Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

November 8, 2005   3:00 to 5:00 pm
Members Present:  Padilla Andrews, Saltzman, Willis, Beltz, Naito (arrived late)
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
Yatchmenoff:
Final Report from Portland State University on Cluster Evaluation of Early Childhood Programs
Executive Summary - Background

In 2002, the City of Portland voters passed Measure 26-33 which created the Children’s Investment Fund.  The purpose of the Children’s Investment Fund is to support proven programs that provide high quality childcare to children and families in need, promote school readiness, provide safe and constructive after-school alternatives for children, and/or help to prevent child abuse, neglect or family violence.  

Thirteen of the funded programs with similar goals and services aimed at school readiness and quality childcare were grouped into an Early Childhood Education and Development (ECED) cluster.   The programs in the ECED  cluster include: Albina Early Head Start, Albertina Kerr Early Intervention Program, Child Care Improvement Project, Early Head Start Family Center of Portland, Friendly House Preschool, Insights Teen Parent Program SEEDS Program, IRCO Parenting Program, Mt. Hood Community College Head Start at Gateway Center, Neighborhood House Early Oregon PreKindergarten, Peninsula Children's Center, Portland Community College Child Development Center, Portland Impact Parent Child Development Services, Portland Public Schools Head Start at Kelly Center.

From January 2004 to October 2005, the Child Welfare Partnership at Portland State University designed and conducted a pilot evaluation of the ECED cluster.  The purpose of the study was to assess and report on the impact of the Fund and its investments on children receiving services from programs in the cluster and to strengthen evaluation capacity among the programs as well.

Evaluation Objectives and Design

Based on a framework for evaluation that was drawn from the literature on school readiness and national standards for quality childcare, the evaluation was designed to answer the following questions:

· Did the programs serve the population that was intended to benefit from the provision of Children’s Investment Fund dollars? 

· How did children benefit from Children’s Investment Fund grants?

· Did ECED programs deliver evidence-based curricula, demonstrate adherence to best practices linked with school readiness, and high quality childcare practices? 

· How were children in ECED programs doing with respect to developmental status? How did they do over time?

· How did programs respond to children and families when there were concerns about developmental status or other issues related to school readiness?

ECED programs submitted data quarterly, beginning October 2004, on children and families served and the nature and extent of services delivered.  In addition, each program conducted developmental screenings and/or assessments on children at the point of intake and again six months later.  These data were submitted to PSU on a regular basis for analysis of the status of children at entry and overtime.

Key Findings from the Process Study

· Children’s Investment Fund dollars provided services to 1028 children and their families over an 18-month period, serving a population that was largely low-income and strikingly diverse: 

· 75% were living at or below the federal poverty line;

· 40% spoke a first language other than English; 

· Nearly half were Latino/Hispanic or African American. 

· 467 children also exited programs during this period; providers noted the challenges of retaining low-income families who are frequently highly mobile.

· Children and families received a wide array of services linked with school readiness and quality early education and development including 2480 health and developmental screenings, referrals for a wide array of services, and caregiver education delivered through center-based programs and home visiting.

· Children and families for whom English was the second language benefited from:  bilingual staff, specialized classroom instruction, translation/interpreter, and/or program materials in appropriate languages.  

· Programs within the ECED cluster utilized standardized curricula and/or program models that are recognized nationally as a best-practice in early childhood care and education.   Programs all had reported procedures in place to monitor quality.

· Staff salaries, education, and training reflected a wide range.  The majority of staff had college degrees but only one in five had a graduate degree.  Salaries were relatively low, and turnover among employees hired with Investment Fund dollars was approximately 35% over 18 months.

 Key Findings from the Child Tracking Study

· Programs provided data to the evaluation on the developmental status of 700 children.  For more than half of these children, data were provided across two points in time to track their progress, substantially increasing the monitoring of children’s progress.

· Most children were doing well.  Eighty percent of children at both screening points were on track in all developmental domains based on the screening and assessment instruments used. 
· When screening suggested risk for developmental delay, it was most often in language/literacy (communication skills). 

· The large majority of children for whom there were initial concerns either no longer showed potential delay by the second screening (64%)  or maintained their status (23%).

· Concerns emerged or increased for approximately 14% of the children who were screened a second time six months after intake, pointing to the importance of monitoring children over time.  

