Children’s Investment Fund (CHIF)

Allocation Committee Meeting

October 28, 2003; 12:30pm

Saltzman 
Welcome & Introduction
· Beltz absent; present- Saltzman, Naito, Willis, Henry
Citizens
Public Comment
· None

Barden 
Presentation- Tax Revenue Update (Drew Barden, OMF, City of Portland)
· Numbers not yet final for total levy amount for current fiscal year 2003-2004

· Estimated to be $8.7 million for this fiscal year

· Effects of “compression” on property values in the market yields lower levy revenue than estimated when initiative was passed

· Delinquent and late tax payments also yield lower levy revenues than originally estimated

· Lower revenues could affect funds available to grant in coming years of the initiative—if compression grows, then estimates of future levy revenue will be less than expected and less money will be available to award to grantees

Saltzman
Update- Administrative Cap  

· Committee previously set aside $250,000 - $500,000 of CHIF funds outside of 5% administrative cap for evaluation of CHIF but there is concern among community that financing of evaluation should stay within the 5% cap

· CHIF likely has funds within the cap to fund some portion of evaluation using external evaluators and CHIF staff can also do some evaluation in-house

· Hope that foundations might be interested in stepping in to support CHIF financially for funding evaluation activities

· Saltzman has met and discussed this proposal with some foundations

· Asked for comment from other committee members

Henry

Update on Evaluation Subcommittee 

· Presented summary of Evaluation Subcommittee meeting and evaluation plan recommendations

· Goal of the CHIF in ballot language: “to substantially increase the capacity for selected programs to deliver services, thereby improving outcomes for young people and the community.  These improved outcomes may be reflected in increased school success and graduation rates, decreased juvenile crime and substance abuse rates, and lower rates of child maltreatment.”

· Framework for an Evaluation Plan focuses on internal evaluation—program activities and effectiveness—and external evaluation—assessing the well-being of children in the Portland Community; framework created by Regional Research Institute and Child Welfare Partnership of PSU created with input from Evaluation Subcommittee

· This plan does not fall within the 5% admin cap

· Still believes CHIF needs outside evaluator, particularly to help grantees/community-based organizations build and strengthen their capacity for internal program evaluation

· Wants to make sure programs can provide Committee with evidence that their program works

· Believes this effort would result in higher level of accountability

Olshin
Implementation timeline—what is the timeline for going ahead with the original plan if foundation support cannot be developed? There are 23 grantees now that need support.

Saltzman
Open to suggestions for what the timeline should be.

Henry
Nov 10 Evaluation Subcommittee meeting should maybe be cancelled  

Willis
Need to get evaluation going if it’s going to be effective; if it doesn’t happen in the next 4 to 6 mos, the process is likely to fall apart.  Wants to honor the process regardless of how it is funded.  Foundation help is a great idea but the plan should still get started ASAP.

Saltzman
Still would like to honor cap.

Olshin

Maybe the AC could try a phased approach:

· Do Phase 1 to help get started under budget with administrative cap, next 3-4 months. 

· Be part of RRI (PSU)

· Part as staff/admin

· Part new RFI’d professional services staff person

· Try to have second staff person to do part of evaluation.

· Phase 3, possible space for foundations when they can pick up to complete whole plan. 

· Have November 10th meeting to define job for RFI to hire a 3rd person with specialized research/evaluation focus.

Saltzman
Go ahead with November 10th meeting? Leave to Andy, Sam, David to decide. There will be a decision on RFI person too.

Olshin
Round 1 Update: 

· Lynn Knox- no signature for contracts needed. 

· Public wants the grantee info. 

· Explanation of grantee- Multnomah County—which wanted a Community Nurse funded. Morrison Center said that the need for the nurse was not part of what makes the program effective. This grantee has formally requested to committee for change. 

Henry

Has not has the chance to look into it. 

Saltzman
Already had several requests for changes; thinks the original agreements should be stuck to.

Willis

Please explain the difference in the program if do not fund.

Olshin
The program should be nurse or social worker led—nurse as additional FTE brought per unit cost up above average percent on cost of similar kinds of programs, so this was an attempt to cut possible cost without out sacrificing effectiveness. 

Willis
As a matter of precedence, it is probably not good to start revisiting allocations.  Program fidelity could be an evaluation question.  If nurse cut and should be there, evaluation will tell.

Olshin
When renew program, might know answer better. 

Saltzman
Don’t want to revisit allocations.

MOTION – Saltzman: To decline revisiting Morrison Center, Healthy Start Allocation.

Second: Willis

In Favor: Saltzman, Willis, Naito

Abstain: Henry 
Olshin
Round 2 Update:

· Gathering occurred to set goals for Round 2—funds will only be used for child abuse prevention/intervention to reduce risk factors leading to juvenile crime, drug abuse, and homelessness. 

· Groupd divided itself into 3 levels (prevention, intervention, long-term)

· Groups list and rank character and effectiveness of program (evidence & cost effectiveness).

· Outline cultural component to service provision, RFI criteria, gaps in services. 

· 2 co-sponsors-Stand for Children and Social ventures Partners, invitation to all interested parties to give input on what work done on Round 2 so far. 

Henry

Could AC just focus on one area since there is less money available to grant. 

Olshin
AC decided last meeting to cap round at $250,000. No other decisions were made besides this one.  Could add question to committee to say whether committee thinks should only fund one part of service continuum.

Henry
Yes, this question should be asked because have less money and might need some priority focus. 

Olshin
Have four questions already, will have self interest and already had many cuts so may not get honest answer, but depends on how it is phrased. 

Henry

Maybe this is a question for AC meeting.

Saltzman
Agrees

Willis
But it is important to know gaps in program, especially gaps in effective services or what emerging projects that need expansion for some outcome.  Would allow to set outcomes up front in this round rather than reacting with setting outcomes after grantees select. 

Olshin

So replacing gaps in services. 

Willis
What does committee know about gaps? What’s there, what was, what needed, what emerging?

Olshin

Started with best practices. 

Willis
So they could say what outcome do they want to give money to and what money to give to gaps to achieve outcomes. 

Olshin
In next meeting will ask what they know about emerging effective programs. From Round 1, funded child abuse prevention programs and might be good to have round 2 end at same time so can look at all at once.  Round 2 would be 6 months shorter but renew with same cycle Round 1.

Willis
Thinks it makes sense.

Henry
Yes, this is a good recommendation.

Saltzman
Next Steps: Update about hiring for another position. 

Henry
Wants pool demographics/process report. Wants hiring diverse as pool as possible, need data, fund should do. 

Olshin
Will get info from interface. 

Saltzman
Any other public comment? December 9th next meeting in City Hall. 

Adjourned
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