Portland Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

November 20, 2008 10:00 am to noon
Location: City Hall Council Chambers
Attending: Ron Beltz, Alissa Keny-Guyer, Adrienne Livingston, Dan Saltzman (Chair); absent: Ted Wheeler
Welcome/introduction of Allocation Committee and CHIF staff
Saltzman: We will not be making any decisions today; nor will we be making any decisions at our December 1 meeting. These meetings will be times to hear staff recommendations, hear public comment, and discuss proposals.
Approval of minutes of November 14, 2008 Meeting

Beltz: Motion to approve
Keny-Guyer: Second
Vote: All in favor
Review of Agenda

Pellegrino: An additional meeting for public input has been scheduled for December 11, 2008 from 6:00 until 800 pm in City Hall Council Chambers.  Staff will not present anything new. Allocation Committee will not discuss or decide anything. Allocation Committee and Staff will be at the meeting to listen. Public notice of this meeting will go out via email and will be posted on the CHIF website.
No decisions will be made until the December 15, 2008 meeting.

We will take public comment on 3 proposals today.

At the last meeting, the committee decided to compete the funds.

Today, the three proposals to be reviewed and for public input are:

· Keep commitment to Head Start and continue funding current HS grantees 

· Allocate funds to a Leverage Fund (discuss amount to be allocated)

· Allocate funds between program areas as follows:

· 33% for early childhood

· 20% for child abuse

· 13.5% for foster care

· 20% for after-school

· 13.5% for mentoring

We expect to have at least $1 million left from the current levy available for future use. These funds are the result of higher than expected revenues. Staff recommends these funds be directed to the leverage fund in the new levy.
After an initial phase of public comment, staff will present recommended focus areas of the Request for Investment.

At the previous meeting, a representative of SEI suggested using a request for qualification (RFQ) process prior to a request for investment (RFI) process to pre-qualify organizations to apply for our funds.  Commissioner Saltzman requested that the Committee consider this issue at the next meeting.  

Staff recommends against using a two stage process for several reasons.  If we are going to allocate revenues before the bulk of the current contracts expire on June 30, 2009, we will be challenged to do so in a one step process.  Conducting a two stage process, especially when the proposed first part of the process has not yet been designed, in 5 program areas will simply take more time than is available.  

Second, an RFQ process is usually used when there is uncertainty as to whether qualified organizations exist to provide specifically outlined services.  In our situation, we know there are many qualified organizations and programs to provide services to children.  We also are not seeking to find an organization or group of organizations that can do a very specific job which is a more typical scenario for this type of process.  We are looking to fund a range of different types of services in each of the program areas and some organizations may be qualified to provide some, but not all of the types of services in a program area.  The RFI is already constructed to bring to light the capacity of the organization applying for funds.  There are ample screens in the RFI to help reviewers and the Committee avoid funding weak organizations and weak programs.  The qualifications that we would likely list in an RFQ would be similar or identical to the questions we are already asking in the RFI regarding organizational best practices.  
Public Comment
I am Angela Jarvis-Hall and I work with the Northwest Down Syndrome Association and I am part of various coalitions representing families that have children with disabilities. I also work with Portland State University to create a conference each year called “All Born In” which looks at inclusive education and best practices. I have met with Lisa Pellegrino. Disabilities affect persons in all areas. AS we look at creating the meta-structure in the RFP’s, there are some resources we could offer to folks who want to consider disability as a diversity issue.  I also want people to think about whether there is a commitment to building into the RFP awareness that this is a need to meet the needs of children with disabilities in each program area.  There may be a need for education of persons involved in creating the process around the issues of children with disabilities. 
I am Karen Tobin with Tears of Joy Theatre. We run an after school program funded by CHIF. I want to talk about the importance of quality after school programming. A recent study talks about the importance of active learning environments for after school programs. I see it in our performing arts and circus arts classes.  I see this in the performances at the Winningstad Theatre downtown. It is a real gift to provide this type of programming for children. These programs improve self esteem. These programs give children a better chance of succeeding in high school. I would like to promote staying with after school programming which promotes self esteem.

