Special Commission Meeting
Strategic Planning Retreat
Thursday, February 19, 2015
11:00 AM – 1:00 PM
Ventura County Office of Education – Oxnard Room
5100 Adolfo Drive, Camarillo
Agenda
I.
II.

Welcome and Introductions - Commissioner Stenslie
Overview of Day – Claudia Harrison

III.

Public Comments/Correspondence
(Speaker request forms should be completed and submitted within 15 minutes after
opening call to order. Public correspondence will be received.)

IV.

Review of Strategic Planning Process to Date – Claudia Harrison
 Vision, Mission and Guiding Principles
 Assessing Needs/Identifying Best Practices (highlights from data trends analysis,
literature review, best practices in other counties/national place-based initiatives,
preliminary results from parent and partner surveys)

V.

VI.

VII.

Identification of Opportunities and Challenges
 Financial
 Programmatic
 Partnerships
Determining Overarching Direction for Next Strategic Plan
 Developing Funding Principles
 Identifying Key Investments
 Consideration of Planning Horizon, e.g., 3 vs. 5 years
Next Steps
 Developing Funding Models
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First 5 County Regional Highlights
FY 2012/2013
Summary of Innovative/Unique Programmatic Efforts
Home visiting


Fifteen First 5’s fund home visiting programs, usually starting prenatal or postpartum. Some programs use
nurses while other use paraprofessionals. Most of these programs are targeted to high need families, such
as teens, families in poverty, etc.

Family Resource Centers/Place based initiatives


In addition to providing 0-5 services, some FRC’s have other relevant services co-located at their FRC’s. For
example, in Madera, the FRC houses a satellite of the Public Health Department, which provides WIC and
immunizations. Another satellite office includes the Workforce Development Corporation. Nevada also does
this and noted the ability to provide a “warm handoff” to services such as behavioral health, CALWorks, etc.
Through braided funding, their FRCs are able to assist families with children of all ages, not just 0-5.

Kindergarten screening tools




Several First 5’s utilize tools to assess kindergarteners before entry to school. Among other things, this data
allows First 5’s to examine the impact of their programs on school readiness. For example, the Humboldt
Office of Education administered their Kindergarten Screen Tool to 89% of incoming kindergarteners. Of the
1,336 students screened, 788 had attended First 5 playgroups. Those who attended playgroups scored 79%
while those that did not scored 70%. Monterey County’s Kindergarten Readiness Assessment also
demonstrated that participants who received F5MC services achieved better scores across 4 developmental
domains; the KRA also showed that F5MC parents were more likely (60%) than their peers (46%) to read to
their children each day. The KRA showed that daily reading had the strongest affect on kindergarten
readiness than any other parent-child activity.
Shasta developed a county-wide Kindergarten readiness assessment. It is being implemented by Shasta
teachers to assess incoming student skills.

Systems Change


In Amador, access to services through systems change was a focus area. As a result, their First 5 established
a bus route for an extremely under-served part of the community.

Business Leader Involvement


Solano’s PreK Business Champions generated $15,000 in donations from businesses and individuals. The
funds were matched by First 5 Solano to fund a summer pre-K program.
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Funding Collaborations


Monterey’s Early Childhood Development Initiative (ECDI) was launched with a visit from Dr. James
Heckman. ECDI will develop and implement a countywide strategic vision, road map and action plan to help
children prenatal through age 5 reach their full potential. ECDI has received funding from Packard,
Community Foundation of Monterey and the Monterey County Board of Supervisors.

