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   >> Hello, Yvonne here. I apologize, my computer keeps crashing on me, so I couldn't connect that way. It took me a minute to figure out how to do it on my phone. Who else is with us? 

   >> Joe, and Tracy, I believe. 

   >> Yvonne, I am. 

   >> Hello. 

   >> Hi. 

   >> Hi, this is Luke Zelley, in SILC office. 

   >> Okay. 

   >> Yvonne: And what office? 

   >> Luke: SILC. In the same location as SILC. 

   >> Yvonne: Tracy, you're here too, right? 

   >> Tracy: Yep. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Do we know if Alex is joining us? Or no? 

   >> Tracy:I have not heard from him. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Um, so we, I'm okay with, there aren't a lot of things that we really need to vote on, and we don't technically, there's only four people on the committee. So ‑‑ Aaron, are you on the committee? 

   >> Aaron: I am. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Aaron: I apparently need to, we need to have a ‑‑ I need to appoint you as chair ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Correct. So, we can move forward with the agenda. 

   >> Aaron: I don't know if there needs to be a vote on that, Tracy, or can I just appoint? 

   >> Joe: Can I interject? This is Joe Harcz. Before we go on, our bylaws state explicitly that the chair of this committee is the elected representative of the ‑‑ of the CILs. 

   >> Yvonne: It actually doesn't say that, Joe. 

   >> Joe: Yes, it does. 

   >> Yvonne: No. Nope, we've reviewed them. And it actually doesn't say that. It says the elective representative to the Michigan SILC of the CIL shall form the SPIL committee along with the following: ‑‑ it doesn't say they have to be the chair. 

    It's within the prerogative of the chair of the SILC to appoint interim chairs. So, my answer to that is, yes, you can do that today. This is not a permanent thing. This is just for today's meeting. 

   >> Joe: The bylaws also say there's a similar cochair which you never had. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah, exactly. Totally agree we need to make that happen. 

   >> Aaron: For this meeting, I am going to appoint ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne Fleener. 

   >> Aaron: I appoint Yvonne to be the chair of this meeting. 

   >> Yvonne: Thank you, Aaron, and hopefully, Mark can be joining us soon. I know he's had personal things going on. 

   >> Joe: Madame chair, might I be recognized for a point of personal privilege before this meeting? 

   >> Yvonne: Absolutely. Absolutely. 

   >> Joe: I would like to put in the record, and I would like to ask us to have 30 seconds of silence for the passing of Mark's mother. And of the illness of Steve's father and his mother and Steve. 

   >> Yvonne: I think that's a very nice gesture. Let's go ahead and do that. Do you want me to kind of time it and say we're going to start now? 

   >> Joe: That would be fine. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. All right. Let's go ahead and start and have 30 seconds of silence to be thoughtful or prayerful for those who are suffering. 

   >> Yvonne: Thank you. That was very nice. I hope somebody takes time to let them know that we did that. I think they'll appreciate that. Yeah, absolutely. So, we do have three members out of five. I'll talk about this in a minute. I think there are, well, I'll talk about this in a minute. Let's go ahead and go into public comment. 

   >> Could we actually take a formal roll call, please? 

   >> Okay. Absolutely. Tracy? Aaron? 

   >> Present. 

   >> Joe Harcz? Here. 

   >> Yvonne Fleener. 

   >> Here. 

   >> Mark Pierce, you have a quorum. 

   >> Okay. 

   >> Might I also ask that other guests and other people announce themselves, please? Joe Harcz, sorry. 

   >> Luke Zelley, still here. Anyone else on the ‑‑ sorry, go ahead. 

   >> Hi, Eleanor. 

   >> Mairead Warner here. 

   >> Okay. 

   >> (Speaker off mic). 

   >> Yvonne: I think we're ready for public comment. Luke, Eleanor, Mairead, you're on the council, correct? 

   >> Yes. 

   >> Yvonne: I haven't met you yet, so I apologize for that. Luke or Eleanor, do either of you have public comment you want to share? 

   >> This is Luke, I would like to take a moment for public comment. 

   >> And my name is Luke Zelley, I'm the president center for independent living in Flint. One, I definitely want to start off by thanking the SILC council and the SILC committee for your invitation for CIL directors to individually to engage. That's why I'm here because of your invitation. And what I hope is two things to share or offer around vision and consumer input and around around process. 

    Start around the shared value that we all have on consumer input and vision. And I've been in independent living movement for over 20 years and without question the most impactful moment was when I had a chance to meet with Justin Dart in Washington, D.C. in his apartment on his death bed. And as he reflected back on the Americans with Disability Act passage. 

    And it wasn't the community that struggled, it was really the disability community and some of the divisiveness at the time. And so, Justin talked about going across the country and really hearing all voices, you know, bringing productive voices to the table. And when I think about SILC and the SPIL and independent movement and what we're trying to do in Michigan, we need all voices at the table. 

    We've got almost 2 million folks with disabilities in Michigan, we need to hear all of their voices when we're creating this vision. So, I just thank the council for looking at it from that lens. I think what you're doing is innovative. I don't know another state that is including a consumer in the writing process. That's groundbreaking. That's what Michigan has a history of. 

    And on the process side of things, I've been a part of writing a couple of SPILs. And I'm offering this and just suggestions or thoughts to process. For folks that haven't written a SPIL, I mean, it can be complex. There are federal regulations, funding sources, the bureau for services of the blind, the day‑to‑day operations and some of the things that just happen in a day‑to‑day part of the field. 

    And so, as we're looking at bringing a consumer into this, having a strong process really well thought out process is going to be important. It's the thought of, it's difficult enough having five people getting the input from 2 million people across the state, synthesizing it into technical writing and wordsmithing it, but the thought of 13 people trying to write it, it's just a word of caution. As you think about assembling it, I'd ask you to think about it just like you would in hiring somebody for a job. You want the most qualified folks, part of that team. And so, I'd encourage the council to put that application back out. Get additional candidates. Think of it as a job. And get the most qualified. 

    I'll share just a quick story, there was a restaurant owner who was persuaded to hire a person with disability and did it on the spot. And about two weeks later, he had to let this person go because they weren't qualified. It didn't have anything to do with combinations, didn't have anything to do with the disability, just were they qualified? And the result was folks with disabilities out picketing in front of this restaurant condemning someone for firing someone with a disability. 

