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Present: Dan Cahill, Jeff Fournier, Mari Steinbach, Nina Mazuzan, Julie Cadwallader-Staub, Sarah Carter, Jeanne Collins, Maggie Leugers, Dave Hartnett, Tiffany Delaney, Kathy Chasan, Holly Morehouse, Ann Kiley, Nancy Kaplan, Patrick Halladay, Alan Matson.
Welcome and Introduction
Each member of the collaborative management team and CAC introduced themselves and stated who they were representing.  Mari stated that she is the primary staff person assigned to the CAC and that Jeanne is the next alternate.  Mari also introduced Paula as the facilitator for the group.
Overview of the Agenda

Mari reviewed the agenda for the evening’s meeting.  
Ground Rules
Paula stated the ground rules the collaborative management team has been using to conduct their business. She stated that the vision the collaborative management team keeps in mind in all of its work focuses on the children. They try to start and end every meeting with the children in mind. She also stated that the team conducts its business in a way that would make our children proud and we try to model a way of communicating that others would want to emulate. The Committee consented to the established ground rules. 
Next Meeting Dates
The next meeting of the CAC is scheduled for next Thursday, July 22 at 4:30 PM until 7:00 PM (note extended time) at the BPR Pine St. conference room.  Alan said he would prefer that this process move quickly and is a “sprint, not a marathon.”  Dave asked for some caution if we sprint. He prefers to get it “done right, not fast.”  Julie suggested we send out a meeting scheduler to poll preferred dates and times of future meetings.  Please bring your calendars to all future meetings.
Mari mentioned that we were short one at-large member (the Committee was to have two, and has only one in attendance) and suggested we not fill the slot. Dave agreed. Nancy suggested someone come from one of the other schools and Jeff agreed to help find that representative.  
Overview of the Meetings’ Goals

Mari said that the two primary goals were to have the CAC develop a deep understanding of the work of the collaborative management team and the recommendations that were made and provide support to the collaborative management team, while ensuring public process. In addition, the group will choose a chair person later in the evening.  She also reviewed the charter of the CAC so their role was clear.  Mari said the collaborative management team will probably need help navigating into the future and could see the CAC continuing forward to support the program.  
Presentation of the Report and Recommendations

The history of the collaboration opened the presentation.  Mari highlighted who was on the collaborative management team.  Maggie covered the vision and mission originally crafted by the site leaders and collaborative management team in August 2009.  She also reviewed the committees that were formed with staff members from each partner organization who were responsible for developing the goals and creating all of the work plans that guided the organization over the past year.
Sarah handed out a timeline showing the activities of the collaboration from 2008 through the present. Julie clarified why the collaboration was formed initially, underscoring the two separate programs previously run by BPR for a fee and by BSD for free. She explained the enrichment and recreational activities that combined to give all of the children access to the same opportunities for the same fees in the same location.  
Maggie described the mid-year assessment which will be covered in more depth later.  Jeff shared the specifics on who is served (including ESL and free/reduced lunch), participation rates, what is offered programmatically.  He explained that programming is available everyday the program operates and described “sign-up” activities and the number of choices available each day (about 6-8 daily).  Activities occur in blocks.  Sarah and Nina described what a typical day is like and how the choices work for the children.  
Jeanne said that they were able to track student achievement to participation and they found that achievement on the NECAP tests rose for children who were participating in the program.  Jeff reviewed the three ways the program is funded: 1) 44% of families write checks (full charge); 2) some families qualify for state childcare subsidies and 19% of families qualify; and 3) for families who don’t meet the “care need” there is a BSD sliding scale (45%).  There are 9% of all families who qualify for both the subsidy and the sliding scale.
Dan walked through the review process used to evaluate and monitor the program.  He pointed out that some of the monitoring, such as budget, enrollment, and participation is often reviewed daily.  He spoke about the scenario planning that was done in September 2009 at the request of Brian Searles.  Further reviews occurred when the annual Parent Survey went out last winter.
A mid-year internal assessment was completed in February 2010 and reported by Mari.  Each member of the collaborative management team reviewed the program individually on a 5.0 scale and nine criteria were used.  Details of the survey and assessment may be found in the report.  
Mari highlighted the difficulties and inefficiencies in the program, primarily in the areas of policy, personnel, budget, and infrastructure.  She underscored the impact to the community has been a deficit of $201, 543 in the program budget for FY 10.  If we move forward with status quo, there will still be a deficit of over $109,305.  If the recommendations are implemented, there can be a profit of $46,457.  The community as a whole subsidizes this program.  Mari said the CAC should spend more time exploring the budget.  Jeff volunteered to help the CAC really understand the budget and urged the CAC to have someone become the “budget guru.”  Alan agreed to take on that role for the CAC to capitalize on his strengths.
Mari reviewed the recommendations that are also detailed in the report.  She explained how the duties would shift between the partners, the intent of the elimination of the four BPR site coordinator positions, and the creation of the two new BPR positions for a certified therapeutic recreation specialist and a recreation specialist who could expand services provided across the City.  BPR also saw it as an opportunity to reallocate current resources in order to comply with the ADA particularly with regard to access and inclusion.
BPR Staff Update

In recent weeks, one of the BPR site coordinators took another job within the department leaving a vacancy in one of the positions which was slated to be eliminated.  Mari stated that this creates an opportunity to move closer to the recommendations that were made by the collaborative management team.
Dan said that Susan and Sarah Carter had put forth a proposal which has merit in that it would expand the services provided by the recreation specialist in each of the schools.  They continue to work on that proposal with Dan to see how to carry through the recommendations and provide the best service with one recreation specialist working with two schools.  Sarah also spoke in support of the recreation specialist position and what it would afford the department in terms of important new programming and opportunities.

