Portland Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

December 1, 2008 9:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.
Location: Portland Building Auditorium
Attending: Ron Beltz, Alissa Keny-Guyer,  Dan Saltzman (Chair); Ted Wheeler, absent: Adrienne Livingston 
Welcome/introduction of Allocation Committee and CHIF staff
Saltzman:  we will not be making any decisions today, or at the December 11 meeting. This meeting is to hear staff recommendations, hear public comment, and discuss proposals.
Approval of minutes of November 20, 2008 Meeting

Wheeler: Motion to approve
Keny-Guyer: I want a clarification that the CCIP I mentioned is the Mt. Hood Community College Child Care Resource and Referral program – the Childcare Quality Indicators and Affordability project. Second the motion to approve with the clarification.
Vote: All in favor
Review of Agenda and Current Proposals under Consideration
Lisa Pellegrino: Recommendations currently on the table are:


General

· Allocate up to $2 million of projected revenues over first 3 years of new levy to a leverage fund.

· Allocate revenues 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



Early Childhood

· Exempt current Head Start grantees from competition and renew current investments.

· If Committee does not agree to exempt Head Start grantees from competition, dedicate a pool of funding for Head Start services ($1.7 million over 3 years) and grant the funds through a competitive process.

· Increase investment in Early Head Start services by setting aside a dedicated pool of funds ($4 million over 3 years) for these services.  Allow either home based or classroom based models to apply with a stated preference for expansion of classroom based slots.

· Invest remainder of funds allocated to early childhood area in general early childhood services with a focus on priorities identified in public input process which include scholarships to quality childcare for low income families, mental health consultation, home visiting services, parenting support and education, early literacy.



Child Abuse

· Direct Request for Investment in general child abuse prevention services with a focus on priorities identified in the public input process which include parent education and support programs, home visitation programs, respite care, intensive family preservation services, long term support services where neglect is a challenge, and therapeutic intervention services.  Special focus populations for services should include African American and Native American children, teen mothers and their children, children with disabilities, children of incarcerated parents and pregnant women in prison, and children who have been exposed to domestic violence.



Foster Care

· Focus 50% of funds available in this category on services for children aged 0-5 because 50% of maltreated children in the state are under the age of 6, maltreated young children are especially vulnerable.

· Focus investment in services for children aged 0-5 on services that include therapeutic childcare/preschools, therapeutic interventions with foster families, mental health services, and infant focused interventions.

· Focus 50% of available funds for services for foster children and former foster children aged 6-24.  Fund services that are focused on supporting youth aging out of foster care, culturally specific services, mental health services, mentoring, educational support, visitation services, placement support services and enrichment activities.

Public Comment

I am Pauline Anderson, an early childhood advocate. Staff recommendations appear to attempt to equalize funding to all areas. Some investments are more effective than others. Early childhood investments can reap more benefits over a longer period of time and avoid other problems in the long term. I encourage you to continue the 40% allocation for early childhood. Nurturing of early brain development is critical to lifelong ability to function.  It has been noted by Alissa Keny-Guyer and Chair Wheeler that early childhood investments are the best bang for the buck in terms of economic self sufficiency. Investments in early childhood may also save taxpayers money for social services, corrections and welfare later on. 
I am Gerald Deloney with Self Enhancement. There is a big investment in early childhood with foster care and leverage fund dollars going to young children. Kids don’t stop development in the early years. After school and mentoring programs also give the biggest bang for the buck. Risk is durable. If you are born poor you are probably going to start school poor and enter high school poor and you will probably be poor as you start as an adult. We can’t believe that we are going to end risk by only serving young children. We need to fund services throughout the continuum of ages.

I am Keith Thomajan, CEO at Campfire Portland Metro Council. We have received CHIF funding. I admire your process. I want to encourage you to consider sustainability. In low income communities, grants are one to five years. CHIF has the chance to dedicate eleven years of funding to particular programs. I encourage you to reinvest in the proven CHIF programs. Eleven years of funding could have a great impact. I am not suggesting a free pass. I approve of considering new programs. We need to look at the opportunity costs of the proven programs. I hope you will think about the lack of funding for after school programs. The only source of federal funding for after school is 21st century funding. Youth development receives less funding than other areas.

