 BOARD OF BEHAVIORAL HEALTH AND THERAPY
BOARD MEETING MINUTES
, 
Conference Room A, Fourth Floor

Mmbrs Prsnt:	Catherine Cullen-Benson, Maria DuPree, Patricia Fogal, Judi Gordon, Kaarin Long, Kristen Piper, Duane Reynolds, Walter Roberts, Nick Ruiz, Colin Ward 

Mmbrs Absnt:		Freddie Davis-English, Douglas Frisk, Karen Stokes 

Others Present:	K. Rechtzigel, Executive Director; C. DeGeer, Staff; R. Koppy, Staff; Nathan Hart, Assistant Attorney General

I.	Executive Session.

	None.

II.	Public Session.

Board Chair, C. Ward, calld th public sssion to ordr at approximately , in Confrnc Room A, 4th Floor at , and a quorum was dclard prsnt.

III. Minuts of th Board Mting of .

P. Fogal moved, seconded by D. Reynolds, that the Minutes from the July 8, 2004 Board Meeting be approved. All votes were in favor: Voting “nay”: none. Thr bing ten ays and no nays, motion carrid unanimously.

IV.	Committee Reports.

	A.	Application & Licensure Committee - K. Piper. K. Piper advised that the Committee hadn’t met since the last Board meeting in July. C. Cullen-Benson and K. Piper met to review applications on August 29th. K. Piper also advised that a new application form has been approved by the committee and is an improvement over the previous version(s).

	B.	Legislative Committee - K. Long. K. Long stated that committee members have met a couple of times since the July Board meeting. K. Long gave a brief overview of the legislative issues the Committee is working on, including language which would allow applicants to complete degree requirements post-degree, and additions to the Board’s practice act which bring it into conformity with other health licensing board practice acts.

	C.	Transition Committee—D. Reynolds. D. Reynolds reported that the Transition Committee met on July 12 at the Department of Health for an information gathering session. K. Rechtzigel advised that next week the BBHT staff will go over to meet the LADC staff person and gather some additional information. The second issue related to transition is the Unlicensed Mental Health Practitioners. BBHT’s legislation last year required all the Executive Directors of the Health Licensing Boards to come up with a plan to regulate unlicensed mental health practitioners before July 2005. K. Rechtzigel advised that she will chair a committee made up of the Executive Directors of all the Mental Health Licensing Boards, as well as the Board of Medical Practice and the Board of Nursing, to develop a recommendation for the legislature. The next step will be to schedule that meeting to begin the discussions about our proposed recommendations.

	D.	Complaint Resolution Committee—C. Ward. N. Hart reported that there would be a two-part training for CRC members which would entail legal and practical training. N. Hart also stated that it is a matter of some urgency to get Complaint Resolution Committee members trained since there is a matter currently before the Board that this committee will have to attend to. Three initial members were appointed: C. Cullen-Benson, K. Long and N. Ruiz. Three alternative members were also appointed: F. Davis-English, D. Reynolds, and K. Piper.

IV.	Executive Director Report—K. Rechtzigel.

	K. Rechtzigel passed out a budget print-out from the Administrative Services Unit. It contains BBHT’s budget projections to FY 2009. K. Rechtzigel advised that the Board had collected $32,000 in fees to date. She said the Board had received 315 applications to date; if all applicants on the agenda for licensure are approved, there will be a total of 63 licensees of the board.

	Staff talked with the board about common problems with expense reports. C. DeGeer asked members to use the Expense Report sheets to list the meetings they attend along with the place they start from to get to the meeting and the place they arrive at after the meeting.

	Staff further advised that if a board member works at a state agency full time, they are responsible for submitting time sheets to document leave status for any board meetings in which they request the $55.00 per diem. Part time state employee board members should submit a general statement to keep in their board file indicating the dates and hours they are employed.

	C. DeGeer advised that R. Koppy will be working on the expense reports and asked that Board members fill out the date of meeting, type of meeting, departure/destinations and arrival/destination information themselves. Board members may use the blue work sheets to keep track of their monthly meetings and Board work, but should transfer that information once a month to the Expense Report form so that staff can review it before the expenses are sent on for approval.

	K. Rechtzigel has indicated that she will approve per diem payments for any board meetings or work she has assigned to a board member. She also advised that the Board’s Executive Committee would be meeting later on today to discuss developing a per diem policy.

	Colin Ward welcomed the expertise J. Gordon brings to the Board, and he announced her appointment to the Application & Licensure Committee.

V.	Licensure as Licensed Professional Counselors. The Application and Licensure Committee moved that the Applicants identified in the attached list be granted licensure as Licensed Professional Counselors based upon having fulfilled all of the requirements of Minn. Stat. 148B.53. N. Ruiz moved, seconded by W. Roberts, to approve the list of candidates for licensure. Thr bing ten ays and no nays, motion carrid unanimously.

