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HUMAN SERVICES



In City Council June 10, 2002
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair

Councillor Marjorie C. Decker

Councillor Anthony D. Galluccio


The Human Services Committee held a public hearing on May 7, 2002, beginning at 9:10 A.M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of discussing the work of the committee for this term. 


Present at the hearing were Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Henrietta Davis, School Committee Member Nancy Walser, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury and Elaine McGrath, Clerk’s Office.  Also present were Judy Bibbins, Department of Human Services (DHS)-Community Schools, Jackie Neel, DHS, Roslyn Shoy, Program Director, Community Schools, Mary Eirich, Cambridge Public Schools, Susan Richards Scott, Agenda for Children, Elaine DeRosa, CEOC Director, Mary Wong, Director of the Kids’ Council, Selvin Chambers, Director of Youth Program, Eileen Keegan, Division Head of the Community Schools Division, and Jill Herold, Assistant City Manager for Human Services, DHS. 


Councillor Simmons convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  She began the discussion with a summary of the meeting on April 4, 2002, which focused on afterschool programs.  She recapped her efforts with Ms. Walser to integrate the work of the City Council and School Committee to identify, coordinate and fill the gaps in the afterschool and summer programs for Cambridge children.  She estimated that it would take a year to craft recommendations to the School Committee and City Council for policies that would improve these programs.  She pointed out the importance of having subcommittee members who would remain involved in the issue, in addition to any short-term task forces on specific issues.  Councillor Simmons emphasized the need for summer programs for children, given the gaps in school programming at the beginning and end of the summer.  She noted that it is not only the city’s responsibility to provide after-school care, and that the group needs to look at other resources.  As part of this process, the group needs to identify what is being offered, to identify gaps in services, and to inform citizens about what is available.  Among specific issues are the needs of middle-school students and the availability of city resources.


Ms. Walser asked the participants to focus on what goals they wanted to achieve in this project in the next year, and to work backwards from those to identify the tasks for this summer.  Her expectation was that, after a year’s work of  reviewing needs, resources and possible programs, the subcommittee could articulate a vision for how to work together to provide quality after-school and summer programs.  This would include what the School Committee, non-profits and school staffs could provide to children.  Children and parents have asked for more activities to develop kids’ interests, especially for middle-school children.  Ms. Walser suggested that information could be organized by age and interest level. 


Ms. Herold pointed out that the city has been working on a database of resources for school children and emphasized the need for information on resources for providers and parents.  She noted that, since not everyone will be able to use computers to access the information, there will have to be other links.  Focussing on the database, she stated that it would be helpful to know what to expect from that project.


 Ms. Simmons then asked each member of the group to state the points of interest they wanted to look at over the summer.  


Ms. Bibbons thought it was important to work on the data in order to identify the available resources by the fall.  She noted, for example, that fine arts programming was the weakest link in the schools, with almost no resources, an issue that this process could address.  In response, Ms. Walser stated that the School Department is hiring a full-time arts coordinator to address this need.


Ms. Herold then opened the issue of the scope of out-of-school time (“OST”).  She asked for clarification on whether child care was included, and what other services would be addressed.  


Ms. Simmons suggested that the child care question was part of a larger issue that needed to be clarified: what services and programs should be included and addressed in the study?  Related points were: what did parents want as services, and the need for a glossary in the report to define what was being addressed.  

Councillor Davis agreed with the need for a glossary. “Child care” is used to mean two very different things--all-day care for pre-school children, and the enrolled full-week afterschool programs for school-age kids.

Ms. Keegan suggested that it is important to identify within each school site, including independent elementary schools, all the programs available, including non-profit ones, both during and after school.  It is also important to capture the data on who is being served, and to study the demographics of each site.  She pointed out that organizations have different missions and serve different populations and asked whether there should be a common vision.  In order to make recommendations to the City Council, Ms. Keegan recommended that the group identify what children have as resources and identify who is being served.  Possible sources of information include surveys by organizations, and serious solicitation of feedback from parents.

Ms. Shoy emphasized the gap in services during the period between school and camp and the need to address it. Over the years, she has noted the growing need for services during this time.  She also pointed out the specific need for services at the end of August before school starts.  She asked whether program schedules should be revised to cover this time, and whether school space could be made available.  She suggested that the group look at non-profit resources. 

Ms. Simmons noted some complications with the use of school space, such as the need for staff to prepare for the school year; at the same time, she pointed out that the schools belong to the public.

Councillor Davis stated that organizations such as teen centers have a role to play in OST, and that there was a need to identify the big picture of what was available and the remaining gaps in service.  She asked if the committee needed a consultant or had the ability in house to do a survey and create recommendations in six months.