I am Ann Witzell, executive director of Kinship House, which provides foster care services. The CHIF process has been inclusive and thoughtful. I commend the recommendation by the staff to have a percentage of funds allocated to foster care. In Portland Metro area, we have about 7,000 children in foster care on any given day. Most are elementary age or younger. Most have had severe psychological impact. They are from all ethnic groups. The cost of untreated foster children can be ten times the investment being considered. Many foster children suffer from post traumatic stress disorder. With care and support services, these children can have a new approach to life and some hope. They can become productive citizens. I commend the recommendation to foster care.
I am Tony Hopson, President and CEO of Self Enhancement, Inc. I have questions. How do we define proven programs? What are the details of the RFI? There are many unproven programs seeking dollars. It is important that we be clear on those definitions. There has been some data to suggest that early childhood programs have a positive side. In the work that we do, the early childhood has not made the difference in terms of school support, especially for culturally specific groups. I am amazed that we have not decided what the better programs are and have chosen to continue funding those programs. I am concerned that we already know what the best programs are and that there is not a great need to fund new programs. We need to sustain the programs that we know are working and go to scale. Having 50 or 100 small programs are not turning around the bigger picture. The small programs are not going to make the long term difference. We need to scale up the programs that are using best practice and are really making a difference.

I am Andrew Mason, executive director or Open Meadow Alternative Schools. We contract with CHIF to support students in North Portland in the middle to high school transition. Thank you for the transparent process.  In the allocations as they stand, you have struck a nice balance among equity, practicality and program effectiveness. I support an increase in the leverage fund to help with sustainability.
I am Janice Gratton a member of the Early Childhood Council of Multnomah County. CHIF is to help children develop into healthy citizens. You would do well to maintain the percentage of dollars going to young children. Research shows us that dollars that go to very young children will make a difference. We hope that you continue to put the same percentage to very young children. We will find less difficulties in the K-12 system if we invest in very young children over time.

Responses to Questions Raised by Committee at 11/20/08 Meeting
Pellegrino:  A number of questions and requests for data were raised at the last meeting.  Questions and responses are as follows:

· Age of children currently served by CHIF funded child abuse programs:  over the past 3 years, 48% of the children served by our child abuse programs are aged 0-5.

· Recommended percentage allocations by program area as compared to current actual funding by program area:  If we total projected revenues for the first 3 years of the new levy, subtract 5% for administration and $2 million for the leverage fund, divide the remainder by the recommended percentage allocations for each program area (see above for staff recommendation), divide the total by 3 to get an average annual funding amount for each program area, and then compare this annual average to the current funding level for the program area, ALL PROGRAM AREAS SHOW AT LEAST A SLIGHT INCREASE IN FUNDING ON AN ANNUAL BASIS.  
· Current Head Start Investments Full or Part-Day?:  CHIF is currently funding only part-day, part-year Head Start programs.  

· Current Leverage Fund Investments:  Staff has attached a summary of funded programs that includes a list of all leverage fund investments and our funding partners.
· Services for Children in Foster Care:  Commissioner Saltzman requested some additional explanation of the types of services staff recommended be funded for foster children.  Staff has attached additional explanation in a separate document.
· Proven Programs question: In the past RFI, there was a spectrum of factors. Programs were able to show how they were proven. Some changes in the new RFI are likely.

Wheeler: I would like to know who the partners were in the past leverage fund projects. Do we have a sense of whether foundations could continue to partner at higher levels of investment

Pellegrino: there is not a general answer. Funders tend to look at particular projects that come to them.

Saltzman:  I am concerned about 50% of the foster care funding going to birth to five.  The staff recommendation is based on the number of children maltreated.
Pellegrino: We have asked DHS for the information on the ages of children in foster care.

