Children’s Investment Fund (CHIF)

Allocation Committee Meeting

January 25th, 2005; 3:00 – 5:00 pm

Present:
Saltzman, Naito, Beltz, Padilla Andrews, 

Members Absent: Willis

Saltzman:
Welcome and Introduction
· Agenda

· Other items

Public Comment Period

Kevin Dowling – CARES NW

He voted in favor of the measure – early childhood – child safety …

Child abuse needs to be more of a priority in future allocations

1. Only 1/7 of CHIF funding goes to child abuse prevention and intervention programs

1. Child abuse team at Police Bureau – Detectives are overwhelmed kids are processed and waiting for assignment

2. Multnomah County Child Abuse hotline  calls/workload issues

3. Multnomah County Family Support Team has decreased funding

Harold  Williams – CH2A and Associates – Success Academy

Situation – children are not achieving in schools (grades, etc) because basic needs of food and clothing are not being met which is what his agency is doing. They have “foot soldiers” to deal with these children and they monitor them.  He asked that these types of programs be reviewed for funding as well.

Shawn Derrickson – Multnomah County

Changes in budget have the effect of reduced mental health services – which is traditionally one of the hightest needs populations. Consider programs that serve this population in the next funding round.

Saltzman: 
To approve minutes.  

Beltz:   
Requested that they postpone this until he had a chance to review. 

Saltzman:
Approval of minutes postponed until later in the meeting (and subsequently not returned to). Approve at the next AC meeting,

Saltzman:
Reviewed the leverage fund. A $3million dollar allocation set aside for leverage purpose will be up for discussion at future meetings.

Cogen:
Update on the leverage fund. Currently an informal RFP out for a professional fundraiser to find private dollars.  Kevin Jeans-Gail, David Willis and Lisa Pellegrino will review applications in the first week of February.

Has had conversations with Atlantic Philanthropies,--Organization is looking at communities nationally to fund after-school efforts for $10 to $20 million dollars per year over a five-year period. They are currently making recommendations to their Atlantic Philanthropies Board and Portland will know in the near future if Portland has been selected as one of the cities for funding.  They are looking at 12 cities and will likely fund 5 or 6.  

McElroy: General Updates

· New Space: CHIF office is currently seeking a new location because the NW Health Foundation is expanding and needs our office space. The CHIF is in negotiations for space at the Spaulding Building located at 3rd and Washington in downtown Portland. 

· New Staff:  Ann Madsen has come on board as the new Fiscal and Administrative Specialist. 

· Finished final interviews for the communications and outreach position.A decision on the candidate will be made by end of week (Jan 28th). It is expected that this person will start sometime in February.

· Evaluation – PSU will update Committee at March 15 meeting on progress with 13 early childhood grantees.  Graduate student from PSU School of Government and Public Affairs also doing preliminary research on common outcomes in child abuse prevention and intervention for potential use with our grantees.

Saltzman:  
At the last meeting it was decided to conduct another round of funding in the area of after school and mentoring programs.

Pellegrino:  
Updated and reviewed the proposed Request for Investment (RFI) for this round of funding.  RFI is the same as previous ones but with minor adjustments to make the application easier to respond to and easier to score.

Process changes: added language limiting CHIF funding level of any one organization to 30% of the organization’s total operating budget.  Documents decision made at 12/7/04 meeting.

· Bidders’ Conference – Page 5 

Bidders’ Conference has been added as a part of the process.  Reviewers felt strongly that this take place. Will not be mandatory but strongly recommended that applicants attend.

· Application Submission

Removed the requirement of large number of copies, research data, etc. Recommends moving to electronic submission with either a fillable on-line form, or submission of a CD.  Ann is currently working on fillable forms for the application, which will standardize the applications making it easier for reviewers. 

· Interview  of  applicants. 

Applicants will be required to attend interview meeting with Allocation Committee in April.  Applicants will respond to any questions posed by Committee about their particular application. It is not an opportunity to make a presentation on the program, but rather a clarification opportunity for the committee.  This will be mandatory and at least one representative for each applicant will be expected to attend.

