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Burlington Kids Community Advisory Committee

 Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, August 3, 2010
Present: Kathy Chasan, Holly Morehouse, Ann Kiley, Dave Hartnett, Shireen Hart

Late Arrivals: Alan Matson (with previous notification)

Absent: Nancy Kaplan, Patrick Halladay, Tiffany Delaney (all with previous notification)
Staff: Dan Cahill, Jeff Fournier, Mari Steinbach, Nina Mazuzan, Julie Cadwallader-Staub, Sarah Carter (Collins & Leugers on vacation)
Welcome and Introduction

Holly welcomed everyone back and thanked them again for their willingness to plan and prepare for a way forward.  She reminded everyone about the ground rules.  They are:

1. All opinions and perspectives are welcome and will be respected.

2. All speakers will be shown respect and courtesy.

3. Please don’t interrupt a speaker.

4. It is ok to disagree, but disagree respectfully.

She also reminded everyone to keep the kids in the center of their thoughts no matter what we discuss.  She asked people to introduce themselves again.

Approval of the Minutes

Dave moved approval of the minutes. Kathy seconded.  The minutes were approved unanimously.

Next Meeting Date

The next meeting of the CAC is scheduled for Thursday, August 12, 2010, from 6:00 PM until 8:00 PM at the BPR Pine St. conference room.  Another meeting will be set up using Doodle. Paula asked if you did not receive the last email from Doodle.com, please check your spam box and make sure she has your correct address.
Overview of the Agenda

Holly reviewed the agenda for this evening’s meeting. She noted that the main discussion tonight will focus on the modified Scenario B, which is to continue in status quo operations with a transition to the recommendation of the collaboration management team. The current transition target date is by December 1, 2010. Holly added that the group would also like to discuss the Flynn as a pilot to the staffing structure, given the recent staffing changes resulting from one BPR employee taking another job.  If time permits, the group will discuss the remaining recommendations either tonight or at our next meeting.

Holly also helped the committee distinguish between public input and public process.  Public input would be gained through a public process and sets expectations while it gathers information. Holly made the point that staff has to be prepared to deal with that information exchange.  Public information, however, could be done at any time by informing the public about the activities of the CAC.

Dave clarified that this CAC was put together by the BPR Commission and is designed to  shape what afterschool will look like in the City of Burlington. The weight falls back on the CAC to provide a direction not just for one or two years, but for the long term. The City Council will look to the CAC for leadership and guidance.  Dave agreed that there is a lot of difference between input and information and supported Holly’s distinctions.

Holly asked Dave if the Commission needs anything from the CAC by the 17th of August.  Dave said that the Commission does not.  Holly suggested a status report be given to the Commission, although Dave did not feel that was necessary.  He did want the CAC to go to the Commission as a whole group supporting a set of recommendations and a game plan. The Commissioners may want to make changes, but they should be minor.

Julie suggested that since programs start shortly after the Commission’s August 17th meeting, he might want to put Holly on the agenda to get to meet her and give a brief update – or that the update could be conveyed by Mari.  It was understood that Holly could attend the Commissioner’s meeting on August 17th and provide a brief update at the top of the agenda if that is desired.

General Update on Flynn Representative and Enrollment
Nina spoke with Melissa Peterson about being the Flynn representative, but Melissa could not commit. Nina is trying to make contact with three other individuals who Melissa recommended.  It was noted that Holly is a Flynn parent so that Flynn does have a voice at the table, but it was agreed that an additional representative should be appointed just representing Flynn.

Jeff mentioned the upcoming Parent Information Meetings occurring now as outreach events to invite families to come in and get help with the subsidy paperwork.  Registrations are coming in. It was noted that the enrollment at Flynn is brisk.  Jeff commented that they can only take 150 kids per day at Flynn.  BSD site leaders start next week. 