Alternative Recommendation for Allocation of Revenues Between Program Areas
Lisa Hansell: 

Allocation Committee members and some members of the public have raised concerns about decreasing the percentage of total fund revenues devoted to investment in early childhood, and have noted that child abuse programs also serve children aged 0-5.  In addition, some of the prioritized needs in early childhood and child abuse are the same, namely home visiting services for high risk families, respite care for stressed families, mental health services for young children and their families, and parent education.  There is clearly overlap in the evidence based strategies to prevent child abuse and to promote early learning and prepare children for later school success (e.g. a parenting education program may be helping the parent enrich the child’s environment, and also helping the parent deal with difficult behaviors and develop a support network in the community).  

Given this overlap, staff has developed an alternative recommendation for dividing revenues for the purpose of competitive bidding.  Since 48% of the children served by CHIF funded child abuse programs over the past three years were children aged 0-5, the Committee could take half of the recommended allocation for child abuse programming and include these funds in the early childhood RFI.  The objective of the early childhood RFI would then include funding services that prevent child abuse.  The remaining funds would be granted through a competitive RFI for child abuse prevention services for children aged 6-18.  If the Committee chooses this alternative, funding for each program area would be as follows:

· 43% for early childhood and child abuse prevention services for children aged 0-5.

· 10% for child abuse prevention services for children aged 6-18.

· 13.5% for foster care (6.75% for children aged 0-5)

· 20% for after school

· 13.5% for mentoring

Staff does not believe that the end result of either funding allocation method is likely to differ significantly.  However, using the alternative method set forth above would not force applicants for programs that could potentially fit into either early childhood or abuse prevention to have to decide which one to apply for – a decision that may be based more on tactics than program goals or content.
After School Request for Investment Parameters – Staff Recommendations

Quick Summary of Staff Position

Staff is recommending that we allow the full range of after-school programs to apply for funds, but break down the competition into two categories: full-service/high intensity programs and enrichment programs.  Staff is also recommending that we expand our age range to cover the transition to 9th grade, and consider lifting all age restrictions based on community input.  Last, staff is recommending that we highlight in the RFI our interest in funding the types of programs most highly recommended through the public input process.

Full-Service versus Enrichment Programs

In the previous RFI’s for after-school programs, organizations offering before and after-school programs were eligible to apply for funds.  The RFI guidelines noted that CHIF intended to focus its investments on services that addressed the achievement gap, served low income families or children that could not afford to participate in after-school programs, culturally competent and culturally specific services.  Applicants were also asked to address how their program would meet identified community needs which included programming for children in poverty, culturally focused and culturally specific services, programming in North, inner NE and outer SE Portland, programming that builds life skills and confidence, and includes snacks.  

Programs that offered a full range of services in the context of after-school programming competed against programs that sought to offer a single activity, often for 1 hour per week per child.   (e.g. music programming, tutoring, science class).  In previous funding rounds, each of these types of programs could fall within the Fund’s stated focus areas, as well as meet one of the prioritized community needs, and each could receive a high score in the application process.  The difficulty comes in trying to decide between and among programs that are trying to do fundamentally different things, and in comparing the results and effects of these two types of programs.  

Staff recommends that we define full service/high intensity programs as those that include the following service components:  academic support, enrichment activities, participants attending at least 4 hours per week of program time, and staffing devoted to parent outreach and family support.  Staff recommends that we define enrichment programs as those that are designed with a single focus, have no or very limited staffing specifically dedicated to parent outreach and family support, and provide 1-2 hours of service per child per week.

Staff further recommends that the Committee divide the available funds into two pools: one for full service programs (65%), and one for enrichment programs (35%).  The rationale for this recommendation is as follows:

· Assure we fund some of each type of program.  While we ended up funding both types of services in previous funding rounds, it was not by design.  Depending upon the field of applicants, the scores, and other factors that influence funding decisions, it isn’t necessarily the case that we would fund these two types of programs in any particular ratio in the new funding round.