Other
















Amador established a parent cooperative preschool. This struck me as an interesting approach because
from visiting the Lou Grant co-op preschool in Carpinteria, I learned that parent fees are extremely low, with
only 2 paid staff needed to operate the program. Utilizing well trained parents in the classroom could be an
innovative approach to expanding preschool.
Contra Costa offered early intervention playgroups for children with significant delays that did not qualify
for state-funded services.
Imperial invested in an expansion of an Immunization Registry through support with technical assistance on
data entry for vaccine records.
First 5 LA commissioned a study that revealed that on any given night, at least 3,000 children ages 5 and
under are homeless in the county. This led to a $25 million investment into permanent supportive housing
for homeless mothers with young children.
Marin offered nonprofit capacity building through its Marin Communications Forum to teach best practices
in media, outreach and advocacy to its community partners. It included training key organizations in media,
social media, government relations and community organizing.
Orange County contributed $7 million to help launch the Center for Autism and Neurodevelopmental
Disorders at UC Irvine.
San Francisco has partnered with the City of San Francisco to offer Preschool for All, offering high quality
preschool to all of the city’s 4-year-olds.
San Mateo participates in the Big Lift, a countywide initiative to improve third-grade academic achievement
in part through providing access to two years of high quality preschool for all children in the county.
Santa Clara launched the Baby Gateway Project to reduce emergency room use for children under age one.
Santa Cruz placed 12 AmeriCorps volunteers in 23 state preschool classrooms to collaborate with teachers
on the SEEDS early literacy program.
Sierra piloted a research-based nationally recognized music training program for children and parents.
Yolo offered financial literacy classes.

Note: The majority of First 5’s are engaged somewhat or significantly in developmental screening and referral.
This demonstrates our increased efforts in this area are consistent with other First 5’s.
First 5 Fresno developed a longitudinal parent interview survey- this might be something we can utilize in the
development of our own tool.
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Place-Based Initiatives: Best Practices
Definition
A Place- Based Initiative focuses on the whole set of issues a community faces and tackles these issues in tandem
to improve a comprehensive and common results framework, taking advantage of the synergy achieved by
addressing multiple issues at once (DOE).
Reason for Place Based Initiatives: Why Place Matters?
-

Neighborhoods are often segregated by race and income (California Endowment).
Research shows that where you live determines how you live- there is a relationship between
community conditions and health (California Endowment).
Place Based Initiatives can focus on changing individual behavior and community conditions.
Community input can be harnessed.
A “place” can be an efficient platform for service delivery (DOE).
The effects of an intervention might spill over to others in the community, even those whom aren’t
participating (DOE).

Lessons Learned
-

-

-

A “two-generation” strategy is critical to community change, wherein programs address the needs of
children and parents simultaneously (Making Connections).
Solutions should include a “cradle to career” pipeline (DOE; HCZ).
Community engagement is critical in determining what kinds of resources and services would be most
helpful (Making Connections; DOE). Due to the varying characteristics of neighborhoods and regions, a
promising approach in one community might fail in another, making local input even more critical
(Urban Ventures Group).
Public systems don’t always target specific neighborhoods or provide neighborhood specific
interventions (Making Connections).
Residential instability: mobility makes Place-Based Initiatives very challenging- ex. 80% of children
changed to a new school within a three year period while only 20% remained. (Making Connections).
Shared outcomes between all the providers that are participating are critical. Focusing on common
results can help break down silos (DOE; HCZ).
Funders need to establish the “rules of engagement” early on so that each party understands the roles it
plays and expectations. This includes internal agreement about intended roles and clear communication
to partners (Urban Ventures Group).
Initiatives need a “backbone” group with dedicated staff who coordinate the participating organizations
and handle administrative details (Urban Ventures Group).
Keep regional context in mind- there is a danger of focusing so closely on a neighborhood that its wider
regional context is ignored (Cytron, N.).
Understanding the how of change is as important as the what. Process-related issues, and not just
quantitative outcomes, are critical to understanding success and lapses. (Cytron, N.).
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Recommendations
-

Residential engagement is critical. This can be supported through leadership development. Sometimes
nonprofit organizations themselves stand in the way, wanting to speak on behalf of the residents.
Nonprofits need to understand that resident engagement is an essential part of reforming institutions
and practices. Sustaining this engagement is equally critical – grassroots leadership is not just for the
planning phase of a project- it must be infused permanently through the initiative (Making Connections).

