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working on more than one program (federal and/or state);

* OMB Circular A-87 semi-annual certification requirement applicable to staff charging
100 percent of their salary costs to one federal grant program,;

* requirements applicable to the transfer of Social Security reimbursement program income
to IL programs to cover the cost of the salaries of individuals working in these programs
when sufficient grant or matching funds are not available to pay these costs;

* improving the accuracy of the RSA-2 report, specifically related to the reporting of actual
time spent in VR positions (administrative, VR counselor, VR counselor support, and
other staff) during the reporting period on Schedule III — Person years, services provided
at agency-operated CRPs;

* A VR program requirement applicable to the purchase of goods and services includes the
agency considering a Visa purchasing card pilot program to address procurement
obstacles. RSA supports USOR’s continued exploration of the use of Visa cards, and
believes that with appropriate internal controls, Visa cards will expedite consumer
purchases and eliminate the stigma faced by consumers attached to the use of purchase
authorizations; and

* shared with USOR the state of Connecticut’s Bureau of Rehabilitation Services approach
to financial planning that was presented at the FY 2008 National Financial and Data
Conference, and suggested other state VR agencies that could be contacted to provide
assistance in this area. (USOR was very receptive to the TA provided by RSA and
immediately assigned responsibilities in this area and began to develop a formal financial
planning process that involves all levels of financial and program staff.)

Observations of USOR and Its Stakeholders about the Fiscal
Management Performance of the VR, SE, IL, and OIB Programs

RSA solicited input from USOR and a wide range of its stakeholders about the performance of
the VR, SE, IL, and OIB programs. The USOR and its stakeholders shared the observations
below.

* USOR is piloting a program that will allow the use of Visa cards for limited consumer
purchases to eliminate the stigma attached to the use of purchase authorizations.

* USOR, as an agency, is easy to work with although performance is not monitored as
stringently as in prior years.

* There are problems with paying and retaining qualified CRP staff under current SE fee
structure if sufficient referrals are not received.

* Changing to a milestone methodology may result in skimming and a reluctance to work
with hard-to-place consumers, but providers could find it more acceptable if placement
reimbursement rates were within an acceptable range.

* USOR is anticipating significant reductions in state funding for FYs 2010 and 2011 that
may impact service delivery, and the agency’s ability to meet state VR program’s MOE
requirement.

RSA discussed the observations of stakeholders with the USOR and addressed as many of them
as possible either directly or by consolidating them into a broader issue area.
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VR, SE, IL, and OIB Programs’ Fiscal Management Performance
Observations and RSA Recommendations

RSA identified the following fiscal performance observations and made recommendations to
USOR about those observations. USOR responded to each of the recommendations and in those
instances when RSA and USOR agreed upon a recommendation, RSA and USOR identified the
TA that RSA would provide to USOR to successfully implement the recommendation.

1. Financial Planning

Observation: USOR’s financial planning process is not clearly defined and consists mainly of
the development of the agency’s yearly budget and subsequent monitoring of expenditures
against the approved budget while budget development is only one of the components of
financial planning.

Based on discussions with USOR’s financial and management staff, RSA observes that the
agency’s financial planning process could be more comprehensive. Comprehensive financial
planning would take into consideration the resources needed to achieve State Plan and strategic
plan goals, innovation and expansion activities, projected federal and state financial resources
and reductions, the federal fiscal year for which state funds are appropriated, staffing plans, state
spending restrictions, number of consumers projected to be served each fiscal year, the cost of
serving these consumers, or the projected cost and financial impact of prior year commitments
for IPEs on the current fiscal year and future funding periods.

Unlike budgets, financial plans are usually for multi-year periods, cover all programs that are
administered by the agency, and are continuously revised to adjust for changes to individual
program goals, priorities and resources. They reflect the values of the agency and bring the
agency closer toward meeting stated goals. Funding strategies may be included to maximize
available resources and to ensure that sufficient resources are available to meet these goals
without relying on state resources intended for future funding periods.

Developing and implementing a structured financial planning process is vital given the agency’s
current financial situation.

* The VR program’s MOE requirement is much higher than the match requirement for this
program. Recent budget cuts, and those projected for FYs 2010 and 2011, will not
provide sufficient state-appropriated funds to meet this requirement applicable to these
fiscal years.

* The realized and projected budget cuts may have a grave impact on the level of services
that have been historically provided to USOR consumers and the number and disability
types of consumer that can be served with significantly reduced resources.

Recommendations: RSA recommends that USOR:

1.1 continue the efforts begun during the on-site review to develop and implement a multi-year
financial planning process that, at a minimum, projects: 1) anticipated financial resources
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(federal and non-federal); 2) plans for the utilization of available resources or documents the
need for additional resources; 3) administrative (including indirect) expenses; 4) staff
salaries, fringe benefits and overhead costs; 5) innovation and expansion activities; 6) State
Plan goals and strategies; and 7) costs related to providing services to program consumers
(this plan should be updated on a regular basis and become a valuable program management
tool); and,

1.2 strengthen the financial planning and forecasting skills of financial and program staff
responsible for these activities.

