Washtenaw County Commission on Aging
March 4th, 2022 | 8:30 – 10:30am | Remote Via Zoom
Sign up: https://www.washtenaw.org/3402/Commission-on-Aging 

Join by Zoom: https://zoom.us/join | Join by Phone: 312-626-6799
Meeting ID: 954 3400 0397 | Passcode: 633697

AGENDA
I. Call to Order 
Called by Chair Larson at 8:31 am. 
A. Live Transcript Instructions
II. Roll Call
Present: Marta Larson, Marie Gress, Bonny Webber, Elizabeth Thompson, Ellen Offen, Steven Stein, Bennett Stark, Margaret Reynolds, 
Absent: DeLois Wilson, Jason Maciejewski
Number of Community Attendees: 9
III. Public Participation – no public participation
IV. Commission Response to Public Participation – none required
V. Report from the Board of Commissioners – no report
VI. Approval of Minutes
Moved: Offen, seconded Gress, that the minutes of the 2.18 meeting be approved.
Unanimous Roll Call Vote in the Affirmative.
Minutes Approved.
VII. Subcommittee Updates
A. Subcommittee Reports
POTENTIAL MILLAGE SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT PRESENTED BY THOMPSON
[NOTE] Members: Offen, Thompson, Larson, Stein. Chair is Thompson. 
[NOTE] Included as an attachment to the agenda.
[NOTE] The committee has met with 4 counties that have a senior millage. All were similar to Washtenaw County in size and population – urban and suburban areas. The counties were Ingham, Kalamazoo, Kent, and Monroe. The committee spoke to individuals who were dispersing millage dollars in each of the counties. 
[NOTE] All of the counties said millage dollars provided critical funding for meeting the needs of seniors. The funding was able to address needs in the community by addressing waitlists, adding new services, providing flexibility in services that weren’t currently provided to everyone, and was able to serve individuals who did not meet the strict eligibility requirements for other programs.
[NOTE] The counties determined services that were funded and largely focused on data. The data included needs assessments, data on waitlists provided by providers, and testimony provided by providers. The counties gave heavy weight to the experience of service providers and what the expressed needs were that they were seeing. 
[NOTE] The millage dollars funded new services and expanded existing services such as nutrition and home help for people who didn’t meet service standards for other funding. Some counties also assisted those on waitlists for in-home services.
[NOTE] All of the counties said that they collected data to establish the millage and continue to collect data to influence how the millage funds are spent. The data comes from needs assessments, listening sessions to identify unmet needs, and information provided by service providers.
[NOTE] The millage group proposes that the commission produce a report that identifies unmet needs in the community and current waitlists, supplemented with the experience of providers and the healthy aging collaborative. 
[NOTE] Offen reiterates that all 4 were very clear about the importance of collecting data on the need and keeping it up to date.
[NOTE] Webber asks if there is a proposed timeline for the next steps of the subcommittee.
[NOTE] Thompson’s states that the timeline for producing the suggested report should be left up to the commission for further discussion and approval.
[NOTE] Stein mentions that home health care has many different meanings and says that if moving forward with a millage recommendation, the committee should distinguish the difference between those covered by Medicare and not. Millage dollars are to compliment already available funding and not to displace current funding.
[NOTE] Thompson states that all the counties made a point of noting that the millage dollars were all additions to the already existing funds.
[NOTE] Deana Smith asks if the report that is being recommended by the subcommittee is different than the needs assessment report that was suggested in the previous meeting by Maciejewski. 
[NOTE] Thompson believes it would be one report and Larson agrees it would be a needs assessment report by the entire commission and would satisfy the request of the subcommittee.
[NOTE] Stein suggests that moving forward, the commission should work with the Say Yes to Seniors millage group. He recommends talking with them and working together. 
[NOTE] Thompson states that when talking to the 4 counties, each stated there was a distinction between the advocacy group and the group who brought the senior millage language to the BOC. The commission focus was providing data to the BOC and advocacy groups which allowed advocacy groups to work with the community to promote the millage. 
[NOTE] Offen agrees that the commissions in the counties was separate from the advocacy groups. 
[NOTE] Gress requests clarification on if the work of the advocacy groups and the commissions were completed in parallel or complimentary within the counties.
[NOTE] Stein suggests including a member of the Say Yes to Seniors group in the subcommittee to gain insight from service providers. He also suggests someone from the Ann Arbor Community Foundation be added to the group. 
[NOTE] Thompson mentions that the subcommittee receives provider information from the Healthy Aging Collaborative which is used in the recommendation. She does not want to begin adding members of the public yet into the subcommittees. States that Maciejewski wants data presented to the BOC so Thompson believes that providing data directly to the BOC is the first step before adding other members.
[NOTE] The continued discussion on adding members to the millage subcommittee will be deferred to the next subcommittee meeting.
[NOTE] Discussion regarding inviting Say Yes to Seniors to present. Stein requested the group present at a future COA meeting.
[NOTE] Reynolds expresses a sense of urgency related to a millage and is in support of Stein’s comment. She believes its fine for the subcommittee to talk to Say Yes to Seniors but believes the commission needs to work with them sooner rather than later. 
[NOTE] Reynolds states that she has asked Chris Lemon to join the domain group and he has agreed to join. 
[NOTE] Deana Smith thinks there is enough overlap between the HAC and Say Yes to Seniors that working with HAC gives insight into both groups. There are members that overlap between the two groups. 
[NOTE] Thompson agrees there is urgency and sees the providing of the needs assessment report as a key next step.