VI.	Continuing Education Committee. C. Ward advised that the Board needed to establish a continuing education committee and appoint member(s). He entertained a Motion to establish that committee. D. Reynolds moved, seconded by W. Roberts, to establish the Continuing Education Committee. Thr bing ten ays and no nays, motion carrid unanimously.

	C. Ward then appointed W. Roberts to the Committee and requested that N. Ruiz and P. Fogal be “on-call” to the committee for additional support. N. Ruiz advised that at the Board of Psychology, once the rules were in place and staff had familiarity with the requirements, staff carried out the activities with very little Board committee member involvement except for providing information on some classes that might require input from the Board members.

VII.	Review of Proposed Rules. Committee Chair W. Roberts presented four sets of proposed rules drafted by the Policy & Rules Committee for board approval. These are:

	1) Pre-Degree Supervised Field Experience
	2) Post Degree Professional Supervision
	3) License Renewals/Terminations and
	4) Continuing Education.

The Committee moved that the board do the following:

	1) Approve the rules as drafted;
	2) Authorize the Committee to make minor modifications as necessary without board re-approval;
	3) Authorize the Committee to initiate rulemaking procedures.

	W. Roberts directed the board to begin with the rules pertaining to License Renewals and Terminations. He asked members to go over each page so the committee could respond to any questions members may have. 

	K. Piper inquired why there was not a request for Continuing Education Credits on the annual renewal application. N. Hart advised that the requirement for reporting on Continuing Education was established by statute as a biennial reporting process which only required applicants to report on their CEUs every two years, and that license renewal was annual. N. Hart further advised that it would be possible for the Board to go back and try to coordinate annual renewals and biennial reporting on CEUs) but that might not be worth the effort. He noted that BBHT would not be the only Board having different CE and renewal periods.

	Hearing no further discussion, C. Ward called for a vote. Thr bing ten ays and no nays, the motion carrid unanimously.

	W. Roberts directed the board to review the draft of proposed rules for Continuing Education. K. Piper inquired about the language which reiterates the statutory requirements for 12 graduate semester credits in light of the potential change in this requirement from two years to four years. N. Hart advised that staff and he had tried to think of ways to address this. Finding no way to write a rule not based on current statute, he proposed to try to obtain expedited rulemaking authority so that in the event the statutory requirement was changed, the rule could be amended on an expedited basis.

	K. Piper also asked why there was no reference to the 60 semester credit limit established in statute. C. Ward referred her to the section which breaks out credit requirements for licensees who currently have more than the 48 minimum credit requirements and therefore have less semester credits to acquire. The committee came up with a scale which will require those not needing the full 12 credits to obtain traditional CE courses. 

	N. Hart referred the committee to an error on the draft rules found in subpart 4; there is a mistake on line 16 where it says subpart 3 and/or 4 above, it should read subparts 2 and/or 3 above.

	C. Cullen-Benson noted on page 2 line 24 there was an extra word “complete” that should be deleted. 

	One member questioned that with regard to home study courses, licensees were limited to no more than one-fourth of the required 40 continuing education hours could be earned in home study. W. Roberts said the committee tried to limit the number of home study credits to only 10 credits. C. Ward pointed out that with more and more on-line training becoming available, the Board may wish to reassess the limitation at a later time.

	N. Ruiz pointed out that on page 6, one hour for journal article review was not sufficient credit, because it is not just a matter of reading the review but it also includes critiquing their article design. W. Roberts stated this was more like being on an editorial board and that the committee hadn’t considered it. C. Ward asked what a reasonable amount of time might be. N. Ruiz responded at least two hours: one to read and one to analyze the article. W. Roberts asked if the committee was in agreement. P. Fogal stated she was in agreement. W. Roberts asked if there had to be an amendment from the floor. C. Ward and N. Hart stated the changes to the proposed rules draft could be made without a vote. 

	P. Fogal said that on page 6, line 6, that item (4) should be referred to as “Peer Manuscript Review.”

	J. Gordon asked if the Continuing Education Committee was ready to take on approving or disapproving every continuing education activity. P. Fogal pointed out that most classes are pre approved by nationally sponsoring agencies such as NBCC or ACA. C. Ward stated that most course work could be approved by staff.

	C. Cullen-Benson asked “on page 5, line 24 “or other national organization” if that was referring also to other licensing boards? W. Roberts responded that he assumed it was. If a licensee takes a course approved by another licensing board the BBHT could automatically approve the course for continuing education credit without further application by the sponsor or licensee.

	C. Cullen-Benson asked a question about the Audit, and if a person has more than one license, does the licensee have to provide original documentation to more than one Board? N. Hart stated that as drafted, the rule only requires original documentation upon request. If the other Board required original documentation the licensee could have that Board verify that they have the original on file.

	C. Ward noted that the committee had done a nice job on the Continuing Education requirements. Hearing no further discussion, he called for a vote. Thr bing ten ays and no nays, the motion carrid unanimously.

