INDIANA ARTS COMMISSION
IAC Regional Arts Partner Meeting #59
October 28, 2004 - 10:00 a.m. -1:00 p.m. EST
IAC Conference Room - Indianapolis, IN

Meeting Minutes


Regions present: 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12.

Region not present: 4

IAC staff present: Katherine Bull, Stephanie Bush, Bobbie Garver, Dorothy Ilgen and Monica R. Peterson

IAC staff not present: Robyn Allen, L. Pogost, Mellie Tolentino, Rex Van Zant, and Jennifer Johnson-Wade

Guest present: Jon Kay, Program Director, Traditional Arts Indiana
I. Welcome and Introductions:
Executive Director Dorothy Ilgen called the meeting to order at 10:10 a.m. There were introductions around the room.
II. Consent Agenda:
A. Meeting Agenda 

B. August 25, 2004 Minutes 


Ms. Solecki asked that the following correction be made in the minutes:
Change Page 3, Section 8 to state, "The next step is to develop a capital campaign to remodel the old library to house the Arts Council and the Evansville Children's Museum."

Mr. Rogers moved and Mr. Kuehl seconded approval of the consent agenda to reflect the corrections presented by Ms. Solecki. Motion passed.
III. RPI Steering Committee Update:
A. Regional Service Standards: Mr. Rogers, rubric task force chairperson, explained how the task force was charged with developing a way to formalize the RAP evaluation process. The task force, working in conjunction with the RPI Steering Committee and utilizing information based on the Crowe-Chizek recommendations, developed the basic standards rubric (handout). This tool will be used to measure and evaluate the RAPs' performance on a quarterly basis.
Key points discussed in reference to this topic and the rubric was:

· The rubric content is taken from the RAP Policy Manual and represents 26 points grouped in three categories: Administration, Policy and the Four Core Services. The rubric will be tweaked further and the content may change to reflect any RAP Policy Manual changes.

· Using the basic standards rubric, each RAP will be evaluated on a 1-5, 5=exceeding expectations to 1=not meeting expectations, scoring scale. RAPs having a score of 1 in any area would trigger the next step, which is the IAC sending the RAP a letter informing the RAP of its deficiencies in those areas.

· IAC staff will inform the RAP via letters, within ten days of reviewing quarterly reports, about any areas that need to be addressed and improved. . The RAPs would have up to six months to address the specified issues. If the issues are not addressed in a timely manner, then further action may be taken in varying degrees (i.e., de-designation as a partner).

· Mr. Gephart expressed concern about the addition of another report and asked about the required content and reporting format. He recommended that this be clearly presented to the RAPs. IAC staff has agreed to develop the format for how the quarterly reports should be submitted and make sure it is directly linked to the standards.

· The pilot period for the evaluations would begin in January 2005 and formal period will begin July 1, 2005.

· If a RAP's administrative structure is not set up according to the basic standards rubric, specifically the staffing necessary to deliver services, then the IAC and RAP will negotiate how the RAP will work within the rubric standards to accomplish the goals and objectives of the Partnership.

B. Funding Formula: Ms. Ilgen passed out the revised and RPI Steering Committee recommended funding formula. The key components of this formula were:

· Each RAP will receive RGB funds (reduced by 5 percent from the current year) and a $35,000 ADS base.

· Additional funds for ADS will be awarded on a competitive basis from the $86,512 ADS competitive funds pool (created from the five percent reduction of RGB dollars).

· All CAP will be awarded on a competitive basis from the $380,420 pool.There was some discussion about the formula, but the key concern was to include for consideration the geographic makeup of the regions. Ms. Ilgen said that geographic make-up, etc., could be added to the review criteria. She also said these recommendations would be presented to the full Commission at its December 10, 2004 meeting.

The RAPs wanted to discuss both of these topics further after the revisions and chose not to approve the RPI Steering Committee recommendations as presented.

IV. E-grant Training Schedule
IT/Grants Manager Stephanie Bush discussed the e-grants training sessions and the key points were: 

· While RAPs can discuss their recommended changes or suggestion during the meeting, these must be sent to Ms. Peterson via e or regular mail (e-mail preferred) if the RAP wants them considered. 

· These recommendations must be submitted by no later than Monday, November 8th. The committee would meet, if applicable, to discuss these recommendations on Monday, November 15th in the IAC office.

There were a few comments regarding the policy manual, most were in reference to the quarterly report format and content (Mr. Gephart) and the inclusion of sub-grantee audit requirements (Ms. Butiste). The audit requirements were discussed for inclusion during the committee meeting and Ms. Peterson said that these would be included in the revision.
· Policy Manual
Ms. Vinovich, policy manual committee chairperson, led the discussion in reference to this document. All RAPs received an electronic or hard copy of the policy manual on October 22nd and were asked to review it prior to the meeting. The key points regarding this document were: 
· While RAPs can discuss their recommended changes or suggestion during the meeting, these must be sent to Ms. Peterson via e or regular mail (e-mail preferred) if the RAP wants them considered.

· These recommendations must be submitted by no later than Monday, November 8th. The committee would meet, if applicable, to discuss these recommendations on Monday, November 15th in the IAC office.

There were a few comments regarding the policy manual, most were in reference to the quarterly report format and content (Mr. Gephart) and the inclusion of sub-grantee audit requirements (Ms. Butiste). The audit requirements were discussed for inclusion during the committee meeting and Ms. Peterson said that these would be included in the revision.
· 2006-2007 Regional Biennial Plan
Jeff Kuehl, regional biennial plan committee chairperson, led the discussion on the revised plan. There was a lengthy discussion on the revised plan. Some key points were:
· Adding an incentive money description (for CAP and ADS) section in the guidelines.

· The importance of obtaining a Dun and Bradstreet number in relationship to arts advocacy.

· Removing the months from the 2006 and 2007 Quarterly Regional Services Timetables.

· Removing the "What Happens After the Commission Approves Your Biennial Plan" and "Conditions and Requirements" sections from the guidelines and placing them on the IAC website under "Managing Your Grants."

Any revisions that the RAPs want to make to the FY2006-2007 Biennial Plan need to be e-mailed to Ms. Garver by Friday, November 5.

Based on the discussion for both the policy manual and the biennial plan and the recommended changes to each of the documents, the RAP chose not to approve these documents as presented.

All the RAPs agreed to change the date of the bi-monthly meeting from December 9th to November 15th. At this meeting the RAPs would discuss all the revisions to each of these documents
· Old Business
There was no old business.
· New Business
Ms. Peterson introduced Jon Kay, program director for Traditional Arts Indiana, to the RAPs and asked that they take the time to introduce themselves and talk with him.

Ms. Gaskill talked with the group, on behalf of Advocates for the Arts, about advocacy and asked that they be on the lookout for information regarding what they could do to assist with this effort. She also mentioned the fact Ms. Soleki's and Mr. Rogers's terms on the Advocates' board would be ending soon and they both would be missed in that capacity.
· Adjourn
Ms. Gaskill made the motion and Jeff Kuehl seconded to adjourn the meeting. Motion passed and the meeting was adjourned at 1:25 p.m. 
