Massachusetts Board of Library Commission (MBLC)

State Aid Program Meeting #6
January 8, 2007, 10:00 am-4:00 pm

By Marsha M. Morris & Associates, International

A MBLC State Aid Committee meeting was held on Monday, January 8, 2007, 10am-4pm. It is the sixth of a series of meetings to take place between September 2006 and April 2007. The stated purpose of the committee review process will be a report of recommendations for the state aid to public libraries program that will meet the needs of the public library community in the 21st century. The following are the desired outcomes for the meeting:

Desired Outcomes:  By the end of this meeting, we will have: 

1. An understanding of the boundaries around the Committee’s work so that the team can stay focused and complete the process in a timely fashion

2. An understanding of the meeting cancellation process so that the members are informed about how we as a team will handle any snow dates

3. A list of snow dates 

4. Knowledge of the Committee’s glossary document so that terms have the same meaning for everyone on the Committee

5. An agreed upon purpose statement for the State Aid Program

6. An agreement on whether or not a funding formula is necessary for the State Aid Program

7. An agreement on the Committee’s next steps

The following is the complete agenda:

Purpose:  To review the current Massachusetts State Aid Program and formulate possible recommendations and policies changes for the MBLC Commissioners consideration 

Desired Outcomes:  By the end of this meeting, we will have: 
1. An update from the Values and Principles Subcommittee

2. An agreement on the Local Funding Requirement Option (LFRF)

3. An agreement on the Committee’s next steps

Decision Making Process:  Consensus with a fallback to a simple majority rule

Decisions for today’s Meeting:  Local Funding Requirement Option, and the Committee’s Next Steps

AGENDA

	Content
	Process
	Who
	Time

	Welcome Breakfast
	Open
	
	9:30am

30 min.

	Start ups: Introductions, Desired Outcomes, Agenda, a Review of the Group Guidelines, An Announcement, and a Review of where we are to date, A Review of the Mission Statement
	Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

Purpose Statement

A reminder about the Library Community
	Marsha/Rob/Em Claire
	10:00 am

30 min.

	Values and Principles Presentation 
	Update from the Subcommittee

Present Definitions

Questions and Answers

Additional Items
	Subcommittee/

Committee/Marsha
	10:30 am

30 min.

	Local Funding Requirement Formula Presentation and Simulation
	-LFRF Subcommittee

Presentation

-Clarifications

-Questions and Answers

-Examples

-Questions and Answers
	LFRF subcommittee/ Rob/Marsha/

Committee
	11:00 am

45 min.

	Directions for The Work of the Subcommittees
	Present and Clarify

Check for Understanding

Questions and Answers
	Marsha/

Facilitators
	11:45 pm

15 min.

	Break and Lunch Pick Up
	
	
	30 min.

	Local Funding Requirement Option Subcommittees Work

	Three Subcommittees

Pros and Cons

Impact on the Program and the Massachusetts

Library Community
	Subcommittees/

Facilitators/Reporter

Marsha
	12:30 pm

90 min.

	Local Funding Requirement Option Final Agreement

	Group Report Backs

Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

What is in the best interest of the Library Community? Trios

Build Agreement

Agreement
	Reporters/Committee/ Marsha
	2:00 pm

60 min.

	Break
	
	
	3:00 pm

10 min.

	Continued-Local Funding Requirement Option Final Agreement
	Build Agreement

Agreement
	Reporters/Committee/ Marsha
	3:10 pm

30 min.

	Next Steps
	Review/Add and Agree
	MBLC Team/Marsha/

Tammy
	3:40 pm

10 min.

	Meeting Evaluation
	Pair Share

Share Out to the Committee
	Marsha/Tammy
	3:50 pm

10 min.


Meeting Materials
Agenda #6

Meeting Notes for Meeting #5

Committee Documents:

Report from the Local Funding Formula Subcommittee

Local Funding Formulas from other States

Report from the Issues Subcommittee

Start Ups

Ms. Marsha Morris, the retreat facilitator, welcomed the participants and began the meeting with introductions. Ms. Morris asked Commissioner Em Clare Knowles to make an announcement about recent changes to the committee.  Commissioner John Arnold’s term expired almost two years ago and had been awaiting the appointment of a new member.  Former Governor Romney appointed Mr. Irving Zangwill of Fall River as a new Commissioner. Em Clare welcomed Irving and acknowledged with gratitude the service by John Arnold for 12 years. John will continue to serve on this State Aid Committee in the role of Public Library Advocate.

