Portland Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

May 20, 2008 12:30 to 2:30 pm

Attending: Ron Beltz, Alissa Keny-Guyer, Adrienne Livingston, Ted Wheeler (Chair)
Welcome/introduction of Allocation Committee and CHIF staff

Public Comment: None
Approval of minutes of December 11, 2007 Meeting

Keny-Guyer: Motion to approve
Livingston: Second
Vote: All in favor.

Contract Amendments
Pellegrino:

As some of you may recall, the Committee voted last year to use excess revenues that accrued due to greater than projected revenues and a gradual start-up of CHIF to fund existing grantees in FY 2008/2009.  The Committee voted to do this provided that existing grantees were performing their contracts.  Two of our current grantees have had difficulty meeting their contract requirements and staff has the following recommendations regarding these grantees. 

A. Urban League:  NULITES Mentoring Program
In 2005, CHIF granted the Urban League $115,621 to start a one-to-one relationship based mentoring program.  The League agreed to serve 15 children in Year 1, 25 children in Year 2 and 35 children in Year 3.  They met their service goal in Year 1 (19 children served), but failed to meet the service goal in Year 2 (13 children served).  As of December 31, 2008, 10 children were enrolled in the program.  Staff discussed this issue with the grantee at the site visit in spring 2007 and has observed that the grantee has had difficulty recruiting volunteer mentors into the program.  In addition, grantee changed its model to include group mentoring as well as one-to-one mentoring.

In light of this issue, as well as other issues noted at the site visit, staff requested that the grantee propose a plan of action to modify its service goals, create a detailed and realistic recruitment plan, provide a rationalization for doing both one-to-one and group mentoring, and to create a plan for measuring some program level outcomes.  Grantee submitted a proposal as requested.  Staff requested further modifications of the proposal and the grantee provided the additional information requested.  The revised proposal is attached as a separate document to the email in which this memorandum was sent.

The proposal sets a service goal of 25 children for FY 2008/2009, provides a detailed mentor recruitment plan, addresses the research and practical basis for the group mentoring model, and provides several possible methods for measuring program level outcomes.  

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Committee accept the Urban League’s plan and provide ongoing funding for FY 2008/2009 with the following conditions:  

(1) Grantee must meet the service goal (25 children enrolled) by December 31, 2008 to ensure that all children enrolled will receive at least 6 months of mentoring services in the event that the voters do not renew the levy; 

(2) Grantee must provide the following output data in all future narrative reports:  number of children currently receiving mentoring services, a break-out of the number of children receiving one-to-one services and the number receiving group mentoring services, the number and type of mentor recruitment activities, the number of mentors matched with mentees during the quarter, and the number of prospective mentors in the enrollment and matching processes.  

(3) Grantee must work with staff to operationalize measurement of program level outcomes toward the goal of reporting data on these outcomes by the end of FY 08/09.
Wheeler: I support this recommendation with the service goals as long as we are monitoring it and staff feels comfortable that they can meet those goals
Vote: All in favor.

Staff recommendation is adopted.

Pellegrino:

B. Bridge Builders: Culturally Specific Mentoring Services

In 2006 CHIF renewed an initial grant to Bridge Builders to provide culturally specific mentoring services to 100 children in grades 8-12.  Bridge Builders has no paid staff and delivers all program services with a cadre of volunteers.  During the current contract year, the grantee has had great difficulty submitting the required reports and bills with the result that we have not reimbursed the grantee for expenses since our last payment in mid-2007.  

After discussions with the grantee, staff recommends we assist the grantee in whatever way possible to complete the reports required for the 2007/2008 contract year and reimburse grantee for expenses incurred.  Staff further recommends that we not provide funding for FY 2008/2009 because the grantee has indicated that the organization, as an all volunteer endeavor, does not have the capacity to continue to provide the reporting CHIF requires.
Beltz:
Is there some way to encourage them to work under another group’s umbrella so that there is some central staff? Some other group could do the accounting for them or file the reports.

Pellegrino: I urged them to do that at my site visit. That is exactly what I asked them to do because they are operating under the auspices of colleges. I thought somebody at the colleges might take over the fiscal side particularly to be able to do the financial reporting as well as assist with data gathering. Bridge Builders were not able to accomplish that. I agree that would be a good choice, but I can’t make that choice for them. Perhaps if we are renewed and they reapply for funds, we could assist them to be able to come up with something like that. It is by all accounts a very good program. 

