Central Louisiana Human Services District

Board RETREAT
Main Street Community Center
Pineville, La 71360
March 12, 2014
9:00 am

 (Followed by the regular monthly board meeting)
I. Welcome – Opening Remarks
All board members were present.  Egan and Jim welcomed everyone to the retreat.  

Egan spoke about various things happening with the District. Egan reviewed ACT 373 with the Board Members and discussed.  
II. Policy Governance Review 

David Britt presented a Power Point presentation on Policy Governance and fielded questions.  Presentation attached.
Lunch 
III. Prevention Funding/Activities
Chauncey Hardy discussed with the Board Members the ongoing Prevention activities and funding.
IV. Parish-Level Projects






Nancy Perret discussed with the Board Members about Board Terms and future location issues of the District.  Details attached.
Adjourned at 2:00 pm.

· Regular Monthly Board Meeting began after adjournment of Retreat; separate minutes.
REVIWED BY NANCY PERRET:

BOARD TERMS – WHEN DO THEY START AND END?  AND WHAT ABOUT TERM LIMITS?

Key Points:

· Most initial board appointments occurred between 2009 and 2011.

· Early meeting occurred and organization of the board took place during this time.

· HOWEVER, DHH did not official declare the CLHSD board to actually BE a board until July 1, 2011, when the board completed the requirements established by DHH to move from a formative organization to an official board that would govern the fledgling Central Louisiana Human Services District.  At that time, there were no employees of the District – simply a board that was established for the eventual transfer of DHH employees in Region VI that would report to the Executive Director who was subsequently employed.

· It could reasonably be argued that, until the organization actually existed (as deemed by DHH), an appointment was irrelevant, since the board was formative, and not official.

· Official position is that appointments were effective as of the date they were approved by the local Police Juries and the Governor’s Office.

· Ideally, DHH and Board and Commissions would agree that, while appointments preceded this date, Board Service did not officially begin until July 1, 2011, when the organization was officially acknowledged as a legitimate organization that would eventually receive DHH employees.

· Act 373, the enabling legislation for the Central Louisiana Human Services District (“the District”), is very proscriptive about the terms and term limits for board members of the District.  But it is silent on several key points.  Both of these issues create challenges, both current and future for the District:

· A rotation is scheduled for board members, which is desirable, providing for an assurance that at no time will a significant loss of knowledge within the board be lost because of a significant number of board members reaching the end of their total allowable board service.  However, At-Large Members are not considered in this rotation, creating the following rotation schedule:

· Representatives for Avoyelles and Catahoula serve an initial board term of 1 year, which began in either 2009 (initial appointment) or July 1, 2011 (when the board was officially acknowledged by DHH as a legitimate entity).

· Representatives for Concordia and Grant parishes serve an initial board term of 2 years, which began in either 2009 (initial appointments) or July 1, 2011 (when the board was officially acknowledged by DHH as a legitimate entity).

· Representatives for the four remaining parishes serve an initial board term of 3 years, beginning either in 2009/2010 (initial appointments) or July 1, 2011 (when the board was officially acknowledged by DHH as a legitimate entity).

· At-Large representatives to the board serve for 3 years, again beginning either in 2009 (initial appointments) or July 1, 2011(when the board was officially acknowledged by DHH as a legitimate entity).  No rotation schedule is defined for these representatives, causing all three positions to, potentially, end on the same date – or in near proximity to each other – in the same year as four parish representatives, representing together 64% of the board!  

· The enabling legislation is silent about board members who replace someone who does not complete their term.  To maintain the desirable rotation of board member terms, people who are appointed to serve an unfulfilled term should be designated as such, and THEN appointed for a full three-year term.

· The enabling legislation indicates that board members may serve a maximum of two three-year terms.  But it is silent about whether this means a maximum of six years or two complete three-year terms, thereby excluding the initial partial terms (or subsequent partial terms, such as those noted immediately above) when calculating two three-year terms. 

