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Disabilities Services Advisory Committee 
 

March 20, 2006 Meeting Summary 
 
 

Opening Remarks 
 
The DSAC chair welcomed everyone to the meeting, and briefly talked about the presentation 
and layout of the Disabilities Services Plan (DSP).  The timeline for finalizing the DSP by March 
31st was then reviewed, and the Committee was asked to send any comments regarding word 
selection in the DSP by email to the DSAC leadership by the end of the day on Wednesday, 
March 22, 2006.    
 
The day’s agenda was outlined for the group.  The outcome(s) for the day were to: 
 

1. February 2nd Meeting Summary – The DSAC was asked to comment, if necessary, on the 
February 2nd Meeting Summary.  

 
2. Strategic Outcome Target – The DSAC was tasked to review new language submitted by 

the DSAC leadership for the Strategic Outcome Target prior to the meeting, and approve 
either the new language or the existing language.  

 
3. Vision and Mission Statements – The DSAC was tasked to review new language 

submitted by a member of the DSAC for the Vision and Mission Statements prior to the 
meeting, and approve either the new language or the existing language. 

 
4. The Disability Services Plan – The DSAC was tasked to review the entire DSP prior to 

the meeting and provide comments, if necessary. 
 
In addition, the meeting agenda also included opportunities to discuss the status of the Disability 
Services Act legislation; and the timeline and next steps for state fiscal year 2007. 
 
February 2nd Meeting Summary 
 
A few DSAC members expressed concern that they did not receive the February meeting 
summary; however, it was confirmed that the summary was distributed to all DSAC members and 
currently resides on the DSAC website.  No other issues were identified. 
 
Disability Services Legislation 
 
The status of the disability services legislation was provided; Senate Bill 2309 was no longer 
active and several amendments were added to House Bill 5382 which passed in the House and 
were sent on to the Senate.  The amendments to the House Bill were reviewed and some members 
of the DSAC did not agree with amendments to the Bill; issues of concern included the use of the 
following terms to describe residential options: “full array of institutional and non-institutional 
residential options”, and the requirement for state agencies to cooperatively arrange for 
implementation of a readiness assessment for individuals with disabilities to make appropriate 
and medically necessary transitions to the most integrated setting possible.  If the DSAC was to 
amend the Bill to be more consistent with the Senate Bill, which was unanimously approved by 
the DSAC, it is believed that the Bill would be sent back to the House, that all amendments would 
not pass through the House, and therefore there would be no approved bill.  As such, a motion 
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was made “that the DSAC approve the House Bill as amended,” with the thought that DSAC 
continue to work on the wording of the bill.  This motion was put to vote and did not carry with 
an outcome of 4 in support of the motion and 15 opposed to the motion.  A second motion was 
made and seconded: “DHS will communicate with the sponsor of the House Bill to put together a 
shell bill and allow the DSAC to find language that can be incorporated into the House Bill over 
time.”  The motion passed by a 15 to 2 vote, with 1 abstention. 
 
Strategic Outcome Target 
 
To focus on choice rather than a voluntary reduction in census the leadership of the DSAC 
proposed new language for the Strategic Outcome Target and presented it to the DSAC prior to 
the meeting.  The following draft language was read to the DSAC: 
 

“Draft: Over a five year period beginning on July 1, 2006, the Disability Services Plan will result 
in the creation of a formalized choice process for all people with disabilities and the elderly.  This 
choice would result in at least 25 percent of the individuals currently living in institutions like 
Nursing Homes: Institutions for the Mentally Diseased (IMDs); Skilled Nursing Facilities for 
Pediatrics (SNF-Peds); State-operated Developmental Centers; Private Intermediate Care Facilities 
for the Developmentally Disabled (ICF/DD) and Child Care Institutions having the option to move 
to an alternative residential setting where appropriate and desired.” 

