Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

February 8, 2006   3:00 to 5:00 pm

Members Present:  
Padilla Andrews, Saltzman, Willis, Beltz

Members Absent: 
Naito

Saltzman:
Welcome/Introduction of Committee, Staff


· Agenda

· Introductions

Public Testimony

None

Approve Minutes

MOTION: Willis 

SECOND:  Padilla Andrews
In Favor: Saltzman, Beltz, Padilla Andrews, Willis
Pellegrino:
Revenue Forecast & Staff Proposal for Commitment of Unallocated Funds to Preschool Expansion

In the fall of 2005, staff received forecasts from the City’s economist of projected tax revenues for CHIF for fiscal years 2005/2006, 2006/2007 and 2007/2008.  While initial revenue projections were between eight and nine million per year, current projections estimate average revenues of over $11 million per year.  We budgeted funds available for each of our investment rounds based on the initial revenue projections in order to conservatively estimate revenues and prevent us from contractually committing funds that might not materialize.  

The projected difference between revenues for the current and next 2 fiscal years, and current grant and other commitments is approximately $4.5 million.  Calculation of the difference is based upon the following conservative assumptions:

· The economist’s revenue projections;

· All contracts for services that terminate on June 30, 2008 will fully spend their grant funds.  This includes Round 4 after-school and mentoring investments and the recent renewal of all early childhood and child abuse prevention and intervention programs.

· All Round 3 after-school and mentoring investments that terminate on June 30, 2006 will be renewed for an additional 2 years at current funding levels plus 3% compounded annually for inflation.

· All leverage funds ($3 million) will be allocated over the term of the current funding authorization.

· Portland State University will fully spend all funds allocated for the technical assistance project.

· Unspent grant funds left after the termination of the initial early childhood and child abuse prevention and intervention contracts totaling approximately $300,000 are included with projected revenues.

Given that revenues will exceed the projections on which we based our funding allocations to date, we are faced with the necessity of allocating these funds.  Staff is proposing that the committee earmark these funds to expand Head Start model pre-school services for low-income 3-4 year olds, and to do so by working with current providers of these services to create an expansion plan to serve eligible children across the city.  Staff is making this recommendation for the reasons summarized below.

First, we have been persuaded by the extensive compilation of very current research (last 2-3 years) that supports the efficacy and cost effectiveness of this investment over other investments.  The Children’s Institute has gathered much of this research and the Executive Director of the organization will be presenting this information at the meeting.

Second, making another significant investment in this arena would further scale up our current investment in pre-school services for 3-4 year olds.  Significant investments in a particular program area allow us to make a measurable impact on a substantial number of children who all receive the same intervention, which, in turn, helps us quantify the impact of our investments in the community.  Dispersing investments over many different types of interventions makes it very difficult to measure the cumulative impact of our funds.  Increasing our investment in a particular program area helps us more effectively describe the results of our investments. 

Third, the Children’s Institute and Stand for Children, two statewide children’s advocacy organizations, are partnering on a Ready to Learn initiative aimed at full enrollment for all currently eligible 3-4 year olds in Head Start model preschool services.  Providing local funding for this effort moves us that much closer toward the statewide goal.  We can be a part of helping to create a critical mass of support for prevention oriented early childhood services.

Fourth, choosing to work with existing providers to explore the best way to scale up current service delivery will allow us to work more collaboratively with providers to locate services where they are most needed, and assure that organizations have the physical and organizational capacity to scale up operations.

Finally, several logistical and administrative issues have led staff to recommend against publishing another RFI to allocate these funds. Staff is concerned that running another competitive grant process would be a substantial administrative drain and, unless we structured the RFI otherwise, would likely produce in the neighborhood of 15-20 new contracts that would require initiation and monitoring by staff.  Adding significant numbers of new contracts would likely require additional staffing, which will increase our administrative costs and strain our physical space.  