Ms. Richards Scott pointed out that some institutions such as hospitals manage to maintain operations fulltime while providing service and that the city could also offer services at schools throughout the year, provided there was the funding, effort and commitment.  The question is whether there is a need to operate at this level and whether the need is great enough to justify the increased costs.  Referring to the city’s Action Plan, she stated that it covered many elements of the OST initiative in terms of connecting school and after-school services.  She also referred to the Boston model for integrating these two programs, and spoke of the need to build systems that bridge the two.  According to Ms. Richards Scott, there has been a lot of work on the issue of OST resources, and there is an upcoming conference.  Regarding the specific issue of whether child care is included, she suggested that the lines are blurry.  She believes that all families deserve full-enrichment opportunities, and that the challenge is to provide all kids with access to high-quality programming.  Her goals are to provide professional development in programs, to create high-quality programs and to have the programs coordinate.

Ms. Eirich pointed out that state grants for school programs target students who need improvement or fail in the MCAS, and can leave other children unserved.  She has drafted a survey to identify and assess school programs, including academic, recreational and day care services, and will be visiting every school.  Melody Brazzo has also created a partial list of after-school programs, focusing on academic achievement.

Ms. Herold mentioned another survey of all school programs done by Mary Mroz one and a half years ago.  She raised the unique aspect of the current City Council/School Committee involvement in this committee and asked what could be enhanced by this group’s work that other groups could not do.  She suggested that the Action Plan, which tried to include everybody’s voices, was a blueprint that this group could use to create recommendations and goals that require school committee and city coordination to achieve; priorities also needed to be set in the Action Plan.  The major focus should be to improve the quality of services and aid teachers.  She asked what resources are available to review the Action Plan.

Councillor Simmons stated that it is important to hear what program staff sees as the issues.

Ms. Neel pointed out that there was a lot of available information and summarized the main issues and questions as: the importance of a glossary to understand the analysis, the need to build on what we do well now, what we want to offer children in Cambridge, and whether there is a plan with priorities.  She offered to have service providers make presentations to educate people about the current resources.

Ms. DeRosa stated that pre-school groups were out ahead on issues of resources because of their work with community partnerships, and commended Ms. Richards Scott for her work with community groups.  She noted the need for programs to get ESL parents involved and raised two specific program issues: income eligibility and transportation.  State contracts limit some services to such low income levels that people who need the service aren’t eligible.  Transportation to off-site care or services can be difficult or impossible because of safety or money issues; can the city make transportation more available?       

Ms. Wong raised a concern about duplication of efforts, especially in surveys.  She recommended getting copies of all surveys, and merging the information into a master list available to the public, with a glossary.  While this would be a huge task, it would provide valuable information for families about all the services available to children.  With a focus on OST and after-school resources, this group should flesh out and coordinate inventories as the basis for meeting the Action Plan goals.  She believed this group had the knowledge and ability to identify resources and define the terms.  One question for the group is how to create a level playing field for parents throughout the city, given the variation in services to different schools.

Councillor Davis summarized the major issues as: what is available for OST services? what are the gaps in services?  how can we enhance the services? 

Mr. Chambers spoke about the need to be deliberate about promoting programs, by streamlining information to make it useful to the public, and about collaborating, by creating a good fit between schools and outside programs.  He agreed that transportation is an important issue, and noted that some programs are very resourceful about using available transportation.  

Ms. Simmons stated that one next step would be for her, Ms. Walser and Ms. Drury to review the recommendations, tasks and inventories available.

Councillor Davis agreed that this committee, with School Committee and City Council involvement, is in a unique position to make recommendations for consideration of OST to both governmental bodies.  They could also align multiple departments and set policy for the departments to work together.  She recommended an official School Committee/City Council committee on OST, and a review of the Action Plan in order to use it in this process.  She suggested a presentation on the plan as a next step in this initiative.

Ms. Keegan viewed the transportation question as part of a broad issue that the community schools have raised for years: if programs take place after school hours and transportation home is unavailable, kids cannot take advantage of school programs.

Ms. Neel indicated that the School Department has an unwritten policy on late busses, which is that if there is a bus route and space, kids will be transported.  Even so, there are still kids dropped off and met by DHS staff three or four blocks from the program site.

Ms. Herold spoke about the complications with late busses, especially the high cost.  She suggested that schools need to explore other options, and that one focus might be the scheduling of busses.  She pointed out that city bids can require additional services in terms of hours and services.  Ms. Herold also agreed that it was important to consider what this committee can do that other groups cannot.  

Ms. Neel noted the need to consider the effect of changing from parent pick-up to bus transportation on the contact that parents and program staff have.  That contact is essential to maintaining quality programs.

Ms. DeRosa brought up the importance of considering parents’ needs when considering transportation.  What would be a good time for parents and staff to meet, given work constraints?