 
A motion was made to ”approve the new language”.  Discussion led to concerns regarding the 
language which included: concern that using the words “would result” would make this a 
mandatory process, and that the new language implies that only 25 percent, instead of 100 
percent, of the population will have choice.  It was reiterated that no decision on the new 
language today would mean that the original language for the Strategic Outcome Target will 
remain and will become part of the DSP.  DSAC leadership indicated that the new language was 
intended to state that everyone would have choice, but that at least 25 percent would be able to 
exercise that choice.  Much time was spent further discussing the 25 percent target and the 
original intent of the target as a measurable benchmark; and that the target should focus on 
providing choice to individuals.  Following this discussion it was requested that the new language 
omit discussion of “25 percent” and identification of the facilities.  It was emphasized that the 
Olmstead language talks about the imbalance in the long-term care system and that the DSAC 
should be trying to address that imbalance.  The motion on the floor to accept the new language 
was not seconded and so it was eliminated.   
 
Continued discussion surrounding the 25 percent target led to some editing of the new language.  
Although many members of the DSAC were opposed to the removal of the 25 percent target, the 
Strategic Outcome Target was amended to read: 
 

"Over a five year period beginning on July 1, 2006, the Disability Services Plan will 
result in the creation of a formalized choice process for all people with disabilities and 
the elderly.  This choice would result in individuals having the option to move to a 
residential setting where appropriate and desired".  

 
A motion was made to “approve the amended language” and seconded.  The motion passed with 
a 13 to 9 vote, with one abstention and the revised Strategic Outcome Target was approved.    
 
Vision Statement 
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The DSAC was asked to review new language for the Vision Statement, submitted by a member 
of the DSAC, prior to the meeting.  A motion was made to “approve the new language”:   
 

“People with disabilities and the elderly have the right to live in appropriate settings of their 
choosing.  The State of Illinois will provide a system of quality, cost-effective community and 
institutional services and supports to meet the unique needs of individuals with disabilities and the 
elderly.” 

 
Discussion led to some editing.  Another motion was made to “approve the new language with 
the placement of ‘adequately financed’ after the word ‘quality.’”  Concern was expressed 
regarding the use of “appropriate settings” as some could construe the term to imply a limitation 
of certain individual’s ability to choose to live in institutional settings.  The motion did not carry 
with an outcome of 10 in support of the motion and 13 opposed to the motion. 
 
A motion was then made and seconded to “accept the original Vision Statement”.  It was 
reiterated that the Olmstead language talks about the imbalance in the long term care system and 
that the DSAC should be trying to address that imbalance.  The motion passed by a 16 to 4 vote, 
with 1 abstention.  As such, the original language will be placed in the DSP: 
 

“People with disabilities and the elderly have the right to choose to live in the 
community.  The State of Illinois will provide a system of quality, adequately financed, 
cost-effective community -based services and supports to meet the unique needs of 
individuals who choose to live in the community.” 

 
Mission Statement 
 
The DSAC was asked to review new language for the Mission Statement, submitted by a member 
of the DSAC, prior to the meeting.  However, a motion was made and seconded to “accept the 
original Mission Statement.”  The motion passed by a 16 to 3 vote.  As such, the original 
language will be placed in the DSP:  
 

“The Disabilities Services Advisory Committee will advise the State as it develops and 
implements the Disabilities Services Plan which will enhance compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and the decision in Olmstead v. L. C., 119S. Ct. 2176 
(1999).  This Disability Services Plan will lay the framework for long term services and 
supports for the State of Illinois so it can better support, both fiscally and 
programmatically, the choices of people with disabilities and the elderly, emphasizing 
accessibility to community-based services and creating a better balance between 
institutional and community services.” 

