Washtenaw County Commission on Aging
April 1st, 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
II. Roll Call
Present: Marta Larson, Marie Gress, Bonny Webber, Elizabeth Thompson, Ellen Offen, Steven Stein, Bennett Stark, Margaret Reynolds
Absent (excused): Jason Maciejewski
Absent (unexcused): DeLois Wilson
Number of Community Attendees: 6
III. Public Participation 
[NOTE] Maryvonne Cudy – Housing Bureau for Seniors. Cudy states that she really likes the draft report and likes that the COA paid attention to affordable housing for seniors. She states that 20% of Washtenaw residents are 60+ and older adults account for about 30,000 housing units. Of those, over 9,000 or 31% are housing cost burden meaning they spend over 30% of their monthly income on housing. 42% of houses experiencing foreclosure are 65+ and 28% qualify as ALICE residents. She emphasizes the need for affordable housing and the need for case management for housing needs.
[NOTE] Cudy was asked to send COA the data presented today. She did and the notes are posted with these minutes.  
IV. Commission Response to Public Participation
[NOTE] Stein notes that the response from Cudy was very informative.
V. Report from the Board of Commissioners [NONE]
VI. Approval of Minutes
Moved: Offen, seconded Gress, that the minutes of the 3.18 meeting be approved.
Unanimous Roll Call Vote in the Affirmative.
Minutes Approved.
VII. Subcommittee Updates
A. Communications
[NOTE] Gress states that the subcommittee received updated slide decks from the Healthy Aging Collaborative and updated the slides on the website. The subcommittee is also working with the chair on the slide deck for the board of commissioner’s presentation. The subcommittee is working with the ARPA subcommittee to draft emails for the COA commissioners to send to their county commissioner to discuss the report and a second email is for COA members to send to community contacts encouraging them to review the documents and provide support for the report.
[NOTE] Webber states that once the proposal is introduced to the BOC, it would be important for the COA and other groups in the community to show support.
[NOTE] Offen says this is a good idea and is willing to send emails. She states that she can target people in her neighborhood but would also like to target others in the community. She is wondering if she can contact individuals outside of her district.
[NOTE] Gress suggested that the subcommittee provide example letters for each district to each COA member so commissioners can pull what letter they need.
[NOTE] Offen also asks if she can reach out to individuals outside of friends and neighbors and Gress says yes.
[NOTE] Thompson says this is a great idea and any overlap in contacting individuals or agencies would be a good thing. She states that she told her commissioner that the ARPA proposal is coming forward and he stated that he had already had individuals talk to him about ARPA funds being used for older adults. She says this shows that there is a lot of talk about how to spend these funds for seniors.
[NOTE] Thompson says she is happy to do outreach in Ypsilanti.
[NOTE] Stein is wondering if the needs summary gets approved today, the COA commissioners could include that in the email that is sent to the BOC or community members.
[NOTE] Stein is wondering if there should be a document on who the COA members have contacted to make sure that we do not have gaps in our community contacts.
[NOTE] Gress says once the needs assessment has been approved, it can be sent to anyone, and it should be sent to the BOC. She suggests that the COA be selective on who the report is sent to in the community as some may be interested, and some may not.
[NOTE] In response to Stein’s comment, Gress said the COA needs to be careful about creating an email list of “individuals.” COA members can keep a record of who they have contacted for their own information. 
[NOTE] In response, Stein supports individual COA members keeping track of their own contacts and not sending to the COA for a collective list.
[NOTE] Stein is wondering if the COA members will review the slide deck before the for the BOC presentation.
[NOTE] In response, Gress states that the information contained on the slide deck will come directly from the 2021 COA review report, COA needs report, and the COA ARPA proposal.
[NOTE] In response, Stein still wants to review the slide deck before the BOC presentation.
[NOTE] In response, Larson is unsure if there will be time available between the next COA meeting and the BOC presentation for the COA members to review the slide deck. 
[NOTE] In response, Stein says it could be a big picture review.
[NOTE] Larson states that she will do her best to get the slide deck out to the COA members before the BOC presentation to review.
[NOTE] In response, Webber states we are anticipating that Marta will have 15 minutes to cover 2 significant COA reports and 1 ARPA proposal. If the COA members feel that an important piece of information was not conveyed strong enough in the slide deck, the COA can present again to the BOC. She states that the April BOC presentation is the first step and that Commissioner Maciejewski encourages the COA to present before the BOC several times throughout the year. 
[NOTE] Reynolds states that when sending the needs report and support letter, she suggests the group think about contacting influential people in the county for support.
[NOTE] Stark states that seniors are not often good at advocating for themselves and may not have individual contacts. He asks for help identifying influencers in the community.
[NOTE] Gress suggests looking up aging services in individual districts and identifying a staff person or general email or phone number. 
[NOTE] Larson also suggests Stark contact his city council members.
[NOTE] Webber states that when the officers met with Maciejewski, he stated that the BOC is expecting more funding requests than can be supported so it is crucial for the community to show support for this proposal.
[NOTE] Thompson wants to reinforce that it is powerful to have other commission members attend the BOC meeting where Larson presents. As far as keeping a list of contacts, she agrees that it will be good to note who has been contacted. In response to Stark, Thompson thinks that he should still contact individuals in his housing building. 
[NOTE] Thompson is wondering if the BOC would upset if the needs assessment report was sent to community members before being presented to the BOC.
[NOTE] In response, Lindeman says that the BOC should have the needs assessment report before community members receive the report in order for the BOC to be knowledgeable when contacted or questioned about the report.  Lindeman says as soon as the report is finalized, it can be sent to the BOC and there is no need to wait for the presentation.
[NOTE] Offen in response to Stark, states that he should contact his county commissioner. She also states that she would like to send an email that sounds personal and that it came from her. Offen states that she doesn’t want to give her contact list to anyone but can keep the list internally. 
[NOTE] Stein states that he didn’t mean to suggest keeping track of names, mostly keeping track of organizations to make sure none are missed. He also agrees that the needs assessment might not have to go to everyone as it might dilute the main ask.
[NOTE] Stark asks for clarification on if he should speak to these individuals as a COA member or an individual. Larson states that it should be sent as a private citizen and just state that the COA has adopted this report. Gress states that there will be scripts to use that will be provided to COA members.
[NOTE] Communication subcommittee members: Gress, Webber, and Larson 
B. Needs Assessment (Approve Report)
[NOTE] Gress states that there have not been any major updates between the last meeting and this one just some minor grammar updates. Gress opens it up for comments if any.
[NOTE] Stark states that it is very good and achieved the intended outcome.
[NOTE] Subcommittee members: Gress, Reynolds, Webber, and Christopher Lemon