My name is Susan Brady with Mt Hood Community College and Head Start and the Child Resource and Referral are our two CHIF programs. I am here to speak to what I think are reductions in the allocation for early childhood. As I understand it, it was 36 to 40% in the past fund and we are looking at 33% for early childhood going forward. My concern is that we know that investment in high quality, early childhood programs represents an actual dollars savings to communities. We know that through a number of research based programs that is saves money in delinquency, early child bearing, in school repetition of classes. In early childhood, we also see a great deal of prevention of foster care. We are preventing child abuse. Under the guise of early childhood, there is a global commitment to other categories. Early childhood also affects children through third grade. I hope that we can look at early childhood with its impact on other areas as well. 
My name is Deborah Murray and I am the executive director of Peninsula Children’s Center and a proud CHIF grantee over the past 5 years. Susan and I are in agreement in what appears to be a cutback in early childhood. In addition, if there is money set aside for Head Start, that increases the cutback to other early childhood programs. The public needs to know what percentage of the funds would be set aside for community programs and what would be set aside for Head Start. 
My name is Melissa Butterfield and I am program director IFS, Integrated Family Services. I am a newcomer to CHIF, having learned about it in the past few months. I think there should be equal allocation of the funds across the various categories, there should be a fair and open process, and programs should provide services throughout Multnomah County.  IFS has been around since 1980. We provide services throughout Multnomah County. We provide child abuse prevention and foster care services. IFS provides a home based, strengths based, life systems oriented family therapy service to families referred by the child welfare system. We provide services throughout the greater metropolitan area. We provide services at the 5 main DHS branches. We provide services where the child is in danger of removal from the home due to abuse or neglect. We serve families where the child is in surrogate care – including foster and relative care. We help preserve foster care placements. We also serve where visitation and unification issues exist. IFS developed a program called Ice Breakers to facilitate visitation and unification.  The third service is family decision making meetings which brings together families with support system seeking to find solutions. 

I am Courtney Gomes with the Latino Network. I am here with Anna Morado who is a parent coordinator with Juntos Aprendemos, a program of the Latino Network. We want to encourage an involvement with the schools for families prior to entering school. Because of the language and culture barriers Latino parents are often intimidated in advocating for their children. Empowering parents and having an interactive learning process, sets them up for success.
I am Anna Morado with Juntos Aprendemos. I am here as an employee and mother. I started with Juntos Aprendemos six years ago. I am a mother of 4 children. My children started in the program when they were small. The program helped me to educate my children and get involved with the school. I started as a volunteer and the program grew. Part of the success is that the parents are involved with the children. It prepares the parents to support their children – how to motivate children and help their self esteem. We learn to prepare our children for their entire time in school. We really want the opportunity to educate our children and to grow as parents. We want to prevent problems when they are older.

I am Gail Pyle, director of classes for Saturday Academy. We are in the third year of a three year grant through the CHIF leverage fund providing after school classes to low income children. The program has been around for 25 years. We added capacity and expanded our program with CHIF funds. We advocate for the greater amount of funding for the leverage fund.  I have a question of how foster children are in the child abuse prevention area. It seems like it fits in all program areas.
I am Patricia Smith one of our Experience Corps members. I have worked at Sacramento Elementary for nine years. The school has a large population of immigrants and low income families. Mentoring students helps students accelerate their learning experience. There is also the great benefit of working with other retirees. Mentoring helps to make the school more harmonious. Mentor service is invaluable.

I am Gerald Deloney from Self Enhancement. Talking about set aside dollars for Head Start. Where is the threshold for set asides. How can other programs show they have met the threshold? I would either like all programs to compete or all programs to be able to show they have met the threshold. It does not seem fair to set aside money for some and not others. Also, I don’t see much connection between the program areas. There needs to be continuity. We must not leave kids on their own. We need to focus on changing the life trajectory of a child that goes through adolescence. Even high school graduation is not the end. The fund should look at how we deal with these transitions. 

Beltz: It would be particularly helpful to address the issues on which we need to make decisions.

