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February 20, 2003

Report of the Co-Chairs

Supervisor Maxwell spoke about the duties of the Task Force.

Review of Board Resolution No. 835-02 

It was determined that if a Task Force member sends a representative, she or he must send signed, written notice in advance of the meeting.

Meeting Procedures

The Task Force determined meeting procedures including the establishment of Ground Rules (see attached); methodology; review & establishment of calendar; review of recommendations.  

Methodology will include testimony from the public as well as fiscal and programmatic experts on each agenda item and at the end of the meeting. Representatives who need to get input, reports, or other information from their affiliations will report to the Task Force within one week. The Task Force will operate without committees.

The recommendations will be calendared for discussion & possible action by groups: 1. Contracting Procedures, 2. Monitoring & Evaluation, 3. Payment, and 4. Standardization.  

The Task Force will look for fiscal impact and standardization on each recommendation.  For each recommendation, the Task Force will discuss: 1. The outline of implementation of the steps & procedures; 2. identifying fiscal impact; and if there is time, 3. the initial timeline.  If no time is left for the discussion of timeline, the item will be calendared for a later meeting after review of the other recommendations.  

The Monitoring & Evaluation group will be the first to be reviewed, beginning with recommendations #6, 11 & 12 on the 2/26 meeting (see agenda).  Recommendations #4, 5 & 15 are tentatively grouped for a later meeting.  Recommendations # 9, 13 & 14 are tentatively grouped for the same meeting.

Contracting Procedures Recommendations will be grouped for the same meetings and include #2, 3 & 7.

Payment Recommendations will be discussed as a group over an appropriate amount of meetings and include # 8, 10, 16, 17, & 18.

February 26, 2003

Report of the Co-Chairs

Co-Chair Rubin led a discussion on the ground rules for conducting meetings developed at the last meeting.  The task force approved the ground rules as amended (see attached).

Co-Chair Rubin explained the following structure that she will be using to lead the discussions on each of the task force’s recommendations:


Structure

Establish mutual understanding of problem

10 minutes





Brainstorm solutions




15 minutes





Open discussion – advocate problems & solutions
15 minutes


Deliverables

Implementation steps











Fiscal impact





Timeline





20 minutes

Discussion & Possible Action Item: 

The following notes are taken from the flip charts as written by Co-Chair Rubin in leading the task force’s discussion on the February 26 Agenda,  Items 5, 6, and 7.  [Recommendations 6, 11 and 12 respectively as related to contract monitoring and evaluation] Text enclosed in brackets, [ ], are provided by the task force staff for clarity, additional related information, and/or to summarize the discussion:

6. Consolidate contracts, where appropriate, from various departments into a primary or lead department to administer the overall contract for a non-profit.

11. Whenever possible, coordinate one joint program monitoring visit per year per contract by a lead City department.  Departments will provide timely written notice of 14 days as well as a timely written report back within 30 days, if possible, but not beyond 90 days.  Fiscal site visits should utilize other City department visits within a twelve-month period.
12. Develop standard monitoring protocol, language and definitions in advance with providers for purposes of improving contracts to be distributed at the time of contract execution.
Why:  [consolidate contracts]

· Duplication of requests [by departments of CBOs]

· Easier process for [contract] modification and negotiation

· Standardized procedures for CBOs and departments = cost efficiency/clarity

· Speed up contract certification

· Only have to attend one commission meeting

· Eliminates amount of work for small contracts

· Several departments funding same CBO for similar services

· Consistency

Solutions:

· Standardized forms

· One point of contact for negotiations, monitoring, all documents administration and reporting (on-line negotiation and reporting)

· Develop procedure for lead department [one point of contact]

· Create /choose mechanism for transferring funds [to lead departments]

· Allow for departments who are not “lead” to participate (definition of interface)

· Criteria for [contract] consolidation; broad service areas, similar services, same clientele

· Monitor[ing] expertise

· Consolidate all contracts

· Coordinate process for re-solicitations [rebidding]

· Assure appropriate expertise for monitors (??)