Ms. Keegan stated that it was important to coordinate transportation and contacts between parents and after-school staff.

Ms. Shoy agreed, stating that in pre-school particularly, there was a need to create connections between staff and parents at sites with transportation.  It would be useful to look at the costs of different methods of providing transport, such as buying vs. leasing.

Ms. Wong informed the group that Joe Barr, Community Development Law Department, has done assessments of transport, with the focus on need rather than costs or options.  The Kids’ Council has also studied the issue, and has a copy of Mr. Barr’s report.

Ms. Simmons closed the meeting by reviewing the next steps: acquiring and summarizing all available reports on OST, after-school programs, and transportation, including the Action Plan.  The representatives of community organizations will provide a description of their programs and resources to the committee.  The City Clerk will acquire all the reports done by the city; in addition, any reports that the organizations have created on OST programs and transportation should be provided to the City Clerk.  After the reports are compiled, Councillor Simmons will consult with Ms. Drury and Ms. Davis and assign reports to committee members for them to summarize to the group.  Ms. Richards Scott and Ms. Neel offered to make a presentation on the Action Plan.  Councillor Simmons stated that she would defer decisions on how to use the Action Plan in this process until after she reviewed it.

Ms. Herold suggested focusing on the Action Plan first in order to determine the next steps for committee members over the summer. 

Ms. Neel recommended coordinating the surveys with the ongoing work on the database, in order to create a master inventory of programs and providers.

Ms. Keegan pointed out that there are also ongoing surveys of users which could be integrated into the project.

Ms. Wong identified the steps to acquire the necessary information, including an inventory of resources and a needs assessment.  She noted that it was important to understand how information was categorized in the surveys.  The group then needs to decide which topics to address and to decide what is doable short-term, given the 1-year framework for the project. 

Ms. Simmons scheduled the next meeting of the committee for Tuesday, June 4, 2002, at 11:00 A.M. in the Ackermann Room.  The committee will not meet otherwise during the summer.  Councillor Simmons thanked all those present for their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 A.M.







For the Committee







Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Chair
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The Government Operations and Rules Committee held a public hearing on May 17, 2002, beginning at 1:15 p.m. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of discussing the coordination of a citizen satisfaction survey for goal-setting purposes with the upcoming primary election on September 17, 2002.


Present at the hearing were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Brian Murphy, Henrietta Davis, Vice-Mayor, City Clerk D. Margaret Drury and Elaine McGrath, Cambridge City Clerk’s Office.  Also present were Artis Spears, Election Commissioner, Julia Bowdoin, City Manager’s Office, Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Darleen Bonislawski, Election Commissioner, Teresa Neighbor, Executive Director, Election Commission, John Gintell, 9 West St., Cambridge, MA. 02139, citizen, and John Silvestro, LHS Associates, Inc., 13 Branch St., Methuen, MA. 01844.

Councillor Maher convened the hearing and explained the purpose, which was to discuss the planning for public involvement and public feedback on city services, for the City Council goal-setting process in the fall.  The committee must consider how to involve as many citizens as possible, and how to get responses expeditiously in order to use them in the budget and goal processes.  The City Manager delivers his budget message to department heads in November; the City Council aims to have its goals settled by that time so that they can be incorporated into the Manager’s message and the budget planning process.  Councillor Maher pointed out that getting this information in  November would be too late to be able to use the survey results for setting the goals for the FY 04 budget.  However, conducting the survey at the time of the September primary would work very well in terms of the goal setting and budget schedules.

Mr. Silvestro of LHS Associates, which is a vendor of voting machines to the city, summarized work he has done on similar surveys for other towns, including response rates, formats and costs.  He described surveys for two towns which were included with their census mailouts and which yielded responses of 40 to 65 percent.   Two other towns had conducted citizen surveys in conjunction with elections.  In one, surveys were handed out to voters at polls, with a 100 percent response rate.  In another, the town conducted a random survey of voters, by having a table in the polling place at which anyone who wanted a survey could get one; there was a 10 percent response rate using this method.  Mr. Silvestro indicated that some statisticians questioned the results of the voter surveys for being non-random and skewed toward that specific, self-selected population.  In the random voter survey, which included multiple ballot questions, the survey results correlated with the voters’ preferences on the questions.  Legislators used this information to identify priorities and create programs in their next budget cycle.  

Mr. Silvestro pointed out that there are many ways to do citizen surveys.  Coordinating with census counts often yields high response rates.  A community can structure the survey period to require a response with the census information, or to allow responses at different locations and according to different deadlines.  Responses themselves can be counted by machine at the rate of 60,000 in three hours.  One factor Cambridge needs to consider in coordinating its survey with the election is voter turnout; in 2000, only 8 percent of the Cambridge electorate voted in the primary.  