My name is Julie Young, executive director of Chess for Success. We have been a grantee for the last three and a half years. We started in 5 schools and have been able to leverage other funds to expand to 16 schools. I don’t understand the leverage fund. Do grantees seeks out the partners or does CHIF find the partners. How do you submit a leverage fund proposal?
I am Rick Nitti of Neighborhood House. We are entering difficult times with funding cuts for the state and county. The question is do we fund innovation or fund the core. A recent study in Boston shows that proliferation of nonprofits weakens the system. I think we need to fund the core. I think that includes the SUN program and Head Start and perhaps other programs. Innovation is not the most effective use of our dollars. I support the non-competitive funding of all Head Start programs. I support adding money to the leverage fund to support innovation. 

I am Keith Meisenheimer I support extensive and vigorous funding of the Boys and Girls Clubs. I am chair of the board and have been involved for 15 years.  In my experience as a deputy district attorney and a judge, I want to state that after school and mentoring programs are very effective in preventing crime. A 1988 study which looked at public housing shows 13% lower delinquency rates where there is a Boys and Girls Club, 25% lower use of cocaine. Boys and Girls Clubs work by keeping children in positive activities during the after school hours. 85% of the dollars that come in go to program; 15% for administration. You will achieve a great deal by investing as much as you can by investing in that type of program.
I am Elona Emlin on staff at the Multnomah County Commission on Children Families and Community. In the past we sought matches on federal grants from CHIF. We would like the leverage fund to be well funded to be able to take advantage of federal grants which require matching funds. Children in supportive programs, like Head Start or quality child care, are better prepared for school. These programs also help parents to be engaged in schools. 

Staff Response

Pellegrino: We will get you figures regarding the effect of the changed percentage in early childhood funding. Foster children is a separate area of funding because of the ballot language. We consider it closely related to child abuse prevention and intervention.  Regarding the process on the leverage fund, in the past, CHIF worked with foundations to find proposals that fit into our funding categories. We were trying to get foundations to invest more in children.  Providing matching money for other grants was also part of the idea. We did not succeed in doing that.

Livingston: How would an organization know where to apply for funds?

Pellegrino: We were working with foundations, rather than grantees. We are not saying this is the process going forward. 

Staff Recommendations for Investment Objectives in Three Program Areas

All of the past Request for Investments issued by CHIF included a description of the high level outcomes the Fund is seeking to achieve in each program area (taken mostly from the ballot language), a description of the public input process and the resulting list of priority community needs, and a general description of the services the Fund is seeking to invest in.  Staff recommends that separate RFIs be issued for each of the 5 program areas (early childhood, child abuse, foster care, after-school and mentoring).  Below staff has outlined its specific recommendations for the types of services to be funded in each program area.  On the whole, the recommendations are fairly broad, and would not exclude funding anything we are currently funding.  The recommendations reflect both public input and staff research on leading strategies in each of our program areas.  

Early Childhood
Summary of Staff Position
Staff is proposing that CHIF keep its commitment to funding Head Start and Early Head Start as part of its early childhood investment strategy.  Staff proposes to do this by setting aside dedicated pools of funding for each of these services.  Staff proposes to put the remaining funds into a general pool of funding for which other early childhood programs would be eligible to apply.

In the case of Head Start, staff is urging the committee to exempt current investments from re-competition.  If the Committee does not agree to exempt current Head Start funding from re-competition, staff recommends that the Committee set aside a pool of funds for Head Start services equal to our current investment plus 3% annually for inflation ($1,733,014 over three years), and limit proposals to applicants currently providing Head Start/OPK services.  Limiting proposals to current providers assures that either the state or federal government continues to check that the organizations continue to meet all required practices standards.  

In the case of Early Head Start, staff is proposing that we increase our investment in this program and allow all current providers of the service to compete for a dedicated pool of funds.

In the case of the general pool of early childhood funds, staff is proposing that we accept applications for programs aimed at children aged 0-5 and highlight our interest in programming that addresses the prioritized needs identified in the public input process.

Rationales for each of these recommendations are set forth below.

Rationale for Maintaining Investment in Head Start
· Alignment with State:  These investments align with the state’s decision to significantly increase investment in Oregon Pre-Kindergarten (OPK/Head Start) by $40 million in the last biennium because research shows it is effective.  While the state has expanded service in Multnomah County with these funds, both providers we are currently funding still have significant waiting lists of eligible children, both because of increasing population and increasing poverty.