Agency Response: USOR agreed with both of the recommendations and provided the responses
below.

1.1 USOR is developing a tool to accomplish this task.
1.2 USOR is developing a tool to accomplish this activity.

TA: TA is not requested.
2. Procurement - Consumer Services

Observation: RSA’s discussion with USOR’s fiscal staff revealed two issues related to the
procurement of consumer services: state imposed procurement requirements that may restrict
informed choice and CRPs providing SE services that are currently reimbursed on an hourly
basis.

* UT’s current procurement policies/procedures could limit the informed choice of an
individual when selecting vendors to provide goods and/or services. This concern relates
specifically to requiring the acceptance of the lowest bid, regardless of consumer choice.
Discussions were held with USOR staff and DSA staff responsible for consumer
purchases during the on-site review to ensure that staff are aware of federal requirements
in this area. Specifically, the Act requires VR agencies “...to develop and implement
flexible procurement policies and methods that facilitate the provision of services, and
that afford eligible individuals meaningful choices among the methods used to procure
services...” under the VR program.

The federal grant administrative regulations that apply to the VR program also address
procurement requirements. Specifically, 34 CFR 80.36(a) requires that “when procuring
property and services under a grant, a State will follow the same policies and procedures
it uses for procurements from its non-federal funds.” Based on VR regulations at 34
CFR 361.12, methods of administration require that “The State plan must assure that the
State agency, and the designated State unit, if applicable, employs methods of
administration found necessary by the Secretary for the proper and efficient
administration of the plan and for carrying out all functions for which the State is
responsible under the plan and this part.” This includes ensuring that consumer goods
and services are procured in accordance with VR program requirements. There may be
times when these two requirements conflict; however, program regulations take
precedence over administrative regulations.
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* USOR reimburses CRPs on an hourly basis for SE services including job development,
job placement, and job coaching. While there are advantages and disadvantages for using
this method, one disadvantage is that USOR pays for the provision of services with no
direct correlation to quality outcomes. Other states have adopted different forms of a
milestone reimbursement method in which job development, job placement, and job
retention are valued. CRPs are reimbursed on a fixed fee schedule based upon the
achievement of these milestones. Adopting such a method shifts the emphasis from
buying services to achieving quality employment outcomes.

Recommendations: RSA recommends that the USOR:

2.1 develop and implement procurement policies and procedures that promote the informed
choice of the individual in determining which vendor to utilize in procuring VR services;
and,

2.2 analyze the effectiveness of the current method of CRP reimbursement for SE services,
explore milestone reimbursement options, and determine the most appropriate
reimbursement method to meet USOR’s SE service delivery needs.

Agency Response: USOR agreed with both recommendations and provided the responses
below.

2.1 USOR agrees with this recommendation and is meeting with several state departments to
develop and implement procurement policies and procedures that promote the informed
choice of the individual in determining which vendor to utilize in procuring VR services.

2.2. USOR will determine the most appropriate reimbursement method to meet SE service
delivery needs.

TA: TA is not requested.
3. Training and Adjustment Services (TAS) Center

Observation: DSBVI provides VR services and a variety of training and adjustment services
through the TAS Center. These services include computer evaluation and training, orientation
and mobility services, daily living skills, home repair courses, low vision screening,
magnification and other assistive aids, and a variety of adjustment-to-blindness classes and
services. Services are provided to individuals both at the TAS Center and in the community.

The TAS Center is a state funded program. USOR operates the program as if it is separate from
the VR program. RSA toured the center and discussed the programs with staff and learned the
information below.

* At least 80 percent of individuals receiving TAS services are VR consumers.

* Services provided are included on each individual’s IPE and are shown as no cost
services, although funded 100 percent with state funds appropriated for TAS programs.

* Asaresult of budget reductions, USOR reorganized staft responsibilities and began using
state funds expended (or budgeted) for the TAS Center for maintenance of effort in the
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VR program.

USOR'’s TAS Center meets the definition of a CRP in 34 CFR 361.5. Under the umbrella of the
VR program, VR agencies, especially those agencies that serve consumers with visual
impairments, operate centers providing similar services throughout the United States. From
discussions with staff, USOR has not considered TAS to be a part of the VR program because a
small percentage of non-VR consumers receive services through this program. Federal
regulations would not prohibit serving non-VR consumers at a state owned and operated CRP.
However, federal regulations (OMB Circular A-87) prohibit charging the cost of serving non-VR
consumers to the VR program. Bringing TAS completely under the VR program is preferable to
incrementally bringing parts of this program into the VR program to meet match and MOE
requirements.

Recommendations: RSA recommends that USOR:

3.1 if permissible under State law, explore the financial and program impact of bringing the
TAS Center, in whole, rather than in part, under the umbrella of the VR program;

3.2 develop a non-subsidized fee schedule, or an acceptable methodology for allocating costs to
appropriately charge the costs of serving VR and IL consumers to those programs, ensuring
that unallowable costs of serving non-VR consumers are not borne by any RSA-funded
program; and

3.3 ifthe TAS Center is not brought completely under the umbrella of the VR program, seek
further guidance from RSA to determine the allowability of segregating and bringing pieces
of this program, on an as needed basis, into the VR program to meet match and MOE
requirements.

