DRAFT

Child Care Executive Partnership Board Meeting

Minutes

Monday, June 7, 2004

10:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m.

Orlando
Board Members Present:
Joel Rosen, Dr. Wendi Siegel, Gloria Koach, Linda Bolton
Via Telephone: Susan Pareigis
AWI Staff:
Susan Simpler

Via Telephone: Laura McKinley

FPSR Staff:
Robin Westcott
Forum Staff:
Marah Binder, Phyllis Kalifeh
Other Attendees:
Carla Simmons (Brevard County SRC), Vicki Stark (Alachua County SRC), Donald Manning (Miami-Dade County Dept. of Health and Human Services), Rick Signom (Miami-Dade County CDS), Susan Main (The Ready Child Coalition, Duval), Paula Bender (Miami-Dade County SCR), Marge Campay (St. John/ Flagler SRC), Ben Wilcox (Family Central), Kay West (Polk County SRC), Judy Lewington (Child Care Association of Brevard),  Deanne Grayson (St. John County SRC), Bill Lemen (Coordinated Child Care of Pinellas), Guy Cooley (Coordinated Child Care of Pinellas), Marina Harkness (4C Hillsborough County), Deborah Wilson (4C Orlando)
Via Telephone: Warren Eldridge (Palm Beach County SRC), Tanae Franklin (Children’s Services Center, Escambia County), Becky Kirsch (Escambia County SRC), Linda Jimenez (Manatee County SRC), Anita Winter (Marion County SRC), Dee Dee Haynes (Brevard County SRC), Penny Westberry
· Call to Order, Chairman Joel Rosen

· Chairman Joel Rosen called the meeting to order at 10 a.m.
· Marah Binder, Florida Children’s Forum, called roll.  Four board members present. One via telephone, one absent. 
· Approval of the Minutes, Chairman Joel Rosen

· Chairman Rosen asked for an approval of the minutes.
· Dr. Siegel and Carla Simmons (Brevard County SRC) noted corrections.
Motion: Linda Bolton moved to approve the minutes as amended.  Gloria Koach seconded the motion.  Motion passed without objection. 
· Fiscal Report, Susan Simpler

· Susan Simpler, AWI, reported that spending levels were on track. Dr. Seigel asked about Brevard County’s over utilization and if they were receiving reimbursements above the coalition’s budgeted CCEP allocation. Ms. Simpler explained that Brevard County was experiencing a deficit and that during the May 25, 2004 board meeting, the board elected not to redistribute Brevard County additional funds. Barbara Moore and Carla Simmons, Brevard County SRC, summarized that the coalition was experiencing a shortage of funds because of the reallocation decisions made in January. Ms. Simpler and Marah Binder, Florida Children’s Forum, detailed the actions taken by staff and the Brevard County SRC.
· Ms. Moore asked the board to consider earmarking $12,522.91 to make up for the shortfall to Brevard. 
· Dr. Seigel and Linda Bolton asked Ms. Simpler if the board could reallocate funds to Brevard County SRC. Ms. Simpler stated that in approximately two weeks AWI/ Partnership for School Readiness would be able to project the amount of remaining unused fiscal year 03-04 funds. 

· Dr. Seigel and Susan Pareigis noted that the Board needs to be cautious in making end of the year funding decision based on a coalition’s situational needs. Ms. Pareigis asked Phyllis Kalifeh, Florida Children’s Forum, if the board has ever been faced with a similar funding decision. She answered no.  Ms. Pareigis asked Ms. Simpler for a recommendation. Ms. Simpler recommended the board redistribute Brevard County funds because their funding shortage was due to both errors on the coalition’s part and staff. Ms. Kalifeh agreed with Ms. Simpler’s recommendation.
· Ms. Simpler and Ms. Binder stated that the communication errors have been resolved. Written funding notifications are now sent to coalitions three to five days after board decisions are made. 

· Chairman Rosen asked that all future funding notification be sent via UPS or certified mail so communications can be tracked.

· Motion: Ms. Bolton moved that the board reallocate to Brevard County approximately $$12,522.91 if the Partnership’s funding projections proved that a portion of fiscal year 03-04 funds will be unused.
· Dr. Siegel seconded the motion. The motion passed, four yeas to one nay. Ms. Pareigis asked that the minutes reflect her vote not to reallocate Brevard County additional dollars. She advises the coalition to look internally and on local levels to solve their funding shortage.
· Electronic Field System Reporting, Marah Binder

· Ms. Binder reported that while developing the 2002-2003 CCEP Annual Report she noted problems in gathering business specific information about CCEP participants. She requested that Covansys make systematic changes to the “fields” area so that coalitions can accurately identify the name of the CCEP business participant and how the business is participating, i.e. purchasing pool or employee benefit.  Ms. Binder added that Carrie Cole at the Partnership for School Readiness distributed via e-mail the EFS system reporting changes memo to coalitions on May 17, 2004.
· FY 04-05 Funding Allocation, Marah Binder

· Ms. Binder gave the board an overview of the fiscal year 2004-2005 funding applications and submissions:

· FY 2004-2005 CCEP budget is $19 million.