We are currently monitoring 61 contracts, have committed to entering into at least 3 more leverage fund contracts that will start on 7/1/06, and will likely take on 2 – 3 more leverage contracts to commit the remainder of the leverage funds for a total of 67 contracts by the end of this fiscal year.  While some leverage fund contracts will continue beyond the end date of our current levy authorization (6/30/08), we have tried to keep the number of contracts that will require monitoring beyond the end date of the current levy to a minimum because we must set aside administrative funds generated during the life of the current levy to monitor contracts that go beyond the end date.  

In addition, the RFI process requires additional time from the Allocation Committee.  Last year, the combination of Round 4 allocations and renewals of existing contracts required that the committee meet 9 times.  Planning for another competitive grant round would require scheduling additional allocation committee meetings for key decisions on which funding area to put the money into, interviewing applicants and making allocation decisions.

Finally, staff has concerns about timing given that we are currently in the midst of renewals of Round 3 after-school and mentoring programs, and we would need to ramp up quickly to conclude a funding round before the start of the fall grant cycle (October 1).  
The renewal process is time intensive since it requires site visits and program observations for 20 programs, publication of a renewal application, staff review of these applications, and development of staff recommendations to the committee regarding renewal.  

Saltzman:
This recommendation takes remaining funds over the life of the fund allocate to Head Start Model using the existing Head Start providers for 3 and 4 year olds.
Swati Adarkar:

Children’s Institute
Will talk to committee about three things: 
· Why did Children's Institute get started?
· Research journey that has led to their Ready to Learn Initiative
· What they are doing with research and policy
The Children’s Institute was started in 2002.  Some local business leaders thought there was a lack of systemic change given current and continually new research on evidence-based practices.  They wanted to explore what could be done to change allocation of dollars for greater impact.  Theory makes sense but applying the concept in reality is complex.
· We look at cost effectiveness of investments. If we align dollars with what works, where can we get best outcomes? How do we expand evidence-based practices to reach more eligible children? 

· We have decided to focus on early childhood education. Arrived at this focus after exhaustive review of current research, and research demonstrated that high quality preschool for 3-4 year olds is an effective strategy to close the achievement gap, reduce crime, reduce demand for welfare, and to support local economic development.   
· Practical standpoint –3 independent polls showed Oregonians want to direct resources to neediest kids, public does not yet understand their role for early childhood.  
· Looking at Illinois for state model: they’ve set aside $30 million for past 3 years for preschool expansion for low-income children with an 11% set-aside for birth to 3 approaches. 
· With Stand for Children, Children’s Institute leading a state campaign called Ready for School. Full funding of Head Start in Oregon mirroring Illinois model.  Currently 9600 children enrolled in Head Start/Oregon PreKindergarten, across state – another 6400 children are eligible.

Jonah Edelman
Stand for Children  

Thanks to voters of Portland for making this investment in children. Thanks to committee members for the stewardship as well as the staff. You have done a fantastic job in taking a concept and making it Portland’s own.  It is participatory and rigorous. 

More can be said about the head start model. 1. It’s proven. 2. We can make a measurable impact. 3 Infrastructure is already in this community.  Staff’s concept of bringing providers to the table is very thoughtful. 
This is a very efficient way to use the public dollars.  This is potentially catalytic – in regards to public consciousness. At the state level Oregon is 38th out of 50 in nation in taking care of our children. This will impact k-12 outcomes. This will be helpful and very visible mandate as we move to the legislature. We may be able to leverage more dollars from the state if this moves forward.
Saltzman:
Questions? The one figure you mentions 9600 children currently enrolled?  How many are eligible for Portland?
Adarkar:

Yes to qualify annual family income has to be at or below federal poverty line.

Pellegrino:

No one keeps statistic like that for the city only; numbers mainly at county level.

Edelman:
Many of these programs have significant waiting lists – estimate at least 500 across the city are on waiting lists.

Willis:
This is commendable work and timely and well thought out. Not clear about the depth of the Head Start service? Wants to assure health access within the model and the process.  Health affects educational readiness.  How do we get at this issue? 

