
 

51 Sleeper Street, 4th Floor, Boston, MA 02210  •  Tel: 617-988-6600  •  Fax: 617-988-2451  •   commissioners.office@state.ma.us 
 

www.eec.state.ma.us 

 
 
 

Board of Early Education and Care 
Strategic Planning Meeting Minutes 

      November 5, 2007 
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

Department of Early Education and Care 
51 Sleeper Street, 4th Floor 

Boston, MA  02210 
 
Members of the Board of Early Education and Care Present:   

Sharon Scott-Chandler, Chair 
Marilyn Chase, EOHHS designee 
JD Chesloff 
Julie P. Culhane 
Patricia Plummer  
Carole Thomson, Department of Education designee 
 
Ann Reale, Commissioner of Early Education and Care 
 

Members of the Department of Early Education and Care Present: 
Alda Rego-Weathers 
Amy Kershaw 
Dave McGrath 
Dena Papanikolaou 
Cindy Campbell 
 

The meeting began at 9:30 after a brief reception during which coffee and bagels were served. 
 
Welcome from the Chair 

Chairwoman Scott-Chandler opened the meeting and thanked everyone for attending.  She 
discussed in general terms what she hoped to accomplish as a result of today’s meeting—to 
engender a clearer understanding of the Board’s purpose and responsibilities, to create a 
better appreciation of how the Board’s function interrelates with the Department’s mission 
and duties, and to collectively strategize on how the Board members can be more active in 
fulfilling the Department’s statutory mandate.  
 
The following materials were distributed at the beginning of the meeting: 

• Strategic Planning Meeting Agenda 
• Summary of the Duties of the Board of Early Education and Care 
• Working Draft of EEC’s proposed 2007-2008 Board Meeting Agenda Items 
• EEC Organizational Chart 

 
I. Introduction and Board Orientation: Discussion of the Enabling Statute and Board 
Responsibilities. 
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The Board reviewed the document entitled “Summary of the Duties of the Board of Early 
Education and Care.” 
 
There was some discussion regarding the “child care trilemma” and how, during the first 
year of the Department, it was very helpful to frame the policy discussions in terms of the 
trilemma, but this usefulness has seemed to fade.  Some suggested that the Department 
continue to frame policy discussions and issues in terms of EEC’s mission and guiding 
principles.  Others suggested that the discussions be framed in reference to the 
Department’s statutory mandate and the Board’s statutory responsibilities.  
 
The Board reviewed the Department’s enabling statute and the Board’s responsibilities in 
the context of the enabling statute. Particular emphasis was given to Section 1 of MGL c. 
15D, which states the general purpose of the Department, and Section 3 of MGL c. 15D, 
which states the purpose of the Board.   
 
It was noted that the opening statement in Section 1 of MGL c. 15D begins with “it shall 
be the policy of the Commonwealth,” and the first listed duty of the Board in Section 3 is 
to “consolidate and coordinate resources and public funding streams for early education 
and care” thereby indicating a broad vision and mandate for the Department and the 
Board.  The Board discussed the Department’s work and how it relates to other state 
agencies in general, and EOHHS agencies--- DSS, DTA, DPH—in particular.  Some 
concern was noted that the Board’s work should connect more effectively with the work 
of other state agencies.  This engendered a discussion of the Department’s current cross-
agency projects, such as the DSS Supportive Wait List project, and MECCS involvement. 
 
It was noted that residential and placement licensing is a function of the Department, but 
that the Board seldom hears of this part of the Department’s work.  The Commissioner 
acknowledged that there has been very little discussion of EEC’s residential and 
placement licensing, and indicated that this is probably because there have not been any 
major policy changes or regulatory changes in that area that have necessitated Board 
action, with the exception of EEC’s Background Record Check enhancement project 
which impacted all areas of EEC licensing. 
 