· When teachers/child care providers had a concern about a child, based on their direct experience, referrals were made at least 75% of the time; children for whom potential developmental delays were identified based on formal screenings/assessments received fewer referrals.  

Summary and Discussion

Programs in the ECED cluster served a diverse population of primarily low-income families whose children might be expected to benefit greatly from high quality childcare and early education programs.  This was especially true for the large number of children for whom English was a second language or who entered programs with special challenges or needs.  

Screenings and assessments of children’s developmental status across the 12 direct service programs in the ECED cluster present a picture of children who are by and large doing well.  Children for whom English is a second language may need more time to develop the communication and language skills that will help them prosper in K-12 educational settings, and children who have diagnosed disabilities may not be able to match the developmental trajectory of their peers, as measured with these screening tools.  

The findings from the child tracking component point to the importance of ongoing screening, given that potential concerns emerged for some children when they moved from one age range to the next. Without these second screenings, these potential problems would not have been identified or addressed.  Programs provided many referrals (or direct services) to address concerns about the children in their care, but the rates of referrals varied, with more referrals apparently made based on provider’s judgment about children than on the results of developmental screening or assessment tools.     

In sum, the ECED cluster did an exemplary job of serving the intended population and of compiling and submitting data on service delivery and developmental screenings when children entered their programs. Fewer children were screened six months later, in part due to attrition but also in part due to the time and resources required for the paperwork involved.  To sustain ongoing tracking of children in Portland’s early childcare and education programs and the monitoring of other program outcomes, additional resources will need to be allocated for this purpose.   


Discussion

Willis:
Commend the effort. Question:  Do we know what happened to the 400 that went missing after the initial screen?

Yacthmenoff:
I will have to come back with that answer. She pointed out that outreach is first to go in these programs. This is where the programs indicated problems.  At this level there is also an issue of follow-up when the children drop out of the program.
Willis:
Interested in staffing and retention rates and what long tem effects they have on programs.
Padilla Andrews:
Of the kids that exited the programs – where they in programs that staff reflected the children’s (culture) population?
Yacthmenhoff:

Good question to ask in the future. We can begin to collect this data.

Saltzman:

Thank you.  
McElroy 
Grantee Data Collection and Reporting
In connection with the renewal of the early childhood and child abuse prevention/ intervention investments, CHIF staff required that grantees select outcomes from a list of common outcomes to track and report to CHIF on an annual basis.  All grantees will now be required to submit an Annual Outcome Report that lists the outcomes they have tracked on the children and families they have served, reports the number of children/families served who have met the participation floor for outcome tracking, states the outcomes achieved and the methods used for tracking, and provides some analysis of the results reported.  A copy of the form staff has developed for annual outcome reporting is attached.

Both the PSU evaluation process, and multiple conversations with grantees has made it clear that many grantees will need technical assistance to comply with these new outcome tracking and reporting requirements.   Many grantees lack assessment instruments, data tracking systems or the skills to set up a system, training to input data and create meaningful reports, and methods to analyze data.  To address these issues, CHIF staff has elected to extend PSU’s contract to provide the following services to CHIF’s early childhood and child abuse prevention/intervention grantees:
· Assess program capacity to report program outcomes annually;

· Make recommendations and consult with the Children’s Investment Fund staff regarding the evaluative capacity of programs;  

· Provide technical assistance to programs to meet their annual reporting requirements.
· PSU will begin assessing program capacity for tracking and reporting outcomes this month.

CHIF staff has also reached an agreement with Portland Public Schools to provide data on participants in CHIF after-school and mentoring programs who attend Portland Public Schools.  Grantees will be required to submit lists of program participants to PPS at the end of the school year.  PPS will then provide aggregated data to each program on an individualized basis, and will also aggregate all individual program data and provide this information to CHIF staff.  This data will allow programs to assess whether the children they are serving are making progress or meeting standards on specified outcomes, as well as allow CHIF staff to understand how the population of program participants as a whole is performing.  PPS will report on the following data points for all grantees:
· Percentage of students who attended fewer than 97% of school days in the 2004/2005 school year and improved attendance in the 2005/2006 school year as measured by total recorded absences.

· Percentage of students who attend school 80%, 90%, 95% and 97% of school days. Total school days (denominator) will reflect the number of instructional days on the PPS district-wide calendar. 

· Percentage of students who received at least one behavior referral in the 2004/2005 school year and whose behavior referrals decreased in the 2005/2006 school year. 

