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>> OPERATOR: Good afternoon and welcome to the National Council on Independent Living, Measure Twice, Cut Once teleconference and I will now turn your call over to Tim Fuchs.
>> TIM: Thank you, Lisa.  Good afternoon and welcome to Part I of SILC NET's teleconference and webcast.  An Introduction to Outcome Measures for Statewide Independent Living Councils.  I'm Tim Fuchs, operations director at the National Council on Independent Living.
And today's teleconference and webcast is presented by the SILC NET, a program of the IL NET, national training and technical assistance project for Centers for Independent Living, Statewide Independent Living Councils and the IL NET is operated by ILRU, the Independent Living Research Utilization program at Memorial Hermann/TIRR in partnership with the National Council on Independent Living and the Association of Programs for Rural Independent Living.  Substantial support for the development of this presentation was provided by the U.S. Department of Education, RSA, under Grant No. H132E0070003.  No official endorsement for the Department of Education should be inferred. 

Well, I want to tell everyone on the call today that today's call is being recorded and will be archived on ILRU's website and that should be up within 48 hours of the end of the call.  Also, as of right now all of your telephone lines are muted to help with the sound quality, but when we begin our Q&A sessions, you will be able to ask a question by pressing 01 on your telephone keypad or if you're on the webcast version of the presentation, you can ask questions by using the ask a question feature on your webcast screen, or you can just E-mail me directly.  My E-mail is tim@ncil.org. I'll make sure that all questions are relayed live on the call as time permits. 

The materials for today's call including the presentation guide and an evaluation form are located on our website, and I'm going to give this url twice.  Hopefully you all already have it and have got the manual off of it, but just in case, I'm going to give it twice.  It is www.ncil.org/training/silcoutcomesmaterials.html., plural and all one word. Again that is www.ncil.org/training/silcoutcomesmaterials.html. 

Thanks.  We will follow the information in the presentation guide that is available on that page very closely, both on today's presentation and on Part I which is next Tuesday.  So please, if you have not already, print out or have an electronic copy of that document handy or else I'm afraid you might not get nearly as much out of the presentation.  And please do take a moment after today's call to fill out the evaluation form.  It's quick to complete and it's extremely important to us.  It's available at the same link.  We do review every single evaluation form that's completed and we take them very seriously when we're preparing for our future trainings. 

I'm excited to introduce today's presenter, Mike Hendricks.  Mike has had a unique role in the independent living community.  Mike has been the outcome measures expert and the facilitator to NCIL's outcome measures task force and did present a similar webcast last year on outcome measures for independent living.  And in addition, Mike is a known and respected member of the program evaluation community. 

And we have found his guidance and education over the last few years to be sound and to be invaluable.  So I want to thank Mike for being with us. 

And also with us today is Richard Petty, director of the SILC NET and CIL NET projects, the past center director and a capable and respected member of the staff at ILRU in Houston.  He is here today to assist with the training if needed and Richard thanks to you.  Thanks for your patience during our housekeeping announcements, and Mike I'll turn it over to you to begin the presentation. 

>> MIKE: Okay, well, thanks, Tim.  That's a nice introduction.  I appreciate it.  And Hi everybody and thanks to all of you for dialing in. I realize you're busy people and there is other things you could have done with this 90 minutes.  So I personally and I think the rest of us are complimented that you dialed in with us.  So thanks a bunch. 

Personally, I'm really both flattered and excited about this call. There is other people you could have asked to do it, and I'm excited because the headlines of today's paper makes what we're going to talk about more important than it was a couple of weeks ago.  This whole issue of outcomes, especially in an area of resource constraint, is really important.  I think this call is really important today. 

I do want to say before we start though, it's not just me, hopefully you'll be hearing from Richard, too, and the team is listed on the front of the presentation guide.  I think I want to respect them by saying that Bob Michaels and Darrell Jones and Richard Petty and Eleanor Canter and Tim Fuchs all had a good hand in developing this. 

Let me say that the title is Measure Twice, Cut Once, An Introduction to Outcome Measures.  So it seems to me that by definition, if you're on this call, then this may be a new topic for you.  Some of the ideas, some of the concepts you may not be totally familiar with and, frankly, I realize you may be a little nervous, maybe scared about some outcome measurement, kind of a scary word.  And I recognize that and don't feel bad.  It's pretty common.  I run into it a lot. 

But the good thing is I think you really don't need to worry.  This is a quite doable topic.  A lot of people have been in your shoes in the past not knowing too much to start off but then have gone on to develop really great outcomes and measuring those outcomes and then using that information to make their services and themselves more effective.  And you will, too. And the way we've tried as a team to create this call and the one on Tuesday is that, first, they've tried to get me up to speed on what's going on in the SILC world. 

As Tim nicely mentioned, I have been working with the CILs for the past couple of years so I know a little about that at least.  And they got me up to date.  I read a lot of background documents.  I read some SPILs. I know you had a conference call in June about data gathering for SILCs and I read that transcript.  And a couple of weeks ago there was a training in Alexandria, and I read that transcript and I talked to some folks.  And I personally have tried to do my homework, together the five or six of us have had a bunch of phone calls, and here is something you might be interested in:  We've developed just for these two calls four new documents that you haven't seen before.  Unless you've gone ahead and looked at the presentation guide, you haven't seen them before.  They are specific to CILs.  We think they are going to be useful to you.  We hope they are going to be useful to you.  We wanted to make sure that RSA -- it wasn't inconsistent with anything at RSA.  So we shared them with RSA.  We had an hour long chat with RSA about it.  And as best we can tell, they have been approved and they like them over there.  So I think those four documents are going to be something you're going to like. 

Now, in order to fit things into the two different times, what we've decided that today would be developing outcomes and then Tuesday would be measuring outcomes.  And you notice that the title is Measure Twice, Cut Once.  That's for both of the days.  I just wanted to say a little bit about what that means. 

Most of you probably know that comes from a saying that a lot of carpenters will say.  They don't want to cut a piece of wood wrong.  I've done it myself.  You probably have, too, maybe.  But they don't want -- so it means rather than measure once and cut, let's measure that piece of wood twice so when we cut it we've got that right.  And the same principle applies really well to outcome measurement is that let's be very careful up front in planning what we're going to do.  Because once we've made some decisions, they are not irrevocable, it's going to take more time and evidence.  Let's start carefully up front and that's what we're trying to present. 

We're going to try to present over these next two calls a very logical, systematic, step by step approach that's been tried out in the past and we know it works.  And hopefully by following that, it will alleviate some of the anxieties you might have and hopefully will be a good guide for you of exactly what might be the next step to do. 

And what we're going to do as we introduce a new concept is we're going to try to use a three-part way of getting that concept across, if you will.  First, we're going to just talk about the concept in general, if you will.  And second, we're going to very deliberately give you some examples that are not from the SILC world, not SILC-related, and that's very deliberate because it seems to us that sometimes when you start wrestling with a new concept in your own world and your own context, it's hard to separate the concept out from how much you already know substantively.  So the second thing we'll do will be to talk about nonSILC examples.  And then third we'll bring in the SILC relevant examples, or at least examples we think are relevant.  You can tell us whether you think they were or not, but those will be the examples we'll offer to you. 

As Tim said there will be lots of Q&A.  My job will be to try to get some of this information across in a somewhat efficient way hopefully. We've got scheduled at least one-third of this call for Q&A with you, and if I do my job well, maybe we'll have even more. 

So we do have a presentation guide as Tim said, and he's advised me that I should refer to page numbers, but also for those of you who may not have the page numbers, I should also read the top of each page.  So I'll do my very best to remember to do that. 