    The disability advocates and the business community said that was a bad hire. You didn't follow the process. You didn't bring in a qualified candidate. If you look at filling these writing positions, which are critical to capturing consumer voice and having a consumer at the table which is ‑‑ I had a chance to see the timeline, I think it's spot on. I think you've nailed every piece of it. And I think that's the writing team taking in effect and beginning that writing in the January/February time frame. It's right on. It's aggressive, it has to happen. Really focus on the process and getting the right person and reengaging the CIL network and the community in getting those qualified folks for it. 

    Thank you for your time. Thank you for the work that you're doing. Thank you for always being for consumer voice and wishing you the best of luck. Happy to be a part of it. Thank you. 

   >> Thank you, Luke. I appreciate that. And I took notes. Maybe this will be incorporated into our discussion today. How about Eleanor? Do you have public comment you want to share? 

   >> Yes, please. Eleanor, consumer. Okay. Mr. Zelley, that lengthy implication that consumers are not qualified to participate in this process or that it needs to be limited I'm sorry, that's extremely offensive. 

    I don't know how you can stand here and say that when we have SPILs all over the state that are out of compliance with the law and you've partnered with sheltered workshops. You're going to say consumers aren't experts. We are experts. We are experts on this stuff. All right. I'm going to blow right past the rest of that, but that kind of stuff is not independent living. At all. 

    Okay. On to the business of this committee. I'm really confused about what's happening. This agreement is on the agenda is something to review, not something to approve. This committee should be reviewing consumer applications and making appointments to the writing team today. It seems like we are going back to the step before the last SPIL committee meeting. I'm genuinely confused how this got developed behind closed doors. It seems to me to directly contradict the bylaws and the formal motions passed at the last SPIL committee meeting. I'm genuinely baffled about this. 

    So, let me just go through and try to make some off‑the‑cuff comments, even though this hasn't been explained to me. Okay. For the SPIL planning and monitoring team description, that's this committee, we're adding, apparently, nonvoting members of BSBP and MRF, I think that's a bylaw change. Down in the SPIL writing team recommendation to the SILC is what it says, that sounds like the composition of the writing team is being passed back to the full council even though the council and the bylaws delegate this to the SPIL committee and the SPIL Committee has made a formal about composition. And we are adding BSBP representatives and MRF representatives to the writing team, as well. That's not the motion that got passed. 

    And then, it says up to three people identified as individuals with disabilities, that's not the language that was approved in the motion. In independent living, disability is an identity. It's something that people choose as their identity. It's not a label that we slap on people. And there was also a bunch of other really important language in that motion. I just have no idea what's going on here or why or how? 

    And lastly, just to question, did anyone respond to the October 2nd later in which she claims on behalf of the disability network board that consumers are adversaries of independent living? Did a meeting take place? I'm totally in the dark. Thank you. 

   >> (Speaker off mic). 

   >> Yvonne: I'm taking a couple of notes. Hold on. Okay. 

   >> Joe: Madame Chair, might I, again, stand for a point of personal privilege to make a comment? 

   >> Yvonne: Sure. 

   >>Joe:  Madame Chair, I stood at the barricades, major demonstrations. The fight for our civil rights. And those are civil rights of inclusion. This goes to Mr. Zelley’s comment who is not a disabled person who I've documented in the past has violated the civil rights of people with disabilities. And again, works with sheltered workshops putting people into segregated employment which is a violation of the workforce investment opportunity act. In documented fashion, he's not a person with disabilities. We have major issues in Flint and in this county that have not been addressed, including my own polling place, which is not accessible. 

    And I'll end it there. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Thank you. Um, let's go ahead and, Eleanor, I captured your thoughts, and I'm not ignoring them. But I want to get to the right part of the meeting for that. Did people have a chance to look through the September 20th minutes? 

   >> Joe: Yes. And I would like to, I would like to amend them. 

   >> Joe: Okay. In what way? 

   >> First, I would like it denoted that there were four unidentified people on that call link. And other people have identified them. They were Mr. Zelley, they were Mr. Todd Whiteman, another nondisabled CIL director. There were Sara Grivetti, and they were Kelly Pelong who heads up the CIL in Midland.  

   >> Okay. So, for the purposes of the minutes, I don't know we can put their names on it because people don't have to be identified, but I can certainly write there were four unidentified people who joined in on the call. Is that fair? 

   >> Joe: I've identified them, and they were sculking. And this was a public meeting. I'd like to identify that Theresa and I believe Charles who is there, you know, that they are SILC members and not just regular guests. 

   >> Yvonne: Oh, gosh, yes. Okay. 

   >> Okay. 

   >> Yvonne: Bear with me, on the phone, the silence, you wonder what people are doing. I'm taking notes and making that change. So, yes, we need to move them as SILC members. Any other comments on the minutes? 

   >> Approve the agenda, as well. We haven't done that yet. 

   >> Let's go on. Well, we did the minutes first. So, let's get to that ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: I'd rather do the minutes first because I think the agenda is going to take a little bit of explanation first. I apologize, I should have said that. Let's go ahead and keep going with the minutes. Can I get a motion to approve? 

   >> Joe: So, moved, Joe. 

   >> Yvonne: Thank you, a second? 

   >> Aaron: Support, Aaron. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Because of the phone call, do we do roll call votes on everything we vote on? 

   >> Joe: Yes. 

   >> Yvonne: Including minutes? Okay. 

   >> Yvonne: Tracy, can you do a vote on approval of the minutes as amended by Joe? 

   >> Tracy: Aaron Andres, Yes, Joe, Harcz, Yes, Yvonne Fleener. 

   >> Yes. 

   >> Tracy: Motion carried. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. As far as approving the agenda, I want to give a little bit of background about how this came to be. As you know, there are SILC members becoming concerned about the timeline in front of us in order to write a SPIL that will be meaningful and help keep moving forward the independent living movement. With that being said and knowing that Mark wasn't going to be here, I asked in conjunction with Steve and Tracy to kind of write up an agenda about what I think needs to happen. Process and data collection are things that I'm good at. 

    So, I ask if I could take a stab at that. There were no hidden agendas or meetings or conspiracies going around the issue. It was truly just to bring something forward. What I'm finding is being part of this meeting, without something to start from, it seems to fall apart and I'm leaving meetings frustrated and feeling like we're not making progress. That's why I made that suggestion that we bring something forward. 