· Head Start Prioritized in Public Input:  Funding and expanding Head Start services surfaced as a high priority in the public input on early childhood services.  Many participants urged expansion to families earning more than the federal poverty level.  Given the urge for continued expansion, CHIF should at least maintain its current investment in this proven program.

· Avoid Disruption of a Multi-Year Service:  Head Start is an intensive and relatively expensive investment in which most children participate for two years.  Our current grantees have low turnover with more than 75% of enrolled children completing two years of service.  This participation rate is especially impressive given that families must be living at or below the federal poverty level to qualify for the program (approximately $20,000 for a family of four), and the highest poverty families tend to be the most mobile.  Discontinuing our investment in children who have already received one year of service significantly decreases the overall effectiveness of the program, and causes significant disruption for families.

· Current Grantees are in East Portland:  CHIF’s current Head Start grantees are Mt. Hood Community College at Gateway and Portland Public Schools Kelly Center, both of which are located in East Portland.  As noted in the general themes from our public input, increasing services in East Portland is a high community need and priority.  The only other providers of Head Start services in the city are located in Southwest Portland (Neighborhood House) and N/NE Portland (Albina Head Start).  Given significantly increasing poverty over the last 6 years in the Eastern part of the city, it doesn’t make sense to shift these investments geographically.

Rationale for Maintain and Increasing Investment in Early Head Start

· Highly Prioritized:  Services for 0-3 year olds in general, and Early Head Start in particular, were highly prioritized as a community need. (see Public Input Summary)

· Significant Waiting Lists:  Early Head Start programs in the county currently serve approximately 4% of those eligible.  Current service providers all have significant waiting lists.

· Excellent Outcomes: Early Head Start services, both classroom-based and home-based, are intensive and show demonstrated results in improving outcomes for young children.  

· Service Gap:  As the state has expanded its OPK program (for pre-school aged children), there is still a large gap in services for very low-income families that have both an infant/toddler and a 3 – 5 year old—those families may be able to find services for their 3 – 5 year old but there is significantly fewer services available for their 0 – 3 year old.  

CHIF currently funds 113 Early Head Start slots, 24 center-based slots and 89 home-based slots.  Staff recommends that we increase investment to fund 130 slots at a total cost of approximately $4,018,170 over three years.  Staff further recommends that the RFI seek proposals for center-based or home-based slots only with a strong preference for center-based services.  Center based services provide both early education and childcare for working parents, and in our experience most families who enroll in center-based services are able to benefit from the full model.   Last, staff recommends that competition be restricted to current providers of the service in order to leverage federal accountability reviews conducted for all programs receiving federal funds.

Keny-Guyer: How much of the head start money is full time, year round and how much is part time?
Pellegrino: I will get back to you with that detail. In discussing levels with providers, we expected that families would want more full time. Providers indicated that is not always true. The early learning and social emotional supports are very important to families. It appears that it may be good to provide a variety of services.

Livingston: How would other proven programs be able to participate?
Pellegrino: We still recommend the bulk of the funds go for competitive granting.
We are not recommending the carve-out only because Head Start and Early Head Start are proven programs. High priority from the community influenced our recommendation. We have gotten broad based and significant input to fund these programs.
Livingston: I have a concern about fairness and that providers see the process as unfair.

Beltz: Part-time Head Start may not be sufficient to help families in poverty. I thought we were trying to get more care or longer hours.

Pellegrino: that was our assumption and we learned that is not what everyone wants. The bulk of our funding would go into a general pot. We are also funding a child care initiative to provide subsidies for high quality child care. 
General Early Childhood Services

Staff recommends that the bulk of the early childhood funding be invested in general early childhood services with a focus on the priorities identified in the public input process (exclusive of Head Start and Early Head Start) as follows:

· Childcare:  Scholarships to quality childcare settings on a sliding fee scale for low income families; and childcare quality improvement services

· Early childhood mental health consultation

· Home visiting services that offer intensive, longer term child development and family support services

· Parenting support and education

· Early literacy

Although respite care was a prioritized need in the public input we gathered, it also surfaced as a prioritized need in the child abuse prevention arena.  Staff recommends that we seek to fund this service in the child abuse RFI instead.  
Keny-Guyer: Anything about early detection of disabilities?