Councillor Murphy stated that the 2000 election was not a good indicator for voter response and that the statistics for 1998, which was a presidential primary, would serve as a better baseline for voter turnout in the 2002 primary.  

Councillor Maher asked if it is legal to conduct the survey at polling places on election day.  Ms. Bonislawski and Ms. Neighbor responded that, according to their research with the Secretary of State, the city could not conduct the survey within polling places.  The survey would have to be done outside the specific polling site.  Surveys could be handed to voters exiting the polling place.  The rule prohibiting activity within 150 feet of a polling place would not apply to a survey.  Councillor Maher pointed out that this was important to know, since it indicated that the Bedford, New Hampshire model of conducting a survey within election sites would not work in Cambridge.  Cambridge has 33 precincts and 28 polling sites; conducting a survey during the election would therefore require 28 additional set-ups on voting day.

Ms. Bonislawski stated that, since many polling places are located at public sites such as schools and Cambridge Housing Authority sites, conducting the survey in conjunction with the election would reach a broader population than just voters.

Councillor Maher asked about the possibility of including the survey in one of the mailings that the Election Commission will be sending out before each election to every voter household, perhaps with a request that voters bring the completed survey to the polls. This would require a change from the current postcard format used by the Election Commission to notify voters about their polling places, but it could be done.  According to Ms. Bonislawski, the mailing would have to be done three weeks before the election, which for the primary means the week of August 25; to meet this deadline, the material would have to be ready for printing by the first week in August.  In response to a question from Councillor Murphy, Mr. Rossi estimated that the cost would be about $30-35,000 for the mailing. 

Councillor Davis raised another possibility: running the survey simultaneously, once at the polls where people would get the survey and drop it off, and once through a mailing to every household. 

Councillor Murphy asked what was done with the last citizen survey conducted approximately two years ago.  Mr. Rossi said that there were three parts to that survey: (1) a number of facilitated community meetings held by the Government Operations Committee; (2) a statistically valid 15-minute in-depth phone survey of 400 residents that cost approximately $17,000; and (3) a community mailing included as part of the biannual city newsletter sent to 50,000 residents, which resulted in 200 responses.  At that time, it was agreed that the city would follow up with a resident survey and a report to the City Council every two years. 

Councillor Maher recalled that in the previous goal-setting process, there were nine community meetings.  Attendance was low, considering the large amount of effort by the city for a modest amount of feedback.

In response to a question from Ms. Bowdoin regarding the goals for the current survey, the group members stated their goals and discussed the differences between the prior and current surveys.  Several members of the group raised the concern that the idea of the current survey was to reach a broader audience.  Councillor Maher responded that the Council must set goals and hold city management accountable.  As part of this process, the Council wants to know what the public thinks about city services.  To get at this information, the Council needs to determine the level of inquiry that’s necessary: a check-in, or an in-depth survey?  If the surveys indicate dissatisfaction with some aspect of city service, that can become the focus for the Council.  Having surveyed the residents once, the city does not need to begin the process all over again, but rather to check in periodically.  The Council also wants to provide the public with an opportunity to express its opinions about goals for the city.

Councillor Davis identified at least two goals for a survey: (1) to gather information on what people really think and to get the fairest representation of this, and/or (2) to increase public access to government, by inviting all who want to participate to fill out surveys.  If only a small number of citizens is surveyed, this doesn’t further the goal of a broad invitation for public participation.  She emphasized that, in any event, there must be meaningful questions in order to elicit useful information.

Councillor Davis emphasized that part of the goal of the current survey is to give citizens the option to participate and to get buy-in to city policies that are based on survey results.  She pointed out that there are two related, but distinct issues, one being what questions to ask and the other how to deliver the questions.  A sample survey could make people feel that they were not asked for their opinion and therefore work against these goals. She added that, since the client in this undertaking is the public, the survey should produce information on whether the public is well-served.  Councillor Davis stated that there was not a lot of follow-up on the last survey.  It is important to know what information was gathered, what the city did with it and whether we can build on it in this project.  She suggested that this group review the questionnaire from the last survey and any follow-up and build on these earlier efforts.

Mr. Silvestro pointed out that doing a targeted survey will eliminate thousands of potential responses and create an “omission factor” that might alienate the public.  

Councillor Murphy stated his interest in the survey as the desire to know what the public really thinks.  To really listen to the public, the city needs more in-depth and specific data, and to elicit as much data as possible with open-ended questions.  All of this is not possible to do in a survey of thousands of people.  Councillor Murphy preferred a statistically valid survey with a smaller distribution and more depth.  He pointed out that conducting a larger number of surveys with short formats cannot acquire meaningful information about what citizen issues are and what to do about them.  He would be comfortable with a 300-500-person, statistically valid phone survey rather than a canvassing of as many citizens as possible.