    Within that hold on one second. 

   >> Sorry. Sorry. 

   >> That's okay. I'm looking at Eleanor's notes here. So, when you said did a meeting take place, Eleanor, a meeting, a meeting about the agenda did not take place, this was just conversation that we had. Some of it's in the email, which you probably already have. So that's kind of how that happened. It really came from a good place to move us forward. 

    As far as a meeting with Sara, that is probably something that Steve and Mark would be better able to address. I don't believe a meeting has taken place. The timing has just, the time, thank you, Aaron, and the timing has just been really bad with Steve's family needs and Mark's mom's passing. I don't know if Sarah's aware of that or if she reached out and it's in a holding pattern. I don't know the answer to that. But I do know that a meeting has not happened. I am grateful to have a CIL director join us and give public comment. I believe that the message that he shared about consumers being involved is a positive one. And progress from the letter that we received. So, all I can say on that from a big picture standpoint is more to be done. And we will all have to await Steve's and Mark's return to kind of figure out where we go with that. Go ahead, Joe, you were going to make a comment? 

   >> Joe: Yes. Yeah, I'm a member and this agenda does not include what we had in the last meeting, which is right in the meeting minutes, you know, to elect a consumer rep. Up to three. Instead, what we have in here are a lot of things very ad hoc. We also had meetings scheduled that never took place. And talk about data collection. One of our charges is to be doing the monitoring and the semiannual and annual reviews of the current spill, which we've not done. We don't even have it fully this year. We don't get the information. 

   >> Uh‑huh. 

   >> Joe: And to have things that we duly voted on and at all not put in this agenda is very ad hoc. 

   >> Yvonne: So, I want to respond to that. The things that as far as appointing the writing committee, what Steve has learned is not all the CILs potentially had that application, that is being sent back out, so people have the opportunity to apply. Until we have that back, it's got to be on standby. Right now, what's most important is around getting the data. The writing happened on January and February. The writing is different than the planning team. 

    For instance, I'm planning, but I don't see myself as being on the writing team. So, this, what we need to focus on is getting all of that information. When you read, when you go to the IRLU website, watch all of the webinars, they all talk about the data collection, the input gathering is the most important part. 

    And it's a part that we keep kind of putting by the wayside and talking about the writing team. Obviously, the writing is critical. That's the cart before the horse. And we need to get the information we need first. 

   >> Joe: Comment on that, ma'am. Joe Harcz. 

   >> Yvonne: Sure. 

   >> Joe: Throughout the entire process of the last almost four years now, we were supposed to have access to the data and getting that input. We had the common disability agenda which is kind of a joke and wasn't fully fulfilled. But we had all of that data collected. We had last September, a meeting that was a combined SPIL committee and a combined SILC meeting where they had the DSU represented in taking comments. 

    We had listening tours before the current SPIL, which were only half done. By the way, I attended, personally, the Common Disability Agenda event at The Disability Network in Flint. There were only seven people there. Wasn't even, you know, and half of them were not people with disabilities and half of them aren't logged. I don't know if anybody's ever seen this information. But I've got it. It's gibberish. Half of it. You know, but regardless, you know, we're reinventing the wheel, and we still, you've attended some of these spill committee meetings. 

    You know, we've gone through these sections time by time, and we don't have any data. 

   >> Yvonne: Can I make a comment? I think what you're talking about actually is, I would like to see that happen in this agenda. Can we go ahead and just move forward, approve the agenda and move forward and have that exact discussion that you're talking about? So that we're doing this in the right order? 

    Approving an agenda doesn't mean anything. It means we're moving forward. If we don't approve with a quorum, we're going to have a meeting anyway and we're not going to take action. I'm okay with it either way. But I want that input that you're giving to be on the part of the agenda where that's really critical that we talk about it. 

   >> Joe: Fine. I'm sorry, I'm sorry if I sound exasperated, you know. 

   >> Yvonne: I understand your exasperation. You feel like been there, done that and here we go, again. Is that a ‑‑ and I'm paraphrasing. 

   >> Joe: Pretty much. And we've got a lot of accountability. Okay, and one other thing that I requested and other people requested over the years has never been submitted. Are the Consumer Satisfaction Surveys from the CILs. 

   >> Hmm. 

   >> Hold that ‑‑ 

   >> Yes. 

   >> Yvonne: Hold that thought because I think that's an important piece. Okay. For that section. I'm going to write it down, too, just in case. 

   >> Joe: Move that we approve the agenda. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Do we have a second? 

   >> Aaron: Support. 

   >> Yvonne: I guess there's only three of us. So ‑‑ 

   >> Aaron Andres. 

   >> That was Joe Harcz. 

   >> Yvonne: And Tracy? Let's go ahead and do the roll call on it just to make it official. 

    (Roll call). 

   >> Tracy: Aaron Andres, yes, Joe Harcz, yes, Yvonne Fleener, yes. Motion carried. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. So, I'm an interim chair. So, what I do at this meeting may not be what Mark wants to do at the next one. I see this group as being, there will be things that we vote on, but I also see it as being a lot of dialogue, right? Like Joe has already started for us to kind of look at the history and the concerns and things that we need. I'm comfortable in working in that kind of environment if it's okay with you. 

    And when we have to take action that requires motions, we'll do so. This committee is a working committee on behalf of the SILC. I agree with Eleanor, that this committee is charged with by the SILC by picking the writing committee and that we need to revise that on the agenda. I think that makes sense. 

    The first part of this agenda before we dive in is talking about this agreement. This is something that we pulled together. It is not directed at anybody. It's basic team norms, right? Of how people function as a team. So, we can go through those. It sounds like many people have already read them. It really is about we have to move forward. We have a strict timeline. We have lots of good input from people. Everybody's input has value. And I just want to be sure that we're treating each other with dignity and respect. 

    With that being said, one of the things I'm not comfortable with is calling people out for not having disabilities. Many people have hidden disabilities, my son included. And it minimizes the type of disabilities that are out there. So, I ask that we refrain from determining by the way someone looks whether or not they have a disability. And I'll leave it at that. 

   >> Eleanor: That's not what we're doing here. We're asking people whether they identify as people with disabilities. Everybody has ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: And Eleanor, Eleanor, you're not on the committee. I'm going to have to ask you to please stop talking. Thank you. 

