Portland Children’s Investment Fund

Allocation Committee Meeting Minutes 

December 15, 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, Adrienne Livingston (present by telephone)
Welcome/introduction of Allocation Committee and CHIF staff

Approval of minutes of December 1, 2008 Meeting

Keny-Guyer: Motion to approve
Wheeler: Second
Vote: All in favor
Review of Highlights of Public Input Session on December 11, 2008
Lisa Pellegrino: 
The Children’s Investment Fund hosted a meeting on December 11, 2008 from 6-8 pm to gather further public input on staff recommendations to the Allocation Committee for allocation of the proceeds of the renewed Children’s Levy.  Allocation Committee members Dan Saltzman, Ted Wheeler and Alissa Keny-Guyer attended.  All CHIF staff members were present.  Approximately 50 community members attended the meeting and 21 people provided input.  The following is a summary of the input provided.

Leverage Fund

· One person spoke in favor of allocating resources to a Leverage Fund.

· No one spoke against allocating funds for this purpose.

Allocation of Funds between Program Areas

· Parent Child Investment Program grantees (we currently fund 3 programs to provide this service) and board members from these organizations, as well as Cares NW, an organization that provides child abuse assessments, support Option 1 for allocation of resources between program areas so that child abuse prevention/intervention programs that serve children in a broad age range won’t be required to submit two applications for funding (one for kids aged 0-5 and one for kids age 6-18).

· One person spoke in favor of Option 2 but didn’t specify why.

Early Childhood

· Several people spoke in support of early childhood investments generally, including investments in early literacy, early intervention, support for family child care providers

· One person noted that the current recommendations weight our investments toward early childhood, and argued that we shouldn’t forget that kids at other ages also need support.

Child Abuse

No input was given on staff recommendations in this funding area.  Comments from providers of child abuse prevention/intervention programs related to the allocation options discussed above.

Foster Care

No input was given on recommendations for this funding area perhaps because staff noted in the paperwork presented at the meeting that it planned to request that the Committee delay in voting on these recommendations until we collect the data requested on the population of children in foster care in Multnomah County.

After-School

· Two people from the I Have a Dream Foundation spoke in favor of not distinguishing between after-school and mentoring programs because some programs are a hybrid and don’t fit easily into either category.  

· Two people spoke in favor of expanding the age range for after-school programming; one person supported expanding it through 9th grade, and one person recommended no restriction.

· Several people spoke in favor of funding full service programming.

· Several people spoke in favor of funding both full service and enrichment programs.

· Several people spoke in favor of funding programs for adolescents particularly (both after-school and mentoring). 

· A representative of the SUN Coordinating Council recommended that CHIF focus on supporting programs that are part of larger systems, aligning with the SUN system wherever possible, supporting programs that we funded in the past, and adopting the allocation methodology adopted by the SUN Coordinating Council in providing resources to SUN schools. 

Mentoring

No input was given on recommendations in this funding area.

Miscellaneous

· Several people provided testimony in support of specific programs including Jackson SUN school, Operation EZ, Parkrose School District After-School Program, and the Child Care Improvement Project. 
Public Comment
None

Decisions on Staff Recommendations
Leverage Fund

Proposal: To allocate up to $2 million of projected revenues over first 3 years of new levy, and $1 million of accrued revenue from the previous levy to a leverage fund.
Wheeler: Motion on proposal

Keny-Guyer: Second

Keny-Guyer: I look forward to us clarifying the details of the leverage fund in the future.

Wheeler: I am a great proponent of the leverage fund. It is a great way to get private dollars invested in our program areas.
Vote: All in Favor

Allocation of Revenues among Program Areas
Pellegrino: The staff has created 2 options for allocation of revenues:


Option 1

· 33% for early childhood

· 20% for child abuse

· 13.5% for foster care

· 20% for after-school

· 13.5% for mentoring


Option 2

· 43% for early childhood and child abuse prevention/intervention programs for children aged 0-5

· 10% for child abuse prevention/intervention programs for children aged 6-18

· 13.5% for foster care

· 20% for after-school

· 13.5% for mentoring

Staff is not recommending one allocation method over the other.  Each has pros and cons as follows:

· Option 1 is closest to what the aggregate pubic input suggested.

