Massachusetts Board of Library Commission (MBLC)

State Aid Program Meeting #4

November 20, 2006, 10:00 am-2:00 pm

By Marsha M. Morris & Associates, International

A MBLC State Aid Committee meeting was held on Monday, November 20, 2006, 10am-1pm. It is the fourth 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:

By the end of this meeting, we will have: 
1. A reaffirmation last meeting’s group statement because it was not apart of the 10/31 notes

2. An agreement on a working draft purpose statement for the State Aid Program

3. An agreement on whether or not a funding requirement is necessary for the State Aid Program, and Why

4. A list of several ideas on what the funding requirement should look if one is necessary

5. An agreement on the Committee’s next steps

The following is the complete meeting agenda.

AGENDA

	Content
	Process
	Who
	Time

	Welcome Breakfast
	Open
	
	9:30am

30 min.

	Start ups: Introductions, Desired Outcomes, Agenda, Review, and review Group Guidelines
	Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers
	Marsha
	10:00 am

10 min.

	Review several key issues from last meeting
	Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

Agree
	Rob/Marsha
	10:10 am

10 min.

	Purpose Statement for State Aid
	Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

Changes if necessary

Agree
	Purpose Subcommittee/Marsha
	10:20 am

30 min.

	The Work of the Subcommittees
	Present and Clarify

Check for Understanding

Questions and Answers
	Marsha/

Facilitators
	10:50 am

20 min.

	Bio Break
	Open
	
	11:10 am

10 min.

	Local Funding Requirement
1. Is there a need for a local funding requirement?  

2. Why or why not?

3. If so, what should it look like?

4. What should happen if a municipality doesn’t meet the requirement?

5. Should there be an alternative?


	Three Subcommittees

Decide and Agree

Group Report Back Prepared


	Subcommittees/

Facilitators/

Marsha
	11:30am

75 min.

	WORKING LUNCH
	Pick up your lunch
	
	12:45 pm

10 min.

	Funding Formula Final Agreement

	Group Report Backs

Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

Agreement
	Group/Marsha
	12:55 am

50 min.

	Next Steps
	Review/Add and Agree
	MBLC Team/Marsha
	1:45pm

10 min.

	Meeting Evaluation
	Plus/Delta
	Marsha
	1:55 pm

5 min.


Meeting Materials—Email attachments and links:

Agenda #4

Meeting Notes for Meeting #3

Glossary

Committee Documents

Start Ups

Ms. Marsha Morris, the retreat facilitator, welcomed the participants and began the meeting with introductions. Ms. Morris presented the meeting’s purpose, agenda, and desired outcomes.  Following, the Committee reviewed the group’s guidelines and the meeting documents.  (A list of participants in attendance is attached.)  

Key Issues

Following the start ups, the Committee reviewed several issues from the last meeting.  They were as follows:
1) All the meeting notes through October 11, 2006 are posted on the website.  Also the meeting notes for the October 31st meeting will be up soon.

2) John Arnold’s group statement that all the participants agreed to will be added to October 31st meeting notes.

3) The notes will no longer track moment to moment what is going on in the meeting, but will focus on agreements and next steps.

4) There was a clarification of roles.  

a) Em Claire Knowles is an observer/neutral. 
b) John Arnold and Ed Bertorelli are active participants.  They are stating their personal opinions when they speak. 
c) The Staff’s role is neutral, but they do have own opinions. They will act as Facilitators for the sub-group meetings, and act as resource providers. 
d) The Facilitation Team, Marsha Morris and Tammy Dowley-Blackman, are acting as neutral facilitators, recorders, and observers.  If necessary, they are available to assist with sub-group facilitation and recording.  

e) The snow dates reminder were printed and distributed as per the request of the Committee.

Purpose Statement 
After all the key issues and follow up items were discussed, the Purpose Statement Subcommittee presented their draft for review and agreement.  The Committee made final changes and incorporated the work of the larger Committee’s emailed comments.  The final working draft State Aid purpose statement reads as follows: 
The purpose of the state aid to public libraries program is to 
encourage municipalities to support public libraries that meet the 
evolving needs of residents; to promote resource sharing and collaboration
among libraries; and to provide equal access to appropriate public 
library services for all residents of the commonwealth.
Subcommittee Work
After the purpose statement agreement, Marsha Morris, the Facilitator, reviewed the structure and process for the subcommittees.  It is as follows:

1) Rob Maier, Dianne Carty and James Lonergan will each facilitate one subcommittee. 
2) Demographics and geography were considered for each of the subcommittees. 