Agency Response: USOR agreed with all of the recommendations and provided the responses
below.

3.1 USOR was just informed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget to generate FY
2011 scenarios of one percent, three percent and five percent additional cuts. USOR agrees
that the TAS program must meet all of the requirements established for a CRP.

3.2 USOR will work with its fiscal unit to develop acceptable procedures and/or methodology.

3.3 USOR is prepared to work with RSA regarding the utilization of TAS funds to meet MOE
requirements.

TA: USOR requests TA regarding all three recommendations.

VR, SE, IL, and OIB Programs’ Fiscal Management Compliance
Findings and Corrective Actions

RSA identified the following compliance findings and corrective actions that USOR is required
to undertake. USOR must develop a corrective action plan for RSA’s review and approval that
includes specific steps the agency will take to complete the corrective action, the timetable for
completing those steps, and the methods the agency will use to evaluate whether the compliance
finding has been resolved. RSA anticipates that the corrective action plan can be developed
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within 45 days and RSA is available to provide TA to assist USOR.
1. Periodic Certification
Legal Requirement:

OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments,
Attachment B (2 CFR Part 225, Appendix B), in pertinent part, states:

8.h.3 Where employees are expected to work solely on a single federal award or cost objective,
charges for their salaries and wages will be supported by periodic certifications that the
employees worked solely on that program for the period covered by the certification.
These certifications will be prepared at least semi-annually and will be signed by the
employee or supervisory official having first-hand knowledge of the work performed by
the employee.

Finding: USOR is not in compliance with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.3 because
the agency has not conducted periodic certifications for employees working solely on one federal
grant program or cost objective. To comply, employees or their supervisors are required to
certify, at least semi-annually, that the employee worked solely on one grant program, or cost
objective, during the period covered by the certification.

Corrective Action 1: USOR must:

1.1 submit a written assurance to RSA within 10 days of receipt of the final monitoring report
that it will comply with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.3; and,

1.2 develop policies and procedures to ensure that, at a minimum, semi-annual certifications
are completed for all employees working solely on one federal grant program, or cost
objective.

Agency Response: USOR provided the responses below.

1.1 USOR will submit a written assurance.
1.2 USOR will develop policies and procedures as requested.

RSA Response: USOR must submit a written assurance to RSA within 10 days of receipt of the
final monitoring report that it will comply with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.3. In its
corrective action plan, due within 45 days of receipt of the final monitoring report, USOR must
describe the steps it is taking to develop policies and procedures to ensure that, at a minimum,
semi-annual certifications are completed for all employees working solely on one federal grant
program, or cost objective, in compliance with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.3.

TA: TA is not requested.

2. Assigning Personnel Costs
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Legal Requirements:

OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments,
Attachment B (2 CFR Part 225, Appendix B), in pertinent part, states:

8.h.4 Where employees work on multiple activities or cost objectives, a distribution of
their salaries or wages will be supported by personnel activity reports or
equivalent documentation which meets the standards in subsection (5) ... Such
documentary support will be required where employees work on: (a) more than
one federal award; and (b) A federal award and a non-federal award.

8.h.5 Personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation must meet the following
standards: (a) they must reflect an after-the-fact distribution of the actual activity
of each employee; (b) they must account for the total activity for which each
employee is compensated; (c) they must be signed by the employee; and (d)
budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are
performed do not qualify as support for charges to federal awards but may be used
for interim accounting purposes.

Finding: USOR is not in compliance with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.4 and 8.h.5,
because administrative salaries are charged to the VR program based on predetermined budgeted
amounts that have not been revised in over ten years. Also, personnel costs for administering the
IL part B and the OIB programs are borne by the VR program. Although the funding for the VR
program represents the greatest share of USOR’s funding, the continuing practice of assigning all
personnel costs to the VR program because of limited funding in other programs is not in
accordance with cost principles outlined in OMB Circular A-87.

Corrective Action 2: USOR must:

2.1 cease using Title I funds for personnel costs that do not have supporting documentation as
required under OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.4 and 8.h.5;

2.2 submit a written assurance to RSA within 10 days of receipt of the final monitoring report
that it will comply with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, 8.h.4 and 8.h.5; and

2.3 maintain personnel activity reports and allocate an equitable portion of personnel costs,
either directly or indirectly, to each program administered by USOR (excluding the SE
program under Title VI-B that can legally be charged to the VR program).

Agency Response: USOR provided the responses below.

2.1 USOR will comply with 2.1 and will have supporting documentation as per OMB Circular
A-87.

2.2 USOR will comply with 2.2 and submit the written assurance as requested within ten days of
receiving the final report.