· Option 1 addresses the complaint by a portion of the community that the child abuse area received the least investment of previous levy funds.

· Option 1 would require that programs either choose one area in which to apply if we don’t allow them to submit the same application twice, OR if we do allow programs to submit the same application twice, gives some programs two bites at the apple and will likely substantially increase the number of applications in both early childhood and child abuse.  In order to avoid two review groups giving different scores to the same application, and an increased administrative burden, we would have to use one score for the application for both the early childhood and child abuse funding processes.
· Option 2 effectively deals with the overlap between early childhood development programs that also function as primary prevention of child abuse (e.g. parent education programs, home visiting services for high risk families, respite care for stressed families, mental health services for young children and their families).
· Option 2 would require a program that provides child abuse prevention/intervention services for children aged 0-18 to submit two applications.

Keny-Guyer: Option 1 is clearer and seems to have more support. I am concerned that more funding is coming out of early childhood funding than from other areas in these proposals. I favor a slightly higher percentage for early childhood programs. Research in recent years has shown that early childhood is a critical time in brain development. Investing in parents early on yields a better return than waiting. Public dollars are invested in early childhood in lower percentages than in school age programming.  I think CHIF has an opportunity to address this situation. I want to lay the groundwork for looking at proposals in the future, emphasizing the value of early childhood programs.  I want to be transparent that I will advocate for early childhood programs in the future. I would like us to be aware that the current program, the childcare quality and affordability project, will likely need more funding in the middle of this funding cycle. I hope that we will consider using available funds for that project as needed and other similar projects as they come before us. I would like to see heavy investment in the early ages in child abuse prevention and intervention and foster care services. 
Saltzman:  We have all agreed that we will maintain flexibility in our investments. If not enough applications from proven programs come forth in one area, we reserve the right to shift funds to other areas.

Wheeler:  I want to acknowledge the hard work of the staff. These areas are all important. They are the areas where the levy said we will invest. I agree that current science says that investments in early childhood are very effective. We are making significant investments in all of these areas. There is no question that our piece in the foster care area is a small portion of righting the total picture. After school programs are our best opportunity to keep older kids engaged. The SUN system is an effective way to keep kids in school and engaged. Number one indicator of educational success is having a caring thoughtful adult in their lives. I heard in the public testimony a concern in child abuse prevention of having families served by different providers if we choose option 2. I favor option 1 for that reason.
Livingston: I favor option 1 over option 2.

Keny-Guyer: Even within areas, I would like to maintain flexibility. In the public comment, there was a program that did both mentoring and after school programming. I would like us to be able to fund programs like that.

Saltzman: I share Chair Wheeler’s concern about the age restrictions in child abuse prevention services. I favor option 1 for its emphasis on child abuse prevention and intervention programming, which is consistent with the levy language. I think we can set up a system to deal with the concern of programs being eligible for both early childhood and child abuse prevention funding. 

Pellegrino: We will need to have a rule whether a program can apply for funding in both early childhood and child abuse prevention. It is important that any application be given only one review score.

Proposal: The allocation of the funding among the program areas will be generally divided as follows: 33% for early childhood; 20% for child abuse; 13.5% for foster care; 20% for after-school; 13.5% for mentoring
Wheeler: I move we adopt option one

Keny-Guyer: Second

Vote: All in Favor

Pellegrino: Will programs be required to choose which category or will they be able to apply to both areas?

Wheeler: I would like to allow programs to apply for both areas. I like the idea of scoring the application only once.

Keny-Guyer: Maybe we should decide child abuse prevention before early childhood. I do favor allowing programs to apply to both areas.

