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Meeting Minutes for April 8, 2026, 2:00 PM to 3:00 PM

Members Present (P)		Not Present (NP) 

Andrew Pennington (P)			Christie Cyktor (P)		Cindy Duch (P)
Passle Helminski (P)			Julianna Rodrigues (P)		Michelle Mitchell (NP)	

Office of Vocational Rehabilitation (OVR) Staff Present: Chris Harbert

PaRC Staff Present: Christopher Todd, Michelle Gerrick

Guests Present: Brian D’Amico, Angel Torres, Suzanne Erb, Linda Carmona-Bell, Christine Hunsinger

CALL TO ORDER

This meeting was conducted through Zoom. Mr. Andrew Pennington called the meeting to order after quorum was established.

ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA

There were no additions.

MOTION was made by Ms. Christie Cyktor for approval of the agenda and past meeting minutes. Ms. Julianna Rodrigues seconded the motion. All were in favor.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ITEMS:

CONTINUE TO DISCUSS OVR’S REVITALIZATION OPTIONS 
3. Replace the CACs with a rotating Quarterly Engagement/Public Meeting Series

· Members agreed that the committee will conduct an official vote following the review of all revitalization options. During the previous meeting the committee informally agreed that they will not be recommending Option #1 and that recommending Option #2 is a possibility with some revisions. 
· Members reviewed Option #3 and discussed concerns regarding establishing CACs on a regional basis because active CACs currently work on locally specific issues. Members also shared concerns that having the PaRC and State Board determine agenda topics would take away a lot of the public’s input and interaction from the CAC meetings. 
· Members agreed they will not recommend Option #3.

PUBLIC COMMENT 

· Ms. Christine Hunsinger provided Public Comment and explained that having regional meetings on a rotating quarterly basis implies that each region would only have 1 meeting per year. This model would also take away public feedback from groups such as the CACs that represent customers of the Bureau of Blindness and Visual Services (BBVS). In Pittsburgh there are 2 CACs for the BBVS and BVRS District Offices. Members agreed that it may be beneficial to have 2 separate CACs to allow the large amount of information shared by each group to be discussed during the CAC meetings. Ms. Hunsinger shared concerns with Option #3 because the CACs have value as they currently stand.
· Ms. Suzanne Erb provided Public Comment and stated that she concurs with Ms. Hunsinger, separate and combined CACs are helpful in providing dialogue for both groups and that meeting once a year is not enough to provide public input. Ms. Erb shared that she would have CACs remain as they are currently structured or as Option #4, but Option #3 is not good. 

4. Regional CAC Model - Create regional CACs with the intent to expand participation across a region and gather more feedback. 

· Members shared concerns with having the PaRC and State Board determine CAC meeting agendas as laid out in Option #4 as it could potentially eliminate public voices. Members discussed potential revisions such as having the CAC Chairs make the agenda and CAC members provide the summary reports.
· Members agreed that they would not recommend Option #4.

PUBLIC COMMENT

· Ms. Christine Hunsinger provided Public Comment and explained that Option #4 would require subcommittee meetings, which could result in twice as many meetings that are currently being held.
· Ms. Suzanne Erb provided Public Comment and agreed with Ms. Hunsinger. There would be concerns with CAC Chair summations as minutes allow for the groups to review, comment, correct, and provide additions. All CAC members should have the opportunity to agree, vote, and share ideas. Many members would not have time for additional meetings and drastic changes to meetings may be difficult for CAC Chairs to implement. 
· Mr. Brian D’Amico provided Public Comment and explained that a similar model of Option #4 was previously attempted through the Statewide CAC Chair meetings hosted by PA OVR and it did not work. Too many District Offices have specific problems in their area. This option will make it more difficult to get customer input at CAC meetings. 
· Mr. Andrew Pennington questioned what would happen with very local discussions such as transportation, and whether a regional model may lose focus on that. 

5. CACs Managed by PARC 

· Ms. Passle Helminski explained that Option #5 would not help with Council or Board recruitment as CACs already interact with PaRC and the Board. Additionally, the CAC could lose its Chair when Council members’ terms end. 
· Mr. Pennington shared concerns that the PaRC may not have enough members in particular regions and that members may rather represent other groups during CAC meetings. 
· Members inquired if this model would potentially include an increase to the PaRC personnel contract. Mr. Chris Harbert, OVR, explained that no specific details have been discussed but it could include an increase. 
· Members inquired about PaRC personnel capacity level. Ms. Michelle Gerrick, PaRC staff, explained that in the past the staff decreased from essentially 3 staff to the current number of 2 staff. Capacity for the number of PaRC staff may depend on what model is chosen, the number of meetings, and similar factors. Members shared concerns regarding potential shifts and availability of funding. Ms. Gerrick explained that the contract is a competitive bid. There are no guarantees on what a bidder may propose, how the contract would be structured, and the capacity of future contract awardees. 
· Members shared concerns that a budget impasse could lead to the dissolving of the CACs depending on the structure. PaRC could positively impact the advertising, social media, and recruitment of CACs. A lack of clarity on how Option #5 would be implemented is a concern.   
· Mr. Andrew Pennington suggested a centralized location but not removing the local committees’ ability to determine agenda items.  

PUBLIC COMMENT (3 minutes each): following the committee’s discussion 

· Ms. Suzanne Erb provided Public Comment and agreed with member comments. Ms. Erb shared concerns about funding uncertainty at the federal level and would not want the CACs to be dissolved due to funding difficulties.
· Mr. Brian D’Amico provided Public Comment and explained he does not support Option #5. CACs are already funded by the District Offices, self-managed by the CAC Chairs, and PA OVR regional managers need to be more involved with the CACs. 

Adjourn

MOTION was made by Ms. Passle Helminski to adjourn. Ms. Julianna Rodrigues seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned.
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