Regional Information System Work Group

NSMHA Conference Room

March 4, 2009

2:30 – 4:00

Minutes

Present:  
Chuck Benjamin, Anne Deacon, Dean Wight, Otis Gulley, Marsha Murray, Andreas Macke, Susan Schoeld, Rebecca Clark, Greg Long, Michael White, Mike Manley, Andrew Davis, Karen Kipling, Seong-ja Garza, Barbara LaBrash by phone & Barbara Jacobson, recording.
1. Introduction and Review of Minutes
Anne convened the meeting at 2:35 p.m. and introductions were made.  Anne asked for any additions to the agenda and none were mentioned.  Anne asked if there were any additions or corrections to the minutes; the minutes will be approved as amended with the changes that Sound Data sent by email noted and changed. 
2. Committee Response to Sound Data Response
a. Organizational Structure
Chuck notes that the committee never really decided if the response received from Sound Data was adequate; it was received and discussed but we did not decide if we are satisfied with the response. Anne notes that it seems the biggest response was around an Advisory Committee that would be formed where information could be brought to the Board regarding changes, requests, questions and other issues. And part of that Board may also look at an alternative to the current cost formula and contracts. Andreas notes that there are currently two letters in process to go out to potential stakeholders who might want to become corporate members or investors of Sound Data and one to a larger group of stakeholders, including non-users of the system to indicate their interest in becoming part of an Advisory Board. This is a good step forward. Chuck notes that is important that things get started on this committee and he asks about a timeline. Andreas notes for the preliminary timeline that in the first week of April they are hoping to have start up meetings and they also would like to invite those that express interest in the Sound Data board to the April Board meeting. This will all depend on interest they receive from the letters going out. The timeline from there he hopes that there would be a monthly meeting schedule, off line homework and a lot of discussion forums happening.

Chuck would like a target date and he suggests that at the June meeting of this committee would be your target date. Andreas states that should work and he would be able to give updates in between. How the meetings will be run and organized is discussed.
Mike asks about the structure of the Board and asks if NSMHA is a constant presence in the discussions between Sound Data and providers. They are invited to participate on the advisory board and one of the stakeholders. Otis would like to know if advisory board members can attend and the answer to that is yes as they are asking for a board range of participants and also would seek any outside expertise that may be found. Anne notes that on the timeline draft that B. 5-6-7 should be updated to a start date of the first week of April and follow up date would be the June meeting.

Anne asks if anymore clarity is needed on the organizational structure of Sound Data Inc. is and if only investors can serve on the Board. Dean states it is not a stock corporation it is a membership 501C3 with articles of incorporation and membership is defined by a contribution of capital funds. The member organizations must be 501C3 and the articles of incorporation describe the services this organization can provide. Barb would like to know the fee structure of membership. Dean notes the Board chooses who may serve and this advisory committee was proposed to give other users a voice that are not board members. Since they are buying services from Sound Data they need to have a voice. Chuck asks if the articles or incorporation are public and can he get a copy. Andreas will look into this for Chuck and let him know.
The providers that are on the Board are the bridgeways, VOA, LWRTC, WCPC, Compass, and CCS has some involvement. CCS, Sea Mar, Sunrise, Interfaith, LKI, Sno. Co., Island Co. and Skagit Co. use Sound Data services and are not on the Board.

b. Contract and Cost Issues

Anne asks what still needs to be addressed; and notes that there was an issue about a cost formula. When new organizations were brought in they felt the cost was too high and that any cost formula was not being evenly applied. Andreas notes that this is one thing that is proposed to have all details of this brought before the advisory committee to review and give feedback. He notes how things are working and what needs to be reexamined as things have changed. Andreas will probably be the one to introduce this to the advisory board and get things on this started if that is what they decide. 
Chuck notes that one item of feedback they received on the report was that NSMHA couldn’t explain to new providers what the costs would be for the data portion which was not a good situation. Mike asks if a new provider wanted to come on in the future what other options are out there other than Sound Data; can NSMHA’s system get data that is not Raintree driven. Michael states yes there are other ways to gather data. One of the recommendations was that NSMHA have the ability to have providers report directly to NSMHA. Sound Data notes that it is not financially feasible at this time for providers to use other than Sound Data, though may be possible. Discussion on the cost and other issues around this are discussed. It is the only economically viable option at this time. 

Barb notes that she questions the one choice and that is hard for her to accept just one source. She feels that Sound Data is a private entity that has no one to answer to. Dean notes that they are non-profit and there is discussion on where the funding comes from. The advisory board to be formed will help to oversee the operations and costs charged. Dean notes they are trying to make it as transparent as possible.

