
Person Centered Planning Workgroup Meeting 
October 22, 2008 

 
Location:  ARC Michigan Offices, Lansing, Michigan 
 
Individuals Present:  Jane Alexander, Nora Barkey, Tari Muniz, Kianna Harrison, 
Andrew Farmer, Denise Rabidoux, Dohn Hoyle, Monique Bonkowski, Marsh Ellis 
(I believe others were in attendance but I do not have them listed in my notes-Workgroup 
Members please let me know if I missed your name-Denise) 
 
Denise Rabidoux called the meeting to order and asked everyone to introduce themselves.   
 
Those present reviewed the planned items of discussion/agenda items and determined that 
the “flow” of meeting seemed reasonable and would lead to a stated set of action items and 
follow up items to address by either the nursing home sub group or the PCP Workgroup as 
a whole. 
 
Ms Rabidoux presented to the group a summary document highlighting the charge issued 
to the PCP Workgroup and identified the work by various members to date and provided a 
comprehensive update to those present on the work conducted by the nursing home sub 
group.    
 
Key principles began to emerge as the discussion continued around what it means for the 
consumer/client to be “in charge” of their decisions related to their long term care.  It was 
recognized by Dohn Hoyle and others in the group that guardians by their very nature of 
appointment take control away from the client and place it in the “laps” of another person.  
It was observed that in some cases a “champion” for the client/consumer is not the 
guardian and perhaps should not be the guardian in any circumstance.  There was a 
discussion around creating “champion expectations”.  For instance, all agreed that there 
should be an expectation that the client “champion” should physically visit and observe for 
themselves.  A qualification of a “champion” would be that they view their role as one of 
advocacy for the consumer. 
 
Another observation/principle exemplifies person centeredness as a concept to be applied 
in planning with and supporting any client/individual utilizing long term care supports and 
services of any kind.  A true process puts the individual in charge of their own life; despite 
the difficulties those around the client may have with the notion of “in charge”.  It asks the 
client, “What are you going to do?” and “When are you going to do it?” and “How would 
you like it done?” 
 
Dohn voiced an observation that living in a “group” setting compromises person 
centeredness.   Andy challenged the group to think of the possibility of recommending a 
continued process where person centered planning was an expectation across the 
continuum or array of services and that “compromise” was not a principle.   
 
Denise identified for the members present what tasks are currently being looked at in the 
nursing home sub group.  The “cycles” or “stages” of a nursing home stay were identified 
and she identified that the test communities were addressing issues related to the pre 
admission and admission process with nursing homes. 
 



A key observation by the sub group was also the observation of continual evaluation by the 
client.  An evaluation process that continually asks, “How are we (the provider staff) doing 
now?”  “Is there anything we should do differently?” 
 
The presentations by Kari Muniz and Kianna Harrison were extremely helpful as they 
provided information on the status to date on the implementation of person centered 
planning in the LTC Connections site, the Waiver Program, etc.  A review of education and 
training to date was also presented.   Jane Alexander also discussed her participation in a 
task force around the implementation of person centeredness in the acute care/hospital 
setting. 
 
The group also received a report by Nora Barkey and Jane Alexander that focused on the 
rules or practice guidelines already established as a part of the Long Term Care 
Workgroup Final Report.   The discussion continued around whether the PCP Workgroup 
can begin to identify a group of standardized principles of person centeredness across the 
array of long term care supports and services. 
 
It was also determined that the work to date would allow us to begin to draft a competency 
guideline, expectations of the role and a specific education program for the client 
“champion” in the person center planning process. 
 
The following common themes surfaced: 

• There is a great need for ongoing public and consumer education.  There needs to be 
a focus on education for family members and the community at large on what 
“control” and person centeredness means. 

• There is a need to define the “champion”-what is the role of a “champion”? define 
the training needs of a “champion”, what are the expectations in order to remain a 
“champion”? 

• Begin to frame a set of UNIVERSAL practice guidelines and then develop a 
strategy/plan to introduce and get “buy in” by all the array of service sectors. 

• Implementation and next steps discussions around the universal practice guidelines 
will most likely need a sub committee to roll out a plan and establish the universal 
training materials. 