   >> Joe: This is Joe, I would like to comment on that. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: We have half, roughly half of our people who run our CILs do not identify as people with disabilities. Do not identify and do not have them. We have people who have ‑‑ and these are documented facts, ma'am. And I'll send it all to you, who have discriminated against me. Me, ma'am. In documented fashion. And other people with disabilities in their activities calling those things out are facts. 

   >> Eleanor: You need to know that right now Yvonne, this attitude is out of control. 

   >> Yvonne: It's not out of control. 

   >> Eleanor: You want to start something; we can start something. I'm not going to be talked to like this. I'm not going to be called unqualified ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Eleanor, I'm not saying you're not qualified. You are not on this committee and you're not going to interrupt the process of the committee. You have public comment, we want to hear from you at that point. And that's when you speak on a committee. That's how it works. I didn't make that up. That's how it works. 

    Joe, I understand what you're ‑‑ 

   >> Joe: And by the way, I'm blind, I don't go by looks. 

   >> Yvonne: That's a good point. And kind of funny. 

   >> Joe: Yes. And it's actually a fact. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. 

   >> Joe: And we have in the public record where people who do not, who run centers, run operations, who not identify in any way is people with disabilities. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. And I think that's a fair point. As long as we're distinguishing about them identifying or us identifying for them because we can't visibly see it. I'm comfortable with that. I think we can move on. 

    So, the thing I want us to hold each other accountable to is really, you know, not asking anybody to sign anything and agree to all of these things, but I would like us to be really thoughtful and diligent about how we speak to one another and how we in the context that we use things. So, for instance, Joe, I'm going to pick on you for a second. I know that really crappy things have happened to you. 

    I believe you. I value it and I think it can be an important piece of information to writing the SPIL. But I'm going to ask you to try ‑‑ and I know it's hard because it's personal, right? I get it. But I'm going to ask you to try to say, okay, what I'm saying helps this SPIL writing process in what way? Or SPIL planning process at this point. Does that make sense? Because we just don't have that much time to just, to not relate it back. Go ahead. 

   >> Joe: In our current SPIL, accessible communities and accessible CILs. Period. 

   >> Okay. And they are not ‑‑ and when I say they're supposed to be. They're supposed to be, but no measurable outcomes. And then when people, you know, a few years ago, several people had to go demonstrate, you know, and document and add a free press story at the disability network for holding an accessible ADA event. Are we supposed to say it's accessible when it's not? 

   >> Yvonne: Absolutely not. We're going to talk about that in the context of the development of this SPIL. What information would be helpful, how do we move that forward and make it part of this process? That's all I'm asking. So, at this point ‑‑ 

   >> (Inaudible) agenda? 

   >> Yes, we are. Yes. And this is a discussion I want us to have, though, as moving forward in our agenda. 

   >> I agree. But I think we have limited time and we need to move forward and not get stuck on each other's disagreement. We need to agree to disagree and move forward in a positive direction, if we can do that. 

   >> Yeah. And I don't think we're disagreeing. But that is fine. The other thing that we'll move on to and address since it's on here are the make‑up of the team, the planning and monitoring team. 

    Yvonne: I don't disagree with you, Joe. It appears I'm new to the SILC but doesn't appear that the monitoring piece has been happening. In my mind right now, what's done is done, and I would like to see us moving forward on getting the material we need to write the next SPIL. 

    I know that SPIL needs to happen and once we have the SPIL in place, this team, this committee should set up processes that we are regularly doing that and that we have the data we need to do it. That's all I'll say about that. 

    As far as make‑up of the team description, this information was from conversations with Steve. It got pulled from the bylaws. And looking at the guidebook to SILC chairpersons, it does look like it's pretty common that you would have your Bureau for Blind Persons and MRS as part of that committee. Whether or not they come is another thing, but they certainly have access. 

    And the same with the writing team, I can look it up, again, but something that we found in the federal guidelines did say that those two groups are actually part of the writing team. Now, how much they participate is a whole other thing. But they are part of it. We can look into that more. It's not something we can vote on. 

   >> Joe: Excuse me. This is Joe. Yeah. Because, you know, this is labeled as, what is this document labeled, again? You know, the agreement. Okay. Well, nothing has been voted on. However, when it comes to ex‑officials, anybody, they can attend any meeting they damn well want. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. That's true. I'm just trying to follow the rules that I'm looking at. And so, we could look at that more, I'm fine with that. I don't, it doesn't matter to me if they're on the committee, or not, for that exact reason, Joe. 

    But if it's supposed to be that way, then, we'll go ahead and add them and see where that goes. If it's okay with you guys, one of the objectives of today's meeting is to kind of go through the timeline and see if you think we're missing any big chunks, does the timeline seem reasonable? 

    If we can agree kind of on a timeline, the SILC employees, Steve and Tracy can actually start to make some progress on this until we meet, again. And then, I'd like to, from there, talk about kind of the action steps in between meetings for us and what we can work on. And then, you know, we'll reengage Mark and go from there. Can we move on to the timeline? Starting with October? 

   >> Joe: Could I take a step back on that, though? 

   >> Yvonne: Sure. 

   >> Joe: Before we do that, if we ever have a document, and please, I'm trying to be kind here. But I'm going to push back. If we ever have a formal thing, this should be stricken. Maternalistic or paternalistic. 

   >> Yvonne: They are, they're things you learn in kindergarten. My experience is people don't practice them. I'm not directing it at you. I'm directing it at everybody. If you don't want them there, I'll tell you, when they chair meetings, they are things I'll be looking for and I'm going to hold people accountable for treating each other in that manner. Can we move on to October? 

   >> Yes. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. So, in October. The SPIL planning team is established. We already did that. We have to get a needs assessment out to people with disabilities, various groups of people. The California needs assessment that's attached was the one in my research through IRLU. If the committee members could give input or the general public, give input and get it back to Steve to incorporate those thoughts and get that process started. 

   >> Aaron: I have a question. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. 

   >> Aaron: When you actually form still ‑‑ correctly. Or is this something different than ‑‑ mandate. I'm confused, if we approved another name that I'm not aware of ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: It's not a SPIL, it's a state plan, it's the SPIL committee responsible for doing things like the planning, monitoring and appointing the writing team. So, I just use those words when I work with Steve because I thought they gave clarity. If they don't give clarity. Because what I was finding, people were talking about the writing committee and this committee as if they were the same, and they're not. 