City Clerk Drury asked the group to consider whether the purpose is still to choose between scheduling extensive community meetings or providing some other opportunity for citizens to speak on the goals.

Councillor Maher pointed out that there is currently a major initiative underway with regard to university relations.  There has been preliminary discussion of a process with extensive community meetings and opportunities for public participation.  The group needs to consider whether additional public forums are necessary given these upcoming neighborhood meetings.  Councillor Maher suggested that perhaps it would make more sense to expedite the survey process at this point and get as much feedback as possible from a smaller number of citizens.  Alternatively, referring to Councillor Murphy’s preference for more information through a small sample, Mr. Maher suggested reserving the idea of an in-depth phone survey for later in the term.

The group also considered the issue of how the format and delivery of the survey can affect the amount of information the public will provide.  In response to Councillor Maher’s question about how questions should be framed, Mr. Silvestro provided the example of Methuen’s two-page Second Annual Resident Survey, which this group can modify as desired, after it decides the questions it wants to ask and the appropriate format.  Mr. Silvestro emphasized that a short Methuen-style survey did not have to be the end of the process.  The city could get a guideline for action through a brief survey, which would identify what issues citizens have with services.  Where they indicate dissatisfaction, the city could follow up and get more data through phone surveys.  Surveying what people need, through a brief, general, broad-based survey, will identify the “squeaky wheel” that needs improvement.  Asking people to provide details in writing, however, will get fewer responses, since many will not fill out detailed surveys.

Mr. Rossi pointed out that there are trade-offs between the number of respondents and the amount of information gained, and stated that the group needs to decide what level of analysis it wants.  A short survey can produce more responses because it is easy to complete, whereas a 3 or 4 page survey may end up in the rubbish.  Mr. Silvestro described a four-page survey on what citizens value and why, as a 50-minute exercise, whereas the two-page survey used in Methuen required five to ten minutes to complete.

Councillor Davis stated that any survey should include a way that residents can indicate if they have no information or experience on a particular service or issue.  Mr. Silvestro pointed out that one option is for respondents to leave a response line blank and that, in one survey, 6 percent of respondents did that.

Among the options that group members suggested for distributing the survey were including it as part of the city census, the city elections, and the city newsletter, and/or in separate mailings, and making it available at sites such as City Hall, libraries and schools, and the city’s website.

Councillor Maher said that he believed that distributing the survey with the city census was a good idea, but that the timing was too late for this year, since the City Council wanted survey results when they set priorities.  Since the primary may have a high voter turnout, it would be useful to combine the survey with elections this time, but in the future to tie surveys into the census.

Addressing the option of including the survey with the census, Ms. Spears stated that if the city wanted to include the survey with the city census in the future, a survey could be mailed with the census in January for return in February.  Results would be available well in advance of the Council’s October review.

Councillor Davis said that conducting a survey in January for the October goal setting risked being outdated, since things can change quickly and dramatically.  Referring to the events of September 11, 2001, she stated that a survey should capture the mood of the city when it is setting its goals, and that the city should pick a time for the survey that makes the most sense in terms of current information.

Councillor Maher pointed out that although the city census is issued in January, it can be delayed until forms are ready, which can produce more timely information.  It is also worth considering the example provided by Mr. Silvestro, of a 100 percent return of surveys on a census sendout.  Councillor Maher asked the group to consider whether it would be more efficient to tie the survey into the election or to the newsletter.  

Mr. Gintell, 9 West Street, Cambridge, expressed extreme concern about tieing the survey in with the election.  He described the small number of voters relative to the population, the dominance of one political party, and the small numbers who actually participate in elections.  Even if there is a good turnout at the primary, he believes that conducting the survey at polls would lead to a very biased sampling. Switching his focus to the questions to be asked, Mr. Gintell recommended that the City Council decide what they wanted to know and have the questions reflect this.  The questions should then be distributed through regular City Hall meetings, community meetings, the internet, and public locations; phone sampling could also be useful.

In response to Mr. Gintell’s concerns, Councillor Davis suggested that any self-selection bias at the polls could be fixed by mailing out additional surveys to households.

As an additional concern about coordinating the survey with the election, Ms. Neighbor pointed out that the Election Commission usually sends out brightly colored postcards, which do not need to be opened.  Including a survey would require a different format and some indication that the mailing is time-sensitive.

Councillor Davis expressed concern that there could be a lot of confusion for voters because of the new precinct system.  The current notice is just a postcard, with no effort required.  Adding the survey to the notice may add to the confusion.  She does not want to overload the voters.