• Do we need to revisit participants on the PCP Workgroup to make certain that 
adequate representation exists?  Who do we need to get familiar with our work to 
date?  

• How do we begin to coordinate some of our efforts with other workgroups such as 
Workforce, Finance, Public Education? 

• What challenges exist in accessing a common data base?  What are the technology 
and information challenges?  Is there further information and common access 
opportunities with service point software? 

 
The group decided that Nora Barkey, Denise Rabidoux, Jane Alexander and Dohn Hoyle 
would have a follow up meeting prior to the next Commission Meeting on November 24, 
2008. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Denise Rabidoux 
Co-Chair Person Centered Planning Workgroup 



UPDATE:

Workgroup on Person-
Centered Planning

October 22, 2008



Workgroup Charge/Responsibility
•Evaluate the implementation of the  Person Centered Planning 
Process as it exists today; including the use of a consumer chosen supports 
coordinator and the process evident in the Medicaid Waiver Program, 
Single Point of Entry Process, and the LTC Connections sites.

•Review and Refine Practice Guidelines and Protocols in a meaningful 
way so that implementation of the Person Centered Planning Process 
becomes operational in all long term care settings/service lines.

•Focus workgroup efforts on the importance of ongoing education 
related to Practice Guidelines and “culture change” processes.



Workgroup Charge/Responsibility

• Determine a realistic next steps approach to moving Person 
Centered Planning into all aspects of long term care supports and 
services.

• Determine barriers to implementation and make recommendations 
for change.

• Identify opportunities for advancing and supporting the individual 
client in all LTC Services Sectors.



Initial Workgroup Meetings Focused on:

•Gaining knowledge regarding Person Centered Planning effectiveness to 
date.

•Determining reasonable goals and objectives for the Person Centered 
Planning Workgroup.

•Creating a mechanism for ongoing discussion about task timelines and 

objectives.

•Determining whether there was widespread workgroup membership, 

participation and member support.

•Asking ourselves, “What are the questions we need to answer to determine  
future opportunities and challenges?”



Initial Discussions

•Defined the nursing home as the most regulated and perhaps the most 
restrictive of the supports and services environment or programs.

•Recognized that conservatorships/guardianships were causing 
challenges to the implementation of a Person Centered Planning 
Process in all service sectors and programs and challenged legislation 
counter to Person Centeredness



Shared Learnings

•There is a difference between a Person Centered Environment and what is 
true Person Centered Planning!

•There is a recognition that regulations may be a significant barrier to 
implementation of a true Person Centered Planning Process where the client 

is at the center of the planning process and where the client’s needs, wants 
and desires are documented and realized on a daily basis.

•There was significant recognition that education of all stakeholders would 

be necessary and imperative.

•There was a strong feeling expressed  by Workgroup members that a 

subgroup of nursing home providers could evaluate further the existence of 

the Person Centered Planning Process in a small sample of nursing homes.



Further Shared Learnings

•Despite the Workgroup’s ideal belief that culture change education will 
“jump start” the training in all LTC service sectors, some prescriptive Practice 

Guidelines or “Tools” will need to be developed.

•The Practice Guidelines could lead to a series of “open ended questions” for 
the leader.

• The consumer needs to appoint a “champion” who understands the 
Person Centered Process and this “champion” should not be the SPE 

supports coordinator.

•The Workgroup acknowledged the availability of best practice literature that 

should be evaluated as the Workgroup makes final recommendations.



Next Steps
•Nursing home provider subgroup will begin to analyze the existence 
of Person Centered Planning Process in a sample group of skilled
nursing facilities where culture change has and has not been 
implemented.

•Need to continue to monitor legislative actions/bills related to
guardianships/conservatorships.

•Workgroup will periodically obtain an update from the Office of Long 
Term Care Supports and Services around the status of the Person 
Centered Planning Process. The desired report should include 
identification of short falls.



Desired Outcomes 
•Nursing home subgroup will provide a platform for further study and 
analysis.

•Workgroup will be able to identify Barriers to Implementation along 
with several Key Recommendations back to the Commission.

