Portfolio Review Committee Agenda
November 19, 1:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.

520 Mendocino Ave, Santa Rosa, Laurel Room
All supporting documents are available at www.UpstreamInvestments.org and at the Board of Supervisors office at 575
Administration Drive, Room 100A, Santa Rosa, CA, during normal business hours. For accessibility assistance with
this agenda or supporting documents, please e-mail Upstream@schsd.org or call 707.565.5800.
1:00

Welcome, Introductions, Minutes ACTION ITEM
Review and approve July minutes

1:05

Updates & Reports
Update on portfolio activity since last meeting

1:15

Applications to the Portfolio ACTION ITEM
Healthy Meals for Healthy Communities – CERES Community Project
Items in questions: Logic Model, Evaluation Plan

1:45

Application Review Time ACTION ITEM
Is 5 days adequate for a review?

1:55

Clearinghouse Standard Review ACTION ITEM
SAHMSA requirements
OJJDP rating scale
Restorative Resources, SMART Moves, Project Learn

2:45

Tier 1 Programs with Accreditation
Eg. Living with Diabetes

3:00

Literature Review Cover Sheet ACTION ITEM
Would you like to include a literature review cover letter as a mandatory Tier 2 & 3 form?

3:15

Reviewing Renewal Applications ACTION ITEM
If Tier 2 applications indicate there are no changes to their original application, is a review necessary?

3:30

Adjourn

Upcoming Meetings
December 24, 2014
All meetings will be held from 1:00 – 3:00 pm

Wednesday, July 16, 2014 Portfolio Review Committee Meeting Minutes
1:00 p.m. – 2:30 p.m.
490 Mendocino Ave, Santa Rosa, SCTA Conference Room
Stephen Jackson, SCOE

Members (listed alphabetically)
BJ Bischoff, Bischoff Consulting
Carlos Ayala, Sonoma State University
Carol Simmons, Child Care Planning Council
Ellen Bauer, Department of Health
Jennifer O’Donnell, United Way
Kate Pack, First 5
Katie Greaves, Human Services Department
Leo Tacata, District Attorney’s Office
Monique Chapman, Sheriff’s Office
Rebecca Wachsberg, Probation Department
Rob Halverson, Probation Department
Serena Lienau, City of Santa Rosa

Topic
Welcome,
Introductions,
Minutes, Updates

Application to
the Portfolio
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Staff (listed alphabetically)
Angie Dillon-Shore, Human Services Department
BJ Bischoff, Project Staff
Cynthia King, Human Services Department
Not Present (listed alphabetically)
Joni Thacher, Human Services Department
Julie Sabbag-Maskey, Human Services Department
Public (listed alphabetically)
Alfredo Perez, First 5
Doria Trombetta
Leah Benz, First 5
Megan Sirna, Human Services Department

Discussion
Angie welcomed everyone and facilitated introductions.
Motion to approve the minutes.
Cynthia provided an update of recent technical assistance and programs added to the Portfolio.
In the future, when a renewal is submitted that indicates changes have been made to the
program, the original application will be sent to the reviewers along with the changed elements.
Sonoma County Human Services Department – READY (BJ facilitated)
Items for discussion: Literature Review
• Summary of what is not known is missing
Ellen, Julie, Kate, and Carol recused themselves
BJ provided an overview of the program. Rebecca approved the program, Stephen recommended
technical assistance.

Decision
Motion to approve the
minutes: Jennifer
Second: Carlos
Yes:
No: 0
Abstain: 2

Next Steps
None

Motion to approve
READY for Tier 3
Portfolio inclusion.
Motion: Jennifer
Second: Carlos
Yes : 9

READY will be
included in the
Upstream Portfolio.
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Topic

Discussion
Rebecca: I approved the application because the score form says “a summary of what is known
OR not known”. READY adequately showed what was known.
Stephen: It is important when looking at literature, especially with education and early
childhood, that we know what is not working. It’s important enough for me that if we are moving
towards evidence-based practices that we include what is not known. This is a new program that
is just beginning; it’s hard to figure out. There will be potential hazards and road blocks. I want to
see what is unknown about the topic. Improving students’ abilities at early grade levels is a
moving target. I also want to say that this is an exciting program and I commend those who put
it together because it is extremely comprehensive.

Decision
No: 0
Abstain: 4

Next Steps

Discussion:
• Addressing challenges in the K – 12 curriculum is not easy. I think there is work that
needs to be done with the challenges from other evidence-based programs.
• I would have passed it, but agree that the application could be strengthened by
addressing challenges.
• This might be a technicality, but if the instructions say OR, then that is what has been
asked. I have concerns about setting the bar so high and so strict that people don’t
apply. This is an issue that can be dealt with when they apply to Tier 2.
• At first I didn’t understand what was meant by “not known.” It seems to be referring to
challenges that might exist. Questions or challenges of what they are proposing would
be useful, and perhaps we should ask for that in the future.
• The policies and procedures were highly developed and explicit. They did not discuss
what not to do, but their explanation of what to do was so complete that I could infer
what not to do.
• It goes back to missteps and being careful. The application spent a lot of time on overall
programming and implementation and not individual site implementation. Because this
is a difficult place to be it is I important to be clear about what to avoid and watch out
for.
• It’s a new program. They haven’t gone to schools yet. They can’t know what not to do.
• Programs that have been operating for a long time and programs that are being
implemented for the first time have the same Tier 3 criteria. The criteria can seem
subjective, but I like that we have the leeway to approve a program even if a small piece
is missing. We need to tease out the process; maybe you need to have your program
implemented for a period of time before moving to the next tier.
• This process can be frustrating for the applicant as well as the reviewer. Our partners
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Topic