STARS

Dan and Jeff also spoke about the STARS program and the impact to the budget when programs lose or gain stars.  Jeff said it’s “real money” when a program gets 4 stars.  Two schools lost stars this year and it was largely due to staff training.
Questions and Discussion

Nancy Kaplan explained that she is wearing two hats: one as a parent and one as a City Councilor with fiscal responsibility.  As a parent she is interested in seeing the city work to its full potential for all kids. She would like to see the collaboration do a better job playing together among sites and consider more intergenerational programming. She would really like to see representation from all schools on the committee. As city council member, Nancy wants to make sure tax dollars are spent wisely.  She applauds the effort to look at this from the ground up. This approach aligns well with the ZBB work being done by the BSD.  Jeanne asked if she saw something in the model would limit collaboration across sites. Nancy said she did not.
Holly asked about the less than city-wide approach to afterschool programs. She feels that this group could continue to do more forward thinking and expand the scope of the model’s focus.

Alan asked if the committee needed to weigh in on billing improvements.  He felt that a significant amount of work had been done already to find solutions and suggested that the committee didn’t need to rethink it.  Julie responded that moving billing to BSD was important in that hosting billing in the BSD system would solve a multitude of problems.   
Paula added that Nina and Dan had worked on a redesign of the billing process and found that no amount of redesign could fix the incompatibility of the dual processes and redundant inputs.  She asked for the committee to formally support the billing shift.  There was general agreement that billing does need to move to BSD.
Holly identified that Burlington is the only site in the state that has two site leaders at each site. She further asked for what level of review/guidance the collaborative management team needs.   Jeanne followed up by drilling into some of the specifics about staff structure and the impacts on budget and programming.

Paula suggested that the community group review the program through the same lens that the collaborative management team used in February.

Alan asked if the “status quo” was off the table. 

Mari identified the key issues of filling leadership at sites and hiring core staff at sites. She reiterated Jeanne’s comment that we would all like to more forward and implement the program improvements outlined in the recommendations.   She explained the costs in terms of staffing and budget if we move forward with status quo and explained that the collaborative management team had already developed plans, and continues to refine and adapt to those, to move forward with status quo as the team had been instructed to do.
Paula added that there are irreconcilable differences for some of the infrastructure and system problems and some barriers cannot be removed or changed. When there is still a problem in one of these areas it is because we have been unable create a solution. Variance in policy was at the core of this.

Mari underscored the energy and effort that has been committed to make the status quo as good as it has been. She underscored that these challenges will remain without changes to the staffing model. 

Julie shared that the collaborative management team identified the challenge inherent in a shared leadership model. The team’s response was to begin working with Paula and really focus on building buy in among the two entity’s staffs.  The group discussed the trade off between struggling to make the co-leadership model work or implement the structural changes that could allow the program to operate more efficiently and free resources.

Paula highlighted that the change to staffing addresses nearly all of the core challenges that remain. It resolves budget, structure and policy issues.  Mari added that both human resource managers were already engaged to try to find solutions in the personnel policies as well, so that the collaboration can improve on personnel performance.
Ann underscored the need to keep site staff consistent to meet the demands of care driven families. She stated the 2007 attempt to combine these programs ignored this fact and reasoned that we’re still dealing with this anxiety. She also asked if moving this program to BSD put it at budget risk. Jeff said that it does not.  Nancy countered that the program would be no less secure with funding from the city.

Dan Cahill identified the need to transition core values, beyond simply standard performance metrics, into our evaluation plan. He indicated that the community group could really help here.
Holly suggested an “open” hiring process to build community support. Julie reviewed the anticipated hiring process. She also identified that we’re in limbo at the moment with a clear deadline looming that needs staff hired by August 9th as children will start “streaming in” shortly after.  Nina reminded everyone that the “new” (*recommended) staffing model has worked for two years at the sustainability academy and a similar model works at IAA.

Dan pointed out the potential for BPR to expand its support and collaboration with other community agencies and organizations. These recommendations will allow BPR to become a leader and strong partner on many levels.  Dan and Maggie talked about how BPR would remain the lead on vacation and summer programs. 

Paula turned back to the model and identified that items 1-3 had the full support of the group. Julie pointed out that adopting items 1-3 may require shifting the state child care license. The group briefly discussed the implications of the licensing change to summer and vacation programs. Paula reviewed items 1, 2, & 3 and the group agreed to adopt these recommendations, but agreed to affirm this decision with the full group next week. After further conversation, it was agreed that item 7 should also be adopted.
At recommendation number four, the Committee identified a need for a deeper discussion, and agreed to focus on items 4, 5, 6, 8 in next week’s meeting. Please review items 4, 5, 6, 8 in the Transition Plan recommendations and prepare questions for next week’s meeting.
Selection of a Chair

Holly Morehouse agreed to chair next week’s meeting and is willing to remain the chair going forward if the full group supports that next week.  Tiffany Delaney agreed to remain as the second at-large member. The CAC agreed and thanked Tiffany.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:50 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Paula Cope
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