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The Commission is requesting $377,000 in state support to:

Meet a share of its non-federal matching funds requirement ($750,000) to preserve a viable state entity  to administer CaliforniaÕs $34.7 million in federal national and community service funding;

Administer and support community service programs and collaborations which have expanded by 152% over the past 4 years- a rate 14 times greater than funding for administration, training, and technical assistance;
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���ATTACHMENT II

BUDGET CHANGE PROPOSAL

BCP #:  1	FISCAL DETAIL	    

	FISCAL YEAR   98-99

Date: 9-4-97					($ in Thousands)

	

Title of Proposed Change:�Commission on Improving Life Through Service��

Program/Element/Component:�0558-101-0890��.

						         Personnel Years   

����CY�BY�Current Yr.�Budget Yr.��

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES a/�	��5.2�$�	�$�201	��	Salary Savings�-	��-.2	��-	�$�- 10�����������NET TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES�	��4.9	�$�	�$�191��	Staff Benefits  b/�����	��55�����������TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES�	��	�$�	�$�246��

OPERATING EXPENSES AND EQUIPMENT c/

    General Expense										         $                 18

    Printing											         $                 11

    Communications										         $                 15

    Postage											         $                   7

    Travel -- In-State										         $                 32

    Travel -- Out-of-State									         $                   2

    Training											         $                   5

    Facilities Operations									         $                 19

    Utilities (included in facilities operation)

    Consulting & Professional Services:  Interdept'l (provide list)			         $                   7

    Consulting & Professional Services:  External (provide list)

    Consolidated Data Centers

	Health and Welfare Data Center					(             )		(             )

	Stephen P. Teale Data Center					(             )		(             )

    Data Processing										         $                   4

    Equipment (provide list)									         $                 11

    Debt Service 

    Other Items of Expense:  (Specify Below)

    

						





		$		$	



	

a/   Itemize detail on Page II-3 by classification as in Salaries and Wages Supplement.

b/   Provide detail on Page II-3.

c/   Provide list on page II-4.



										Current Year	Budget Year



  

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES AND EQUIPMENT�$��$          131������������SPECIAL ITEMS OF EXPENSE  d/�$��$�������_________________________�����_________________________�����_________________________���������������TOTAL EXPENDITURES����������	State Operations���$          377�������	Local Assistance��������������������Source of Funds                               Appropriation No.�����                                                            Org - Ref - Fund�����	General Fund						�$��$          377�������	Special Funds						�$��$�������	Federal Funds	0558	101	0890		�$��$�������	Other Funds (specify)						�$��$������������	Reimbursements�$��$��







	

d/	Special Items of expense must be titled.  Please refer to the Uniform Codes Manual for a list of 	the standardized Special Items of expense objects which may be used.





�	DETAIL OF STAFF BENEFITS

	AND PERSONAL SERVICES



	Positions	Amount

       Classification e/      	     CY              BY           Salary/Range          CY            BY    



Senior Project Analyst			1              $5,665		$67,980

Senior Staff Analyst II			.6             $4,894		$35,237 

Assoc.Intergovernmental Program Analyst		2              $3,189		$76,536

Temp Help (Clerical)			1.6           $7.50/hr	$21,336











	                                                                                       



   TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES�$��$��$201��



	

�Current Year��Budget

Year��Staff Benefits Detail:�(Whole Dollars)

�������	OASDI�$��$   13,751��	Health Insurance���$   15,417��	Retirement  f/_____________���$   23,846��	Workers' Compensation���$     2,071��	Industrial Disability Leave�����	Non-Industrial Disability Leave�����	Unemployment Insurance�����	Other����������		TOTAL */�$��$   55,085��



		

e/	Use standard abbreviations per the Salary Supplement; use footnotes to reflect any effective date or limited term if position is not proposed for a full year.  NOTE:  Information provided should appear in the same format as it would appear on the Schedule 2 (Changes in Authorized Positions).

f/	List type of retirement, i.e., miscellaneous, safety, industrial, etc.

*/	Totals must be rounded to the nearest thousand dollars before posting to Fiscal Detail Sheet.

�Department: Commission on Improving Life Through Service		BCP:  #1



FISCAL YEAR 98-99

Supplemental Information

 ($ In Thousands)



Identify all proposed items which fit into the categories listed below.