· All FY 04-05 funding requests are categorized as Priority 1, Priority 3 or Priority 5.

· Based on the board’s funding priorities, all requests qualifying under Priority 1 and Priority 3 are recommended to be funded in full. 

· All but two coalitions (Escambia and Santa Rosa) provided letters of commitment to back up 100 percent of their funding requests. The portions of Escambia and Santa Rosa County’s funds that did not have commitments are indicated to the right of the spreadsheets (these amounts are included in the coalitions’ Priority 5 funding requests).

· FY 2002-2003 final CCEP utilization.

· FY 2003-2004 current utilization.

· Ms. Binder then explained the funding options and formulas used to make allocation recommendations:

· Option 1:  Priority 1-3 are funded in full. Priority 5 is calculated based on an even percentage of remaining funds. (Priority 5 funding request/Total amount of Priority 5 funding requests multiplied by Total amount of remaining budget, $15,383,188.00.)  Out of 30 coalitions applying for Priority 5 funds, six are 100% funded.
· Option 2:  Priority 1-3 are funded in full. Priority 5 requests are split in two categories, 5.1 and 5.2. Category 5.1 represents funding requests up to $166,784 (the median amount of Priority 5 funding requests). Category 5.2 represents the remaining Priority 5 requests after the median amount is met. The recommended portion of funds is based on an even percentage (Priority 5 funding request/Total amount of Priority 5 funding requests multiplied by Total amount of remaining budget, $15,383,188.00). Out of 30 coalitions applying for Priority 5 funds, 11 are 100% funded.

· Option 3: Priority 1-3 are funded in full. Priority 5 is split in two categories. Category 5.1 represents funding requests satisfied up to $1 million per coalition request. Category 5.2 represents the remaining Priority 5 balance requests. The recommended distribution of funds for the remaining coalitions requesting more than $1 million is based on an even percentage. (Priority 5 funding request/Total amount of Priority 5 funding requests multiplied by Total amount of remaining budget, $6,934,374.50). Out of 30 coalitions applying for Priority 5 funds, 19 are funded 100%.

· After going through Option 1 through Option 3, Ms. Binder explained a fourth option. She noted that because the spreadsheet was completed the night before; it was not made available or included in board packets. Ms. Binder explained Option 4: 
· Option 4 is based on FY 03-04 funding requests because Priority 5 requests exceed available funds. Priorities 1-3 are funded in full. After funding all of these requests, the balance of the $16,370,000 was:  $15,223,188. Category 5.1 represents funding the first $1 million of the requests for Priority 5. After funding all of the first $1 million in requests, the balance was:  $6,934,374.  Category 5.2 represents the remaining Priority 5 balance requests. The total remaining unfunded balance in Priority 5 requests was: $9,279,952.50 (based on the balance of the 03-04, after the $1 million was satisfied). The available balance left to distribute was $6,934,374.  Each of those coalitions received a prorated share of the balance. This rationale allowed the smaller counties or those coming into the pools to receive fair consideration rather than be eclipsed with large counties that already have that pool established.  Out of 30 coalitions applying for Priority 5 funds, 25 are 100% funded.
· Dr. Seigel noted that Option 1 aligns with the method the board used to reallocate during the May board meeting; Option 2 sets a funding amount based on an arbitrary number, Option 3-- although it gives coalitions a large percentage of their request-- does not consider other factors such as children in need and size of the county. Dr. Seigel noted that if the board wants to stay consistent with past funding decisions, she thinks the board should use Option 1 for fiscal year 04-05 funding distribution.

· Chairman Rosen stated that the board needs to make sure that funds are spread evenly throughout the state and noted that by following the funding guidelines established by the board businesses contributing funds torward their employees, receive priority. Chairman Rosen stated that the increase in Priority 1 requests resulted in a lesser amount of available money for Priority 5 requests.
· Ms. Kalifeh noted the board did use the “fund up to $1 million” method during last -- FY 03-04 initial allocation.