With that introduction, why don't we jump right into the meat of the issues.  And I'm going to turn to page 1 -- not the little Roman numeral i's, but the actual 1 which I forget what that's called.  It's a 1 we're all used to, and it's titled at the top Measuring Outcomes in the Independent Living Movement.  What we'd really like to try to accomplish in this first chunk of time here is to see if we can all agree on just how very important outcomes are and measuring outcomes are important. 

Here is my feeling about this:  If you leave this call feeling like measuring outcomes is something important for your SILC and something that will help you, and I'm going to emphasize that later, something to help you do a better job at your SILC, then you'll find ways to make that happen. If I'm not able to convince you of that and if you leave this call not thinking that outcomes are very important, then basically nothing I say today or nothing anybody else can ever say is going to help you do it because you won't feel it's important to you.  So I'm hoping one of my not so hidden agendas is that you really feel the importance of outcome measurement for your SILC.  And on Page 1 we have some language that we talked about a little bit earlier.  It says at the top, one of the most significant changes in the nonprofit world during the past few years has been a big emphasis on outcomes.  Outcomes being defined as changes in the person's systems or communities we work with and I myself circled systems or communities because I think you SILC folks work a lot with the systems and communities.  You're trying to change them in some way.  And at the end of that paragraph we say the outcome measurement train isn't coming down the track, this train is already here.  Now, let's look down to the third paragraph if we can. 

Someone described not measuring program outcomes as like managing a baseball team without being able to see the scoreboard or driving to a new destination but without having a map.  It's simply not possible to manage well if we don't know how we're doing right now.  And I'd like to emphasize that manage well part again.  I'm viewing this, and I hope I can help you view it as a tool for yourself to make your efforts more effective. 

All right, let's go to page 2.  Actually page 2 and 3 are each titled the same, called 2003 PART Results for the Independent Living Program. Well, what the heck are these two pages?  Well, these come from OMB, and in case someone isn't too familiar with the federal jargon which is probably a compliment to you if you're not, OMB is the Office of Management and Budget in Washington, and it's basically the part of the White House or the part of the executive branch which tries to keep all the other federal agencies in line, like Education and Interior and Labor and Energy.  It tries to make sure they are all doing what the president wants them to do.  The M. of course in the OMB stands for management and that's what we're most interested in here.  Because a few years back OMB started the special kind of reviews of every single federal program, and it's called a PART, and that stands for Program Assessment Rating Tool.  No one ever says that.  They just talk about the PART.  I'll say I think this is an excellent idea, not always implemented perfectly well, but I really like the idea behind it. 

And what it is, it's basically got 25 core questions that an OMB and a program official will go through and work their way through and come to agreement on whether it's a yes or no.  They are all yes or no questions. And for some of the programs there is a few more, but it's generally 25 core questions.  And they work their way through the program asking these questions.  And the idea is it gives them a snapshot of how well the program is going, and particularly this is the good part, what we can do to make the program even better. 

Well, the Independent Living program in the Department of Education was PARTed -- that's the phrase -- in 2003.  And that's what you have on Pages 2 and 3 are the results of that PART review, if you will.  You can see it's divided into four sections.  And Section 1, Program Purpose and Design, your program, the independent living program, scored very, very well.  By way, I should say the independent living program is a combination of the Centers for Independent Living, plus the IL state grants.  So you're in this.  So under Section 1 you scored very, very well, but if you look under Section 2, Strategic Planning, Section 3, Program Management, and Section 4, Program Results/Accountability, the independent living program didn't score so well.  So that at the bottom, the overall rating was considered results not demonstrated. 

Now, results not demonstrated is not the worst score OMB could have given to the independent living program, it could have actually given it a rating of ineffective, saying it's just not working.  This is a little different.  This doesn't say that the independent living program isn't working, it says we don't know if it's working or not.  It may be working. It may not be working.  We just don't know, results not demonstrated. 

And if you go back and look in Sections 1, 2, 3 and 4, there is a very specific reason why we got this score and it's because we don't have outcome measures.  2.1 asks does the program have specific long-term performance measures that focus on outcomes?  And the answer was no.  And 2.3 was are there annual performance measures that track progress toward long-term goals and again the answer was no.  The problem with that is if you don't have either of those, then you can't, by definition, have a bunch of other things that OMB wanted to see. 

So not having outcome measures created a definite score here of results not demonstrated.  Now, I would argue -- we'll see what you think at the Q&A here.  I would argue that that's not good.  Admittedly it's not as bad as ineffective, but in an era of funding restraints and here is where we get into the 700 billion-dollar bailout, in an era when the moderator of the presidential debate the other night specifically asked each of the candidates what are you going to cut out in order to pay for this bailout?  I don't think we want to have our program be classified as results not demonstrated.  So I think we all agree we need to work on that. 

Just so you feel a little better about it, by the way, by no means is the independent living program the only program that received this kind of a PART score.  In fact, I looked this morning on the website of OMB just to update myself and 17 percent of all the federal programs that have been PARTed also are called results not demonstrated and actually in the Department of Education -- this is very interesting.  In the Department of Education almost exactly half of the programs, 47 percent of the programs that have been PARTed, have come up with a score of results not demonstrated.  So it seems that within the Department of Education this is an issue that obviously needs attention, but I think we all agree we don't want our independent living program to be considered results not demonstrated.  We need to work on that. 

Well, so does RSA.  So does RSA of course, and on Page 4 titled Revised 704 Annual Performance Report, Frequently Asked Questions, RSA responds to this problem of being considered a results not demonstrated. Newly established performance goals and measures for the independent living program, these measures aim to better reflect the IL impact on individuals and the community.  The primary difference in the new 704 report is its increased focus on outcomes in comparison with outputs.  Now, that's a little jargon I know.  Outcomes in comparison with outputs.  We'll cover that today.  Don't worry.  You'll know very clearly what the difference is between those two and what RSA is saying here is outputs doesn't cut it anymore, now we have to have more of a focus on outcomes.  And they end the same paragraph by saying outcomes are the ends whereas outputs are the means.  Both are important, yet ultimately the independent living program will be evaluated based on its outcomes.  And I think that should be.  I think that's good. 

Well, okay, I mention that the IL program is made up of both the CILs and the state grants.  The CILs started actually working on this a couple of years back.  Tim mentioned NCIL's outcome measurement task force, and that's headed by Bob Michaels, and it's done a lot of work over the past couple of years.  And it's almost ready to start pilot testing out in various CILs its outcome measurement plan.  And I haven't been able to work with them.  I think they are making very, very good progress. 

So we've got a situation of the entire overall IL program being viewed as results not demonstrated, RSA realizes that and responds to it, but we have to do our part.  CILs are doing their part.  SILCs need to do their part as well I would say, not my place to say, but in my opinion. 

Now, on Page 5, I'd really like us to ask ourselves why we're going to do this.  Because so far I've been talking about RSA, right, and OMB and why we should respond to what they want us to do.  And I know we live in a political world and I know we live in the real world and obviously we want to keep our funders happy, but I'm going to try to argue today that that's not the main reason why we should do this.  Yes, we ought to communicate value.  And you'll see here on Page 5 that we put communicate value.  We need to tell people that we're doing a good job.  We need to tell them how good a job we're doing, but I would say that we're not -- that's not the main reason we ought to measure outcomes.  The main reason we ought to measure outcomes is for ourselves in my opinion. 

We have a responsibility to help our SILC be as effective as possible, and therefore, help the independent living movement in our state be as effective as possible, in order to serve persons with disabilities and I would say that the main, primary, foremost reason we should measure outcomes is to increase our effectiveness. 

Now, why?  Why do I say that?  Well, because if we increase our effectiveness, and if we put our focus on using outcomes to increase our effectiveness, then I think that automatically we're going to have the story that communicates the value.  Because we're going to be getting better and doing better and achieving more.  Well, my gosh, that leads directly into the story we want to tell. 