•Workgroup will continually evaluate the guardianship approval process 
and legislative activity related to guardianships or conservatorships.



Nursing Home Sub-Group Update

•Person-Centeredness is a concept to be applied in planning with and 
supporting the individual who is utilizing/receiving long-term care 
services.

•A successful Person-Centered Planning Process puts the individual in 
charge of their own life.



Nursing Home Sub-Group

• Person-Centeredness focuses on individual strengths, skills, life 
accomplishments, and acknowledges individual needs and desires.

• The consumer of long-term care services who has significant 
cognitive impairment must be given the opportunity to make as 
many personal choices/decisions as possible.

• A consumer with cognitive limits may have a designated 
“champion” knowledgeable about the individual’s strengths, skills, 
desires, needs, etc.



Nursing Home Sub-Group Work Plan

• Identify cyclical opportunities during a consumer’s “stay” when a 
Person Centered Planning Process/Approach is key to individual 
self-determination, choice, & empowerment.

• Define the “ideal stakeholder experience” at each cycle. (Contrary to 
individual process) (?)

• Formulate a series of open ended, exploratory questions that prompt 
exploration of talents, skills, and capabilities and create future life 
plans and dreams.

• Determine barriers created by regulator interpretation and required 
assessment tools that may limit the opportunity for true person-
centered inquiry.



Identified Stages/Cycles in Nursing Homes

� Public Education/Marketing Materials which explain commitment 
to Person-Centeredness

� Pre-Admission Visit to Individual’s Home or to Hospital

� Admission Process

� Care Planning Process – Long-Term and Short-Term Goals, Life 
Planning

� Client Evaluation Process























 
November 18, 2008 
 
 
Honorable Carl Levin 
U.S. Senate 
House Office Building 
Washington, D.C.  20510 
 
Dear Senator Levin: 
 
On behalf of the Medical Care Advisory Council, a federally mandated advisory body to 
the state Medicaid Director, I am writing to urge you to support and pass a second 
economic stimulus package without delay.  Reports of state budget deficits continue to 
mount, as do discussions of reductions in state and local services.  Governor Granholm 
has recently announced the likely release of an Executive Order, yet this calendar year, to 
cut the state budget.   
 
As you are well aware, during economic downturns, people must rely on safety net 
programs to survive when jobs and benefits are lost.  The Medicaid program, a key safety 
net program that provides critical health care services, experiences significant enrollment 
increases during economic slowdowns when state resources are declining.  
 
To ensure that residents have access to needed medical care through the Medicaid 
program, your leadership and support of a second stimulus package that includes increases 
in the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) over a period of time is essential.  
An increase in the FMAP would help to protect the program from potential budget cuts 
that could increase the number of uninsured/underinsured.    
 
We urge you to further assist state and local governments, stressed by the state and 
national recessions, by including fiscal relief for them in the stimulus package to ensure 
necessary public services can be maintained 
 
In addition, we ask that you include a provision in the package to protect Michigan from 
significant loss of federal funds when the auto industry begins making payments to the 
insurance trust, Voluntary Employees Beneficiary Association (VEBA), included in the 
agreements between the auto industry and the unions.  In 2003, General Motors made a 
similar one-time payment to their retirement fund, and that payment cost the State of 
Michigan hundreds of millions of dollars in federal matching funds because it artificially 
increased Michigan’s per capita income, which is used in calculating the federal matching 
rate.  We must guard against future federal funding losses due to these types of payments. 
 
We look forward to your active participation and support of these critical issues on behalf 
of your constituents and Michigan residents more broadly. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jan Hudson, Chairperson 
Medical Care Advisory Council  
 
cc:  Janet Olszewski, Director, Michigan Department of Community Health 
      Paul Reinhart, Michigan Medicaid Director 
     Chris Priest, Federal Policy Advisor 
 

Medical Care Advisory Council  
Advisory Council to the Medicaid Director 

 