Councillor Davis inquired whether it would be useful to highlight and include the survey in the upcoming city newsletter.  She suggested using the city newsletter again for a survey, but making the survey a more prominent part of the newsletter.  Since the newsletter will be sent out regardless of whether a questionnaire is included, it is cost-effective to add the survey.  In addition, the city could save money by marking the survey “ postage paid on return”.

Ms. Bonislawski offered another possibility: a “merge and purge” of two mailings, one to voter households for the polls, and the other to street lists.

As part of a general discussion about how to get residents’ attention in a mailing, Mr. Rossi emphasized that the mailing should catch their eye with color or an issue that is important to them, such as resident parking permits; alternatively, the mailing could be personalized, or include a self-mailer.  

Councillor Maher stated that today’s meeting was not meant to address the content of questions, and reserved further discussion of this issue for a later meeting, to which everyone agreed. 

Mr. Rossi outlined some preliminary figures on the costs of various options, estimating that 50,000 questionnaires with return envelopes would cost $25,000-35,000, a phone survey $20,000, plus additional, unspecified costs if the city staffs tables at polling places.  Mr. Silvestro stated that the cost for mailing the survey should be less than the $50,000 budgeted because the city had already budgeted for election mailings. 

To assess the costs and benefits of different methods of conducting surveys, Councillor Murphy asked for information on the costs of the eight or nine public meetings conducted in the last survey, and pointed out that such meetings involved a heavy investment of staff time.  Deputy City Manager Rossi will research and provide the requested information.  He pointed out that generally, the use of staff time for public meetings is very expensive and time-consuming and, without repeat meetings, produces a small turnout.

In closing, Councillor Maher outlined the steps for the next meeting as follows.  Mr. Rossi will provide (1) a brief presentation on the last survey, including a copy, plus any reports and analysis, (2) data on the costs of the last survey and on the costs of the various distribution options discussed for this survey, and (3) a description of how the surveys were used in the city’s planning over the last two years.

Councillor Maher scheduled the next meeting at 2:00 P.M. on May 29, 2002.  Councillor Maher thanked those present for their attendance and adjourned the meeting at 2:20 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor David P. Maher, Chair
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The University Relations Committee held a public meeting on May 20, 2002, beginning at 8:45 P.M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of a brief discussion of the upcoming facilitated meeting with Harvard and MIT.


Present at the hearing were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Vice Mayor Henrietta Davis, Vice-Chair, Councillor Marjorie C. Decker, Councillor Anthony D. Galluccio, Councillor Brian Murphy, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Councillor E. Denise Simmons, Mayor Michael A. Sullivan, Councillor Timothy J. Toomey Jr. and City Clerk D. Margaret Drury.  Also present were City Manager Robert W. Healy, Roberta Miller, facilitator, and Sandra Albano, Assistant to the City Council.


Councillor Maher convened the meeting and explained the purpose.


There was a discussion of what university representatives would be attending the meeting. 


Concern was expressed as to whether the framework for moving forward had already been set.  Roberta Miller reviewed the group decision at the previous facilitated meeting to meet with representatives of the universities and to have a council strategy meeting.  Nothing else has been decided.


Frustration was expressed about previous surprise actions of the universities, including the Allston purchase, the Polaroid site and Technology Square.


There was general agreement about the importance of the members of the City Council continuing to work on reaching agreement among themselves.  Ms. Miller reviewed the priorities and needs that the members had agreed upon at the previous meetings.  She stated that the Councillors would receive copies of the summaries of the discussion and shared understandings and positions to review before the May 28, 2002 meeting.


There was discussion about the importance of using the time that has been set aside effectively.


The meeting was adjourned at 9:50 P.M.







For the Committee,







Councillor David Maher, Chair
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The Government Operations and Rules Committee held a public hearing on 
May 29, 2002, beginning at 2:15 p.m. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of discussing the coordination of a citizen satisfaction survey for goal-setting purposes with the upcoming primary election on September 17, 2002.


Present at the hearing were Councillor David P. Maher, Chair of the Committee, Councillor Brian Murphy, Sandra Albano, Assistant to the City Council, and Elaine McGrath, Cambridge City Clerk’s Office.  Also present were Richard Rossi, Deputy City Manager, Julia Bowdoin, City Manager’s Office, Darleen Bonislawski, Election Commissioner, Teresa Neighbor, Executive Director, Election Commission, and Rusty Drugan, Election Commission. 

