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	Interagency Council members present: 
	Interagency Council members absent: 

	Humberto Alvarez (SKCCH/FPA)

Sandy Brown (Church Council of Greater Seattle)

Tom Carr (City of Seattle, City Attorneys Office)

Doreen Cato (First Place)

Lynn Davison (Common Ground)

John Diaz  (Seattle Police Department)

Dini Duclos (Multi-Service Center)

Charissa Fotinos (Public Health)

Bill Hallerman (Archdiocesan Housing Authority)

Bill Hobson (Downtown Emergency Services Center)

Katherin Johnson (City of Kent)

Paul Lambros (Plymouth Housing Group)

Emily Leslie (City of Bellevue)

Jackie MacLean (King County DCHS)

Doreen Marchione (Hopelink)

Patricia McInturff (City of Seattle HSD)

Stephen Norman  (KC Housing Authority)

David Okimoto (United Way of King County)

Adrienne Quinn (Seattle Office of Housing)

Dave Ramsay (City of Kirkland)

Sue Sherbrooke (YWCA)

Kathleen Southwick (Crisis Clinic)

Tom Tierney (Seattle Housing Authority)

Christine VanderWerf  (Consumer Advisory Council)
Bill Wilson (YouthCare)

	Mark Dalton (DSHS – Belltown CSO)

Jenine Grey (Chief Seattle Club)

Kate Joncas (Downtown Seattle Association)

Rev. Jerry Laners (Cherry Hill Baptist Church)

Reed Holtgeerts (Adult and Juvenile Detention) 

Mario Paredes (Consejo)

	Community: 
	

	Liz Wall (Facilitator – AHW)
Leo Rhodes (Consumer Advisory Council)
	Bill Block (CEHKC Staff)

Gretchen Bruce (CEHKC Staff)


Welcome and Introductions
Liz Wall facilitated the retreat and called the meeting to order at 8:40 am.  By previous agreement, the retreat was open to just IAC members and those providing direct staffing and support to the meeting.  The group reviewed the agenda – the first part of the morning would be a discussion of the IAC’s role.  Mid-morning and early afternoon would cover the development of a specific workplan for 2006.  Mid afternoon would revisit the issue of the IAC role as it relates the workplan that will have been developed at that point.  At approximately 3 pm the retreat would adjourn, then after a short break reconvene for the purposes of approving the March CEH IAC minutes and approving the 2163 Project Concepts so they can be forwarded to the Governing Board.

Prior to the retreat, Liz sent out an on-line survey to all IAC members asking the following questions:

· What do you most want to see come out of the retreat?

· From your perspective, describe the role of the IAC in ending homelessness in King County

· What do you envision will be the most important contribution of the IAC to ending homelessness at the end of one, three and five years?

· Please identify the five issues you would prioritize for the IAC to discuss in detail at their meetings in 2006.  Please list them in the order you believe they need to be taken up by the IAC.

· In addition, please identify three items that are important for another entity within CEHKC (for example, CEHKC staff or the Governing Board) to take up this year.  These would be items that don’t require substantial IAC meeting time and may not involve substantial IAC review.

· In initial discussions of the role of the IAC and functioning of CEHKC, it has been suggested that a working group or “Executive Committee’ of the IAC be convened in order to facilitate the day-to-day functioning of the CEHKC, help set the monthly IAC agenda, and act as a sounding board for CEHKC staff.  What do you think of the idea?  If such a group were convened, what type of representation should it include, generally (for example: one funder, one provider serving each population, and one consumer)

Role of the Interagency Council
Liz noted that 15 IAC members (out of a total of 31) accessed the online survey and answered some or all of the questions, and reviewed the responses to the question about the role of the IAC.  There was general consensus that IAC members thought the IAC should serve as a body that recommends/set priorities for how our community implements the Ten-Year Plan and develops action plans to do so.  After some discussion of this issue, it was clarified that the IAC doesn’t have responsibility (or authority) to carry forward the actual implementation, but rather it makes recommendations to those who do.  

The group further discussed the difference between making recommendations around policy and recommendations around services.  They agreed that the IAC’s work is best focused on policy, and is focused on services only to the extent that policy decisions influence how services are provided/which services should be provided.  Other areas where members thought IAC could/should have an effective role include:

· Forging partnerships across entities that haven’t traditionally worked together as it relates to housing, and allowing for fresh perspectives and voices to be heard

· Educating the community on issues and solutions to homelessness, including recommendations on best practices.