Staff Proposals to set aside funds for Head Start and Early Head Start in the Early Childhood Program Area
Pellegrino: Based on public input, staff recommends that the committee 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.
Keny-Guyer: I would vote no on these recommendations. I think it is important that we keep the process open and competitive. There was compelling public testimony that the basis for the set aside was not clear. I think we will likely fund Head Start and Early Head Start programs in the open process.  We may see the state and federal government increasing funding for these programs.
Wheeler: I would also vote no on all of these. I would like the allocation committee to maintain as much flexibility as possible. I believe the quality will rise to the top. There is a higher obligation to open the doors to competition because these are tax dollars. The historical success in these programs lead me to expect these programs will do well in a competitive process. 

Livingston: I agree with what has been said. Public comment has come out strongly against exemptions without clear eligibility standards. If there is no set aside, will these programs be able to compete for funds?

Pellegrino: Yes.

Beltz: I agree with open competition.

Saltzman: I have been persuaded by the testimony of my colleagues that we should keep the process fully open and competitive. I expect the strong programs will rise to the top.

Keny-Guyer: I move that we reject the staff recommendations for set asides. 

Wheeler: Second

Vote: All in Favor (Staff recommendations for set asides were rejected unanimously)

Early Childhood Request for Investment Objective Guidelines

Pellegrino: The staff recommendation is that we include the following language in the Request for Investment Guidelines:
· Invest all funds allocated to early childhood area in general early childhood services with a focus on priorities identified in public input process which include Head Start and Early Head Start programs, scholarships to quality childcare for low income families, mental health consultation, home visiting services, parenting support and education, early literacy.

Keny-Guyer: I move that we accept the recommended guidelines. 

Wheeler: I send for the sake of conversation on the topic.

Wheeler: I am concerned that this language would obligate the committee in its decision making.

Pellegrino: The proposal would not obligate the committee. It would serve to highlight the priorities in the Request for Investment. 

Wheeler: So long as it does not obligate the committee or impact the scoring of applications, I am okay with the proposal. I see it as a statement of the committee that we are looking for applications in these areas, but are not required to score such applications higher than any other.
Vote: All in favor.

Child Abuse Prevention and Intervention Request for Investment Objective Guidelines

Lisa Hansell: Staff recommends that the allocation committee: 

Issue a Request for Investment for general child abuse prevention and intervention 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.
Saltzman: I want to be clear that these guidelines will allow us to fund a wide variety of prevention and intervention programs.
Hansell: We will need to determine which programs fall into child abuse prevention and which falls under foster care services.

Pellegrino: I expect that line will be determined by whether DHS has custody of the child.

Keny-Guyer: I hope that we keep our historic commitment to younger children. I hope we receive many proposals that serve young children.

Wheeler: I move we accept the proposal

Keny-Guyer: Second.

Vote: All in favor

After School Funding Allocation between Full-Service and Enrichment Programs
Pellegrino: The staff recommends the following 3 part proposal for the after-school programs:
1. Define full service 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.

2. 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 up to 4 hours of service per child per week.

3. Put 65% of the after-school resources into full service programs and 35% into enrichment programs.

Livingston: My experience is that both full service and enrichment programs are extremely important. It is difficult for enrichment programs to compete against full service. I appreciate the distinction to compare similar programs with each other. The division results in a more fair comparison.
Beltz: I think the definition of enrichment programs should be less than 4 hours per child per week.

Keny-Guyer: I support the recommendation. I would like the division to serve as a guideline, reserving flexibility to the committee. 

Saltzman: Let’s first decide whether to accept the definitions as given by staff, with the amendment of hours for enrichment programs.

Beltz: I move that we accept the definitions.

Wheeler: Second

Vote: All in Favor.

Wheeler: I have a question. It seems that the committee could decide which programs we favor once we see the applications rather than dividing the funding ahead of time.  What is the problem with not allocating the funds ahead of time?
Beltz: The full service programs could take all of the money. They are much more money per student.

Pellegrino: The two types of programs cannot reasonably compete with each other. It is very difficult in the moment to consider the variety of variables in deciding how to allocate funds. This division makes it somewhat easier. There is still the option to reallocate the funds based on the applications received. In the past, we have had too many good things to fund. 

Saltzman: I am comfortable with the division.

Keny-Guyer: I move that we support the recommendation.

