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California Alliance of Information and Referral Services

2-1-1 California Partnership

Statewide Planning

Stakeholder Group Meeting

June 17, 2005

Meeting Summary

Participants
19 participants representing:

· Information & referral, including specialized services (5)

· Community-based funders (United Way, First 5) (3)

· 2-1-1 efforts (3)

· Statewide associations (2)

· Telecommunications companies (2)

· Agencies serving people with disabilities (2)

· Public agency (1)

· Volunteer organizations (1)

United Way of America

Peter Bishop from United Way of America made a presentation and addressed questions about the roll out of 2-1-1 across the country.
Service Delivery Model
Participants reacted to an emerging model that includes:

· Enhanced Call Centers that have robust capacity to serve multiple counties, offering 24/7 and emergency backup services

· Local Call Services that maintain a local database and provide I&R to their capacity

The advantages of this model include flexibility, an approach for achieving 100%, backup available during spikes in calls and during emergencies, and cost efficiency.
Concerns about the model focused mostly on quality assurance (for nights and weekends, for communities served from a distance, for special needs populations served by smaller local services).

June 17, 2005 stakeholder meeting summary, continued

Centralization
Six functions were identified that might be best provided by a centralized, state-wide effort:
· Distribution of funding – federal, state, grant; not to the exclusion of locals raising money
· Assuring 100% coverage
· Advocate at state and federal levels – together with local and regional efforts
· Collect, analyze and report data on gaps in service
· Liaison with CPUC, together with CAIRS
· Convene discussions on which areas of performance standards to be tracked, together with CAIRS
· Establish statewide performance targets to the extent required for service agreements
· Consistency of statewide marketing message, consistent with local efforts
These suggestions will be considered as the full plan is developed.  Issues such as budget and governance will also impact the breadth of services that can be provided centrally.
Fund Allocations
In order to explore some of the governance and decision-making aspects of a statewide plan, small groups acted as Advisory Groups through a hypothetical fund allocation exercise.

As a result of the exercise, participants identified priorities among possible uses of funding.  Themes included the importance of spending money to raise money (here, by investing in outreach to potential sources of long-term service agreements) and the priority of achieving 100% coverage.  

Funding techniques such as matching grants and open RFPs were suggested to stretch the impact of unrestricted dollars.

More information

Detailed meeting notes are also available.

For more information on the 2-1-1 California Partnership and its statewide business planning process, visit www.211california.org.  

If you have questions or suggestions about the statewide planning process, please contact Elizabeth Sadlon at sadlon@mindspring.com.  
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Participants

	Name
	Title
	Organization

	Ray
	Allen
	Director
	Community Technology Alliance

	John
	Bateson
	Executive Director
	Contra Costa Crisis Center

	Barbara
	Bernard
	Training Director
	First 5 Santa Clara

	Peter
	Bishop 
	2-1-1 Manager
	United Way of America

	Brian
	Bolton
	Executive Director
	Volunteer Centers of California

	Jerome
	Burstein
	Consultant
	SV211

	Nancy
	Findeisen
	Executive Director
	InfoLine of Sacramento

	Margo
	Friedrich
	Specialist- Regulatory
	Verizon

	Cindy
	Mall
	Sr. Program Manager
	California Child Care R&R Network

	Maribel
	Marin
	Executive Director
	INFO LINE of Los Angeles

	Sara
	Matta
	Executive Director
	INFO LINE of San Diego County

	Farrah
	McDaid-Ting
	Legislative Analyst
	California State Association of Counties

	Stephanie
	Novak
	Assoc. Director N-1-1 Services
	SBC California

	Lynn
	Pesely
	Consultant
	2-1-1 California Partnership

	Cecile
	Rollinson
	Coastal Rep. San Jose
	Governor's Office on Emergency Services

	Elizabeth
	Sadlon
	Consultant
	2-1-1 California Partnership

	Mark
	Walker
	Executive Director
	United Way of Silicon Valley

	David
	Weiss
	CRS/7-1-1 Department Manager
	Deaf & Disabled Telecommunications Program

	Laura
	Williams
	President
	Californians for Disability Rights
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Detailed Meeting Notes
Service Delivery Model
Participants reacted to an emerging model that includes:

· Enhanced Call Centers that have robust capacity to serve multiple counties, offering 24/7 and emergency backup services

