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In City Council June 4, 2001
Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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Councillor Marjorie C. Decker

Vice Mayor David P. Maher


The Housing Committee held a public hearing on April 5, 2001, beginning at 6:10 P.M. in the SullivanChamber for the purpose of continuing discussion of the Community Preservation Act (CPA).


Present at the hearing were Councillor Jim Braude, Chair of the Committee, Robert W. Healy, City Manager, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Fiscal Affairs, Richard Brown, Green Ribbon Open Space Committee, Sally Zimmerman, Historical Commission, Lydia Vickers, Area 4 Coalition, Julia Bowdoin, Executive Director of the Conservation Commission, Gwen Noyes, Affordable Housing Trust, Sarah Klipfel, Chamber of Commerce, Terrie Lurie, Cambridge Housing Authority and D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk.


Councillor Braude convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  He welcomed all those in attendance and then invited Mr. Healy to begin discussion.


Mr. Healy explained that at the last meeting the question he was requested to pursue was whether Cambridge could get the benefit of the $4.5 million appropriation of tax revenue that Cambridge has been making for affordable housing.  The law provides for a state matching fund for the tax funds spent for affordable housing, open space and historic preservation up to 3% of the tax levy.  The Department of Revenue (DOR) guideline says that the money cannot supplant existing programs.  But the $4.5 million is funding that the City is not legally obligated to continue to provide; the appropriation is an annual decision by the City Council.  The question is whether this $4.5 million can be counted for the purpose of calculating the state matching funds.


Mr. Maloney said that the DOR first said that Cambridge could not count annual appropriations to the Affordable Housing Trust.  However, the prohibition is on counting funds used for “maintenance of efforts” that are ongoing, and the DOR defines “maintenance of efforts” to mean funds that the City is already legally required to appropriate every year.  For example, the City is legally obligated to repay debts from bonds or other loan programs specifically borrowed for affordable housing so that debt payment funds couldn’t be counted towards the calculation of state matching funds.  However, no legal obligation underlies the appropriation that the City has been making to the Affordable Housing Trust.  The fact that the City has appropriated the same amount of tax revenue to the Affordable Housing Trust for a few years does not mean that the City has a legal obligation to maintain this effort.  


Mr. Healy said that after a great deal of inquiry, the answer to the question of whether this appropriation can be counted for the purpose of state matching funds is “we thinks so.”  He has not been able to obtain an opinion from the DOR in writing but the DOR has given a very favorable interpretation in discussions with Cambridge.  


Councillor Braude said that if this is indeed the outcome, it is an enormous accomplishment by Mr. Healy, Mr. Maloney and Representative Jarret Barrios.  He noted that the City Council must vote to put the CPA on the ballot and then the CPA must be accepted by voters in the November elections.  The election will take place after the tax bills go out, so the City will have to do estimated tax bills.  

Mr. Healy said that the City Council may want to take the sums that would otherwise be allocated to the capital budget for the three programs - affordable housing, open space and historic preservation, and lump them together in a stabilization account, if the City Council decides to place the question of acceptance of the Community Preservation Act (CPA) on the ballot.  If the voters approve the CPA, the tax revenues in the stabilization fund could be allocated to housing, open space and historic preservation.


Mr. Maloney then discussed the estimated tax bills.  He explained that a city is not allowed to use an estimated tax bill for anything except a recertification process.  This year Cambridge is in the middle of recertification, which is reason enough for estimated tax bills.  He went on to explain that the City could not appropriate and spend the money put in a stabilization fund between July 1 and November 6, when the voters decide. 

Mr. Maloney also said that Mr. Healy’s proposed budget will contain an estimated tax levy of 7% - 8%.


Councillor Braude said that there is an estimated potential of $25-28 million to be used statewide for matching funds.  State officials do not expect many applicants for this first round of matching funds.  He noted that the CPA was defeated in Framingham.  He said that the law provides for a Conservation Preservation Committee of five to nine members who would decide how to apportion the 70% left after 10% is allocated to each of the three program areas.  The City Council would decide on the number of committee members, and the City Manager would appoint the members to the committee.


Councillor Braude then invited questions and comments from those present.


In response to a question from Ms. Bowdoin, Mr. Maloney said that coincidentally, the total amount of capital spent on the three program areas amounts to 3% of the budget.


Councillor Braude stated that once implemented, the CPA must continue for five years, although the City would have the power to go back to the voters to change the percentage.  Once this step is taken, the City is locked in for five years.  This legally binding long-term commitment would also be a first for the City.


