elspeth.cavert@mnsenate.gov

Hello Committee administrator Elspeth Cavert,

Chair Marty and Committee Members,

My name is Michelle Anderson. | am a mother to a child who uses a DD Waiver model
CDCS.

| strongly believe the interpretation of what is being asked on the MN choice
assessment is an issue in itself as not every evaluator goes through all the questions
with the individual who is accessing the services. Instead they say has anything
changed from last year and ask fewer questions which depending on who the audience
is and if people talk about the positive / things that happened in the last year can result
in inconsistent quality of assessment. Important information can be missed and the
reliability of this instrument is therefore questionable.

MN CHOICE assessors, county staff, third party contracted staff and now another layer
of FMS all have their own additional red tape. Something must be done to streamline
this. | strongly believe this is not a valid or reliable way of looking at and serving needs.

| am writing regarding SF4476 and Waiver Reimagine, and | respectfully urge you to
support the FULL repeal of Waiver Reimagine that is currently in Omnibus budget bill
S4476.

A one-year delay is not a sufficient solution. The current budget model appears to base
individual budgets on a person’s living setting rather than their actual needs. This
raises serious concerns about whether it aligns with federal requirements that services
be determined by individualized need.

For my family, it is critical that services and supports reflect actual needs and allow
people to live in the setting that works best for them. For my son, that is our home.

Beyond these concerns, the current design creates troubling incentives. Tying funding
to residential settings risks encouraging more restrictive and institutional forms of care
over community-based living, which runs counter to person-centered planning and the
goal of supporting individuals in the least restrictive environment.

The current HSRI (Human Services Research Institute) budget model is illegal because
it bases individual budgets on living settings and not on needs.

Experiences in other states using similar models have shown implementation
challenges and service disruptions. Moving forward with a model that has already
demonstrated these risks is likely to create avoidable harm for individuals and families.



Waiver Reimagine, as currently designed, is not simply in need of delay or adjustment—
it is fundamentally flawed.

For these reasons, | strongly urge you to include a full repeal of Waiver Reimagine in
SF4476.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this critical issue.
Sincerely,

Michelle Anderson