· Ms. Bolton suggested that for future funding allocations, the board could set funding benchmarks that would be directly tied with private dollar growth (for employee benefit use). Dr. Siegel noted that many counties could benefit by utilizing dollars donated by local taxing authorities for Priority 1 funding. Chairman Rosen stated that the board could explore that option, but also said coalitions need to properly document any non-traditional funding requests or information. 
· Ms. Pareigis asked Ms. Kalifeh for recommendations. 

· Ms. Kalifeh noted Option 1 is a fair way to distribute Priority 5 dollars. However, she noted it does not consider that as Priority 5 requests increase, a straight line percentage method skews the percentage of dollars allotted to coalitions. Coalitions that asked for more money would receive a larger percentage of money—possibly causing children who are currently receiving services to be disenrolled.   Using Option 1 would cause at least half of coalitions statewide to disenroll children. Referring to Option 3 and Option 4, Ms. Kalifeh stated that the board has funded up to $1 million of a coalition’s request because it takes into account legislation that allows CCEP dollars to fund donations that benefit children on child care waiting lists. She recommended Option 4 because it bases funding on the amount of dollars a coalition received, not what they requested. This method skews the amount so other coalitions would not suffer significant losses.
· Ms. Simpler recommended Option 4 because it is based upon last years funding, similar to a “hold harmless” clause. She also agrees with Ms. Kalifeh’s assessment of Option 1. 
· Chairman Rosen asked that Ms. Binder e-mail Option 4 to Ms. Pareigis and staff at AWI and that she make copies of the spreadsheet for meeting attendees. He called a short recess. 

· During recess, Chairman Rosen announced that the Governor’s Appointments Office formally removed Mr. David Harris, Ms. Sherry Piasecki, and Ms. Kathy Sparkman as board members. He encouraged coalitions to find prospective board members. He stated that the Governor ultimately determines who will sit on the board. He asked that coalitions contact Ms. Binder to receive a copy of the application.

· The meeting began again: Chairman Rosen asked for any public comments.
· Penny Westberry, Broward County SRC, asked that the board base funding on the population size of children being served. Ms. Westberry also asked that local taxing authority be looked at as a higher priority funding priority. Chairman Rosen asked how many businesses participate in Broward County’s local taxing district to better asses the funding sources, i.e. business dollars vs. community dollars. He also suggested that Ms. Westberry gather that information for the next board meeting so the board can discuss it. Ms. Westberry said she is in favor of Option 1 because it gives the most dollars to the Broward coalition and also believes it was most constant with previous funding decision.
· Paula Bender, Miami-Dade County SRC, stated that although she realizes the board’s responsibility to assist children on a statewide level, she is concerned with board decisions that would cause Miami-Dade County to disenroll children currently receiving services. She is in favor of Option 1. 
· Ms. Bender started a discussion about approaching child care centers in order to receive Priority 1 funding. Dr. Siegel stated that although child care centers are a business, she disagrees with the board’s categorization of them in Priority 1 funding. She said child care centers do not traditionally serve children who would go with out care if not for programs like the CCEP. Vicki Stark, Alachua County SRC, disagreed with Dr. Siegel and said that many child care centers in her county do not offer child care for employees as a bonus. Therefore, child care centers do help children who would not otherwise receive care. 
· Olan Falk, Martin County SRC, suggested that the board explore Ms. Bolton’s suggestion of tying funding allotments together with business growth. He is in favor of Option 3 and Option 4 and noted that under Option 1 Martin County would lose a quarter of a million dollars—which is a big hit for a smaller county, as opposed to a larger county.
· Ben Wilcox, Family Central, is in favor of Option 4. Palm Beach County increased Priority 1 funding requests over last year’s request. He noted that on a statewide perspective, Option 3 and Option 4 satisfied a greater amount of coalitions in their funding requests. He also stated that child care centers help recruit business partners into the program.
· Guy Cooley, Pinellas County SRC, is in favor of Option 4 although the coalition will receive a funding cut from the previous year, roughly 15 percent. He said that Pinellas County would receive as much as a 40 percent funding cut if Option 1 was applied. 
· Deborah Wilson, 4C Orlando, is in favor of Option 4.

· Linda Jimenez, Manatee County SRC, stated she was in favor of Option 3 or Option 4.

· Deanne Grayson, St. John County SRC, stated that they are a commuter county, with the majority of dollars coming from United Way. St. Johns would have to disenroll children in Option 1. She is in favor of Option 2 through Option 4. 
· Kay West, Polk County SRC, asked for staff’s help in recruiting. She is in favor of Option 4.
· Ms. Koach applauded coalitions who were able to secure more Priority 1 dollars and noted that Palm Beach County is an example of a best practice. She asked that larger counties look for ways to work with local businesses. She said all counties and all children are important.