    So, I was just trying to give it clarity. I'm happy to not call it that. 

   >> Joe: This is Joe. On this topic, okay. 

   >> Yvonne: Uh‑huh. 

   >> Joe: This is the time where we go into the data collection. 

   >> Yvonne: Right. 

   >> Joe: Value. I've read that California Needs Assessment. There are several categories that need to be adjusted. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: But the most important thing, and that hasn't been going on is, again, we've already collected a whole bunch of data. There no, and I repeat, no provisions for making this fully accessible to everybody. It's not even mentioned. A website's a mess, other places are a mess. There's also no, there's no delineation on type of disability, et cetera, et cetera, and if we remember, going back on the accessibility issue, remember the IRRU training with Brad Williams, that was a major concern. Up front. 

   >> Yvonne: Joe, are you talking about the whole process right now? Are you talking about the need’s assessment specifically? 

   >> Joe: Both. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. For the need’s assessment, I think you make good points. They're not captured in here just because there's a lot not captured in here. Would you be willing to talk to Steve about your ideas and changes to that needs assessment? And the best way for us to, and I know the best way. Changes to that assessment. Best way to get it out to the broadest audience possible. Is that okay? And I'm not always alerted to when they're happening, you know. And things are moving fast. 

   >> Joe: But we also have to look at our own website. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. I know that's something that Steve's been working on. Isn't that something he's aware of and trying to fix? 

   >> Joe: Everybody's been working on it, but the money hasn't been put in. It hasn't been fixed. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: How are people going to get it? How are we going to get reuse on this? 

   >> Yvonne: Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: How are we gathering the data, you know? 

   >> Joe: Yeah. It's fully accessible to everybody. We aren't going to be getting any input if it's not accessible to everybody. And the first place is our own website and ensuring when this goes out to CIL, they're fully accessible. Mine's not. 

   >> Yvonne: Is there an alternative? Because this process has to happen more quickly than we would like, right? Since everything I read says you start the process of gathering data three years, you know, you started after you write your plan. We don't have that luxury. Is there a third site? Like, if we got posted on MRSs and the commission for the blind. 

   >> Joe: Oh, boy are they a mess, too? But on top of everything else, this goes to the core. The very core. Things are not fully accessible. They're not. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. I hear ya. 

   >> Joe: You can't gather the data. Yes, they can be put up on certain things. But we haven't done this all along. I'm just I'm sorry. I'm very frustrated. And all of these entities, they've been violating the Americans with Disabilities Act. The section 504 of the rehabilitation act. And other things for years for years. 

   >> Yvonne: I've got that circled on my page that we need to figure that out. You're right. If we are ‑‑ if we are from the get‑go excluding groups of people. We certainly don't want to do that. How long does it take to make a website accessible? Weeks, years? I don't know. How are we going to ensure people with that disability have access? So that is noted. Got it. 

   >> Eleanor: I have a suggestion, but I know nobody wants to hear from me. 

   >> Yvonne: Great. So, the next item is to determine who will be interviewed. We'll do that at the next meeting, also in October, and talk about are there key stake holders that want to be interviewed? This was, again, part of the webinar that Steve played for us, if anybody, and making sure we do that. Getting the application back out. A questionnaire designed that we would like the CILs to use. I think this team should help design what that looks like and having another committee meeting the last week of October. 

    That's kind of the layout for October. 

   >> Joe: I do need to comment on this, again. This is Joe. 

   >> Yvonne: Sure. Uh‑huh. 

   >> Joe: Is that whole application was pretty much an ad hoc thing. And it's really pretty bloody messy to begin with. 

   >> Yvonne: Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: Two, if you go down later, they're contradicting what we passed at the last meeting. And then, it goes to, they'll be selected by the executive committee. Or the interviews done by that. 

   >> So, one of my go ahead, bylaw ‑‑ 

   >> Joe: By law, all of the meetings of this, of the SILC, including the executor committee meetings must be made public. 

   >> Yvonne: My thinking is this, Joe, there are people who may want to serve on that committee who should be able to be I think an interview process is good. They may not want to do that in a public forum. There are people who will participate, other people who want to be on the committee. The way the open meetings act work, any decision-making meeting has to be public. If there's an interview committee, and Joe, if you don't want to be on the writing committee, then you should be part of the interview committee. 

    I don't know where you fall on that. 

   >> Joe: I'm not on the executive committee. This is where ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: That is only a recommendation. I was trying to find a body not involved who doesn't want to be on the writing team. My recommendations will be brought to this team. They're not making decisions. They are truly just serving as a way to gather that data, not just to an application but through a talk, which I think addresses accessibility in some ways too. It wasn't to exclude anyone. 

   >> Joe: Okay. I just have to say this. I know the Open Meetings Act inside out. And you can check out the case law and everything else. 

   >> Yvonne: Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: And I know the FOYA inside and out. And the federal regulations that every step has to be open to the public. Every step. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Well, we can get an opinion on that. I don't agree with you the way I've researched and read it. But, yeah, I could be wrong. 

   >> Joe: I got the opinions, I got the case law. 

   >> We're not getting anywhere, folks. ‑‑ 

   >> (Speaking on top of one another). 

   >> Yvonne: If you could pass that on to me, that would be helpful. I would like to look at it. Again, it wasn't meant, it was really meant to honor individuals who don't want to be interviewed in an open meeting. I think that's a valid point to consider. It wasn't meant to shut anybody out of anything. 

   >> Joe: The final vote needs to be a public meeting, I'll tell you that. 

   >> Yvonne: Absolutely. Totally agree with that. As well as the discussion about that vote needs to be a public meeting. Aaron, were you trying to add something? Okay. We've got about 25 minutes, or 35 minutes left. Let's move on to November. Sorry, that's my phone. My phone has been acting crazy lately. It's about taking the information we're getting and Joe, I hear you saying we have a lot of information we need to get, which is great news, hopefully, that we already have a lot of data, we just need to get our hands on it and being able to synthesize that. 

    What I kind of see happening is that some of this will have to happen kind of in between meetings. In sort of a, like a working meeting. By the time we get to the meeting, we have something to discuss. 

