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Introductions:
· Dr. Acree is new to the Network, but not to the California Department of Public Health/Health Services. She has a 30 year history watching the Network from its roots during the days of the 5-a-day Program to its current iteration. She stated that she was impressed with program, its  staff, operations, etc. She is watching as the program continues to evolve, and CNR could bring further changes, some very positive, some less so. She mentioned issues related to changes in health status, such as type II diabetes in children and stated that this points to the fact that there is something going wrong in the environment, individual behaviors, and committed to continuing to address these issues..
Minutes Approval:
No discussion. (Shannon moved to approve, Tanya seconded.). The minutes were unanimously approval.

Policy Development and Dissemination:
· Melody gave background on what the issue is.
· Sara mentioned the different ways in which policy is communicated, the primary one being Program Letters (PLs).

· Chris observed that there are a variety of rules and procedures and that some PMs/CMs pay more attention to enforcement of specific rules. There apparently have been rules in place that were not necessarily enforced, but are now being applied because of current focus on compliance. Chris also relayed that she understands that these rules need to be enforced, but that it would be helpful if all parties approached this with good rather than punitive intent. Chris gave example that programs are being asked to do BJs and budgets for all subcontractors when apparently other programs were able to do this through MOUs.
· Michelle brought up the issue that different Network staffs continue to have different ways of interpreting or applying the rules. Joe echoed Michelle’s statement, and Ramona agreed. This is problematic both in terms of operations, but also because the RNs are charged with communicating the changes/edicts etc. to LIAs.
· Gina brought up the example that contractors were asked to ship to identified Network staff all books they wish to use with HOTM which had not expressly been approved previously (and with a very short turn-around time for complying with the request); but some of the books now requiring specific approval were included as “suggested reading” in HOTM newsletters two or three years ago.
· Sara noted that the RNs are managed differently than LIAs, and they are working internally to try to achieve more consistency.
· Kelley talked about the PCR process, noting that findings are linked to specific sections of the Guidelines Manual or PLs, and some corrective actions are very specific to the contractor under review. If an issue arises among many contractors, this might be the basis for a policy change and/or PL for clarification. Not all corrective actions should or will be broadly applied to all contractors.

· Melody suggested that there are two issues on the table:

· Inconsistency in interpretations and communications by PMs & CMs. This seems to result for a variety of reasons, including 

· staff turnover, which results in loss of “institutional memory” generally and lack of familiarity with LIA programs to which they’re assigned
· inconsistent and/or lack of thoroughness in PM/CM orientation and ongoing training

· change in institutional environment from an emphasis on collaboration to a focus on compliance

· Changes in policies and procedures.

· Solution here would be:

· Determine whether the change is truly necessary. (e.g., move from accepting MOUs for state share partners to requiring both MOUs and budgets & budget justifications – what/who is requiring the use of both of these?)
· If change is critical, bring lead staff together to talk about how the change would be applied, how to implement a change with the smallest addition to existing administrative burden, and how to communicate the revised practice.
· Before finalizing or adopting, get input/feedback from contractors whenever time permits.
· Put new requirement into program letter and disseminate uniformly.

· Introduce timing of changes allowing for a “grace period” whenever time permits.
Personnel Documentation Program w/ LAUSD
· Frank gave a brief background on LAUSD’s project. It came about due to USDA review and corrective action they required regarding adequate documentation of personnel salaries. 

· LAUSD has been developing and testing an automated/computerized system for gathering personnel time.

· Have found that some LIAs are using some sort of automated system, and may be even further along than LAUSD. Part of a work group’s charge should be to fact find what’s happening where.

· LAUSD mentioned that the major findings in their personnel documentation system were signatures and calculation errors.  The system manages those errors by automated calculations and electronic signatures. The primary barrier is in working with teachers who are less comfortable with computers. They worked to make sure the form looks just like the paper version.
· Q: Is this system for general payroll purposes, or is it only to capture time for the Network program? A: These are not used for payroll, just for documenting Network time. 
· Now have 1200 teachers at 128 schools using system; are intending that all teachers at all schools begin using the electronic reporting format by the 2010-2011 school year.

· Q: Can this system be shared with other LIAs? A: Yes – Chris would like to pilot this with some EARS data fields.

· Workgroup needs to address the Personnel Documentation needs as well as EARS:
· Network staff: Alexis, Frank, CM person, and IT staff

· LIA reps: Terry Nieves, Chris Boynton, Roberta Acantilado

· Melody, & will ask Alameda Co. to donate a admin & program staff
Charge to workgroup: merge personnel documentation and EARS data collection into one or two data collection forms or computerized systems that can be adapted by all channels of LIAs.
Issues Resolution Procedure
· Sara gave background.
· Melody walked through Issues form and the Process steps.