���Current�Budget�Budget�����Year�Year�Year +One���������Proposed Equipment�������3 Computers (CPU, Keyboard, Monitor)����9�0��1 Printer����2�0��3 Computers (CPU, Keyboard, Monitor) including 1 lap top����0�9����������Total���11�9���������Proposed Contracts 

(both external and interdepartmental)�������Facilitate Unified State Plan Update & Input Process�����3��Facilitate RFP/Outreach  process�����3��Training conference planning & registration�����1����������Total�������������One-Time Costs�������3 Computers (CPU, Keyboard, Monitor)����9�0��1 Printer����2�0�����������������Total���11����������Future Savings�����������������������������Total�������������Full-Year Cost Adjustments����������������������Total�������Budget Change Proposal #1 for FY 98/99

California Commission on Improving Life Through Service 

DETAIL of PROPOSED CHANGES





Summary



	Since its establishment by Executive Order in 1994, the California Commission on Improving Life Through Service has met with a great degree of success in carrying out its charge of expanding community service. 



	Over the past four years, by increasing federal funding to California by 83% and by leveraging these funds into a 152% increase in program services, the Commission has made substantial contributions to meeting the goals of the California Mentor Initiative, to preventing teen pregnancy, juvenile crime, child abuse, neglect, and maltreatment, and other critical needs.  A range of “tough problems” not normally addressed by traditional volunteerism and beyond the capacity of traditional government approaches have been addressed through support provided by the Commission that engages Californians and collaborations of public and private organizations in service to their communities.



	The Commission has not only increased, by 2 1/2 fold, the number of opportunities for Californians to commit a year of their life to serving their communities, but has also generated over 8 volunteers per service member.  Next year over 2,500 Californians will have access to almost $11 million to continue their education (or pay off student loans) through the Commission’s  “GI-Bill-like” post-service education awards.



The Commission is requesting state general funds in the amount of $377,000 to:

Help meet the required non-federal matching funds requirement of $750,000;

Preserve California administration, through a financially viable commission, of federal national and community service funding in FFY 98 totaling $34.7 million;

Provide for the minimum capacity to carry out core administrative duties including monitoring, funding and performance accountability, and provision of training and technical assistance to California’s existing 36 funded programs and over 200 operating sites;

Provide the Commission with funding and program development capacity to: (1) develop public and private matching funds for administrative and program funding, (2) secure additional community service funding for California, (3) expand the contribution and impact of civic service with a focus on early childhood development, primary grades literacy, mentoring, and needs related to welfare reform.

�A. Nature of Request



	The California Commission on Improving Life Through Service (Commission) is a bi-partisan, Governor-appointed commission charged by Executive Order W-130-96 to expand community service and focus these efforts on addressing the “tough problems” including illiteracy, welfare dependency, juvenile crime, teen pregnancy - problems beyond the reach of traditional governmental and volunteer sector approaches.



	The Commission provides funding in support of local collaborations of private and public community-based organizations that implement community service initiatives to meet locally determined needs.  The Commission monitors and provides training, technical assistance, and other supports needed to ensure that funded collaborations meet rigorously defined objectives.



	To secure:   1) legally required non-federal matching funds, and 2) to carry out increased core as well as new responsibilities, the Commission is requesting state general fund support in the amount of $377,000.



(1) Matching funds requirement:  Establishment of the Commission was encouraged by the National and Community Service Act of 1990 (Act), as amended in 1993, to provide broad-based, state and local authority and coordination of community service efforts.  Along with this authority came the requirement that non-federal matching funds be provided both by local collaborations who operate programs and by the state administrative entity, the Commission.  The Act specified (Title I, Subtitle C, Part I, Section 126 (a) (2)) that Federal funds may not exceed:



"(A) 85 percent of the total cost to establish or operate the State Commission for the first year for which the State Commission receives assistance under this subsection, and

(B) such smaller percentage of such cost as the Corporation [for National Service] may establish for the second, third, and fourth years of such assistance in order to ensure that the Federal share does not exceed 50 percent of such costs for the fifth year, and any subsequent year, for which the State Commission receives assistance under this subsection.”



Matching Funds Amounts:   The Commission’s “state operations” and local assistance funding is described in Attachment 3.  Federal funding for Commission administration includes:  1) a basic administrative grant, 2) a supplementary grant for program development & training (PDAT), 3) a 1% grant fee, and 4) any prior year carryover funds.  Only the administrative grant requires a non-federal match.   The amount of federal administrative grant specified by the Act (Title I, Subtitle C, Part I, Section 126 (a) (1)) is based 

generally on state population but capped at a maximum of $750,000.  California has received the maximum amount. 