Adarkar:
The question is how do we support good programs and how do we make them better- the reality is we have not put our money in enough to even approaching providing the service to those who need it.  Allocation Committee has sparked the conversation about improving the program once it is in place, but we will still need to get programs in place. 
Edelman:
It is the failure of the state and feds to not address health care.  It is a huge issue – at the same time while points are valid, dealing with universal health care is not a part of the framework of the Children's Investment Fund mandate.  The question is whether this proposal is one that you should back, is this cost effective, is it perfect?  I don’t think perfect model exists in the social service world, but Oregon pre-Kindergarten Head Start is a robust model that does address comprehensive health services for children.  
Willis: 
Sometimes we should push the model. How do we fold healthcare this into this model?  How do we link in healthcare?  Then you have something innovative to talk about. 
Edelman:
This is certainly an opportunity and staff work can be done to address this issue.

David Mandell
David Mandell research director for Children’s Institute:  iOne of the reasons that the Children’s Institute I focused on the HS model – is its comprehensive approach and that health is a part of school readiness. 
Saltzman:
Any other questions? Any one in audience who wishes to comment on the $6.8 million to be invested in HS model programs.
Staff give thought to Willis comments

Public Comment: Deborah Murray, Peninsula. Commented that there are drawbacks – are they prepared for later hours, school vacations and summers? When talking about working parents and childcare issues in any comprehensive program that this group needs to think of a way to partner with childcare which is currently marginalized. Many programs offer the Head Start-like services with childcare too, like Peninsula. Look at the Georgia preschool project and add it to models to examine.
Beltz: 
Allocation Committee had conversations last year that we would tackle the daycare challenge.  During that conversation it was brought up a number of times how expensive Head Start model is.  Would like to explore how to help greatest number of children possibly by funding less expensive service.
Saltzman: 

Bring back some options for us with cost per child basis

Beltz: 
This was first I heard of this idea from staff and about the additional revenue. Even though Allocation Committee doesn’t meet as regularly, we should hear more about issues like this before a meeting.  If we are bringing supporters of in Head Start to address the committee, we should bring supporters of child abuse programs or after school programs.
Pellegrino:
Staff understands committee’s sentiments. Staff had hoped this meeting would be the beginning of the discussion and staff felt discussion of the revenues and ideas to spend them should take place in a public forum. 

Beltz:
Hope dollars can support most number of children and not just intense high quality to a lesser number of children.  Can staff also explore options for expanding services of existing providers who could serve more children with less intensive services?
Pellegrino:
Remind Allocation Committee that Renewal of after school and mentoring programs is focus at next meeting and will take significant time.  Might have to lengthen the meeting for next time if committee wants to hear from supporters of other program areas.

Saltzman:

Wants staff to look at maximizing number of children served.

Pellegrino:
Staff can look into those options.  But for other program areas there is not the same research on what works for children and children’s outcome as there is with Head Start.  
Saltzman: 
Is an alternative proposal to spread this out and fund the other areas currently funded? There is also an opportunity to leverage other investments in the community. 
Pellegrino: 
Summarized: Committee wants staff to look at options to spread funds through all three program areas; to figure how to serve more children with less expensive services, to consider how funds could be spent to expand programs of existing grantees, and how to include even more comprehensive health services in the proposed early pre-kindergarten model.  Concerns are staff admin availability to do this.
Willis: 
Need to use the other organizations to work through the pre-kindergarten – they have already gone this experience and information.

Does mean we have to make a decision. 

Saltzman: 
We are not at a point of making decisions – suggests after this meeting, staff speak with Children’s Institute to bring a group together to talk about this.  See what options are available and email and engage committee members as you go along.  We also need to look at Ron Beltz’s suggestion.
Pellegrino:
We will need a separate meeting for this, we will use the website as an additional communication tool.
Pellegrino:

Contract Update: House of Umoja

At the November meeting staff brought issue of House of Umoja not having a contract yet due to failure to provide an audit per application requirements.  This audit was finally received on January 20th, 2006. 
More than eight months have passed since the committee made the decision to allocate funds to Umoja and we are now more than halfway through the school year.  Staff is keeping all grant start dates to either 7/1 or 10/1 so that we keep groups of grantees on the same reporting deadlines so the earliest start date for a contract with Umoja would be 7/1/06.  Despite repeated requests for updates on implementation of the program beginning in August 2005, no information was ever furnished to indicate that Umoja was moving forward on implementation of the proposal it submitted to CHIF for funding.  