Flip that around, think what happens if we do it the other way, if we put our primary emphasis on communicating value.  Well, every one of you is smart enough to know how to game the system -- almost any system.  If your primary emphasis was on communicating value, I'd find a way to do that. You'd find outcomes that were very easy to achieve and you'd find a way to develop measurable indicators you knew you were going to score highly on. You're all I'm sure very good at finding a way to look good.  You can communicate value very well. 

Would that increase your effectiveness?  I'd say not for sure, but maybe not.  Might not have anything to do with your effectiveness.  So I would just hate for us to find ourselves in a position where we're just trying to communicate value and tell people how good we are.  And losing sight of the fact that really what we're about is to make services better for people who need it.  So my argument would be -- and I will always say this -- as long as I have breath I will say, please, let's realize -- or let's agree that our primary interest in this is going to be to make us better managers, better people at our SILC and then we'll have a story to communicate. 

Well, on Page 6 -- I also don't want us to think that it's just RSA that is caring about this or even just OMB.  So I just want to list here on Page 6, it says who is focusing on outcomes?  And it's really quite a wide-ranging movement.  Forgive me if you know this already, but if you don't, this emphasis on outcomes and this renewed attention to outcomes and focusing on outcomes and measuring them and then using that information, this is wide-ranging across just the whole spectrum, not just in America, but in lots of places. 

Governments at all levels -- federal, state, county, city -- they are all interested in outcome information these days.  And I'd like to throw in a personal opinion, I don't think the election in November of whether it's John McCain or Barack Obama -- I don't think that's going to affect this. No matter which of those two gentlemen wins, we'll continue to see this at the federal level.  And as evidence, I'd remind you that it was under Bill Clinton that Al Gore had the reinventing government issues where they were looking at trying to make government more effective and under the Republicans, George Bush is when the PART started.  This is clearly an issue of effectiveness of federal government programs. 

National nonprofit associations, the United Way, many of you I think work with United Ways.  The United Way system has been the clear leader in the nonprofit world.  Local nonprofit agencies, many of them are also very involved in measuring outcomes.  Foundations -- lots of foundations require these days that in order to even submit an application, you have to list your desired outcomes you're going to try to achieve.  Accrediting bodies -- I was looking at the CARF website this morning, the Council on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities, they clearly talk about outcomes and the importance of them and that that's a part of accreditation standards as outcomes for patients.  Private sector -- of course the bottom line is the bottom line there.  And even international development agencies in the international world, the way people focus on outcomes surround some issues called the millennium development goals.  Again, very outcome focused, not how much money are we giving to poor countries, but what is happening to their poverty rate and their child mortality rate and things like that.  So just perhaps a little long-winded, forgive me, way of pointing out that it's not just R. S. A. or OMB, but it's a whole range of people at all different levels and they are saying, do it for ourselves. Do it to make ourselves be more effective. 

That's why I think -- I think there is a whole bunch of compelling reasons why we ought to feel that outcomes are very important to us, but let me stop talking for a minute.  Let's see what's on your mind for a minute.  Do we have any questions from our colleagues on the line, Lisa? 

>> TIM: Sorry for the delay.  This is Tim. 

>> OPERATOR: Okay, I'm sorry, sir.  If there are questions at this time, please press 01 on your telephone keypad.  Your first question comes from Debbie.  Go ahead, Debbie. 

>> CALLER: Hi, this is Debbie at the Connecticut SILC.  My first question is -- we have one person who needs C.A.R.T. access and he can't find the link on the website.  How does he -- how does he find the captioning? 

>> TIM: The captioning should be -- Debbie, this is Tim.  The captioning should be displayed automatically in the webcast platform.  So it is not a separate link.  That's only for Tuesday's call and I'm sorry for any confusion. 

>> CALLER: All right, so we're on speaker phone.  The majority of our group is on speaker phone, but our one person who is hard of hearing needs to access the -- that webcast.  So how can he get into that? 

>> TIM: Okay, do you have the url from the confirmation letter from the training page? 

>> CALLER: Yeah. 

>> TIM: If you go to that link, about halfway down there are two options.  They both say connect to webcast and one is a Windows Media Player and the other is for RealOne Player.  That's your preference.  They will both display text caption of the -- C.A.R.T. of the webcast. 

>> CALLER: Okay.  Our second question for Connecticut SILC is we're ready to get our outcomes done on our state plan, however, the way the money has gone now with our Part B funding going to the Bureau of Rehab Services now, there is a lot of paperwork that needs to be done, people have to be on core, they have to be state venders and I'm having a hard time trying to get funding for any project we want to do using our Part B money in a timely manner.  So that's one of my questions. 

>> RICHARD: This is Richard Petty.  Can you -- so is your question -- I'm not sure I understand your question.  I understand that you're having a problem with getting arrangements made so you can proceed. 

>> CALLER: We're talking about outcomes and we want to do our outcomes in a timely manner, however, the way we have to process our Part B funding now is taking a long time. 

RICHARD: Is it that you're having trouble planning the outcomes? 

>> CALLER: No, we have our outcomes planned. 

>> CALLER: In other words matters that are out of our control is holding up a lot of what we want to move forward with and that's become an issue that we cannot move forward the way we want to. 

>> RICHARD: I think we would encourage you to continue to negotiate with your state agency.  And you may involve your state RSA liaison in that process if need be. 

>> CALLER: Okay. 

>> CALLER:  Thank you. 

>> OPERATOR: Thank you.  And the next question comes from Molly.  Go ahead. 

>> CALLER: Hi, good afternoon.  I'm the SILC Executive Director in Florida and I had a question, when we're talking about indicators and measurable indicators for SILCs, has anybody or do you think anybody will take a look at the SILC Congress standards and indicators that were approved at the SILC Congress several years ago as kind of a jumping point for all the SILCs to utilize?  It looks to me like they were pretty measurable; and my second question is the revised 704 report, and I apologize I should have -- because it's coming up, is it the same 704 report format from last year, or are there new indicators now?  Thank you. 

>> RICHARD: Molly, I'll try to answer those questions.  This is Richard Petty again.  Mike is familiar also with Congress standards and indicators, and I think as this webcast goes along, you'll begin to see a significant difference between what this webcast is about and how outcome measures are described and defined here as opposed to the SILC outcome -- the indicators and standards. 

Those are excellent tools.  They are process oriented more than what we're going to be talking about today.  They have great value, but they are -- as you'll see, they are quite different from -- they are quite different from the kind of outcomes that we're going to be talking about today. 

Right now, I can't speak to the 704 report issue, but we can have a follow-up to you about that. 

>> CALLER: Thank you. 

>> MIKE: And Molly, let me say as a fellow Floridian, that next Tuesday we'll be talking specifically about indicators.  So if it's okay with you, not to put you off in the slightest, but just to say that next Tuesday when we're talking about indicators, let's make sure we spend some time deliberately comparing the ones you're talking about now and the kinds that we have, as a team, developed and are going to share with you next Tuesday and it's one of those four documents I mentioned.  Is that okay? 

>> CALLER: That's fine.  Thank you. 

>> MIKE: Thank you, Molly. 

>> OPERATOR: The next question comes from Tony.  Go ahead, Tony. 

>> CALLER: This is Tony at the Arizona SILC.  And my question has to do with the criteria used to measure outcomes.  You know, you can use objective criteria when you're quantifying outcomes, but quite often we deal with quality of life issues and criteria may differ.  How do we resolve getting a common criteria? 