2.3 The state of Utah has a web-based timesheet that allows for separation of time spent on
various activities. Therefore, USOR employees will be required to separate their hours
worked for each allocated funding source. USOR will provide training specific to this issue.
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RSA Response: In its corrective action plan, due within 45 days of receipt of the final
monitoring report, USOR must describe the steps it is taking to cease using Title I funds for
personnel costs that do not have supporting documentation as required under OMB Circular A-
87, Attachment B, 8.h.4 and 8.h.5. The plan must also explain how USOR will maintain
personnel activity reports and allocate an equitable portion of personnel costs, either directly or
indirectly, to each program administered by USOR (excluding the SE program under Title VI-B
that can legally be charged to the VR program). USOR must submit a written assurance to RSA
within 10 days of receipt of the final monitoring report that it will comply with OMB Circular A-
87, Attachment B, 8.h.4 and 8.h.5.

TA: TA is not requested.
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CHAPTER 4: INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM

The following table provides data on USOR’s IL program performance in key areas from FY

2003 through FY 2007.
Table 4.1
USOR IL Program Highlights for FY 2006 through FY 2008

Program Highlights 2006 2007 2008
Title VII, Chapter 1, Part B funds 307,724 293,357 293,357
Total Resources (including Part B funds) 3,329,409 4,453,336 4,453,336
Total Served 4,822 5,261 5,215
Total Consumer Service Records Closed 778 858 1,414
Cases Closed, Completed All Goals 281 222 765
Total FTEs 4.0 4.0 4.0
Total FTEs with Disabilities 2.0 2.0 1.0

Note: Data elements from RSA-704 Part I and Part II.
IL Program Administration and Service Delivery

USOR administers the IL part B program in UT. UT provides IL services with part B funds
through contracts with the six CILs in the state: Options Independent Living Center (ILC),
Active Re-entry ILC, Utah ILC, Red Rock ILC, Tri-County ILC, and Central Utah ILC. These
six CILs divide the entire state into six regional areas to provide statewide coverage. In addition
to the $200,000 of part B funds contracted to CILs, the state appropriates another $3,000,000 for
IL services, AT services, and nursing home transition services. UT negotiated a formula to
distribute the funds to CILs, 50 percent of which is divided evenly among them, while the
remaining 50 percent is divided by a combination of population and square mileage covered by
each CIL.

Personnel

At the DSU level, USOR assigns three staff members to work on the IL part B program. These
include a support services coordinator, an IL coordinator and one support staff. These staff are
located within USOR’s Support Services program and do not work solely on the IL part B
program but also on other programs within USOR, including the VR program.’ In addition to
USOR staff, the USBE fiscal unit provides fiscal services and support.

In 1993, UT established the SILC as a 501(c)(3) non-profit with a full time executive director,
one half time administrative assistant, and a full time public policy specialist. Through a
contract administered by USOR, the SILC operates on an annual budget of approximately
$200,000, made up of a combination of funds, including: 50 percent in part B funds; 25 percent

? See Chapter 3, Fiscal Management, Compliance Finding 2, Assigning Personnel Costs.

33



FISCAL YEAR 2009 MONITORING REPORT STATE OF UTAH

in title I funds under the innovation and expansion provisions of the Act; and 25 percent in state
funds.

Data Management

About five years ago, USOR’s IL case management system merged and became a subset of IRIS.
The sole purpose of this merger was to issue AT service authorizations. A special case code was
designed to identify the IL consumer service records (CSRs). USOR has six CILs that must
submit RSA-704 reports to USOR. CIL staff members prepare the information for the RSA-704
report, enter the data, and send the reports to the USOR IL coordinator, who then combines all
CILs’ data into a state RSA-704 report. USOR provides computer support for the maintenance
of CSRs to CILs.

UT does not have a centralized comprehensive data collection and reporting system for IL data.
Each CIL has developed its own method for compiling data and maintaining CSRs and has its
own data management system. As stand-alone non-profits, each CIL selected a system
consistent with its local resources. In addition to federal and state reporting, CILs have other
local funding sources that require their own reports. Therefore, developing a comprehensive data
management system to accommodate the various needs of all CILs that fits within their
respective budgets remains a challenge. Since USOR only uses IRIS for issuing authorizations
for IL consumers, these consumers can only be coded as “unsuccessful closures” since they are
not achieving employment outcomes. The system does not have a mechanism to verify the
reliability and accuracy of the IL data from the CILs.

Fiscal Management

USBE’s fiscal unit provides fiscal services and support for the administration of the IL part B
program. Each CIL is required to conduct an annual audit and, if recommendations are made
regarding improvements, the CIL is required to implement the respective recommendations. In
addition, USOR requires annual mid-year progress reports from each CIL. Each CIL also
submits its 704 performance report to USOR for review.

USOR also monitors its contract with the SILC to assure compliance with all contract
requirements through annual and semi-annual reports, reviews, and an annual audit. The SILC’s
responsibilities for the proper expenditure of funds and the use of resources it receives under its
resource plan are outlined in the SILC approved Policy and Procedures Manual, dated May 2007.
The manual includes specific safeguards, including yearly audits, dual signature requirements,
and independent bookkeeping. The policies and contract agreement are also closely monitored
by the SILC’s executive committee and financial sub-committee, as outlined in the SILC’s
bylaws, amended October 29, 2008.

Quality Assurance

USOR conducts on-site visits to all CILs and reviews reports from the CILs and the SILC
consistent with contract requirements. CSRs are reviewed randomly on a monthly basis for
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compliance with federal requirements. USOR provides TA and training to staff in CILs when
deficiencies are identified.