Keny-Guyer:  There are a lot of groups in this community we want to support. CHIF is limited in its staff capacity to go beyond giving the dollars to really providing the technical assistance to make some of these grants work. Though I think you have done a great job in trying to make that happen. I want to recognize Adrienne Livingston who helped us see how we as board members can be part of rallying the community to help support some of these groups. I thank you (Adrienne) for your support in this situation.

Pellegrino: Thanks to Adrienne and Alyssa for your help in this case. It is something for us to think about going forward – how we can marshal our resources beyond the staff  to help with various issues that grantees confront.

Vote: All in favor

Staff recommendation is adopted.

Pellegrino: One item to note:   The Oregon Council for Hispanic Advancement (OCHA) decided to dissolve in February 2008.  CHIF had contracted for mentoring services for Latino middle school students through OCHA.  We have successfully transitioned the management and operation of the program to the Chicano Latino Studies Program at Portland State University.  The University was involved in another branch of the program in which Latino college students mentored high school students and believed that taking over this portion of the program would allow them to further integrate services.  The program has not experienced any interruptions of service.
Wheeler: Lisa and I had a conversation about the future of services for Latino Youth in the wake of what happened to OCHA. There was a meeting of community leaderslast week that included the Mayor, myself and Commissioner Rojo de Steffy from the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners. This is still very much an issue in flux. However, this contract has been negotiated with PSU through the next fiscal year. The recommendation I have is that CHIF become engaged in that process in a formal sense.

Pellegrino: I agree and will make it my business to be in touch with folks in the Mayor’s office about that.
Fiscal Update

John Kelly presented an update on CHIF finances.
Revenues

Through 11 of 13 accounting periods, 99.9% of budgeted revenue has been recorded ($13,094,069 recorded on a budget of $13,110,098). Historically, we have recorded 5 – 6% of revenue in the final accounting period of the year. Our revenue for the year is likely to be at least 105% of budget.

Expenditures

We are on track to spend within budget for the year in Grants and Administration.  

If we spend to budget, our administrative expenditures will be 4.08% of revenues over the life of the fund at June 30, 2008. 

Current projections of revenue and expenditures indicate that we will remain comfortably within the 5% administrative expense cap over the life of the current levy

Update on Implementation of Childcare Project
Wheeler: Last year the Allocation Committee voted to put about $2.7 million toward the Childcare Resource and Referral of Multnomah County, a childcare project to increase the quality of care and improve access to that care for children and their families.
McElroy:
As some of you may recall, a little over a year ago the Committee voted to use revenues in excess of those needed to provide ongoing funding to current programs for FY 08/09 for a childcare project to increase the quality of care and improve access to quality care for low income children and families.  CHIF granted $2.7 million over three years to the Child Care Resource and Referral of Multnomah County to provide these services.  We provide an update below on implementation progress for several reasons:

· This is the largest single grant CHIF has made;

· This is a start-up and it’s useful to understand how long a project of this size takes to get going; and

· We know that improved quality and access to quality care for low income families is an important community need yet there are numerous challenges in achieving these ends.

Overview of Initiative

Quality Component:   Mentor coach support and resource grants for 12 childcare centers to create and implement an improvement plan designed to help the center meet community averages, and potentially exceed state standards, on a statewide childcare quality assessment tool, the Quality Indicators. 

Affordability:  Childcare subsidies to approximately 100 families each year with annual incomes lower than 185% of the federal poverty level (about $38,000 for a family of 4), to assure they spend no more than 10% of their income on child care; children must be served either by centers that already exceed state standards and community averages on the Quality Indicators, or by licensed family childcare providers who participate in an existing quality effort as part of a childcare provider network (such as Childcare Improvement Project).
Services of the initiative are administered and implemented by Childcare Resource and Referral of Multnomah County, a state-funded resource contracted to Mt Hood Community College.  
The initiative is called the Community Childcare Initiative.
Summary of Progress

The contract for the Community Childcare Initiative began on July 1, 2007.  As with any new project, program or initiative, start-up has taken time and presented two major challenges:

· Delays with completion of data gathering and reporting for the state-wide Quality Indicators project.  Since the state’s quality assessment tool serves as one of the major eligibility criteria of the initiative, we had to wait for final results and analysis of centers’ performance on the assessment.  This was not completed until mid-fall of 2007.

· Working out details of implementation of the initiative, which were not provided in the original proposal.  Although the original proposal had a basic framework for the initiative, we had to work with Childcare Resource and Referral, the state’s Quality Indicators Steering Committee, and the Childcare Committee of the Commission on Children, Families and Community of Multnomah County to iron out key details of implementation including: most appropriate way to the use the Quality Indicators to determine centers’ eligibility for the initiative, application process for initiative, outreach to childcare providers to inform them of the initiative, and best way to prioritize limited resources for subsidies.  Addressing these issues took substantial time this fall and winter.