· Joe recommended that the process be presented on an RN call and a Quarterly Teleconferecl. 

· Suggestions for clarification: in step three to rename form to “Issues Resolution Process”; steps 9b, 10, 11 add CDSS to USDA references; add legend for acronyms. Melody will give revised version to Sara by June 1.
Materials Review

Amy Delisio gave overview of review process for contractor-developed materials.
· First step is that any materials contractors wish to develop are put into the RFP package. 

· When USDA has approved request, PM communicates this. If material wasn’t in annual plan, the request will be proffered by state in one of their monthly submissions. 
· After program has developed material, they should be submitted it to assigned PM. If the PM has questions or is not an RD, Lila is the “go to” materials reviewer. Turn around here is 10 working day window. Reviewed for consistency with USDA rules and scientific validity. Judgment may come into things like grade level, grammar, etc.
· CDPH has a process here as well that takes 20-30 days on top of the PM review. Dr. Acree can approve many materials, some will be sent higher up the chain.

· USDA prefers programs to rely on existing materials. Amy noted that comprehensive lists are in the process of being developed which will be posted to the Network website.

· Informational fliers to alert to classes, events, etc. that utilize Network templates as is can be approved by PMs.

Q: Do materials that are produced and paid for by partners and just have RN logo and attribution statement have to go through review process? A: Yes, if it has attribution statement which is required if LIA is contributing funds to underwrite the event, needs to be reviewed; No if it’s the logo only and Network dollars aren’t supporting the event.
Q: Can Network develop a “one stop shop” for resources? Right now, there is a template site, a resource site, various collaborative’s websites, etc. Amy noted that contractors can also use the LA Collaborative website for allowable materials.

Mary Rousseve gave background on CDPH’s guidelines for document review and approval. A process has been in place, and Network has been asked to begin using that protocol. With each submission, Network staff learn what works best for getting materials approved. 

· Press release and media materials – there are templates on the website for producing these types of documents. Because they’re time sensitive, review tends to happen more quickly, and Communications unit is reviewing for logos, branding guidelines, and attributions, running content when applicable through the PMs. For “highly visible” material such as advertising or DVDs for public use, the CDPH logo needs to be included.
· When contractors request TA from communications, they should cc their PM so that the PM can stay in the loop.

Recommendations:

· Link to branding guidelines on resource page?
Recipes Guidelines Manual and Recipes
Tanya Garbolino and Melanie Hall

· There are 1300 non-duplicated approved recipes available (sources include Network, SNAP-Ed Connection, F&V More Matters)
· Q: Two northern regions don’t have Latino and African American campaigns. LIAs were told they needed to buy the tool box through the cost-recovery system; they won’t be given a copy. Given the LIAs role in making the funding for this program available, this seems unfair. A: Tanya & Melanie will look into that.

· Q: Are the recipes approved by Network the only ones that can be used for recipe demos? A: Yes, if that food demonstration is paid for by Network/contract funds.
· Recommendation that guidelines add a comment that some ingredients can be substituted for seasonality when it won’t affect the nutrient composition and herbs/spices can be added when it doesn’t change macro nutrients & sodium. 

· Question about the mandatory software for analyzing recipes included: Why is “Nutri-Kids,” which is approved by USDA, not OK to use? A: Network wants to adopt the CDC guidelines, which are developed more for chronic disease prevention. CDC guidelines are more lenient on fat (35% vs. 33%), and more lenient on sodium (600 mg); but tighter on added sugar and have a minimum fiber content.
· Ops Sub members primary concerns are: a) mandatory inclusion of fruits and vegetables in all recipes to be Network approvable; b) use of CDC guidelines vs. USDA for recipe standards; and c) if we don’t use those standards, we would not be able to use the “more matters” designation/logo. 

· Suggestion: have one copy of analysis software per region and let regions do the analysis or let projects go to region to use the software.

Action: submit suggestions or concerns to melody@can-act.net, melody will compile and pass on to Tanya. Will have this agenda item on next agenda.

IGAM – Integrated Grants Administration Module – 
Gil provided information on this module.
· IGAM is a web based submission that will be used for Network applications. Components of the application such as Project Summary, SOW, and budget justification would be submitted and reviewed by PM. During review, system would notify LIA of changes needed. Once approved, LIA would get notice from system that they’re good to go.
· Benefits: would feed into state’s full application which is currently handled manually; would allow for automated searching – e.g. all contracts that have pro-rated lines or do mini-grants – could be reviewed prior to submission to DSS & WRO. This  would be able to respond to inquiries as they arise during the year. 
· Gil is seeking volunteers to pilot the system by representatives from the 5 largest channels – would make sense for contractors who will be renewing anyway to pilot. Shasta County and Long Beach, Ukiah Unified, CDE volunteered to pilot.
Hold August 17 & August 24 for next meeting.
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