>> MIKE: Well, Tony, that's a good question.  Later in this call we'll be suggesting some possible -- and I want to stress possible -- sample, illustrative only outcomes for a SILC and some of those I think you'll see more objective than others.  For instance, we have one about whether groups collaborate.  We have one about whether citizens support the IL network. So I think one of the things we're going to be talking about here is that more is measurable than you might think from first glance.  That some things are measurable just in slightly different ways.  So I don't think that will be a problem, but when we get there, let me know if you think it still is a problem. 

>> CALLER: Okay. 

>> OPERATOR: The next question comes from Valerie.  Go ahead, Valerie. 

>> CALLER: Thank you, and good afternoon.  I guess I just wanted to add that we did make a commitment when we were in Alexandria, Virginia that we would make sure there was adequate time during the SILC Congress in January to give all the SILCs time to work on standards and indicators that directly relate back to our standards and indicators that we've got now to make them more measurable.  So I would certainly hope any final decision would be housed until after the group has had the opportunity to work on these jointly. 

>> MIKE: Well, Valerie, Richard may want to say something about that. Let me say this, soon, I'll be suggesting to you that every single SILC needs to develop its own desired outcomes.  The outcomes that it itself wants to aim for because that's going to vary from state to state I would definitely imagine. 

>> CALLER: I agree with you 100 percent, but I do know that the feeling of the SILC network is that we all should have things that were comparable across all of them and that then we individualize them for ourselves. 

>> MIKE: Then -- when we get to that point, let's see if we can't find a way to make both those happen.  How is that? 

>> CALLER: That's fine.  Thank you very much. 

>> MIKE: Thank you. 

>> OPERATOR: Tim, are there any web questions at this time? 

>> TIM: There are not.  Thank you, Lisa. 

>> OPERATOR: If there are any further audio questions, please press 01 on your telephone keypad. 

>> MIKE: Okay then, I'm going to take that as my cue to keep going to the next section. 

>> TIM: If I could jump in for just one second.  If you wouldn't mind a good-faith effort to slow down a little just so the captioner can keep up with you. 

>> MIKE: Sorry.  I will do that.  I do get enthusiastic about this topic because I do think it's so potentially valuable for us.  So I apologize if I'm talking too fast.  I'll slow down. 

So we've just been talking that outcomes are really important and becoming increasingly more important.  That OMB says we're not quite where we need to be, at least the whole IL program as a whole.  And that the CILs have actually been working on it a couple of years.  So we in the SILC field are a little bit behind.  We need to start catching up. 

So let's ask ourselves how are we doing?  Where are we right now? Forgive me for this.  It's being a little presumptuous, but having talked to some people on our team, talking with RSA, talking with some of you, I think the consensus is that there are some very good work going on out there, no doubt about that.  No one is saying it's not.  Some very excellent work going on, but overall if we were to look across all the SILCs, I think there is consensus that we need to do some work here.  That we're not where we need to be.  That we need to get better clarity on what outcomes are, how to measure them across the whole gamut, if you will. That we need to do some work in this area.  I hope you agree with that.  I hope I'm not insulting by saying that. 

Let's start off -- as I mentioned earlier, let's start off with talking about what the heck is an outcome.  What do we mean when we say the word outcome?  And we'll talk general and then nonSILC world and then we'll take some more questions and answers and discussion and then we'll get into SILC world, if that's okay with you. 

So let's start off on Page 7.  And it says Program Outcome Model at the top.  And to me, I think this -- this is what I like to think of as the way the world used to be for folks like us.  This used to be what we cared about.  This used to be sufficient.  And you can see there is a box that says inputs, which are pretty obviously it says the resources dedicated to or consumed by the program.  Things like money, staff and staff time, volunteers, facility, things like that. 

And then if we have these inputs, then we can do some activities with them.  The activities being the process kinds of things I think maybe Tim was mentioning earlier or Richard.  The activities, what the program does with inputs to fulfill its mission, and these are very often "ing" type words, this is an example for a service delivery program.  So there will be feeding and sheltering homeless families or providing job training, educating teachers, counseling pregnant women.  This is what we do with the input.  Pretty obvious.  I think we pretty much know all this. 

The next box is outputs.  What do we mean by outputs?  Outputs -- and this for me is a very useful way to remember the difference between outputs and outcomes.  Outputs is the volume of work accomplished by the program for, in your case it would be the volume of work accomplished by your SILC, and for a service delivery program this could be the number of classes taught or the number of counseling sessions conducted, things like that, number of participants served.  As I say, this is the way the world used to be.  People used to ask us to think about what are our inputs, and then what activities are we doing and how hard are we working?  This is what we used to report and we saw so many people and we did this and that.  It's just not good enough anymore for all the reasons we just saw. 

So on Page 8, if you will, this is clearly the way the world is now. It has those same three boxes, inputs, leading to activities, leading to outputs, but then outcomes is the right column.  And now this one -- again for a service delivery program -- says benefits or changes for participants during or after program activities.  Or, in other words, so what?  So what if we got these inputs.  So what if we did these activities.  So what if we worked this hard.  What's our output?  Did anybody change?  Is anybody better?  Has anything happened in the world?  What benefits are or changes? 

And this could be things like new knowledge, increased skills, changed behavior, altered status, things like that. 

The tweak on this -- the tweak on this right column for those of us working now with SILCs is that, yes, we work with some participants. Generally maybe other persons who head up CILs perhaps or general public. You'll see later maybe the general public, but more likely we're going to be interested in outcomes for systems and communities, but the concept is the same.  The concept is exactly the same.  We're not focusing completely on the kind of inputs we have or the kind of activities we're conducting or even how hard we're working.  We're focusing on this last column, the outcomes.  What's changed?  What's improved?  What's different now because of what we did?  And that's what we mean when we talk about outcomes, is that final column of what is actually different in the world now? 

Let's look at some examples on Page 9.  Again, these are service delivery programs, but what we want to focus on here is the concepts of what has changed in the world.  So, for instance, a comprehensive child care program, possible outcomes might be children exhibit age appropriate physical, mental and verbal skills.  That's a condition of these children that we want to have happen.  Doesn't talk about how many children we served.  Doesn't talk about how many mentoring programs we ran for the children.  No, those are outputs.  This is possible outcomes, the children are different.  Or another one, children are school ready for kindergarten. Another example, several down, it says congregant meals for senior citizens.  That's a program.  Well, what kinds of possible outcomes might they want?  Do we want to know how many meals they served?  No, no, that's an output.  Do we want to know that they served meals.  That's an activity. We're interested in the changes that have happened that this congregant meals program cares about.  They are interested in things like seniors interact socially with peers.  Seniors are not homebound.  Seniors eat a nutritious and varied diet.  Seniors exhibit fewer health problems.  So they are interested in the changes out there in the world because of their inputs and their activities and their outputs. 

One more -- let's look on Page 10 and I wanted this one to be in here because frankly this difference between outputs and outcomes trips up a lot of us -- a lot of us.  And we really, really need to make sure that we're very clear on the difference between outputs and outcomes.  Remember, outputs is the volume of work accomplished.  And possible outcomes for a service delivery program, again, would be changes in people.  So, for instance, back to that comprehensive child care, outputs might be number of children cared for.  Yeah, that's a good output.  That talks about how hard we're working as a program.  Or the number of child days of care, that's an output.  That talks about the volume of work we're accomplishing.  That's not the outcomes.  The outcomes on the right side, or children are school ready for kindergarten, so I think you can see here on Page 10 that basically the outputs, the volume of work accomplished, that talks about the program.  That talks about the program efforts, what the program is doing.  In our case, it would be talking about the SILC, what we're doing. 