To date, we have made the following progress with families, family childcare providers and centers enrolled in the initiative:

· 12 children (of 6 families) have qualified for childcare subsidy and are pending enrollment. Average subsidy is about $146 a month; range is $66 to $212.
· 8 family childcare providers have qualified for and enrolled in the initiative to accept families with subsidy.  An additional 7 applied, but have not qualified.

· 25 total centers have applied to participate in the initiative.  7 centers have qualified to participate in the quality improvement work; 4 centers have qualified for and enrolled in the initiative to accept families with subsidy.  5 centers have expressed interest but have not supplied their Quality Indicator results.  An additional 9 centers applied but have not yet qualified.

Future Progress 

We look forward to seeing what this coming summer and fall bring in terms of additional interest and enrollment by families and providers in the initiative.  We expect that start-up will continue on a gradual path throughout the remainder of this year due to three main implementation issues:

· Multiple Levels of Accountability for Subsidy:   We included significant protocol for accountability in the subsidy portion of this initiative: families must be income eligible, must also draw down on the state’s childcare subsidy, and must complete an application proof of income through CCR&R.  In addition, providers must meet the quality criteria described above, and be registered with DHS to accept the state childcare subsidy.  Due to the many criteria of accountability for both families and providers, enrollment in the subsidy portion of the initiative will take time.  

· Use of the Quality Indicators, a state pilot-project:  The initiative’s requirement to use the state’s childcare quality assessment, which is a pilot project and is optional to centers, means that the initiative is dependent on the completion of data gathering through the state project.  This past year the delay in completion of data gathering and reporting by the Quality Indicators project slowed implementation of the initiative.  In addition, marketing of the Quality Indicators project to centers has been limited.  Many centers have not understood how to use their own results on the Quality Indicators and many did not keep track of their reports.  The reports are required in the application process for the initiative, so we had to work with the Quality Indicator project to reissue reports to each of the 221 centers in the county.  We will continue to work with the Quality Indicators steering committee to recommend improved marketing for the Quality Indicators.

· Ongoing needs for outreach and marketing of initiative:  Because the initiative is new, and because it has several eligibility criteria, initiative staff will need to conduct ongoing marketing and outreach about the initiative.  So far these efforts have included letters to all centers in the community, phone calls to various centers, presentations at local meetings and trainings of childcare providers, collaboration with CCIP network coordinators, and features in the CCR&R quarterly newsletter.
Wheeler: What can we expect going forward?

McElroy:  I expect that by sometime in January we will have full enrollment (100 children) in the subsidies. Sometime this fall we will have full enrollment (12 centers) in the quality initiative for centers.
I think the subsidies piece is going to be the hardest to roll out because of the multiple layers of accountability. 

Wheeler: One piece of information I would like to keep an eye on is the dropout rate. I want to make sure we aren’t seeing families apply who probably are qualified but then drop out because the process is too onerous. I am all for accountability and I think the taxpayers expect deep scrutiny in terms of how their dollars are used, but I also want to weigh that against the reality that we have created some really high hurdles for people to jump through and I just want to make sure that the reason for low participation is because we just started the program and not because we have created so many hurdles that it is not worth the hassle.

McElroy: If by fall we are still seeing a small trickle of people into the program, one of the first suggestions that staff might have is to consider opening up the subsidies to families who are students, because at this point the state does not subsidize child care for parents who are in school. It is only employment related day care. 
Wheeler: I am not even suggesting you need to loosen the standards. There may be other ways to get that same level of information without requesting a report from the state. I want us to be open minded and flexible about that as we go forward. And, there may not be an issue here.
Pellegrino: I did learn at conferences I attended this year that a lot of states do reimburse for child care for parents who are in school. Oregon is one of the minority that doesn’t. That is a gap that we noted here. 

Keny-Guyer: This project came out of a recognition of how incredibly important quality child care is. We keep talking about having at-risk kids ready for kindergarten and yet as a society we are not providing a lot of resources for people. There is Head Start, but it is hard for working families to use Head Start to hold down a full time job and be able to climb out of poverty. Oregon, through this project, is a leader in this effort. The fact that we are putting an assessment program in place throughout the state makes us a national leader in this area. Working in concert with County and State people, we are seeking to align systems to address the concerns raised by Chair Wheeler. It is amazing to me that we are able to stay under 5% administration expenses when I see the kind of staffing that is occurring. I am happy to see that we go slowly and that we are really putting something in place that we can be proud of.  People in the child care community are looking to this as a model. 
Livingston: It sounds like it is a great program. Is one of the indicators delivering culturally sensitive services?