Wheeler: Second, for voting purposes.
Vote: In favor – Keny-Guyer, Livingston, Saltzman; opposed- Beltz, Wheeler

Saltzman: The proposal passes on a 3 to 2 vote, with Chair Wheeler and Ron Beltz opposed and myself, Alissa Keny-Guyer and Adrienne Livingston in favor. That will create the guidelines of 65% for full service programs and 35% for enrichment programs.

After School Funding Age Range
Pellegrino: Based on public input, Staff recommends that we broaden our age range to include 9th grade students, and consider removing all age restrictions.  The strongest input was to at least cover the 9th grade.
In the past, community input indicated that more programming was needed for middle school aged children. In the recent input, that was not present.

Beltz: I am fine dropping the age limitation, making it K through 12.
Keny-Guyer: I am fine with K through 12. I expect groups serving the children will let us know who they seek to serve.

Livingston: I also support K through 12.

Saltzman: I have some concern about spreading the age range. I liked our focus on middle school. I will go along with the staff recommendation.

Beltz: I move that we remove all age limitations for after school programming.

Keny-Guyer: Second.

Vote: All in favor.

After School Objectives in Request for Investment

Pellegrino: These are guidelines for the Request for Investment. 

Staff recommendation is to Issue a Request for Investment that highlights 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.
Keny-Guyer: I support the recommendation.

Beltz: I wonder about other focuses beyond these.

Pellegrino: These are the top “vote getters” from the public input process. The recommendations do not limit the focus of who may apply or who the committee may fund.

Livingston: Did any other communities voice concern about receiving special focus?

Pellegrino: Those mentioned were the most mentioned in the public process. Immigrants includes all immigrant groups.

Wheeler: I want to honor the public input. I also want us to be able to look at other populations and that we are not limited by this proposal.

Beltz: I move we accept the staff proposal.

Keny-Guyer: Second.

Vote: All in Favor.

After School Limitation of Summer Programming

Staff recommendation is to limit summer program funding to programs that will provide both school year and summer programming with our funds.
Pellegrino: There are many programs that provide after school and summer programming. In the past, our ballot language did not allow summer programming. With this recommendation, we will be able to fund year round programming. We will not fund programs that just provide summer programming without a school-year component.
Keny-Guyer: I move we accept the staff recommendation.

Wheeler: Second.

Vote: All in Favor.

Mentoring Definition

This definition comes from Oregon Mentors. It is very close to our past definition. We received no public input which opposes this definition.

Staff proposes that we adopt the following definition of mentoring:

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, and

· Has duration of commitment of one academic year or longer.
Keny-Guyer: I move that we adopt this definition.

Wheeler: Second

Vote: All in favor.

Mentoring Objectives in Request for Investment
Staff proposes we Issue a Request for Investment that highlights 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.
Wheeler: I want to strongly support the need for male mentors. 
Beltz:  I move we accept the staff proposal.

Keny-Guyer: Second.

Vote: All in favor.

Foster Care Request for Investment Guidelines

Staff recommends we take a bit more time to consult other stakeholders before deciding on the objectives for the request for investment in this area.

Lisa Hansell: I have meetings in the next few weeks. There has been a request from the foster care managers that we fund these programs at the same time as our other funding.
Wheeler: I expect there is a focus on foster children being released from the system into homelessness. Is that correct?

Hansell: Yes, one of the focuses is the transition out of foster care.

Wheeler: There are two areas that are of special concern to me. One is the transition from foster care onto the streets. There is an overrepresentation of foster youth in our homeless youth population. The second is the overrepresentation of foster youth in our detention facilities. I would like to see us do what we can to address these needs. If Multnomah County can provide data, please use us.

Pellegrino: I think we will have a proposal in early January.

Keny-Guyer: I move we accept the staff recommendation to wait on the foster care objectives.

Livingston: Second.

Vote: All in favor.

Keny-Guyer: I hope that we are allowing flexibility in all of our areas to work with the whole continuum of ages.  Focus on transition is also an important focus. 

Saltzman: The staff now has the guidance to prepare the Requests for Investments for all areas except foster care.
Adjourned at 11:30 am.

