COMMISSIONERS’ MEETING

Sunday, July 7, 2002

Marriott Wardham Park Hotel, Potomac Suite #9021
2660 Woodley Road, NW
Washington, DC 20008

1 p.m. – 4 p.m. 

Facilitator: Myers, TX
Interpreting: Three, courtesy of PA & AZ

Recorder: Roy Miller, MO & Glenn Lockhart, AZ
Attendees: 
AZ, Sherri Collins

IN, James Van Manen

KS, Bonnie Goben
KY, Bobbie Beth Scoggins
MO, Roy Miller
PA, Denise Brown
RI, Steve Florio
TX, David Myers
TX, Ann Horn
WI, Karen Dishno

Observers: AZ – Rob Voreck; TX - Ann Horn; one unidentified
Meeting:
Note: An address list was circulated. Those present at the meeting wrote in their current contact information. All updates will be shared with Chris Hunter (MI), who is the “list’s keeper.”
Sharing Budget Problem and Solutions  
(Roy Miller was the recorder)
Shareshop -- Share unique services or projects 
(Roy Miller was the recorder)
BREAK – 20 minutes
(Glenn Lockhart assumes recording duty)

Role in Federal Funds 
AZ – Investigating possible funding opportunities from the Federal Government – are there any resources we should know about & could share?

TX – TCDHH used to be independent but now falls under another agency, Health & Human Services… they lobby for federal support & TCDHH goes through them.

MO – Can state commissions distribute grant money from the National Institute on Disability Rehabilitation Research (NIDRR) & etc to community groups? (Recorder is unclear)
NCI

MO – Got email from “absentee” commissioners who want the NCI discussed. Would like to know why are states excluded from test development, obviously of national interest and impact.

AZ – ACDHH funded the test development… sees no state-level role, those who were involved are “content experts”; ASL teachers, deaf individuals, interpreters, etc. The test seeks to replace the NAD & RID tests, and has no bearing on state activity.

MO – Playing the devil’s advocate: organizations make mistakes sometimes – choosing people without appropriate expertise, ultimately corrupting the test. What are we doing to precaution against that? State involvement has to eventually happen, why not now instead of later? 

AZ – That was brought up at the NAD Convention in Norfolk, VA. Input from commissioners was solicited and information was given.

WI – Each state has the discretion of adopting the NCI test or continuing with their present test

PA – States may be impacted, depending on the language of their legislation. Pennsylvania decided to not include the words “RID” or “NAD level 4” in the interpreter bill because of the possible change with NCI.

TX – Has own test for 20 years now. Sees no problem with NCI. When testing is complete, states can individually decide to recognize the test or stay with their own.

AZ – The Deaf Community is small. If an interpreter move to another state, there is no need to take a test… the NCI test will be beneficial to all.
MO – The people involved with the Quality Assurance Screening Test and holding QAST certification were not involved in the test development… think that is a mistake in the composition of the NCI.

WI/TX/AZ – Publicity was sufficient (NAD media, surveys, etc).

MO – The community needs to see data on current tests so they will know why they are not valid. Why the overhaul if NAD and RID both say their respective tests are valid.
IN – That information is available. There may have been little or no publicity on it, but it is out there.

TX – The discrepancy among interpreters in competency leads to the conclusion that the RID test isn’t valid.

AZ – NCI test development is contracted out to established experts

MO – To “recognize,” as used in legislation, could mean one of two things: To acknowledge the existence of or to recognize the legitimacy thereof. Which interpretation is meant in our individual state’s legislation?

KS – QAST is used in 11 states as the standard. This is by contract.

AZ – Would like for states to not have limited options.

PA – Pennsylvania cannot recognize QAST as legislation explicitly says national certification/assessment.

TX – States have allowed RID & state tests to co-exist – now NCI presents to all of us another option… fine.

MO – Cost of the test may be detrimental to the growth of interpreter pools in Missouri… how can the price tag be lowered?

AZ – That’s one of the NCI’s goals: cheaper test rates. CD-ROM technology might be used for test administration, for one.

Observer – KY provides interpreters with stipends & co-pays test fees, with co-payment amount depending on test performance.
Health plan/services for the elderly 
BJ Wood (the person who put the item on the agenda) not present & no comments from attendees. No discussion.
Mental health services 
AZ – Has recently received a grant to study mental health services in Arizona. The Deaf & HoH are underserved… what is working in other states?

IN – In the midst of performing quality assurance research of statewide services. When the report comes out and identifies areas of weaknesses, appropriate action will be taken. Can guarantee that current services are horrendous. (Cited the exemplary services provided in South Carolina… has specialized teams serving regions and are networked with hospitals.) Will try for region-based services.

PA – Met with community stakeholders a few years back and received a lot of input. Also conducted interviews. Reported findings to the state Office of Mental Health and Substance Abuse Services (OMHSAS). Then established a task force group and the OMHSAS Bulletin to post findings. This is on-going. (For a copy of the bulletin, please email DeniBrown@state.pa.us) 
Joint state procurement 
AZ – Would like to discuss the possibility of getting state procurement offices (SPO) to work together on certain projects. (Gave out Xerox copies of a brochure explaining the NASPO.) The more states that participates, the cheaper the cost for each participant.
WI – This would be good for mental health projects.

