State Rehabilitation Council Meeting
Madison Complex, 1281 Hwy 51 North Madison, MS 39110
In Person and Teams Video Virtual Meeting
December 12, 2025, 10:00 am

SRC Members (In-person):  Don Brown, SRC Chairman, Pshon Barrett, Mike Duke, Kenneth Hudson, Pat Fontaine, Mary Meruvia, Edwin Butler, Billy Taylor, MDRS Exec. Director,
SRC Members (Virtual): Rebecca Treadway, Janice Barry, Beth Robertson, Leslie Junkin, Shanda Nash,
MDRS Staff Members Present in Person: Samandra Murphy, Dr. Jennifer Jackson, Dorothy Young, Kellie Rushing, April Christon, Leigh Cone, 
Virtual MDRS Staff Members: Excellanxt Woodard, Jennifer Gray, Ericia Brown,
Virtual Public Attendees: Dr. Dwight Owens,
· SRC Members Not Present: Sharon Coon, Dr. Charles Perkins, DMD. Dorothy Pope, Amanda Richmond, Johnson,  Roger Bullock, Pablo Diaz,  Rachel Mills,
In Person Public Attendees:  None.
· Welcome and Call to Order							      Don Brown
· Introductions & Announcements
· Mr. Brown called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone to the 4th quarterly meeting of the State Rehabilitation Council in 2025. 
· Attendees received a hard copy of all materials covered during the meeting. Virtual attendees received the materials via email.  
· A quorum was present.
· The meeting was recorded.  
· All attendees introduced themselves and stated their title.

· Public Comments – There were no public comments. 

· Approval of Minutes 
A motion was made by Don Brown, seconded by Pat Fontaine, and approved unanimously. A motion to approve the October 3, 2025, meeting minutes was made by Don Brown, seconded by Pat Fontaine, and approved unanimously.

· MDRS Executive Director Comments 	                                                                       Billy Taylor
· Budget and Grant Year Closeout

Mr. Taylor reported that the Federal Fiscal Year 2025 (FY25) grant concluded in September. Throughout the year, the agency focused on ensuring expenditures did not exceed the award and implemented multiple policy changes to reestablish financial controls. While there will be no carryover funds into the next grant year, the FY25 award was not overspent.
Now operating under the FY26 award, Mr. Taylor stated that policies are in place, eligibility requirements are clearer, and improved budget guardrails exist for allocating funds to the field. These changes position the agency more favorably to prevent similar budget challenges moving forward.
· Acknowledgment of SRC and Staff Efforts
Mr. Taylor expressed appreciation to the SRC and agency staff for their efforts during a demanding year. He specifically acknowledged Pshon Barrett and the broader team for their work in addressing complex issues and reported that major budget concerns have been resolved.
· Federal Developments, Policy Direction, and Oversight Trends
Mr. Taylor shared updates from a recent national conference with workforce and health and human services leaders. He reported that the U.S. Department of Education is undergoing an interagency process to wind down certain operations, with several programs already transitioned to the U.S. Department of Labor. At this time, the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) and related grant programs are not included; however, a future transition is anticipated. National leadership, including CSAVR, continues to advocate for RSA to move to the Department of Labor. The agency will continue to monitor these developments.
Mr. Taylor also noted a broader federal trend toward reduced regulatory burden and streamlined, outcome-focused oversight, with increased flexibility granted to states.
· Demonstrating Program Value and Performance Accountability
Mr. Taylor emphasized the importance of demonstrating the value and effectiveness of services through clear performance outcomes. He noted that funding decisions increasingly rely on measurable results and accountability. Maintaining alignment with other states and consistent practices across programs was identified as critical.
He reported improvements in reporting practices, including the use of examples aligned with HIPAA guidelines and the New Performance Results Act. The inclusion of client outcome narratives was identified as a positive development that strengthens accountability and demonstrates program impact.
· SRC Board Compliance and Legislative Oversight
Mr. Taylor acknowledged the work completed to ensure SRC board membership is fully appointed and compliant with statutory requirements and thanked Leigh Cone for leading these efforts.
He reported that the PEER Committee, the state’s legislative oversight body, is reviewing boards, councils, and commissions statewide for compliance with meeting, quorum, and appointment requirements. While some boards receiving funding were noted to be out of compliance, the SRC remains in good standing due to proactive efforts by staff and board leadership.
Mr. Taylor concluded by emphasizing the importance of continued adherence to statutory requirements, particularly during legislative oversight, and thanked SRC members and staff for their continued diligence and collaboration.
· SRC Function Action Items							      Don Brown   
· Vice Chairperson Discussion: 				  	                                
Mr. Brown facilitated the election of Pshon Barrett as Vice Chair.  Edwin Butler made a  motion to “strongly” nominate Ms. Barrett.  A second motion was granted by Mike Duke to elect Ms. Barrett as Vice Chair. The motion passed with no opposition. Mr. Brown congratulated Ms. Barrett and expressed his appreciation for her willingness to serve.
Ms. Barrett accepted the position and indicated enthusiasm about increasing member participation and forming new committees.