· Consolidate monitoring – centralized pool, independent (??)

· Create a monitoring team from affected departments

· Develop method for lead agency to comply with requests of [from] funding sources

· Start with DPH (?)

Pending Issues:
· 1st step – which departments consolidate [which contracts] internally

· Role of Contracts Department [Office of Contracts Administration]

· Mayor’s Office of Community Development limited [use as test department]

· What criteria for lead agency [department]

· Consolidating departments and CBOs meet in advance [of any contract consolidation] to determine which [contracts] can be done [consolidated] and/or scope [of work]

· How to coordinate or develop monitor[ing] pool; unraveling current model

· Standards regarding limits on criteria

Guidelines for Lead Agency: [lead department for consolidated contracts]

· Which [existing contracts lends itself to] consolidation

· Role of lead agency

· Monitoring models

· Administrative functions; staffing capabilities, affect on remaining [staff]

Use Live Example:

· [Tony Michelini, Catholic Charities, to provide information on his agency’s contracts with the City; departments contracted, type of services provided, and contract amounts for discussion at the next meetings]
· [Department representatives to provide information on their departments’ staffing assigned to contracting work.]
Meeting Ground Rules, Approved 2/26/03

1. Members will designate representatives by sending timely, signed, written notice to Task Force staff.

2. Members will use alternates sparingly.

3. If a quorum is not achieved by 20 minutes after the scheduled start time, the meeting will be cancelled and rescheduled.

4. The Task Force will determine an allotted time for each agenda item at the beginning of the meeting.

5. The agenda item’s discussion period will be clearly delineated from the decision period by the Chair.

6. The discussion period will have no more than 25% of its time allotted for discussion of history. 

7. Discussion period will have full participation and mutual understanding.

8. Mutual understanding does not necessarily mean agreement.

9. Recommendations will be approved by a majority vote.

10. An item will only be revisited if by unanimous decision of Task Force members present.

11. When additional information or authorization is necessary, members will return at the next meeting with the information and authorization.

March 5, 2003

Discussion & Possible Action Item: 

Sort Options [When discussing spreadsheet provided by Catholic Charities of contracts with the City and that the information could be list by]

· Department

· Program in Agency

· Source of Funding & Timeline

· Services – Type

Possible Criteria  [for selecting contracts to consolidate]

· Similar Services

· Population [served]

How To

Step 1 Within Departments 

1. DPH - Consolidate Funding & Merge Across Divisions

· Mental Health / Substance Abuse 

· Mental Health / Substance Abuse / AIDS / Housing

· Mental Health / Substance Abuse / AIDS / SF General Hospital

2. DHS [Department of Human Services] – Look to consolidate [contracts] by

· CBO [community based organizations]

· program within CBO

· time line for funding

3. DCYF [Department of Children, Youth & Families] – same as DHS

4. MOCD [Mayor’s Office of Community Development] – work order funding to DAAS [Department of Aging & Adult Services], DCYF Resp. to other agencies

5. COSW (Commission on the Status of Women] – could they work order to other Depts.

6. Other Departments

· JPC [Juvenile Probation Court]

· APD [Adult Probation Department]

· Sheriff

· MOCJ [Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice]

· DAAS

· PIC [Private Industry Council]

· Redevelopment Agency

Concerns with Model

1. $ [funding] may diminish due to consolidation. Focus: general Fund

2. Stand alone programs may loose [lose] focus

3. Assure no adverse impact to client

4. Model needs to work for small agencies

5. How to consolidate if different timelines

Elements of Consolidation All Departments

1. Standard Admin. Function –1 Document, per CBO, with separate exhibits, consolidate if possible

2. Monitoring & Reporting standardized

3. Invoicing standardized

Next Mtg.Homework

1. DPH set timelines for step 1-  MH / SA [Mental Health / Substance Abuse] Cons. Reports

2. Use Peter Claver as example

3. Smaller Depts. to present model

4. AIDS, Housing Office Exp.


2 weeks


Dates – How to handle w/in one contract

5. DHS – Grid / Sort of contracts

6. DCYF – grid of all contracts with analysis for consolidation

7. COSW / MOCD in 3 weeks


Grid re: work orders (15%)

