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 Meeting Minutes

Monday, November 1, 2010 
Present: Shireen Hart, Nancy Kaplan, Patrick Halladay, Tom Burke, Dave Hartnett, Alan Matson, Ann Kiley, Kathy Chasan
Staff: Jeanne Collins, Dan Cahill, Jeff Fournier, Mari Steinbach, Nina Mazuzan, Sarah Carter, Cadwallader-Staub, and Maggie Leugers
Guests: Bill Rasch, Karl LaBounty, Yvette Mason, Susan Carter

Election of the Chair

Mari opened the meeting and notified the CAC of Holly Morehouses’ need to step down as chair for health reasons.  Jeff then read a note from a parent that was sent today appreciating the quality of the after school program at Flynn. The election of a new chair proceeded.  Mari entered Tom Burke’s name into nomination. Dave nominated Shireen.  Tiffany seconded it. Shireen declined.  Alan suggested a parent.  Co-chairs were discussed.  The CAC would like Tom to chair and Alan said he would be vice-chair and sit in as needed.  The group agreed unanimously.
Recognition of Holly Morehouse

The CAC formally thanked Holly for her outstanding service and dedication.

Approval of the Minutes from October 7, 2010

Hartnett moved the approval of the minutes. Seconded by Chasan. The minutes were approved.

Guests

Bill Rasch and Karl LaBounty introduced themselves at the Chair’s invitation.  They asked to address the CAC.  The CAC discussed the options given the length of the agenda. Jeanne suggested that their issues are personnel related and that this was not the correct forum for a presentation on personnel matters. Alan asked them if they could return on November 18 and be on the agenda.  Bill said he was not available.  Nancy suggested that they submit written materials for the CAC to review.  Dave suggested 15 minutes be added to the agenda. Seconded by Shireen. The change to the agenda was approved.
Public Comment

Bill Rasch addressed the CAC on behalf of the BPR coordinators.  They wish to remain in the union and they asked him to speak on their behalf.  Based on their intent, he feels he must insist that they remain in the union.  He said if the CAC does not support this, he will oppose their decision.  He said he would be happy to speak with anyone or answer questions.  His email: is wcrasch@comcast.net  and his cell is 318-6622.  Alan said that the CAC is an advisory committee and noted that a decision about union or nonunion employees is not part of our charge.  Mari clarified that no determination has been made by the City about these jobs.  She agreed with Jeanne that this is a human resources issue and not part of the charge of this group.  She further clarified that the CAC has been discussing the positions only and not the people in the positions.  She acknowledged that the CAC has also been clear about their recognition of the good work the staff members have done.
Budget Presentation
Dan directed the CAC members to review the budget handout and the addendum being handed out now. He explained the chart comparing the current model against a December 1 or March 1 Transition point.  Mari further explained that this was the “three points in time” budget the CAC reviewed in September.  Dan showed the differences in the budget between two specialists with half of each FTE dedicated to the BK program vs. two specialists at .8 or three specialists at .5 and .8 FTE respectively.  It also included assistant directors.  In the fully recommended model there is more on-site leadership time true and the savings is in the benefits of the assistant director positions which do not offer benefits.  Tom asked where the savings comes from in the scenarios.  Benefit packages also vary between the BSD and the City.
Dan said that the collaborative management team can think creatively to close a $23,000 gap. Once the gap widens, the conversations change and other solutions need to be considered.  Alan asked about the funding sources.  (see #3 below) Tom asked what the financial impact would be on remaining union positions.  Dan said that the rec specialist positions are shown as a fixed amount.  He reinforced Mari’s comment that human resources would be looking at the positions regarding union.  Overtime is not built into the budget. That will be needed if the positions end up as union positions. Dan estimated it would add about $28,000 ($7,000/employee) for overtime, uniforms, shift differential, and other union costs.  Shireen asked if the rec specialists would be full time.  Nina and Dan explained that they would be full time, but .8 is considered full time for the afterschool program.  The other .2 FTE of each job would be spread across the City for other programs.  Jeanne added that the budget was developed with half the personnel costs assigned to the BK budget.
Patrick reflected back to Recommendation 8.  He had assumed the CRTS was written out and the rec. specialist positions were bumped to two positions at .8 time. Shireen and Dan clarified that the recommendation currently includes two rec specialist positions and no CTRS.  The CAC discussed the potential deficit and the impact on the taxes citizens would pay.  Patrick asked Nancy about the repercussions of this group recommending a deficit.  Nancy said it is possible that it could be a neutral if other City departments have a surplus or there could be a slight increase to the tax rate.  Patrick pointed out that this deficit would be recurring and needs to be looked at in that context.  Nancy further explained how City Department Heads manage their budget process.  Ann asked what the CAC is supposed to do with this information. She wants to know what is happening at Flynn as the pilot.  She wants to hear from parents and others to know if this is working. Shireen also wants to hear about billing and food which have been switched over.  Ann clarified that the goal is to create the most successful afterschool program we can have.  Dan said they are receiving feedback, but cautioned the CAC about letting that feedback stand in the way of making other big picture decisions.
Sarah presented her snack log for last week.  She feels that the choices and quantities are insufficient.  She also feels that snack is not treated as an activity any more.  Susan Carter also spoke and presented similar feedback.
Alan asked if the BPR had snack guidelines last year.  The answer is yes.  Jeff explained that there are two funds that support snack and they have similar guidelines and a formula.  He feels that the requirements are being met and said that some of the current problem is that quantities in the past sometimes surpassed the requirement.  Alan asked if snack requirements were being assessed.  Dan said that Sarah’s snack log is testament to that.  Jeanne said that the collaborative management team will put this on the agenda for their next meeting.