· Assure full service programs offer service components likely to produce positive outcomes.  Current research has demonstrated that full service programs (as we have defined this above) are the most likely to produce demonstrable effects on children, and that some of the key components of effective programs are a variety of activities that include academic support, effective parent outreach and family support, and a relatively high level of participation in the program.  Some of the programs we currently fund are close to the full service model, but lack one of the components.  Requiring applicants to apply as either full service or enrichment programs would assure that all the full service programs we fund include at least the basic components research suggests should be there to produce positive outcomes. 

· Full service programs are more expensive to deliver and warrant an increased share of the total pie for after-school programming. 

· Assure a place for enrichment programs in the funding portfolio.  While full service programs are the most likely to demonstrate statistically significant outcomes for children, enrichment programs have a place in the funding portfolio for several reasons:

· Provides some programming at schools or in communities where no full service programs are available, and/or accessible.

· Many of the enrichment programs we funded in the past have provided services at SUN schools.  SUN is a full service model under staff’s definition.  Funding enrichment programs that operate within SUN schools is in effect contributing to the success of a full service model by providing one of the service components (enrichment) of the full service model.  

·  Enrichment programs are often offered by smaller organizations that have difficulty competing against larger agencies that offer more comprehensive services.  Guaranteeing a portion of the resources for this type of programming, and limiting the competition to similar programs should help smaller organizations be competitive, and also make it easier for the committee to compare apples to apples when funding decisions have to be made.

We are unable to indicate how many of each type of program we currently fund since programs were not defined in that way. It is not possible to separate programs in that way. I don’t think this recommendation would result in a significant shift of funds in programs offered. It might help some programs to add components to become full service programs.
Beltz: Could organizations apply for both.

Pellegrino: Potentially. That is a decision for the committee.

Wheeler: I have a concern about how we invest in outcomes and what are the gaps that we are potentially going to need to fill. I am concerned that enrichment programs, though valuable, are not going to be useful in the broader context if we can’t support the broader context. I am mindful of the fact that the governor is making some decisions and publicizing some decisions that could impact the ability to provide full service. So those enrichment programs are going to be connected to the larger context. I am really concerned about the SUN system and the SUN school mechanism and our ability to maintain that system based on the proven outcomes that exist. As we weigh what percentages go where, I am also interested in outcomes, specifically. 

Pellegrino: There is the possibility that an enrichment program application would come to us for a program meant to operate at a SUN school site and that SUN school will not operate. I think that possibility can be dealt with on an individual basis by shifting services to other places.
Although full service programs are shown to be valuable, they do not exist everywhere. There are places where the best hope is to get enrichment programs. It is more equitable and fair to give those programs an opportunity.

Wheeler: Issues of equity have to be considered along with outcomes. I think the most fair thing is to invest the taxpayer dollars in outcomes. I am concerned we are using a different construct and are waiting to get to the outcome models until we have the individual programs in front of us. It gets back to the question: What are the outcomes we want? What are the gaps that currently exist or potentially will exist over the course of the next five years to get us to the outcomes we want? Maybe I am hungering for a slightly different conversation. 
Pellegrino: You have already set up the construct that your are going to allow people to compete for funds. That is a different model and is fundamentally opposed in many ways to a system where you all would sit as a policy board and say we want to do the following five things because we think these are the five most important and best things to do; and you community to tell us who can best do these things. That is a different way of doing business than it is to say you community come and tell us how your program is good at meeting the outcomes we want. Part of the RFI process is telling us what outcomes you think you are going to get and how you are going to measure them. That piece is there in the RFI.

Saltzman: I don’t understand the difference. We are going to specify outcomes we want in each program area and then ask the community to show us what they can do. 