    Again, those are not exclusionary, not closed meetings, I'm suggesting, maybe that's something Steve said he thought he and Tracy would be doing. November is about synthesizing. And I use the word "framework." I think Steve had another word he called it. But it's really about, when we go back, when we are out getting feedback and input from communities, sort of having a starting point based on the data we've already collected is probably helpful. It frames the conversation. It's not saying we don't have an other. We always have an other. 

    I have a sixth item not part of the five that you have lifted, whatever. But it's a way to kind of help us gather input quickly, efficiently and get quality information about the topics that we've identified as broad topics. That's my thought on that. Let's see here, we talked about the executive committee and executive director. We can plan on talking about that more at the next meeting. 

    And then, the SILC meeting the third week of November, and that's to just sort of update them on the process and kind of where we're at on things. 

    December is the virtual forums that Steve talked about at the meeting that we had the webinar on, the public forum. And then, again, this group really synthesizing those themes, pulling that all together. And then, meeting in January with the identified writing team because they may be different members and sort of presenting that information and passing it on to them and answering their questions. 

    And then, kind of passing the baton, so to speak, to the writing team. And then, you can kind of read on your own from there, you know, February, January/February is about writing, March is gathering more input and holding more public meetings. April is completing the SPIL for the SILC's review. Getting more input and then a final draft sent out to partners for approval in May. Comments? 

   >> Joe: Question. 

   >> Yvonne: Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: Did you ever get sent stuff from the common disability agenda from the other raw data? 

   >> Yvonne: I've never seen that. 

   >> Joe: Well, it's pretty spotty and messy, but it's what we paid for. And that has a lot of this stuff. But also, we continue to cancel meetings. And we have over the years. SPIL meetings and other meetings and we still haven't got the data for this on the implementation on the current SPIL. And there's a lot that need to go into that SPIL writing. We have also not received from the centers. Nobody's got it. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: And I hate to be redundant, but finally, once again, we talk about this virtual town meeting and that goes to accessibility. 

   >> Yvonne: Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: I'm vague as to how that's going to be done. 

   >> Yvonne: I don't know either. That's what Steve called it. And I don't really know much. I know that on the IRLU website, they have a whole topic about how to do them, but I haven't looked at that, yet. 

    So, I wrote down data about the common disability agenda. Data on the current SPIL, which I think makes a lot of sense, right? We can see, does it make sense to continue this? Does it not make sense? I think that's valuable data that we get our hands on. Hold on, I want to write it down, so I don't lose my train of thought. 

    Need data from current SPIL. I also think as a side note, Joe, once we sort of pass the baton to the writing team that this group should keep meeting and talk about monitoring, right? I mean, instead of sort of just letting it fall, I don't know, well, I shouldn't say that. I don't know what happened to it before. But start talking right away about what's this going to look like? How are we going to process this information? All of that should happen. But right now, we've got to focus on the other part first and go back to that. 

   >> Joe: Yes, we're supposed to be doing that all along. 

   >> Yvonne: I know, yeah. 

   >> Joe: That's the primary charge of this committee. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. 

   >> Joe: It's like pulling teeth. And it's also making it accessible. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. 

   >> Joe: So, we're doing things a little bit cart before the horse. But whatever, okay. Thank you. 

   >> Yvonne: No, I agree. But I can't fix accessibility without stopping, you know. I agree with you, though. 

   >> Joe: Hey, it's not just, it's not just on accessibility. I'm talking about, you know, the SPIL committee, you know, we've been going over and over and over, again, you know, meetings getting canceled or then we'll go over, you know, the current SPIL, item by item, section by section, and we find out that there are huge problems that are relevant for the next SPIL. 

   >> Yvonne: That makes sense. 

   >> Joe: One, there are whole categories where there are simply outputs. It's a widely discussed thing. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. 

   >> Joe: Two, there are whole areas where there has been no action taken. That's three and a half years. Emergency preparedness, it's kind of gobbledygook. This is writing to the next SPIL to not repeat the sins of the past. 

   >> Yvonne: I totally agree with that. I think that makes perfect sense. Well, do you think that our next meeting, if we tried to meet, again, in October, do you think we could have enough, I mean, is it, let me just try to spit out a sentence here. To look at the current SPIL and garner information about what's useful for the next SPIL? Or no? 

   >> Joe: I think that's part of our charge. 

   >> Yvonne: Do you think by October we could have the information we need? 

   >>Joe:  I don't know, if people send it to us. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. I'm going to put that down on here. So, my thought with this timeline, hold on, let me write that down, Joe or I won't remember it if I don't write it down. Current SPIL. 

   >> Joe: We haven't got the year‑end data. We've got the fiscal year ended on September 30th. 

   >> Aaron: Yvonne, this is Aaron Andres. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. 

   >> Aaron: I was looking at the agenda, and it says one of our last meetings in October 28th or dash November 1st. 

   >> Yvonne: Uh‑huh. 

   >> Aaron: And I know we're talking about meeting in October, but I will be in Grand Rapids from the 24th through the 28th with the conference. I've been asked to open in Grand Rapids. So ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. We're probably at a point. Let me close on the timeline and we'll move on to additional meetings. My thought about this timeline, it's kind of fluid. 

   >> Aaron: Okay. 

   >> Yvonne: It's not set in stone. It's just for us to kind of have a ballpark and some direction for Steve and Tracy and for ourselves. Things can be moved. Things can change along the way. So, with that being said, looking at additional meetings. You're saying the last week of October doesn't work for you, right? 

   >> Aaron: Well, if I'm supposed to be in Grand Rapids, I don't see how I'm supposed to be on this call when ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Right. 

   >> Aaron: The meeting ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: So that whole week doesn't work for you at all? You're gone the whole week? 

   >> Aaron: The 24th through the 28th, I will be gone to Grand Rapids. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. So would the proposed date, and I totally made these up, guys. I just wanted a starting point. Would Wednesday, October 30th work from 1:00 to 4:00? Or not? For you, Aaron? And then, Joe, too. 

   >> Aaron: What day? 

   >> Yvonne: That's Wednesday, October 30th. Day before Halloween from 1:00 to 4:00. 

   >> Aaron: Hold on one second. I can look. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: I can do it. 

   >> Yvonne: Cool. Okay. 

   >> Joe: I sure do a lot of work for nothing. 

   >> Yvonne: I know, right? I'm glad, though, that you're doing it. 

   >> Joe: Been doing it for years. 