-

Integrating data supports a two-generational approach as it can be used to identify interrelated factors
that are critical to a family’s well-being. In the Making Connections project, the Anne E. Casey
Foundation supported the development of integrated databases that pulled individualized information
from many different public agencies.

-

In addition to shared data tools, there needs to be a focus on clear results- identification of results to be
achieved and the metrics that will be used to gauge progress (DOE; Urban Ventures Group). Analysis of
results should include a careful look at process-related issues in addition to outcomes (Cytron, N.). It is
also recommended to pay close attention to systemic change strategies, which may need to be
measured over decades. (Urban Ventures Group).

-

Technical assistance requires sustained, dedicated and readily available support over a sufficient period
of time. Be ready to provide technical assistance over the life of the program, including fostering
communication/breaking down silos; promoting effective planning; outreach and organizing; collecting
and analyzing data; utilizing evidence-based practices; and developing management systems and staff
capacity. (Urban Ventures Group).

-

According to the California Endowment, a framework for Healthy Communities should include:
o Economic environment: the quality and quantity of employment opportunities available;
presence of commercial services
o Social environment: cultural characteristics, social support, community leadership
o Physical environment: environmental quality (air, land, water), build environment (housing,
parks, recreation), geographic access (roads and transit)
o Service environment: health services, public safety, community and public support services

Case Study: Harlem Children’s Zone
-

-

HCZ’s model is to serve an entire neighborhood comprehensively and at scale. This project includes 97
blocks in the Harlem neighborhood of New York City with about 11,000 children. HCZ believes its
collective programs must reach about 65% of the total number of children in the community to reach a
tipping point and create widespread change.
Government should be a partner but nonprofits should take the lead, particularly because government
often wants quick results.
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-

-

-

A pipeline of support must provide programs that link to one another to provide uninterrupted support
for children’s healthy growth, starting with pre-natal programs to finishing college. Once children enter
the pipeline, the goal is for them to not leave. It takes 10 years to fully implement a pipeline. Each
program in the pipeline is evidence-supported and can stand alone but the cumulative effect helps
children reach their full potential.
There is a strong emphasis on community building, leadership development, neighborhood revitalization
and referrals to social services.
Evaluation continually refines performance. HCZ believes that evaluation must be viewed as a learning
tool by every staff member- an aid, rather than a threat. They recommend an internal evaluation team
with access to internal data and nationally normed assessment tools.
Cost- the average cost per participant (adults and children) is $3,500, including overhead. The agency’s
budget in 2009 was $67 million.

The Future of PBI
Federal involvement (Cytron, N.):
-

-

There is a sweeping movement within the government towards place-based policy-making. All federal
agencies have been explicitly directed to formally articulate how place matters. Federal agencies are
encouraged to find areas of overlap and opportunities for collaboration.
Federal initiatives include: HUD’s Choice Neighborhoods (HUD, DOT, EPA and DOE); DOE’s Promise
Neighborhoods (modeled after the Harlem Children’s Zone); Sustainable Communities Initiative (HUD,
DOT, EPA); Healthy Food Financing (HHS, Treasury, USDA).

References
1. PolicyLink and The California Endowment: Why Place Matters: Building a Movement for Healthy
Communities.
2. Cytron, N. Improving the Outcomes of Place-Based Initiatives.
3. Urban Ventures Group: Lessons from a National Scan of Comprehensive Place-Based Philanthropic
Initiatives.
4. Annie E. Casey Foundation: Community Change: Lessons from Making Connections.
5. Harlem Children’s Zone: Whatever it Takes: A White Paper on the Harlem Children’s Zone.
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First 5 Ventura County
“SWOT” Analysis
First 5 Ventura County Strengths













Established efficient early childhood system of
services for children 0 – 5 countywide
Successful strategies in place to maximize
parent and family engagement
Funded partners are reaching children early
(65% served are 0-3)
Funder partners serve at-risk populations in
their neighborhoods
Funding certain services to fill gaps that no one
else provides, e.g. PACT, Oral health treatment
Strong preschool investments resulting in 1500
additional spaces and high quality system
Demonstrated ability to leverage and braid
different funding streams
Strong collaborative partners
Convener around children’s issues