Pellegrino: Absolutely. Chair Wheeler is talking about something different. If you want to make policy decisions about what you want to fund. Just suppose you say that there are three great after school program models that are research proven to get the best results and we are going to fund those three program models period. That is not an open and competitive process where everybody can come and say, I want you to fund my program. That only people who are capable of offering these three models can apply. That is a different process than saying we are interested in the following outcomes. Now you all come and tell us which programs and how your program can produce these outcomes. Then you get a much bigger variety and there are other issues that come up in that like equity and geography. 

I am starting from the place that you have already decided you want to open the doors and allow people to come in and compete for funding and your policy direction is going to be more limited. Of course we will say we want proven programs and we want certain outcomes. That is no different than we have done in the past. But we are not going to get significantly more prescriptive.

Wheeler: At some point this work is going to have to get more prescriptive. We are going to have to decide specifically how the dollars and cents get allocated to specific programs. When we get to that discussion, I think it’s going to be based on outcomes.

Pellegrino: Yes, it is going to be based on outcomes. You have a range of outcomes that programs produce and they are all good for kids. If you have two programs, how do you compare? I have two different outcomes. They are both good for kids and research says they are both important. How do I make the decision between those two programs? That is not necessarily going to answer your question. 
Wheeler: I think to some degree we can answer that question. For some of the programs in some of the areas we are talking about here, there is data that shows results. I don’t want to get as crass as return on investment; but that is kind of what we are talking about.  We are talking about prevention, self-sufficiency. I think we can answer some of those questions. I am hungry to get to that part of the process and I feel like I am being somewhat blinded by trying to decide should half of it go toward the enrichment versus the core system or more broad providers. I can’t really answer that question until I know what is the status of the broad system. I am concerned that the status of the broad system is somewhat in question. I am reluctant to take a portion of the after school funds to move it over here for enrichment versus the remainder for the rest of the system. I see the rest of the system as being the core part of the system and the enrichment being a component of the broader system. 

Pellegrino: Enrichment is both. It is both a component of the broad SUN system. It is also the case that many of the programs that we are funding are operating outside of SUN schools. They are school based or are operating in the community. 
Wheeler: Why do we need an artificial separation at all? Why not just call it after school and then let this board decide? 

Pellegrino: You could do it that way. The set of reasons why I recommended separating them: number one, so we do some of each because they are both important, number two that the organizations that are doing like things compete against each other, so that you can be comparing like against like. It is difficult to compare very different types of programs. It makes it easier to compare outcomes. 
Wheeler: When you have a limited pie the outcomes matter. If you have one system that provides better outcomes than the other, then you can decide which to fund. For me, that is a key issue.

Pellegrino: That is not fair to say. They are not so easily comparable. That is the problem.

Saltzman: I think this raises some good issues. Maybe we need to look at a different approach. Here are the outcomes we want in each of the investment areas. This is what we want; is there anybody out there that can do this?

Pellegrino: We are already doing that; that is what we will be doing. There is a very broad range of programs that might work toward some of those outcomes. That is the problem. It doesn’t necessarily resolve your question for you. 

We have a list of outcomes for Early Childhood and Child Abuse Prevention, which we arrived at through some technical assistance. We are planning to move toward a similar system in After-school and Mentoring of people identifying more intermediate outcomes. We’ve got very high level outcomes for the after-school and mentoring investments right now. The problem with high level outcomes is that it is very difficult to show causation. You need more intermediate level outcomes to be able to tie the program to those. The question of outcomes and whether programs produce them is a complicated question. There are a lot of levels of rigor in how one can look at that. 

Wheeler: I was raising a philosophical question and I don’t think there is a right answer to it. Each of us is going to have to come to the answer on our own. I raised it because it is a conflict as I listen to the testimony and the recommendations, which I think are very good. I am realizing that I am conflicted in several ways and need to figure out how to balance some of the competing interests in my head between equity, fairness, outcomes based, opening the door to potential new nonprofits versus supporting the tried and true ones that have gone down the road with us and shown good results. I need to take this information and absorb it and come to some sort of conclusion on my own. I think all of us need to do that. In you asking us to make these decisions, I feel like we are putting the cart before the horse. I may change my mind on that after talking with some of the folks in this room independently. 
Keny-Guyer: As people testify, maybe you could tie your comments in to outcomes. Let us know how your program impacts outcomes. 