Pellegrino: Nothing came up in the input process.
Lisa Hansell presented the staff recommendations on Child Abuse Prevention and Intervention and Foster Care.

Child Abuse
Staff recommends that the Child Abuse RFI,  as in the past, seek applications for  programming that provides three levels of services: primary (universal) prevention programs, directed at the general population; secondary (selected) prevention programs, designed for individuals or families in which maltreatment is more likely (high risk); and tertiary (indicated) prevention programs, for families in which abuse has already occurred.
While programs that provide any of these services should be eligible to apply, staff recommends that the RFI highlight our interest in funding child abuse prevention services that address the priorities identified through the extensive public input process, and strategies identified in best practice research, as follows:  

· Parent education programs (for families with children birth through 18) that use a formal structure and curriculum to help parents develop and refine parenting skills.

· Home visitation programs that provide long-term support services to vulnerable families.

· Parent support activities that connect families to needed resources and provide parents a social support network that supports positive parenting.

· Respite care and support to families in crisis.

· Intensive family preservation services for families where child maltreatment has been confirmed.

· Long-term support for families where chronic neglect is a major challenge.

· Therapeutic intervention services for children and youth who have experienced child abuse, neglect or family violence.

The community identified the need for a public health campaign to change community norms about child abuse and neglect. While this is an important strategy in child abuse prevention, staff does not recommend including it as a strategy for consideration through this RFI. In the past, funding has been limited to direct services for children and families.

Through the community input process, stakeholders identified specific focus populations for child abuse prevention and intervention services: 1) African American and Native American children; 2) teen mothers and their children; 3) children with disabilities; 4) children of incarcerated parents and pregnant women in prison; and 5) children who have been exposed to domestic violence or other traumatic events. Staff recommends that the RFI specify our interest in funding programs designed to serve these populations.
Keny-Guyer: Some child abuse prevention groups which we fund target early childhood ages. Do you have a sense of what age ranges are served in child abuse prevention programs?

Hansell: Several of our current grantees serve significant numbers of young children. I could get more specific demographic data to you on that. There is some overlap of early childhood and child abuse prevention priorities.
Foster Care
Staff recommends focusing the Foster Care RFI on a range of services identified through both extensive public input and research on effective strategies to help foster children succeed.  Services in this area require coordination with the State of Oregon Department of Human Services (DHS).
Services for Children Aged 0-5

Staff recommends focusing at least 50% of the funding in this program area on programs aimed at children aged 0-5 because maltreated young children are especially vulnerable.   According to Oregon DHS, approximately 50% of the children who are victims of child abuse and neglect are under the age of six. Infants make up the largest single age group of victims. Maltreated children younger than three display a number of medical, physical, cognitive, social and emotional problems. Early intervention efforts are needed to address these problems and keep them from further disrupting development. 

Based on research of early intervention programs and psychotherapeutic interventions that demonstrate efficacy and/or effectiveness, staff recommends funding for the following types of programs for children in foster care, ages 0-6:

· Therapeutic daycare centers, preschools or both

· Foster care therapeutic interventions

· Clinic-based mental health services

· Infant-focused interventions

Services for Children aged 7-24

Staff recommends that the remaining 50% of funds in this program area be used to fund a range of services for foster children and former foster children.  Staff recommends extending the age range of children served in this program area because of the need for services for children nearing the end of foster care and transitioning to independent adult living.  Services for children aging out of the foster system, and to support former foster children were highly prioritized in the public input process.  Foster youth face unique challenges for making a successful transition into adulthood in employment, higher education, marriage, and parenthood. A large number of these youth have special needs including mental health issues and disabilities, both learning and physical.  

Staff recommends that the RFI highlight our interest in funding programs that provide the following services (based on prioritized public input and best practice research):

· Services for youth aging out of foster care and former foster youth including programs providing educational support, job skills, and independent living skills

· Culturally specific services, especially for Native American and African American children, to address over-representation in the child welfare system

· Mental health services and therapeutic interventions

· Mentoring 

· Education on addiction and substance abuse

· Educational support networks for children and youth in foster care; especially during all major school transitions (Kindergarten, 5th to 6th, 8th to 9th).