Moved: Stein, seconded Thompson, that the Needs Assessment Report be approved.
Unanimous Roll Call Vote in the Affirmative.
Needs Assessment Report Approved.

[NOTE] Thompson wants to state how great this report is and also appreciates the assistance of Gress’ interns on this project. 
[NOTE] Lindeman also says congratulations on this report and states that it often takes boards much longer than this to pull a report like this together. He says this is impressive.
C. ARPA (Review Report)
[NOTE] Webber reported that the subcommittee wants to review the draft of the COA ARPA Older Adults Recovery Proposal, gather input, and then revise the proposal accordingly.  During the April 15 COA meeting the subcommittee will call for vote of support.
[NOTE] Webber addressed the time commitment that the proposal requires of COA members.  She expressed the importance that every member agrees to the commitment and wants to make sure questions and concerns are addressed today. Webber explained that (1) the proposal has the COA members serving as the Advisory Body, (2) members would have to read/review proposals prior to the monthly meetings, and (3) that the COA would dedicate one meeting a month for Advisory Body business.  The other monthly meeting would be for COA business.  
[NOTE] Webber addresses the advancement and scoring process.  Service provider proposals would be submitted to the County and vetted only for ARPA compliance.  ARPA compliant proposals are then sent to the COA subcommittee where the proposals are discussed, reviewed, and score based.  A packet of scored proposals is then sent to the COA Advisory Body before their monthly meetings. During the monthly Advisory Body meetings, members can vote to adopt the subcommittee’s scores or request a discussion and new scoring vote.
[NOTE] Webber next addresses the $8 million fund request and the service providers that would be funded under the proposal.  Webber states that the officers met with Maciejewski and discussed the proposal and the justification of the $8 million request. Because the intent of the proposal is to fund as many ARPA qualified older adult service provider proposals as possible, Maciejewski offered suggestions to make the proposal broader. Webber states that his suggestions were incorporated into the draft proposal.
 [NOTE] Webber next addressed proposals not funded by the BOC.  Webber states that if the Advisory recommends a proposal but the BOC decides not to fund the proposal, it will be returned to the Advisory Body.  She further states that if the Advisory Body decides the proposal has merit, the submitting organization can be invited to present to the Advisory Body’s monthly meeting to discuss proposal options.
[NOTE] Webber opens up the discussion to the COA members.
[NOTE] Reynolds states that this is a great report and is a lot of work. She wants the group to make a commitment to this process. She asks Webber if there is a format developed for submitting the proposals. Webber replies that there is a web application form that is currently being used by the Community Priority Fund and the same process would be used.
[NOTE] Lindeman says that Washtenaw.org/rescue-plan has information on everything ARPA related including the Community Priority Fund. He mentions that staff vetting for eligibility is due to federal requirements. He states it might be useful to include those federal ARPA requirements in the proposal. The fund can serve anyone in the county, but ARPA does have income requirements – 65% of the area median income. He suggests that including federal language will strengthen the proposal. 
[ACTION] Lindeman will send the federal treasury language to Webber.
[NOTE] Thompson states that for the question about eligibility, she is wondering if there is a requirement for the entity to be a nonprofit and Lindeman says that no individual can ask for ARPA funds, but the group doesn’t need to be a nonprofit. 
[NOTE] Thompson says she agrees with Reynolds in the commitment from the COA for this project. She states that if the COA commits, this is a good next step for the commission. Out of this will come concrete ideas that those in the county support. She believes the review process will be very educational.
[NOTE] Thompson suggests adding the state advisory council’s report on social isolation as it is a Michigan specific report. 