There was some discussion of the Board motion passed in 2005 regarding the delegation 
of the day-to-day management of the Department to the Commissioner.  The 
Commissioner noted that the purpose of this motion was to strike an appropriate balance 
between the Board’s need to fulfill its statutory purpose, and the Department’s need to be 
able to effectively and efficiently manage the day-to-day functions of the agency.  For 
example, in discussing the Department’s delegated authority to issue grants, the motion 
requires that the Board be involved in front end of grant development by approving the 
grant criteria and budget allocations, instead of allowing the Board to simply “rubber 
stamp” grant awards after the fact.  
 
The Department discussed its work with the EEC Advisory Committee.  The suggestion 
was made that the Department report back to the Board any feedback received from the 
Advisory Committee.  The role and proposed “job description” of the Advisory 
Committee was discussed.  It was noted that the Advisory Committee is not referenced in 
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the Department’s enacted legislation, but is referenced in the pending legislation 
(H3776). 
 
The discussion turned to the statutory mandate to develop a five year plan.  It was noted 
that Section 1 of MGL c. 15D provided an outline of a strategic plan.  Board members 
stated that they were committed to helping the agency develop and achieve its five year 
(strategic) plan. 
 
In summary— four general themes were noted from the morning discussion: 

• The Department should make an effort to present initiatives and funding 
proposals within the context of the enabling statute as well as EEC’s mission and 
guiding principles.   

• The Board may have a role in facilitating EEC cross-agency work  
• The Board would like to help develop and draft a longer term strategic plan that 

articulates the vision and direction of the Department  
• The Board and the Department must both make an effort to visibly incorporate the 

work of the Advisory Team and Parent Advisory Committee into their work.  
 
II. Short Term Planning: Discussion of EEC’s proposed 2007-2008 Board Meeting 
Agenda Items 
 
The Board reviewed EEC’s proposed 2007-2008 Board meeting agenda items. A 
discussion of EEC’s re-procurement of income eligible child care followed.  The 
Commissioner stated that the Department was not looking to make broad sweeping 
changes with this procurement, but just enough to set some critical system-building 
foundations. 
 
A question was asked as to whether this had to be done now.  Could we wait and do it a 
couple of years later, after EEC has had more time to research and plan for broad system-
building initiatives?  EEC staff noted that postponing the procurement was not an option 
in the view of the Commonwealth’s Operational Services Division and the Office of the 
State Auditor. 
 
There was some discussion of the proposed length of time of the contract.  Two years did 
not sound long enough, especially after you build in a transition period.  Two or three 
years with additional options to renew was suggested as a more reasonable alternative. 
 
Reference was made to the recent EOHHS POS study.  Undersecretary Marilyn Chase 
suggested that we look at the report to understand the implications of state funding 
reliance by providers and issues regarding centralization and de-centralization of 
services.  There was some discussion regarding including performance measures/ 
deliverables in the contract. 
 
Summary/ Outcome of reprocurement discussion: make enough changes to make it 
meaningful to providers, but not too much to destabilize the community. Also, keep long-
term strategic planning in mind to show progress towards the overall strategic plan of the 
Department, and do not re-procure just for the sake of reprocuring and “spinning our own 
bueareaucratic wheels.” 



 

 4

 
The discussion turned to a review of the other 2007-2008 agenda items.  Board members 
indicated that they liked having an agenda item discussed one month and voted upon in a 
subsequent month.  All Board members indicated that they appreciated receiving Board 
materials well in advance of the meetings.  Some Board members indicated that they 
wanted to be more involved in policy making and planning.  The use of sub-committees 
was discussed, but it was noted that the creation of a task force rather than ad hoc 
subcommittees was a more efficient use of Board member time.  Chancellor Plummer 
noted that the Board of Higher Education’s statute only requires six meetings per year 
which allows Board members to meet in committee session in the off months. There was 
some discussion of the Open Meeting law as it pertained to Board subcommittees. 
 