 
Those who did not support the motion were concerned that they did not know the definition of the 
word “balance” in the context of the DSP.  It was stated that Illinois is lagging behind most of the 
other states in allocating money to community services.  It was then reiterated that it was not the 
intent of the DSAC to force people to move out of institutions.  To try to address the concern 
regarding the use of the word “balance”, a motion was made to “include a statement or two in the 
systems change target section or the overarching principles section that states that it is not the 
intention of the DSP and related goals to force people to move out of their current location of 
service if they choose to remain; it is not intended for funding for community services to supplant 
money for institutions.”  This motion was seconded and carried.  However, it was decided that the 
DSAC leadership would take some time to craft the language and send it out to the DSAC for 
review.  DSAC leadership invited the committee to submit language for consideration. 
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Disabilities Services Plan 
 
An overview of the major changes made to the Disabilities Services Plan document was provided 
to the DSAC.  It was decided that the DSAC would review each major section of the document to 
allow for issues and concerns to be raised.  Discussion of the document led to some editing.  
Issues or concerns included the following:   
 

1. Preface – Concern that the preface is negative and should be presented in a positive light.   
 

2. Background – Concern that the discussion of a number of people in institutional settings, 
the dollars spent on them, and the trend in those numbers does not advance the need for 
more community services.  DSAC leadership indicated that the intent of the background 
is to show the facts about Illinois in all areas of long-term care. 

 
3. Legislative Mandates/Requirements – DSAC leadership will decide if this section will 

be revised based on the status of the Disability Services Legislation. 
 

4. Overarching Principles – No issues of concern as the Overarching Principles were 
approved, with changes, at the last DSAC meeting. 

 
5. Systems Change Target – This section will be changed to reflect the new Systems 

Change Target. 
 

6. Current Disabilities Services – Concern about the funding sources for the services 
available through the disability services system.  The primary sources for this data were 
the budget appropriations or recommendations for SFY 2006 and SFY 2007.  After 
significant discussion it was agreed that the data, as available through those sources, does 
not properly inform any major policy discussion relative to the intent of the Disabilities 
Services Act.  For example, Illinois’ budget approach does not identify specific funding 
sources for major categories of disability services.  This makes it impossible to identify 
which of these services offers an opportunity for greater leverage.  In addition, the 
aggregate data that was available for the state agencies that fund and administer the 
disability services system could not be disaggregated in ways that differentiated those 
funds targeted to community services from institutional services.  Nor, for those agencies 
who serve disabled and non-disabled populations, could those funds targeted for people 
with disabilities or who are elderly be differentiated from those who are among the 
general population.  Therefore, the only data that is currently available is considered to be 
both incomplete (in detail) and misleading.  As such, DSAC leadership decided to 
remove the table from the DSP for the March 31st submission.    

 
7. Current Services Assessments – Concern that what was conducted were discussions 

about current services in Illinois, not assessments, and that none of the “gaps” presented 
in this section have been reviewed, discussed or approved.  It was clarified that the list of 
“gaps” is a representation of the discussions that took place during the December 15th 
DSAC meeting.  It was decided that the DSP will present these issues as an “initial 
platform” for the DSAC recommendations. 

 
8. Recommendations – Concern that the presentation of the State agencies’ ability to move 

action items forward in SFY 2007 has changed from the descriptions originally provided 
to the DSAC leadership.  As such, the State agencies were asked to review the action 
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items and their response as to whether or not the agency can begin design work or 
implement a systems change or new service in SFY 2007.  In addition, it was requested 
that “with adequate funding” be added to each area of strategic focus. 

 
Since the DSAC leadership will be sending out a final DSP to the Governor and the members of 
the Illinois General Assembly by March 31st, it was emphasized that the DSAC leadership would 
decide whether or not the suggested edits would be incorporated into the DSP. 
 
Next Steps 
 
DSAC leadership emphasized that the group needs to review the initiatives for the next year and 
determine how to focus its efforts to achieve its goals.  It was recommended that a plan be in 
place by next September so that it would impact budget-making discussions and that the DSAC 
move forward by working in subcommittees.   
 
Since the Real Systems Change application is due in June, it was suggested that the next meeting 
be held in late May to allow the DSAC to work on the application, and that subcommittees should 
be made up of members who have the appropriate knowledge to move forward in an appropriate 
manner.  It was also suggested that a meeting be held in June so that the DSAC could develop its 
role during the implementation of the DSP and prepare its committee work to ensure that the 
DSAC can provide appropriate direction in the fall. 
 