Let's think of a possible example.  A possible output for a SILC might be the number of public meetings held, or the number of interagency meetings chaired or something like that.  You would know much better than I possible outputs.  But those are outputs, right, the volume of work accomplished.  Do they really talk about the changes in the system or in the community that we care about?  Not really, do they?  Not really.  What we need to do is to shift our focus from these numbers of meetings held or numbers of community forums, whatever.  We need to shift over to that right-hand column of what's changed in the systems or the communities. 

So this is the general concept of outcomes and some nonSILC examples. Let's talk for a few minutes together and then we'll get into the specific SILC outcome.  But let's stop here and see what questions you might have. 

>> OPERATOR: If there are any questions at this time, please press 01 on your telephone keypad.  Again, if there are any questions at this time, please press 01 on your telephone keypad.  There appear to be no audio questions at this time.  Tim, do we have any web questions? 

>> TIM: We don't.  Thanks, Lisa. 

>> OPERATOR: Thank you. 

>> MIKE: Well, I don't know if I should take that as a compliment or not, but I will.  Or maybe more likely you're waiting until we get into the discussions of SILC relevant outcomes, which is fine. 

Let's do that.  Let's turn then to page 11, which is the next one. Now, I mention that we had developed four documents that you hadn't seen before.  This is the first of them, and what we're interested in here is just trying to lay out some possible illustrative only outcomes for a SILC. The thing I really want to stress though, the thing I really want to stress, is that these are just samples.  These are just examples.  By no means -- by no means are we saying these ought to be the outcomes for your SILC.  Because we don't know what the outcomes for your SILC ought to be. You need to develop that yourself through a process we'll talk about here. 

But these are the kinds of things we mean.  These, to us, are outcomes.  These to us are not inputs.  They are not activities.  They are not outputs.  These are outcomes in our mind. 

Now, you may be wondering where they came from.  And actually they came from some real SPILs that we read.  We tweaked maybe a little bit here and there, but the ideas came from real SPILs, so these are some of the examples that we found and we've tweaked them a little bit and put them here. 

And notice we've divided this page into two parts.  The first part says possible outcomes likely within a SILC's reasonable influence, and there is a couple at the bottom that we've headed possible outcomes likely to be outside of SILC's reasonable influence. 

What the heck does that mean?  Well, we'll see more next time when we talk about the concept of a logic model and what's in your reasonable influence, but basically what we're trying to say here is that you have certain responsibilities because you are the SILC and you fit a certain position in the whole IL Movement within your state, the whole IL system, if you will.  But you don't have every position -- you don't have every responsibility.  There are other local centers, the local CILs -- I call them CILs, they have some things to do, too.  And the state DSU, it has some things to do, too, and other partners you might have, they have things to do, too. 

So when you're thinking about what's your reasonable influence, I think it's really good to ask ourselves what can we reasonably influence and what do other people take the lead, if you will, on reasonable influencing. 

Now, let me, if I can, make another comment about what we mean by the phrase reasonable influence.  We don't mean that you can make this happen. You can't cause it 100 percent. 

There is a lot of external influences that go on, but because of what you do and have as resources in your authority, there are certainly outcomes within your reasonable influence. 

So let's just read what some of them are:  The needs -- well, we believe that a possible -- I want to stress that again -- a possible outcome that a SILC might want to think about is that the needs of persons with disabilities in your state are known. 

Another one could be that all relevant organizations -- public, private, nonprofit -- collaborate on IL issues.  Another could be a state plan exists to enhance IL services.  That I think may be most of us would probably agree is actually a required outcome perhaps but maybe not, let's see. 

Another possibility might be that both persons with disabilities and nonPWD citizens support the IL network.  And here is that issue we talked earlier about.  How would we measure supporting the IL network?  Well, we'll get into that next time, but that can be done.  I believe it absolutely can be done. 

Another possibility -- implementation of the state plan is monitored, evaluated and revised as necessary.  There are sufficient IL resources and organizational capacities.  The IL network is enhanced and expanded.  New options are available for persons with disabilities. 

These are ones we're suggesting as possible outcomes that might be within your SILC.  Again, though, you've got to tailor it and decide for or yourself.  We'll talk about you might want to do that and develop them. 

I'd like to point out though notice how the wording, the particular wording of these outcomes, to me -- to me -- I found it to be really good to word these in the present tense.  Maybe you don't agree with that, that's fine, but I found that saying something like needs of PWD in this state are known.  Just works out better than saying that needs of PWD in this state will be known.  Because are known is the outcome we want to achieve.  That's what we want.  So a small tip, but I found it very useful to word desired outcomes in the present tense. 

All right, these are the ones we think are within the SILCs.  Now, what about these two we've got at the bottom?  The ones that we say are outside.  PWD experience -- persons with disabilities experience greater dignity, inclusion, independence, nondiscrimination, and productivity, or persons with disabilities maximize their independence and community participation. 

Now, are we saying that a SILC shouldn't care about those outcomes? No, of course we're not.  Of course we're not saying that.  We're saying though that when the different actors in the IL system within the state look at themselves and say where is my emphasis, what should my particular emphasis be?  Where is my unique contribution to the system?  It seems to us that the SILC is removed from the service delivery, is removed a bit from the consumers, and so, therefore, these are the kinds of outcomes that may be more appropriate for the CILs.  Perhaps these are desired outcomes for the CILs.  Let's talk about that. 

But it seems to me that as you're developing your list of possible outcomes, it's very important to ask yourselves which ones are within our reasonable influence and which ones are outside our reasonable influence? I think that's a distinction that really helps focus the discussion. 

All right, let me say then a bit more about how I think procedurally -- and again, you know much more about it than I do -- but from my outside perspective, procedurally how you might go about developing your unique, tailored outcomes for your particular SILC. 

First thing I would say is to do it very collaboratively.  Do not -- do not -- all sit around a table -- those of you at the SILCs, do not all sit around a table and decide what your likely or desired outcomes are going to be.  That is not a good way to do it.  Work with CILs, wok with the DSU, with your other partners, have discussions with them.  Ask a lot of different people's opinions.  Ask persons with disabilities in the state.  Ask your colleagues in other states perhaps, but do it very, very collaboratively. 

The second one I would suggest -- the second principle I might have -- would be to realize that it's a process.  It's a process of getting closer and closer to something you're comfortable with.  The first draft you have of your outcomes will not be the same as the final draft may I suggest. 

So I would draft some possible outcomes and then I would have these discussions with these other people whose opinions you want to gather and discuss with them and then come back and revise it and discuss again and that way you'll get closer and closer to the desired outcomes that you and all your partners are very comfortable with. 

And then in terms of gathering -- the third point I'd like to make about how you might go about developing outcomes is that I thought there were many good ideas in the June teleconference you had about gathering ideas and you talked about interviews and surveys and community forums and focus groups and E-mail surveys, things like that.  Those are all really excellent, excellent ways to get ideas for possible outcomes.  One of the things I've seen over the years is that people don't cast a wide enough net for their outcomes.  They tend to just sit around a table, four or five of them, and develop them and that's it.  And every example I've ever seen, the process is much better if you do have a wider net and do you get ideas from other people, and it helps you see a broader perspective on things. 

So those are some thoughts I have about how you might go about developing your possible outcomes.  Let's stop again -- I think we're going to have a good time for discussion today.  That's great.  Let's stop again. Now you've got some possible ideas from us, what we mean by outcomes. Let's start a good discussion back and forth about this.  So Lisa? 

>> OPERATOR: If there are any questions at this time, please press 01 on your telephone keypad.  Again, your first question comes from Ann.  Go ahead, Ann. 

