in the CRP survey and the information gathered were shared The group was able to reach   37.5% of approved BRS providers.  Was support to really evaluate the current instate accreditation process, bringing in CRP’s and others.  What is really needed to make an accreditation process valuable to the provider agency to? Could a CRP fee in an instate process fund subsequent quality assurance activities, including training?  
Access and Availability Group


The recommendations and responses were discussed.  It was noted that there are providers in the state that have staff who have ASL skills, so – are there more resources available in the state than realized?  Discussion about the ability to sign versus certified as an interpreter.  
Communication Group




Will be listening to the recommendations and results, but particularly the Communications Plan in each of the work plans for Phase II, and provide assistance to develop a cohesive and coordinate approach across all of the improvement efforts. Discussed moving the statewide meetings to June for more planning and preparation time. The group was asked to consider if they could take a lead on putting this together or at least provide consultation as to how.

Overall Reaction to the Recommendations and Results


Generally good support for where things are at the end of Phase I and recognition of the large amount of work that remains.

D. Other Discussion


April 3rd Chamber Event – Valerie provided a quick report about this event, which was well attended with 35 – 40 businesses of 100 people. Will be hiring a p-t BLN staff person.  Panel of employers that ranged in size was very helpful to other employers in the room.  There was good media coverage and website, Maine’s Untapped Workforce,  linkits to  

E. Development of Action Plans to Implement Recommendations


Valerie to provide the work plan form electronically.  Small groups broke out and began building their Phase II work plan.  Each group then briefly shared the goals and steps that they identified.  It was stressed that as the goals and steps come together that it will become more evident as to other input and participation that will be needed.   DVR has the responsibility to assign and engage team members, which will be done in May. 