   >> Yvonne: And I did say, Joe, on the agenda that I'm, I was, I asked Steve and Tracy if it was okay with them if people who wanted to could meet in person just because, sometimes, I think that could be helpful. But obviously, we would still have you there by phone, as well. 

   >> Aaron: I have PT, which is physical therapy at 2:00. So ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Aaron: If we could adjust that a bit, then ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. What do you guys think about our committee? And Joe, I'm sure you'll let me know if I'm violating a rule. But could we also, like, do some conversations via email in between? Like, you know, about, hey, I got this piece of data? Or this might be useful? Or is that just too confusing? 

   >> Joe: It violates the Open Meetings Act. 

   >> Yvonne: Well, not necessarily, but six one, half dozen of the other. But when it comes to data, it's not. 

   >> Okay. 

   >> But we can't have an open meeting act decision, you know, by email. 

   >> Right. 

   >> That type of thing. 

   >> But we could ‑‑ 

   >> Joe: For example, I can forward you the big box of information Steve sent to me, which I'm just surprised other people didn't get. But maybe it's because, you know ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. I would love to see that. 

   >> Joe: Well, yeah, it's going to be really hard to (inaudible) through. There's a lot of holes. It's like a lot of our carts, it's kind of gibberish, sometimes. You can send stuff like that. But, let me make a recommendation that we meet in the early evening. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. That's fine with me. Does that work for you, Aaron? 

   >> Aaron: That works. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. So, we'll stick with Wednesday. 

   >> Yvonne: 5:00 on the 30th? 

   >> Aaron: I can do that. 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. I could even do 4:00, but 5:00 is fine, too. Right now, it's proposed to be a three‑hour meeting. That would be 5:00 to 8:00. Or could we do 4:00 to 7:00? Would that work for you guys? 

   >> Aaron: Yeah, we could do that. 

   >> Joe: Yes. 

   >> Joe: We need to have a better, informed agenda, in my opinion, on what we're going to do. And we do have to make a notice both on the website and to other people about this because it is ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Right. But what I will do is talk with Mark and kind of get him up to speed on what we talked about. Because, again, I see this as a fluid process. Let's have a little bit of conversation about what are the top items we want to talk about on our next agenda? And I think we can do that via email, and we can express that. It doesn't have to be a vote. But we can, then, discuss that at our next meeting so that we are making progress. Is that fair? 

Joe: Yes. But, again, the primary charge is to monitor the existing SPIL. So, we need that data. And Mark has it and Steve has it. 

   >> Yvonne: Yep. 

   >> Joe: You know? 

   >> Yvonne: I think that make sense for the priority of that next meeting, to me. 

   >> Joe: And that is part of our charge. You know ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Right. 

   >> Joe: The annual report, to be submitted to the SILC as a whole. 

   >> Yvonne: So, what about this? What if our next meeting is about looking at the year‑end data. We can do some work on trying to figure out the consumer satisfaction surveys. And then, taking a look at that needs assessment, which hopefully, Joe, you and Steve will have done some work on and you can present something to us on your, you know, what you think makes the most sense for that kind of needs assessment. 

    If those three items happened, that would be a huge progress, don't you think? 

   >> Joe: Yeah. I think it might take us the whole three hours to go through line by line. 

   >> Yvonne: I think so, too. 

   >> Joe: No, to go line‑by‑line at the year‑end monitoring report. 

   >> Yvonne: I think there's got to be, there's got to be a better way to do that. Because that call, we were on with Mark where he was going line by line, it was really hard to track for me. I don't know, Joe, did you think that, too? Or no? And Aaron, I don't remember if you were on that call, or not. 

   >> Joe: But that was only two segments. 

   >> Aaron: I know. That was only two segments, but we're supposed to have the whole year. We're supposed to be working on this, you know, according to our structure every month. Line by line. 

   >> Yvonne: Right. 

   >> Joe: It's also an accessibility issue. Because I can't be here on the phone going, you know, my thing doesn't line up with their thing. 

   >> Yeah. 

   >> And our ‑‑ 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah, mine didn't line up either and it was frustrating. 

   >> Joe: The major categories, and the major problems that were addressed were, you know, we have these categories for 3 1/2 years and there's no data. And everybody says, we're working on it. You know? 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: Or there's no action taken. None. 

   >> Yvonne: Which, I think you're right, if no action was taken, then, you know, I think we need to pose that question back to the CILs and say why? And, you know, is this, and maybe there are reasonable explanations and maybe not, but it certainly is to be considered in the new SPIL whether or not that actually made sense. 

   >> Joe: Exactly. And this is Joe, again. And the questions I've been asking over and over, again, that includes expenditures. For example, ‑‑ I need to put one out. And we've asked for this over and over, again. In 2017, there was a disability network academy put together, which is some sort of training module or whatever that lined up with a so‑called project excellence component of the current SPIL. 

   >> Yvonne: Uh‑huh. Okay. 

   >> Joe: Nobody's seen it. Nobody knows how it works, if it exists. And I certainly will tell you one thing, you know, even invoices weren't fully accessible to this blind man, which I got (inaudible) so I doubt if that modules is, you know, and nobody's submitted that data. 

   >> Yvonne: Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: We have all kinds of ‑‑ when we do have certain data, it's not being tracked properly. It isn't broken down. You know, we've got the employment section. And we're supposed to ‑‑ another section that's under competitive, integrated employment. But then we've got, you know, year‑end and year out, we have 22 one year and nobody answered questions. How come we had $2.5 million of VR funds going into a program and we get 21 employees? 

    And then, the next year, it's 171. But wait a minute, nobody knows. Nobody knows what those jobs were. Nobody knows the duration, the type of job, the pay. Nobody knows if they were shuttled off into a workshop. Or they just got a little Skyping to clean up around the SILC office. 

   >> Yvonne: If I'm hearing you correctly, what we could do, we did an employment one, which obviously there's going to be something most likely unemployment that what we've learned from the last one is that we didn't ask for the right measurements, right? So, if we just said, oh, yeah, 90% of people are employed but we didn't ask for those underlying measurements that's something for us to include in the next one. Is that fair? Is that correct? 

   >> Joe: That's correct. And that's been brought up in these meetings, you know. I know you got on board the SPIL. But before, that's why they're broken up. Same thing with the employment. 

   >> Right. I've recommended they pull whole categories. 

   >> Yeah. 