	

Admin Year�FFY*�fed Admin Grant�% non-fed match�Amount non-fed match��1�94�$750,000�15�$132,253��2�95�$750,000�20�$187,500��3�96�$750,000�20�$187,500��4�97�$750,000�30�$321,429��5�98�$750,000�50�$750,000��	

	(*The federal grant of administrative funds is for the period November 1 - October 31 but is assumed to be synchronous with the federal fiscal year for the purpose of simplifying this table.)

  

	The Commission was able to generate sufficient match for years one through three primarily through in-kind support from the Office of Child Development and Education, private foundations, and individuals.  The Commission anticipates a shortfall in year 4 matching funds of $130,000 and $560,000 in year 5.  These shortfalls are the result of the rapid, incremental increase in the matching funds requirement.



(2) Expanded responsibilities:  The Commission’s workload exceeds available resources for three reasons:  (A) substantial expansion of local service programs, (B) mostly fixed federal funding for administration, and (C) new responsibilities.



(A)  Expansion of local service programs:  Local Commission-supported community service efforts have been expanded 2 1/2 fold as the result of the Commission’s success in:  (i) competing aggressively to bring in federal funds to support California, and (ii) effective “leveraging” of these federal funds to expand community service by raising performance and matching fund expectations for each dollar of local assistance funding provided to local program operators.



(i) Increased federal local assistance funding:  In FFY 94, California was awarded $12.4 million* in local assistance funding for community service.  In FFY 97, California was awarded $18.5 million*.  California has successfully competed for $22.4 million* for FFY 98, an 83% increase in four years during an era of flat federal funding levels.  In FFY 98, California will receive 34% more funding than it would through a population-based block grant.  (* local assistance funds only - not including education awards or child care.)



(ii) Compounded increase in program services:  In addition to securing 83% more funding, the Commission has also better leveraged its federal funding, resulting in a compounded increase in its programs and services - an increase of 152%.  In 1998, the Commission will field 1,483 full time and 1,687 part time service members = 2,327 FTE compared to 962 FTE in 1994.  This increase in number of service members has also increased the number of G.I. Bill-like educational awards that Californians receive in return for committing a year of their life to serving their communities.  At the completion of FFY98, Californians will have access to education awards in the amount of $10,995,075 to continue their education or pay off college loans.



(B)  Fixed funding for administration:  Increases in program services have been over 14 times greater than increases in funds for administration. 



	The bulk of funding for Commission administration, 83.3% in FFY 97, is fixed.  Both the basic administrative grant of $750,000 and a supplementary federal grant for program development and training (PDAT) of $168,000, are fixed.



	The only increase in funds for administration has come from a “1% grant fee”that most, but not all, program operators provide to the Commission.  Because local assistance funding to California programs has increased, the amount of reimbursement derived from this 1% grant fee has also increased.  During the same four years that saw an 83% increase in local assistance funding and a 152% in programs services, administrative funding has increased $99,285 or about 10%. 



The Commission receives no federal administrative funds for programs funded through the AmeriCorps Education Awards program.  These programs have been a major component of the Commission’s expansion with 624 new members (312 FTE) approved last year and likely over 2,087 additional members (522 FTE) by the end of FY 97/98 (pending an agreement with CDE).



It is also significant to note that, until FY 97/98, the Commission has had access to prior year carryover funds for administration.  These funds originated from a surplus generated in the Commission’s first year, FFY 94.  During that year the Commission received the full amount of its federal administrative grant but did not have programs to manage until the next year.  The surplus generated from that first year has supported the Commission through FY 96/97 when they were exhausted.



 (3)  New Responsibilities:  The Commission has worked closely with both public and private organizations, including the Sierra Health Foundation, California’s state and local not-for-profit conservation corps, higher education, Head Start, Rolling Readers USA (a volunteer tutoring organization), and state. urban, and rural delegations to the Presidents’ Service Summit on a number of developmental projects.  These projects, 

which are at varying stages of development, are designed to stretch the impact of existing programs and dollars through expanded use of civic service and volunteerism.