	Site
	First Day 9/2009
	Registered as of 8/3

	Champlain
	 58
	25

	EES
	55
	33

	Flynn
	55
	50

	Smith
	58
	32

	SA
	58
	20


Discussion of a Modified Scenario B
Holly asked Jeff to present Scenario B: Two Leaders with Transition to Recommendations.  He explained that we would begin with the co-leader model while we frame out the other BPR opportunities and build toward a December 1 transition.  He discussed the hiring of core staff that is the foundation of the program, and reference the staffing matrix that he has compiled This matrix reflects the use of additional classroom teachers, ESL teachers, pottery teachers, etc. to meet the needs of the program.  Jeff explained how the programs focused their efforts on recreation and enrichment activities.  He explained that the tasks were divided last year between each site leader with shared tasks also specifically noted. In this model, Jeff explained that he used Alan Matson’s model for dividing the tasks into primary and secondary responsibilities.

Holly asked for clarification on how the staffs are split under Scenario B.  Jeff said he needs to know the answers to two questions tonight: 1) What is happening at Flynn? and 2) Who is hiring core staff?  Ann asked about some of the differences between the agencies to understand why it matters which one hires the staff. Jeff explained that the background checks varied as do many of the forms and orientation activities for staff. Ann asked how the personnel would be affected.  Since some employees are already hired by the School District, not all employees would change.  Nina explained that for every 10 children, there is one core staff person.  She also explained that all of last year’s staff have been contacted to see if they will be returning.  Ann asked what “returning” means?  Dan explained.  He also said that he spoke with some staff and explained the various models being considered.  He also reminded the CAC that these are part-time, temporary employees.

Holly asked how we will move forward if we are trying to keep all of the adult employees happy and asked people to think again about the kids.  Jeff reminded the group that in discussing Scenario B, we are discussing only core staff.

Shireen said she would like a meeting to hear from site leaders and listen to what they think is the best way to do the program. Dave thinks each member of the CAC should make a site visit to see the programs in action. He said he is far from being able to make a decision.  After some further discussion, Holly recapped that the CAC would like to consider meeting with staff and doing site visits.  She asked the collaborative management team to comment on hearing form staff.

Paula commented that before the CAC or staff members hold meetings with core staff or do site visits, they need to think about and decide how they will separate themselves from the emotional content and from their personal feelings.  Otherwise, the purpose of the meetings and site visits, which is to collect objective data, will be lost. There was universal agreement by the CAC that this is important.

Yvette Mason posed a question from the audience about reporting relationships, salary, and benefits.  The CAC decided that the public would be welcome to ask questions at the end of each section or presentation.  Her question was noted.

Ann asked Jeff why the budget previously shown was in the black and now it is in the red about $30,000.  Jeff explained there was an error in overestimating the revenues by an error in the formula for subsidy payments through the STARs program.  He said the costs of the BPR bus, which had not been available at the time the budget was finalized, were included in this final version. He reviewed the changes made to the budget to absorb this revenue miscalculation, which included counting the assistant director as part of the licensing ratio.  In working to finalize the financial aspects of these scenarios, a number of corrections were necessary.  Correcting these errors reduced projected revenue by $42,623.

This review also revealed an inaccurate representation of the costs and revenue related to the administrative support position. The full cost for this position ($45,171) is now included in the expenses. BSD’s 21ST CCLC grant funds half of this position, but the other half comes from program revenue. 

Further, based on additional discussions between members of the collaborative management team, this proposal includes additional expenses for the BPR bus ($24,640) and an increase in the Assistant Site Director position at Flynn ($5,753) to pay for an increase from 20hrs/week to 30hrs/week.

To align expenses with projected revenue the following changes were made:

· The budget line of $1,000 per site for transportation was eliminated in lieu of increased funding for the BPR bus. Use of the BPR bus was further limited to Monday-Thursday, reducing the cost by $4,760. These changes saved $8,760.

· The number of core staff was reduced by one at each site. This means that we will include the assistant and/or one of the site co-leaders to meet child care ratios. This change saved roughly $28,500.

· Training costs for core staff was reduced in line with core staff reductions saving $2,000

· The number of enrichment staff was reduced by one at both EES and Flynn. This saved $15,500. 

These expense reductions of approximately $54,760 bring projected expenses close to expected revenue. 
	