· Percentage of students who received at least one referral resulting in a suspension or expulsion in 2004/2005 school year and who received fewer or no referrals resulting in a suspension or expulsion in the 2005/2006 school year.

· Percentage of students who received grades of less than “A” or “Exceeds” in math and reading in the 2004/2005 school year and who improved their math and reading grades in the  2005/2006 school year. 

· Percentage of students who met state standards in reading and math in 2004/2005 school year and in 2005/2006 school year. PPS shall only report on students for whom data is available for both the 2004/2005 school year and the 2005/2006 school year, either for reading, or math or both.  

· Percentage of students who move to a higher performance category between the 2004-05 and 2005-06 state math and reading assessments. Results will be disaggregated by subject and performance category on the 2004-05 assessments. Performance categories shall include very low, low, nearly meets, meets and exceeds state standards.

· Percentage of students who were eligible for the federal free and reduced price lunch program.

In order to keep the gains and build capacity to other grants in the child abuse prevention and intervention area staff is recommending a PSU contract extension in the amount of $180K over 18 months to provide technical assistance in grantee data collection and reporting. 

Padilla Andrews:
If we are providing this assistance – are we compensating them for this effort in that we are taking time away from providing services?

McElroy:
With renewal we allowed the grantees to build this into their budgets. But this technical assistance is an effort to provide resources to the programs to achieve the expectations we have set for them.  If in the long run they will have better information to provide to other funders, etc.  It will be an interesting project.

Willis:
Will there be a direct feedback process to the programs?

McElroy:
It is built into the contract that PSU will provide feedback. In addition they receive feedback from the CHIF Staff.

Saltzman:
18 months, 29 organizations?
McElroy:
Yes, these organizations have various levels of need and PSU will fill the gap for those who need it the most. 
Willis:
Is there a standard set for what the CHIF is hoping to achieve?
McElroy:
Yes that has been set….

Pellegrino:
In the child abuse arena there is not a natural collector of data as there is with the public school system. PPS worked with 11 grantees this year and because it went so well we would like this to continue. Staff approached Portland Public Schools to have them do the tracking of the data and reporting of aggregate data. Staff and PPS have agreed on the data points that will be collected.  This will be very useful information.  Obviously all of the children we serve do not attend PPS so Staff will be approaching ESD to se if they can’t collect data on the areas outside of PPS purview.

This is an aggregated collection of data due to confidentiality of each participant.  Some programs to have individual release and are able to track that way. We are incredibly grateful that PPS will be working with us showing a real community spirit.

Saltzman:
In order to cover the other children we are asking the ESD?

Pellegrino:
This is the easiest route as this information is fed up to the ESD.  If they are willing and have the ability it would be ideal. It would be fewer small pools of information that staff would have to aggregate.

Broderick:
Annual Report

Communications update.

· Brochures (40,000) and distribution points

· Conferences and event participation

· Speakers circuit

· Comcast P.S.A. 

· Revamping the CHIF website for user friendliness 

· Bilingual cards (Spanish, Vietnamese and Russian)

· Ongoing Media. Oregonian, KGW8, Portland Tribune stories

· Annual Report



Annual report review

· Focused on outcomes and results

· Highlight of our programs with specific examples
· Demographics and stats on programs

· Leverage fund

· Financial on Administration of the Fund

· Introduction of Allocation Committee

Pellegrino:
Leverage Fund

Staff received notice from the Commission on Children, Families and Community that its application for an Early Learning Opportunities Grant was not accepted, thus CHIF’s commitment of $88,000 in local match funds will not be needed.

JS May and staff have continued to work with other funders to partner on projects of mutual interest.  Below is a review of current possible partnerships, the status of each conversation, and, if applicable, a request for a decision on whether and how to proceed.

· Partnership with Meyer Memorial Trust to fund the Juvenile Rights Project’s SchoolWorks Program:  The SchoolWorks program provides foster children and children in the juvenile justice system with educational advocacy and social service coordination services to assure that these children are enrolled in school, are regularly attending, and are receiving any special educational services they are entitled to receive with the goal of improving educational outcomes for these children.  The program also works to train foster parents and others to better advocate for children, and undertakes one to two system reform projects per year (CHIF funds would be used only for direct services).  