First 5 Ventura County Challenges









Environmental Opportunities









Growing public and political will for early
childhood investments
o State (QRIS Block Grant)
o Federal
o Local (EDC-VC)
Overall collaborative environment in Ventura
County
Expanded health care access through Covered
California
Increased focus on prevention

Declining First 5 resources (Prop 10
distribution and Funding Reserves)
Consistency in implementation across all
funded partners
Sustainability
Comprehensive assessment of families and
child needs at all points of intake
Not enough service capacity

Environmental Challenges










High number of children in poverty
o Increasing rates of homelessness in
children
High rates of child abuse/domestic violence
Little change in 3rd grade reading and math
scores
o Large ethnic disparities in school
achievement
Not enough service capacity e.g. oral health,
preschool
o Challenges with Denti-Cal participation
and Denti-Cal rates
Access to care for special populations
High rates of obesity

See page 3 for assumptions
First 5 Ventura County Financial Plan
Operating Fund
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE
REVENUES
Prop 10 Distribution
Packard Foundation
First 5 CA Power of PreK (POP)
First 5 CA POP Coordination Funds
First 5 CA Child Signature Program (CSP)
First 5 CA - CARES
Race to the Top Planning
Race to the Top
Kaiser - Community Benefits Grant
VCPH - CDC Grant
VCPH - Kaiser HEAL Grant
Other Revenues
Subtotal Revenues
SMIF
Interest Earnings (@0.40%)
Transfer of Funds from Sustainability Fund
Transfer of Funds from Loan Fund
TOTAL REVENUES
EXPENDITURES
(Initiatives - New Strategic Plan)
Neighborhoods for Learning (NfLs)
Countywide Specialized Program Strategies
Countywide Preschool Efforts
CARES*
Communications, Education & Development
Community Outreach & Education*
Resource Development*
Subtotal - Program expenditures
Results Accountability
Program Management
Administration
Equipment Replacement
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Rate of decline applied:

6%

4%

4%

Forecast
2014/15
$9,395,802

2015/16
$6,720,000

Forecast
2016/17 - 2020/21
$6,170,000
$30,147,570

Actuals
2011/12
$16,512,140

Actuals
2012/13
$15,241,546

Actuals
2013/14
$12,615,074

$8,139,911
$9,351
$366,400
$100,000

$7,878,290

$7,382,489

$7,087,188

$6,803,700

$772,104
$110,190

$1,015,443
$148,390

$311,875
$143,395

$722,012
$28,479
$2,050
$23,739

$1,104,425

$522,566

$3,016
$2,007
$5,022
$8,779,919

$698,702
$97,581
$35,513
$183,947
$11,521
$21,293
$5,950
$2,703
$8,935,500

$5,000

$9,041,063

$24,000
$2,297
$9,381,743

$7,786,536

$30,147,570

$3,261
$107,592

$2,795
$67,548

$1,978
$41,682

$37,583

$26,880

$96,680

$1,308,682
$26,319

$3,950,605
$20,779

$12,957,728
$128,022
$43,330,000

$139,725
$14,487

$1,400,000
$10,290,772

$9,005,843

$9,084,723

$10,754,327

$11,784,800

$6,586,273
$2,307,735
$822,576
$388,572

$6,473,234
$2,115,071
$1,267,142
$369,975

$6,637,252
$1,756,954
$2,397,715

$6,780,305
$1,702,500
$3,139,579

$6,780,305
$1,707,500
$2,086,995

$351,362

$380,047

$360,000

$153,232
$62,808
$10,321,196

$123,705
$64,122
$10,413,249

$11,143,283

$12,002,431

$10,934,800

$300,517
$397,334
$535,637
$6,682

$268,259
$404,006
$542,309
$4,492

$235,878
$349,302
$566,454
$9,078

$314,197
$430,000
$675,000
$8,500

$1,400,000

$11,561,366

$11,632,315

$12,303,995

$13,430,128
5-year total

Percent increase/decrease compared to prior year
Projected Administrative Percent
ENDING FUND BALANCE**
Amount of Fund Balance Used