The proposed breakdown of after school funds is leading us in the direction of being more prescriptive. I would like to hear the reaction from the public on that topic.

Pellegrino: There are conflicting goals and conflicting interests. We have to balance those. Staff is trying to find its way through in making recommendations; where is that right balance. Maybe we haven’t hit it right. This is our best thinking to date. 
Age Range for Programming
Pellegrino: 
In the past funding for after-school program services, we limited our funding to programs serving 4th-8th graders.  The committee voted to do this based on significant community input on the lack of programming for middle school students, and the desire to assure that any programming we funded could cover the transition from elementary school to middle school.  

In the five years since that community input was provided, many schools in Portland Public have transitioned to a K-8 model.  In addition, there has been significant community focus on the transition from 8th to 9th grade and the need for services that both support the transition, and support vulnerable students during the 9th grade year to prevent drop out, and to assure students are earning required credits.  

In the course of gathering public input, the most consistent input was to at least expand the age range to cover the 8th to 9th grade transition, and there was significant input recommending that we do away any age requirements.  Based on this input, on the fact that many schools in PPS that are now K-8 may have different needs, and on the possible opportunity to partner with others in our community working on supporting the 8th-9th transition as a means of drop-out prevention, staff recommends that we at least broaden our age range to include 9th grade students, and consider removing all age restrictions from the RFI.  
Focus Areas for After-School Investments

Staff recommends that programs providing a range of services be eligible to apply and applicants consult the list of service needs gathered through the public input process for guidance.  Staff also recommends that the RFI highlight our interest in funding services most highly prioritized in the public input process, namely, summer programming, services that support children through school transitions especially 8th to 9th grade, programming that focuses on the outdoors/nature/environment, and programs focused on Latinos and immigrants. 
Last, staff recommends that summer program funding be limited to programs that will provide both school year and summer programming with our funds because this promotes continuity and relationships for children, and because the administrative burden of funding many 3-month summer programs is too great.

Mentoring Recommendations
Staff recommends that the objective of the mentoring RFI be to fund mentoring programs that serve children aged 5-18 and that provide the following:

· Consistent, structured, stable relationship between a child and caring individual(s), 

· Involves regular, personal, face-to-face meetings,

· Is focused on developing the character and competencies of the young person,

· Has a duration of commitment of one academic year or longer.

This definition of mentoring is based on the definitions used by Oregon Mentors and the National Mentoring Partnership (now known as MENTOR), and is nearly identical to the definition used in the previous requests for investments. This definition would permit most types of mentoring programs to apply for funds including peer and group mentoring programs.  
Staff also recommends that we highlight our interest in funding services most highly prioritized in the public input process which include programs that address the need for male mentors with creative recruitment and program design strategies, culturally specific programs and programs for immigrant populations. 
Request for Investment Guidelines and Requirements

Lisa Hansell: The previous Requests for Investment issued by the Fund were divided into two main sections:  one for guidelines and requirements and one for the application itself.  Staff has distributed to the committee the most recent RFI issued by the fund in the spring of 2005 for after-school and mentoring services for those members who requested to review the document.  The guidelines and requirements section addresses, among other things, the objective of the RFI, duration of investment, eligible service population, formatting requirements, required enclosures, and funding decision making process.  

Staff is recommending some changes to guidelines and requirements section of the RFI as follows:

· Available Funding and Funding Limitations:   Consistent with previous RFI’s, individual investment requests are capped at $500,000 per year. Staff recommends adding a minimum investment request of $30,000 per year due to the cost of administering many small grants.

