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 1 Thursday, July 9, 2015; Los Angeles, California

 2 1:39 p.m.

 3 -oOo-

 4 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  Why don't we go 

 5 ahead and get started.  

 6 Linda, is this working?  Can you hear me over 

 7 there? 

 8  Okay.  Well, in the interest of time, I think the 

 9 Mayor's been delayed a little bit.  He'll probably be here 

10 in about -- just a moment or two.  But in the interest of 

11 time, why don't we go ahead and get started? 

12  So I'll call the July meeting of the commission 

13 of First 5 commission to order.  I think the first action 

14 is roll call.  

15 SECRETARY:  Secretary Abdo.  

16 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  Here.  

17 SECRETARY:  Nancy Au. 

18  Jane Boeckmann.  

19 COMMISSIONER BOECKMANN:  Here.  

20 SECRETARY:  Philip Browning.  

21 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Here.  

22 SECRETARY:  Joseph Ybarra.  

23 COMMISSIONER YBARRA:  Here.  

24 SECRETARY:  Duane Dennis.  

25 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Here.  
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 1 SECRETARY:  Marvin Southard. 

 2  Sandra Figueroa-Villa. 

 3  Patricia Curry.  

 4 COMMISSIONER CURRY:  Here.  

 5 SECRETARY:  Cynthia Harding.  

 6 COMMISSIONER HARDING:  Here.  

 7 SECRETARY:  Karla Pleitez-Howell.  

 8 COMMISSIONER HOWELL:  Here.  

 9 SECRETARY:  Deanne Tilton.  

10 COMMISSIONER TILTON:  Here.  

11 SECRETARY:  Michael Antonovich.  

12 Quorum is present.

13 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, Linda.  

14 Appreciate that. 

15  I think the first item on the actual agenda here 

16 is an information one, which is a consent item.  I think 

17 we're going to turn this over to Mr. Wagner here for some 

18 comments.  I think there maybe one issue that we'll need 

19 to address.  So if you'll you help us out with that.  

20 MR. WAGNER:  Sure.  Good afternoon, members of 

21 the board. 

22  Couple things to draw to your attention in Item 

23 2, the consent item, is that we have a number of contracts 

24 that are coming for your consideration.  Two of these 

25 contracts are related to Welcome Baby.  The first is for 
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 1 1.1 million, and it's to contact with Martin Luther King 

 2 Community Hospital to serve the Best Start Watts, Willow 

 3 Brook, West Athens, and Compton communities.  This is 

 4 consistent with the board's action taken back in November 

 5 of 2013. 

 6  The second contract related to Welcome Baby is 

 7 for the Rand Corporation.  It is a contract of just under 

 8 $250,000, 170,000 of which will come from this year's 

 9 budget.  And it is to evaluate the new born screening tool 

10 used in Welcome Baby hospitals, examining the tool's 

11 reliability and validity to screen for risk.  

12 The final contract is a Best Start contract that 

13 I would like to pull from your consideration on consent 

14 and have as a separate item given.  It appears there's 

15 some community comment on that contract. 

16  The other items on consent that I'd like to draw 

17 your attention to are the policies.  These are board -- 

18 four board-approved policies that we have worked through 

19 the executive committee and then -- executive committee 

20 May 21 meeting.  We brought to the full board for your 

21 information in a presentation at the last board meeting.  

22 And these are coming forward to you at this board meeting 

23 on consent for approval. 

24  And that is all I have on consent.  

25 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Are there comments from 
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 1 the Commission on any of those specific items other than 

 2 the one that we're going to pull?   Any comments or 

 3 questions? 

 4  So I wondering if it's appropriate for us to take 

 5 an action on those other than what we've already pulled.  

 6 Do we need a roll call vote on that, Mr. Steel?  

 7 MR. STEELE:  Yes, please.  

 8 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  So Linda.  This is a vote 

 9 on everything but what has been pulled from the agenda, 

10 and that was Best Start contract --

11 MR. WAGNER:  One contract with Korea Town Youth 

12 that I will talk about separately.  

13 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  

14 SECRETARY:  Judy Abdo.  

15 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  Yes.  

16 SECRETARY:  Jane Boeckmann.  

17 COMMISSIONER BOECKMANN:  Yes.  

18 SECRETARY:  Philip Browning.  

19 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Aye.  

20 SECRETARY:  Joseph Ybarra.  

21 COMMISSIONER YBARRA:  Yes.  

22 SECRETARY:  Duane Dennis.  

23 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Yes.  