COVID PANDEMIC/ENDEMIC SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT PRESENTED BY STARK
[NOTE] Members: Stark. Chair is Stark 
[NOTE] Stark states that the subcommittee is working with both the ARPA and Domains subcommittees and sees his role as compiling research. He lives in a senior community and says there is much to learn from their experiences. Within the last week, he says he was working to contact other groups such as the Center for Independent Living and has offered to speak before the commission. 
[NOTE] Stark says that the senior living facility where he is living is in lockdown and the residents are not able to associate with other members of the community although they are able to leave even though many don’t. 
[NOTE] Stark states that the city asked those in the complex to make recommendations on ARPA spending. 13 projects were listed and none of the projects dealt directly with covid. Stark has contacted individuals from the flyer and offered to speak with them on this issue.
[NOTE] Larson asks if the ARPA subcommittee is combining with any other subcommittees and Stark says it is to be determined.

DOMAINS SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT PRESENTED BY GRESS
[NOTE] Members: Gress, Webber, Reynolds, Stark. Chair is Gress. 
[NOTE] Gress mentioned that the subcommittee is discussing what members of the community could be added to the subcommittee.
[NOTE] The subcommittee will be reviewing data provided by the HAC. The subcommittee will review the needs of the millage subcommittee and taking the report presented, along with information from the HAC, and begin drafting the needs assessment to present to the group.
[NOTE] Long term care, rehabilitation, home bound individuals, service access, referral systems, county service loads – all domains will be explored.
[NOTE] There is interest in combining the pandemic/endemic subcommittee with the domains subcommittee to display information on COVIDs impact on these domains
[NOTE] Discussed absorbing the data and survey subcommittees into the domain subcommittee. The subcommittee felt like the work being done is either waiting on HAC or waiting on the domain committee so combining the groups would be more efficient. 
[NOTE] Stein is happy to see the committee is looking at nursing home care. He states it is important for individuals who are leaving hospitals to understand their options for long term care. 
[NOTE] Stein says he has experience with HUD housing and instead of individuals in the housing facilities offering support to those when they become frail, they simply ask them to leave.
[NOTE] Thompson agrees that combining the subcommittees is important. She states that it appears as though the subcommittees are discussing the same things and have the same goal of producing the report for the BOC. 
[NOTE] Webber states that the survey and data analysis subcommittee was originally developed thinking that a survey would come from the COA but has been put because other organizations have been collecting data. Webber supports merging this into the Domain Identification subcommittee.
[NOTE] Webber supports the survey and data analysis subcommittee merging with the Domain Identification subcommittee.

COMMUNICATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT PRESENTED BY GRESS
[NOTE] Members: Gress, Webber, Larson. Chair is Gress. 
[NOTE] The subcommittee confirmed there is a listserv registration on the Washtenaw COA website where outside members can register to receive information on the meetings.
[NOTE] The chairs also added the website to the agenda and included the charge from the COA on all agenda’s moving forward.
[NOTE] Larson is now receiving all communications that are sent through the website and may pass on communication to members to answer as deemed necessary. 
[NOTE] When communicating with the public and BOC, the subcommittee states that they want to keep good communication practices in mind such as developing scripts. 
[NOTE] Stein is concerned about the low attendance of individuals outside of the COA. He thinks there should be more proactive outreach to inform providers and advocacy groups in Washtenaw to attend these meetings such as AARP, NAMI, and churches.
[NOTE] Gress notes that suggestion from Stein and asks commission members to reach out to their communities to let them know about this meeting in order to expand the attendee list. 
[ACTION] Larson suggests tracking the number of attendees at each meeting and in the minutes moving forward. 
[NOTE] Today’s meeting had nine public attendees.
[NOTE] Thompson thinks it will be important for the communications subcommittee to provide a script for individuals to use when advocating as a member of the commission vs an individual in the community. 
[NOTE] Deana suggests that Marie reiterate during the Healthy Aging Collaborative on how members can attend the COA meetings and be added to the listserv. Also, she says she is happy to include information on these meetings in the HAC newsletter and requests a writing blurb that can be included in the newsletter.
[ACTION] The zoom information will be included in the email sent to the listserv, not just in the agenda moving forward. 
[NOTE] Stein states that it is important to diversify who attends these meetings and to reach out to other populations that have not been represented in these meetings in the past.
[NOTE] Webber states that the COA has not done a public announcement introducing the COA to the senior community. She says she receives frequent newsletters from senior centers and suggests making an announcement in these newsletters.
[NOTE] Webber said she will begin compiling a list of resources to do outreach. She will work with the communications subcommittee to develop a letter that will be brought to the COA to be sent out as outreach.
[NOTE] Thompson requests information on subscribing to the HAC newsletter - https://link.edgepilot.com/s/321cfec8/t7ibXZ8ZjEykY_gHxVUpWQ?u=https://washtenawhealthinitiative.org/category/newsletters/
[NOTE] Stark expresses dissatisfaction when dealing with the city council and the projects that they were working on in the community. Requests clarification on if the county collaborates with the city council.
[NOTE] Lindeman says there is conversation between the city and the county. Decision making is unique between the two but there is an informal and formal line of communication. 
[NOTE] Stein states there are many strong gerontology programs within the community and the group could reach out to them. Stein will send the list he has composed to Gress.