   >> Joe: They've got another employment section on educating businesses on, I'm doing this off the top of my head. Educating businesses on the Americans with disabilities or whatever, you know, employing people with disabilities. 

   >> Uh‑huh. 

   >> Joe: For one thing, that ain't our business. That should be shut right down. That's a voc rehab thing. We're supposed to be dealing with people with disabilities. But then, the only thing they have is an output. You know, they've got ‑‑ 

   >> Mm‑hmm. 

   >> Joe: 8 gazillion hours. What does that mean? 

   >> Yvonne: Yeah. I agree. 

   >> Joe: So those things need to ‑‑ we're going to have a streamline SPIL. It's very important. Very important. 

   >> Yvonne: Yep. I think that makes sense. And it's going to be a fine line, right? Between trying to fix what's wrong and move it forward. They're both important and they're both the responsibility of this committee. And so, we're going to have to kind of muddle through and figure it out. And maybe Mark in between, maybe, can help us even create a better way to process that information. The way we did it last time was mind numbing. 

    And I didn't find it very helpful. 

   >> Joe: It's very mind numbing, but it's part of the accessibility for me, you know and going through that. And part of it's documented, but the real problem, it is, you know, if you take a look back through the minutes and other things, we've asked for certain things for Mark and the staff and from the CIL network, and they haven't been forthcoming. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Joe: We're going to work on this. And staff is having a hard time getting data. And sometimes, this is beyond ‑‑ I'm not super technical. But we've got all these, you know, part of the problem with no data is they don't have the query fields filled in. For the centers. That develop that. We've had the operation. Nobody's fixing this.

   >> Yvonne: And make significant progress. I hear you. With your guys' permission, it's not on the agenda, but we have about ten minutes left. A public comment period? 

   >> Joe: I think we should. This is Joe, again. We've had practice on all of our committees and whatnot to have five minutes first and first minutes after. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. So, we picked the next meeting date, which is Wednesday, October 30th from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. And we'll, maybe we'll just pick one meeting at a time rather than trying to do all of them. That way Mark can be back, and other people can be here. Any other comments from the committee? And then, we'll go ahead and open up public comment. 

   >> Go ahead. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Is there anybody on the line that would like to do public comment? 

   >> Eleanor. 

   >> Yvonne: All right, go ahead, Eleanor. 

   >> Eleanor: Okay. This committee was in need of leadership. So, Yvonne, when you typed out that timeline, that's an example of something helpful that you did. Okay. One of the things I've experienced over and over, the people who put time and effort into knowing these subject inside and out, educating themselves, going line by line through every single item, giving input, having the input taken down having Mark, Steve, everybody say we're going to follow up on this without giving a response, at the end of the day, the consumers have put the effort in. We have educated ourselves and become experts. Every single time, a nondisabled person shows up and they know more than the people who have been here 20 years. And Yvonne, I think I asked you specifically at the last SILC council meeting to be very conscious of censoring and tone policing. 

    And I am feeling really sick right now. I'm feeling sick and afraid we're back sliding into the old ways. For example, what I said, what Luke said, the consumers who have applied are not qualified. When I said that was offensive, you corrected me. And when Joe told you stuff about whether the (inaudible) have to be included in the writing team and the open meetings act, you acted as the decider. And you said things that were wrong about those things. The DSE is not required to be appointed to the SPIL writing team. They can be. But it's not required. And with regards to the open meetings act, we need to know this. This is the deciding line. Are you engaging in a conversation that goes to a final agency determination yes or no? Can you discuss data? Yes, you sure can. Can you engage in conversation that are on the path to a final agency determination? No, you can't. That's what the open meetings act said. 

    And Yvonne, I really would just like you to be conscious of what's going on here right now because this is really making me scared and upset that you are appointing yourself a decider and, this is not going to go well. We have to get to a point where we're not tone policing everything that comes out of consumers' mouths and then saying, you know, Luke Zelley's allowed to say whatever negative he wants about consumer application. And you deem that positive. And then, you directly describe all the things consumers say as irrelevance. 

   >> Yvonne: I don't believe that I did that. I'm sorry you heard it that way. That was not my intent. I did not make decisions on any of this. My committee discussed it. We talked about more information on things I was uncertain of, including, too, that you mentioned. So, decisions were not made. Again, I do, I will call people out if I disagree or if I don't understand something. 

    So ‑‑ 

   >> Eleanor: You're not the decider. 

   >> Yvonne: And it's not about ‑‑ I'm not. You're absolutely right. I'm not the decider and I did not decide anything. And I don't agree with your take on the meeting. And I apologize, but I'm willing to listen and I'll try to be more aware of it that I'm not coming across as the decider. Any other? Do you have more, Eleanor? Or are you done? Any other public comment? 

   >> Luke: Yes. This is Luke. I'd like to just share a final thought. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. 

   >> Luke: So, I appreciate the opportunity to give public input, and my experience with public input is it's shared. It may or may not be interacted with by the committee. But I appreciate your leadership, Yvonne, stepping in. With other folks not available. That is needed at this point. I appreciate, also, the almost the rules of engagement that you put out that, yeah, these are all things we should abide by and have learned, you know, including seeing positive intent in others. And I just, I'll read back where my comments for ‑‑ being critical of SPIL applying or consumers applying. Just the opposite, I'm encouraging that, supporting that. And that should be responsive. 

    So please hear that as a positive step. I would ask that council members or committee members really explore the accusations when they make them. There's documentation that show nine CIL members do not have disabilities. I'm not aware of that documentation. 

    Again, I appreciated the sensitivity around or the unwillingness to engage in conversations questioning people's disabilities as unproductive. 

   >> Hmm. 

   >> Yvonne: I anticipate engaging more in this. I think it's an opportunity for all CILs, and again, it's not about divisive conversation, it's about all of us coming together. Not just the people who have been on the SPIL and working their ass off for years on this, but the entire population of folks with disabilities in Michigan, all voices being heard on this. Not just the CILs or advocates. And I think that is something that is this committee and this SPIL aspires to is the full voice of, with disabilities in Michigan. So just, again, thank you for taking leadership today. Thank you for the council members and the advocates who spoke up today so passionately. Thank you. 

   >> Yvonne: Okay. Thank you, and Luke and Eleanor, I think you both have a ton of knowledge and experience. So please keep coming. We want to hear from you. And with that said, we'll go ahead and adjourn the meeting. Thank you, everyone.
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