Mr. Maloney said that affordable housing has always been funded with $2.25 million tax levy funds and $2.25 million free cash.  Since only tax levy funds count for matching funds, the City would want to use only tax dollars for the entire appropriation.  Also, the CPA provides for this 3% “surcharge” to be exempt from Proposition 2½.


Richard Brown, former member of the Green Ribbon Open Space Committee asked if the additional funds could potentially be $5 million for five years.  Councillor Braude answered in the affirmative.


Lydia Vickers, School Street, asked for further explanation.


Mr. Maloney explained the tax bills.  


Councillor Braude expressed hopes for a quick response from the DOR.  Then the Housing Committee will meet to decide on a recommendation.  


Councillor Braude thanked all those present for their participation. 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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The Housing Committee held a public hearing on April 23, 2001 beginning at 4:10 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber for the purpose of an update on the Community Preservation Act.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Jim Braude, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Kathleen L. Born, Councillor Henrietta Davis and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Robert W. Healy, City Manager, James Maloney, Assistant City Manager for Fiscal Affairs, Darcy Jameson, Housing Director, Community Development Department and Sally Zimmerman, Historical Commission.


Councillor Braude convened the hearing and explained the purpose.


Mr. Healy stated that his proposed budget recommends that the City Council accept the Community Preservation Act (CPA).  He explained that acceptance of the CPA requires a sequence of steps as follows:

1. The City Council must vote to accept by a majority vote and place the question on the ballot.


The City Council has choices it must make.

1. The percentage of the surcharge, which can be set at any amount up to 3%.

2. The City Council can choose whether to adopt any of the following exemptions:

A. $100,000 of the value of each taxable residential parcel.  Mr. Maloney stated that the total cost of this exemption would be $400,000

B. Commercial Property

C. Low income homeowners and/or low or moderate income senior homeowners

Mr. Maloney did not have information about the cost of the exemptions listed in “B” and “C” above, but said that he would provide this information at a future meeting.

Mr. Maloney stated that the Secretary of State deadline for adoption by the City Council is 60 days before the election.

In response to a question from Councillor Braude, Mr. Maloney responded that once the City has accepted the CPA, any change in the percentage on the exemptions must go back to the voters for them to accept.  Acceptance is a five-year commitment to at least some level of participation in the CPA.

Mr. Maloney said that he would check with the Law Department as to any other legal requirements, deadlines, etc.

Mr. Healy noted that a final tax rate would not be set until after the ballot.  Thus the first tax bill would be estimated, subject to the state approval.  Since this is a certification year for Cambridge, and Sally Powers, the former department head for the Assessor’s Office has left, he expects that the state will approve an estimated tax.

Robert Winters, 366 Broadway, asked about the “maintenance of effort” issue.  Mr. Healy stated that Mr. Maloney and Representative Barrios have had discussions with the Department of Revenue (DOR).  Mr. Maloney stated that the DOR interprets “maintenance of effort” as applying to any amount of funds that the municipality is already legally obligated to expend, and not to annual allocations by choice of tax funds for housing, open space and historic conservation.  For example, already existing debt that the City pays cannot be counted towards the 3%.

Mr. Healy stated that the Community Preservation Committee must be created by ordinance, but he believes that can happen after the election.  The City Council decides how many people will be in the Community Preservation Committee and the City Manager appoints the committee members.

Councillor Braude noted concerns vis-à-vis the state budget timetable.

Councillor Born asked about how the calculation of the tax allocation percentage will affect the funds for open space to historic preservation.  Mr. Maloney stated that there is no problem in this area.  The allocation of the matching funds is decided by the Community Preservation Committee, with the requirement that at least 10% go to each of the three areas.

Councillor Braude asked whether the 30% rule for ballot questions pursuant to the general state election law will pertain to this ballot question.  That provision requires that 30% of all eligible voters vote in favor of a ballot question in addition to a majority of those voting in the election.  Mr. Healy noted that the CPA, Ch. 267 of the Acts of 2000, states that a “majority of the voters voting” must approve.  Councillor Braude said that while the language of Ch. 267 seems clear, he would still like to have an opinion from the City Solicitor.

Councillor Braude noted the strong participation of the open space and historic conservation interests in the community and expressed his hope that the affordable housing community will become more interested and active with respect to the CPA.

Councillor Davis observed that the City cannot expend funds advocating for a ballot question, and it is going to take money as well as time to educate the voters and advocate for approval of the ballot question.