· Inactive Members and Nomination Discussion
Don Brown introduced the agenda item regarding inactive SRC members. Leigh Cone reported that the list of inactive members had previously been identified and distributed. In accordance with SRC bylaws, members who miss three consecutive meetings may be considered inactive. Members discussed the importance of maintaining current membership until appropriate replacements are identified to avoid lapses in compliance. The SRC remains in compliance with statutory membership requirements, including minimum membership and quorum standards.
Staff have continued outreach to inactive members to assess availability and continued interest in serving. The SRC agreed to continue seeking nominations while maintaining current appointments to ensure ongoing compliance. Board composition and representation requirements were reviewed, including the statutory requirement that a majority of SRC members be individuals with disabilities, which was identified as an area requiring continued focus.
Members discussed the option of appointing additional members beyond the minimum requirement to address representation gaps. If new members are appointed within existing categories, inactive members may be given the opportunity to step down voluntarily and respectfully.
Several nomination strategies were discussed, including outreach to partner organizations such as the Council on Developmental Disabilities and other disability-related councils. Additional suggestions included identifying successfully rehabilitated OVR/OVRB clients as potential SRC members, particularly within the business, industry, and labor category. Recent SRC annual report success stories were noted as a potential source of candidates. OVR/OVRB counselors were encouraged to recommend individuals, and staff will continue outreach efforts through email and phone contact.
Dr. Dwight Owens expressed interest in assisting with nominations and indicated he could recommend candidates from the disability community. Leigh Cone explained that nominees should be submitted using the SRC nomination form, after which the Nominations Committee verifies interest and eligibility. Recommendations are then forwarded to the Governor, who makes the official appointments. Nomination information is available on the SRC website, and staff will provide the materials directly to Dr. Owens.
· Nomination Committee							    Pat Fontaine
Pat Fontaine stated there were no additional updates from the Nominations Committee but would await the updated vacancy list to proceed with recommendations. 
· National Conference Update 							  Pshon Barrett
Pshon Barrett attended the NCSRC national conference in San Diego, which was smaller than usual due to budget constraints affecting many agencies. Key takeaways included strategies to increase business community participation, such as allowing business representatives to attend only relevant portions of meetings and actively contacting businesses connected to clients. 
The annual SRC report, due at the end of December, was also discussed. Barrett emphasized the importance of reviewing the draft report before release to ensure accuracy and compliance.  Mr. Brown noted that input from meetings and questionnaires is incorporated to reflect SRC members’ comments and concerns. This process allows the SRC to have meaningful inclusion in the report.
The next NCSRC national conference is scheduled for March 28th-29th, 2026 in Washington DC and she plans to attend that conference as well. She suggested that the SRC send two additional members as there is a lot of useful information gained during the conference. 
Pshon Barrett made a motion for the SRC to send two people to the National Conference.  Mike Duke made a second motion, motion was approved.  For clarification, CAP will pay Pshon Barrett’s expenses to attend so it was proposed that a total of three members would attend. 

