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Veterans Citizen Levy Oversight Board
Meeting Summary
December 20, 2007, 2–5 p.m.
Safeco Jackson Street Center - Seattle
Call to order
The meeting was called to order at 2 p.m.
Roll Call 
There were sufficient members present to declare a quorum.  Members introduced themselves. 
Board Members Present:  Ron Forest, Stan Gunno, Oren Hadaller, Douglas Hoople (chair), Francisco Ivarra, Gary Kingsbury, Kathy Lewis, Frank Selden, Robert Stephens, Roger Welles, Bill Wood
Board Members Absent:  Andrew Franz

Staff Present:  Sadikifu Akina-James, Department of Community and Human Services (DCHS); Liz Gilbert, DCHS; Joel Estey, King County Veterans’ Program; Carole Antoncich, DCHS Community Services Division (CSD); Pat Lemus, DCHS CSD

Guests:  None 
Review of Meeting Summary
The draft meeting summary for November was reviewed and discussed and corrections were proposed. 
ACTION: It was moved, seconded and approved that the November meeting summary be approved as amended.

Committee Reports

Strategy One (Enhanced Services for Veterans):  Robert Stephens reported on two methods under consideration for an information and referral telephone line for veterans and their families.  One option is the 2-1-1 line operated by the Crisis Clinic, and the other is a 1-800 line operated by the Washington Department of Veterans Affairs (WDVA).  The Strategy One Committee, as well as the full board, has an opportunity to define what they want this service to provide.  Recommendations should be completed before the end of April 2008, as this project is behind schedule and recommendation made by the board can then inform the subsequent procurement plan.  
Board recommendations should define the process they want this help line to implement, recognizing that when processes are defined, it is easier to project costs. There are apparent advantages and disadvantages for each method:  the 211 line is a 24/7 service, while the WDVA line provides a next day response (callers are asked to leave their name and call-back number).  The 211 line can immediately direct veterans to appropriate resources, which completes the service they provide, while the WVDA follows up to find out if the outcome of their referral met the callers need.  At this point, it is unclear how Crisis Clinic will have dedicated staff to respond to veterans and how they will assure that these staffmembers are well trained on the issues and resources specific to veterans.
Ms. Akina-James asked committee members to put together a questionnaire to be provided to both programs, so that each has an equal opportunity to respond.  This questionnaire should include the board’s issues, concerns, and questions.
Strategy Two (Ending Homelessness):  Bill Wood reported the committee has not met since the last board meeting.

Strategy Three (Behavioral Health Services):  Kathy Lewis spoke about the last committee meeting.  Joel Estey substituted for Pat Lemus, and described changes made to Procurement Plans 3.2 – 3.3.  During the discussion, board members identified a number of issues for clarification, and voted to recommend to the full board that this combined procurement plan should not be accepted.  Ms. Lemus will be asked to attend the next Strategy Three meeting to respond to board concerns and questions.
Strategy Five (Resource Management & Evaluation):  Stan Gunno reported that the Director of the Safe Harbors program did not attend the committee’s meeting, so the meeting was adjourned.  Ms. Akina-James will contact him about rescheduling.
Chairperson’s Report:  Doug Hoople informed board members that procurement plans posted over the holiday period would have an extended time for public comment.  Mr. Hoople observed that to date, joint board meetings have not had a quorum in attendance, which means decisions cannot be made.  Mr. Hoople reminded board members of their responsibilities when reviewing procurement plans.  In particular, he encouraged board members to provide input at the county’s website so that county staff could review all feedback at once.  This should result in expedited processes.
Procurement Plans
Carole Antoncich, DCHS Community Services Division, presented the following procurement plan and responded to questions.

Procurement Plan 2.8 – Link comprehensive education and employment programs for the homeless and formerly homeless to housing and supportive services.  The target population for this plan is low-income individuals and/or heads of households (veterans and non-veterans) whose lack of adequate income threatens their housing stability, which in turn creates barriers to employment, as well as other barriers.  The plan will expand existing education, employment, and vocational training programs for the homeless and formerly homeless; expand child care services that enable parents to work;  and provide dental care vouchers for those whose oral health poses a barrier to finding or maintaining work.  A total of $4.55 million will be allocated to this program over the life of the levy, with 30% targeted for veterans, and 70 percent targeted for others in need. 