>> CALLER: Thank you, Lisa.  Hi, Mike, I'm the Executive Director of the SILC in West Virginia, and as I'm listening to this, it seems to me like a SILC really could be working on two sets of outcomes.  It seems to me like from could be a set of outcomes for the state plan for independent living that would be some outcomes a SILC would be responsible for, but would also include outcomes that the centers and the DSU would be responsible for.  And then it seems like there should be a separate set of outcomes that are just for the SILC for lack of a better word work plan about what outcomes the SILC wants to achieve that may or may not fall within the state plan.  Does that make sense?  Am I right? 

>> MIKE: Well, I wouldn't be the one to say if it makes sense or not in your particular situation, Ann, but I will say this.  I like the way you're thing about that first one in particular, that you're wanting to look at all the different perspectives.  So I would suggest that -- and we'll ask Richard's opinion here, too -- but I would suggest that do you exactly what you said about the first one except don't just try to develop it as outcomes yourself.  In other words, pull in the CILs, pull in the DSU, and then you yourself, so all three of you are sitting around working on desired outcomes for the entire system, if you will. 

>> CALLER: Right, we always do that. 

>> MIKE: Okay, great.  Then what you can do -- and maybe you do this already, forgive me -- you can each look at each desired outcome and figure out who is going to have what responsibility for that?  Because all of will have some responsibility for a lot of them, but ask yourself what responsibility is each of us going to have for those different ones and I like that.  That sounds like what you've been doing.  And then what I think I hear you saying is you take that away and you look at the parts that you said you have some specific responsibility for and then you develop basically a second set of desired outcomes to get you to that point?  Is that what you're suggesting? 

>> CALLER: Yes. 

>> MIKE: I think you're thinking about it very systematically and intelligently it seems to me. 

>> CALLER: Thank you. 

>> MIKE: Richard, did you want to comment more on that? 

>> RICHARD: This is Richard and I think your answer covered it very completely.  Ann, I know that you and your state have a long history of strong collaboration among agencies, and I just would second what Mike said for anyone thinking about this.  That is that a collaborative process throughout the needs assessment and a collaborative process in the decision-making about what you do decide to put in your plan is key to effective process. 

>> CALLER: Thank you, Richard. 

>> OPERATOR: If there are any further questions at this time, please press 01 on your telephone keypad. 

>> RICHARD: Mike, while we're waiting for questions, I would just interject that I asked for a clarification while we were on the phone about the next -- the upcoming 704 report and what I understand is that the indicators are the same for this next report, and that RSA will be sending out a letter shortly with the information about this next report. 

>> OPERATOR: The next question comes from Michael.  Go ahead, Michael. 

>> CALLER: Yes, hello there.  I am out of the Maryland Statewide Independent Living Council and I guess I'm just requesting that you kind of reiterate -- because I understood the question to be what happens in a situation where outcomes are originated from three different entities such as RSA, the DSU and possibly the SILC.  And are you saying that you try to find a common goal within those three variables and just work -- or just work -- collaborate, you're saying, within the three of those and try to come up with positive resolutions for all?  Is that what you're saying? 

>> MIKE: I appreciate the question, Michael.  It sounds like I wasn't very clear on that.  So thanks a lot.  I don't think I was saying come together on a common one.  I was saying that different persons from different points of views can have different perspectives on what would be desired outcomes for the SILC to achieve.  So RSA may have certain desired outcomes.  The DSU may have certain desired outcomes.  The SILC itself may have certain desired outcomes.  The local CILs may have certain desired outcomes.  All four -- what you want the system to be able to achieve, and none of those are any more valid than the others.  They are just different. They are just from different perspectives and so I think -- I've always found in my experience -- it's good to look at all those perspectives, get all those outcomes to the table and make it a group decision because you may not all agree when the four or five different groups are represented and sit down, you may not all agree on all of them.  You may say, well, yeah, that's a good idea but that's not really something we're going to put our efforts towards.  You can come to a consensus of what you're going to put your efforts toward.  And what I'm suggesting is that you cast that wide net up front.  You ask other groups what they think you ought to be trying to achieve and you use a very collaborative process to kind of within oh down -- maybe that's the way to say it to winnow down all the ideas you have into an important set of desired outcomes.  Does that help? 

>> CALLER: Very much so.  Thank you very much. 

>> MIKE: Thank you for question because I wasn't clear enough and I'm glad you asked. 

>> OPERATOR: The next question comes from Tony.  Go ahead, Tony. 

>> CALLER: Again, this is the Arizona SILC, and I'm going to refer back to my previous question about criteria.  Is this pass/fail for outcomes?  To what degree do you measure outcomes?  Such as new options available for people with disabilities, how many options, are the options relevant, those kinds of questions.  How do you begin establishing the criteria? 

>> MIKE: Great question, Tony.  Again, we'll talk about this more on Tuesday, but since you mentioned it now, let's talk about it.  Even though I've been saying for the last hour or so that outcomes are important and that measuring outcomes are important, now I'm going to call myself a liar, forgive me, call myself a liar and I'm going to make the statement that you cannot measure outcomes.  What do you think of that? 

>> CALLER: Well, that's the whole point of this conversation. 

>> MIKE: Hold on though.  Hold on.  I'm going to say that no one ever has measured an outcome.  No one is measuring an outcome today and no one ever will be able to measure an outcome because what you measure are indicators of the outcomes.  Indicators of the outcomes.  And the choice -- here is with where are you rising a very insightful point here.  The choice of what indicators to measure is absolutely critical.  Absolutely critical. 

And what we've done -- and you'll see this on Tuesday and feel free to look ahead if you want -- for each of these agent indicators that we've listed here on Page 11, we've actually come up again just with some samples, just from some illustrations.  We've come up with possible indicators of each of these outcomes.  And you are exactly right there, Tony.  I think you're using the word criteria in the way I'm using indicators.  It's what exactly are we going to measure in order to be able to say something about the outcome?  Is that the way you're using the word? 

>> CALLER: Yes, that's exactly right.  I'm thinking of the 704 report because it is being redesigned to measure these kinds of things.  And I'm wanting more clarification on the indicator or the criteria that we're being measured with. 

>> MIKE: Now, I'll step out on a limb here and I want to disavow myself from NCIL and from IL NET and from Richard and Tim and everybody. This is just Mike Hendricks' personal opinion, okay?  So if RSA is on this call, don't hold it against them.  This is just Mike Hendricks speaking personally, but I've looked at some of the outcomes and some of the indicators that RSA has suggested.  And I think we can improve on them.  I think -- I think there is room for improvement there, so I think the kind of discussion we're having can actually -- we can put our heads together and perhaps at your SILC Congress in January you put your heads together, and I think you can actually provide good advice to RSA on exactly this point.  What would be criteria?  What would be indicators?  Things like that.  Because I think it would be a useful contribution to make.  You're raising a good point. 

>> CALLER: Thank you. 

>> MIKE: I hope we have other questions in the queue, but let me say this, too.  I hope we get some feedback, please, on these different eight possibilities we've thrown out here.  I would love to know if in general you think these are at all the kinds of outcomes you think -- you've been thinking about or if these are completely different from what you've been thinking about.  I'd be very curious about that if we have any comments to that regard, too.

 >> OPERATOR: If there are any further questions at this time, please press 01 on your telephone keypad.  The next question comes from Andy.  Go ahead, Andy. 

>> CALLER: Hi, I'm Andy Nations, the executive director of the Alaska SILC, and my question concerns your suggestion that you cast a wide net and you get a lot of parties involved in the discussion.  If you reach a point where you can't reach consensus, what ideas do you give for facilitating that? 

>> MIKE: Well, good question, Andy.  And again, you would know the interpersonal dynamics of the people there better than I would.  So I'd hesitate to say this is what you should do.  I will say this, obviously, in the end, it's your SPIL, right?  In the end you write the SPIL and you have to say what you're willing to aim for, what your desired outcomes are.  So based on what I know, take that with a bit of salt, based on what I know, your ultimately going to have to make the final decision because it's your document about your efforts for the next several years, right? 