-9.69%
4.6%
$15,241,546
$2,670,594

0.61%
4.7%
$12,615,074
$2,626,472

5.77%
4.6%
$9,395,802
$3,219,272

9.15%
4.7%
$6,720,000
$3,984,483

$12,334,800
61,262,604
-8.16%

$45,000,000

$6,170,000
$4,500,605

$4,500,000
$14,627,728

-26.55%

* Beginning in FY13/14, CARES included under Countywide Preschool Efforts and Community Outreach & Education/Resource Development renamed to Communications, Education & Development.

Proposed 2/19/2015

See page 3 for assumptions
$6,715,064

Local Run rate:
Sustainability Fund ($13m)
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE
Interest Earnings (@0.40%)
Transfer of Funds to Operating Fund
TOTAL

Community Investment Loan Fund
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE
REVENUES/LOAN REPAYMENTS
Interest Earnings (@0.40%)
Interest Earnings on Loans (@4.25%)
Loan Origination Fees
Loan Repayments (Principal)
TOTAL REVENUES/LOAN REPAYMENTS
EXPENDITURES/DISBURSEMENTS
Loan Implementation
Loan Disbursements (revolving $1,300,000 loan fund)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES/DISBURSEMENTS
Transfer of Funds to Operating Fund
ENDING FUND BALANCE

$10,921,358

$10,575,105

$10,645,421

$11,135,573

Actuals
2011/12
$17,961,577
$117,563

Actuals
2012/13
$18,079,140
$84,989

Actuals
2013/14
$18,164,129
$63,308

$18,079,140

$18,164,129

$18,227,437

Actuals
2011/12
$2,704,532

Actuals
2012/13
$1,123,595

Actuals
2013/14
$1,122,890

$17,363
$2,159
$3,500
$0
$23,022

$9,558
$7,207
$10,850
$27,615

$3,655
$9,349
$1,787
$26,042
$40,833

$28,320
$0
$28,320

$29,656
$89,368
$119,024

$1,122,890

$1,044,699

$28,959
$175,000
$203,959
-$1,400,000
$1,123,595

$6,167,400
$11,351,964
$54,629,421

Forecast
2014/15
2015/16
$18,227,437
$16,991,665
$72,910
$67,967
-$1,308,682
-$3,950,605
$16,991,665
$13,109,027

Forecast
2014/15
$1,044,699

Forecast
2016/17 - 2020/21
$13,109,027
$183,656
-$12,957,728
$334,955

2015/16
$53,555

Forecast
2016/17 - 2020/21
$131,570

$4,179
$27,567
$20,713
$44,488
$96,947

$214
$50,165
$400
$98,015
$148,794

$2,553
$239,532
$35,937
$1,625,085
$1,903,107

$26,140
$1,035,632
$1,061,772
-$26,319
$53,555

$30,000
$20,000
$50,000
-$20,779
$131,570

$150,000
$1,721,868
$1,871,868
-$128,022
$34,787

**Note: The following demonstrates the amount to be reserved from the Operating Fund balance for the Equipment Replacement Fund and is based on the depreciation schedule for
the useful life of assets.:
Equipment Replacement Fund ($25k)**
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE
REVENUES
Annual depreciation of equipment
EXPENDITURES
Equipment
AMOUNT RESERVED FOR EQUIP. REPLACEMENT

Infrastructure Fund ($10k)
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE
REVENUES
Administration Budget Savings
EXPENDITURES
Infrastructure Expenditures
AMOUNT RESERVED FOR INFRASTRUCTURE