· Ensuring accountability for the Ten-Year Plan and developing/communicating outcomes and indicators to measure our progress in implementing the Plan

· Providing a unified voice on housing / homelessness issues.  (Discussion: it was suggested that the IAC revisit its charter and amend the decision making portion to require a significant majority (i.e., 80% agreement instead of the current 60%) to assure a more unified voice while still allowing for dissent.  This issue was not decided upon and will need to be revisited at a later IAC meeting.)
· Advocacy on policy and funding issues.  (Discussion: there was some discussion about whether the current agreement not to advocate on the local level should be revisited.  It was later agreed during the IAC retreat that this will be put on the May IAC Agenda.
· Provide policy recommendations to the Governing Board, who has the “real” authority to guide changes in our current system

It was discussed that staff should continue to forward research and educational materials to help members developed a shared understanding of the issues of homelessness – much like the article on “Million Dollar Murray” in the New York Times, which helped members understand about the costs to the system by high utilizers of the jail, emergency room, detox services.

It was agreed that it would be more productive revisit the “role of the IAC” question again at the end of the day in the context of the workplan that would be developed over the course of the day given that the role of the IAC may need to be somewhat flexible depending on the issue.  Summary points about the role and what would need to be revisited included:

· How to find a "group hat.”  It was acknowledged that it may be easier to do that in relation to an actual workplan, such as will be developed during the next part of the retreat.

· How to become a strong, cohesive group.  In order to do so, we need to share common understanding of issues.  Over time this will develop, and the suggestion (above) that staff continue to circulate articles and reports will help build common language and understanding.

· How to develop clear steps and protocol for making decisions / recommendations.

· Remember that long-term relationships will survive disagreements and challenges that we may face along the way.
IAC Workplan for 2006

Liz compiled the suggested workplan activities from the online survey and grouped them by several themes which emerged.  She reviewed these themes with the group (see listing below) with the suggestion that the IAC use the standard vote dotting method to prioritize which activities would form the basis of the IAC 2006 Workplan.  Members suggested a few additional workplan items that didn’t seem to be captured by the themes currently listed, but which they thought were critical for the coming year.  One particular addition, disproportionality, was later amended to note that each workplan item should address disproportionality rather than addressing it as an issue unto itself.  Members also noted that as we build a workplan we need to be mindful that we stay true to the plan as it was written and approved.

At this point, each member was given five “dots” to put next to what they would prioritize for the coming year’s IAC workplan, with the agreement that they could use all five dots on a single item if they felt strongly that it was simply the most important item that needed to be addressed.  From that process, the following were the items and dots given to each potential workplan activity:

· Coordinate / Prioritize / Increase Funding: Identify strategies to generate revenue, engage philanthropies and suburban cities, identify “best use” of existing resources to achieve results/fill critical gaps, including “rationalizing” resources and services.  Also decide priority uses for 2163 funds. (33 votes)
· Shelter to Housing Transition Question: Identify when and how to move our housing and homeless response away from a reliance on emergency shelter and towards a permanent / permanent supportive housing model. (24 votes)
· Discharge Planning: Identify the role of the criminal justice system, health care system, and others in addressing homelessness.  Forge / strengthen partnerships to ensure that people aren’t discharged into homelessness (16 votes)
· Population Specific Workplans: Provide direction and support to special projects identified by population committees (12 votes)
· Advocacy: Advocate at the state and federal level for increased funding / changes in policy that will help to implement the Ten-Year Plan.  (Discussion ensued later in the retreat about whether our current advocacy principles which state that we do not to advocate at the local should be revisited.  This will be a topic for the May IAC meeting.)  (9 votes)
· Coordinated Entry: Streamline the system by which people access services to be more streamlined, efficient and user-friendly.  (8 votes)
· Assessing/Building capacity:   Establish production goals and strategy to achieve those.  How much housing and services can we provide given current capacity and what will it take to go to scale. (6 votes)
· Public Awareness / Education / Building the Political Will: Serve as an effective body to champion the Ten-Year Plan (5 votes)
· Landlord/Service Provider Partnership Project: Research / Create a framework for landlords and service providers to partner together for greater access to housing / more flexibility in screening criteria in exchange for assurances of supportive services/response to tenant issues. (4 votes)
· Outcomes / Goals: Identify the appropriate outcomes and indicators by which we will measure progress in implementing the Ten-Year Plan and create a “dashboard report” so that we can effectively track progress on a frequent and regular basis (3 votes)
The members again reviewed the list of activities and number of votes each one received, and whether those votes accurately reflected what should be placed on the workplan.  It was agreed that the most critical issues for placement on the IAC workplan for 2006 are: 