Funding from Meyer and CHIF would extend the age range of the population served from 8-15 to 6-18 so that all school aged children would be eligible to receive services.  CHIF funds would fund an additional 1.6 FTE for attorneys to advocate for children, and an additional 1.0 for a social worker to assure that health, mental health and disability related needs are also met.  The program is modeled on a similar Seattle program that has been positively evaluated, and has moved from private funding to public funding.  Initial data on  JRP’s clients from 2003-2005 demonstrates that the program is successful in assuring children are enrolled and attending school, reducing disciplinary actions, improving academic achievement, reducing moves between schools, and obtaining additional services for children where necessary.  Staff has attached JRP’s application to Meyer for your reference.  

JRP has requested $400,000 from Meyer over 3 years, and CHIF funds would match this request and time period.  Funds would be dispersed starting July 1, 2006 and ending June 30, 2009.  Staff has reviewed JRP’s Meyer application, and the preliminary evaluation report on clients to date.  JRP has supplied staff with budgets delineating uses for CHIF funds, Meyer funds and private contributions to fund the program, as well as a budget narrative describing the functions of all positions funded by CHIF.  JRP has also provided staff with evidence of organizational cultural competency.

The Meyer board has voted to fund JRP’s application in the amount of $325,000.  

Staff is asking for a vote to match Meyer Memorial Trust’s gift of $325,000 (over 3 years) to the Juvenile Rights Project to fund the School Works program.

· Partnership with United Way to Jointly Request Proposals for Multi-Disciplinary Early Childhood Services:  United Way has approached CHIF with a proposal to consider issuing a joint request for proposals to fund multi-disciplinary primary prevention services for young children and their families.  UNW is interested in investing $250,000, which CHIF would match equally, for services delivered by a collaborative of at least 3 organizations that deliver adult and/or child mental health services, child care, primary health care or access to health care, prenatal care, and parenting education and support.  Staff has attached a preliminary draft outline of an RFP for your review.  

UNW would like to publish an RFP in January 2006.  Since the committee is not scheduled to meet again until February, staff is seeking the committee’s approval to proceed in negotiating the terms of a joint RFP with United Way for early childhood services.  Terms will include the content of the joint RFP, as well as how the committee will be involved in awarding the RFP, and how CHIF and UNW will contract for and monitor the use of funds.  Assuming that staff is able to come to agreement with UNW on these details, staff will communicate the proposed terms of the joint RFP to the committee via email for your input and final decision.

· Allen Foundation:  Staff met the Senior Program Officer and is pursuing conversations on several possible partnerships.  Allen is particularly interested in funding capacity building and organizational development, including evaluation capacity, and is less interested in funding services.  We anticipate that there will be a good opportunity for complementary funding of an organization or project where their funds are used for capacity building, and our funds are used to provide direct services.

· Partnership with Gates Foundation to Fund SMART Program:  Gates is considering a proposal from SMART to fund the program at 20 of the highest poverty elementary schools (where participation in the free and reduced price lunch program ranges from 72% to 95%).  A joint investment by CHIF and Gates for $320,000 would fully fund the program at these 20 schools for two years.  Given that the committee has already voted to fund SMART, it is clear that the program meets our standards for proven, research based programs and is cost effective.  Assuming that Gates votes to fund this proposal, staff recommends that the committee agree to partner with Gates to fund the program at these high need schools.



Discussion

Naito:

How is the School Works program delivered and how does it accomplish its goals?



Janet Merril – JRP Executive Director 
We receive funds from the state of Oregon for attorneys for kids in the Juvenile Justice System. Each child gets an attorney for schools work and for other legal needs. Children are referred to the School Works program for additional services to assure that the children are attending school and getting the services to which they are entitled.  Our attorneys work advocate for the child with school personnel.
Naito:

So how does this work?
Merril:
Amazing number of kids not making it to school. Sometimes the principal says no to their attendance.  The attorney works as their advocate to develop a program with the principal and school.

Willis:
Are the children in Portland?
Pellegrino: 
They would have to be.
Merril:
We do serve others but we assure that those we serve with CHIF funds reside in the City of Portland.  
Willis:

What is the break down by cultural background.

Merril:

More than ½ are not white.

Pellegrino:
Staff can provide this information.

Merril:

The Attorneys are also provided with cultural sensitivity training.
Willis:

What about younger children?
Merril:

They receive J.A.C.K. funding
Willis:

How many kids

Merril:

365.
Saltzman:
How long has the Seattle model been in place?
Merril: 
About 8 years, the difference between their program and JRP’s  program is that we represent and provide services to those who are wards of the state due to abuse and/or neglect.  The Seattle program only serves children who are in the juvenile justice system.
Naito:

It will be interesting to see how this works.
Merril:

Our goal is to reduce the number of children in this program.
Willis:

Do you have any money in for evaluation?

