Massachusetts Board of Library Commission (MBLC)

State Aid Program Meeting #5
Wednesday, December 6, 2006, 10:00 am-4:00 pm

By Marsha M. Morris & Associates, International

A MBLC State Aid Committee meeting was held on Wednesday, December 6, 2006, 10am-4pm. It is the fifth 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 and decision making process for the meeting:

Desired Outcomes:  By the end of this meeting, we will have: 
1. An agreement on the Local Funding Requirement Formula (LFRF)
2. An understanding of and knowledge about how future work will be approached in the State Aid Review Committee so that the Committee can complete its work

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 Formula and the Committee’s Next Steps

The following is the complete agenda:
AGENDA

	Content
	Process
	Who
	Time

	Welcome Breakfast
	Open
	
	9:30am

30 min.

	Start ups: Introductions, Desired Outcomes, Agenda, a Review of the Group Guidelines, and a Review of the Committee’s Agreements from meeting #4
	Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers
	Marsha
	10:00 am

15 min.

	Local Funding Requirement Formula Presentation and Simulation
	-LFRF Subcommittee

Presentation

-Clarifications

-Questions and Answers

-Formula Simulation

-Questions and Answers
	LFRF subcommittee/ Rob/Marsha/

Committee
	10:15 am

75 min.

	Directions for The Work of the Subcommittees
	Present and Clarify

Check for Understanding

Questions and Answers
	Marsha/

Facilitators
	11:30 am

10 min.

	Bio Break and Lunch Pick Up
	Open
	
	11:40 am

30 min.

	Local Funding Requirement Formula Subcommittees Work

	Three Subcommittees

Discuss three formulas

Decide and Agree

Group Report Back Prepared and Agreed Upon
	Subcommittees/

Facilitators/Reporter

Marsha
	12:10 pm

90 min.

	Bio Break
	Open
	
	1:40 pm

10 min.

	Local Funding Requirement Formula Final Agreement

	Group Report Backs

Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

Agreement
	Reporters/Committee/ Marsha
	1:50 pm

70 min.

	Future Work of the Committee
	Present and Clarify

Questions and Answers

Understanding
	John/Rob/Marsha
	3:00 pm

40 min.

	Next Steps
	Review/Add and Agree
	MBLC Team/Marsha
	3:40 pm

10 min.

	Meeting Evaluation
	Plus/Delta
	Marsha
	3:50 pm

10 min.


Meeting Materials
Agenda #5

Meeting Notes for Meeting #4

Committee Documents

Start Ups

Ms. Marsha Morris, the retreat facilitator, welcomed the participants and began the meeting with presenting the meeting’s purpose, agenda, and desired outcomes.  (A list of participants in attendance is attached.)  Following, the Committee reviewed the meeting documents and discussed changes that were agreed to by the Facilitation Team to the subcommittee process.  The following were the changes agreed to by the Facilitation Team:

1. Reminder to the subcommittee to review the facilitation sheet during small group meetings
2. Don’t use short hand—spell out all words so that the meeting notes are decipherable

The Committee then reviewed the meeting #4 agreements.  Also, Frank Murphy updated the Committee on the Local Funding Formula Subcommittee’s formation and focus of their work.  

Local Funding Requirement Subcommittee Presentation

Next, the Subcommittee presented their work on an overhead projector.  The following is the information that was presented to the entire Committee for their consideration.
LOCAL  FUNDING WORKING GROUP (LFWG)

Approach

o
Draft a State Aid Group position on Local Funding requirements, based on the


three subcommittee findings 

o
Include alternative approaches to municipal certification (MAR)

o
Reference data used:  Other States info/MA budget data/MA library stats

o
Flag any "follow-up" issues

Local  Funding Requirements 

o
The certification matrix shows three Local Funding certification approaches:

 

-- Current  certification using MAR



-- Budget-driven (Per Cent) method



-- Per Capita-driven Aid system

Summary

o
Full State Aid committee should make the final local certification choice

o
Follow-Up issues include:



-- Inflation adjustment



-- Methods described are theory; formulas and implementation work needed



-- More insight into other State Aid results necessary



-- Probation concept during decertification vs. Waiver

LOCAL  FUNDING REQUIREMENT

  CURRENT (MAR)

BUDGET %


PER CAPITA
NEED?
YES


YES



YES

WHY?
  
o Support Libs
  
o Mun. $ bounded
    
o State Lib std.



o Compensate $    
 o Familiar to mun.    

 o Increased funding? 



o Offset ILL

  o More mun. $?
   
 o No apples/oranges

METHOD
MAR


 % of Local budget    

Floor $ X Popul

FAILS LFR?    Non-cert.

  Non-cert.

   
  Non-cert.

Alt to Cert?  Waiver 


Probation

   
  Probation


Local Funding Requirement Formula Subcommittees Work

After all the follow up items and the funding requirement presentation were discussed, the subcommittees were reminded of important instructions and assigned to three different rooms.  Each group was asked to spend about ninety to one hundred and twenty minutes preparing the pros, cons, and parking lot issues for one of three possible funding formulas.  In addition, each group was asked to provide feedback about their group process.   The following are the report out notes from each subcommittee.
Group 1
Bonnie Burnham, James Lonergan, Elaine Winquist, Janice Coduri, Emily Bader, Ellie Chesbrough, Em Claire Knowles
PRO

Per Capita

· Multi tiered—with inflation factor addresses issue of libraries exceeding rags and provides incentives for excellence

· Tiers—baseline reciprocity only higher—state aid grant even higher—larger grant

· Per capita used by comparable states

CON

· Disbursement Formula –Equalized Valuation (EQV)?