Anne asks if this is enough for this committee that there is an advisory committee to be formed and with a more transparent process in place. She also asks if there is another data system that NSMHA would like to use. Otis asks about the funding line and about the profit margin. What is the benefit to the stakeholders? As an advocate he wants to understand and see an accountability of their “profits”. What does he say to consumers? Andreas states that transparency is very important. Dean notes that he can have access to the financial reports. There can be a surplus however it must go back into the corporation. 
Chuck notes that NSMHA went into this survey because not all were happy so an independent study was done, and NSMHA feels that not all was accurate in the report. Those are the perceptions out there in the system though and we must work with this. We have added more providers recently and they asked if there was another way to submit data. NSMHA can accept other data but we need to ask is what can NSMHA do to have another provider in the region as some feel this is a monopoly. Anne asks what other regions do and Chuck reviews some differences; they all do things differently. There are about 5 different software packages used in WA State, Raintree is one of them. 
Mike notes that NSMHA and the advisory committee need to operate under the assumption that the one option available now is fair and accessible to all. Interfaith did a study where they looked at the cost of doing something different, it was cost prohibitive. Andreas notes this is the best that is available for now. Dean would like to see this tabled until the June meeting and that it can always be revisited later. All are in agreement. The other question about having only one way of doing things and being locked into it still needs to be addressed as well.
3. Clarification on Invoice/Payment Reconciliation (C11)
Chuck notes that he sent an email to the CEOs to ask them for any feedback on how we compute payments, payment reconciliation and if there were any issues and he received no response from them. This was asking if they felt they were getting all their services represented; a full credit. They discuss how the payments are done. Mike notes that there is no reconciliation between what’s provided and paid for. Michael discusses the issue. Dean discusses the current payment reconciliation system and how anything more detailed would be cost prohibitive. Barb notes that if we need something outside of our current system it is expensive. She feels it is not flexible enough to get other data or other things when needed. Such as something new in the jail services program; it is too rigid to change or adapt easily. Rebecca notes that Skagit has developed its own system and uses Raintree only as obligated in contract. She notes her concern that going to an advisory board when she has an issue instead of the company seems strange. Marsha notes that she would be happy to meet with Skagit County and explain some of these things how to get what you need out of the system. She also wants to note that you are not charged by the minute and that there are other misconceptions out there. You pay for this consultation as part of your monthly fee. Barb notes that this is just an example of the real issues which she felt were not addressed in the report when it came out. Dean notes that San Juan County can also call Marsha. Barb has gotten information from NSMHA when needed and that she is paraphrasing what she has heard over the time. Chuck suggests all Counties with jail services meet together at once for a consultation with Sound Data to discuss some of these issues.
4. Standardized Terminology

Michael notes that he has not heard much back yet and will get it up on the website for all to review. The definition for North Sound Consumer Information System is talked about. He notes he calls it the database that NSMHA uses to get our data up to the State. So it’s basically the provider and NSMHA systems. This has caused confusion and needs clarity. There are two major pieces; the database the region maintains to send data to the state and the database the providers access that is maintained by Sound Data. For both parts together it is Regional Consumer Information System and then the NSMHA information system. Michael will work on this terminology some more.
5. Report on Reports

Marsha notes that appendix B sections 12-17 were derived from appendix A and B in the report. It is noted that there are two workgroups meeting; the Report Writer’s Workgroup a smaller subgroup, overseen by Paul Vanderbeen a Compass employee and hosted by Sound Data. This is a technical meeting for SQL data people that work on technical details and report writing also helps providers with issues when needed. There is also a Users Group that meets monthly that discusses basic data reporting also facilitated by Sound Data. Chuck notes that all our providers are different sized and different skill levels and we need to make sure that we address this. 

Marsha continues to review appendix B and notes there are 141 reports available. A definition of SQL is requested; it is a software database engine. There used to be a form to request reports but Sound Data feels it is not needed at this time.

The vehicle for communication is the User Groups which has met monthly since July 03. Sound Data notes that the User Group is not fully utilized; as staff from each provider does not attend. Sound Data sends the minutes out and has a website and they send out information to try to keep communication open. Greg notes that communication needs to be worked on. 
It was also noted that in the User Group it seemed that no one was interested in attending training. Barb asks about a help desk and Marsha notes there is a help desk and Seong-ja notes how she is able to reach the Help Desk when she needs to and has had no issues.
Michael asks about the training issue and Marsha notes that they use a train the trainer model and their trainers at the Users Group did not feel they needed more at this time. They have recently done a large training with their trainers. Sound Data does not train the individual users at the agency level.
Anne notes that this report was given out last meeting and wants to know if there are any larger questions on the rest of this at this time.
Michael notes the things that are identified as training issues is still of concern. He wants to make sure that the members of the User Group are taking it back to their respective agencies to address these. Sound Data wants to point out that it is difficult to help those who do not show up to the User Group. A better way needs to be found to get all training information out and other help that is available. Sound Data notes they have done a survey for input on meeting content and other things. Staff turnover also seems to be an issue. On the next agenda we need to brainstorm a strategy to figure out how to get customers to make better use of what is available to them.
6. Review of Timelines and Next Steps

7. Adjourn 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:35; the next meeting is April 1, 2009 at 2:30pm at NSMHA.
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