Merril:
Not at this time.  Evaluation was paid for by the Byrne grant, however we do not have ongoing funds for the same level of evaluation.
Pellegrino:
We have not negotiated this but the PPS system will be able to provide us with data on the data points I described before for this program as well.
Willis:

We need to assure we have continued evaluation.
Pellegrino:
This is a component of any contract that we write.

Motion to Match the Meyer Trust grant of  $325,000 to JRP over three years.



MOTION: Naito


SECOND: Padilla Andrews


In Favor: Saltzman, Beltz, Padilla Andrews, Willis, Naito
Pellegrino:
United Way proposal – do I go forward and continue to discuss?

Naito:
Is there a new process? It seems to not be what we have been doing – is there a specific process.  It seems this involves a lot of staff work.
Pellegrino:
You are right. Pooling doesn’t make sense. The AC would have to be involved in the process of selection. BHCD did do something like this and would be a good resource for this. 

Naito:
There are definitely gaps in our services that if there were a pot of funds directed toward that. That approach is something we haven’t got down and we may be able to do this. United Way has more resources and could take the lead.
Pellegrino:
United Way perceives there is a gap in the area of integrated services. This is what they see as the need.  This is not that different from an Early Head Start Model. 

Naito:
It needs to be specific. 

Pellegrino:
Part of the RFP requirement would be the provision of childcare services.

Saltzman:
Suggest that Lisa Pellegrino further discuss this with United Way with specific focus and that we can discuss this via email to see if we want o go further.

Pellegrino:
Will email AC as it develops and expect feedback.

Pellegrino:
Allen Foundation… natural division of labor


Gates Foundation – SMART program


Again – would AC like to pursue or not? They will make their decisions in the next month.  
Beltz:
Couldn’t our money be used to expand their existing programs?
Pellegrino:
They need to support their ongoing operations and not expansion in this.

Willis:
Do they provide research on their programs?
Pellegrino:
They actually are one of the only programs that do longitudinal research.

Saltzman:
Five head nods on this, go ahead.

Willis:
What about the child subsidy?

Pellegrino:
Staff did have some discussion.  They were worried about the sustainability.  They have to take a proposal to Meyer and then we can work with them if Meyer is interested.

McElroy
Audit
As required by the ballot language, CHIF has been audited for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2005.  A copy of the final audit report has been provided to the AC. The Auditors findings are that the CHIF is in compliance with ballot language as well as gernal accounting principals. All recommendations from previous year had been addressed.

CHIF has also contracted with our auditors, McDonald Jacobs, P.C., to provide additional consulting services to systemize our financial review of current, as well as prospective, grantees, and to assure that grantees have backup information for bills submitted to CHIF for reimbursement.  The additional services will cost no more than $23,000 and are described in more detail below.

Additional Services:

· Develop a financial statement review checklist and template for use in analyzing the financial status of organizations applying to CHIF for funds, or currently under contract with CHIF to provide services to children and families.  The checklist and template shall include methods to assess liquidity, operating reserve stability, profitability, investment return, and trends.  Develop and provide a spreadsheet to calculate ratios and comparative information, along with measurement benchmarks based on data from other not-for-profit social service organizations.

· Visit the offices of all grantees under contract with CHIF to verify supporting documentation for expenditures submitted by the grantee for reimbursement by CHIF.  Randomly select one quarterly expense report submitted by the grantee to CHIF, verify the existence of backup documentation for all expenses listed in the report, and assess the adequacy of the backup documentation.  Provide CHIF with a one-page report on each contract detailing findings on compliance.  


House of Umoja
Pellegrino:
An update on the House of Umoja contract that was approved for funding in May 2005. The contract is still not in place  because they have not furnished us with an audit.
Naito:

Should we fund someone else that we considered funding during the last round?
Saltzman:
We may have to turn this down.

Pellegrino: 
I have requested that they give us an audit by Dec 5th.

Naito:

Send them a letter from the AC clearly stating what our expectations are.
Beltz: 

Its already been too long.

Public Comment


None
Adjourn

Next Allocation committee meeting February 7th, 12:30 pm to 2:30 pm, City Hall.  
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