DRAFT MINUTES (not approved)
RULES ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2009

Present: Mark Troseth, Chair, Rules Committee of the Board
Mark Oldham, Member, Rules Committee of the Board

Sarah Bradley

Alan Burke (by phone)

Paul Deutschlander (by pho
Simon Paquette (by phone
Heather Stilley
Sandra Taylor
Robert Tell
Mary White

Board staff present: Pam Johans
Martin Pittioni

Absent (excused):

making, including the’ advising the Board as to fiscal impact of its proposed rules.

Troseth reviewed agenda of topics for the meeting, as well as an outline of timeline regarding
the Board’s rulemaking plans Troseth indicated that 1-2 RAC meetings were planned for winter
and spring, and possibly an additional one in fall of 2010. Pittioni added that future meetings
would be able to benefit from more advance notice, and that other RAC members unable to
attend this initial meeting would be able to join the group then.

Troseth added that the body of work for the initial meeting was comparatively light with respect
to much broader topics for discussion at future RACs that would need to work on implementing

the more far-reaching provisions of Senate Bill 177 and House Bill 2345.
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Stilley raised the issue of outreach to MSWs. Pittioni described the current outreach done via
Board mailing lists, which captured only those MSWs that were licensed as LCSWs or CSWAs.
RAC members discussed the issue and agreed that broad outreach for future RACs dealing
with Senate Bill 177 rulemaking affecting those not currently licensed would need to be
undertaken, and discussed possible options, including outreach to universities and key
employers. Pittioni advised that the Board was also aware that outreach to the organized
stakeholder community was also necessary before and dunng Jlemaking for the more intensive
rule making projects ahead in winter and spring 2010, “

Troseth requested that the RAC first deal with the ea ing topics on the agenda, and

Pittioni said that all those subject to CE requirem
compliance with the CE requireme fthe Board.
also related to implementation of on
licensees to type in a Iengthy CErep

-this initiative is
r spring 2010, where asking

swals is inefficient and impractical.
with the proposal, and
ake place within the renewal

177 process;
Senate Bill 1

:560(4) to eliminate that requirement, and explained
onform its rule to the new statutory language going into

‘ -added that this is also part of the effort of the Board to
streamline its renewal pro d requirements. RAC members discussed the underlying
policy rationale. Troseth ex ed that there is little sense in prioritizing board resources to
police whether a given license was or was not actively practicing at the time they happen to
renew. Pittioni added that the requirement pre-dated the establishment of a CE requirement to
renew licensure. RAC members generally agreed with the Board's approach and rule proposal.

Troseth asked RAC members to review the Board's rule proposal with respect to accrediting
organizations. Troseth explained that Sections 8 and 11 of Senate Bill 177 require the Board to
independently recognize an accrediting organization by rule. Pittioni added that the intent of the
Board is to specifically recognize both the U.S. organization, the Council on Social Work
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Education (CSWE), as well as its Canadian counterpart, the Canadian Association for Social
Work Education. RAC members briefly discussed the issue and raised the question of foreign
degrees. Pittioni explained that CSWE had a foreign degree evaluation service whose work is
recognized by the Board as current policy, and would likely write that into rule. RAC members
agreed with the Board’s approach to this issue.

Troseth then asked the RAC to discuss the issue of re-licensing of those who have let their
license completely lapse and now want to return to the fold, which generated a lively discussion.
RAC members reviewed the current rules relative to inactive licénsees and requirements to go
active, and appreciated the flexibility that construct gave to: oard to assess a variety of
different scenarios. Pittioni clarified the requirements tha Iready in place, without any rule
making, for those who have lapsed and return to lice Hioni explained that those

long time, and would include
seeking re-licensure after many
d continuing education. RAC members
re-entry program, akin to the policy
nich would in essence be a 6-month

requires the Board to defi ine he practice of social work if it is to ma:ntaln its ability to discipline
any licensees or certificate holders come January 1 2010. RAC members engaged in a spirited
debate. Bradley, representing PSU's School of Social Work and NASW, argued that this
violated agreements entered into as part of Senate Bill 177, pointing to testimony by Pittioni and
Rasmussen that committed the Board to not pursue a practice act beyond clinical social work,
and reminded the RAC that this is precisely why the definitions for non-clinical social work had
been taken out of the bill. Pittioni responded that writing a definition by rule, if that should occur,
would not give the Board a broader practice act — that could only occur by means of additional
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legislation, which the Board has no plans to pursue. Other RAC members voiced different
opinions and options regarding whether and how to define social work. Oldham observed that
this appeared to him to be primarily a legal issue, and that the Board would need to seek advice
from counsel as to the impact of Section 12 of the bill. Troseth suggested to ask Board counsel
if we need a definition, and if yes, what type of definition would be sufficient. Tell argued in
favor of a broader definition of social work for purposes of section 12.

Troseth then reviewed the rulemaking items related to mandatory reporting, and applicable
sections of House Bill 2059. Pittioni added that key sections |

n‘:le they would require reporting
ny other health regulatory board.

especially with respect to the requirement fo re
Concerns were also raised by RAC

regarding reporting notice of any civ
narrowing the scope of these reporti e
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