· Duration of Investment:  Staff is recommending that initial grants be made for 36 months, beginning July 1, 2009 and ending June 30, 2012. In the past, some contracts were issued for two years, and some for three.  Three year contracts decrease administrative burden, allow time for start-up and any necessary adjustments, and allow for establishment of a track record from which to make decisions on renewal.
· Application Process:  The process for applying is essentially the same (Bidders’ Conference, application submission, review and scoring, allocation committee decisions with approval from Multnomah County Board and City council and notification of the grantee of award.  Staff recommends that we not require interviews as part of the application process.   There was feedback from the allocation committee in the past that the interviews were not the best method of getting additional information. 
· Funding Decisions:  Language has been added to clarify that scores are not the only consideration in making funding recommendations. The allocation committee will also consider other elements in their decisions. 
Keny-Guyer: In the past there was a recommendation about half the funds going to agencies with budgets under $1 million per year.  Are you not recommending that now?

Pellegrino: That was only done in after school. It was specifically in response to the issue of smaller agencies competing with larger agencies. The committee decided that division in the past. We are not recommending that we do that this time around. 

Public Comment

I am Ken Thrasher, CEO and chair of Oregon Mentors. Focus on outcomes is valuable. There is a cost of $8,500 per year per dropout. Early childhood and mentoring program investments are highly preventative and interventive. It is important to recognize the benefits of the allocation to mentoring. There are over 100,000 kids in Oregon who need mentoring services. That number is growing significantly. The focus
on 5 to 18 is appropriate. Mentoring has proven outcomes. We are seeking to expand from 25,000 to 40,000 mentors in Oregon. The outcomes for mentoring programs include: increased standardized test results, higher graduation rates, less truancy and criminal activity, reduced alcohol and substance abuse, reduced teen pregnancy. How well we are doing with those outcomes should be considered by the committee. Thank you for the allocation toward mentoring.
I am Gerald Deloney from Self Enhancement. That was a great conversation about outcomes. You need to look at what we need to achieve by the time this fund is up for renewal again. If we don’t talk about the context there is a danger of children falling through gaps. How can we get the continuity of ages in programs? We need a continuum of care from birth to adulthood. I urge you to talk about outcomes and be prescriptive in youth development. Tell us what you want in outcomes. We can work together to get the outcomes.
I am Charles Wilhoite, here as the chair of the Oregon Children’s Foundation which administers SMART. SMART exists to promote literacy. One in three kids in our schools can’t read proficiently in fourth grade. We believe there is a connection to illiteracy and the high dropout rate. We at SMART believe mentors can serve a vital role in connecting with kids at an early age. We focus on Kindergarten through third grade.  We are looking at focusing on Head Start. If you can’t learn to read, you will never be able to read to learn. Mentor helps give kids a chance to succeed in life. I urge you to focus on mentoring. Speaking for the business community, starting earlier with children reduces social cost down the line.

I am Terry Shanley, CEO of SMART. Chif has three objectives: to serve the most in need, to allocate the funds as effectively as possible, and to provide a continuum of service. Research demonstrates the effectiveness of early intervention. We need to address causes, rather than symptoms. Illiteracy has serious adverse effects on children. Children from illiterate families are treated differently in schools. These children become disengaged in school and are more likely to drop out and underemployed or unemployed. They are likely to incur higher health costs, increasing the cost for health care. They are more likely to commit crimes and be incarcerated. The key is to support organizations with a proven record. I think it is important to discuss return on investment.  We need to discuss the costs of illiteracy.
I am Jenny O’Connor and am a parent.  I have a child who had a nervous breakdown in the middle school and high school I became involved with NAMI, the National Alliance for the Mentally Ill. I am here to advocate for mental health services. 
I am Cheryl Neal, director of MIKE Program. The MIKE program, for Multicultural Integrated Kidney Education, targets minority and low-income youth and tries to help them practice healthier life styles. We are a very small enrichment program. On the after school recommendations, I think the staff have done a good job. We need to invest in our children in their teen years. We need to equip teens to be advocates for health. 
I am Charlene Williams, director of education at Rosemary Anderson High School, through POIC, and you fund our after school program. We partner with the MIKE program for mentoring in our school. I support the staff recommendation to expanding the grade range of after school programs. Our graduation rate has increased from the use of mentoring. I agree with the demand for outcomes. The question of results is very important. I disagree with a prescription. So long as students are successful, it does not matter how we get there. The collection of small and large organizations is important.