8. Update Controllers’ list

9. Sample monitoring documents

Next Week Agenda

· (Continued) Consolidation


1/3 Analysis at Dept. Level & Time Commitments

· 2/3 Model for Consolidate Monitoring

March 12, 2003

Discussion & Possible Action Item: 

Department of Public Health (DPH) Plan: [to consolidate contracts, see Attachments A & B]

· One year contracts with/not to exceed amounts

· Award letter and encumbered amount smaller [than not-to-exceed amount]

· General fund [general funded contract] only

· Consolidated by DPH divisions, then by community based organizations (CBO) [service providers], then by funding source

· [Consolidate contracts from] Mental Health & Substance Abuse [as the] Pilot

Methodology and Concerns:

· Not to Exceed amount in contracts includes larger expected amounts

· Encumber only known amounts

· Current process with the Controller [is to] certify the encumbered amount

· Proposes certification of-not-to-exceed amount which is larger would include pending grants

· [Doing so however would result in] Controller’s documents [purchase orders used to encumber funds against contracts] will no longer be a relevant instrument for controlling expenditures [Contract documents will no longer be a relevant instrument to control of expenditures]
Department of Human Services (DHS) Plan:  [to consolidate contracts]

· Consolidate multiple multi-year contracts into master multi-year master contract within department

· [Consolidate] by CBO [with] multiple programs under one contract [and] funding source

Concerns:

· [Combined contract amounts would] quickly hit [the] $10 million BoS limit [All contracts more than $10 million must be approved by the Board of Supervisors} 

· Staffing issues, will end [current practice] of staggering [begin and end dates of contracts]

Department of Children, Youth and Families (DCYF): [to consolidate contracts]

· Consolidate by CBO

· Work on-line for contracting, invoicing & implementation

· Budget, work plan, outcomes, units of service [are also] on-line


Note: Mayor’s of Community Development (MOCD) is exploring the same MIS [management information system] system

Concerns:

· MIS Limits regarding multiple budgets [more than one funding source per each] on-line [contract]

General Concerns:

Roll[ing] out citywide good practices regarding consolidation [efforts] developed by depts, such as;

· Forms consolidation [within] DPH 

· MIS innovation [implemented] in DCYF 

Homework: [and for discussion at the next meeting on March 19]

1. DHS will bring a proposed implementation plan [for consolidating contracts]

2. All [task force members representing city department to] bring samples [of] monitoring documents & standardized monitoring forms – ½ of meeting time, including;

· Department of Human Services

· Department of Aging & Adult Services

· Department of Children, Youth & their Families

· Mayor’s Office of Community Development

3. Joint monitoring – ½ of meeting time

March 19, 2003

Discussion & Possible Action Items: 

Department of Aging and Adult Service [DAAS] Model: 

· Request for Proposals every 4 years

· 90% use federal requirements as baseline

· Additional requirements include State – “get care” and City

· Blended funding [from federal, state and city] not apparent in contract documents

· 45 contractors [with] 58 contracts [totaling approximately] $17 million; 

· [Contracts funded by] 1/3 from Federal and State – requires matching funds; Federal at 10% and State at 5%, and 2/3 from [City’s] general fund

· [Utilize] same format for reimbursement requests, [maintaining] budgets, and close-out [contracts]

· Blend Federal and State funding into local timing for all contracts blending Federal and State [City fiscal period is from July 1 through June 30]

· [Able to blend into local timing because] no federal claims – just entitlements 

Concerns Regarding DAAS Blended Model:

· All requirements are applied to all contracts regardless of funding source

· Discreet units [of service] in the blended contract require different reporting

· Micro-managing of contract and monitoring administration

· Require additional audits beyond independent audit

· Construction of match [matching funds] – is it county agency [department] CBO [responsibility] to report match

· Why is DAAS tracking match [matching funds]

· Tracking of non-COA dollars [Commission of Aging funds, same as blended funds]

· How do CBOs track leverages [matched funds]

· Budgeting and invoicing are too detailed and overly burdensome

· Nutrition contracts still separate

Next Steps – DAAS Task Force representative to report back in 3 weeks regarding:

· Advantages of [their] model

· Responses to [above] concerns

Department of Human Services (DHS) Implementation Plan:  [to consolidate contracts]

[DHS Task Force representative distributed and presented their implementation plan, see Attachment B]

Mayor’s Office of Community Development (MOCD) Handouts

[MOCD Task Force representative distributed handouts for next week’s scheduled discussion, see Attachments A, B & C  of the March 26 Agenda]

Public Comment

A speaker indicated that the task force needed to identify the best practices and areas of concern for each represented departments.

April 2, 2003

Discussion & Possible Action Items: 

[Establish] Accounting Principles for Non-Profits: [Agenda Item 5, Recommendation #4]

[The Controller’s representative requested that the task force discuss and provide guidance on the scope of this recommendation so that they may start to work on it.  It was agreed at the end of the discussion that the Controller’s Office would report back to the task force in one month’s time, May 7 Meeting, regarding their progress.] 

· Consultant, a pooled fiscal agent, [to provide accounting expertise/assistance] for [smaller] non-profits [having difficulties with or lacking resources in this area on a] voluntary [basis]

· Use OMB standards for all contracts – Controller to use OMB to set standards and combine with City’s needs

· Only use minimum standards of funding source – not Federal [standards] if no Federal dollars

· Consistency in allowable costs

· Controller to use specific examples for accounting guidelines – black and white [no ambiguity]

· Technical assistance for standard implementation

· Common standard accounting principles and controls – which agencies [non-profits] need more oversight [through] risk assessment focus

· Guidelines to assist small CBOs [community based organizations - non-profits]

· What is mandatory principle?

· Clarification/consistency regarding administration [of accounting principles]

Goal:  Standardize accounting principles for all contracts

Product:  Citywide accounting guidelines for all contracts:

· Focus on risk assessment using Dept of Public Health [DPH] as model

· Address how small agencies can meet standards

Mayor’s of Community Development Model:  [MOCD, Agenda Item 6.1, see Attachments A, B & C for documents reviewed as part of the following discussion]

·  All  $ [funding] is [from] Federal – HUD  

· 90% are continuing contracts – minimal problems

· Multi-year funding for agencies [non-profits] that are in [fiscal year] 2002-2003 are outstanding

· Minimal reporting requirements for neighborhood centers – general support

· Collaboration with Dept. of Children, Youth and their Families [DCYF] and the Dept. of Aging & Adult Services [DAAS] to share database regarding services [provided by contractors]; clients, program reports, invoices – Note; review with [for] standard[ized] forms

· Reporting requirements; monthly – internal, mid-year – Federal requirement(?), end-of-year – Federal requirement

Concerns Regarding MOCD Model:

· Requires the signature of the President [Chair of] Board of Directors [of contracting non-profit] on [monthly invoices] 

· Attaching payroll documents to invoices

· Establish standardized best practice for invoicing, signatories for all agencies

· Review database development in various depts.; DPH, Office of Contract Administration, MOCD, DAAS, DCYF to eliminate duplication and coordinate development

· Frequency of reporting requirements

· Required signatures for reports

· Board resolution authorizing the Controller’s required signature 

· What standards will be used in consolidation of MOCD, DCYF and DAAS [databases] 

Dept. of Children, Youth and their Families - Timeline for Consolidating Contract [Agenda Item 6.2, see Attachment D]

[The representative from DCYF briefly explained that their timeline for consolidating multiple contracts with the same non-profit contractor is July 1, 2004.  The representative explained that all currently funded non-profits have two-year contracts expiring June 30, 2004. Multiple contracts may then be consolidated beginning with the new Request for Proposal cycle in the Spring 2004.]