The SILC also has a contract with the University of UT Center for Public Policy and
Administration regarding the evaluation of the implementation of the State Plan for Independent
Living (SPIL). The July 2008 report from this contract was specifically related to enhancing
UT’s IL systems accountability as it relates to maintaining state IL data. This report analyzed
the respective data management systems of CILs to identify practices used by each and present
promising activities that could be shared among CILs.

Planning

UT utilizes a collaborative planning process among the DSU, the SILC, the CILs, and other
community stakeholders. In the last SPIL cycle, a State Plan subcommittee was established to
design a methodology to ensure that consumer, CIL and community input were obtained. The
SILC also contracted with the University of UT to facilitate town meetings and public hearings
in an effort to show no bias in the meetings by the SILC, the CILs or the DSU. Prior to the
public hearings, earlier research and needs assessments were reviewed by the contractor and the
subcommittee. Findings from the review were summarized and used in the public hearing
process.

IL Program Technical Assistance Provided to USOR During the
Review Process

RSA provided the following IL program TA to USOR during the review process:

* role of the SILC and CILs in the consumer satisfaction process;

* USOR contract administration with respect to its contracts with CILs and the SILC;
* requirements related to SILC term limits and appointments;

e SILC’s mandated duties; and

» SPIL goals and objectives.

Observations of USOR and Its Stakeholders about the Performance of
the IL Program

RSA solicited input from USOR and a wide range of its stakeholders about the performance of
the IL program. The USOR and its stakeholders shared the observation below.

Through state building block funds, UT has been successful through the years in garnering
additional state funds for IL services, AT services and nursing home transition services.
However, UT is currently facing decreases in state funds, initially with a disproportionate share
to the IL program, threatening the current level of IL services provided in the state. USOR
introduced the “Everyone’s Fair Share” proposal whereby cuts would be more proportionately
distributed across all programs, lessening the adverse impact borne by the IL program.
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Nonetheless, the SILC, DSU and CILs indicated they are facing difficult decisions regarding
program and services areas cuts.

RSA discussed this observation of its stakeholders with USOR and addressed it in light of other
areas of the review.

IL Program Performance Observations and RSA Recommendations

RSA identified the following performance observations and made recommendations to USOR.
USOR responded to each of the recommendations and in those instances when RSA, USOR and
the Chair of the SILC discussed a recommendation, RSA and USOR identified the TA that RSA
would provide to USOR to successfully implement the recommendation.

1. Contract Administration with the SILC

Observation: The SILC’s nonprofit organization operates under contract with the USBE,
administered by USOR. Discussion with SILC staff and USOR staff responsible for
administering the contract disclosed that the general provisions of the contract are not updated on
a regular basis and that some of the provisions are not current. RSA has concerns with USOR’s
contracts with the SILC.

* Attachment B includes the duties to be performed by the SILC. In addition to the
federally mandated duties, additional duties are included that go beyond the federal
requirements, including systems advocacy.

* Attachment E of the contract includes an objective related to systems advocacy.

* The contract does not include a dispute resolution mechanism to address any disputes that
may arise between the SILC and USOR.

Recommendations: RSA recommends that USOR:

1.1 revise its contract with the SILC to include only those federally mandated duties, or specify
that other duties beyond those federally mandated be performed with another source of funds
besides federal funds or state matching funds; and

1.2 develop a dispute resolution mechanism and include this as a provision in the contract.

Agency Response: USOR agreed with both recommendations and provided the responses
below.

1.1 USOR will make necessary changes in its contract with the SILC to include only those
federally mandated duties, or specify that other duties beyond those federally mandated be
performed with another source of funds besides federal funds or state matching funds.

1.2 USOR agrees with recommendation 1.2 and will take the necessary actions to develop and
implement a dispute resolution mechanism and include this as a provision in the contract.
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TA:

1.1 USOR requests TA and further discussion.
1.2 TA is not requested.

2. USOR Contracts with CILs for IL Services

Observation: USOR contracts with each of the state’s six CILs for IL part B services, AT
services, and nursing home transition services. The contracts do not include specific
performance measures by which to evaluate whether each respective CIL is effectively carrying
out its responsibilities under the contract.

Recommendation 2: RSA recommends that USOR revise its service contracts with CILs to
include specific performance targets and utilize the targets to evaluate performance.

Agency Response: USOR agrees with this recommendation and these performance targets will
be put in place during the next year contracts.

TA: TA is not requested.

IL Program Compliance Findings and Corrective Actions

RSA identified the following compliance findings and corrective actions that USOR and the
SILC are required to undertake. USOR and the SILC must develop a corrective action plan for
RSA’s review and approval that includes specific steps the agency will take to complete the
corrective action, the timetable for completing those steps, and the methods the agency will use
to evaluate whether the compliance finding has been resolved. RSA anticipates that the
corrective action plan can be developed within 45 days of receipt of the final report and RSA is
available to provide TA to assist USOR and the SILC.