1. Coordinate / Prioritize / Increase Funding 
2. Shelter to Permanent Housing

3. Discharge Planning

4. Coordinated Entry

5. Landlord/Service Provider Partnership Project 
6. Outcomes/Indicators

Using a framework previously drafted by Liz, the IAC moved onto a breakout session to flesh out workplan issues for three of the items above (Funding, Shelter to Housing Transition, and Discharge Planning) and answered the following questions:
· Descriptive Statement – What is the issue and potential solutions, and why this is a critical issue for IAC discussion?
· Anticipated IAC Outcome or Deliverable – What is the intended immediate result that will result from the IAC meeting(s)?
· Long-Term Impact – What will the broader result or long-term impact on the system as a result of IAC involvement?
· Background Work – What information that will be needed by IAC members to fully discuss the issue?
· Partners in this Effort – Who are likely partners in this effort?
· Potential Barriers – What are potential barriers?
· Timeline – when should this be placed on the IAC agenda?
The breakout groups came back and shared their thoughts.  It was agreed that small groups would continue to flesh out the initial workplans over the next ten days, and that these would be brought to the next IAC meeting (in May) at which time we will determine the timing for when things will come before the IAC and build our slate of agendas for the next year.  Individuals who volunteered to do this work included:

· Funding: Okimoto, MacLean, Cato and Tierney will develop Workplan based on questions above.

· Shelter to Permanent Housing:  Sherbrooke, McInturff, Hallerman will develop Workplan based on questions above.

· Discharge Planning:  Tierney, Carr, MacLean will develop Workplan based on questions above.

· Coordinated Entry:  Single Adults Committee representative, Quinn, Hobson, VanderWerf will develop Workplan based on questions above.

· Landlord/Provider Partnerships:   Lambros, Okimoto, Hobson, Alvarez, Davison will develop Workplan based on questions above.
· Outcomes/Indicators:  Fotinos, MacLean, McInturff will develop Workplan based on questions above.

At this point, it was acknowledged that the conversations on these topics had run longer than anticipated and the group did not have time to revisit the role of the IAC in relation to the workplan activities identified.  Members also noted that there was no clear direction to provide to the population committees and how they should integrate their work with these priorities.  A comment was made that perhaps the current committee structure hampers some of our efforts to implement these priorities given that it reinforces a “siloed” approach.  It was agreed that these issues will likely become more evident after the small teams have fleshed out the workplans and will be addressed at the May IAC meeting.  
Topics for May IAC Agenda

It was agreed that certain items were appropriate to be placed on the IAC agenda for May.  They are:

· Revisit appropriate role for advocacy by the CEH/IAC – and whether it is appropriate to advocate at the local level

· Recommendations for an Executive Committee of the IAC – what would it look like, who should be on it, what would be the limits of its authority/responsibility
· Staffing recommendations – specific recommendation to increase staffing to better manage the quantity of activity/communication coming out of the CEHKC.
· IAC direction to the working committees – how do the population and working committees integrate the IAC priorities and vice versa
At 3:30 pm the retreat was adjourned.  The members took a short break, and reconvened to hold their regular IAC meeting.

March 8, 2006 IAC Minutes 

The IAC meeting was convened at 3:35 pm and the minutes were approved as a presented.

2163 Project Concepts
An executive summary of the 2163 Project Concepts was provided to members, along with a one-page RFP timeline and process summary, as well as the full-length Project Concepts consistent with what had previously been submitted in March to the IAC for their initial review.  Briefly, these project concepts are:

· Single Adults – Affordable Housing (targeted towards the eastside)

· Single Adults – Downtown Seattle rapid housing project with supportive services

· Single Adults – South King County rapid housing project with supportive services

· Youth – Affordable housing

· Youth – Increased mental health / chemical dependency counseling and supportive services

· Families – Homeless Prevention through supportive services and emergency assistance

· Families – Supportive services, rental supports and emergency assistance to high barriers families

It was moved and seconded to recommend that this slate of project concepts for forwarded to the Governing Board for inclusion in the spring 2163 RFP.
The group discussed the proposal to set aside 5% of available revenues for CEH special projects and certain operational supports.  These funds would be used to support consultant fees / research on emerging projects (ie –  investigating if/how to develop a local project based on Portland’s Fresh Start project, which encourages strong partnerships between landlords and service providers).  Funding could also be made available from this set aside to support modest costs of CEH operations (ie – consumer stipends.)  Under this proposal, the Governing Board would authorize the set aside of 5% of the 2163 funds available for local use (estimated at $150,000 annually.) The IAC authorize actual expenditures for these funds for projects over a certain dollar amount (ie, $2,500) while the CEH Project Director would be authorized to obligate funds for under $2,500; or the Executive Committee, if it is formed, could also be the entity authorized with approving expenditures for projects under $2,500 instead of the Project Director.  It was moved, seconded and approved to recommend to the Governing Board that 5% of the 2163 funds available for local use be set aside to fund special projects that may arise over the coming year that require seed money or initial research.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:05 p.m.  Respectfully submitted,

Gretchen Bruce, CEHKC staff
821 Second Avenue, Suite 600              Seattle, WA  98104
206-205-5506
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