Portland Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

April 13, 2009 
Location: Portland City Council Chambers
The full record of the meeting may be viewed on the Portland Children’s Investment Fund website: www.childrensinvestmentfund.org. 
Attending: Ron Beltz, Alissa Keny-Guyer, Adrienne Livingston, Dan Saltzman (Chair); absent Ted Wheeler
Welcome/introduction of Allocation Committee and CHIF staff

Approval of minutes of January 26, 2009 Meeting

Keny-Guyer: Motion to approve
Beltz: Second
Vote: All in favor
Public Comment: 
None

Report of Independent Audit of Fiscal Year 2007-2008

Jody Brassfield of the CPA firm McDonald Jacobs presented the results of the audit of the finances of the Children’s Investment Fund for the fiscal year July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008. The auditors found that the administrative expenses of the fund were within the 5% administrative cap required by the ballot language. The auditors had no findings and no exceptions to report. Ms. Brassfield outlined the procedures completed by the auditors. The auditors reviewed the internal control procedures of the Fund and had no recommendations for improvement.

Schools Uniting Neighborhoods (SUN) Coordinating Council Allocation Method Recommendations
Maxine Thompson, Bill Scott and Gloria Wiggins appeared as members of the SUN Coordinating Council to support the staff recommendation.  The Council recommends the following method for allocation of SUN school resources.
This information is distilled from the Allocation Methodology recommendations adopted by SUN Service System Sponsors and partners in Fall 2007.

GENERAL SYSTEM ALLOCATION PRINCIPLES

1. Allocate resources based primarily on poverty.  

2. Assure a base level of service geographically spread across the county for both school-based and school-linked services.

SUN COMMUNITY SCHOOLS & OTHER SCHOOL-BASED SERVICES

1. Allocate a base level of resources in all high school catchments where the high school is in the top three quartiles for poverty using the Poverty Index (See attached 2008/2009 Poverty Index).  

· For SUN Community Schools (SUN CS): Allocate a base of 1 SUN CS site in each of the qualifying high school catchments.  

2. Minimize SUN CS site changes between high poverty SUN CS sites within catchment areas.  

3. Shift resources from sites with relatively lower poverty rankings. Funders, in consultation with affected partners including school districts and schools, shall decide whether to relocate or reduce funding for a site, and where to apply saved resources or relocate services.  

4. If any schools in which the SUN CS program is operating are closed by the school district, or if new schools are opened by the school district, the SUN SS Coordinating Council will discuss the impact of these changes on the SUN Service System in consultation with funders and partners affected by the change, and make recommendations for relocation of SUN CS services if necessary.

5.
Add new SUN CS sites with saved or new resources using the Poverty Index, with priority to schools in the top quartile of the Index.  Decisions should be made using the most current poverty information available.

6.
If schools ranked in the 3rd and 4th quartiles in excess of the 1 “base” site are funded, they should be funded at a reduced rate of 75% of the current SUN CS funding level. 


7.
Funders who have contracted for provision of SUN CS services should review allocation of contracted resources three years after the initial funding in light of the most current Poverty Index rankings and consider adjustments in per site funding and location of services if necessary.  

Effects of Applying Allocation Methodology to Current Applications for CHIF Funds

Applying the Council’s allocation methodology to the applications for SUN school funding could have several ramifications as follows:

1. Affect the level of funding granted to SUN school sites.  In a preliminary review of requests for SUN school funding (for new sites, for continuation of CHIF funded sites, and for continuation of sites funded by 21st Century Learning Center), applicants have requested between 100% and 220% of the projected County 09/10 funding level for SUN schools (approximately $100,000 for sites in the top two quartiles of the poverty index; $75,000 for sites in the 3rd and 4th quartiles of the poverty index).  Most of the applications request from 100% to 130% of the FY 09/10 funding level, and seek to offer a roughly similar level of service.  One of the applications seeks to offer a higher level of service to more children annually and seeks significantly more funds to do so.
If the Committee adopts the allocation methodology, it will need to consider whether it wants to fund applications at the level requested by applicants or at a consistent level across the system and thereby possibly increase the number of sites it can fund.

2. Affect which SUN school sites are funded:  We have received 7 applications to fund SUN school sites, all but one of which would fund multiple sites.  All requests to fund new sites are for schools that fall in the top two quartiles of the poverty index and thus would be eligible for 100% of the annual allocation.  The allocation methodology asks that funder prioritize new sites that are in the top quartile of the index and some of the applications received request funding for new sites that are in the second quartile of the Poverty Index.  Two of the applications ask that CHIF continue funding sites in the 4th quartile of the poverty index (least poor).  Using the guidelines in the allocation methodology, the Committee might choose to fund some but not all of the sites requested in a given application.  