It is unclear whether the organization is on sound financial footing, and staff does not think it’s wise to invest in a new program (which now appears to differ from the one set forth in the proposal) at an agency that is experiencing this level of difficulty in delivering on their promises.

Sean Hartfield:
Provided a statement of reasons why House of Umoja should still receive its investment:
· Understands staff recommendation and agrees with the information provided by Pellegrino
· Took Umoja almost a year to find and hire a chief operating office 

· Didn’t know an audit was required
· Didn’t want to sign the audit and take financial responsibility for the organization

· Didn’t know where all of the documents were
· There was no prior audit – just a compilation of financial information
Saltzman: 

There is a staff recommendation that we revoke funding

Padilla Andrews: 
Understanding of how non profits work on a shoestring, Umoja has been around for a time – sometimes a cultural specific organization serves a niche. She has had a conversation with a board member he assured that the re-organization of Umoja is promising. Strongly recommends the opportunity to continue.
Saltzman: 

Are you recommending that this is two years of funding?

Padilla Andrews:
Yes
Willis:
Appreciates this point of view – and remembers that building capacity in these programs is difficult. We should expect timely, quarterly reports and responsiveness. If not, we can pull funding.
Beltz:
Sympathetic but supports staff recommendation. A lot of time has been used by staff.  Organization and program don’t have the same feel of when we reviewed and approved funding originally. When they get back on their feet, they can come back and apply again.

Willis:
Motions award $50K per year for two years to House of Umoja; milestones met must be in place by Sept 2006. Contract start 7/1/2006



MOTION: Willis



SECOND: Padilla Andrews



In Favor: Saltzman, Willis, Padilla Andrews

Against: Beltz
Pellegrino:
Leverage Fund Update




Our contract with the Metropolitan Group has expired and staff has taken over responsibility for following up on possible partnerships with foundations for investments in our program areas.  To refresh your memory, we have made the following four leverage fund investments to date:

· Partnership with the Schnitzer Care Foundation to provide capital investment in the construction of a new Boys and Girls Club at the New Columbia site, and programmatic investment in the Nightscape Teen Program ($375,000 over three years);

· Partnership with Meyer Memorial Trust to fund expansion of the School Works program of the Juvenile Rights Project ($325,000 over 3 years);

· Partnership with the Gates Foundation to fund SMART program ($320,000 over 2 years);

· Partnership with Meyer Memorial Trust to fund community literacy strategies through library programs.  Our funds will expand Raising a Reader program ($750,000 over 3 years).

Leverage fund investments total $1,765,000 to date, leaving $1,235,000 left to allocate toward partnerships.

United Way elected not to proceed with the creation of a joint RFP process for early childhood prevention services and instead will publish an RFP and discuss the possibility of a partnership with CHIF after it has narrowed the field of candidates.  

Two additional partnership possibilities that require your approval to go forward are outlined below.  

· Partnership with the Allen Foundation to Fund Expansion of Saturday Academy Programming:  The Allen Foundation is considering an application by the Saturday Academy for a $285,000 capacity building grant to double the number of students served from 5,000 to 10,000 over six years, triple the amount of tuition assistance provided to low-income students to participate in the program, increase the minority participation of both students and instructors, and transition the administrative structure of the program from Portland State University to an independent non-profit.

Saturday Academy provides after-school and out of school time programming focused on in-depth exploration of science, engineering and technology skills using instructors from the professional community, and providing access to cutting edge technology.  The program offers the opportunity to develop problem solving and critical thinking skills in small groups under the tutelage of a professional in the field.  Capacity building funds will assist in expanding the instructor base, organizational development, curriculum development and to complete the transition to an independent non-profit.  CHIF funds would be used to bring the program to a greater number of low-income and minority students.   

The Saturday Academy curriculum has been recognized as national model program and received consistent funding from the National Science Foundation.  All evaluation results are based on surveys of participants and their parents and gather data on whether students would recommend the course to a friend (96%), whether they are interested in learning more about the subject area of the class (59%), and whether graduating seniors view the program as influential in their choice of major and/or career (80%).  Results on all data points have been positive over time.   The evaluation plan for the grant includes a plan to track knowledge increases in addition to these variables.