Updates from Rob Maier and Dianne Carty were presented to the Committee.
Rob’s Updates Included:

· Reminders of working groups changed at 12/6/06 meeting to give ideas about how a per capita requirement might work

· Values and beliefs working group is working on fillers/set of screens for the revised State Aid Program to assist in building consistency as we go along in developing programs

· Next steps including introduction of a working group to help in processing a final funding requirement product.

Dianne’s Updates Included:
· Research has been gathered from other states, e.g. EQV information. She has sent this information and various reports to the committee. 
· Rob brought copies of EQV information for use in sub-committee meetings.

Values and Principals Presentation

This group was born out of the December 6, 2006 meeting where the committee agreed it was time to begin to think about what are the values (individual and group) held and how it impacts the work going forward. Committee members Diane Giarrusso, Susan McAlister, Em Claire Knowles, Dianne Carty and Vanessa Verkade volunteered to work in a sub-committee and Diane G. reported out the results of this work and took questions and suggestions about ways in which the sub-committee might improve the final product.

The Values Presentation Comments:

· Defined the values neutrally so they can be applied to any state aid program.

· Diane reviewed the yellow sheet distributed in today’s packet. 
Values—Beliefs about the State Aid Program
Values/Beliefs:  Ideas we believe are true, that serve as filters through which we discuss the State Aid Program.

“Apples to Oranges”—Comparisons between individual libraries impractical due to the differences in how local library budgets are constructed 

Flexible—Programmatic and/or intrinsic local circumstances as well as extraordinary circumstances are considered in a state aid program. Allows for elasticity in how local budgets are crafted. 

Incentive—Reward for behaving in a certain way. 

Libraries in Need—Libraries that are unable to meet basic standards in a state aid program.

No Community Left Behind—Communities unable to meet minimum standards of a state aid program are supported by the state so that residents have access to library services.

Reciprocity—Residents of one community can use the library resources of another community without paying a “membership” fee [assumes/requires each community to adequately support its own library]. 

Standards—Minimum activities required for participation in a state aid program.

Struggling Communities—Communities that are unable to allocate adequate funding to their local libraries due to economic factors not under the control of the community. 

“Understandability”, was “Simplicity”—1. Easy to understand eligibility for a state aid program. 2. Easy to explain state aid eligibility to trustees, municipal boards, etc. 

Parking Lot Issues:

1. Who is responsible for library support?  Local? State?   Purpose statement indicates local level funding, but there seems to be an idea floating around that the state can and should “bolster” local funding for the purposes of helping libraries meet state aid requirements. This basic question deserves more exploration and/or resolution.

2. Can we set up a program that creates incentives for greater local support? How can a state aid program recognize those libraries that exceed the basic levels of support? 

3. Should there be a tiered system that ensures each library meets some level of standard for the purposes of determining state aid? Related to Libraries in Need and Struggling Communities and Incentives for excellence in a variety of areas (staff professionalism, resource sharing, programming…)

Respectfully submitted for discussion by Diane Giarrusso, Susan McAlister, Vanessa Verkade, Dianne Carty, Em Clair Knowles
· Committee will add a clarifying statement to libraries in need statement…financially able but choose not to. A library can be in need without a community being one that is struggling.

· Need clarification of the programmatic as it relates to apples/oranges statement. Info will come from committee

· Say explicitly there is a minimum standard funding requirement from every community. Committee will add this to the values statement

· Please remove from values/beliefs 1st line “Ideas we believe are true…”

· No one disagreed with the definitions presented.

· The sub-committee was asked to take on some additional work. Others may choose to join in. Dianne Carty will be the MBLC Staff Support. This additional work will not include apples/apples structural questions. This work will be held until there is agreement about a New Funding Requirement. The Values sub-committee is charged with creation of a list of values and definitions for the group. This additional work by the Values sub-committee will be presented at the January 29, 2007 meeting. John Ramsey volunteered to join this sub-committee.