Members 

Patricia Anderson 
Health Care Association of Michigan 

Roger C. Anderson 
St. John Hospital and Medical Center 

Brandon Barton 
Detroit, MI 

Dan Briskie 
Mott Children’s Health Center 

Priscilla Cheever 
Office of Services to the Aging 

Vernice Davis-Anthony  
Greater Detroit Area Health Council 

Jacqui Day, Consumer 

Randall DeArment 
Michigan Osteopathic Association 

Jackie Doig 
Center for Civil Justice 

Andrew Farmer 
AARP Michigan Office 

Dianne L. Haas 
Haas Consulting Services 

Dave Herbel 
MI Assn. of Homes and Services for the Aging 

Diana Hines 
Detroit, MI 

Alison E. Hirschel 
Michigan Poverty Law Program 

Dave LaLumia 
MI Assn. of Community Mental Health Boards 

Anita Liberman-Lampear 
University of Michigan Health System  

William Mayer 
Family Health Center of Battle Creek 

Gregory E. Piaskowski 
Area Agency on Aging of Northwest Michigan 

Peter J. Schonfeld 
Michigan Health and Hospital Association 

Paul N. Shaheen 
MI Council for Maternal and Child Health 

Kim Sibilsky 
Michigan Primary Care Association 

Dean Sienko 
Ingham County Health Department 

Mark Smit 
NHBP Tribal Health 

Walt Stillner 
Michigan Protection and Advocacy Service 

Mark Tucker 
Midwest Health Plan 

Jocelyn Vanda 
Michigan Department of Human Services 

Larry Wagenknecht 
Michigan Pharmacists Association 

Warren C. White, Jr. 
Southwestern Medical Clinic, P. C. 

Claude Young 
Detroit, MI 

Harvey Zuckerberg 
Michigan Home Health Association 

Jan Hudson, Chair 
Michigan League for Human Services 



Common ground for Michigan’s budget 
Closing loopholes offers option to cutting state services 

 
ince 2005, members of Legislature and the governor have offered tax loophole closures 

that would restore more than $400 million to the state’s revenues. Tax loopholes – 
credits, expenditures, deductions and the like – often were passed years ago with no 
ongoing review of their benefits to the state. The idea of a second look at some of those 
loopholes has a surprisingly wide range of support that crosses party lines: 
 

 Most recently, in 2007 the Democratic-controlled House voted to close $332.1 
million in so-called tax loopholes during budget negotiations. Those bills are 
pending in the Senate. 

 
 About $170 million over multiple years in tax loophole closures nearly became 

reality in 2005 when the House and Senate, both with Republican majorities, 
approved eight closures and Gov. Jennifer Granholm signed all but HB5107, 
which was vetoed. The bills were tie-barred to the vetoed bill, a Single Business 
Tax cut, so they did not take effect.  

 
 In February 2005, Gov. Jennifer Granholm called for $112 million in tax loophole 

closures to balance the FY 2006 budget, and has renewed her call for loophole 
closures since then. 

 
The House, Senate and governor, and members and leaders of both political parties 
have supported ending certain tax credits or expenditures. Closing those previously 
identified loopholes could add more than $400 million in revenue needed to continue 
state programs. 
 
Supporting this option are: 
 
AARP 
AFL-CIO Michigan 
American Federation of Teachers-Michigan 
Center for Civil Justice 
Michigan AFSCME Council 25 
Michigan Association of School Administrators 
Michigan Association of School Boards 
Michigan Campaign for Quality Care 
Michigan Council for Maternal and Child Health 
Michigan Education Association 
Michigan League for Human Services 
Michigan Long Term Care Ombudsman Program 

Michigan Municipal League 
Michigan Nonprofit Association 
Michigan Nurses Association 
Michigan Primary Care Association 
Michigan Protection & Advocacy Service 
Michigan School Business Officials 
Michigan’s Children 
Middle Cities Education Association 
Presidents Council, State Universities of Michigan 
Prevention Network Board 
SEIU Michigan State Council 
UAW Michigan CAP
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Tax Loopholes Description 
 

2007 Total: $332 million 
 
In 2007, the House, led by Rep. Andy Meisner, D-Ferndale, adopted nine loophole closures as part of an 
effort to balance the budget. The votes were along party lines with Democrats in support. The bills are 
still pending in the Senate. 
  