1. SILC Appointments and Term Limits for Non-Voting Members

Legal Requirements:

34 CFR 364.21(b)(1) - Appointment. Members of the SILC must be appointed by the Governor
or the appropriate entity within the State responsible, in accordance with State law, for making

appointments.

34 CFR 364.21(b)(2)(i)(b) - Term appointments. Each member of the SILC shall serve for the
term of three years, except that - (3) No member of the SILC may serve for more than two
consecutive terms.

Finding: UT is not in compliance with the federal requirements because the ex-officio members
of UT’s SILC are not appointed by the USBE, the appointing authority named in UT’s state
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code, and are not subject to the same term limits as voting members. Some of these
representatives, including representatives from USOR, have served on an on-going basis since
the establishment of the SILC.

Corrective Action 1: UT must take the steps necessary to ensure that all SILC members are
appointed by the USBE and subject to the uniformly required term limits specified in federal
regulations, regardless of their status as ex-officio, non-voting or voting members.

TA: TA is not requested.

Recommendation 1: RSA recommends that the SILC revise its bylaws, section 2.04, regarding
member term limits, to be consistent with the USBE’s rules pursuant to the implementation of
the corrective action.

Agency Response: USOR and the SILC agrees to revise its bylaws, section 2.04, regarding
member term limits, to be consistent with the USBE’s rules pursuant to the implementation of
the corrective action.

RSA Response: In its corrective action plan, due within 45 days of receipt of the final
monitoring report, USOR must describe the steps that it will take to ensure that all SILC
members are appointed by the USBE and subject to the uniformly required term limits specified
in federal regulations, regardless of their status as ex-officio, non-voting or voting members.

TA: USOR and the SILC request TA.

2. SILC Responsibilities

Legal Requirements:

34 CFR 364.21(g) - Duties. The SILC shall —

(1) jointly develop and sign (in conjunction with the DSU) the State plan required by section
704 of the Act, and 34 CFR 364.20;

(2) monitor, review, and evaluate the implementation of the State plan;

(3) coordinate activities with the State Rehabilitation Council established under section 105
of the Act and councils that address the needs of specific disability populations and issues
under other Federal law;

(4) ensure that all regularly scheduled meetings of the SILC are open to the public and
sufficient advance notice is provided; and

(5) submit to the Secretary all periodic reports as the Secretary may reasonably request and
keep all records and afford access to all records, as the Secretary finds necessary to verify
periodic reports.

Finding: UT’s SILC is not in compliance with the federal requirements related to SILC duties

because, according to the approved SPIL, the SILC is performing responsibilities outside its
mandated functions, including conducting resource development activities by writing a grant
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proposal to the Department of Labor for the enhancement of self-employment opportunities,
entering into a contract with Walsh and Weathers to pilot a self-employment program, and
engaging in system’s activities through its public policy specialist position.

Federal funds under the act are provided to enable the SILC to carry out the requirements in 34
CFR 364.21(g). These funds may be used only for reimbursement of expenses related to the
duties and functions authorized by the act. If a SILC engages in other activities, these activities
must be funded through other public or private sources and must not impair or interfere with its
federally mandated functions.

Corrective Actions: The UT SILC must take corrective actions to:

2.1 revise the SILC duties to conform to the mandated duties, or ensure that other duties
performed by the SILC are funded through other public or private sources and do not impair
or interfere with its federally mandated functions; and

2.2 revise the SPIL objectives related to these activities to align the SILC duties with federal
requirements (note: consistent with the requirements at 34 CFR 364.20(b), if these constitute
material changes in the operation of or information in the SPIL, it must be amended).

Agency Response: USOR provided the responses below.

2.1 USOR agrees to revise the SILC duties to conform to the mandated duties, or ensure that
other duties performed by the SILC are funded through other public or private sources and do
not impair or interfere with its federally mandated functions.

2.2 USOR and the SILC will implement the corrective action in the next State Plan for
Independent Living.

RSA Response: In the corrective action plan, due within 45 days of receipt of the final
monitoring report, the UT SILC must describe the steps it will take to revise the SILC duties to
conform to the mandated duties, or ensure that other duties performed by the SILC are funded
through other public or private sources and do not impair or interfere with its federally mandated
functions. In addition, USOR and the UT SILC must revise the SPIL objectives related to these
activities to align the SILC duties with federal requirements (note: consistent with the
requirements at 34 CFR 364.20(b), if these constitute material changes in the operation of or
information in the SPIL, it must be amended).

TA: TA is not requested.
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CHAPTER 5: INDEPENDENT LIVING FOR OLDER INDIVIDUALS
WHO ARE BLIND PROGRAM

OIB Program Administration and Service Delivery

Within USOR, DSBVI administers the OIB program and provides OIB services both directly
with rehabilitation teachers and through contracts with three of UT’s six CILs located in the most
rural areas of the state, including Options for Independence in Logan, Active-Re-Entry in Price
and Moab, and Red Rock in St. George. In addition to the Chapter 2 funds, UT supports the OIB
program with additional state funds to expand services to this target population. However,
DSBVI has not included the number of individuals served with state funds in its OIB program in
its annual 7-OB performance report. Therefore, the total number was not available for this
report.