· The realities that other, similar Districts have faced with finding qualified, committed people to replace initial board members, makes this board aware of the continuing challenge of finding people who are willing to serve as board members for this organization.  There are times when the unique qualifications and dedication of board members makes them a continuing valued resource to the organization – where term limits can actually cause harm.  The board recognizes that term limits provide for a healthy rejuvenation of the board, with new ideas, perspectives and talents.  But the reality is that there is a limited pool of people from which to draw in the geography we serve.  And, from time to time, there will be individuals whose talents and dedication provide a unique resource to the District.  When all parties are in agreement, there may be exceptions to the benefits of term limits.

· SUGGESTED ACTIONS:

· To resolve an immediate issue about the representative from Avoyelles Parish, it would be highly beneficial to the District if DHH and Board and Commissions could agree that board service, regardless of initial appointment, began on July 1, 2011 for all board members, establishing a clear starting point for the board’s operations and the appointments of all board members.  

· While dates of appointment letters are typically used to determine board service terms, the establishment of Human Services Districts and their associated boards deserved special attention.  

· It is not clear to the writer if this is unique in Louisiana board service, but the period during which an organization is being created certainly causes unusual circumstances and warrants special consideration.  

· Under DHH’s own terms (the state entity that caused the enabling legislation to be created), a long process was defined before each board was given any authority.  

· It seems appropriate for DHH to take a stand about the official starting date of the Board, regardless of dates on appointment letters.

· To resolve longer-term potential issues with board service, term limits and terms, it would be very helpful for the District for the enabling legislation to be altered to REMOVE specific requirements for board terms, term limits and rotation from the legislation and replace with language similar to treatment of the board chair’s service, which is required to be stipulated in the by-laws, but is not proscribed in the legislation. (Section 913, Paragraph D)

· The bylaws should be altered to address those points noted above where the legislation and bylaws are currently silent, as well as those areas where the Board respectfully requests that the legislation defer to the local authority’s bylaws, and further, to address clearly the recognized value of term limits, but also the reality of needing to find qualified, committed new board members to replace current board members in the future.  

CENTRAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS ISSUES

· Full campus comprises 450 acres of dry land, plus about 1000 acres under the lake

· CLHSD currently uses about 180,000 square feet of building space for service delivery and office space.

· Initial discussions/thoughts include:

· Retaining about 40 acres in one part of the campus for CLHSD

· Later, secure a capital outlay (perhaps from the sale of the property) to build needed infrastructure.

· Key points to convey:

· There is great value – and specific benefit to our clients – to having our programs available in close proximity to one another and on the bus route.

· This makes it easier for us to deliver the continuum of care than many of our clients need.

· Many clients do not drive and rely on the bus system for transport.

· Many of our clients have limited family supports, and thus depend on themselves to get where they need to go.

· We serve both local people and people from throughout the state.

· Some of the programs that operate from Central’s campus are state hubs for services throughout the state.

· We also have support services provided in some areas.

· Over 13,000 people are served annually through the programs provided on Central’s campus.

· Because of the nature of our clients, we believe that scattering services to various locations throughout the District will likely reduce the number served.

· We currently do not pay rent for the properties we use on Central’s campus.  (There is some accounting for this within Central’s budget, but our costs have never been called out separately.)

· Our actual costs to operate community services were partially hidden in Central’s budget.  We’d requested for this to be separated, but were told that, since it all would flow within DHH, it was unnecessary.

· IMPORTANT: This is unique to this District.  All others have occupancy costs of some kind.

· We will need to look at other geographically similar districts for the probable true cost of operations for us.

· If we were to own the land (and buildings), we would become the landlord – a revenue generating possibility.

· Can we quantify the economic value of centralized services?

· Should include both direct value and indirect value (reducing loads at area hospitals, within the justice system, etc.)

· Should consider the risk of vacant buildings on Central’s campus, should we be forced to vacate.

· Request that an economic assessment be done NOW to put a value on what we’re doing and fully assess the costs to continue delivering these services, both in a scenario that keeps all services on Central’s campus, but, over time, in new facilities that we own, and a scenario where we are forced to scatter services and pay market rates for rent for the facilities we would require.

· Should be an independent assessment