Department on the Status of Women – Contracts and Documents:  [DSW, Agenda Item 6.3, see Attachment E, reviewed as part of the following discussion]

· 29 [violence against women] programs 

· 20 agencies [non-profit contractors]

· 3 to 4 agencies have multiple appendices [contracts]

· Could consolidate by service categoryies [reduce the service categories from eight to less than eight, because the current contracts are already awarded (consolidated) by service category.]
· Funding source: General Funded – marriage license fees

· Provide lists of eligible expenses

· Work plan required per exhibit

· Does not have systematic monitor[ing processes]

· Programs do not self-evaluate semi-annually
· Currently hiring evaluator [contractor/consultant] to develop tools for monitoring

· All reports are developed by DOSW – no requirements from funding streams [source]

· Other departments ask for reporting information

· Establish 15% indirect minimum cost maximum
· Budget – also report total funding for review or should it be reported by percentage of funds
· Should the programs report data according to percentage of funds?
Public Comment

The representative from the Public Library indicated that beyond the reporting requirements of the funding source that often times commissions and other internal requirements create additional needs for information, which is then passed on to the contractor.

April 9, 2003

 Discussion & Possible Action Items: 

Central Depository of Documents for Compliance:  [Agenda Item 5.2, Recommendation #7a]

Dept of Telecommunications & Information Systems Update [representative indicated the goals of the project are as follow;]

· Reusability [use existing documents and formats]

· Simplicity of Application

· Billability of the application [departments will be charged accordingly as they access the information residing in the City’s intranet]

The task force identified the following documents to be accessible in the Central Depository for each non-profit with City contracts;

· Article of Incorporation and By Laws
· List of Board of Directors

· Audit and Management Letter

· 1st page only of Form 990 Cover Letter [IRS tax document]

· Fiscal Monitoring Report, cover page only

Process:

· Documents for the depository will be routed to the Office of Contract Administration.

· OCA will have a dedicated staff person to manage the inputting of documents.

· Documents may be either provided the non-profits or by City departments

· The user departments will have to determine the appropriateness of the documents for their specific contracting needs, and to request additional documents accordingly.   

Problem:  Coordinate intranet depository with the Dept of Public Health’s COOL System

Conduct Risk Assessment … by Auditing or Monitoring … with the Goal of Implementing Tiered Monitoring Based on Risks:  [Agenda Item 5.5, Recommendation #15]

Establish and Review:

· Goals and objectives

· Service provided

· Outcome gained [achieved]

· Method of measuring [service provided and outcome achieved]

Monitoring Issues:

· Fiduciary responsibilities


Money Spent 




Stability of agency





Risk assessment





Self-reporting





Site visits




Services Provided






Goals and objectives





Standards

· Question: what is too much and too little monitoring?

· Efficiency

· Process vs. objective outcomes

· Task force should establish monitoring principles and standards

· Need to identify components of monitoring documents

· Tier monitoring – need to establish standards for those non-profits who need additional, standard, or minimal monitoring

· Identify requirements for self-evaluations by non-profit contractor

· Fiscal vs. Administrative Monitoring

Fiscal Monitoring

· Annual Certified External Audit – not necessarily from or for the City, or

· Annual Fiscal Site Visit - consisting of review/audit of the following


     -
Board of Director minutes and activities – approval of annual budgets


     -
Fiscal policies and procedures – consistent with the Controller’s guidelines


     -
990 IRS tax form


     -
Audited and un-audited financial statements


     -
Billings and payroll records, spot check of


     -
Corrections of errors found 


     -
Letters from City departments regarding site audit conducted

Problems:

· Lack of data

· Focused on too much detail

· Need to improve service

· Lack of standards for monitoring standards

· Establish standards before implementing tiered monitoring

· Define “outcome”

· Service; value vs. outcome

· Contract vs. monitoring documents

· Not all non-profits can afford an annual certified external audit

· Disagreement – all non-profits with City contracts should complete annual certified external audits

Public Comment

The representative from San Francisco Human Services Network commented on the discussions that occurred regarding the central depository and the difficulty for City departments to implement a more comprehensive program than what was discussed.  She indicated that task force members should take into account the “big picture”, so that they can develop recommendations that are cost efficient to not only non-profits but to City departments as well.

April 16, 2003

Report of the Co-Chairs

Co-Chair Judith Blackwell reported that there is pending legislation being heard at the Finance Committee today requiring departments to seek approval from the Board of Supervisors before applying for grants.  Ms. Blackwell suggested that any non-profit representatives with opinions on this matter should make it known to the Finance Committee.

Ms. Blackwell led a discussion on the end product of the task force when it sunsets.  The task force’s report to the Board of Supervisors dated September 27, 2002 requested an additional six months to continue on the issues and to develop an implementation plan for their proposed recommendations.  The task force should seek consensus on the plan’s format, contents and methodology.  Completing this task will then frame the discussions and actions for the ten remaining meetings.  

It was suggested that the plan should identify any fiscal savings, while being cognizant of the difficulties of applying standards across departments and agencies, eliminate duplication, and in the form of recommendations to departments.  It was also suggested, for consistency, that the implementation plan should identify specific implementation objectives and/or methods for each of the recommendations previously made in the September 27, 2002 report.

Ms Blackwell indicated that this topic would be calendared for the next meeting – see April 26 Meeting Agenda Item 5.1.

Discussion & Possible Action Items: 

Agenda Item 5.3, Recommendation #11 Whenever possible, coordinate one joint program monitoring visit per year per contract by a lead City department.  Departments will provide timely written notice of 14 days as well as a timely written report back within 30 days, if possible, but not beyond 90 days.  Fiscal site visits should utilize other City department visits within a twelve-month period.
· Motioned, seconded and approved that the each of the departmental representative will provide the following information to the task force for discussion - see April 26 Meeting Agenda Item 5.2:
· Number of full time city equivalents engaged in fiscal and program monitoring
· Number of professional services contracts with non-profits
· Number of non-profit contractors with professional service contracts
· Joint monitoring across divisions within a department, and across departments should take place where there are multiple contracts and/or similar contracts within the same category of services with one contractor.
· Fiscal vs. Program monitoring:  Program monitoring is more difficult to define because of variations of services provided, e.g.; meal served at sites versus meals delivered to the clients’ residences.
· Lead monitoring entity to perform one single visit to contractor with multiple contracts with various departments for the same program and location(s).
· At the request of the departments represented, lead monitoring  entity will bring personnel and/or checklists specific to each department on the site visit.
· Contractor should provide information to the lead monitoring entity where the same program being provided is funded by multiple departments and a candidate for joint monitoring.
· Incorporate into program reports written by departments the dates when the site visits were noticed, conducted and reported.  
· If the program report is not completed within the specified timeframe noted above, then the department conducting the site visit shall issue a notice indicating that the program report was not completed as scheduled.
· Criteria for selection of lead monitoring entity - to be continued, see April 26 Meeting Agenda Item 5.2.
· Largest funding department
Public Comment

The Public Library representative indicated that with reference to joint monitoring, Agenda Item 5, Recommendation #11, some sites may have diverse and different programs which may not lend it- self to joint site monitoring.  The task force should factor in flexibility in their discussions individual versus joint monitoring to ensure that joint monitoring does not adversely impact the requirements for site visits oversight of very different program types operating at a single site.