Personnel

DSBVI did not maintain records on the total number of FTEs working in the OIB program for
the last federal reporting period. DSBVI did not include staff paid with state funds in the total.
Therefore, the total number of FTEs was not available for this report.

Data Management

Approximately 15 years ago, DSBVI developed its own case management system specific to the
OIB program. This database is similar to, but separate from, the database used for the collection
of VR data within the agency. In addition to utilizing the database for collection and reporting
purposes, DSBVI utilizes it as a registry of Utahans who are blind or visually impaired.
Individual case managers, including external CIL OIB specialists, are responsible for entering
data while staff at the state level provide overall network administration. This is a
comprehensive system with functionality to generate numerous types of reports for planning and
administration of the OIB program. The system lacks the capacity to maintain accurate and
reliable data since USOR contracts with three separate CILs for data input. In addition, it may
be useful to link this system with IRIS for those individuals who receive services from both OIB
and VR program.

Fiscal Management

Fiscal management for the OIB program is provided through USBE fiscal unit. Attachments B
and F of the contracts with CILs specify the required fiscal provisions to which each contractor
must adhere, including the submission of annual financial reports to USOR and the conduct of an
annual financial audit. The contracts also specify program standards against which contractors
are evaluated. USOR also maintains the financial reporting related to internal service delivery,
including tracking OIB expenditures.
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Quality Assurance

DSBVI management staff conducts site visits for each OIB program twice a year. While there
are no formal reports generated from these site visits, the OIB project director indicated that each
site generally exceeds its performance goals. In addition, DSBVI utilizes a consulting
optometrist to evaluate the provision of low vision services and reports and provides training to
staff as needed. This aspect of evaluation is required under UT’s Division of Occupational and
Professional Licensing and is paid for with state funds. DSBVI utilizes both the Mississippi
State University (MSU) Center on Blindness and Low Vision and the University of UT to
conduct other evaluation activities related to the OIB program.

Planning

DSBVI utilizes results obtained from consumer satisfaction surveys of individuals served in its
planning, as well as information obtained from the evaluations conducted by MSU and the
University of UT. In addition, DSBVI utilizes reports generated from its MIS for planning
purposes.

OIB Program Technical Assistance Provided to USOR During the
Review Process

RSA provided the following OIB program TA to DSBVI during the review process regarding:

* 7-OB reporting requirements and data collection;

* OIB policies and procedures; and

* time distribution requirements applicable to staff working on both the VR and OIB
programs.

Observations of USOR and Its Stakeholders about the Performance of
the OIB Program

RSA solicited input from DSBVI and a wide range of its stakeholders about the performance of
the OIB program. The DSBVI and its stakeholders shared the observations below.

* The lack of transportation in rural UT constitutes a barrier to OIB consumers with respect
to participating in OIB services, including support group meeting and training activities.

* Inrural UT, the rural nature of the area presents challenges to reaching potential OIB
consumers.

RSA discussed the observations of its stakeholders with DSBVI and addressed as many of them
as possible either directly or by consolidating them into a broader issue area.
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OIB Program Performance Observations and RSA Recommendations

RSA identified the following performance observation and made recommendations to DSBVI
about the observation. DSBVI responded to the recommendation and in those instances when
RSA and DSBVI agreed upon the recommendation, RSA and DSBVI identified the TA that RSA
would provide to DSBVI to successfully implement the recommendation.

1. Administration of the OIB Program

Observation: The operational processes for the OIB program are not administered separately
within DSBVI but rather included among the other programs within the division. Also, for
purposes of its annual federal performance report, DSBVI does not account for the portion of the
OIB program that is administered with state funds only. Therefore, DSBVI’s annual
performance report does not accurately reflect the total scope and impact of its OIB program. In
addition, RSA is also concerned with the issues below.

* DSBVI does not have staff dedicated solely to the OIB program but rather with shared
responsibilities across multiple programs, including the VR program.* In addition,
DSBVI utilizes staff in the OIB program paid solely with state funds and does not include
these staff in the total for reporting purposes.

* DSBVI provides OIB services with state funds but does not include the number of
individuals served with state funds or the types of services provided with state funds.

* DSBVI utilizes one set of general policies common to all programs in the division that
include the vision criteria for eligibility but these do not include the age-specific
eligibility criteria for the OIB program.

Recommendations: RSA recommends that DSBVT:

1.1 account for all staff providing OIB services, regardless of funding source, consistent with 7-
OB reporting instructions;

1.2 account for all individuals served in the OIB program and the types of services provided,
regardless of funding source, consistent with 7-OB reporting instructions; and

1.3 include age-specific eligibility criteria for the OIB program in its policies.

Agency Response: USOR agreed with all of the recommendations and provided the responses
below.

1.1 USOR will account for all staff providing OIB services, regardless of funding source,
consistent with 7-OB reporting instructions.

1.2 USOR will account for all individuals served in the OIB program and the types of services
provided, regardless of funding source, consistent with 7-OB reporting instructions.

* See Chapter 3, Fiscal Management, compliance finding 2, Assigning Personnel Costs.
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1.3 USOR will include age-specific eligibility criteria for the OIB program in its policies.