>> CALLER: Yes. 

>> MIKE: Now, given that, we'd all love to have agreement, wouldn't we, among people.  So I think it's just the same old things we always do when we're trying to reach consensus with partners and other people we are working with.  Lots of good personal discussions of why you feel one way and why they feel another way and why you can't agree with their feeling that way.  Maybe you have a better idea. 

>> CALLER: Well, I think there are lots of compromises involved in that kind of thing and sometimes those compromises feel like they are coming at a high price to individuals.  So that was kind of what I was thinking, but that's okay.  That was helpful.  Thank you. 

>> MIKE: Okay.  Again, I don't know your particular situation, but -- 

>> CALLER: I was looking for things in general.  That's fine. 

>> OPERATOR: And the next question comes from Pat, go ahead. 

>> CALLER: Hi, Pat Puckett.  A couple of things that we did earlier (inaudible) I'm wondering if they don't also (inaudible) goals.  Outcomes for SILCs and that is a consumer (inaudible) change exists.  (inaudible) potential box I guess on the logic model. 

>> MIKE: Hi, Pat, how are you? 

>> CALLER:  I'm doing fine, Mike.  How are you? 

>> MIKE:  On Page 11 where we've listed, you might add a ninth one in there a consumer agenda for change exist, is that correct? 

>> CALLER: Yeah, well, perhaps, yes.  Another way to think about it (inaudible).  State plan incorporates (inaudible). 

>> MIKE: This is where you all know more about this than I do, but this is a fine line here, it seems to me and we'll ask Richard if he wants to jump in here.  This is fine line between is this a state level consumer agenda in which case then perhaps it's exactly within the reasonable and appropriate influence of the SILC, or is it a local level consumer agenda particular to that local level, in which case it might be more appropriate and reasonable for the local CIL to be working towards that desired outcome, be within their reasonable influence.  What do you think, pat, does that make sense? 

>> CALLER: There may be some that are different (inaudible).  Fairly certain that most states (inaudible).  Even though those things may be actualized very differently at the local level, my guess is that almost every state plan or every state needs to be addressing those opportunities. So I think they can be both and so (inaudible) part of what we're supposed to do when we develop our SPIL is to be listening to what the centers are saying to us.  What of course the centers are supposed to do (inaudible). 

So did our state plan, for instance isn't reflective of the consumer agenda developed at the center level, then I don't think (inaudible).  So part of what I feel like (inaudible).  There will be some things that should be pretty much across the board stuff that we are working on. 

>> MIKE: Pat, I like two things you said there, one was that the SILC -- in your opinion, the SILC ought to be -- when it's designs its desired outcomes, it ought to be listening to the CILs.  Couldn't agree with you more.  And so I wonder if because of that, I wonder if you'd be willing to tweak your suggestion and instead of saying a consumer agenda for change exist, say a state level agenda exists.  That would be something that would be appropriate desired outcome for sail k at the state level. 

Now, whether that's a part of the state plan or whether you think that's an important enough desired outcome that it ought to stand alone, that's up I'd say for each state to decide.  I like your point. 

>> OPERATOR: The next question comes from Ann McDaniel.  Go ahead, Ann. 

>> CALLER: Well, the first thing I'm going to have to do is to put my two cents in on Pat's suggestion, and it seems to me like it would make perfect sense for an outcome to -- for the SILC and the state plan to be that, as Mike said, that there is a state level consumer agenda for change that exists that incorporates the local consumer agendas for change created by the centers.  Because you could have a state level consumer agenda for change, but that doesn't necessarily mean that it came from those local ones and to me that would make perfect sense that you're coordinating all of those into what the state level agenda looks like.  So I don't know what the perfect wording is for that, but I would want to connect those two things together. 

>> MIKE: I like that, Ann.  Let me say this is also where I think Tony from Arizona's point about what are the exact indicator of knowing if that state level consumer agenda for change didn't flow up from the CILs.  I think that's Tony's point exactly.  I think, forgive me Tony, but I think that's your point and I think it's an excellent point and I think, Ann, it fits right in with what you are saying.  It's not any state level consumer agenda, it's a particular kind of one. 

>> CALLER: Right. 

>> MIKE: That's where when you come to -- and we'll talk on Tuesday when you come to saying, well, my gosh, how are we to know if we've done this or not or how close we've come to doing this or not?  That's when you have to be very precise about what exactly it is we're going to measure. 

>> CALLER: And one of the things I think you would be looking at to measure whether you had achieved that is looking at that time local consumer agenda for change and how do they compare to that state one?  If there is no comparison, then you didn't get there. 

>> MIKE: Let me just jump the gun a little bit on our Tuesday discussion.  That's absolutely one way you could go.  That's one of the kinds of things could you measure.  Another thing you could kind of measure would be the percentage of CIL directors who feel that the state level consumer agenda reflects what they've heard in their area.  That would be a completely different indicator, wouldn't it?  Or in Tony's phrase, that would be a completely different criterion.  Who is to say which one is better?  You're the ones who has to say.  You have to decide which one am I going to use.  That's actually part of the fun of it.  You get to ask yourself, gosh, what exactly should I measure to know if I'm doing this or not? 

>> MIKE: And can you have more than one indicator for an outcome? 

>> MIKE: Of course you can if you want to, if you feel it's necessary to.  If you feel the second one adds some information that the first one didn't.  Then not only could you, but perhaps you should.  But that's again a case by case decision you have to make each time. 

>> CALLER: And then the reason I got in the queue is you were asking for feedback on these SILC out comes.  And based on the conversations we've been having with RSA about what SILCs should and shouldn't be doing, there are a couple of these that to me seem more like they are CIL outcomes than they are SILC outcomes.  That they would be measuring someone else's efforts most likely the centers than -- or the DSU's -- than the SILC.  And I'm particularly thinking of -- let me find it -- the IL network as enhanced and expanded because some of the things that I think that have to be done to make that happen, they are telling SILCs we can't do.  I think it's a perfectly reasonable outcome for a state plan, but I'm not sure if the SILC outcome. 

>> MIKE: Okay.  Uh-huh.  This -- in my opinion, this is going to be possibly a state level decision that may vary from state to state depending on how groups work or perhaps I'm wrong on that.  Perhaps you're exactly right, Ann. 

>> CALLER: It would have been an outcome we would have said was absolutely a SILC outcome in West Virginia before all the things started coming up from RSA about what we can and can't do.  The other one on here is the one about IL resources.  Because within the purview of SILC duties, we're not allowed to do resource development.  We're not supposed to be lobbying the legislature for funding or the Congress for that matter, so it kind of limits our ability to make that happen. 

Now, coordinating with others to maximize existing resources, I think the SILC would be more likely to be doing.  And so maybe it's that resources are maximized for independent living and organizational capacities are increased or something like that, but increasing resources which to me for there to be sufficient they have to be increased.  I question whether that would be something that would fall under a SILC outcome because of the feedback we've been getting from RSA. 

>> MIKE: Okay.  That's good feedback.  And this is perhaps something we can discuss more on Tuesday.  Just to jump the gun a little bit, Ann was implying and pat actually used the phrase logic model, you see that we don't think these outcomes stand alone by themselves without any connection to each other.  We think in fact they -- just the opposite.  They actually reinforce each other.  They build on each other.  They lead towards higher level outcomes, if you will.  And that's something we'll talk about, but what you're suggesting here I think, Ann, is that maybe at some of the higher levels, maybe the SILC's reasonable influence isn't quite as strong as we're suggesting here.  And that's fine.  That's the kind of discussion we ought to be having, that's exactly the kind of discussion we ought to be having. 