McElroy: No. The indicators are: group size, ratio of providers, education level of staff, training of staff, benefits and wages provided to staff, turnover and substantiated complaints. Substantiated complaints is likely to be removed as not being research based.

One of the priorities in the initiative is that subsidies go to children who are being served by culturally specific providers. So we have incorporated that in some sense. It is part of accreditation, but not all centers who meet the quality indicators are necessarily accredited. 
Livingston: That is something as we measure of the success of this project, we could look at that priority. 
Keny-Guyer: I do know some of the priorities that came up that we might want to look at were: zero to three population – some of the hardest to serve, services to kids with disabilities, culturally specific services, and services to low income families. They have to be registered with DHS because we want to increase the pool of providers reaching out to low income families.  
Post Levy Renewal Planning

Pellegrino:  CHIF staff is in the process of executing a plan to gather community input on questions that the Committee will need to consider if the levy is renewed in November.  Our first round of input is focused on policy level groups.  We have scheduled meetings with the following groups and in many cases have already met with staff for the group to get their input as well:

· Oregon Mentors (May 7)

· Tom Keller, a professor in the Graduate School of Social Work at PSU focused on bringing research into practice in the field of mentoring.

· Early Childhood Care and Education Council (May 16)

· Commission on Children and Families (May 26)

· Executive Committee, Leaders’ Roundtable (June 3) [includes superintendents of all city school districts]

· County Managers (June 12) [includes managers of county funding in our three funding areas]

· Grantmakers of Oregon and SW Washington (July 23)

· Citizens Crime Commission (in process of setting date)

· Portland Schools Foundation (waiting for hire of new Executive Director) and Connected by 25 Initiative of the Foundation (in process)

· Other city bureaus (including ONI, Park and BHCD)

Questions are tailored to the issues and concerns of the groups and include issues such as the allocation of funds between our funding categories, the highest priority community needs in our funding areas, leveraging other resources, and systems issues we should consider in our three funding areas.

Staff hosted a grantee meeting on May 14 in part to solicit input on our reporting procedures and staff’s proposed modifications to our current requirements.  Workgroups are forming to consider how we should change the categories in our demographic reporting form, and to create a menu of program level outcomes for after-school and mentoring programs.  

Staff plans to host large scale community meetings in the fall (September and October) to gather further community input.  Staff will keep Committee members posted on general themes via email as we begin to collect input, and will publicly summarize and present input on key issues for the Committee at a regular meeting we plan to schedule for late October.
Public Comment:

I am Deborah Murray, Executive Director of Peninsula Children’s Center. I have been deeply involved in the business of the Children’s Investment Fund from the first ballot measure. We are currently a recipient of those funds and are very grateful for them. I am also involved in the Child Care Subcommittee at the County. I want to publicly thank Meg for her tireless work on trying to make this work both for providers and for the larger community. Talking about center providers who have served a very low number of DHS families or have never been a provider that has worked with DHS, that is probably one of the places we are going to have to look carefully. The administrative cost for centers of interfacing with DHS is not a small thing. There is a large amount of day to day accounting. Peninsula has over 57% of our children that are on DHS subsidy and I have a full time person who just interfaces with the state around getting those subsidies back. It can become a cash flow problem. We are only reimbursed for the actual hours that the children attend. We submit monthly reports that document sign in and out times for every child that is on that subsidy.  Dealing with state requirements can be daunting. Some centers may need technical assistance to help them figure out a system to make care available to low income families and to convince the centers that they will be reimbursed at a rate that is going to allow them to do the work. 
Regarding planning for renewal, I encourage you to think about adding to the list for those current recipients who have proven programs, who have met the goals that were laid out. Many of us have either extended programs or created programs to use these dollars that you have entrusted to us. One of my concerns is not ever having to go back to the families that we are currently serving and saying that we now have to unbuild those services because the priority of the committee has shifted. It has been wonderful that CHIF has been willing to support programs. 
Wheeler: We should be sure you are at the table as we talk about the strategy going forward. You raised a number of issues. You raised the capacity question. There is this philosophical question of stability versus competition. We have built both into this model and at some point we are going to have to figure out how to balance the two. You have raised very relevant and important issues. 

The next meeting is not currently scheduled. 

Adjourned at 1:20 pm.