· Budget Committee Report                                                 	                   Rebecca Treadway 

Rebecca Treadway provided a detailed update on the current SRC budget received from Andy Salin and April Sanderson, explaining key spending categories and available balances. She clarified a miscommunication regarding the document included in the meeting packet and reviewed current expenditures as outlined below.
	Category
	Budgeted
	Allotted
	Spent
	Notes

	Travel
	$4,104
	$2,057
	$78
	Travel for one board member who is 
also an MDRS employee

	Contractual
	$20,000
	$10,000
	$340
	Travel expenses for three board members

	Commodities
	$3,000
	$1,500
	$557
	Food expenses for the previous meeting

	SL & G (Supplies,           Licenses & Grants)
	$25,000
	$12,500
	$0
	Intended for surveys and related items



· Bylaws Committee                                                                                       		      Don Brown
Mr. Pablo Diaz was not in attendance.  Mr. Don Brown presented the bylaws update.  He addressed the need for approval of proposed amendments to the bylaws. He noted that previous attempts to approve them via email did not receive enough responses. He stated that only six votes were received, while eight were needed. He urged members to participate in voting. 
During the meeting, he proposed a motion to approve the amendments. Pat Fontaine proposed a motion and it was seconded by Pshon Barrett.  Motion was voted on and the amendments were approved by a majority vote.
· SRC Orientation Committee Discussion                               	       	      	   Edwin Butler 
Edwin Butler provided an update on the orientation committee, noting that while there hasn’t been much recent activity, many previous recommendations have been successfully implemented. Examples include creating a new informational book, increasing involvement with the national SRC (with Pshon cited as an example), and continuing to send members to the March meeting. The committee also emphasized encouraging inactive members to step aside to allow more active participation. Overall, the committee’s prior recommendations remain relevant, and a list of suggested activities for new member orientation was provided. Don Brown praised the committee for their work.
Pshon Barrett noted that while the mentor component was beneficial, the National Coalition of State Rehabilitation Councils (NCSRC) offers extensive training videos and modules that should be required for new members. Ed Butler confirmed this had been a prior committee recommendation, combining online training with mentorship. Ms. Barrett asked who would be responsible for organizing and distributing the materials. Leigh Cone, SRC liaison, stated she had already emailed the training links to the newest SRC member. Don Brown suggested that Ms. Barrett form a committee to determine the ongoing process for providing orientation and training materials, including whether this responsibility would rest with SRC members, the DSU, or both.
Don Brown asked for the prior chair, Mary Meruvia’s input.  Ms. Meruvia suggested that new members or employees would benefit from a resource explaining the structure and functions of OVR and OVRB. Understanding the different departments and the meaning of related acronyms could help provide clarity and improve orientation.  
Dorothy Young suggested leveraging the agency’s new employee orientation and training, which covers all departments and key personnel, as a resource for SRC members. Don Brown proposed identifying a liaison from the HR/training department to partner with Pshon Barrett and another SRC member to ensure comprehensive coverage.
Ed Butler recommended compiling all ideas from previous documents and member input to guide next steps. Pshon Barrett agreed to lead the committee, with Ed Butler volunteering as a member. Don Brown emphasized the need to include a specific in-house MDRS employee on the committee to ensure all perspectives are represented. Mary Meruvia suggested that all SRC members should receive invitations to new employee orientation sessions. The committee will move forward with these plans under Pshon’s leadership.
· Statewide Independent Living Council (SILC) Report 	           	                          	       Mike Duke
Mike Duke reported that the State Independent Living Council (SILC) held its most recent in-person meeting last Thursday but faced a quorum issue. Reports were heard, and a follow-up Zoom meeting the following Tuesday allowed approval of two sets of minutes and the reports, as a quorum was present.
The next SILC meeting is scheduled for the first Thursday in March. Membership challenges were noted: one current member is limited by health issues, and another member has been unresponsive, likely due to moving out of state. A replacement has been recommended and is actively participating, pending formal appointment and approval by the governor’s office. The hope is that the new member will be officially in place by the next meeting.
Don Brown suggested exploring the possibility of holding a combined meeting with another group, potentially at the June meeting, to enhance collaboration. Mike Duke confirmed this is doable. Leigh Partridge noted that two members usually participate remotely due to distance and personal responsibilities and emphasized the importance of structuring any joint session around meaningful networking and resource-sharing rather than just presentations.
Mary Meruvia raised a concern that a combined meeting could be too long. Don Brown proposed inviting just one representative or allowing the other group to attend without fully combining meetings. Mike Duke added that he initially joined the SRC through his involvement with the SILC, highlighting the value of cross-council engagement.
· [bookmark: _Hlk203558996]Consumer Satisfaction Survey                                                                               	April Christon

April Christon gave a summary covering the blind and non-blind consumers for the 4th quarter (July 2025 through September 2025).  She noted that the report was emailed to the council along with the full 2024-2025 annual report. The annual report was also given to the SRC in a binder.  Ms. Christon gave a summary of the results from the non-blind consumers. The data for each of the 10 districts was presented, along with feedback on the positive and negative services received by clients. 