Dave suggested that we get feedback from parents regarding snack.  Dan said that the STARS applications require a parent survey.  Due to the constructions and other obligations, STARS has allowed the collaborative management team to push the deadline back a little.  Patrick said he trusts the collaborative management team to address this problem intelligently and does not feel this is a part of this committee’s charge.  Julie said the collaborative management team will address this at a CMT meeting and encouraged all site leaders to bring their concerns forward.

Dave added to this conversation by saying that having a quality snack plan for this program is important.  Jeff explained that they could get audited and told that their snack plans were right on, but the CAC would disagree.  Shireen said that the CMT will address it at their meeting next week and can report back clarifying if the problem is more related to communication, process, or the budget.

CMT Response to the Questions Posed by the CAC

The CAC discussed the responses.  Only new ideas or clarifications are discussed below.

1. Survey Monkey tools are available.

2.  No further explanation needed.
3. One fourth comes from the Burlington school budget ($261K), and another $50k comes from BSD’s 21st CCLC grant. The balance comes from state childcare subsidies (projected at $259K) and fees paid by families (projected at $288K). Dan and Maggie explained how City Kids was funded in the past.  Ann expressed her concern about the program being vulnerable in the school budget. Nancy countered by saying the program may be safer in the school board budget which has a great deal of public scrutiny and awareness, opportunity for support – Jeanne agrees.
4. No further comments

5. And 6. Jeanne and Dave explained that the City Kids budget had to make revenues to meet expenses, but their fringe benefits were subsidized by the City.  Nancy said every department in the City is responsible for raising revenues to meet all expenses including all benefits no matter what their contracts require.  It was decided that the CAC would like a more complete explanation of #6.

7. No further explanation needed.

8. It was decided that the CAC would like a more complete explanation of #8.

9. No further explanation needed.

10. No further explanation needed. Champlain and Flynn enrollments were discussed.
11. No further explanation needed.

12. No further explanation needed.

13. Shireen was concerned that site directors were not involved for very long or involved enough. Julie reviewed how the collaborative management team evolved.  Dan explained that, backing up a year, Ida and Darlene were involved at the beginning every step, but couldn’t wait to get back to the program.  He explained that Sarah has done an excellent job.  Jeanne added that a lot of work happened building the collaboration in the past 2 years.  Jeff also added that every site leader was involved on every committee that helped decide what the program has become.  Sarah spoke up and said she felt she was put on the committee as a result of the community backlash.  Julie asked what it would look like if they received thoughtful feedback.  Dave said he would feel better if Susan and Sarah were part of the process in a positive way.  Dan added that this is an emotional process and we can’t avoid the discussion.  Dave said if this program had come out with the site leaders staying under BPR as union employees and everything else moved to BSD, we wouldn’t be here now. It was decided that the CAC would like a more complete explanation of #13.
14. No further explanation needed.

15. No further explanation needed.

16. No further explanation needed.

17. No further explanation needed.

18. No further explanation needed.

19. No further explanation needed.

20. The CAC would like ongoing information on how evaluations are occurring and the results.  Julie said that the CAC has spent hours answering these questions instead of doing the assessments they would usually be doing.
21. No further explanation needed.

22. No further explanation needed.

23. No further explanation needed.

24. No further explanation needed.

25. No further explanation needed.

26. Patrick made note that the answer the collaborative management team provided states that the “CAC is exceeding its charge.”  He said that the group needs to hear that and let the professionals do their jobs.  Many agreed.
27. No further explanation needed.

28. No further explanation needed.

29. No further explanation needed.

30. No further explanation needed.

31. No further explanation needed.

32. No further explanation needed.

33. No further explanation needed.

34. No further explanation needed.

BSD Resolution Regarding CMT Recommendations

Alan relayed a discussion the School Board had regarding the collaboration. The School Board Curriculum Committee is asking the City to clarify the role that BPR plays in the collaboration. He said the City’s parties need to have this discussion and come back with an answer. He thinks the place where we are now isn’t the original intent of the agreement.  The City has a history of shifting its priorities and it’s time to call the question.  Dave said he agrees 100%.
Julie clarified that what the BSD is asking for is for the City to clarify what the collaboration is now and what BPR’s role is at this time.  Alan agreed and said the BSD is also thinking about this in the context of their Challenges for Change work too.  Dan suggested that the question being called should be of the CAC first and not the City and that the recommendation from the CAC will inform the City’s decision.  The CAC’s decision will help shape the decisions the collaborative management team has to make.  Nancy suggested that the next meeting be focused on “calling the question” and formulating the resolution.  Dave said that he agrees in principle, but isn’t certain they can get full agreement on a resolution in one night. Nancy said we need something we all can agree to so everyone can sell it.  Ann said she needs to know more about the rec specialist positions and doesn’t really understand how we could go from three FTEs to two .5 FTEs including the gains and losses.
Nancy asked how the group will make their decision, whether it will be by consensus or majority.  Paula reminded all that the CAC decided at their first meeting that even if their decision was not unanimous, they would speak with one voice.  Nancy agreed and pointed out that how the decision is made is the primary question.  Everyone agreed they can see the finish line.

Next Meeting

The Next Meeting is set for November 18, 2010 at 6:30-8:30 PM.  The agenda includes:
1. Recommendation 8 Decision with some discussion prior and clarification of rec specialists
2. Craft CAC Recommendation
3. Public Comments for 15 minutes at a defined time

Motion to adjourn was made by Hartnett and seconded by Matson. The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Paula Cope
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