TA: TA is not requested.
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APPENDIX: SOURCES OF DATA

VR and SE Program Highlights

* Total funds expended on VR and SE — RSA-2 line 1.4
* Individuals whose cases were closed with employment outcomes - RSA-113 line D1
* Individuals whose cases were closed without employment outcomes - RSA-113 line D2

* Total number of individuals whose cases were closed after receiving services — RSA-113
line D1+D2

*  Employment rate — RSA-113 line D1 divided by sum of RSA-113 line D1+D2,
multiplied by 100

¢ Individuals whose cases were closed with SE outcomes — Total number of individuals
whose employment status at closure (record position 161) = 7 in the RSA-911 report

* New applicants per million state population — RSA-113 line A2 divided by the result of
the estimated state population divided by 1 million. The estimated state population is
found on the following website:http://www.census.gov/popest/states/NST-ann-est.html

* Average cost per employment outcome — Sum of individuals’ cost of purchased services
from the RSA-911 (record position 104-109) for individuals who achieved an
employment outcome (record position 198 =3) divided by the total number of these
individuals

* Average cost per unsuccessful employment outcome — Sum of individuals’ cost of
purchased services from the RSA-911 (record position 104-109) for individuals who did
not achieve an employment outcome (record position 198 = 4) divided by the total
number of these individuals

* Average hourly earnings for competitive employment outcomes - Sum of individuals’
weekly earnings at closure (record position 163-166) divided by the total hours worked in
a week at closure (record position 167-168) for individuals where weekly earnings at
closure > 0, where the type of closure (record position 198) = 3, and where competitive
employment (record position 162) = 1

* Average state hourly earnings — Using the most relevant available data from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics Report (http://www.bls.gov), state average annual earnings divided by
2,080 hours
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* Percent average hourly earnings for competitive employment outcomes to state average
hourly earnings — Average hourly earnings for competitive employment outcomes
(above) divided by the Average state hourly earnings (above) multiplied by 100

* Average hours worked per week for competitive employment outcomes - Average hours
worked in a week at closure (record position 167-168) for individuals where weekly
earnings at closure (record position 163-166) > 0 and where the type of closure (record
position 198) = 3 and competitive employment (record position 162) = 1

* Percent of transition age served to total served — Total number of individuals whose age
at closure is 14-24 and whose type of closure (record position 198) is 3 or 4 divided by all
individuals of any age whose type of closure (record position 198) is 3 or 4

*  Employment rate for transition population served — Total number of individuals whose
age at closure is 14-24 and whose type of closure (record position 198) = 3 divided by the
number of individuals whose age at closure is 14-24 and whose type of closure (record
position 198) is 3 or 4 multiplied, the result of which is multiplied by 100

* Average time between application and closure (in months) for individuals with
competitive employment outcomes - Average of individuals date of closure (record
position 201-208) minus date of application (record position 15-22) in months where type
of closure (record position 198) = 3 and competitive employment (record position 162)
=1

* Standard 1 — To achieve successful performance on Evaluation Standard 1 the DSU must
meet or exceed the performance levels established for four of the six performance
indicators in the evaluation standard, including meeting or exceeding the performance
levels for two of the three primary indicators (Performance Indicators 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5).

» Standard 2 — To achieve successful performance on Evaluation Standard 2, the DSU must
meet or exceed the performance level established for Performance Indicator 2.1 (.80) or if
a DSU's performance does not meet or exceed the performance level required for
Performance Indicator 2.1, or if fewer than 100 individuals from a minority population
have exited the VR program during the reporting period, the DSU must describe the
policies it has adopted or will adopt and the steps it has taken or will take to ensure that
individuals with disabilities from minority backgrounds have equal access to VR
services.

IL Program Highlights (From RSA 704 report)

o Title VII, Chapter 1, Part B Funds — Subpart I, Administrative Data, Section A, Item 1(A)

* Total Resources (including Part B funds) — Subpart I, Administrative Data, Section A,
Item 4

* Total Served - Subpart II, Number and Types of Individuals with Significant Disabilities
Receiving Services, Section A(3)
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* Total Consumer Service Records Closed - Subpart I, Number and Types of Individuals
with Significant Disabilities Receiving Services, Section B(6)

* Cases Closed - Completed All Goals - Subpart II, Number and Types of Individuals with
Significant Disabilities Receiving Services, Section B(4)

» Total Goals Set - Subpart III, Section B, Item 1, sum of (A) + (B) + (C) + (D) + (E) + (F)
+H(G)+H)+ @)+ )+ (K) + (L)

» Total Goals Met - Subpart III, Section B, Item 1, sum of (A) + (B) + (C) + (D) + (E) +
(F) +(G) + H) + (@) +J) +(K) + (L)

* Total individuals accessing previously unavailable transportation, health care, and
assistive technology - Subpart III, Section B, Item 2, sum of (A) + (B) + (C)

* Total FTEs - Subpart I, Section F, sum of Item 2 for the column

* Total FTEs with Disabilities - Subpart I, Section F, sum of Item 2 for the column
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