For the blind population, 33 consumers were contacted and interviewed. In the non-blind population, 223 of 230 individuals were contacted and completed the interview. In total, 256 consumers participated in the survey. Approximately 20% of our consumers from each of the 10 OVR districts were randomly selected. Each consumer was asked seven closed-ended questions and was asked to rate their responses on a scale from 1.0 to 5.0, with 5.0 being the highest rating.

Q1) Rate your experience at the time you applied for OVR services:  
· Out of 253 consumers, the rating received was 4.7. 
Q2) How was your experience with the help from the OVR staff during the planning of your services?  
· Out of 255 consumers, we had a 4.67 rating.  
Q3) How was your experience with the help from the OVR staff while you were receiving services?  
· Out of 255 consumers, we had a 4.65 rating. 
Q4) When asked to rate the help you received from other agencies or service providers:
· The average resulted in a rating of 4.43 from 44 client responses.  
Q5) Overall how do you rate the services you receive?
· The average resulted in a rating of 4.65 from 255 client responses.
Q6) Inquired about employment benefits provided by a new employer. 
· The average resulted in a rating of 4.05 from 148 client responses.
Q7) Employment outcome at case closure.  
· 71.9% of the consumers gained successful employment. 
· 184 total consumers
· 152 non-blind consumers
· 32 blind consumers

· 21.8% of the consumers reported they did not gain competitive integrated employment at the time of their case being closed. 
· 72 total consumers
· 71 non-blind consumers
· 1 blind consumer

· Positive Comments to Open-Ended Questions: 

Ms. Christon reported mixed but largely positive feedback from open-ended survey responses. Among non-blind consumers, third-party providers received frequent praise, particularly EMT, along with hearing specialists and audiologists, Goodwill, Hanger Prosthetics, WIN Job Center, Encore Therapy, Oxford ENT, Greenwood Clinics, Coastal Hearing, and various local audiology clinics.

OVR staff were consistently praised across all districts (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10). Consumers specifically mentioned OVR offices in Oxford, Olive Branch, Greenwood, Amory, McComb, Meridian, Louisville, Columbia, Laurel, and Hattiesburg.

Common themes in responses highlighted staff as helpful, friendly, professional, patient, and effective communicators. Many consumers noted consistent follow-up and strong support throughout the process, particularly blind consumers. Blind consumers also expressed strong appreciation for assistance with cataract surgery, orientation and mobility training, assistive technology (including computer and phone adaptations), and the Mississippi Hearing and Vision Project. Several staff members were described as caring, detailed, reliable, and “wonderful.”

· Negative Comments to Open-Ended Questions: 

Ms. Christon reported that negative feedback primarily involved third-party providers, with reports of long delays in services—especially in the hearing aid process—missed follow-up appointments, lost paperwork, and some medical staff being described as rude or unhelpful. Additional concerns related to OVR staffing and processes, including high staff turnover, poor communication, scheduling errors, confusion due to policy changes (notably postsecondary education funding guidelines), and perceptions that staff were overwhelmed. Blind consumers also reported appointment and scheduling issues, sometimes involving staff still in training.

Overall, despite localized challenges related to staffing changes, provider delays, and communication issues, consumer satisfaction remained high in Quarter 4. Ratings were strong across all service areas, employment success rates remained high, and OVR staff continued to be viewed positively for their professionalism, support, and outcomes. Satisfaction was especially strong among blind consumers, with approximately 97% expressing satisfaction and positive employment outcomes. Many consumers described the program as helpful, life-changing, and essential in supporting employment, medical needs, and improved daily living.

· Program Evaluation Survey                                                               	             	Kellie Rushing

Kellie Rushing presented the Program Evaluation Survey results for OVRB North and South statewide. For OVRB North, staff reached 119 of 503 active consumers by phone, with 18 in employment status. An additional 260 surveys were emailed, with 8 returned, resulting in a 3% response rate. In OVRB South, auditors reached 137 of 441 active consumers, including 35 in employment status, and received 17 responses from 251 emailed surveys with a 7% response rate.