· Local Call Services that maintain a local database and provide I&R to their capacity

Likes

· If there’s backup, it’s good for everyone
· Use of a similar model allowed Southern California counties that were not able to raise the money to provide services 24/7 locally to move forward (through partnership agreements)

· Fail safe – backup when a local cannot answer, especially during disaster

· Flexibility – agency can decide if it can handle the demands or if it needs to partner

· Achieve 100% coverage

· Hub-and-spokes model

· Analogous to trauma centers and emergency rooms

· Allows efficiencies, especially over nights and weekends

Dislikes, Issues, Concerns
· Redundant – if Enhanced Call Centers can do what the locals can:
· Will locals want to operate

· Will it be possible to raise the money

· Who is responsible for providing the data for resource databases

· Staff at Enhanced Centers do not really know the counties, people, places

· Does the model establish two authorized providers in one county?

· How to assure the quality of after hours coverage and remote service

· Small special-needs populations (i.e. deaf and hard of hearing; speech to speech) in smaller counties, may result in a small number of calls per local center – how to maintain knowledge and training?

· Enhanced Call Centers cannot use integrated HMIS because systems vary across the state
Considerations for Design

· Evolution –

· Start with an ECC and break up to local services OR

· Start with local services and combine to create an ECC

· Ideally the ECCs should be connected to each other

· How will the average speed of answer vary between the enhanced and local centers?

· What is the public expectation?

· Interoperability must be a requirement of the system to meet needs in disasters


Centralization
Participants reviewed a list of functions and discussed whether they would be provided by CAIRS, UWCA, a statewide effort, regional organization, or locally.  Numbers following each function indicate the number of people who urged statewide provision (of the 12 forms collected).  Reported in declining # of mentions.

· Advocacy with state and federal governments for support of 2-1-1 (12)

· Liaison with CPUC (12)

· Marketing and public education (11)

· Assure 100% coverage (11)

· Develop and distribute grant funding (11)

· Data collection, analysis, reporting re: gaps in services (11)

· Federal fund allocation (11)

· Interface and negotiation with telecoms (10)

· Identify standards & targets (8)

· Plan and set priorities (8)

· Provide technical assistance to call centers (8)

· Monitor call center performance and quality (7)

· Negotiate and manage contracts (6)

· Data base interface and coordination (6)

· Training and professional development of call center staff (3)

· Community engagement (1)

Fund Allocations
Through a role-play exercise, participants were asked to provide advise on what criteria to use in allocating a hypothetical unrestricted gift to the 2-1-1 California Partnership.  Small groups were asked to allocate $1 million, guided by the following wish list.

Wish List of Projects

(in declining order of amount needed)

1. Unrestricted operating support to existing call centers (need = $8 million annually)
2. Technology investment to get basic level of 2-1-1 to all counties that do not have it (need = $6 million one-time)
3. Technology upgrade for counties with existing 2-1-1 (need = $2.5 million one-time)
4. Outreach, capacity building, planning in counties without 2-1-1 (need = $200,000 per year for three years)
5. Outreach to potential state-wide contractors (need = $100,000 per year for three years)
Group 1
· Identified three top priorities

· Expanding 2-1-1

· Generating funds

· Sustaining existing services

· Allocated dollars to fully fund item 5 (to generate possible future funds) and use the remaining dollars equally divided to get 4+ counties up and running

Group 2
· First priority was to invest where there was potential to bring in additional funds

· Other wish list items were valuable but the group was concerned that a small amount of money would not have lasting impact

· Developed an RFP process through which counties could identify how to spend the money in order to maximize the impact in their communities

· Gave priority to those without an existing center and needed a small amount of money to become operational

· Also prioritized centers that are barely operational and need stabilizing funding

Group 3

· Thought of outreach as “soft” costs and technology as “hard” costs – you may be able to achieve results of “soft” costs without the money, but you cannot get technology without financial investment

· Priority is 100% coverage

· Spend money to support ECCs to serve counties without service

· Look for leveraged funding

Group 4

· Need to spend money to get money, so wish list item #5 is top priority
· Chose to fully fund items 4 and 5

· Use the remaining funds to offer matching grants to fund remaining needs, anticipating that additional dollars will come in years 2 and 3 as a result of investment in long-term relationships

· Provide an incentive to counties to raise money for one-time costs
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