	Three development projects have been recently completed and represent 1,240 new members (620 FTE) operated by the California Community Colleges, state and local conservation corps, and a collaboration of colleges, schools, and other community partners led by Mt. St. Mary’s College directed toward welfare reform, early childhood education, and environmental service.  One project pending approval in the current year will add 2,087 members serving as academic mentors and tutors at 140 primary schools recruited from the ranks of college students.  The Commission has developed a program design with the California Department of Education’s Intersegmental Coordinating Council (ICC) that expands the services of the Student Academic Partnerships program by 88%.  The proposed program brings in $5.2 million in additional federal funds in the form of AmeriCorps Education awards and college work study to supplement the $5 million in Goals 2000 funding approved in the state’s FY 97/98 budget (budget item 6110-142-0890 (f)).



	A priority of the Commission is to expand early childhood development resources and services.  The Commission has ongoing development initiatives with California’s Head Start State Collaboration, the Sierra Health Foundation, and a history of supporting child abuse prevention, immunization, nutrition, health care access, parenting education, home visiting, early childhood education, and child care community service initiatives.  The results of new (and old) research on children’s early brain development and its lifetime of consequences both to the individual and to the public has increased the focus and urgency of the Commission’s work in this area.



Why is this a high priority public need?:



	Securing funding through this proposal is critical for a number of reasons:  



Matching funds requirement:  Funding would help California to meet its minimum matching funds requirement preserving the state administrative entity required by the Act to administer California’s $34.7 million in federal funding for local assistance, education awards, and administration.



Accountability:  The Commission, on behalf of the Governor’s Office, supports and monitors 36 programs with over 200 operating sites, each operated by distinct local collaborations.  Resources for providing minimum oversight depend upon the addition of staff requested through this proposal.  These positions would provide a total of 6 program officers working to ensure that programs are meeting performance objectives and are selected competitively, that funding is being legally and efficiently used, that service activities are meaningful and allowable. 



Quality services, service opportunities, sustainability and cost effectiveness:  Beyond basic compliance and minimum performance expectations, the provision of quality services and service opportunities structured and supported to achieve results, and the building of financially sustainable community service initiatives is dependent upon training, technical assistance and other supports provided by the Commission.  Without these supports time and energy are wasted, the public is shortchanged, volunteers become discouraged and ineffective, and locally available assets including funding and volunteers are not identified or secured. 



	The Commission has developed support systems including validation review teams, peer teams, and regional roundtables that utilize, to the extent possible, outside resources.  The Commission needs the core cadre of staff requested through this proposal to support these systems and provide the training and technical assistance components that only in-house staff are capable of providing. 



Expanding civic service to address critical state needs:  Expanding civic service represents one of the most promising strategies for building the capacity of communities to address critical problems - problems well beyond the reach of traditional governmental approaches.  Expectations of the independent sector (private not-for-profit) have become great, driven by severe, high profile social problems, limited public resources, and the often limited immediate impact as well as limited long-term residual impact of traditional approaches that don’t involve the community.  The Commission is the only entity comprised of members from throughout the service sector working to unify community service statewide.



	While there has been a strong shift in public policy toward community service as evidenced by the California Mentor Initiative, the substantial expansion of off-campus federal college work study community service placements, and the President’s Summit, there remains a need to operationalize these initiatives.  There are many challenges.  The financial resources of the independent sector are just a fraction of public resources.  Total statewide, national, and international giving by California-based foundations and corporations represents about 3.5% of the state budget.  While there exists many community service organizations, they have not acted in unison and many have very limited capacity.  In addition, while, according to the Independent Sector, 93 million Americans volunteer, over 100 million don’t and only a small fraction of the 20.3 billion hours of volunteer time is aimed at the tough and growing problems that persist in California.  The US News and World Report’s April 28, 1997 cover article titled, “Do do gooders do much good” concluded “Most volunteers aren’t solving core problems” and went on to say: 



"  Most volunteers are not deployed effectively to solve the hardest, and most critical problems.  Management is often poor, and amazingly little is known about which volunteer programs really work.  To an extent rarely acknowledged publicly, especially by many conservatives, the volunteer sector is not ready for the responsibilities now being thrust upon it.



Sometimes volunteers are in abundance.  When disasters strike, there is never any shortage of volunteers to fill sandbags and comfort victims.  Habitat for Humanity rarely has trouble attracting volunteers on weekends . . . . But the problems of troubled children, needy seniors, and the poor require a different type of volunteering:  It must be performed one on one, over a long period of time, and, often in low-income neighborhoods.  And for this type of assistance, there is a shortage of volunteers . . . . According to a new US News poll, 20 percent of those who volunteered in the past year said they had cut back because they weren't sure if their work was helping solve a problem."