The Commissioner stated that she would follow up with the Board Chair on how to 
structure Board time and commitment around sub-committee work and other methods of 
enhanced participation.  The suggestion was made that incorporating Board input into the 
Department’s on-going policy making and planning should be part of the Board/ 
Department’s long-term strategic plan.  
 
[Brief Lunch Break followed by a “working lunch” continuing discussion of short 
term strategic planning and Board agenda items] 
 
The use of “task forces” was discussed. Chancellor Plummer noted that the Board of 
Higher Education would charge a “task force” to research an issue and then come back to 
the Board within a set time with recommendations.  Chairwoman Scott-Chandler noted 
that EEC has used this approach and noted the Workforce Development Task Force as an 
example. Many different approaches were discussed including on-going versus “ad hoc” 
subcommittees. The noted challenge was that the Board is looking for different 
innovative ways to communicate and gather feedback and participation more broadly 
within everyone’s significant time constraints. 
 
The Commissioner identified two “take-away” points from the short term strategic 
planning discussion: 1) the Department must get Board materials out to the Board further 
in advance of the meetings; and 2) whenever possible, the Department must bring public 
feedback and comments to the Board. 
 
Chairwoman Scott-Chandler asked the Commissioner and the Department staff-- how can 
the Board help the Department? There was some discussion of Board members possibly 
taking on an advocacy role with the legislature, and that the Chair of the Board should 
have a presence at the State House.  In addition, the Board’s recent, thoughtful 
discussions regarding the Department’s Universal Pre-Kindergarten (UPK) proposals 
were identified as very helpful levels of engagement that seemed to reflect the 
discussions in the field and helped the Department move forward.   
 
There was some discussion of the article entitled “Who is on Your Board,” which was 
circulated by Julie Culhane.  Ms. Culhane noted that each Board member should have 
personalized goals and expectations regarding their Board involvement. 
 
In summary— three general themes were noted from the discussion: 
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1) The Board may want to consider a subcommittee or task force structure to take on 
issues that need greater Board involvement than can be realized at monthly Board 
meetings. 
2) EEC should get materials out to the Board further in advance of meetings. 
3) The Board Chair can play an important role in raising the awareness of the agency, its 
mission and needs with the public, the legislature and the Governor’s Office.   
 
 
III. Long-Term Strategic Planning 
 
Other members of the Department joined the meeting for this part of the discussion. 
 
Additional materials were distributed, including the Draft EEC FY2009 Budget 
Expansion document which was dated November 2, 2007 and distributed to the EEC 
Advisory Team on Friday, November 2nd.  
 
A Discussion followed on system-building and policy priorities, including, but not 
limited to, UPK.  Advocacy was discussed and the question was raised on how to most 
effectively work with the Advisory Committee and advocacy groups, such as Early 
Education for All. 
 
The discussion turned to long term implementation of UPK and the concept paper 
developed by the Department.  Questions were raised about how UPK would work with 
existing funding streams and what the plan would be if significant funding (e.g., $20 
million) were available in FY2009.   
 
The Commissioner discussed the 10 key elements of a UPK system that are addressed in 
the concept paper and how each piece, including parent education and awareness, is a 
critical part of what a truly universal system could look like.   The Commissioner also 
said the Department is thinking more broadly about potential revenue sources for 
expansion, such as a municipal match for UPK funding.  Amy Kershaw mentioned that 
EEC’s proposed approach is more complex in many ways than what other states have 
attempted because we are proposing to build UPK into our existing system rather than 
create it as a separate, stand alone program, and to build it statewide, inter-connected to 
multiple funding streams and ages of children.   
 
The Department’s Fiscal Year 2009 Budget was discussed.  All agreed that the 
Department’s Information Technology project is extremely important; some noted that 
the Department’s “messaging” could be strengthened.  Also, the recommendation was 
made that the Department needed to put budget requests in the context of level of need 
and tie the request to long term strategic planning. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:15 p.m.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Ann J. Reale 

Commissioner of Early Education and Care  