3) The Committee’s group guidelines will apply in the subcommittee structure. 

4) One person from the group will act as a recorder and reporter. 
5) The recorder/reporter can participate in the discussion. 
6) MBLC staff may not serve in the recorder/reporter role. 
7) Facilitators and recorder/reporter may change throughout subcommittee meeting process.

8) The subcommittees will use pro/con sheet for assisting in the discussion and report outs. 

9) Anyone who wishes to change subcommittees is responsible to switch with a person of the same demographics.

Local Funding Requirement
After a bio break, the Committee representatives went to their assigned rooms to begin their work.  The subcommittee met for about ninety to hundred and twenty minutes.  The following are the report out notes from each subcommittee: 

Group 1

What do you want to see…

· more money
· 21 century library practices
· Simplified; Municipality: MAR—standards but flexible, in terms of how money is spent—technology and R/S

· Current and 21 century and broader waivers, designed not to include them

· Cost of living should be at current level
Is there a need for a local funding? 
· Requirement—overall—yes

· MAR helps—percentage to protect the library
· Reciprocity, state level regulation/to make sure
· Pros—MAR helps

·  Responsibility of MUN to do so/how it structure incentives

· protects local libraries and participates (builds) in systems, preserve local character
· Cons—Promoting individual libraries, too complicated
Is there a need for a local funding req.—yes

What should this local funding look like? [Waivers seen as a detriment to the program]

· Simplify it—formula
· Look at the ann. Open bud of each library and look at the gap from the state
· Per capita
· Look at the total operating budget, MAR vs. Look at the total appropriations budget, based on objective variations
· Consensus on the focus of the appropriations budget
· Appropriations—vote at town mtg.—the basis of the req. for state aid
· We do not have the expertise to come up w/ a formula 
What should happen when a municipality doesn’t meet the funding requirements?
Should anything happening?—yes
· What is the affect—DISPORTIONATE CUTS ON THE LIBRARY WOULD DISQUALIFY THE CITY FROM RECEIVING ANY STATE FUNDS
· Parking Lot
· Regional systems
· Encourage coop. among parking lot
· Waiver as an exception
· State aid of other municipality depts.
· We are looking at a whole new system, so we should use a new vocabulary
· TIE LIBRARY BUDGET TO THE CITY/TOWN BUDGET.
Review of what we need to do:
More time, we need tighter facilitation, and we have to be better participators

We like the smaller group and straightforward talk

GROUP 2
Need?—yes

Why?—Locality is responsible for first line of funding
Look like?—Local funding should be:
· Tied to inflation
· % of historic library Op. budget
· Minimum % of municipal pie
· Something funding sources understanding
· Guaranteed
· Based on per capita OR Revenue generating capability
· Inflation

Pros—automatic increases familiar to towns outside arbiter

Cons—difficult to figure out decrease with deflation, when does it start? Mechanics? Which measure? Rationale for choosing?

If not met?
· Waiver?
· Meet or not meet-c’est tout!
· Waivers to certain level, then out of state aid to an alternative program.
If can not meet full requirement
· Can meet minimal requirement based on total non-sch. municipality budget

· Potential Formula

· Minimum requirement municipality must allocate to the library must be at least 1% of the total non-sch. Municipality operating budget
· Pros—assumes inflationary component, uses non-education piece of municipality government
· Cons—“apples and oranges” i.e. what’s actually in each budget, any municipality we set will hurt some library/town
Alternative if not met
· Not certified—no state $
· Prorate % of S.A. $ down to equal the difference between the min (1%) and the % of municipality appropriation
GROUP 3
Need Inflation—yes!

Pros
· Why state government fund if no local support 
· fairness: fair treatment of all libraries needs and usages 
· engenders openness and coverage of all information 
· reward/incentive 
· without inflation 
· standards would drift down and more libraries close

Cons

· Would place burdens on surrounding towns 

· Allow libraries to function slowly on prorate dollars

· Supports library in towns without public library 
· Simplicity can be viewed as unfunded mandate

What should Local Funding Requirement look like?
· Different levels of local $ trigger different levels of support and or different degrees of latitude on freedom with funds

· Different level of state aid funding-state $, etc.
· % of total municipality budget—possible measurements of local funding (choose one, then apply on income/wealth faction to determine “how well a community meets its local funding requirement”)
· Per capita (in other tier—multi-tier)
· Income or wealth factor

If it is not met?