	Scenario A
	Scenario B
	Scenario D

	Burlington Kids Expenses
	FY 11 "Status Quo Model"
	Two Leaders with Transition to Recommendations
	FY11 as Recommended  

	Champlain Total
	184,975 
	166,267 
	154,088 

	EES Total
	212,397 
	172,928 
	162,887 

	Flynn Total
	237,249 
	204,046 
	204,046 

	Smith Total
	195,667 
	167,168 
	154,002 

	Total Operating Costs
	830,288 
	710,410 
	675,023 

	Admin/Overhead Costs
	125,102 
	168,443 
	176,696 

	Total Expense For All Sites
	955,390 
	878,853 
	851,718 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Program Income 

(fees and subsidies)
	561,219 
	561,219 
	561,219 

	Net School Budget Cost
	286,778 
	286,778 
	286,778 

	Total Revenue
	847,996 
	847,996 
	847,996 

	P/L
	(107,394)
	(30,857)
	(3,722)


Shireen asked how we know that the staff that is hired is qualified.  Dave said that he has concerns, particularly on the BSD side.  Two examples were mentioned that underscored the importance of making good hires of trained and competent staff.  Holly asked the collaborative management team how one employer model would help that.  Mari explained that we would have one set of standards governing everyone, one training plan, and one safety plan to follow.  Ann reiterated that having qualified staff is critical.

Holly asked if the group wanted to focus a future meeting on only staffing. Paula clarified that the CAC’s concerns might be better answered by looking at standards, not staffing.  All agreed.  Holly said that the CAC should not be making staffing decisions anyway as that is the purview of management.

Shireen posed several questions about the goals and objectives of the program, and questioned whether the program even needed to be funded from its current funding sources. Julie noted that in the past BPR had the luxury to take any child without consideration for payment. Now, we have to look at access for all children.  In the past BPR was not looking at educational outcomes in doing their programming.  The schools however, had to look at access and outcomes.  As we look at the program that is combined we have to look at both/and scenario and not an either/or scenario when we cast a wider net in the community.

Dan explained that in the past there was a waiting list for the BPR program. Due to space resources and lack of scholarship opportunities, access to the CityKids model was limited.
Shireen said she is concerned about the working families who need safe and affordable childcare.   She thinks we are turning away the working families.  Julie feels that is the bedrock of every conversation the collaborative management team has had.  Childcare, hours, cost, etc. are always important.  She explained that one of BSD’s goals in the program is to boost educational outcomes. Generally speaking, BPR has historically focused on recreation and leisure education for families who can pay fees for the program, while BSD has historically focused on academic enrichment for children of families who cannot pay Julie also said that 25% of the overall after program is funded by the 21c grant, which focused on academic improvement for children.
Several important questions arose that were unrelated to Scenario B.  Paula encouraged everyone to send them to her so that each and every question can be addressed.

Jeff then explained that the changes presented in Scenario B are partly in response to the budget issues.  He clarified that the deficit for the status quo model is estimated at $107,394.  Scenario B would present a $30,857 deficit.  If the recommendations were implemented, there is projected to be a $3,722 deficit.  Scenario B as presented would start out with two site leaders everywhere except Flynn and move toward one leader with an assistant by December 1.  Snack changes, the bus, and some other changes are embedded in each budget scenario.  No matter which scenario is implemented, the budget is very tight.

Holly asked the CAC members to state again where they are on this decision regarding scenario B.

Ann:
I can’t answer. We are going to get to the recommendations, Scenario D, eventually.  It’s just how long will it take.  I do think one director can work out.  I am having a problem with that loss. How can we keep some of that talented people we have?

Paula recognized that Ann put the issues (elephants in the room) of trust and loss on the table.  She suggested that the question be modified to ask if they felt that philosophically each site could be managed by one site leader and an assistant and asked CAC members to respond without consideration for the actual people.

Ann:  Yes, it can be managed effectively by one leader.

Dave: Two leaders and no assistant is important at Flynn. I don’t think you can run Flynn with one leader.  That maybe true at Smith too, and he qualified his response that there is much at stake as it is about the people, and that each decision cannot be “just about the money.”