AZ – For video relay interpreting (VRI) too.

MO – Public Services Commission (Missouri state’s equivalent of the SPO) would rebel… this is a matter of politics not budget.

AZ – Don’t know about each state but can envision a collaboration between SPOs in TX, NM, and AZ. Video Relay Service (VRS) would be a good project to start with. The main thing is that we all are aware about NASPO.

WI – For relay services, the state contract stipulates that the services must be based in Wisconsin so there are jobs in the state.

AZ – The trends are services for the aging and HoH… the shortage of competent program administrators in these areas appear to be a national crisis.

AZ – Hearing aids aren’t available to everybody.

IN – We need to share information on state services and products and see how they could apply to our own states. Example: why spend time on creating contracts when we could use others’ as templates? Why don’t we have our own meetings. Can envision successful meetings.

TX – The NASPO has merit. VRS is imminent, lots of potential out there.

IN – Can VRS technology be used to get VRI services? What’s the difference?

TX – Right now both seem similar but they will diverge in time.

IN – Video technology is expensive. States need to consider that. Think of ways to reduce costs.
Partnership with state and national organizations 
AZ – Would like to see strategic planning with national-level organizations (NAD, SHHH, etc). State commissions could work with them on services, one-stop shops, etc… we could incorporate them in our plans. They are “speaking” on our behalf with program development/implementation and doing it without our input, and we need to build a dialogue with each of them.
WI – Attend local meetings and sees comments that disregards state commission and state associations. Officers of these organizations are often ignorant of the roles of state agencies and associations.

PA – The same is going on in Pennsylvania.
AZ – National leadership is needed, we can strengthen state and national associations by being resources to them. Maybe have strategic planning sessions together.
WI – Wish other state commissioners came today. 

IN – If states won’t pay, they won’t attend.

PA – Hope commissioner’s meeting at KS NAD Conference will be well-planned.

KS – We’ll be the point of contact for all the logistics.

AZ – Agenda development, etc… all will participate.

TX – This is the best meeting we’ve ever had.

MO – In agreement with the idea of involvement with national entities. Would like to not be exclusive—only NAD—but to be as broad as possible. SHHH, TDI, etc.

PA – O DHH has only 5 staff members, and they discuss which conferences each will attend for the year so the state is always represented.

WI – National leaders (Deaf-Blind, RID, SHHH, etc) should be invited to participate in our meetings too.

AZ – Could meet again in Florida if enough of us attends the ALDA Convention. 
Others – Or Chicago (RID Convention) or Atlanta (SHHH Convention). Can send out a survey.
Question and Answers 
WI – Does your state have a law that guarantees the existence of your agency?
IN – That’s known as an “enabling legislation.” Indiana has that, yes.

AZ – Arizona, yes. Maryland recently received it. Florida is under the state VR Dept.

WI – Will look into that when back home. The agency is always in jeopardy.

Observer – There are 15 states without a commission.

TX – When should we meet again?

(Discussion)

Possibilities:
Chicago (RID Convention) – WI can help coordinate, near


Las Vegas (TDI Convention) – MO can coordinate, Roy Miller is prez of TDI


Atlanta (SHHH Convention)

Finished at 4 p.m.
4:15 p.m. – 5:25 p.m.

Facilitators: Nancy Bloch, NAD Executive Director & Janet Bailey, RID Representative

Attendees: 
AZ, Sherri Collins

IN, James Van Manen

KS, Bonnie Goben

MO, Roy Miller

PA, Denise Brown

TX, David Myers
WI, Karen Dishno

Outgoing NAD President, Libby Pollard 

NCI Co-Chair, Gary Sanderson
NCI Co-Chair, Judith Gilliam 

Content Expert, Cindy McLeod

AZ Interpreting Licensing & Certification Coordinator, Rob Voreck

Agenda:

· National Council on Interpreting

Meeting:
TX – (Welcome Remarks)

Bailey – (Introduced NCI People) (Gave out NCI brochure) *WILL BE MAILED OUT

ALL – (Intros)

Bailey – NCI began 10 years ago in ’93 – NAD & RID decided to “work together.” There were two competing tests, and me as then-president of RID had public input on the language of the ADA. Who was a “qualified” sign language interpreter? There were few certified interpreters nation-wide and by working together, there would be greater “clout.” Was in Boston attending a joint session with NAD and was stuck in traffic with then-president of NAD Ben Soukup… we started discussing working together. But there was no mention of a joint test until 1995.
Bloch – In 1995 in Chicago, a single test was discussed. There were five representatives from each camps—NAD & RID, and we met several times.
Bailey – The NCI later agreed that the members didn’t give enough representation… we needed educational interpreters’ viewpoints too. We attended national conferences and conventions and wherever that was, we hosted town hall meetings. We took public comments and shared them with NCI members & test developers. 
Bloch – we met with people of different backgrounds, cultures, colors, languages, including the Deaf-Blind. We wanted their comments so we could consider them when developing the test. We want everybody to take it, it will be the new national standard.