Reasons Why the Problems are Not Currently Being Met:



Reason #1:  State Support - Unlike a number of other State Commissions, including Michigan, Minnesota, and Massachusetts, the California Commission has not received state funds. 



Reason #2:  Private Support - Private sector support for the Commission’s efforts has been strong but is not adequate to meet the growing matching funds requirement and workload needs.  There are limits to the amount of available private foundation support - limits created by the reluctance, or prohibition through charter, of many foundations to fund a government entity and by their geographically specific interests.



	While these policies have limited giving to the Commission as a statewide governmental entity, private support for Commission-supported local collaborations has been strong.   The James Irvine Foundation and the Northern California Grantmakers, a collaboration of 126 private, public, and community foundations and corporations provided $416,000 to 14 Commission-supported programs in 1995*.  In 1996 their level of support was raised to $752,500.  In addition, other foundations and corporations individually and in collaboration (e.g. Bay Bounders**) have provided substantial support to the Commission’s local collaborations.   In total, foundations and businesses will provide $1,501,657 in cash support to year four, FFY 98, Commission-sponsored programs.  Year four support is up $111,002, or 8%, from year three.  Total private sector support for our service programs represents 36.2% of all cash match support and 42.1% of all in-kind match support.  (*1995 supporters included:  Apple Computer, Compton, Mary A. Crocker Trust, East Bay Community, Gap, Wallace Alexander Gerbode, Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr. Fund, Miriam and Peter Haas Fund, Luke B. Hancock, William and Flora Hewlett, James Irvine, Koret, Marin Community, McKesson, Stuart, van Loben Sels, Levi Strauss, and Zellerbach. ** East Bay Community, Marin Community, Peninsula Community, San Francisco, Community Foundation of Santa Clara County, Sonoma County Community)  



	The Commission is necessarily sensitive to competing with its local service collaborations for private support.  In addition, while foundations and individuals have provided valuable support, this support often comes in a form that does not provide for core administrative needs.  For example, the Northern California Grantmakers have supported the development of a statewide research and evaluation agenda and actor Richard Dreyfuss has contributed his time as a speaker.



Reason #3:  Resource Development - Contributing to the Commission’s inability to meet the growing matching funds requirement, secure resources to keep pace with its program growth, and develop priority initiatives, is the lack of Commission resources for funding development.  The Commission had no development staffing until FY 96/97 when a staff member was loaned from the California Conservation Corps.  This arrangement is unstable.  The CCC has extended the loan through FY 97/98 but is planning to terminate it in FY 98/99.  In addition, the arrangement has become a cause for concern because the CCC is a recipient of local assistance funding from the Commission. The Corporation for National Service, which oversees federal national and community service funding, is concerned that an arrangement in which a development staff is paid by an actual or potential grant recipient represents a potential conflict of interest situation.  The Corporation is further concerned that the provision of any resource from an actual or potential applicant creates the appearance of a quid pro quo  arrangement between funder and grant applicant.





B. Background/History and C. State Level Considerations



	The Commission was established in January, 1994 by Executive Order W-77-94.  Establishment of the Commission provided California with an entity to expand civic service, volunteerism, and service learning, and to administer federal funds for the AmeriCorps national service program.  AmeriCorps has its roots in the William James’ argument for a peace-time domestic equivalent to military service, the Depression-era CCC, the Peace 

Corps, and the G.I. Bill (education awards).  AmeriCorps members are not like traditional volunteers who typically serve for 3-4 hours a week, but instead are full-time service members.



	The Commission provides funding, training, and other supports to local collaborations of private and public service organizations conditional on the strength of their community needs (and assets) assessment, objectives, program design, cost effectiveness and sustainability and their contribution to critical State priorities.  AmeriCorps members commit a year of their life to providing direct service to meet critical community needs in the areas of public safety, human services, education, and environment.  AmeriCorps members serve as mentors and mentor recruiters, teach reading, provide child care so teen parents can remain in school, coordinate service learning opportunities for school children, assist probation officers to reduce recidivism of youthful offenders, provide substance abuse counseling and education, prevent child abuse, help elders to live independently, assess and restore critical watersheds and other natural habitat. 