Jeff responded that financial accountability and efficiencies are an integral part of the success and sustainability of the program. 
Ann:
Perhaps it could be done with two site leaders from the same employer which would solve policy problems.

Mari asked the CAC to look at the program holistically and try to respect the vast amount of work the staff did previously looking at every possible variable, factor, and outcome.  Dan clarified that the staff’s decisions were never about the money; rather a compilation of all of the complex issues involved in the collaborative programming.  

Shireen: Qualified yes. I need to hear from the professionals again.

Kathy: I do have a sense it is doable.

Holly: Yes, they can be handled with one director and one assistant.  I have visited many excellent programs around the state and it is all about the leader and their vision.  We look at qualifications and forget about their vision.

Holly recapped for Alan.  She feels there is not necessarily consensus on Scenario B.  She thinks that people are generally fine with moving toward a single site leader with an assistant as the model as long as we answer concerns about qualifications.

Shireen said that she needs to hear from the site leaders in response to the same question.  

The site leaders in the room were polled.

Sarah: You could have one director if you offer 30-35 hours a week, benefits would give you more qualified people.  Benefits are important.  You have to have someone who will take care of all of the details.

Yvette: One director would work better than two at Champlain.

Susan: One director, but 20 hours is not enough for an assistant director due to the workload.  Thirty hours would be better.

Nina: One leader with a ¾ time person would matter at Champlain. Both people have to be a fit for it to work seamlessly.

Ann suggested Jeff revisit at the budget given what we just heard about one director and an assistant director at 30 hours.  Jeff agreed.

Dave asked if we can be ready to go with status quo on September 1. Jeff said that BSD is ready to hire staff this week.

Shireen and Dave agreed that they heard enough from the site leaders in attendance and did not need to gather more information from them.  He also said that he can move forward with the schools other than Flynn under this scenario.  Alan agreed.

Holly clarified that the CAC is willing to start the year with Scenario B at three sites transitioning from two directors to one director by December 1, 2010.  All agreed.

Flynn Pilot
Shireen asked if we have time to get approvals to make the hires.  Dave said that it makes perfect sense to do the pilot at Flynn with one site leader and one assistant, especially since the emotion is out of Flynn with the recent change in BPR staffing. Mari suggested we do a public information piece with Flynn parents to discuss this decision.  In the fall, we could do a public input meeting to see how it is going.  The rest of the CAC agrees as long as the assistant is ¾ time at least.  There is agreement that people will go in with an open mind.

Ann asked how soon we can get to the parents at Flynn with information so they are not caught off guard.  Nina said the CAC really needs to carry the message.  Alan said we need to highlight that the program is the same, who the new staff are, and that billing will be better.  Dave added that we need to help parents adjust as we champion this change.  Everyone agreed there could be a great welcoming event and the principal is wonderful and ready to be involved.

Holly called for a vote on hiring one coordinator and one assistant at Flynn.  The vote passed unanimously.

Next, she asked if anyone objected to BSD hiring the staff.  Ann said that some parents might have concerns that BPR doesn’t have enough influence.  Alan suggested we simply state the ways in which BPR has participated in the hiring, training, and the oversight of the positions.  All agreed.

Paula suggested constructing a decision making timeline for the CAC so they know when decisions would have to be made on both the Flynn pilot and the Scenario B model so they can consider that timeline in August and not hang the staff up in November.  That will also give CAC members time to look at it and make adjustments so they know what decisions are coming up.

The CAC agreed that BSD should hire one site director and one assistant at Flynn to be ready and in the job by August 9.  

Julie clarified that resumes were sent to the collaborative management team and Dan and Sarah were invited to participate in the interviews.  Other commitments prevented them from participating in the interviews. Some applicants are existing BPR staff.  Dave asked BSD to have a BPR person present for the final decision.  Ann agreed.
The Next Meeting Agenda
Three things will be discussed:

1. Any actions needed for the first day of school -Holly

2. The role of BPR (recommendations #6, 7, and 8) -All

3. The decision making timeline -Paula

The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Paula Cope
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