Councillor Maher convened the hearing and asked Mr. Rossi to summarize the information he had gathered about the last citizen satisfaction survey.  Mr. Maher noted that the City’s FY 2002 Goals had briefly described the survey.  Ms. Bowdoin distributed copies of documents from the 2000 survey conducted by Opinion Dynamics Corporation: (1) a November 8, 2000 4-page memorandum to the city which summarized the results of the surveys; (2) a 6-page summary of the telephone survey questions and results; and (3) a 4-page summary of the mail survey questions and responses.  Ms. McGrath also distributed a summary report of an April 2002 Boston survey of citizens forwarded by Cambridge City Clerk, D. Margaret Drury.  (Reports attached).

Mr. Rossi explained that the 2000 phone survey was statistically reliable, with a 4.9 percent margin of error on responses.  Four hundred telephone interviews were conducted, and 2,173 surveys (of approximately 40,000 mailed out in the city’s newsletter) were returned.  The phone interviews took 15 minutes, and asked detailed questions about residents’ satisfaction with city services, at a cost of about $17,000.  The city’s plan was to ask the same questions in the next survey, two years later, in order to track citizen issues.  The results from the 2000 survey identified housing-related issues as the primary concern for residents, followed by education and parking and traffic issues, with all other issues trailing far behind these three.  Mr. Rossi noted that responses indicated that 81 percent of residents had access to and/or used the internet, which suggested another method to survey the public.  According to Mr. Rossi, City Manager Healy’s recommendation to the committee was two-fold: (1) repeat the targeted phone survey used in 2000, and (2) promote and use the City’s website to encourage additional responses.  Mr. Healy discouraged the use of the city newsletter given the limited response last time.

Mr. Rossi also addressed the costs and benefits of conducting neighborhood meetings in the last survey.  A total of nine meetings were held, six in neighborhoods throughout the city, plus one each targeted to the elderly, high school students and small businesses.  Although Mr. Rossi did not have specific cost data, he stated that the costs were high.  Councillor Maher stated that nine public meetings were too many, given the high costs of staffing them and the lack of attendance.  A couple of community meetings coupled with other methods of data collection should be sufficient.

Councillor Maher agreed that the phone survey should be repeated.  The question, in terms of additional outreach, is community involvement; one of the goals of the survey is broad public outreach.

Mr. Rossi suggested that because the 2000 survey indicated that such a high percentage of residents had Internet access, it would be worthwhile to promote a net survey through newspaper and city newsletter ads, mailings, and displays in public places such as libraries and City Hall. 

Councillor Murphy is most interested in the phone survey because it was the most statistically valid source of information, and a source of better information.  At the same time, he realizes that distributing a letter survey can make more people feel included.  Councillor Maher is concerned about people feeling left out of the process if there isn’t a survey easily available.

Mr. Rossi noted that a second phone survey would help the City Council gauge whether the public is as satisfied with city services as it was two years ago. In addition, the council can provide other means for the public to voice its opinions.

Ms. Bonislawski cautioned that if a survey is sent out, it should not be sent with polling changes, in order to avoid voter confusion.

Councillor Maher stated that his experience as a Development Director with direct mailings points out the importance of personalizing any mailing, which will increase the chance of a response.  Even with postage paid, a newsletter format may get an abysmal response.  For these reasons, he thinks that the newsletter insert is not the best way to distribute the survey.

At this point, Councillor Murphy made a motion that the Government Operations and Rules Committee recommend that the City Council request the City Manager to begin the process to conduct a follow-up phone survey to the 2000 citizen survey, and to distribute the survey in public facilities, neighborhood centers and on the internet.  He noted that the city must get proposals now in order to perform the survey in September and October and provide results by early November.  The motion was adopted by voice vote.

Councillor Maher wants the committee to review the survey before it is distributed.  Public meetings could be held before the deadline for the end of the survey, and then after the results are tabulated, in order to present and discuss them.  Mr. Rossi pointed out that public follow-up meetings were held in the last survey.

Ms. Bonislawski suggested an additional way of reaching elderly residents, by distributing the surveys through programs such as “Meals on Wheels”.  Especially for those citizens who will not be able to access the internet, it’s important to make a special effort to reach them, by working through agencies like the Cambridge Housing Authority, and groups serving populations such as immigrants.

Mr. Drugan asked what will be done with the internet surveys if they do not supply statistically valid numbers.  Councillor Maher responded that the Internet survey would ask the same kinds of questions as the phone survey.  Even if the responses are not statistically significant, providing an additional format will give more members of the public a chance to participate.  The importance of the internet survey is really this opportunity.  Statistically, however, and in terms of information, the phone survey will be the most important instrument.

Mr. Drugan added that the internet can offer a chance for residents to bring up new ideas.

Councillor Maher asked how the city can collect information from the internet.  One possibility is to hand over the responses to Opinion Dynamics to analyze.  He also asked Mr. Rossi to take a look at what the survey should ask, including questions based on the city’s current goals.  Councillor Murphy also wants the survey to include any important issues in order to get public feedback.  Ms. Bowdoin emphasized that the city needs to revise questions from the last survey to reflect changes, for example, the trial extension of City Hall hours and the public's response.