HB 5253 Decouple state business depreciation from feds: $70 million 
Would increase state taxable income by decoupling state business depreciation rules from federal business 
depreciation rules. 
 
HB 5254/HB 5255 Bad debts: $64 million 
Would end exemption for bad debts of retailers who collect retail sales taxes. 
 
HB 5254 Communications and telephone: $59.8 million 
Would tax international calls and wide area telecommunication services or similar services the same as 
interstate telephone communications. 
 
HB 5254/HB 5255/HB5256 Air and water pollution equipment: $44.2 million 
Would end sales and use tax exemption for personal property purchases for certain water and air pollution 
control facilities. 
 
HB 5254/HB 5255 Periodicals: $35 million 
Would end business exemption for periodicals mailed second class 
 
HB 5254/HB 5255 Vending machines: $25 million 
Would end sales tax exemption for snacks and pop sold from a vending machine 
 
HB 5252 Tobacco bad debt deduction: $17.7 million  
Would end the bad debt deduction allowed to wholesalers who collect and remit the tobacco tax. Also 
eliminates withholding of 1.5 percent of tax to cover administrative costs of collecting the tax. 
 
HB 5254/HB 5255 Employee meals:  $8.4 million  
Would end sales tax exemptions for restaurants providing free or reduced-cost meals to restaurant workers. 
 
HB 5254/HB 5255 Aircraft parts: $8 million 
Would end sales tax exemption for parts and materials used in repairs/refurbishment for some passenger and 
cargo aircraft 

 
 

-- more -- 



-- 2-- 
 
 

2005 Total: $43.8 -- $170 million 
 
Bills were approved by both House and Senate and signed by Gov. Jennifer Granholm, except 5107, which 
was vetoed. None went into effect because they were tie-barred to the vetoed bill. Total approved in 2005 
was $91.1 million in Single Business Tax changes and $78.8 million in elimination of sales and use tax 
exemptions between FY06 and FY11.  
 
This list breaks out $43.8 million in revenues that would be generated in FY09 if the eight loopholes were 
eliminated. 
 
HB 5107 Eliminate international phone call exemption: $15.4 million 
Bill would have applied use tax to international calls, wide area telecommunication services and interstate 
private networks. 
 
HB 5098 Prohibit Subsidiary out-of-state gains deduction: $12.1 million 
Bill would have prohibited deduction of gains from out-of-state subsidiaries. 
 
HB 5108 Reduce small business credit: $5.5 million 
Bill would have increased the portion of health care benefits that were counted as compensation, among 
other changes. 
 
HB 5098 Restrict credit/loss carry forward: $5.5 million 
Bill would have restricted certain business loss carry forwards. 
 
HB 5098 Eliminate insurance company exemption: $3.3 million 
Bill would have eliminated exemption for use tax on items purchased outside of Michigan. 
 
HB 4980 Eliminate prison store exemption: $0.8 million 
Bill would have ended sales tax exemptions for inmate purchases at prisoner stores. 
 
HB 5098 Reduce apprenticeship credit: $0.6 million 
Bill would have eliminated business tax credit for costs associated with training apprentices. 
 
HB 5106/HB 5107 Eliminate driver’s education vehicle exemption: $0.6 million 
Bills would have eliminated sales tax exemptions for purchase or lease of vehicles used by public or 
parochial school driver’s education classes. 
 

-- more -- 

 



--3-- 

 
Governor’s Plan Total: $112 million 

 
 
In February 2005, Gov. Jennifer Granholm called for loophole closings to balance the FY 06 budget. Her 
nine-loophole plan would have saved $112 million. Those loopholes were not included in resolving the 
FY06 deficit.  
 
Food sold through vending machines: $25.2 million 
Eliminate the sales tax exemption of certain foods sold in vending machines so that all foods sold in vending 
machines are treated as food for immediate consumption. 
 
International and certain interstate communications: $21.9 million 
Eliminate use tax exemption for wide area telecommunication services, interstate private networks, and 
international calls. 
 