· Ms. Binder noted an error on the spreadsheet in regard to Lee County-- $160,000 will be moved from Priority 5 funding to Priority 3 funding to correct the error.

· Dr. Seigel noted taxing district dollars were categorized differently for Palm Beach County than other coalitions. Dr. Seigel expressed concern that several coalitions marketed the program by saying their local taxing authority will match funds. Mr. Faulk said that he did not market the CCEP program to businesses by leveraging the local taxing authority match. Ms. Westberry said that in Broward County they did market the program that way. Chairman Rosen noted that Palm Beach County’s funding application accurately detailed local taxing authority funds being applied towards employee benefit match (Priority 1 funding requests). Other counties did not. He stated that if coalitions meet the Priority 1 criteria, applications need to reflect those requests.
· Dr. Seigel asked that definitions of participants be defined. Ms. Kalifeh suggested that a subcommittee work to define the definitions for business or charitable entities participating in the program. Ms. Pareigis, Ms. Simpler, Ms. Kalifeh and Robin Westcott, Partnership for School Readiness, will make up the committee. Ms. Binder will staff the committee and will publicly notice the meetings.

· Ms. Pareigis asked if the board would consider postponing final FY 04-05 funding allocations for two weeks to get clarification on the criteria and definitions used to prioritize the requests. Chairman Rosen recommended that the board make the decision today because coalitions need to begin planning. He noted that Ms. Pareigis’s point was valid and that staff work with the committee to clarify priorities for next year.
· Motion: Ms. Pareigis moved to adopt Option 4. Ms. Koach seconded the motion, with the inclusion of changes to Lee County. The motion passed, four to one. Dr. Siegel said that for consistency purposes she is voting for Option 1. Ms. Pareigis stated that she believes funding decisions need to be defined, however straight line distribution is not the best solution. 
·  Board Action Item 2004-4.1: 

· Alachua County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $48,227.  

· Bay County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $214,200.  

· Brevard County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $257,000.  

· Broward County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $2,422,323.  

· Citrus County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $16,250.  

· Collier County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $60,000.  

· Miami-Dade County: The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $4,420,841.  

· Duval County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $190,000.  

· Escambia County: The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $86,584.

· Flagler County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $38,349.  

· Hendry County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $5,000.

· Hillsborough County: The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $1,638,033.  

· Lake County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $31,000.  

· Lee County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $625,000.  

· Leon County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $271,000.  

· Manatee County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $301,584.  

· Marion County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $32,850.  

· Martin County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $683,000.  

· Orange County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $ 1,017,923.

· Palm Beach County: The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $2,727,513.  

· Pinellas County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $2,166,962.  

· Polk County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $450,000.  

· Santa Rosa County: The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $12,000.  

· Sarasota County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $382,418.  

· St. Johns County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $77,000.  

· St. Lucie County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $6,000.  

· Taylor County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $49,101.  

· Volusia County: 
The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of $44,539.  

· Area Management: The board approved the coalition’s request in the amount of 

$50,000.  

· Bank of America: The board approved the request in the amount of $575,000.  
· Board Member Comments, Marah Binder

· There was discussion regarding setting good standards and systems in place for next year. Ms. Koach said that based on the nods and verbal approval from the meeting’s attendees, the board made good funding decisions. Ms. Bolton noted that the children of Florida are a priority. 

· Ms. Binder announced that she will mail out a CCEP survey to coalitions and will request that coalitions pass the survey on to their community’s CCEP participants. She encouraged coalitions to mail out the survey so staff can get feed back to improve the program. Ms. Pareigis said that Becky Russ, AWI, could review the survey questions before they are mailed out.
· Public Comments/Discussions, Marah Binder

· Mr. Cooley thanked the board for listening and considering the prospective of the coalition. 
· Chairman Rosen thanked the Forum staff for their assistance.

· Ms. Main, Ready Child Coalition, asked if Ms. Binder could e-mail her best practices. Ms. Binder said that she is developing a CCEP Best Practices workshop, tentatively set for the week of July 20, 2004. Ms. Binder will alert the coalitions once dates and times are secured.

· Announcements/Next meeting
· July 20 in Tampa. Depending on the when the Partnership for School Readiness meets, the CCEP board meeting will take place at either 9 a.m. or 4:30 p.m. and last until business is concluded. Ms. Binder will make meeting room arrangements and the meeting will be publicly noticed. 

· Adjournment

· Motion: Dr Seigel moved to adjourn the meeting.  Ms. Koach seconded the motion.  Motion passed without objection.  Meeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m.
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