Communities in trouble—current on/off switch (main idea: if community doesn’t meet local funding requirement, then there’s a “Community/Library in Trouble” fund/Categorization)

If don’t meet LFT…
· Probation-get $ from “Community in Trouble” fund, reciprocity for year (reciprocity for 1 year, but made clear that’s a temporary reprieve from more dire consequences)—come out and be certif. in year (idea here is that you don’t always have to wait for another full year, state aid could grant “full” status)

· De-Certification (existing)—loss of funds, loss of reciprocity
Parking Lot:

Thing to remember:

· Unsure how long a transition to the new program will be needed if business changes are made
· Perhaps “decertified” or “non-reciprocal borrowing” towns should get library support for state funded programs (ex: LLR, Regcons, “new?”) rather than relying on surrounding towns

Local Funding Requirement Final Agreements
After the three subcommittees reported, the Committee looked at areas of agreement.  The following are the final agreements reached by the representatives: 
1) Local Funding Requirement is necessary.
2) A standard formula requiring towns/communities to give some level of money is necessary.
3) There should be consequences if local funding requirement is not met.
4) This is an incentive based program.
5) A subcommittee of Frank Murphy, John Ramsey, Diane Giarrusso, Em Claire Knowles, and Rob Maier, MBLC staff, will draft a funding formula from the data of the three subcommittees work.  

Meeting Wrap Up

To wrap up the meeting the Facilitator, Marsha Morris, requested time to discuss the overall process and time concerns.  The following are the concerns and agreements of the Committee:
1) Need more meeting time or the group has to come into alignment faster
2) A group member suggested one more Committee group meeting to attempt to work faster

3) A group member commented that they were working in a vacuum, and that person is not sure how subcommittee suggestions would really affect libraries around the state
4) A group member suggested that the Committee needed more time to reinforce group dynamics
5) The Facilitator suggested meeting bi-weekly instead of monthly. She reminded the Committee that the Facilitation Team is not married to working faster, but is  married to meeting May 2007 deadline
6) Meeting Reminders:  Going forward, the three subcommittees must remember they need to go into meetings prepared to come out with products and decisions
Next Steps
As part of the meeting wrap up, the committee agreed to the next steps, reviewed the parking lot issues, and evaluated the meeting.  The group will meet again on Wednesday, December 6, 2006 at the Natick Public Library from 10am-4pm.  The Committee agreed to the following next steps:
· Facilitator’s agenda with desired outcomes and decision making made explicit
· Local funding committee will have to meet sooner and turn around information  by 11/29
· Staff will send brainstorm requested information to all participants
· Requested Information from MBLC Staff:
· Sample/spreadsheet w/ municipal budget percentage and per capita
· What are the other local funding requirements fir state programs?
· Are there any patterns w/ other state programs formulas? EQV information would be helpful

Parking Lot
The following issues were parked for future meetings.  They include:
· Mitigating Funding
· Meet and exceed minimum standards as it relates to the purpose statement
· Waiver agreement needs review

Meeting Evaluation

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

	PLUS
	DELTA

	· First time got down to business

· Like small group structure
· Getting more time
· Like being made mix-up seating
· Liked the sandwiches
	· Clear what desired outcome(s) is for small group work
· Didn’t like today’s salad
· Prefer complete breakfast


ATTACHMENT #1

MLBC

State Aid Program Committee Meeting Notes 

November 20, 2006
List of Participants

Public Library Directors (13)

1. Emily Bader

2. Ellie Chesebrough
3. Janice Coduri

4. Diane Giarrusso

5. Penny Johnson

6. BWS Johnson

7. Patricia Lambert

8. Joanne Lamothe

9. Krista McLeod

10. Joseph Mule

11. Suzanne Teuteberg

12. Elaine Winquist

Public Library Trustees (4)
1. Bonnie Burnham

2. Andre Mayer

3. Frank Murphy

4. Vanessa Verkade

Regional and Network Administrators (2)

1. Susan McAlister

2. John Ramsay

Public Library Friends and Advocates (1)

1. Vivian Spiro
MBLC Commissioners (2)

1. Em Claire Knowles
2. John Arnold
MBLC Staff (3)

1. Robert Maier

2. Dianne Carty

3. James Lonergan
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