

WIOA Common Intake/Data Sharing Committee
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Initial Co-chair meeting

	8.1.2016	1:30 P.M.
	Capitol View 2 building

	Meeting called by
	David Stillman

	Type of meeting
	Organizational

	Facilitator
	David Stillman

	Note taker
	Malia Fortina

	Timekeeper
	Jeff Zahir

	Attendees
	David Stillman, Department of Social & Health Services
Babs Roberts, Department of Social & Health Services
Cindy Wilson, State Board for Community & Technical Colleges
Erin Frasier, State Board for Community & Technical Colleges
Kelli Bloomstrom, Centralia College
Louisa Erickson, Department of Social & Health Services
Elise Rowe, Employment Security
Patrick Dymond, Department of Services for the Blind
Cindy Fulton, Employment Security
LaTanya Huey, Workforce Central
Don Kay, Department of Social & Health Services, DVR
Malia Fortina, Workforce Training Board
Jeff Zahir, Workforce Training Board
Via Conference Call: 
Agnes Balassa, ABS, LLC
Malinda Bjaaland, Northwest WDC
Ellen Nolan, Department of Social & Health Services
Melody Pazolt, Department of Social & Health Services
Tim Robinson, Spokane Area WDC
Min Song, SeaKing WDC


	Welcome and Introductions

	[Time allotted]
	Cindy asked attendees to introduce and give a little background on themselves

	Discussion
	

	

	Action Items
	Person Responsible
	Deadline

	NONE
	
	

	Review of Committee Charter from the Board

	[Time allotted]	Jeff Zahir

	Discussion
	

	There was general agreement that while the matrix Eric Wolf drafted for our committee was flexible enough to anticipate a wide range of intake processes it did not :

1. Clarify the separation between this committee’s responsibilities and those of the 
a. Integrated Service Delivery Committee
b. Data Sharing and Performance Accountability Committee
2. Adequately consider the customer experience and relationship-building in its description of the intake process.


	By the same token, there was an acknowledgement that the matrix:

1. Flowed from (and consistent with) the initial TAP plan discussions and drafting process.
2. Is consistent with the WIOA emphasis on integration and alignment of services.

	There were a series of conversations that occurred around common definitions:

· Intake process is distinct from a program application process.
· Conversation about the intake process can also easily slip into conversations about the evaluation/assessment process.
· “Redundancy” is ambiguous.  We need to be more specific in terms of our guiding principles (e.g. co-enrolled?, referral?, Undeclared information? Etc.) when we talk about this.
· Which programs are we going to consider for common intake?  Core? Combined Plan?

	The notion of a “tiered” system was discussed as a way of structuring our thinking about information that would be passed along in a common intake system.

	Agnes Balassa shared current plans for piloting the Integrated Service Delivery system in King County.

	Several people recognized the importance of infrastructure to making the intake information “common”.  It was suggested that:

1. We consider what we would have done to share information before we had our current infrastructure.
2. We develop what computer systems engineers call the “Requirements Analysis Document” for hand-off to a potential future architect of a common data system.

	Conclusions
	

	It was generally agreed that the first step would be to take a look at the current state of intake processes.  In particular, the work ESD is doing for integrated service delivery.  Some examples from other states were offered for consideration as well as existing forms being used for intake.  It was also suggested that some first-hand experience of the intake process might be useful.

Three things were mentioned as a possible take-away from this assessment:
1. Do we share a common definition of the “state” of a participant?
2. Are there more interim steps between [intake -> application -> evaluation]?
3. Is it all self-attestation or is documentation required?



	Some shared the sentiment that it was “alright” not to have all the definitions right away and to let the definitions emerge from this work.

	

	Action Items
	Person Responsible
	Deadline

	Create a schedule for “on-site” visit opportunities for members to witness various intake processes.
	Jeff Zahir
	Continuous

	Update “Likely Projects”  column in the matrix Eric Wolf drafted to:
1. Exclude any mention of Data Sharing as a consideration of this committee.
2. Replace it with a description of “Enhance the Customer Experience”
	Cindy Wilson 
& Jeff Zahir
	8/15/2016

	Provide copies of some examples from other States.
	Jeff Zahir
	8/15/2016

	Provide a summary of what the other committees are up to at the start of the next meeting.
	Jeff Zahir
	Continuous

	Set up meeting for August 15 at SBCTC
	Cindy Wilson
	8/15/2016

	Review Committee Charter 
	All
	8/15/2016
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