Mr. Winters asked about the summary that the Election Commission produces.  Councillor Braude said that the summary can provide a clear statement of the facts.

Mr. Maloney reiterated that the City Manager’s proposed budget recommends that the City Council adopt the CPA.  The budget also contains a $5.5 million appropriation for a stabilization fund for unspecified purposes.  One possible use of these funds could be an allocation for affordable housing if the CPA is approved.

Councillor Braude then invited a motion to request that the City Solicitor provide a legal opinion as to whether the state law requiring a favorable vote of at least 30% of those eligible to vote, along with a majority of those voting, is applicable to a CPA ballot question.

Councillor Davis so moved.  The order passed without objection on a voice vote.


Councillor Braude thanked all those present for their attendance.


The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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The Government Operations, Rules and Claims Committee held a public hearing on 
May 3, 2001, beginning at 4:00 o’clock p.m. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of continuing discussion on a proposal for a home rule petition to enable 16 and 17 year old residents to vote in local municipal elections.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Jim Braude, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor David P. Maher, Councillor Henrietta Davis, Councillor Marjorie C. Decker, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Councillor Michael A. Sullivan and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were Deputy City Solicitor Donald Drisdell, Election Commissioners Rusty Drugan, Chair, Artis Spears, Lynn Molnar and Assistant Director of the Election Commission, Joe Kaplan.


Councillor Braude convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  


Attorney Drisdell submitted a letter regarding the legal issues and summarized his letter (Attachment A).  The Council has the legal ability to enact a home rule petition to allow 16 and 17 year olds to vote in local elections by means of a special act of the legislature.  While state elections are regulated by the Massachusetts Constitution, municipal elections are regulated by state statute.  He noted that many practical issues are raised by the Election Commission’s memorandum (Attachment B).


Councillor Reeves asked if anyone has any information about any other place where 16 and 17 year olds vote.  Janice Lee, 29 Pleasant Street, stated that there is no city council or school committee election in the country in which 16 and 17 year old residents may vote.  She said that Jamaica Plain’s Unity Board allows votes in its elections for the community organization leaders.


Attorney Drisdell stated that the Twenty Sixth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides that an 18 year old cannot be denied the right to vote.  His analysis is that this is a ceiling; nothing in its language prevents a lower age.


Councillor Sullivan asked if a home rule petition had been drafted.  Attorney Drisdell answered no, and requested that there be some decision by the City Council as to whether the Council is inclined to vote for enabling 16 and 17 year olds to vote before a draft home rule petition is undertaken.


Gerald Bergman, Elm Street, asked whether all of the procedural issues would have to be dealt with in the home rule petition.  Attorney Drisdell stated that if there are impediments to enabling the achievement of the goal in the state election statutes, it is sensible to address them all in the petition, rather than having to do another petition.


Councillor Braude then requested that the Election Commission introduce themselves.  Rusty Drugan, Artis Spears, Lynn Molnar and Assistant Director Joe Kaplan did so.


Mr. Drugan, discussed the Election Commission’s memo (Attached).  He stated that the Election Commission has not taken a position on this issue.  Their memo addressed administration and cost implications, as requested by the City Council.


He noted that according to the Office of the Secretary of the Commonwealth, Cambridge could not use the state form to enroll 16 and 17 year olds and their names could not be entered as voters in the state system from which Cambridge’s voting lists are drawn.  Mr. Drugan expressed a concern that 16 and 17 year olds who requested to vote in local elections would think that they would be able to vote in a regular election at age 18 without any additional registration.  He does not want them to think that they are thereby enrolled as regular voters as of their 18th birthday.  In addition, the Election Commission would need a supplemental list.  There is also a concern that election workers would not hand out a different number of ballots to 16 and 17 year olds.  One vote of a 16 or 17 year old that ends up being counted in an election in which he or she is not qualified to vote could affect the integrity of an entire election.  He said that another issue is that 16 year olds cannot be added to the street list.  State statute prevents the inclusion of anyone under age seventeen.


Councillor Braude asked Mr. Drugan his opinion on how allowing 16 and 17 year olds to vote could affect the calculation of the percentage of registered voters necessary for enactment of a ballot question and initiative petition.  Mr. Drugan said that the statute speaks of “registered voters.”  Perhaps the home rule petition could substitute a definition of “registered voters” for local elections.


Councillor Reeves asked how many 16 and 17 year olds there are in Cambridge.  Ms. Molnar said that there are approximately 1000 in public schools.  This list doesn’t include private schools. 