[ACTION] Thompson will send the state advisory council’s report and citation to Webber.
[NOTE] Webber states that she would like COA members input on the issue raised on what organizations are included, example, are only nonprofits included in this proposal? 
[NOTE] Thompson asks Peter what the thinking was with the Community Priority Fund to include groups other than nonprofits.
[NOTE] Lindeman says the idea was to be broad and not take away a good idea just because of how the organization is structured. The thought was to be broad and cast a wide net.
[NOTE] Thompson states that based on that comment, it could be possible for an agency that isn’t a nonprofit to have an idea for this fund.
[NOTE] Larson is wondering if local jurisdictions would be eligible for the county’s ARPA funds and Lindeman is unsure but will check. 
[NOTE] Stein supports both nonprofit and for-profit organizations applying for these funds. 
[NOTE] Stein asks if the group wants to approve the report now with the suggested changes or 
approve at the next meeting. Stein thinks we should approve sooner rather than later so that it can be sent to the BOC before the presentation. 
[NOTE] Reynolds states that we should be as broad as we can be in this report and leave it as is and vote today.
[NOTE] Webber states she is torn for a vote today.  Webber expresses that she would like the full COA’s support and approval of the final proposal. She notes that the language from Peter and not limiting the proposal to nonprofits may require some members time to consider and that she wants everyone to be comfortable with the final document.
[NOTE] Webber states that Larson is presenting on April 20th so if the report is finalized on the 15th, at the presentation all of the commissioners will have received the final report to review before the presentation. 
[NOTE] Thompson asks Lindeman for advice on the BOC’s timing for decisions.
[NOTE] Lindeman says that end of April-early May is when the next ARPA package will be designed by the administrative office to bring to the BOC. He states that after that, it would be live for about a month for community members to give feedback before voting by the BOC. A full proposal would be expected to go live to the community within a month then stay up for a month for public comment.
[NOTE] Lindeman says the county is aware this proposal is coming to the administrative office.
[NOTE] Stein is wondering if a vote on the ARPA report can happen over email and Lindeman says it can’t.
[NOTE] Gress is comfortable voting today.
[NOTE] Larson asks the commission if anyone is uncomfortable voting today to approve the report or is uncomfortable with the time commitment that the ARPA proposal lays out.
[NOTE] Reynolds states that she appreciates Webber’s comments on voting on the report next time and being sure of the changes. She states that there are still some questions on who can apply for the funds and wants everyone to make sure they are okay with the commitment. Reynolds suggests voting at the next meeting.
[NOTE] Larson says that the BOC members can tell others a proposal is coming but then share the report once it is approved.
[NOTE] Webber states that the subcommittee believed that the COA serving as the Advisory Body made sense being that each member was already appointed by the BOC. She further states if the COA thinks this is too much work that the proposal language could be changed to consist of 11 other individuals being appointed by the BOC. Webber adds that she would really like the COA to be the Advisory Body as she sees many benefits.
[NOTE] Subcommittee members: Webber, Stein, and Stark and can take 2 more members.
[NOTE] Thompson states that the report should include the federal requirements and it should be made clear that groups aside from nonprofits can apply. She states that these changes don’t change the substance of the report. She is wondering if the COA can support the report in concept.
[NOTE] Reynolds is in favor of the proposal and doesn’t want to vote against it but wants to vote in concept.
[NOTE] Stein states that the ARPA subcommittee is suggesting that when reviewing proposals, when a member of the COA has not read the proposal, they can go with the subcommittee’s decision or abstain from voting.
[NOTE] Stein would like to make a motion to approve the report but would like Lindeman to supply the language.  