Actuals
2011/12
$17,119

Actuals
2012/13
$17,783

Actuals
2013/14
$21,041

$7,346

$6,768

$6,823

($6,682)
$17,783

($3,510)
$21,041

($9,078)
$18,786

Actuals
2011/12
$0

Actuals
2012/13
$0

Actuals
2013/14
$10,000

$10,000

$0

$5,000

$0
$10,000

$0
$10,000

-$5,000
$10,000

$0

Forecast
2014/15
$18,786

2015/16
$15,780

Forecast
2016/17 - 2020/21
$17,451

$5,494

$6,671

$28,002

($8,500)
$15,780

($5,000)
$17,451

($32,000)
$13,453

Forecast
2014/15
$10,000

2015/16
$10,000

Forecast
2016/17 - 2020/21
$10,000
$10,000

$10,000

-$10,000
$10,000

NOTE: Fund balances do not include Fair Market Value (FMV), the unrealized loss/gain on investments
Proposed 2/19/2015

Proposed 2/19/2015

First 5 Ventura County Financial Plan Assumptions
OPERATING FUND ASSUMPTIONS:
 Updates figures for FY13/14 based on audited figures; updated revenue projections; and, revises
expenditures based on approved FY15/16 program allocations.
 Forecasts Prop 10 distributions are estimated at a 4% rate of decline per year for fiscal years 15/16 through
20/21.
 Projects interest earnings at 0.40%, based on County projection for FY14/15.
 Begins to utilize interest earnings from Sustainability Fund in FY14/15 to sustain program funding levels, as
previously planned.
 Transfers Loan Fund interest earnings that exceed amount needed to operate the fund to the Operating Fund,
to help sustain program funding levels.
 Total funding dollars for FY11/12 thru FY15/16 reduced from $61.8 million to $61.2 million ($54.6 million in
local funding & $6.6 million in leveraged dollars from external funders) due to other state and federal
leveraging opportunities for preschool efforts.
o Assumes approval of additional First 5 CA Child Signature Program (CSP) #1 bridge funding of
$300,000 for FY15/16 (50% of current CSP #1 funding level).
o Maintains estimated amount needed as match for F5CA funding.
 Proposes $45.0 million in total local funding dollars available over next 5 years (FY16/17-FY20/21), through
use of revenues and remaining Sustainability Fund to fund programs/initiatives in the new strategic plan.
 Maintains 6 months of operating dollars in fund balance.
ASSUMPTIONS FOR "SUSTAINABILITY" FUND:
 Updates figures for FY13/14 based on audited figures.
 As planned, transfers Sustainability funds to Operating Fund, beginning in FY14/15, to sustain program
funding levels.
 Projects interest earnings on funds that are held by the Commission at 0.40%, based on County projection for
FY14/15.
ASSUMPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVESTMENT LOAN FUND:
 Updates figures for FY13/14 based on audited figures.
 Maintains a Community Investment Loan Fund at $1,300,000 for revolving loans.
 Projects interest earnings on funds that are held by the Commission at 0.40%, based on County projection for
FY14/15.
 Projects future earned income on loan funds at an estimated 4.25%.
 Transfers Loan Fund interest earnings that exceed amount needed to operate the fund to the Operating Fund,
to help sustain program funding levels.
 Budgets loan fund balance to be distributed in FY14/15 and forecasts an average of 2 new loans made every
other year thereafter.
ASSUMPTIONS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE FUND:
 Maintains $10,000 for proposed Infrastructure Budget Policy for current and/or future purchases of
“infrastructure” types of investments (e.g., large software program, organizational development, etc.).
 The infrastructure budget is funded through annual savings from the Administrative budget. For the initial year,
FY12/13, a maximum of $10,000 in savings was designated from the FY12/13 Administrative budget. For
each subsequent year, $10,000 would be the maximum amount retained in the fund, unless a specific need(s)
arises.
 In FY14/15, forecasts expenditure of $5,000 and replenishment from Administrative budget savings.