ARPA SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT PRESENTED BY WEBBER
[NOTE] Members: Webber, Stein, Stark, and Sarah Hong (non-voting community member). Chair is Webber. 
[NOTE] Follow-up from last Meeting:  Webber reports that Federal ARPA Fund Guidelines are that ARPA funds must be allocated by December 2024 and must be spent by 2026. She asked if the County had its own timeline for spending ARPA funds and found that there is not a defined timeline but there is a consistent pattern in funding. The first round was approved, then 45-60 days after the initial approval, the 2nd round opened. The 2nd round was approved March 2nd so about 45-60 days after would be the anticipated date of the 3rd round opening. It is anticipated that the county will be asking for more proposals around mid-April, early May.
[NOTE] The subcommittee learned how to submit proposals for the ARPA funds and concluded that the best chance of receiving funding would be to create a proposal similar in structure and funding request to the recently approved ARPA Community Priority Fund. The working draft title for this proposal is the “Seniors Programs Priority Fund.” This fund would support senior specific programs and provide the flexibility for Washtenaw County grassroots to larger collaborative organizations to apply for qualifying ARPA funds.
[NOTE] To create the proposal, this subcommittee plans to rely heavily on the work being done by all subcommittees to show that COVID has a strong impact on senior programs and needs in the county. The proposal would include information from the needs assessment report and include data to show the need. 
[NOTE] The subcommittee will use the community fund proposal as a template. The proposal would state that the COA would act as the agency responsible for reviewing the proposals. The benefit of structuring this proposal to be like the community fund would be that this fund has already been approved and the structure will be set through the BOC already. Up until this point, nothing has been specified as senior specific for ARPA funds. 
[NOTE] The subcommittee is requesting that this report be approved by the rest of the COA. This report would be available by mid-April to be approved by the rest of the COA before submitting. 
[NOTE] Lindeman states that he is interested in what Webber discussed and regardless of this discussed proposal, the community priority fund has been passed by the BOC and there is an application portal going up on Monday for organizations to apply. Organizations in zip codes 48197 and 48198 can apply for these funds. Providers that are working with seniors may qualify for 2 of the 5 categories in this fund.
[NOTE] Thompson thinks it is a wise idea to look at an existing structure, where the infrastructure already exists, and propose something similar but for seniors. She also likes the idea of making it broad to ensure it reaches more rural areas. Ypsi senior center has a project with EMU where students teach older adults how to use technology and couldn’t expand. These funds could assist with that. 
[QUESTION] Deana Smith questions if the BOC has an appetite to fund something similar to the community fund.
[RESPONSE] Lindeman says that building off existing structure is usually seen as a positive in the county. He doesn’t think this would dissuade the BOC from supporting the proposal, but it would be important to adequately show the need in the community.
[NOTE] Deana Smith is expressing hesitancy on the BOC supporting a proposal that is like one that was already approved. 
[NOTE] Webber states that there is senior need across the county and found this to be the most effective and efficient way to get ARPA fund access to seniors. Webber has reached out to Maciejewski to request his support and guidance before working on a proposal and is waiting for a response.
[NOTE] Stein says there are issues with individuals and organizations not having access to technology. Getting technology into the hands of older adults and providing training is necessary. Also, providing technology training and support could be a way to get members of the senior community more involved in the COA. 
[QUESTION] Stein asks Lindeman if ARPA fund proposals need to show sustainability and asks how the community priority fund is showing sustainability.
[RESPONSE] Lindeman says that this is a one-time infusion of cash, but the BOC hasn’t yet discussed if organizations must show sustainability in their proposals. 
[NOTE] Stark requests suggestions on how to get city council members on board with what is going on in the county. Lindeman suggests that Stark discuss county partnering with his city council members and the community priority fund.
[NOTE] Larson also suggests that if anyone is aware of an organization that would qualify for the community fund to contact them and give them the information. 
B. Motion on ARPA Subcommittee Recommendation 
[NOTE] Webber makes a motion to approve the ARPA subcommittees recommendation and to begin drafting a proposal for ARPA funds and present the proposal to the full COA. 
[NOTE] Stein suggests that a good use of the fund may be to pilot a millage for a year. Lindeman says that the more ideas the COA can present to the BOC for good uses of these funds the better. 

Moved: Webber, seconded Thompson, that the ARPA subcommittee recommendation be approved.
Unanimous Roll Call Vote in the Affirmative.
Recommendation Approved.