Discussion
want to have the best program possible so the more detail we can provide, the better.
• Funders and policy makers are looking at us to inform their decisions. We have
developed this process which can make it muddy, we have to be sensitive to where
programs are, but we have to be separate. We need to encourage emerging programs in
the county, but that is not the job of this committee. We need to use the criteria we’ve
established.

Decision

Next Steps

None

Staff will make
recommendations for
alternate Tier
divisions and for
language to help Tier
2 programs articulate
their outcomes.

Public Comment:
Megan: Thank you. It has been interesting to be on the other side. It says OR, so I assumed that
is what it meant. I like Carlos’s point that it is about the challenges.
On the Policies and Procedures, the biggest reason is that it is a pilot project and we don’t know
yet. It felt too limiting because we don’t know yet. Thank you.
Leah: She said what I was going to say. Megan is a fabulous writer and we are behind everything
in this document. If it said “potential challenges” it would have been easier to complete. This
conversation has been helpful and clear.
Monique: Move to approve READY for Tier 3.
Rob: I second the motion.
Motion passed unanimously.

Process
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Summary: READY was approved for Tier 3 Portfolio inclusion.
Angie resumed her role as facilitator.
Ellen: Maybe we can have a process evaluation on how people experience our process. READY
could have used one for their implementation.
The HSD READY team recognizes that we need a process evaluation and are developing one.
We also need to discuss something – we shouldn’t be afraid to deny programs. We always have to
worry about that. These kinds of discussions from the disagreements help us move forward. The
next question is who reviews an application. On an NSF panel, people with experience in the
field would have reviewed it.
I see our varied backgrounds as a strength. It’s a tool that brings up good questions and I value
everyone’s knowledge.
It can be hard to say to another colleague “I know more about this,” but that needs to be OK.
That allows us to be enlightened. It should be OK to share expertise.
We need to remember our objective. People should stick to their guns, Tier 3 should be rigorous.
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Topic

Public Comment
Next
Meeting/Final
Comments
Adjourn
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Discussion
Is there a way for us to discuss concerns, even if it is passed or not passed?
There is an agenda item request form.
There used to be an oral report on programs that had passed.
That took too long. Written is fine.
None at this time.
The next meeting will be on August 20 at 520 Mendocino Ave unless there are no applications
for review.

Decision

Next Steps

None
None

None
None

Adjourned at 2:30 pm.

None

None
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Update Report for the Portfolio Review Committee
November 2014
To date 76 programs have been approved for tier placement on the Portfolio:
Tier 1: 25 programs
88 organizations implementing programs o n the Portfolio
Tier 2: 28 programs
55 local o rganizatio ns funding programs on the Portfolio
Tier 3: 23 programs
New submissions approved since July 16, 2014
Approval Date

Tier

Submitting Age ncy

Received
TA?

3

Sonoma County Office ofEducation

Yes

1

8/4/14

Program
Teachers Acquiring Language
Learner Knowledge (TALLK)

2

8114/14

Triple P

1

Santa Rosa Community Health Center

Yes

3

8/21/14

3

Jewish Family and Children's Services

Yes

4

9/28/14

Girls Circle
Depression Treatment Quality
Improvement

1

Sunny Hills Services

Yes

5

11/7/14

Youth Connections

3

Community Action Partnership

Yes

1:1 TA provided to a ctive submissions since July 16, 2014
Submission
Date

Program

Submitting Agency

Status

1

12/5/14

Neighborhood Listening Project

Listen ing for a Change

Tier 2 denied, receiving T A

2

4/18/2014

SCENIQ

Pepperwood Preserve

Tier 2 denied, receiving T A

3

8/21/14

Behavioral Consultation Project

Early Learning Institute

Tier 2 denied, receiving T A

5

9/5/14

Pasitos Playgroups Renewal

Community Action Partnership

Tier 2 renewal denied, receiving TA

6

9/29/14

Healing Meals for Healthy Communities

Ceres Community Project

Committee decision needed
Tier 1 denied, receiving T A
Under review

7

10/3/14

Coping Cat

Child Parenting Institute (CPI)

8

10/29/14

Teen Parent Connections

Sonoma County Department of
Health Services

HSD staff also provides assistance to organizations preparing their applications. This assistance is reflected in the
following table.
2014 TA and workshops to date:

1:1 TAhours

Total
workshops/ presentations

96.5

23

Total workshop participants

Total unique workshop
participants

Total unique
organizations/departments
served

254

222

122

Summary Report, Portfolio ofModel Upstream Programs (updated. 11.19.14)
For more information visit www.Upstreamlnvestments.org, contact Upstream@schsd.org or call565.5800.