The allocation methodology also requires that the system funders minimize site changes between high poverty sites within catchment areas.  Some of the applications CHIF has received are for sites that were previously funded by 21st Century grants (federal funding that is RFP’d through the state).  These grants have now expired and have not been renewed.  Schools that previously received 21st Century funding are all in the top two quartiles of the Poverty Index.  Applicants are asking that CHIF pick up funding these sites.  If the Committee wants to minimize site changes between poor schools, it may want to prioritize continuing funding for these sites rather than funding new sites and allowing defunding of sites that have been up and running for the past 5 years.

3. Review Allocations in light of Updated Poverty Index in 3 years:  The allocation methodology requires that we review our allocation of resources to SUN schools in light of the most recent Poverty Index three years after funds are initially allocated.  CHIF’s funding is currently offered for 3 years so this would dovetail well with CHIF’s grant renewal process.

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Committee adopt the Council’s allocation methodology because doing so would align city and county allocation methods and priorities to assure a rational, consistent and more equitable distribution of resources based on community needs.   Using the recommended allocation methods would assure a consistent level of resources and services spread across SUN sites which helps move us closer to a “system” that can be measured for effectiveness as a whole.  The County is already using this methodology in allocating resources for SUN schools, and given the number of requests we have received to fund SUN schools, we have a tremendous opportunity to act in concert with the other major funder of this system.

Keny-Guyer: For discussion, I move to adopt staff recommendation

Livingston: Second.
Beltz: I like the approach. It is very fair. I want us to be careful in preserving existing sites.

Saltzman: I appreciate the work of the Coordinating Council. I think this is a good fair system.
Vote: All in favor.
Keny-Guyer: I would like to address the SUN Coordinating Council in their capacity as leaders. I have a concern that after school programs and child care be preserved where there are SUN schools.

Communications Update

Mary Gay Broderick provided a brief presentation of the annual report from fiscal year 2007/2008. 
Funding Process Update

Meg McElroy provided an update on the funding process and timeline now that all applications have been received.

Applications and Funding Requests

Allocation Committee members were provided with a list of the applicants per funding area and the three-year funds requested per applicant, per area, and in total.  A total of 126 applications are requesting $96 million over three years; approximately $2.60 requested for every $1 available.

Application Review Process

Applications have been distributed to over 100 reviewers.  Reviewers will read and score each application independently, using a rubric that outlines the evaluation criteria in the RFI.  They are scheduled to meet together as panels of reviewers and discuss the applications they were assigned.  Staff will facilitate the review meetings and will take an active role in the discussions, assuring that reviewers are able to justify the scores they give to applications.  Reviewers will have the option to change their scores on an application during the review meetings, if they feel it is warranted.  Staff will average the final scores of the review panel to arrive at the final score for the application.  Review meetings are scheduled for April 13 – May 8.  

Application Summaries and Scores

For each program area, Allocation Committee will receive the following materials from staff:  

· Application Summaries (narrative): summarizing the service activities, number of children served, amount requested, past funding status with staff analysis (if applicant is a current grantee), any concerns that staff (or reviewers) have about the application, any issues with the applicant’s audit, and any problems with the applicants request being more than 30% of the organization’s annual revenues.

· Application Data (spreadsheet): listing name of applicant, application score, funding requested (total and annual), number of children to be served, and other variables per application.

Timeline for Summaries and Scores to AC Members 

After school and mentoring review meetings will be completed by May 1.  During the first week of May, you will receive materials the Application Summaries and Application Data spreadsheet for After School and for Mentoring.  This will leave you nearly 3 weeks to review the materials before the After School and Mentoring funding meeting on May 18.  Staff requests that by the morning of Friday, May 15, you send us your slate of applicants you would choose to fund, the amount of funding you are recommending, and the rationales for your choices (using the slate document provided to you and that Lisa Pellegrino reviewed in previous meetings).  

Application summaries and data documents for Child Abuse and Foster Care, and for Early Childhood, will be provided to you during the second week of May.  You will have over 3 – 4 weeks to review these materials.  Staff requests you send us your slate for Child Abuse and Foster Care by the morning of Thursday, May 28 and send your slate for Early Childhood by the morning of Friday, June 5.  Staff will provide written reminders of all deadlines as they approach.

Portland Schools Foundation

Portland Schools Foundation staff Nate Wass-Shull presented a brief update on the Foundation’s continuing work on Connected by 25 and 9th Grade Counts.  The Foundation would like CHIF to provide support letters for grants it intends to write to other foundations to continue its work on Connected by 25. Staff will circulate the text of any letters of support requested for signature for final approval by Chair Saltzman.
Keny-Guyer: I move we support a letter of support for the Portland Schools Foundation Connected by 25 and 9th Grade Counts projects.

Beltz: I second.

Vote: All in Favor

Our next meeting is scheduled for 1 pm on Monday, May 18, 2009.
Adjourned at 2:25 pm .
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