Councillor Reeves stated that if new-younger voters are going to be enfranchised, it is probably preferable to add 1000 rather than half that number.


Councillor Braude said that in the Election Commission’s further research, it would be helpful to get information from private schools.  Ms. Molnar said that the Election Commission can contact the private schools in the area to try to get a more complete count of 16 and 17 year old residents.


Vice Mayor Maher asked Mr. Drugan whether a 16 year old could be elected to office.  Mr. Drugan said that it would be necessary to look at the particular qualifications established by the statute.  Mr. Drugan said that it is possible that a home rule petition could address this matter.


Councillor Reeves asked what is there about 16 year olds that distinguishes them from 15 year olds; why set the age limit at 16?


Councillor Davis stated that she supports 16 year olds voting because elections are biannual.  In order to enable high school students to vote once while still in school, it is necessary to set the age at 16.


Terry Smith, Chief of Staff, Mayor’s Office, stated that he hopes and expects that there is some seamless way to facilitate the 18 year old registration for 16 and 17 year olds who have already registered.


Councillor Davis said one solution would be to send them a registration form on their 18th birthday.  She noted that those who sign up to vote at age 16 and 17 are very motivated voters.


Councillor Decker stated that this issue of youth empowerment is very important to her.  However, she is very concerned that giving youth the right to vote would lead to more of a push on trying 16 year olds as adults.


Councillor Braude then invited public comment.


Alison Roth, Green Street, age 17, spoke in support.  She is on the Mayor’s Youth Council, but it doesn’t take the place of being able to vote.


Paul Heintz, Jr. Cambridge Rindge and Latin School (CRLS) student, age 17, spoke in support.  It would encourage new participation and establish early the habit of voting.


Adrienne Leslie, CRLS student, spoke in support of allowing 16 year olds as well as 17 year olds to vote.  If the limit is 17, then half of the students will not be able to vote while still in school.


Patty Forbes, CRLS student, age 15, stated that 18-24 year olds feel disillusioned.  Youth are more motivated at an earlier age than 18 and should be encouraged to vote then.  Also, they will have more involvement in the city in which they grew up rather than in a new city where they may well be at the age of 18.


Councillor Braude asked attendees why they believed that when 18-year olds were given the right to vote in 1972, close to 50% did, but that in subsequent elections, the percentage had declined precipitously.”


Hannah Jakofsky, 220 Broadway, said that there is a reason why people are cynical about national elections, for example, the Florida fiasco, but there is much more immediacy in a local election.  Regarding the issue of treating 16 year olds as adults for criminal prosecution, enabling 16 year olds to vote in a local election does not amount to a conferral of full adult status in civil society.


Artis Bergman, age 17, a CRLS senior, stated that allowing 16 and 17 year olds to vote is not just lowering the age group; 16 and 17 year olds constitute a different sort of age group, still more grounded in their community, still living with their family of origin and attending school with social studies classes.  Also there is support by CRLS staff and that support will mean that the school will use the enfranchisement of their students as a teaching opportunity.


Noah Chevalier, 21 Goldstar Road, stated that while there are other ways to get involved, they are very different from voting.  Elected officials would actually have to listen to youth who had the power to vote.  He noted the support of the student school committee members and the Mayor’s Youth Council for this proposal.


Robert Winters, 366 Broadway, spoke in opposition to allowing 16 and 17 year olds to vote.  He stated that he believes there should be a single age for determining what is an adult.  He said that over a lifetime, a change in the voting age from 18 to 16 is a minor incremental change that is not really worth it.  He added that voting is not the “be-all and end-all” of political involvement.  At 13 he was working on Robert Kennedy’s campaign.  


Max Prum, 100 Thorndike Street, CRLS student, stated that he has lived in Cambridge all his life and has been involved in Cambridge civic affairs for a couple of years.  Until youth have the power to participate in what the community sees as the “real” decisions, they will not have an equal say or a real ability to shape their environment.  It makes him sad that his first opportunity to vote will not come in the place he has known all his life and has been very involved in.  For example, he and his peers cared a great deal about the issue of the location of the new library.


Jesse Bauer, 10 Poplar Road, CRLS student, spoke in support.  With respect to setting the age limit at 16, any age will be somewhat arbitrary, but the 16 year old limit has the rationale of providing the opportunity for one vote for every student while still in high school. There already is no uniform age to define adulthood.  Ninety-nine percent of what 16 year olds do is the same as what adults do.  He is tired of only hearing about the bad ways in which 16 year olds can be seen as adults, for example, being treated as adult criminals.