>> CALLER: Okay. 

>> OPERATOR: The next question comes fro Michael.  Go ahead, Michael. 

>> CALLER: I have two questions actually.  The first one under the outcomes from within the SILC, it says the second bullet all relevant organizations collaborate on IL issues.  Well, my question is how do we agree on prioritizing what is relevant?  Because we have such a variety of different disabilities and issues out there.  So how do we come to any consensus on what we feel is relevant?  I mean, because each consumer -- there are so many consumer groups and each consumer group probably thinks that they have the most pressing issue or one of the most pressing issues. So how would a SILC come about prioritizing, you know, what is relevant so that it would be most suitable to society or the community as a whole? Kind of a -- from a utilitarian standpoint I guess or Utopian. Utilitarian, I'm sorry, where you're maximizing for the majority. 

>> MIKE: Let me make a comment and let's see if Richard has a point on it.  First thing I would say here, Michael, is that I think the key step, the beginning is that the SILC agree that this is part -- that this is a desired outcome within their reasonable influence.  In other words, that the SILC says -- they sort of look at themselves maybe around the table and say, you know, this collaboration on IL issues isn't something that the either going to happen or not happen and it's outside of our responsibility, but no, we're going to own some responsibility foreseeing that it happens.  And that is within our reasonable influence and we're going to view that as part of your job.  So that would be to me a very key and essential first step is just agreeing that this is a desired outcome within the reasonable influence of the SILC. 

Then, and here is where I'll just give you my personal opinion, and see if Richard has probably a better one, my personal opinion would be perhaps I might do it just as you said, based on the priorities, I might see what kinds of persons with disabilities do I have in my state.  And then I would make is your that I'd basically rank order them by percentages and then I just make sure I work my way down as far as I possibly could ideally all the way down, but if I couldn't, certainly working as far down as I possibly could.  Now, that may not make sense.  Forgive me if that doesn't make sense, but that's my thought.  See if Richard has a better one. 

>> RICHARD: Well, I think there are many ways that the group could come to a decision and I wouldn't even say consensus.  Because sometimes consensus is not the best way to make decisions.  Sometimes SILCs are appointed bodies, and if a SILC has used good data collections of secondary data that give it information about the population of people with disabilities in the state, and if a SILC has reached out and done surveying and focus groups and community forums, other kinds of things that SILCs can do to get a read on the needs of people within that -- in the state, then there will come a point, assuming that you have set this outcome that we're talking about, there will come a point that you will have to collect all of the data, review all of the data, analyze the data and make decisions based on that.  And it may be that you come to consensus as a group and it may be that you vote as a group and it may be that not every vote that you make is going to -- (inaudible) -- not that it will always be unanimous.  You may have close votes, but if you're going to put that into the SPIL and set that as an objective, you can come perhaps closer than you might think you could by setting yourselves that task.  I'm not sure that gets at it.  Let me try to say it a little more succinctly, and that is, analyze needs, and make decisions based on (inaudible). 

>> MIKE: Thank you.  You said you had two questions, do you have another? 

>> CALLER: Just before that regarding the needs, making sure that the needs are known in the state.  Well, one of the things that I know most groups and N. P. O.'s concentrate on is information and referral.  And just almost anywhere you go, there is a wealth of information, fliers and circulars are handed out or posted everywhere.  There is usually always an abundance of information that's out there and just in time, you know, year after year, building upon information and information is there may be a way to measure -- or I guess for us or me, I would just have to feel comfortable within myself that we've put on word out there, you know, quite well and that's a sufficient amount of information out to the public. 

But might there be another way of feeling more confident about, you know, accomplishing that task? 

>> MIKE: Michael, let me try to answer that if I can.  In a couple of ways, one, there was this teleconference in June -- forgive me, maybe you were on it, maybe not, but the transcript is available.  Tim can tell us it's on the NCIL website, and the teleconference was specifically towards gathering data for needs assessment at the SILC level.  So I found it useful.  You may find it useful, too. 

The second thing I'd like to mention is that within the program evaluation world, this issue of needs assessment has been an important part of what we do for a long, long time.  So you can simply Google needs assessment and you'll just find an incredible wealth of information that can help you with how to conduct that. 

And then the third one is just a reminder that there is a difference between needs and wants.  Needs assessments and wants assessments are two different things, and some of this literature I mentioned to you and hopefully some of that June transcript can help you see how to tease out wants from needs.  It's a good question though. 

>> CALLER: Thank you. 

>> TIM: Mike, this is Tim.  Thanks.  I just want to clarify real quickly that the transcript and archive of that presentation are on ILRU's website. 

>> MIKE: Sorry. 

>> TIM: No problem.  Just wanted to clarify.  I want to point out that we're two minutes till.  So we probably need to wrap up, but I'll point out before you take over that we will begin Part 2 with a review of Part I and Q&A session for lingering questions.  So thanks, Mike.  Go ahead. 

>> MIKE: Let me just quickly say thanks everybody.  There has been a lot of questions here and this is good.  These are good questions.  Just exactly I think the kind of discussion that we need to have, and the next Tuesday we'll be getting more into the SILC specific outcomes.  Pat mentioned the word logic model.  We'll be talking about that and showing you an example.  Measurable indicators of the kind of thing Tony was talking about, but if you want to look at something in the meantime, maybe something peaked your interest today and you want to look at something in the meantime, here is a suggestion I would make for you.  I talked about the OMB reviews, the PART process.  There is a website which has a lot of information on it, including a discussion of the PART review of the IL program and, here is the part that may be particularly interesting to you, and what RSA is proposing to do about that to improve things.  You may be particularly interested in that and it's at this website.  It's read it to you, www.expectmore.gov.  That's it.  Just the two words, expect more run together.  So it's www.expectmore.gov and you can read about as broad a picture you want or you can drill right down easily into the IL program and read what RSA is doing. 

Also, here is another thought:  If again you want to do something between now and Tuesday, if you want to take a stab at developing some outcomes for your SILC, kind of like the ones we've listed here on Page 11, do that.  It would be very interesting at the beginning of the next call to have, you know, a few examples of here is -- what do you think of this outcome?  What do you think of that outcome?  That would be really useful feedback to you.  In any event, whatever you do, I just want to say thanks again.  Obviously we've had a good discussion.  Hope you have a great weekend and I'll sign off just by saying I'll talk with you on Tuesday. 

>> TIM: Thanks, Mike.  And I just have a couple of quick things to wrap up.  And that is that if you would please visit the training page, hopefully many of you are still on there.  And fill out the evaluation form for Part I that's available at the top of the training page, the link to the evaluation for Part I of this call.  Again, it's quick to fill out.  If you're participating with others, please discuss it with them, and provide us your feedback so we can take it into account. 

Other things that I want to mention are, quickly, that our C.A.R.T. access for our second call is going to be slightly different.  On the training page, you will see under the connect to a webcast link, that for Part 2 C.A.R.T. access, there is a different link.  Please let us know if you have not already E-mailed Eleanor at ncil.org that you will use this link to connect to the call.  And if you're participating by webcast, but do not need C.A.R.T. access, do not need captioned text, please click the regular link for the webcast. 

I need to go through this quickly because we're here at 4:30.  If you need any clarification at all, please don't hesitate to write to us and I want to thank all of you for participating.  I want to thank Mike, Richard, and the whole IL NET team for putting this together and to you all for being here. 

I look forward to seeing you all this coming Tuesday.  That's October 7th, at 3:00 p.m. eastern for Part 2 of this call.  Wish you all the best.  Have a great weekend.  Mike and the rest of the team, if you could hold the line, I'd appreciate it.  Everyone else, have a great afternoon.  Bye-bye.

