Headwaters Fund Evaluation Committee
April 21, 2010

12:30-2:30

Prosperity! Center – Conference Room

520 E Street, Eureka
Minutes

Members Present: Kathy Moxon, Laura Olson, Leigh Pierre-Oetker, Alex Stillman, Zach Zwerdling and Steve Hackett 
Members Absent: Dennis Mullins
Others Present: Kathy Miller, Cedar Reuben, Dawn Elsbree and Sandy Alcaraz
1. Opening – Meeting came to order at 12:35 pm

2. Background Information – A central challenge for the Headwaters Fund is that it cannot directly provide funds to businesses that create jobs, therefore a broader set of performance measures than jobs must be employed.  Programs need to be evaluated in terms of their long term ability to support the creation of jobs or be a catalyst for change which allows for the establishment of new businesses.  Charter language and public perception is that the focus of the Headwaters Fund should be on directly creating jobs; there is resulting dissonance in the public’s mind about how well HWF is meeting its goals and objectives.  This is the problem that has motivated the process and the proposals under consideration.  The purpose of the charter should drive the strategies we use in choosing which grant applications to accept.  We are not directly funding business; short term sustaining jobs is not something we focus on.  There are 3 tools we use for funding, the grant program, the Community Investment Fund and the Revolving Loan Fund.  The last tool is designed to fill a gap in financing for private sector businesses through RREDC and AEDC.  What are we trying to accomplish and how should this be done? We are looking back to see if the criteria we’re asking for gets us the results we want.  Measurable outcomes may not be the term we want to use; maybe we shouldn’t be geared only to numeric outcomes. Can we clarify the language in the Charter? A public referendum would be required to change the language of the Charter.  Can we clarify the way the Board interprets the Charter #1 and #2?  The Headwaters Charter states: #1) support the growth of base industry clusters and increase the number of sustainable jobs that pay near or above the median income and #2) enhance the quality of life through social and environmental projects that promote healthy communities and protect and enhance the natural environment.  Both these statements are tremendously broad and open for interpretation.  
3. Evaluation Process and Materials – Description of the overall process leading to the development of the materials before the committee for discussion.  Explanation of the suggested grant categories and why there is a need for both qualitative and quantitative measures of success and discuss the outcomes of grants and the connection to making some conclusions to measurable outcomes of the fund in general.  There is a public perception that the Board’s job is to create jobs.  This is the end goal but we have to employ economic development strategies in the interim with the idea that down the road they will lead to job creation. Economic Development is different than Business Development. It involves a higher level of strategic long term thinking with the ultimate goal of job creation. What are some examples of things we do in Economic Development?  We want to promote business growth, expansion and retention.  We want to improve quality, reduce cost of essential input like labor, improve quality and cost reduction of infrastructure, improve market access, reduce regulatory bottlenecks provide various forms of technical assistance for businesses and provide  support for economic development planning, coordination and assessment. Steve Hackett helped to categorize the past grants into economic development strategies. Is our focus on industry clusters the right focus?  If so, we need to correlate our grants to the clusters.  What strategies are we using to strengthen industry cluster applications?  Possible questions to ask potential applicants: How does your application fit into one or more base or Target industries?  Can the applicant provide some kind of benchmarks?  What would success look like to you?  The concern arises about objectivity with getting project evaluation information at the end. The grantee may not always be the best judge of how successful they were. Independent assessment may be the way to go here. We may want to look into hiring a private evaluator.  How do we get rid of the perception that there are hidden agendas in our grant making process?  Possibly the next meeting could be widely publicized for input from the public.  Once the input is there, what do we do with it?  Build the information into the next grant round.  At this point we wait for grant proposals to come to us; maybe we need to be more proactive.  On a positive note, the HWF Board has funded many good projects and has more money than what it began with.  Review of the outcomes data gathered on closed grants gives us an idea of the kinds of outcomes we can expect – a combination of qualitative and quantitative.  

4. Current Grant Evaluation Criteria
The revised criteria sheet for rating new grants needs to be further revised to match these categories. Review of grant criteria leads to aligning the grant application with the criteria. 
5.
Recommendations for Changes to Grant Evaluation Criteria

Dawn will re-write the criteria to include the economic development categories uncovered in the outcomes study, and then re-write the application to match it. The application will include questions related to benchmarks to measure the project’s success. The committee will review the materials at the next meeting. The new criteria sheet and application will go back to the full Headwaters Board for approval at their May meeting.
6. Recommendations for Public Process to Solicit Feedback – The next step is to hold a public forum for input on the new criteria and application and future priorities of the fund. Suggested date of May 27 for the forum. Dawn will find a professional facilitator. The committee will discuss the agenda for the public forum and the next meeting. How do we make our processes more transparent to the public and have a productive dialogue? We need to figure out how to tell the story of what we are doing. One idea is to launch a Facebook page for Headwaters. Dawn will look into this. Public Forum Meeting set for May 27, 5:30-7:30 at Humboldt Area Foundation.
7. Closing – Next Evaluation Committee Meeting to be on May 4 at 12:30.  Meeting adjourned at 2:44 pm.