· Time line for Application Process: 

After the January 25th meeting the schedule is: 

· A brief (2 week) public comment period from on RFI.  Draft RFI will go out to the CHIF email list and posted on the website for comment. 

· Final RFI will be ready for AC approval at February 15th meeting.

· Target date for publication is March 1st. 

· Bidder’s Conference – mid-March

· Application tentatively due April 15th
· Allocation Committee meeting for Applicant Interviews– April 26th
· Reviewers meet and finalize scores – end of May.

RFI Content Changes:

· Page 3—Section asking for applicant’s connection to other community efforts, including School Age Policy Framework.   Feedback from reviewers said they did not know how to use info in scoring applications. Staff recommends section be removed.

Beltz: 
Context was that with the after-school programs they should be attached to the school in the community so that they can collect outcome data on students. 

Pellegrino: 
Applicants are still required to report which schools they will serve and they must still collect outcome data on program participants.  Difficulty of this question in RFI is that not all applicants are connected into the service delivery network.  For example Boys and Girls Clubs does not operate program in schools and may not be connected to something like School Age Policy Framework.  Since some applicants don’t have these connections, section is difficult to score for reviewers.  It wasn’t scored last time.  

Beltz: 

 Maybe we should ask for this? 

Pellegrino: 
If RFI insists applicants have connection to a community network like School Age Policy Framework, then adds a new requirement for the application.

Naito: 
If applicant’s is not connected to community service network and still has good program outcomes and if section is not helpful to reviewers then maybe it is not needed.

Beltz: 
If we kept section in RFI then applicant could say whether or not it pertains to them but we do not make it a requirement.  

Pellegrino:      These changes are recommended based on feedback the CHIF staff received from reviewers.  

Saltzman:  
Suggest that we go through the rest of the changes in the RFI and come back to this issue

Pellegrino:


· Page 7 & 8-Program Descriptions

Changed the order around. Decreased the point values.  Most scores were based on completeness and not quality. Very flat scores were the result. There was no score differentiation.  This is primarily an information question.

· Page 9 & 10 Outcomes

Tried to be more specific re: outcomes, data collection and reporting.  This is to help the reviewers and committees. Same outcomes – rearranging and asking for track record.  Same points in scoring. 

· Page 11 Budget 

Budget narrative requirement has been added – this was absolutely needed for reviewers.  Asking for justification on line items and calculations.  Five additional points added to this question.  Added examples of acceptable administrative expenses (also broken out).

· Page 13 Organizational Capacity

Eliminate some of the organizational information required, such as bylaws, mission statement, strategic plan. Reviewers felt they had little time to look at thins information and it didn’t influence scoring.

· Page 14 Cultural Competence

Staff used  provider  feedback to redesign this section and ask for more specifics and demographicinformation on service populations.   Added request for more specific  demographic data for clients, staff, board members.

Public Comment Period

Ann Whitsall –ARC of Multnomah County: The service delivery section on page 14- she asked whether there had been discussion on developmentdisabilities.  Is there an allocation reserved for specific demographic groups?
Pellegrino:  
The committee did not reserve portions of the allocation for specific demographic groups.

Whitsall: 
Please consider developmental disabilities,

Dan Bohn – Community Cycling Center: Why has the form of the RFI changed?

Pellegrino:  – CHIF staff received a lot of feedback to make appropriate changes in hopes of getting a better range of scores on applications and to improve the review process. This RFI is very similar to version used in past round for after school and mentoring.

Bohn: 
What about the idea of only opening this round to past applicants that were not funded?

Pellegrino:
This round is open to all qualifying applicants.

Bohn:
Had hoped there would be a two stage process this time – early screen with a shorter application to review that would pre-screen applicants before they spent too much time and resources. Particularly concerned about audit requirement for small organizations. 

Pellegrino: 
If did two-stage process, how would we require audits—in first stage or second stage?  
Bohn:
Could require audit only for applicants that make it through first stage, so that smaller organization/applicants would not have to carry expense nor use time and resources toward having an audit, if they were not going to be funded. 