Councillor Maher thanked those present for their attendance and adjourned the meeting at 2:32 P.M.






For the Committee,






Councillor David P. Maher, Chair




O-28. 



June 10, 2002

COUNCILLOR MAHER 

COUNCILLOR MURPHY

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to begin the process to conduct a statistically valid telephone survey as a follow-up to the 2000 survey on citizen satisfaction with city services; and be it further

ORDERED:
That a similar survey be distributed in public facilities and neighborhood centers for citizens to fill out and return, and that the survey also be available by internet.


In City Council June 10, 2002.


Adopted by the affirmative vote of eight members.


Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk.


A true copy;


ATTEST:-


D. Margaret Drury


City Clerk

Committee Report #5

CLAIMS COMMITTEE MEMBERS



In City Council June 10, 2002
Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Chair

Councillor David P. Maher

Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves


The Claims Committee held a public hearing on Wednesday, May 29, 2002 at 5:32 P. M. in the Ackermann Room for the purpose of reviewing and making recommendations regarding claims filed against the City by members of the public.


Present at the hearing were Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Chair of the Committee, Councillor David P. Maher, Councillor Kenneth E. Reeves, Mayor Michael A. Sullivan, Arthur Goldberg, Supervising Legal Counsel, Christine E. McGinn, Legal Counsel and Donna P. Lopez, Deputy City Clerk


Councillor Toomey convened the hearing and explained the purpose.  The committee moved to the consideration of the following claims:

Claimant



Nature of Claim
         

Award 

Gregory Berndt


Struck a pothole on Scott Street
Approved

233 Upland Road


and damaged right front tire.

Cambridge, MA  02140




*Laura B. Carchia


Golf balls from the golf course
Approved

9 Blanchard Road


at Fresh Pond struck windows.

Cambridge, MA  02138



Sarah Cohen


Struck a pothole on Field Street
Approved

25 Lewis Street


and damaged a tire. 

Somerville, MA  02143



Garon Davis


Fire truck struck vehicle

Approved

103 Gore Street #4

while it was parked on 

Cambridge, MA  02141 

Gore Street.

Donna E. Frost


Struck a pothole on  JFK 

Approved
168 Lowell Street #3

Street and damaged front 

Somerville, MA  02144

left tire.

Marc W. Grossman

Struck a pothole on JFK  

Approved
7 Saint Charles Street

Boulevard and damaged 

Boston, MA  02116

a tire.

Maggie Jordan


Struck a pothole on Mass. 

Approved

401 Broadway


Ave. and damaged the  

Cambridge, MA  02139 

axle and a tire.

Withold Lipski


Bicycle collided with police
Approved

 74 Sixth Street #2


vehicle on Brookline Street.

Cambridge, MA  02141



**Tina Martin


Rodent infestation resulting 
Approved

337 Allston Street


from sewer work done.

Cambridge, MA  02139




Ernest Pelham


Struck a pothole on Prospect
Approved

44 Mansfield Street

Street and damaged a tire.

Somerville, MA  02143

Helen Rhodes


Eyeglasses broke as a result

Approved

84 Hillside Avenue

of a fall in front of Au Bon Pain

Arlington, MA  02476

in Harvard Square.

Michael Schaffer


Struck a pothole on Amesbury 
Approved

19 Ware Street


Street and damaged right rear tire.

Cambridge, MA  02138




*In connection with this claim Mayor Sullivan made the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to direct the Law 



Department to notify the officials at the golf course to take whatever 

corrective measures are necessary to prevent any damage that may be caused from golf balls.

The motion -

Carried.

**In connection with this claim Councillor Toomey made the following motion:

ORDERED:
That the City Manager be and hereby is requested to instruct the Law


Department to research similar claims and to establish a city policy for settling rodent claims.


The motion -


Carried.


Councillor Toomey thanked all those present for their attendance.


The meeting was adjourned at 6:06 P.M.






For the Committee,




Councillor Timothy J. Toomey, Chair








O-31.








June 10, 2002


COUNCILLOR TOOMEY

COUNCILLOR MAHER

COUNCILLOR REEVES

MAYOR SULLIVAN

ORDERED:
That the City Council hereby approves payment of claims against the City of Cambridge in accord with the recommendations set forth in the report of the June 10, 2002 Claims Committee, in the total amount of $2,835.71.


In City Council June 10, 2002.


Adopted by a yea and nay vote:-

Yeas 8; Nays 0; Absent 1.


Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk.


A true copy;


ATTEST:-


D. Margaret Drury


City Clerk
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