Councillor Decker said that the youth present are doing more than most adults do to effect political change.


Councillor Braude said that he is a strong supporter, but he wants to emphasize that the reason that these student advocates have gotten to this point is their effective political organizing and participation.


Councillor Sullivan stated that he does not support this proposal.  While the proponents have been very articulate, he has not heard an argument that has convinced him.  Anything that pushes the age down will have the effect of pushing more onerous responsibilities such as contractual responsibilities and criminal justice punishment down to a lower and lower age.


Councillor Braude moved that the proposal be referred to the full City Council without a recommendation.


The motion passed on a voice vote without objection.


Councillor Braude thanked those present for their participation.  .


The meeting was adjourned at five o’clock and twenty minutes p. m.






For the Committee,






Councillor Jim Braude, Chair
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Councillor Marjorie C. Decker
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The Economic Development, Training and Employment Committee conducted a public meeting on Wednesday, May 16, 2001 at 2:10 p.m. in the Ackermann Room.


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the services offered to Cambridge residents by Bunker Hill Community College Satellite Campus.


Present at the meeting were Councillor Davis, Chair of the Committee; Ellen Semonoff, Deputy Director of Human Services; Sue Walsh, Office of Workforce Development; Susan Mintz, Office of Workforce Development; Steve Swanger, Director of Tenant Services, Cambridge Housing Authority (CHA); Linda Huntington, Community Learning Center; Jason Marshall, Assistant to the Mayor; and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk.


Ms. Sue Walsh, Office of Workforce Development, outlined the history of Bunker Hill.  The Community Learning Center and the Cambridge Housing Authority were among the original partners involved with bringing a community college to Cambridge, she said.


Councillor Davis asked what part the School Department played.  Ms. Walsh stated that Lois Sullivan was the School Department representative in recent years.  Mr. Swanger, CHA, stated that Larry Rosenstock from RSTA was the original School Department representative.


Ms. Walsh distributed the original invitation to collaborate.  (ATTACHMENT A)  There were three respondents to the invitation:

· Bunker Hill; 

· Massachusetts Bay; and

· Roxbury Community College.

Core courses and a certificate program would be offered.  City staff and the community partners thought that support services were very important to the participants, she said.  Bunker Hill looked at this as a resource issue.  Two years ago, Mr. Jimmy Roberts, a staff member who works at Bunker Hill, became a nighttime advisor for the participants at the Cambridge satellite.

Ms. Susan Mintz. Office of Workforce Development, stated that things worked fairly well with Bunker Hill, although there have been lots of logistical problems. Computer classes have been in high demand but there has not been enough computer lab space.  A lab science course has not been offered because of the problems of accessing lab space.  Tension has escalated between the School Department and Bunker Hill over space and logistical issues.  Ms. Semonoff stated that the computer lab was an issue from the beginning.

Mr. Swanger stated that one issue that plagued the partnership is the internal issues at Bunker Hill.  Bunker Hill, he said, is trying to work through these issues.  A reorganization and new hires have been made at Bunker Hill, he said.  The Cambridge Satellite Campus had not been a priority for Bunker Hill.  Resources have begun to line up. 

Councillor Davis asked how long there has been tension between the High School and Bunker Hill.  Ms. Walsh said the computer lab issues have been a source of irritation between Bunker Hill and the High School since the beginning.  Ms. Semonoff said that, understandably, the high school’s first priority is its students and it has not seen the campus as providing benefits to students and their families. Mr. Swanger stated that the computer lab is both a draw and an irritant.

Another issue identified by Mr. Swanger has been Bunker Hill's ability to respond to the community’s needs such as providing services appropriate for residents living in  public housing.  He informed the committee that Bunker Hill and CHA, last spring, developed an EMT training program at 119 Windsor Street during the evenings.  The planning and implementation piece was frustrating.  The top priority was in getting the program up and running, rather than the program being well run.

Councillor Davis asked how many students were enrolled in the Bunker Hill EMT Program.  Mr. Swanger stated 18 CHA participants and 1-2 non-CHA participants.  CHA informed Bunker Hill that CHA applicants needed special support because they are non-traditional students.  CHA wanted to bring the Community Learning Center in to help the CHA applicants and this caused a problem.  At the first test, some of the students stopped coming.  Attendance records were not provided to the CHA.  There was a lack of understanding by Bunker Hill of the population.  No one passed the state exam, he said.  The problem was the instructional methods.  Academic support is needed, he said.  He 

further stated that many agencies came together to offer resources to Bunker Hill to help the participants succeed.