I am Amy Vanacore, outreach director for Ethos Music Center, current CHIF grantee. I support the recommendation to support enrichment and full service programs. It is based on an understanding that smaller programs have a different focus. Enrichment is not merely a component of the broader system; it is at the core of youth development. It produces a profound impact on young people’s lives. Enrichment programs are more qualified to provide the skilled artists needed to teach arts programs. Art programs offer the focused, disciplined study of an art form. That is something the full service programs generally do not offer.  I encourage you to make sure the full service programs have a plan for how enrichment programs might fit into their structure.  Full service programs may need to adjust their standards to accommodate enrichment programs with high standards for attendance and discipline. 

I am Charlene Dahlin with I Have a Dream Foundation. We will be submitting an application. Our program is academic and enrichment oriented. We work with elementary through college age students. We are interested in collaboration. We are stepping forward to say we have made a difference in over 1,000 students in the area. We will be seeking funds this year.
I am Tony Hopson, CEO of SEI. In these economic times, we need to put money in the front end to keep from having to pay on the back end. I agree with opening the age on the after school programs. I agree it should be year round as well. Research says the full service model gets you the outcomes. All programs need to show outcomes to receive funding. We have an opportunity to take the best programs to scale. Most of the SUN schools are run by the full service providers. If we had additional resources, we would bring enrichment programs in to the SUN schools. I would love to have Ethos providing some services at SEI. If you spread the money too thin, none of us can do the job we need to do. Scaling up will yield the results we want. I disagree with the staff proposal for dividing the funds in the after school area.

I am Judy Strand from Metropolitan Family Service. I support the staff proposal of a split between full service and enrichment. I believe applicants should show how they will work toward quality standards. We work with programs that provide services where there are not SUN schools and that should continue. We support K through 12 for after school funding. We see younger kids not having a place to go for after school programming. Mentoring – we have many women who wish to serve as volunteer mentors but do not want to exclude them.
I am Deborah Murray, executive director of Peninsula Children’s Center. I support funding K through grade three and summer programs. In the past, we were unable to apply for funds for those programs. More comprehensive and seamless approach to full service before and after school programs is crucial. 

I am Julie Larson a board member of Oregon Mentors. Regarding proven practices, there are such elements in the mentoring world. Screening and training of mentors is very important program practice. The other important element is a correct staffing structure to support volunteer mentors. A minimum of 9 months is good. Research shows that in order for gains to be retained, programs should extend beyond one school year. 

I am Susan Brady with Child Resource and Referral of Multnomah County.  Kindergarten through three needs to be included in after school care. It is an important gap to address for young children in schools.  We have a grant from CHIF for the quality indicators and child care subsidies. WE think we will be out of funding in 2010. I am concerned that we will be able to refund the project after it ends.

I am Gail Pyle from Saturday Academy.  I commend the staff recommendation on the allocation of funds. It is a fair way of seeing the broad spectrum of programs that children need. Enrichment is vital to producing responsible and contributing citizens. The 65/35 split is critical to leveraging funds. We partner with the full service providers. Kids need both.
I am Tonya Parson and I work for the YWCA Learning links program.  We provide services in homeless centers and in low income housing. Some smaller programs serve highly marginalized groups of individuals. These programs can provide services away from SUN sites.  We serve K through 12, which is difficult. Kindergarten through third grade is a crucial time for literacy.  We educate the community by bringing in volunteer mentors.
Saltzman: Our next meeting is December 11, 6:00 pm in the City Council Chambers in City Hall. We also have a meeting on December 15.
Adjourned at 11:45 am.