Survey results were measured on a four-point scale. Average service satisfaction scores were 3.07 for OVRB North and 2.78 for OVRB South. Employment-related scores averaged 3.06 for OVRB North and 3.70 for OVRB South. 

In OVRB North, consumers expressed a high level of satisfaction with services and frequently noted that counselors were attentive and responsive to their individual needs. Some consumers, however, reported frustration related to frequent counselor reassignments, which were attributed to staff turnover.

Feedback from OVRB South similarly reflected strong satisfaction overall but identified a need for enhanced communication during staff transitions. Several consumers reported uncertainty about their assigned counselor and confusion regarding case status, including whether their cases had been closed. These findings underscore the importance of clear, consistent communication and timely, accurate case documentation throughout service delivery.

Ms. Rushing also commended Dorothy and her staff for their high level of responsiveness and effective communication during the survey process.

Edwin Butler inquired about comments from clients about the government shutdown.  Ms. Rushing indicated that the survey was performed prior to the government shutdown.

Pshon Barrett asked about the accessibility of the emails sent to the blind consumers.  Ms. Rushing stated that the emails were tested through personnel at the Addie McBryde Center for accessibility prior to sending the emails to the clients.

· Client Assistance Report                                                                                               Pshon Barrett
Pshon Barrett reported a significant decrease in call volume to the CAP program. While calls are no longer overwhelming, she continues to receive approximately one to two calls per week, many of which previously involved individuals who did not qualify for services or did not fully understand eligibility requirements. The reduced volume has allowed her to devote more time and attention to each case, enabling deeper review of issues and more meaningful assistance to consumers.
She has remained active in outreach and education efforts, delivering presentations at district meetings in McComb and Greenwood, meeting with managers from Districts 1 through 4, and attending district meetings to meet directly with counselors and staff to explain CAP services. She also reported recent meetings with counselors and district managers to discuss specific cases, some of which remain ongoing.
Current priorities include completing the end-of-year report and preparing for an upcoming CAP webinar sponsored by the Coalition for Citizens with Disabilities, which will be the program’s first webinar. Overall, she noted that CAP operations are not “business as usual,” but the change has positively impacted the quality of support she is able to provide.
Dorothy Young expressed appreciation to Pshon for her work, acknowledging that she entered the role during a period of significant change. She recognized the challenges of learning new responsibilities and adapting to changes, and commended Pshon for handling the transition very well.
· Due Process Hearings	                                                      	                 Dr. Jennifer Jackson
Dr. Jackson provided an update on a due process hearing that had been discussed at the previous SRC meeting. Since that time, a decision was issued in September, and the ruling was in the agency’s favor, allowing the matter to be closed.
Dorothy Young then reported on an additional due process hearing held on October 23 involving a blind vendor in the Randolph-Sheppard program. The vendor requested a full evidentiary hearing, as permitted under federal law. Due to required timelines, the hearing was promptly arranged and held in Tupelo to accommodate the vendor’s transportation needs. Participants included the hearing officer, Dorothy Young, an attorney from the Attorney General’s Office, the vendor and his sister, and the chairman of the Committee of Blind Vendors.
The complaint centered on changes to route rules in the Randolph-Sheppard program, with the vendor asserting he was denied the right to vote on those changes. Testimony and documentation showed that the Committee of Blind Vendors had voted on the new rules, consistent with federal law, and that vendors had been given opportunities to review and comment on the rules. The hearing officer ruled in favor of the State Licensing Agency (SLA), finding no violation of blind vendor rights.
Dorothy noted that the rules had been developed over several years and that RSA approval requires documented active participation by the Committee of Blind Vendors. The decision, received approximately three weeks prior, confirmed that the SLA complied with all applicable federal requirements.
· Hearing Officer and Mediator Discussion				             	      Don Brown
Don Brown led a discussion regarding the current number and need for hearing officers. He noted that the agency currently has approximately eight hearing officers available and typically receives only one to two hearing requests per quarter. Based on this volume, he expressed that there is no immediate need to recruit additional hearing officers.
It was clarified that the eight hearing officers include two previously contracted officers and six added following a prior review and contracting process. Contracts have been prepared, and final steps are underway to complete and activate them. Don and others noted that most disputes are often resolved before reaching mediation or a full hearing, further reducing demand.
The group agreed that maintaining a pool of eight hearing officers is sufficient at this time, acknowledging that earlier concerns about potential demand led to expanding the list as a precaution. With hearing requests now stabilized, the consensus was to pause further recruitment.
Additional points included clarification that hearing officers are paid only when they conduct hearings or mediations, not on a monthly retainer. Officers must also be qualified to serve as mediators, as mediation is offered at the client’s discretion, including on the day of a scheduled hearing. Participants also noted that effective hearing officers can often resolve issues informally before going on the record, which has been beneficial in several cases.
· Review, Analyze & Advise MDRS
· OVRB Program Report                                            	                                       Dorothy Young 
Dorothy Young provided several key updates related to OVRB operations and outcomes. She began by highlighting the Program Integrity process, noting that when concerns are received from clients, Program Integrity immediately notifies the district manager and counselor by email and requests a response to resolve the issue. She commended the Program Integrity team for their responsiveness and effectiveness.
Ms. Young acknowledged ongoing challenges with high staff turnover in the southern region, which has resulted in some clients experiencing gaps in counselor assignments. She noted that these concerns were raised both through Program Integrity and directly by consumers and are reflected in the consumer survey results.
Ms. Young also shared positive performance outcomes, reporting that OVRB is currently serving  1,229 individuals. Of those, 123 have achieved employment outcomes, with an average hourly wage of $19.73. She highlighted continued improvement in measurable skill gains and stressed the importance of specifying the type of skill or credential earned—such as a bachelor’s degree, certification, or other training, so these achievements can be clearly recognized. Ms. Young noted that when the Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act (WIOA) program began in 2012–2013, there were zero measurable skill gains for clients with disabilities, and since that time, OVRB has steadily increased these gains each year, reflecting meaningful progress and positive outcomes with four clients receiving measurable skills gains. 
In response to questions from Pshon Barrett about employer engagement, Ms. Young explained that while Business Relations Specialists receive training on placing individuals who are blind or visually impaired, counselors play the primary role in employment placement. She emphasized the importance of collaboration with community rehabilitation programs, particularly for developing Braille skills and orientation and mobility training, which are critical for successful competitive employment for individuals who are blind or visually impaired.
· OVR Program Report	                            				    Dr. Jennifer Jackson 