[MOTION] Stein: Motion to approve the ARPA subcommittees ARPA proposal to establish the Older Adults Recovery Fund contingent upon the subcommittee making edits based on today’s conversation

Moved by Stein, seconded by Thompson.
Unanimous Roll Call Vote in the Affirmative.
Motion Approved.

[NOTE] Offen would like to include in the motion a date of when the final vote will come which will be the 15th. Larson clarifies that would go against the motion.
[NOTE] Stein mentions that the ARPA committee meets every Monday, but they will need information from Lindeman to go into the final report.
[ACTION] Webber will invite Lindeman to the ARPA subcommittee meeting on Monday.
[NOTE] Webber clarifies that there are edits and citations from Thompson, concerns from Reynolds, and language from Lindeman that will be incorporated in the report.
[NOTE] Webber will send the final document once all changes have been incorporated.
[NOTE] Webber reports the ARPA Subcommittee members are: Webber, Stein, and Stark and Sarah Hong (Community Member).  April 4 is Sarah’s last subcommittee meeting as a member.  If the ARPA Older Adult Recovery Proposal is funded, only COA members will be allowed on the ARPA subcommittee and that the ARPA Subcommittee can add two more COA members.
D. Potential Millage
[NOTE] Thompson says the next meeting of this subcommittee is next week. Stein is joining the subcommittee.
[NOTE] Subcommittee members: Larson, Offen, Stein, and Thompson.
[NOTE] Stein states that in the next meeting the discussion around adding community members will occur.
IX. Discussion Items
A. Review of bylaws
[NOTE] Webber proposes that the Section 5.6 Open Meetings section in the bylaws be amended because it currently subjects the COA to the OMA requirement of in-person meetings.  Webber recommends amending to include remote as well as in-person meetings. 
[NOTE] Larson states that once a provision is proposed, it must go to the BOC for review and approval.
[MOTION] Larson:   Motion to amend Section 5.6 Open Meetings to read: 
Section 5.6 Open Meetings:
All meetings of the Commission shall be subject to the Open Meetings Act, noting the requirement that "all meetings must be available to the general public" COA meetings will include accessible virtual meetings, in-person, or a combination of both and will be recorded. 

Moved: Offen, seconded Reynolds, that the bylaws be amended to include the proposed language.
Unanimous Roll Call Vote in the Affirmative.
Motion Approved.

[NOTE] Stein states that in the bylaws it states that there are a certain number of meetings that can be missed. He thinks this could be an opportunity to make sure each district is represented.
[NOTE] Larson thinks this should be discussed offline.
X. Report from the Chair 
[NOTE] Larson states that in planning for the BOC presentation, she is collecting personal impact stories. She is requesting that members of the COA that have personal impact stories send them to her. Stein asks for Larson to clarify if she means members of the community too and she says yes.
XI. New Business [NONE]
XII. Potential Future Topics
· General request, 7/16/21, Short and long-term strategic planning
· Requested by Offen, 12/3/21, Transportation Coordinating Council
· Requested by Stein, 2/18/22, Nursing homes
· Requested by Thompson, 3/18/22, HAC presentation update
· Requested by Thompson, 3/18/22, Discussion on innovative solutions
· Requested by Stark, 3/18/22, Center for Independent Living presentation
[NOTE] Webber is wondering who was writing the letter to Munce for his work. 
[ACTION] Stein said he will draft the letter and send it to the officers to add to the next meeting agenda.
XIII. Setting Next Meeting
0. April 15th, 2022 @ 8:30am
XIII. Adjournment
Motion to Adjourn. Move Reynolds, seconded Gress. Meeting Adjourned at 10:32am

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.