	W. Roberts then directed the board to the draft rules for Pre-degree Supervised Field Experience and Supervision. The Pre-degree supervised field experience initially restates what is already in statute, but sets forth what the board will accept as far as documentation of completion of this requirement.

	C. Cullen-Benson said she was concerned that the 45 hour requirement for supervisor training seemed excessive. W. Roberts stated that the 45 hours were the equivalent of one graduate semester course but this did not mean that the person would have to attend a course at a graduate institution in order to receive training in counseling supervision. There would be a number of combinations the person can go through to get the combination of hours required. C. Cullen-Benson asked if the 45 hours were a standard. K. Piper stated that NBCC requires 60 semester credits for supervisory training. N. Hart pointed out that it creates some requirements for supervisory training, current statutes had no specified requirements for supervisors. C. Ward said he thought it is a reasonable bar that would stand the test of time. N. Hart pointed out that anyone already approved to be a supervisor would be grandparented as an approved supervisor even if they didn’t meet the rule requirements.

	K. Piper questioned that in part H, on page 3, any changes to the supervision plan only had to be reported within 30 days whereas during the application process we require that applicants report any changes within ten days. N. Hart said if that is the case they should be changed to be in agreement. Staff was directed to investigate this issue, and change the application, if necessary, to conform to the proposed rule.

	K. Piper stated that she would like the other members to consider stating in rule that supervision be reported on every six months rather than allowing the licensee to report only after completion. Her concern was what happens if the licensee does not get the supervision? W. Roberts asked K. Piper if her concern was about the supervisor not doing the job. K. Piper said she was concerned about there not being reporting over the period of supervision. C. Ward asked to restate her issue for the full board to consider:

	The issue is: should the Board have more oversight into the supervision practices once the Board has approved the supervisor and the professional growth of that licensee to make sure that the supervision is actually occurring? C. Ward pointed out that it involves the individual’s own personal integrity to carry out the plan based on their professionalism. While that leaves open a gray area for misconduct, one has to weigh that against the added administrative burden of the staff to collect the information.

	N. Ruiz pointed out that if they develop a plan and then don’t carry it out, if the Board finds out, then they’d be up for disciplinary action anyway. He stated there is a possibility that someone could be out there not receiving supervision. But the board could include a statement on the plans that are coming in putting down specifically for the supervisor, where the supervisor signs off on the form, that they’re responsible for reporting to the Board if the supervisee doesn’t follow through on the supervision. Staff stated that maybe the Board should consider strengthening the language on lines 27 and 28 by adding that failure to submit changes or failure to follow through on supervision could also result in a disciplinary action.

	K. Piper said she would like to see a report every six months, and that the staff wouldn’t have do anything with them. N. Hart said that if we’re not going to look at it until the two year period ends, then there’s no reason to collect the information. W. Roberts said if we’re not going to use it other than to put it into their file, then there is no need in requiring it. 

	N. Hart advised that there is no other Board in  that has a supervised practice requirement that collects interim data on supervision.

	C. Ward asked K. Piper to state any suggestions she may have for the committee to look at. K. Piper requested that 1) that the Board request more frequent reporting on the supervision plan even if it’s just once per year, and 2) coming up with a minimum supervision timeframe whether that’s twelve months or eighteen months. N. Hart asked her to make specific proposed language changes. N. Ruiz pointed out that K. Piper’s points about putting in minimum and maximum periods to carry out the plan made good sense.

	W. Roberts asked that if these are the only two issues to discuss, and that is the charge of the Board, the committee has a meeting scheduled prior to the next Board meeting and it could deal with those two issues then. P. Fogal asked if that would put the rules process back? N. Hart advised that he did not believe so.

	C. Ward asked that the Board, rather than trying to hammer out the details now, send it back to the committee for rework. N. Hart asked if the Board could just vote on the two issues now and then send it back to committee to rework. C. Ward called for the Motion.

	K. Piper moved that the Rules Committee include an interim reporting procedure for supervision. C. Ward said an Aye vote meant that you wish to have the Committee rework the rules draft; a Nay vote meant that the draft rules were fine regarding this issue as they stand. The Chair called for a hand vote. Three votes were cast in favor, five against. The motion did not carry.

	K. Piper then moved that supervision plans should have a minimum and maximum time requirement set by rule. C. Ward advised that an Aye vote means that you wish to have the Committee rework this issue and revise the rules draft; and that a Nay vote means that the draft rules are fine regarding this issue as they stand. There being 10 votes in favor, and none against, the motion carried.

VIII.	OLD BUSINESS.

	K. Rechtzigel provided information regarding holding the September Board meeting in , and advised it was feasible. The board decided to proceed with the plan. The meeting will be scheduled for 1:00 p.m. Persons needing hotel rooms were advised to contact staff. Staff will distribute information on parking and meeting locations once it is provided by W. Roberts.

IX.	Adjournment

	There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.		
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