Ms. Antoncich acknowledged this is a difficult strategy to plan for because the issues it addresses are huge in magnitude; therefore, it is essential to focus on a defined subset of issues that can be adequately addressed with available resources.  When preparing the plan, Mr. Mingus researched national models, with an eye toward expanding existing programs, filling in some of the gaps, and looking for existing programs to partner with.  He recognized that for this program to be successful, it would be important for clients to have housing support, either through case management or through other programs.
Of the available revenues, approximately $700,000 of the monies not spent in 2007 will be set aside in reserve.  Efforts are currently underway to develop a policy-level approach that will assist workers to advance in their employment.  Discussions are being held with major businesses in the area, philanthropic organizations, educational/vocational institutions, employment programs and others with the goal of establishing credentialing processes that will be universal to all institutions.  For workers, this means they will not need to be retrained simply to fulfill credentialing requirements that vary by institution.
Ms. Antoncich pointed out that two issues identified in the Service Improvement Plan as barriers to employment – child care and dental treatment – are addressed in this procurement plan.  She then responded to questions.

Q:  How will it be assured that services will have countywide coverage?

A:  This will be addressed in the Request for Proposal (RFP).

Q:  What kind of providers do you expect to respond?

A:  Many different types of providers might reply.  For example, an agency with a broad service bases might apply in order to expand existing programs.

Q:  What kind of outcomes do you expect?

A:  We will be looking at increased housing stability, increased employment income, and progression in employment, among others.

Q:  Doesn’t this plan directly compete with WorkSource?

A:  We see partnership potential with WorkSource and others as discussed in the procurement plan.  Also, WorkSource is a system, not a single provider.
Q:  What do you expect collaborations to look like?
A:  One example could be if a housing provider partnered with an employment service agency, a more comprehensive package of services could be available to clients.

Q:  Please add Traumatic Brain Injuries (TBI) each time the procurement plan references Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder.

Q:  The plan seems too general and needs greater specificity.  For example, what “type” of veteran might be served through plan resources?  Current programs you might look at include “Helmets to Hard Hats,” a program that prioritizes placing veterans in construction jobs through an agreement with trade unions.
A:  Thanks for the reference.  We’ll work to strengthen the language in RFPs.

Q:  On page ten in the plan, you reference DCHS efforts toward improving cultural competency.  What does this mean?

A:  There are several initiatives under way, for instance – “weighting” proposals, promoting values that may not be important to “mainstream” providers, providing technical assistance to agencies serving special populations to help them become more competitive.
Q:  How will you define the term “veteran” in terms of eligibility for these programs?

A:  We are consistently using the definition from the Service Improvement Plan.

King County Staff Report
Ms. Akina-James spoke about the schedule for upcoming meetings.  Strategies Two, Four and Five will have back-to-back meetings on January 15, 2008.  Each meeting will run for two hours, beginning at 2 p.m. and ending at 8 p.m.
Old Business

Ms. Akina-James passed out updated business cards for board members.
Ms. Gilbert announced that Dave Murphy and Susan McLaughlin have agreed to provide an overview of services and programs for adults and youth involved with the justice system.  Their presentation will occur at the Joint Board Meeting on January 30, 2008.  This overview is being provided in response to a request for information about current criminal/juvenile justice treatment and service initiatives.
New Business

Ms. Gilbert described the annual Board Activity Report, which is due to the County Executive’s office early in January.  She asked board members to review and comment on the elements of the document she will prepare.  A copy of the final report will be provided to board members.  
Ms Gilbert provided a hand-out in which definitions of and purposes for “process evaluations” were given, as well as examples of executive summaries from process evaluation reports prepared by DCHS.  If members would like to read the full process evaluation, they can contact Ms. Gilbert and she will send it to them electronically.

Petitions/Communication (public comment)

None

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 5 p.m. 
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