· Summer population for some, Etc?

· Urban/Suburban Shifts

· Source of population numbers

· Old pop info

PLUS

· Concrete examples helped ahead of time

· Smaller group

· Clear expectation for results going into session

· Wonderful data

· Facilitator/task masters

· Tight sub group facilitation

DELTA

· Facilitator also wrote notes 

PARKING LOT

· Why did MA switch from per capita to 3 year average X 2.5%?

· Don’t set bar too low OR quash ideas with reality Mass Municipal Assoc. (MMA) yet simplify

Group 2

Denis Lesieur, Vanessa Verkade, Diane Giarrusso, Penny Johnson, Ed Bertorelli, Patricia Lambert, and John Ramsay
PRO

· (Min. ^ %) Help Improve lowest-funded LIBS relative to MUN budget—(Min. ^ %)

· reflects MUN. Ability to fund

· LIB considered part of community + partner with other depts.

· Typically includes inflation factor

· MAR—maintain status QUO

· Leverage in bad financial times

· Easier to tweak when wanted

· Familiar to decision-makers

CON

· (Min. ^ %) Doesn’t reflect local differences

· Difficult Political “SELL” on state + local levels

· DANCER—Min. becomes Max>

· Can work as min, but need another funding requirement for other LIBS.

· MAR—Status QUO

· No incentive to increase $*Need other funding for service levels, not just MAR

PARKING LOT

· Apples + oranges in budgets waivers can weaken LIBS. Status + Leverage state aid & inadequate as incentive increase service levels to leverage more $ at local level

PLUS

· Easier to brainstorm

· Different perspectives

· Less intimidating

· Less formal

DELTA

· Easier to go off topic

Group 3

John Arnold, Krista McLeod, Susan McAlister, Brooke Johnson, Rob Maier, and Joanne Lamothe
· PRO

· (%) Benefits larger communities

· Easy to calculate

· Carving out a slice of what the municipality has already determined its ability to pay

· (Per Capita) Easy to calculate

· Provides non-municipal standard at a statewide level

· *Easier to sell, easier to describe (cost of books, subscription)

· CON

· (%) Indefensible—how do you justify right level

· o other town dept. required to spend to achieve point of entry

· (Per Capita) Different method

· Hard to chose and transition to # due to current variations

· Doesn’t reflect ability to pay (poverty level)

· AGREEMENTS

· A floor should be created for either approach in order to certify

· Target needs to be moving (ascending) in either scenario

· Realistic rationale for whatever method is chosen

· Want to leave current MAR concept behind in favor of incentive approach.

· PER CAPITA

· Too early to determine specific values

· Need target amount & floor

· May be higher level stretch goal (incentives)

· PLUS/DELTA

· Really doing SOMETHING!

· Rob great facilitator

· Give & take with active participation

· Quickly bubbled up to theoretical discussion—didn’t get bogged down

PARKING LOT

· Which year for budget or population—(last certified?)

· Building block approach

· Expected per capita

· Municipal share

· Funding from other source to equalized INCENTIVE
Local Funding Formula Discussion
Group Reporting Out

Learning’s:

· Great to go into small group with clear sense of desire outcomes

Fish Bowl with Recorders:

· Alignment between groups:

· 2 groups agreed per capita is the way to go

· Group 2—other group felt a need to have a baseline at certification level and the reciprocity is the baseline

· Group 2 believes it worked toward the home goal (direction) but used different route. Felt per capita didn’t do enough to deal with apples/oranges issues

Sub-Group to work on: Funding Formula

Patricia Lambert, Krista Mcleod, John Arnold, and Janice Coduri
Criteria/Values to be use to make decisions—Sub-Group

Diane Giarrusso, Vanessa Verkade, Susan McAlister, Em Claire Knowles
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 Monday, January 8, 2007 at the Worcester Public Library from 10am-4pm.  The Committee agreed to the following next steps:
· Working Groups will meet and generate materials by January 3, 2007.
Parking Lot
The following issues were parked for future meetings.  They include:

· Research on Percentage and/or Per Capita from other states 

· Research what are some of the mechanism for increases in the future

· Research whether or not you still need the MAR when the minimum standard has been reached?

Meeting Evaluation

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

	PLUS
	DELTA

	· Work accomplished by the 

       subcommittee 

· They did great work and made accomplishments possible

· Hands outs available

· Logistics were superb

· Great lunch/salad


	· Soda-please order

· Handouts  available—feel killing trees

· Fish Bowl


ATTACHMENT #1

MLBC

State Aid Program Committee Meeting Notes 

December 6, 2006

List of Participants

Public Library Directors (13)

1. Emily Bader

2. Ellie Chesbrough
3. Janice Coduri

4. Diane Giarrusso

5. Penny Johnson

6. BWS Johnson

7. Patricia Lambert

8. Joanne Lamothe

9. Krista McLeod

10. 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 (0)

MBLC Commissioners (2)

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

1. Robert Maier

2. James Lonergan
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