· The suggestion was made to label each statement as a definition or value. These definitions will then flow into the committee glossary.

· The committee also asked that the sub-committee add a definition for municipal equalization and EQV to the glossary.

Local Funding Requirement Presentation
This sub-committee consisted of John Arnold, Robert Maier, Patricia Lambert, Krista McLeod. John Arnold made the presentation on behalf of this group and the full presentation is made available here in the notes.  [Please see separate pdf document of power point presentation].
The Local Funding Requirement Presentation Comments:

· Would be helpful to make X (the amount spent per person in a district for library services) greater than $10 but less than $30.
· Reminder that all final thoughts/plans should be wisely put through a political filter to determine feasibility for implementation.
Local Funding Requirement Option One (Per Capita) Final Agreements
Facilitator: Marsha Morris explained to the committee that they would be broken into three groups to work for 90-120 minutes.  Additional information and instructions were as follows:

· Each group was to use one recorder and a different person as facilitator (the MBLC Staff Person). 
· Some groups will also have a third person act as reporter back to the full committee. 
· Each group was asked to report out their final agreements, pro and con of each option, parking lot issues and discuss the impact on the program and the larger library community.

· Facilitation team will not give personal opinion and won’t spend time re-explaining the options John Arnold presented earlier this morning

· Facilitator will float to answer questions as will John Arnold

· Each group has one MBLC staff member and a funding requirement sub-committee member

· Each group is to spend first 30 min. just working out and understanding the option then “try to imagine how to make the option work”. Take away all the # and just think about what will make this option work.
Group #1: Rob-Facilitator, Em Claire, Joe, Andre, Bonnie, Ellie, Elaine, and Emily

Understanding
· Use existing EQV to divide libraries into groups

· Defines a designated dollar amount per capita as standard for each group 

· Designated dollar amount high to low or sliding scale (define sliding scale option 1A)

· Changing rate—per capita rates would change periodically and then there would be a grace period for communities to catch up.

· As EQV’s fluctuate, libraries could be in a different ranking group.

· Just municipal contributions

· As written—no incentives to exceed just pass/fail—it’s a qualifying program.

Pro
· Simple and understandable

· Revenue Neutral

· Sets per capita target

Con
· Appearance of unequal expectations

· Setting of rates is subjective

· Target may be a disincentive

· Doesn’t require additional state funding

Parking Lot
· Equalization and incentives can’t easily be combined and works best with more money

· Should private funds be counted towards qualifying for state aid?

Agreements
· This option could be a qualifier for additional programs fir incentives and equalization

· It can’t stand on its own

Group #2: Penny Johnson, Vanessa Verkade, Diane Giarrusso, Pat Lambert, James Lonergan, John Ramsay, Jim Matarazzo

Pro
· Moves towards statewide min. per capita

Con
· No representation of MAR in equation

· No incentives to meet per capita $

· Takes the burden off local funding

· Complexity/Understandability

· Free ridership issues

· Is there a need for tiered approach?

· EQV does not equal library spending

· When is equalization received? (Difficulty to administer)

· Not clear what amount $ must be appropriated

Parking Lot
· Scenario complex too difficult to explain

· Increase state contribution per capita for compliance

· Political support for less complex scenario

· Who sets the $/capita?

· Who determines increases?

· Who is responsible for funding libraries—is it the local community? Is it the state?

· Assumption that every MA resident deserves some level of Library Funding and Services

· The equalizations aspects are inaccurate

Impact on MA Library Committee
· Beyond the basics critical 

· Need baseline that is an absolute minimum at the municipal level

Impact on Community
· Need to keep historic averages

Agreements
· We agree on pros and cons

· Beyond basics is critical and must be funded

· In some cases it can eliminate chronically poor funding

· Per Capita is good starting point for communities below Per Capita, problematic for those meeting or exceeding per capita
· Absolute minimum baseline Per Capita funding is provided by municipality

Group #3: Dianne Carty-Facilitator, Frank Murphy, Brooke Johnson, Susan McAlister, Irving Zangwill, Joanne Lamothe, and Krista McLeod

Pro
· Per Capita easy to understand—true for all 3 methods

· Addresses ability to pay (EQV)

· Funding potential (Grants/Meets needs) From Legislature

· This approach sets a goal for library “investment” and put funding in an overall way (i.e. how much libraries “cost”)

Con
· Who can make decisions? (Leaves too much to MBLC) How do you determine “who can pay”?