Dr. Jennifer Jackson provided updates on the OVR program. Regarding IPEs, the new numbers show that the program has reached 22% of the total goal by age group for this fiscal year. The program has also increased the number of potentially eligible and transition student cases across all districts that were added. To support outreach within schools, Miss Willie Chandler has been designated as a dedicated staff member. She assists schools if there is a vacancy in a transition counselor position, ensuring that contact with students and schools is maintained and trust is preserved.
The program is on track with rehabilitation goals, having achieved 50% of the annual target. Statewide, 1,205 clients have been successfully rehabilitated from July 1 through the reporting date.
Several policy and procedure updates were shared. The Supported Employment Services section has been rewritten to combine policies into procedures, making it easier for counselors to use them without making significant changes. A new section on policy exceptions was added, outlining the steps counselors must follow when requesting an exception and the approval process, ensuring compliance, accountability, and alignment with program goals.
Significant changes have been made to hearing services, which will require a public hearing. The new spending guidelines set the cost of a single hearing aid at $1,500 and repairs at $2,000, with exceptions handled through the policy exception process. Replacement of hearing aids before six years requires approval from the Client Services Director and documentation of care and maintenance. Detailed policies were also added for cochlear implants, bone-anchored hearing aids, bone conduction implants, processors, and non-surgical devices, with multi-tiered approval processes and extensive documentation requirements for staff, including case notes, consultation packets, and follow-up reports. These changes are designed to provide staff with clear guidance and support effective decision-making.
Dr. Jackson encouraged SRC members to review the new policies, particularly the changes to hearing services, and provide written feedback. The updates aim to ensure fairness and consistency for clients, counselors, and vendors while addressing the practical effects on clients’ work needs. These changes also respond to RSA monitoring feedback regarding high expenditures on hearing aids.
Pshon Barrett suggested that they consider raising the allotted amount from $1,500 to $2500. Dr. Jackson stated that they researched what other states were allowing and that the amount was consistent with other states’ policies.
Finally, Dr. Jackson noted ongoing efforts in staff training. In-person training sessions will be scheduled once the OVR tech team is settled in the new grant year. The training team has been expanded to include one trainer per region for counselors and counselor assistants, with plans to add an additional trainer to ensure comprehensive oversight.
· Action Items		                                              		                                Don Brown
Members were reminded to complete the survey questionnaire that will be distributed via SurveyMonkey or to complete the hard copy available at the meeting. The Chair emphasized that member feedback is highly valued and critical to the agency’s work.
· Adjournment 
A motion was made to adjourn the meeting and was approved. The next quarterly meeting is scheduled for Friday, March 13, 2026, and will be held in person at MDRS with a virtual attendance option. Additional details will be provided in advance of the meeting.




