	Commission members are appointed by the Governor and include representatives from education, higher education, community-based organizations, business, labor, senior volunteers, local, state, and federal government, and experts in the fields of youth development, and crime prevention.



	On June 10, 1997, the Governor’s Office instructed the Commission to review potential match fund sources and prepare this BCP seeking state support to meet the minimum match requirement.  The Commission has annually submitted BCP’s to request increased spending authority to accommodate the receipt of increased levels of local assistance funding.  The Commission has also submitted BCPs seeking state support for FY 94/95 and FY 97/98 administrative needs and match.  Neither of these BCPs gained approval.



	The Commission continues to make significant contributions to Wilson administration priorities:



California Mentor Initiative:  By focusing and expanding resources to support mentoring the Commission has achieved:

an 8-fold increase in mentoring from Commission-supported programs, and

for the three months ending in March 1997, 813 service members mentored 124,829 hours, and generated 2,650 volunteers who provided 51,291 hours of mentoring. 



The Commission also provides the bulk of funding in support of the Ambassadors Mentoring Project operated by the California Conservation Corps.

Full-time service members, the Ambassadors, have recruited 940 mentors since the Fall of 1996, 318 of whom are mentoring and 622 of whom are in the screening, matching, and training process. 

The Ambassadors have also served as a major resource for fledgling local community mentoring collaborations.  They have conducted aggressive outreach and media campaigns to advance the Initiative; built the collaborations themselves by bringing in schools and other organizations; developed and implemented mentor training; and in communities where none existed, started mentor programs. 

The Commission has increased its funding in support of the Ambassadors by 34% for next year.



Teen Pregnancy Prevention Initiative:   During the six months ending in March, 1997,  service members provided 23,215 hours and volunteers 6,480 hours as mentors and educators to prevent teen pregnancy. 



Juvenile Crime Prevention:  The Lifespan Services Network in San Luis Obispo is one example of the Commission’s juvenile crime prevention collaborations.  For the last full year of reporting (95/96):



13 of Lifespan’s full time service members worked closely with 327 juvenile offenders.  84% of these young people have not reoffended since ending contact with the service members.  This 16% recidivism rate compares to a 35-65% recidivism rate for a control group of juvenile offenders (rate depends on time since release).

In addition, 87% of the youthful offenders served by Lifespan’s members had jobs, 54% improved academically, and 50% decreased their drug and alcohol usage. 



	AmeriCorps members come from all backgrounds and include an increasing number of low-income/TANF/CalWorks recipients because many of the projects are located in disadvantaged neighborhoods and local recruitment is encouraged as part of the Commission’s interest in locally-grown solutions that are designed to have a long term impact that continues after funding support is ended.



	In addition, the Commission has stressed volunteer generation as a priority service activity of its members.  Each of the Commission’s current-year service members has recruited and works alongside an average of over 8 volunteers.  For the three months ending in March 1997, service members recruited 13,638 volunteers who served 132,963 hours.



	The Commission also works to unify the efforts of the state’s community service organizations.  Programs such as VISTA (Volunteers in Service to America), Cal Serve, National Senior Service Corps (including the Retired Senior Volunteer Program, Foster Grandparents, Senior Companions) and organizations including Volunteer Centers, Bank of America, conservation corps, California Campus Compact (higher education) are coordinated through the Commission.  The Commission is responsible for developing and implementing a Unified State Plan for Community Service, Volunteerism, and Service Learning.





D. Justification



This BCP is consistent with, and necessary to the accomplishment of the Commission’s mission as defined by the previously referenced Governor’s Executive Order, the National and Community Service Act, and the Commission’s strategic framework last updated on May 10, 1995 (Goals 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7; strategic framework has goals, strategies, and tactics - does not have objectives statements).



Objectives:



The objectives of this proposal are four fold:



Meet matching funds requirement:  To help meet the $750,000 non-federal matching funds requirement to ensure continuation and California control of $34.7 million in national and community service federal funding.



Resource Development:  To develop funding and other resources through work with public agencies and private businesses, corporations, foundation grantmakers, and the Commission’s Resource Development Subcommittee to:  (A) meet the Commission’s matching funds requirement; (B) fund the expansion of California-based community service initiatives including mentoring, early childhood development, and literacy, (C) fund workload needs of the Commission - needs such as core administrative functions and research and evaluation, (D) meet the matching funds and funding sustainability needs of Commission-supported programs.