Beltz:
Maybe there is away to adjust current process for the small organization applying for funds—

Pellegrino:
But with two-stage process, what criteria would be used to review the first stage applications in order for them to qualify for the second stage?

Naito:  Keep current process, but require applicants to have satisfactory audit as condition of funding if applicant is awarded a grant.  Allow exemption from audit requirement until funding only for small organizations.

Bohn: 
In budget section of RFI, I would add in questions regarding:  youth to staff ratio / cost; youth served per unit and hours spent with each.  Admin costs need to be broken down further as well.  Doesn’t believe admin rates should be allowed to go toward $150,000 salaries of Executive Director of other administrative staff.

Pellegrino:
Questions about youth/staff ratios, hours per child per month and cost per child per month are all included in program description section.  RFI does request breakdown of admin costs.  Issues of administrative salaries are examined during contract negotiations.  High admin salaries are not paid for with these funds.

Bohn:
Last question was on cultural competency on page 14.  Suggest that RFI include a definition of cultural competency.

Saltzman:
Discussion on not requiring audit of small organizations unless applicant is selected for funding; funding is contingent on –on audit and its findings being satisfactory.  

Beltz: This is a good idea.

Naito: This would only be for organizations with budgets of $1million or less.

Padilla Andrews: Require clear timeline for when applicant would need to complete and pass the Audit needs to be included in contract negotiations.

Naito: A 30-day period between discussions.

Saltzman: Audit itself is not a reimbursable expense by CHIF.

MOTION – Naito:  Small organization/applicants selected for funding must complete and pass an audit as condition of funding.  

SECOND: Beltz

IN FAVOR: All

Saltzman:  Discussion of section asking for applicant’s connection to community planning, school planning and/or School Aged Policy Framework. 

Naito: 
Please leave – feels this is applicable.

Pellegrino: Reviewers didn’t know how to use this information

Naito:
 Thinks it is useful and helps

MOTION-- Ron Beltz – leave language in on Page 3, which asks applicants to explain their connection to community networks and efforts, such as School Age Policy Framework.

SECOND Naito

IN FAVOR: All

Saltzman:  
Discussion  on Bidders Conference and Applicant Interviews 

Pellegrino:
Committee supports Bidder’s Conference?

Saltzman:
Yes, committee supports.

Saltzman: 
Wants it clear that applicant interviews are  for purposes of clarifying the application and answering questions not for presentations or lobbying the committee.

Pellegrino: 
Yes that is correct and will be emphasized at the Bidders’ Conference.

Saltzman:  Discussion Program Description changes

Saltzman:  Will application have table for some of program data so committee can more easily find and compare applications?

Pellegrino:  Meg McElroy is working on this and we will request that applicants complete a data summary sheet as part of RFI.  This is to avoid the charge that staff made errors when they aggregated program data during last round of funding.

Saltzman:  Discussion on Program effectiveness changes

Saltzman:
Committee supports changes.

Saltzman:  Discussion Pages 11-13 budget section changes

Beltz: 
Likes the budget narrative – thinks it is really good idea.

Saltzman: 
Do we want to include an example of budget narrative?

Pellegrino:  
Yes, staff can include this.

Saltzman:  Discussion on Cultural Competence section changes

Saltzman:
Is there a suggestion for a definition.

Pellegrino:
How would you like to see it defined?

Naito:
 Looking for cultural competence of services provided and demographics of people served.  What does Member Padilla Andrews think of cultural competency section?

Padilla Andrews: 
In general that section looks good.  Where does the developmental disability issue get covered?

Pellegrino: 
Staff is looking for applicants to describe how well is an organization is  set up to serve a specific population ?

Ann Whipstall – ARC: Said she could provide wording for RFI to include developmental disabilities.  Development disabilities are not just about race but cross all populations. 

Pellegrino: Staff will work on expanding the  examples and clarifying the populations discussed in cultural competency section.
MOTION - Approve the Draft RFI with changes discussed.

MOVED: Naito

SECOND: Padilla Andrews

IN FAVOR: All

Meeting adjourned  
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