
Mass UMA Working Group (the Group) 
July 23, 2008
FMCS, 99 Summer St. Boston

Meeting Notes

Agenda: 
· Introduction and agenda
· Process Map (fix timeline?)

· Committee reports:  

· Process – review progress to date/go-forward plan
· Confidentiality/Privilege– final recommendation
· Legislative – status update

· Mediator Definition –final recommendation
· Public Sector –report on survey results 
· Next steps/meetings for Working Group
Attendees:

Lynda Robbins/Kurt Dettman (Facilitators) Melissa Brodrick, Chuck Doran, Michael Conroy, David Hoffman, Diane Levin, Vicky Bennett, Josh Flax, Ericka Gray, Susan Ostberg
Discussion:
Process Committee

The Process Committee presented a revised Process Map that generally provided for the preparation of a “one-text” version of the UMA incorporating all the changes recommended by the working committees.  The proposed changes would be linked to committee reports and a means would be provided for comments to be recorded on the UMA web site.  The Process Committee also proposed that the one-text be put out for comment and that on a parallel track regional meetings would be held to provide input for interested groups around the state. Finally, the Process Committee proposed that this process be completed by December, so that the Group could decide on what actions it wanted to take on the UMA in time for action in the 2009 legislative session.

The meeting participants discussed this approach.  There were two primary areas of concern:

First, there was discussion about whether the one-text approach was appropriate for presenting and considering all available options.  Some people felt that one-text approach would not provide a good vehicle for expressing all opinions about the UMA.  For example, other options could include not adopting the UMA and thus keeping the current statute in place, or amending the current statue based on the work of the Group’s committees.  The concern is that by presenting the one-text approach it implies that the only option is an amended version of the UMA.  The proponents of the one-text approach felt that the one-text, linked to committee reports and barrier free access for presenting comments/feedback, was sufficient to allow these other views to be heard and considered.  The same sets of concerns and responses were discussed in the context of how the regional meetings would be conducted.
After more discussion, there was general agreement that it was important for all interested parties to be given a meaningful chance to express their views on the UMA.  There also was general agreement that all interested parties need to be given enough information to be able to make informed decisions on whether and to what extent they agree with the options the Group develops. The participants agreed that the one-text draft should be prepared and that those who felt that other options should be considered could develop those (Chuck will take the lead on this).  At the next meeting of the Group further consideration can be given as to exactly how the various options will be presented.

Second, there was discussion as to the timing of the to-go process.  Some participants felt that the Group should be in a position by mid-December 2008 to decide on what it wants to do.  Chuck Doran noted that if a bill is going to be filed, the Group should have it ready by mid-December so that it can be filed at the beginning of the next legislative session in January 2009.  Some participants felt that this was too aggressive a schedule and that June 2009 would be a more reasonable goal.  There was discussion about the duration of the comment period, the scheduling of regional meetings, and the convening of the Group to consider committee feedback based on the comments received.

After more discussion, the general sense of the participants was that the Group should move forward on getting the one-text circulated by early September, having an open comment period in September and October, holding regional meetings in October and November, and convening the Group for decision making in December.  It was noted by some participants that they felt that this did not provide an adequate time period to receive feedback.  There was some discussion that the December meeting could be considered a “first reading” of the proposed amended UMA (if that was the direction that the Group decided to go).

There was a general consensus that a template be developed for the regional meetings so that the options were presented in a consistent manner (the Process Committee will take the lead on this).  There also was a general consensus that the Group should develop some standards against which the options can be measured (Vicky will take the lead on this).

It was agreed that the next Group meeting (in September) should be held outside of Boston to address a concern that holding the meetings in Boston was not encouraging other participants.
Committee Reports
Due to the extended discussion on the process issues, there was not time for committee reports.  However, the participants agreed that Chuck should be sent the final committee work product so that he can incorporate them in to the draft of the one-text.

Next Steps 

Future Meeting Schedule:
September Meeting—TBD, at CMCS
Future meetings TBD
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