Program Development:  To contribute to the development and expansion of existing programs and initiatives and expand the impact of state investments through the utilization of civic service and volunteerism in service delivery.  Through work with public agencies, private foundations and corporations, local service providers, and the Governor’s Office develop and manage the start-up and implementation of community service initiatives to meet priority needs.



Program Management:  Ensure compliance, program performance, quality services, cost efficiency and sustainability through program monitoring, training, technical support, facilitating continuous improvement processes, contracting, auditing, and other administrative functions.





E. Analysis of Feasible Alternatives & Recommendation



See attachment 3 for a fiscal display of the following alternatives:

	

Alternative 1:  Utilize a combination of state and non-state funds to meet the matching funds requirement and increased workload needs.  This is the proposed alternative.  Under this alternative, $377,000 in state general funds requested through this BCP, would, in combination with $373,000 in public and private match generated by the Commission, meet the minimum match requirement of $750,000.



Analysis of Alternative 1:  The level of state support requested requires that the Commission secure resources substantially in excess of historical levels.  The Commission, historically, has generated up to $190,000 annually.  Under this alternative, the Commission will have to secure an additional $183,000 over historical levels. 



Alternative 2:  Provide $377,000 in state support as requested through this proposal and reduce the amount of federal funding accepted by California to a level that does not require that the Commission secure a level of other match that is higher than the historical level.

Analysis of Alternative 2:  This alternatives reduces federal funding by $183,000.  This amount is replaced by state funds.  The balance of the $377,000 in state funds ($194,000) is available to meet workload needs.  However, the unavailability of prior year carryover funds further reduces the net gain in funding to approximately $131,000.  The Commission is relieved of a portion of the funding development challenge required by Alternative 1 but the impact of state funds is diminished.  



Alternative 3:  Provide no state support; secure $750,000 in non-state funds to meet the non-federal matching funds requirement and increased workload needs.



Analysis of Alternative 3:  This alternative is very improbable because it requires an almost 4-fold increase in match over the historical level ($190,000).  Grantmakers (private foundations, corporations, and public community foundations) have clearly stated their support for service-as-a-strategy for addressing community needs and their belief that providing funding for service is a shared responsibility: 



“There is a need and an argument for multi-sector support of service, including federal funding of a large scale national program.  .  It is appropriate and necessary for government at all levels to be a substantial and enduring partner in the full constellation of those who share responsibility for promoting and funding community and national service.”



	The grantmakers’ position was articulated in three publications:  “The Philanthropic Perspective on Community and National Service” (1996), “In Pursuit of Consensu” (1997), and “Statement of Principles:  Service as a National Movement Not Just Another Federal Program” (1997), all published by the Grantmaker Forum, an association of grantmakers, chaired and supported by the W.K. Kellogg, James Irvine, IBM, General Mills, Ewing Marian Kauffmann, John D. & Catherine T. MacArthur, Rockefeller Brothers Fund, and other corporations and foundations.



	Grantmakers have clearly stated that they do not have the capacity to replace government.  For perspective, itís important to note that, according to Susan Packard Orr, President of the Packard Foundation, “all of private foundation giving in the United States amounts to three tenths of one percent of the federal budget.”  Given the Commission’s ongoing, statewide, administrative and coordinating role, its legal entity as a government agency, and Governor’s control of Commissioner appointments, grantmakers can be expected to provide a share that is less than full support needed by this Commission to remain viable.  Grantmakers’ interests are much more focused on areas such as the arts or on temporal, policy and practice-setting demonstration projects which provide direct service to a geographically defined community by indigenous organizations.



	Because private grantmakers define their role as a partner in multi-sector funding of service, failing to provide state support might have the unintended consequence of reducing private support.



Alternative 4:  Provide no state support and reduce the amount of federal funding accepted by California to the level of match that has been historically generated.



Analysis of Alternative 4:  By decreasing federal administrative grant funds by 75% ($560,000), this alternative would effectively end California’s ability to administer and coordinate its local service collaborations.  Basic compliance, monitoring, and accountability responsibilities would impossibly exceed capacity.  Risks, including risks of fiduciary malfeasance and risks to children and other service recipients, would be unmitigated and unmanaged.  Capacity for development and supporting new initiatives such as expanding mentoring and other forms of community service would not exist.