Staff Recommendation:  Assuming that the Allen Foundation decides to fund this proposal, staff recommends that CHIF match the grant and specify that CHIF funds be used to expand the after-school portion of the program and substantially increase the number of low income and minority students participating in the program.  The Allen Foundation expects to make a decision on this application in late February or early March.

· Partnership with Meyer Memorial Trust to Fund Morrison Center Expansion of Early Childhood Services:  In mid-February, MMT will consider Morrison’s application to expand early childhood services to children receiving childcare at Peninsula Childcare Center.  Morrison’s application is very similar to the application it submitted to CHIF in response to our Request for Investment in Early Head Start Model Programs.  As you may recall, the Morrison proposal and the Neighborhood House proposal scored within a point of each other and the committee decided to fund the Neighborhood House proposal.

The proposed program would fund mental health specialists to work with teachers, parents and children to support social emotional development.  Services would include training and coaching, classroom support, and the Incredible Years parenting education curriculum.  Case management services and health screening services would also be provided to assure referral to appropriate support services, and detection of other issues that may impact child development.  Most services would be delivered at the Peninsula Childcare Center, with a few satellite services delivered at the school sites where Peninsula offers before and after school care.  Morrison plans to track the following outcomes:

· Disruptive behavior problems in childcare setting and at home are reduced;

· Parenting skills improve;

· Children meet developmental milestones;

· Families increase social supports.

These services will be provided to the low income children aged 0-5 who are enrolled in the Peninsula Childcare Center.  The efficacy of the Early Head Start/Head Start model that provides center based childcare/preschool along with supportive services for the family is amply supported by research, and CHIF has already invested heavily in this arena.

Staff Recommendation:  Given that this proposal essentially tied with the Neighborhood House proposal in our limited RFI round, that the efficacy of the Early Head Start/Head Start model is supported by research and that Morrison brings excellent capacity to assess and track child outcomes, staff recommends that the committee match any award by MMT to expand the services available to low income families enrolled in Peninsula Childcare Center.

Motion to move ahead with proposed leverage fund partners Meyer and Allen 



MOTION: Padilla Andrews


SECOND: Beltz


In Favor: Saltzman, Beltz, Padilla Andrews, Willis

Pellegrino:
Renewal Process for After-School and Mentoring Programs
Have been out to programs and want to quickly summarize the process. If there are any suggestions for changes please let me know now.

The after-school and mentoring programs that received funding in Round 3 are eligible to apply for renewal of their contracts.  Staff plans to implement a renewal process that includes the following:

· Site visits and program observations of all 20 programs.  Site visits include an extensive interview designed to assess organizational practices and procedures used in program delivery.  Organizations will be rated excellent, adequate or poor by staff and ratings will be included in program assessments prepared for the committee.

· A renewal application will be published on March 1, 2006 and will require that applicants submit a program description, a budget and budget justification, and project outcomes for the next contract period.

· Applications will be due on April 10, 2006.

· Staff will prepare summaries of the applications, the site visit reviews, and assess whether programs met service and outcome goals set in contracts.  Summaries and assessments will be delivered to the committee prior to its May 23, 2006 meeting at which renewal decisions will be made.

McElroy:
Technical Assistance by PSU with grantees (early childhood and child abuse prevention and intervention)
Over half of program are taking full advantage of the technical assistance.  All programs are working to document formal procedures for data collection and report and programs are implementing more systematic and electronic systems for tracking case files, client data, and outcome data. TA efforts are raising the bar for data collection and reporting within the organizations.

Some of the next steps include:
· Customized training in Excel for program staff
· Writing formal data collection, analysis and reporting procedures
· Providing each grantee with a customized annual reporting form that helps walk them through the data they need to report and analyze for the outcomes specified in their contracts.
· Dry run of annual outcome report in spring so that grantee will have practice of their new formalized procedures before reports are due in July
Public Comment



None

Adjourn

Next Allocation committee meeting May 23rd, 12:30 pm to 2:30 pm, City Hall. 