Ms. Mintz stated that the Cambridge partners are trying to target a certain population but Bunker Hill is not serving the people that the program hoped to serve.  Enrollments, she said, have been a struggle.  Much time and resources have been used to reach the targeted population.  Information by city staff and the CHA was distributed to reach the targeted population, said Ms. Semonoff. Ms. Mintz stated that 7,000 brochures are distributed for each semester.  

Ms. Semonoff stated that it has been difficult to get information, data and statistics from Bunker Hill.  Ms. Mintz said that recently enrollment numbers were provided by Bunker Hill (ATTACHMENT B) She distributed Cambridge Student Profile - Conventional Counts by zip codes.  (ATTACHMENT C)  Ms. Huntington stated that she would like to know how many Community Learning residents are in the program. 

Mr. Jason Marshall, Assistant to the Mayor, asked what was the effect of Cambridge College on the Bunker Hill program.  Ms. Mintz stated that the fee for classes is lower at Bunker Hill.  The fee for courses at Bunker Hill is approximately $200.00.  Ms. Huntington stated that some students go to Bunker Hill because of the low fee and then transfer to the University of Massachusetts.  She stated that the High School is not the most convenient place to get to in Cambridge.  Some students, she said, preferred to take classes in Charlestown.  Cambridge is the biggest satellite site for Bunker Hill. Many of the classes students take are developmental classes, which are required for students who are not ready to take college-level courses.

Councillor Davis asked what is next.  Ms. Walsh stated that a retreat is planned to be held on June 28th.  Bunker Hill's position is that the community should market the community college.

Councillor Davis stated that the Bunker Hill program needs to be evaluated.  Mr. Swanger stated that a new student population is needed.  Ms. Mintz stated that the city would have to depend on Bunker Hill to do the evaluation because Bunker Hill has the information on the student body.  A survey was prepared by the Office of Workforce Development to be distributed by Bunker Hill, but we have not received the results.

Councillor Davis stated that an audit needs to be done on the program.  Mr. Swanger suggested that another Request for Proposal (RFP) should be done.  Councillor Davis stated that the partnership with the High School needs to be addressed.  Ms. Semonoff stated that timing is an issue.  Between rebuilding the RSTA Program, the restructuring of the High School and the 10th grade MCAS test, focus on Bunker Hill cannot be a priority for the High School.

Mr. Marshall asked who is the contact at the High School.  Ms. Mintz responded Caroline Hunter.

Ms. Huntington asked if other schools could be used for the community college satellite site.  Councillor Davis stated that adults cannot be put into children's desks.  Ms. Semonoff informed the committee that there used to be Bunker Hill classes at the Fitzgerald School.  Ms. Huntington stated that there was no room at the Community Learning Center for the satellite site.

Mr. Marshall asked about the computer lab at the Senior Center or the library.  Ms. Semonoff stated that the Rotary-donated lab at the library requires that no money can be charged for the classes at the lab.  Councillor Davis stated that the lab at the library should be reviewed to see if it can be available at night. 

Ms. Walsh stated that the program is at a crossroads.  The School Department will be invited to the retreat on June 28th.  Ms. Walsh stated that the Mass Inc. reports about unskilled labor and the Massachusetts economy point to the Community Colleges as the way to build the skills needed to succeed in this economy.

Councillor Davis stated that outcomes are needed.  Mr. Swanger stated that it would be good to get feedback from the students in the program; especially students who have taken classes in the last five years.

Councillor Davis suggested that Bunker Hill should develop a process for evaluation of the program.  She asked Ms. Semonoff to develop language on this issue so that she could submit a City Council order.  Ms. Semonoff stated that this is a two-step process.  This discussion should take place at the retreat.  Then, if more action is needed, a City council order can be filed.

Ms. Huntington stated that Bunker Hill dropout rates are high.  Ms. Mintz stated that Bunker Hill is more concerned with enrollments than completion rates.  Confidentiality is also an issue with the evaluation.

Ms. Semonoff stated that Bunker Hill is the logical community college because of the location.  Ms. Walsh stated that Bunker Hill has a good relationship with Just-A-Start because of the Biomedical Program.

Councillor Davis stated that steps need to be taken to improve this program.  Maybe it is the wrong model, she said.  

Mr. Swanger stated that most of the classes offered at the other Bunker Hill satellite campuses are English as a Second Language classes. 

All agreed that we needed to reevaluate after the retreat.

The meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.







For the Committee,







Councillor Henrietta Davis







Chair 
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