October 4, 2024, SRC Leadership Meeting

Attendees: Kelsey Thompson, Robyn Lewis, LaDonna Henson, Jonathan
Becker, John D. Hill, Megan Sorey, Sarah Huttenlocher

Action ltems:

©)

Huttenlocher and Sorey - Investigate how other states adhere to
shorter response times, particularly if they have only attorneys
and not additional advocates on staff.

Look into MQ’s procedures regarding NOSs to determine why
their turnaround time is 3 weeks when IL’s is 5 months - Becker.
Follow up on conversation with Becker regarding this issue —
Lewis.

Look at creating a survey for clients, families, and employers —
Unassigned.

Huttenlocher and Sorey - Conduct internal research of the
following:

= Number of cases affected by delayed response

= |f there are points in the process that seem to commonly
result in a delay

= |f there are particular types of cases that get delayed

Draft a letter to Dir. Patrick to bring attention to the problem
and possible solutions once the above information is gathered —
SRC ExComm.

Receive any information gathered from Huttenlocher and Sorey
and relay it to the remainder of the SRC ExXComm — Thompson

Discuss the agenda for the Winter SRC Quarterly Meeting - SRC
ExComm



Meeting Minutes:

©)

Thompson welcomed the group. Christopher Garcia, from Equip
for Equality, could not join but sent Megan Sorey and Sarah
Huttenlocher in his stead.

Sorey and Huttenlocher introduced themselves as Client
Assistance Program (CAP) attorneys for Equip for Equality.

Sorey recapped the issue they have been having with Division of
Rehabilitation Services (DRS) attorney response times — which
frequently exceed a year.

Lewis asked for clarification on whether there was radio silence
during that period. Sorey responded that they initially received
positive responses. Lewis suggested that as a needed measure,
correspondence be labeled by attempt number and marked as

high importance.

Thompson asked if Lewis remembered this issue prior to
attorneys being housed under Equip for Equality. Lewis
responded that she was unsure. She did indicate, however, that
there is a lot of staff turnover within DRS. That staff frequently
will leave without a policies and procedure manual, so many of
those policies and procedures go with them.

Huttenlocher clarified that Eric Hansen is very responsive. DRS
staff is generally very responsive. When they have to talk to
attorneys, there is a delayed response.

Thompson asked if they had looked into any other states’
response time. She wondered if they had any communication
protocol that IL could use as a springboard. Huttenlocher
responded that they have not looked into other states but that
they have spoken with the National Disability Rights Network
(NDRN) and that they indicated that other states have advocates
in addition to attorneys. Many conversations can be more open



when advocates are involved. Since they only have attorneys at
CAP, they do not have the same flexibility.

o Becker added that many of his clients in IL do not receive a
contract for 5 months, whereas in MO, clients receive contracts
in 3 weeks. Lewis asked whether he meant the Individual Plan of
Employment (IPE) or the Notice of Services (NOS). Becker
clarified that he meant the NOS. Lewis indicated that she would
like to look into how MO can have such quick turnaround. To
keep to time, Lewis indicated that she would meet with Becker
to discuss this issue.

o Lewis indicated that there is a disconnect between field staff and
leadership, as many field staff require barriers (e.g., paperwork)
that are not required by leadership. Many of these employees
are longstanding and may need a refresher on changes.

o Becker asked if there was a survey process to gain feedback
from families, employers, and clients. Lewis indicated that DRS
does have that capacity.

o Thompson redirected the conversation to discuss what the SRC
can feasibly do. Henson suggested the following:

= Make a subcommittee to investigate the CAP issue

» Look into why there is so much turnover within DRS
attorney staff

= Look into adding an advocate role at CAP

= Look into which cases are getting stuck and if there are
commonalities in sticking points

= Look into how many cases are affected

= Create a procedural map: “when we receive this, then this
happens, which then triggers the following, etc.”

o Huttenlocher clarified that attorneys frequently act as
advocates. She further clarified that in many of these cases, the



attorneys would have to act as attorneys anyway. In many of
these cases, they have filed an appearance on behalf of the
client during an appeal.

o Sorey and Huttenlocher agreed to compile the above
information for the SRC.

o SRC Leadership agreed to submit a letter with possible solutions
to Dir. Rahnee Patrick once the above information is collected.
Thompson provided her email to Sorey and Huttenlocher so that
they can send her any information they gather. Thompson will
keep the remainder of the SRC Leadership informed of any
updates.

o As the SRC ExComm opted to use the meeting time to speak to
Huttenlocher and Sorey, they postponed the Winter SRC
Meeting Agenda discussion until the next meeting.
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