· Quality visitation services for children in foster care with their biological parents and siblings to support successful reunification.  

· Services that help maintain placement stability (e.g. relative search services and supports, emergency shelter, communication between foster and biological families, health and mental health screening)

· Enrichment activities for children and youth in foster care.
Saltzman: Doesn’t DHS do some of those things already?

Hansell: That is an issue that arises in this area. Community programs will work closely with DHS to determine the best activities to support the children. In the foster care arena, further research is needed to determine the specific nature of services. Through the RFI process, agencies would indicate their services and how they work with DHS.

Keny-Guyer: Does the ballot language limit our services to 18 or 21? Why was the age 24 mentioned in foster care?

Pellegrino: There is not limitation in the ballot language. We have typically focused only up to age 18.

Hansell: Children can remain in foster care until age 21. There are many issues related to transition. California Child Welfare best practices indicate age 24 as an upper age limit. Transition from foster care was highlighted in community input.
Public Comment

Angela Jarvis-Hall. I would like to do some research and provide some resources to you about the statistics of persons with disabilities in foster care. We need to broaden the categories of culturally specific to include groups of person with disabilities. In some situations, the community of persons with disabilities is the culturally competent group. Our group does not have as much representation as some others. I would like to bring more resources.

Gerald Deloney, foster parent. I am concerned about the front loading of the system. I work with kids at the back end of the system. The average number of placements per child is around 7. I only work with older kids. They are made homeless in one day. I have no problem with age 24 as an upper limit. The transition periods are so critical. We really need to look at the transition places. There are less and less resources available to the older children. 
Deborah Murray, Peninsula Children’s Center. Our program has accomplished much with CHIF funding. I agree that CHIF should align with state and federal goals. There has been no open competitive process for accessing head start funding in a long time. For the general public, Head Start is equated with early childhood education. Head Start is a brand name in the eyes of the larger community. I think it is crucial to support multi-year programs. Our center does just that. CHIF is funding 42 children in our program who benefit from early head start funds. We, and others, have demonstrated that we also have excellent outcomes. We reach a similarly high standard. To make an even playing field, quality early childhood education funding streams should be in an open process or other quality programs should be allowed to show that they are reaching the same high standards as Head Start.

I am Susan Brady from Mt. Hood Community College. If the CHIF program uses research and tried and true programs, you really can’t go wrong. Early Head Start is the most wonderful program you have ever seen. I think it could change the world. There is a case to be made for both full day and part day. The home visit program really changes families. It works to prevent child abuse and prevention of foster care. There are a variety of needs that are all important. 
Keny-Guyer: The early childhood allocation in the past was 40%, including 36% for general competition and 4% for the Child Care Improvement Project.  How long will it take for the CCIP to expend its allocated funds? I want us to be careful to consider ongoing funding for that project.

Susan Brady: I just recently learned that those funds will go until they are expended. I will have more detailed information on spending in the future. New quality indicators will be out soon.  I will know more in January.

Committee Discussion
Saltzman: I want to examine the allocation of funds by age within foster care. There were some good points raised about directing 50% of the funds to zero to five. I would like to think more about that.

Keny-Guyer: It appears that staff recommendation of allocation is in alignment with the distribution of the ages of children in the foster care system. 

The idea of trying not to silo funds into programs. I would like to hear from the public about how to make connections among age groups and funding areas. Some agencies have programs in multiple areas. I would like to hear about programs to connect groups.

Beltz: I would like us not to feel bound by geography. I would like us to be aware of where low income housing is going in the city. We should also be aware of where employment or education centers are located. 

Pellegrino: We are not advocating funding based only on geography. We have heard that there is a dearth of services in the eastern part of the city. The eastern part of the city has not gotten their fair share of programs. It is an important consideration in distributing our services.

Keny-Guyer: Regarding our target population, our target is kids at risk. Poverty is a key factor in placing kids at risk. That category also includes mental health and disabilities. I know in the childcare area, disabilities and non-English speaking are important factors.

Saltzman: Our next meeting is December 1, 9:30 am in the Portland Building Auditorium on the 2nd floor.
Adjourned at 12:05 pm.