IX. Discussion Items
A. Proposed Officer Goals, Expectations and Guidelines 
B. Proposed Commissioner Goals, Expectations and Guidelines
[NOTE] Webber states the importance of good communication with commissioners. She states that sometimes individuals in the community do not respond at all to communication from the COA and it is a challenge to know when to contact someone again or to leave no news as good news.
[NOTE] Thompson states that she is unsure if the number of meetings required to attend should be specified in this document.
[NOTE] Larson says that the bylaws state that if a COA member has 2 unexcused absences, the COA can remove them from the commission. The bylaws do not state how many excused absences are allowed. 
[NOTE] Webber states the bylaws have the process in place to remove someone if decided to do so.
[NOTE] Reynolds is wondering what the difference is between expectations and guidelines in each of the documents. 
[NOTE] Larson suggests removing guidelines and only saying expectations once the document is approved. 
[NOTE] Larson specifies that collaboratively is specifically to the whole COA and individually is specifically individuals.
[NOTE] Larson asks if Webber is okay with only stating expectations and Webber says that is fine as long as they are achievable and agreeable by the COA. 
[NOTE] Reynolds states she isn’t objecting to differentiating between guidelines and expectations, she is just asking for clarification. 
[NOTE] Larson suggests discussing these documents again later in the year to see if they need to be edited.
[NOTE] Stein doesn’t think an officer needs to sit on every subcommittee. This statement could be an expectation not a guideline in the document. 
[NOTE] Webber states that if an officer sitting on each subcommittee is a guideline not an expectation, then when there is communication done by individuals, they let the officers know before reaching out. The expectation would be that the officers would be informed before subcommittees reach out to individuals or organizations in the community.   
[NOTE] Stein supports the request from Webber. He suggests making Gress’ suggestion that members of the community be involved in the subcommittees be a guideline – where possible members of the public be invited. Webber states it is already in the guidelines. 
[NOTE] Stark states he didn’t receive these proposed goals, expectations, and guidelines. He says he has already reached out to members in the community and asks for clarification on if he can state he’s a member of the commission. 
[NOTE] Larson says that if someone is speaking as a representative of the COA to let the officers know before speaking to those in the community.
[NOTE] Stark asks if his informing the commission in this meeting was sufficient. He states that in conversation in the community, it often starts out as him speaking as an individual but then he mentions during the conversation that he is a member of the COA.
[NOTE] Larson states that as individual citizen, anyone can speak on behalf of them individually.
[NOTE] Larson moves that the guideline that an officer sit on each subcommittee be reclassified as an expectation. 
[NOTE] Motion to approve goals expectations and guidelines with moving the one amendment to expectations instead of guidelines. 
Moved: Webber, seconded Thompson, that the Goals, Expectations and Guidelines documents be approved with moving the one amendment on officer expectations in a subcommittee to expectations instead of guidelines.
Affirmative: Larson, Gress, Webber, Thompson, Offen, Stark, Reynolds
Dissenting: Stein
Motion Approved.

C. Proposed Subcommittee Goals, Expectations and Guidelines
D. 2022 Meeting Calendar
[NOTE] Larson proposes approving the next meeting for March 18th but bringing a full year calendar to the next meeting.
X. Report from the Chair 
[NOTE] April 6th is the currently scheduled date to present the COA report but Larson states that she may need to push back the presentation in order to accommodate the needs assessment and ARPA proposal in this presentation. 
[NOTE] The potential future topics section of the agenda has been added. This will be a parking lot of topics that were brought up during the COA meetings. Officers will place topics in this section and these topics will dictate future meetings.
[NOTE] The written reports from this meeting will be added to the minutes when they are posted.
[NOTE] The requested changes will be made to the proposed goals, expectations and guidelines documents and will be posted with the minutes.
XI. New Business
XII. Potential Future Topics
A. Requested by Stein, 2/18/22, Nursing Homes
XIII. Setting Next Meeting
0. March 18th, 2022 @ 8:30am
XIII. Adjournment
Motion to Adjourn. Move Gress, seconded Reynolds. Meeting Adjourned at 10:31am
The Commission’s purpose is to define the needs of and advocate on behalf of Washtenaw County seniors 60 years of age and older to promote equitable well-being and quality of life opportunities and outcomes. This will include providing recommendations to the Washtenaw County Board of Commissioners and relevant stakeholders on the prudent spending of public funds related to senior services.