Railroad credit: $20 million 
Eliminate two credits for improvement and maintaining rights-of-way for railroad cars that effectively 
exempt railroad companies from the state utility property tax. 
 
Copyrighted Motion Pictures: $20 million 
Eliminate sales and use tax exemption for persons leasing or purchasing copyrighted motion pictures. 
 
Interstate trucks and trailers: $16.4 million 
Eliminate exemption of sales and use tax for trucks and trailers if 10 percent of miles traveled are outside of 
state. 
 
Oil and gas royalty: $5 million 
Eliminate deduction from the income tax of certain indirect costs (such as depreciation) from adjusted gross 
income – which Michigan Department of Treasury views as a double exemption. 
 
Marginal Wells: $2.2 million 
Standardize the tax rate for all oil and gas wells by eliminating lower rate for marginal wells to increase Gas 
and Oil Severance Tax. 
 
Purchases made by Department of Corrections inmates: $0.7 million 
Eliminate sales tax exemption for purchases at prison stores. 
 
Water softener and water cooler exemption: $0.5 million 
Eliminate property tax exemption on rented or leased water softeners and water coolers. 
 
 

Compiled by the Michigan League for Human Services 5/15/08 
 

PKc:sfai\Taxloopholedescription.doc/jp 



 
 

Common ground: 
Tax loophole closures supported by lawmakers and Governor 

 
 

1. Decouple state business depreciation from feds: $70 million (H-2007)* 
2. Bad debt exemption for retailers: $64 million (H-2007) 
3. Air and water pollution equipment: $44.2 million (H-2007) 
4. Periodicals: $35 million (H-2007) 
5. Vending machines: $25 million-$25.2 million (H-2007, Executive Budget 2005) 
6. Railroad credit: $20 million (Executive Budget 2005) 
7. Copyrighted Motion Pictures: $20 million (Executive Budget 2005) 
8. Tobacco bad debt deduction: $17.7 million (H-2007) 
9. Interstate trucks and trailers: $16.4 million (Executive Budget 2005) 
10. Communications and telephone/international calls/wide area telecommunications: 

$15.4 million-$21.9 million -$59.8 million (H.S.-2005, Executive Budget 2005 , H-2007) 
11. Prohibit subsidiary out-of-state gains deduction: $12.1 million (H.S.Gov-2005) 
12. Employee meals:  $8.4 million (H-2007) 
13. Aircraft parts: $8 million (H-2007) 
14. Reduce small business credit: $5.5 million (H.S. Gov-2005) 
15. Restrict credit/loss carry forward: $5.5 million (H.S. Gov-2005) 
16. Oil and gas royalty: $5 million (Executive Budget 2005) 
17. Eliminate insurance company exemption: $3.3 million (H.S.Gov-2005) 
18. Marginal wells: $2.2 million (Executive Budget 2005) 
19. Eliminate prison store exemption: $0.7 -$0.8 million (Executive Budget 2005,  
      H.S.Gov-2005) 
20. Eliminate driver’s education vehicle exemption: $0.6 million (H.S.-2005) 
21. Reduce apprenticeship credit: $0.6 million (H.S.Gov.-2005) 
22. Water softener and water cooler exemption: $0.5 million (Executive Budget 2005) 

 
Total:  $380.1 million - $424.8 million 

 

Key: 

o Executive Budget 2005 – Part of Gov. Jennifer Granholm’s executive budget 
recommendation for FY06 

o H-2007 – Passed House in 2007. Amount cited is from House Fiscal Agency analysis 
o H.S.-2005 – Passed the House and Senate in 2005. Amount cited is FY09 estimate from 

Senate Fiscal Agency analysis 
o H.S.Gov--2005 – passed both chambers in 2005 and signed by Granholm but was tie-barred 

to vetoed bill, HB 5107. Amount cited is FY09 estimate from Senate Fiscal Agency analysis 
 
* Differs from bonus depreciation in federal stimulus package, which is estimated to reduce 
 state revenues by a total of $127 million in FY2008 and FY2009. 

 
Compiled by the Michigan League for Human Services 5/15/08 

PKc:sfai\TaxloopholeList.doc/jp 
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