Bailey – Development started with content experts & Castle Worldwide, Inc (outside contractor). The test strives to be “fair, legally defensible, and unbiased.” Results will provide each test-taker with a profile; gives feedback by pinpointing which areas need improvement… will give labels to competencies; however, extent of feedback is still undecided. 
Bloch – The goal is to encourage continuing professional development. The feedback given forth from the profile will integrate with a curriculum.
Bailey – NCI will begin seating an ASLTA representative in its next meeting.

Discussion:

WI – NAD President Pollard mentioned that there would be a matrix/chart to the NCI test?
Bloch – There will be three parts to the test, all will be dissimilar. The results will tell the interpreter’s capabilities… beneficial to all: the customer, the employer, and the interpreter too.

IN – Where will the test be offered? How available will it be?

Bailey – There were strong sentiments from the 1995 Chicago convention that the test be accessible. This is still undecided as we don’t know the cost yet. “We are mindful of having the test be near where you are.”

Bloch – The higher tech we go, the higher the price tag. We will need to designate test centers, make sure all are set up with the necessary equipment, meets the necessary connectivity requirements. Costs money. As does technology, for example encryption if we administer the test electronically. Also: proctors, creditors, and contractors.

TX – Back to profile… will that eliminate levels? What are the scenarios?
Bailey – NCI voted unanimously to have levels but Castle has said it would not be possible. Still exploring possibilities, but as of now there will not be several levels.
Bloch – The National Organization for Competency Assurance (NOCA) establishes test standardization and we want to be affiliated with them…

MO – RID President Hall said there would be levels.

Bailey – Not possible. We are looking at options, including creating another test.

KY – Was told by Hall that statistics would disrupt the validity of the NCI test if there was more than one rating. So if we want levels, there would need to be several tests… why doesn’t NCI develop them all now?

Bailey - $

PA – The state uses the EIPA (Educational Interpreter Performance Assessment). Is that okay?

Bailey – Educational interpreters is a group apart… the NCI test will test for the national minimum.

Bloch – The NCI hasn’t taken an official position on educational interpreters yet.

Bailey – We do believe that specialties (Legal, Medical, etc) should be above minimum levels.
KY – There are difficulties with educational interpreters in Kentucky… they have until 2007 to be certified while all other interpreters have until only 2003.
Bailey – NCI wants to work with them, to have as much clout as possible. (Recorder did not follow.)

PA – Educational interpreters will be exempt from Pennsylvania state certification requirements. Everybody else will have to take the NCI test.

Bloch – we want to partner with educational interpreters too, for greater effect on quality of interpreting in educational settings.

PA – Now that Pollard is leaving office, will there still be stability in NCI?

Pollard – On NCI to represent NAD, not because was president. NCI composition will be unaffected by officer/member status.

AZ & WI – How much money is the NCI requesting from the public to continue its work?

Bailey - $500,000. Training, testing materials (videotapes, etc), test launch (sites, working with groups and states), and there is a need for a permanent office & staff. 
Bloch – That is an estimate, the figure is for up to launch. It could take more money.

KY – If there is $500,000 available, how long would it take to see launch?

Bailey – Less than a year’s time.

MO – Has been wonderful to meet. Would like for NCI to continue working with state commissioners and also to include QAST representatives in NCI. As for cost, pool of interpreters in Missouri might be adversely affected by the NCI test cost… can it be reduced by eliminating the diagnostic assessment (no profile, just pass/fail)?
Bloch – NCI has tried to include QAST people—town hall meetings, but they themselves are not united. This is counter to NCI’s goal, which is to bring all interpreters together. We are now working with commissioners, this meeting has been excellent. Some of NCI meetings are closed because of proprietary information. We haven’t discussed removing the assessment part.

Bailey – Developing a new certification is hard. We want to BOTH raise the bar and increase the pool of interpreters.

IN – State will not help finance NCI activity if local testing is not provided… for example, state teacher certification can be obtained at 21 sites.

Bailey – We need to hear that kind of thing. We can contact Indiana, we are “committed to working with states.”

Bloch – We think about affordability & access.

MO – Reliability & Validity… would like to see data on current NAD & RID tests. Is that information shared?

Bailey & Bloch – Will look into it.

TX – 65% of 1,400 interpreters are maybe at level one… “unqualified.” If we do away with the current test, there will be a crisis.

Bloch – That problem isn’t unique to Texas. 

Bailey – NCI isn’t about only the test.

Bloch – The NCI test will give feedback. That will be critical in helping test-takers identify areas for practice, and help increase the quality of interpreting services.

Bloch – Will see how this dialogue can be continued. Will contact Arizona.

TX – (Closing Remarks.) Thanks to all!

Finished at 5:25 p.m.
KY – Announcement: Will not use QAST any longer. In recent years the state has seen NAD level 4 & 5 interpreters  increase in number from 31 to over 150. There is money left over from that program, and it will be donated to NCI. $7,000.