	Statewide administration is extremely lean, consisting of 10 staff and 5 students.  In FY 96/97, federal funds for administration represented only 5.1%* of federal program (local assistance) funding - down from 7.0%* in 94/95.  In FY 97/98 federal funds for administration will equal 4.3%* of federal local assistance.  Even if one assumes that all matching funds are raised and used entirely for core administrative duties, the ratio of administrative to local assistance funds from all sources for FY 97/98 will be 5.3%**.  (*federal admin + PDAT  grants + 1% grant fee �symbol 184 \f "Symbol" \s 10�¸� federal local assistance - not including member child care subsidies and education awards) (**federal admin + PDAT grants + 1% grant fee �symbol 184 \f "Symbol" \s 10�¸� federal local assistance + local cash and in-kind match - does not include federal funding for child care subsidies and education awards)



Other Alternatives (no fiscal displays on Attachment 3):  Two other alternatives were considered to be unfeasible or outside the Commission’s sphere of control:  1) Requiring that state funds provided for match be provided out of existing departmental budgets, and 2) Securing more federal funding for administration and a decrease in the non-federal matching funds requirement through reauthorization of the Act.





Recommendation:

	

Alternative 1 is recommended for the following reasons:



The required non-federal matching funds requirement of $750,000 is more likely to be met than under all other alternatives, except #2, thus providing California with a viable Commission that ensures state level control and continuation of $34.7 million in federal funding to California.   It is recommended that Alternative #2 be viewed as a contingency for Alternative #1.  Alternative #2 is less desirable because it reduces federal funding and workload capacity.

The Commission, while expected to continue to operate extremely efficiently, has the capacity to carry out the core administrative functions delegated by the Governor’s Office and required by its expanded local programs and to manage the start-up and implementation of community service elements within new public and public-private initiatives.  As stated previously, 1,240 new service member positions have already been established and over 2,000 additional positions are anticipated in the current year.

A balance of federal, state, and private multi-sector funding is achieved where state funds are very well leveraged against other funds.

The Commission is provided with the means to develop funding, programs, and partnerships to expand the role of civic service in carrying out major state initiatives thus extending the impact of state investments, increasing community involvement, and providing for the sustainability of the Commission itself.  The Commission will also have the ability to manage the start-up and implementation of the community service elements of these initiatives.



What are the consequences of delaying?:



	The Commission must meet the $750,000 match requirement during the administrative funds grant year starting November 1, 1997 and ending October 30, 1998.  Funds from State FY 98/99 will be the last which can be used to meet this match.  If the Commission does not meet its match requirement during this period, federal funding could be reduced rendering the Commission unable to carry out its basic functions.  If the Commission can not state with some certainty that it anticipates meeting the match, its application for federal administrative funding is jeopardized.  This situation threatens continued federal support for California’s program and, at the least, threatens state control over the use of these federal funds.



	Administrative functions for year four programs (which as stated previously are 2 1/2 times larger than year one programs), start in August, 1997.  Further delay exacerbates the capacity shortfalls the Commission is experiencing in supporting these programs.



	Under the agreement with the California Conservation Corps, the loan of a staff position for development will end after its second year in July, 1998.  Beginning in July, 1998, the Commission will not have staff capacity to develop funding and programs that expand civic service and meet administrative needs.  The Commission will also not have the staff capacity to coordinate the Commission’s Resource Development Subcommittee.  Because this loan arrangement currently provides the only resources for development, ongoing development efforts would be seriously threatened including many public-private initiatives involving such entities as the Sierra Health Foundation, James Irvine Foundation, and other grantmakers, the California Community Colleges, departments of Social Services and Education, Head Start and other government organizations.



�F. Timetable and Cost Factors



Cost Factors:



Funding is requested to carry out these functions:



Administration & Program Management: - to carry out basic program management and oversight administrative functions, including:  2 program officer PY’s @ Associate Intergovernmental Program Analyst level, temp help clerical, and OE & E items budgeted based on the costs of implementing the Commission’s current program officer functions.  



Funding & Program Development: - to carry out funding, program, and partnership development functions and manage start-up and implementation, including: 1 PY @ Senior Project Analyst level and .6 PY @ Senior Staff Analyst II level (Funding for .4 PY of this position from Student Academic Partnership program - approval pending). 



Timetable



	The Commission is requesting full year funding beginning July 1, 1998.  In order the maximize the amount of state funding that can be applied to meet the match, the Commission would rely heavily on state funding for administration for the period July 1 - October 31, 1998.
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