· Can’t figure out where you’d be from yr. To yr. EQV is too volatile to be stable

· There is no floor for certif.

· Most difficult to implement (Phased-in?)

· Grants are overlapping/redundant

· Could create more reliance on S. A and not motivate more local spending

Parking Lot
· Floor to become “eligible”

· EQV sucks *Stability/grace period needs to be built in

· We do need to address resource-sharing “rewards” (NRC/Net lender) Nonresident circulation offset funds, which are state funds, Net Lender Reimbursement Funds, which come from Regional Systems

Impact on MA Library Community
· People will complain regardless

Impact on Program
· Require an array of state aid specialists

· Requires a lot of $

Agreements
· If we were going to make this work we agree:

· We’d need a “floor” for eligibility

· We’d need to build in grace periods/stability into EQV

· If we don’t get enough $ this won’t work

Areas of Alignment for the Committee
· Sub- committees will meet and do so with enough time to put together strong recommendations

· Will send by email work of each sub-committee

· What amount would it really take to fund drives for every library and every resident of the commonwealth

· 40 million over 3 years was agreed upon as the # for the LFRF Sub-Committee to go back to work with

· Suggestion to rename Local Funding Requirement Group and call it the Big Picture group because the work is much more than funding formula

· Agreement that Janice, Brooke, Patrice and John will work on structure details along with one board commissioner and one MBLC staff member

Next Steps
· Facilitator got agreement around who will meet with MBLC staff + commissioners to get clear about sub-committee work and then will email for feedback

· Suggested that MBLC staff go back to create a fuller picture of State Aid 

· Review the initial charge again
· Facilitator encouraged group not to fall back into current program do facts because of fear

· Suggestions from committee members to talk more furiously about the amount of funding ultimately hoped for in the State Aid Budget

· Should a baseline be created or percentage about the current 9 million? Do we put together a goal @ 3yr. mark, 10 yr. mark?

· Are we talking about 12 million building to 20 and then to 50 million?

· Incremental funding change won’t do anything significant

· Rob indicated he came into this process happy for 2-3 times more than the current funding. Thus approximately $20 million-$30 million over 3-5 years

Meeting Evaluation

The Committee concluded with a meeting evaluation.  The results are as follows:

	Plus

· Clear instructions

· Last hour really worked

· Fishbowl facilitation worked

· The agreement on big # approach

· Lunch was good

· Large group comfortable with one another and say what they don’t like and speak up

· Benefit of having veterans as part of group/ historical perspective

· Big # approach—agreement was great

· Historical perspective

· For whole process we should look at all S.A. requirements together
	Delta

· Mix up groups

· Early lack of transparency

· Small groups didn’t work

· Too many different tasks in small

· Frustrated with redundant work

· Didn’t get to small group work

· Confusion about difference between process and content

· Deemphasize process and concentrate on content

· *Absent members can derail work/progress made

· *Slow

· Absent members who have been party to the process have the potential to derail progress

	
	


ATTACHMENT #1

MLBC

State Aid Program Committee Meeting Notes 

January 8, 2007
List of Participants

Public Library Directors (15)

1. Emily Bader

2. Janice Coduri

3. Diane Giarrusso

4. Penny Johnson

5. BWS Johnson

6. Patricia Lambert

7. Joanne Lamothe

8. Bernie Margolis (arrived at 2pm)
9. Krista McLeod

10. Joseph Mule

11. Nancy Rea

12. Elaine Winquist

Public Library Trustees (5)
1. Bonnie Burnham

2. Andre Mayer

3. Frank Murphy

4. James Matarazzo

5. Vanessa Verkade

Regional and Network Administrators (2)

1. Susan McAlister

2. John Ramsay

Public Library Friends and Advocates (1)

MBLC Commissioners (3)

1. Em Claire Knowles
2. Irving Zang
Library Advocate

1. John Arnold
MBLC Staff (3)

1. Robert Maier

2. Dianne Carty

3. James Lonergan
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