Funding Dollars by Source FY00/01-FY20/21
14,000,000
13,000,000
12,000,000
11,000,000
10,000,000
9,000,000
8,000,000
7,000,000
6,000,000
5,000,000
4,000,000
3,000,000
2,000,000

Prop 10 Distribution

Interest Earnings

Fund Balance Used

20/21

19/20

18/19

17/18

16/17

15/16

14/15

13/14

12/13

11/12

10/11

09/10

08/09

07/08

06/07

05/06

04/05

03/04

02/03

01/02

00/01

1,000,000

Leveraged Funds (e.g., Federal, State & Foundation grants)

Prop 10 Revenues, Sustainability Fund Balance & Annual Expenditures
20,000,000

18,000,000

16,000,000
Expenditures
(local investment)

14,000,000

12,000,000
Prop 10
Distribution

10,000,000

*

8,000,000

Sustainability
Fund Balance

6,000,000

4,000,000

2,000,000

25/26

24/25

23/24

22/23

21/22

20/21

19/20

18/19

17/18

16/17

15/16

14/15

13/14

12/13

11/12

10/11

09/10

08/09

07/08

06/07

05/06

04/05

03/04

02/03

01/02

00/01

-

* Expenditure decrease in FY06/07 due to implementation of new strategic plan with lower program allocations. Additionally, in prior years there were one-time fixed asset costs
for certain NfLs. With the implementation of new strategies in FY06/07, a majority of programs were ramping up, and as result, did not spend their full allocation.
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WHAT DO WE WANT FOR KIDS?

Kids growing up healthy








Access to prenatal care
Breastfeeding
Access to health care
Well-child visits
Preventive oral health care
Healthy eating and physical activity
Developmental screenings with early referral to services

Kids ready to learn – cognitively, social-emotionally




Early attachment
Early learning activities (early literacy, math, etc.)
Preschool

Parents having the knowledge and resources they need to provide a nurturing environment





Knowledge of parenting and child development
Social Connections
Parent Resilience
Know where to access resources in time of need

1
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LOOKING FORWARD

What do we want to achieve in 5 years?








Pregnant women access quality prenatal care (breastfeeding support and education)
Good health habits for young children, i.e., oral health, healthy eating, physical activity
Low-income 4 year olds attend high quality preschool
Parents have knowledge of parenting and early childhood development
Parents are connected to resources
Comprehensive screenings occur in medical offices (4Ps plus, developmental, ACEs)
At the community and county level, issues of childhood poverty and child abuse/neglect are
addressed

What is First 5’s Legacy for 2020?







NfLs located in communities that most benefit from the services
o FRC (R&R, Service Coordination)
o PACT
o Family support based on the Protective Factors
o Regional Health Professionals in NfL Communities
211 with expand capacity (e.g., health education)
Preschool facilities and teacher degrees
Integrated systems of care for 0-5 year olds
Convener to prioritize needs of children and address countywide issues

What do we need to contribute to (and in what intensity?) to make the above happen?
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Developing Investment Guidelines
Asking the “Right Questions”

Key Considerations
Should We?







Continue to invest in direct services which can’t be sustained?
o By “over”-investing in direct services which can’t be sustained, we may be limiting the
potential impact of our investments
Focus on prevention over intervention?
Consider that for some services, we might have a greater impact by investing in the service system
and building capacity vs. direct services? i.e., having screening a part of routine care vs. conducting
developmental screenings, building facilities vs. direct funding of preschool spaces with operating
dollars, investments that have a lasting reach and provide continuing benefit
Take an active role in prioritizing issues effecting children, such as child abuse/neglect and child
poverty?

Programmatic








Is it a priority focus area?
Is it an evidence-based practice?
Does is prioritize prevention over intervention?
If it’s a direct service, does it prioritize those most likely to benefit from the services?
If it’s a systems/policy change type of investment, does it have a broad enough impact?
By investing in direct services, are we limiting the potential impact of our investment?
Does the service system in which we would consider investing have the capacity to expand?

Financial






Are there other (non First 5) dollars to support the activity?
Can we leverage our investment with other federal, state, local, private dollars?
If we have an opportunity to leverage other funds, should we re-allocate local First 5 funds for other
activities?
Can the investment be sustained?
How long would our dollars last and are we okay with this time frame?
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