Mississippi SRC December 12th, 2025
Questionnaire

Q1: After attending the quarterly SRC meeting, what further input do you have for OVR/OVRB regarding the extent, scope, effectiveness of services provided; and functions performed by the Designated State Unit (DSU) that affect or potentially affect the ability of individuals with disabilities in achieving employment outcomes?
1) I would like to see the discontinuation of the financial needs testing as soon as it is financially feasible.
2) None
3) N/A
4) Commuication training is always a plus for frontline staff
5) None at this time.
6) Services provided by VR/VRB seem to be effective with helping people with disabilities to achieve an employment outcome.
7) Good discussion of new member strategies. Pshon Barret wants to see more positive participation from well informed SRC members.  Agree we should replace inactive SRC members at the appropriate time as described in our policy and procedures. 

Q2: Having heard this quarter’s report on the results of consumer satisfaction surveys, do you have any comments or recommendations for input into the service delivery process?
1) I wish the interim and the final questionnaire would use the same rating scale.
2) No
3) N/A
4) NA
5) No
6) After hearing the consumer satisfaction report, the service delivery process seems to be working well.
7) Perhaps one of our quarterly meetings could be held at AbilityWorks sites and SRC members could see how this training model leads to community employment or how the “pre-employment” model could be improved.

Q3: After attending the quarterly SRC meeting, what further input do you have for the State Plan goals and priorities? What further comment(s) do you have regarding evaluating the effectiveness of the OVR/OVRB Program in meeting the goals and priorities?
1) I would like to see various other bodies in the state invited to each SRC to allow for increased coordination.
2) None
3) N/A
4) I think it there should be a consumer of family at every meeting to share their journey with 
VR/VRB.
5) None. I was interesting and good to hear Executive Director's report about changes to take place with CRP.
6) The state goals and priorities seem to be focused towards helping people with disabilities to achieve an employment outcome. The consumer satisfaction reports seem to be a beneficial process for evaluating the effectiveness of VR/VRB with meeting their goals and priorities.
7) Would like to see the report from consultant works sites.  It is recommendations are to be completed during mid December (this month).
Q4: Policy changes and updates were discussed during the recent SRC meeting. We welcome any feedback you may have regarding these updates. When submitting your comments, please be sure to reference the specific section(s) your feedback addresses.
1) CONFIDENTIALITY, page 6.  Please check if MS State Law requires parental consent for substance abuse treatment and consult staff attorney about  C (records of minors may NOT be released to parent);  Page 7, should EXTERNAL audit or evaluation or research be included as a circumstance for disclosure?  Page 12, should a written consent to recording be done? - SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT:  No comments or questions - DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING SERVICES -  Considering 361.50, I would suggest that Counselors have more discretion and  clients have more choice - discouraging the $ limits - POLICY EXCEPTIONS TO ALLOWABLE SERVICES -  Great resource for your staff!
2) None
3) N/A
4) I think member participation is crucial to the SRC. Many members are often there due to appointment and not because of interest or choice.
5) None.
6) No comment regarding the policy changes and updates.
7) Liked Jennifer Jackson’s approach to “Wise use of Expenditures” in service delivery…  Appreciate the Administrative updates from Billy Taylor. Thanks Leigh for the update and new material placed in our organized binder. 

Q5: What further input do you have for the establishment of the Community Rehabilitation Program (CRP) for the blind?
1) It is well established.  It needs more publicity and use.
2) None
3) N/A
4) NA
5) None.
6) I believe the establishment of the community rehabilitation program for the blind will increase the number of people who are blind to achieve and employment outcome.
7) 
8) Liked the planning strategy “Clients to become teachers”.  Dorothy Young talked about utilizing client strengths to teach others…

Q6:  Is there any additional information you would like to see included in the SRC Annual Report that was not included in previous reports?
1) No
2) No
2