24 SECRETARY:  Motion passed.  

25 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  Thank you.  
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 1 Appreciate that. 

 2  Mr. Wagner, are you going to give us some more 

 3 updates on this?  

 4 MR. WAGNER:  Sure.  The third contract that -- 

 5 and the one we pulled from the -- for consent for your 

 6 consideration is with Korea Town Youth and Community 

 7 Center.  It is for $688,000.  This has to do with the 

 8 board's moving forward, the Building Stronger Families 

 9 Framework and rolling out the learning by doing contracts 

10 which are contracts to help support the community 

11 partnerships.  You'll recall that in the past the board 

12 has approved a contract for Long Beach.  This is the 

13 second contract.  It is for Metro -- the metro LA Best 

14 Start community, and it is with Korea Town Youth and 

15 Community Center. 

16  Building -- the learning by doing helps to build 

17 leadership and capacity with our community partners in the 

18 14 Best Start communities, and this one is focused on 

19 metro LA.  

20 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  What about comments from 

21 the commission?  Are there comments or questions on this 

22 specific one before we open it up to public comment? 

23  Are there any other commissioners that need to 

24 recuse themselves from this discussion? Okay.  For the 

25 record, I think Mr. Dennis excused himself. 

 6

APPROVED



 1  I'm going to go ahead and call up the public who 

 2 -- I think we have a number of different individuals who 

 3 have signed up for public comment.  In the interest of 

 4 time, I'd appreciate if you could limit your comments to a 

 5 one-minute discussion.  So the first person I have is 

 6 William Omer.  And I'll call out a few names here so those 

 7 individuals could be ready.  Cynthia Rivera could be 

 8 second, Odelia Jarra third. 

 9  So could William Omer -- come ahead, sir, and you 

10 can step to the microphone and give us your comments.  

11 SPEAKER:  This is great.  Thank you all for 

12 allowing me to come here.  My name is Bill. 

13  Hello.  Can you hear me.  Is this on?  

14 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  We can hear you up here.  

15 SPEAKER:  Can you hear me now?  They can't hear 

16 me in the audience.  Can you hear me now? 

17  All right.  My name's Bill.  I'm Bill Omer.  I'm 

18 from the office of Assembly member Patty Lopez.  Assembly 

19 member asked me to come and speak today.  I was going to 

20 speak on Item 2, but I noticed there's a couple of things 

21 that I thought were on Item 2 that are not there.  I'm 

22 specifically here to talk about the contract for the 

23 northeast valley coaches and facilitators.  Of course, 

24 which you know some of those folks are here. 

25  Our office was approached by some of the members 
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 1 that are here with me today.  Our Assembly member asked me 

 2 to come and indicate that because best -- this is taking 

 3 place in our district, we have an interest in what best 

 4 first start is doing.  And we think the work is absolutely 

 5 fantastic that's going on in our district.  We'd like ot 

 6 see it go on.  We're here just to take make a quick 

 7 statement to say that we're in support of that contract 

 8 that -- you know, that the -- that has to do with the 

 9 facilitators and the new coaches for the northeast valley. 

10  Pretty much that's it.  I'm going to keep it 

11 under a minute because that's what you asked me to do.  

12 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, sir.  

13 Those in the audience who have a cell phone, if 

14 you'd put that on mute, I think the rest of us would 

15 appreciate this -- that.  

16 Cynthia Rivera.  

17 SPEAKER:  Hello.  My name is Cynthia Rivera, and 

18 I represent the northeast valley Best Start guidance body.  

19 And I'm here with my other -- the other members of the 

20 guidance body and other community members just to say a 

21 variety of things, but my message is basically to ask 

22 First 5 and the Best Start -- Best Start members to 

23 basically -- aside from capacity building but to assist in 

24 building relationships and so to -- to basically have 

25 transparency in terms of the decision making and include 
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 1 us in the decision making and ask for our input in regards 

 2 to our community.  And as the rest of the community comes 

 3 forth, I'm sure that you'll be -- be able to clearly 

 4 understand the message that we're trying to give to you 

 5 all. 

 6  Thank you.  

 7 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, Ms. Rivera.  

 8 Odelia Jarra.  

 9 SPEAKER:  That's me.

10 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Come forward please.

11 SPEAKER:  Good afternoon.  My name is Odelia 

12 Jarra.  And I'm not speaking English very well like you.  

13 And then I tried to do -- I tried to speak a little bit 

14 with -- and my question is why you don't have people in 

15 the English -- Spanish to English.  We have a lot of 

16 people in Spanish that don't speak in here because don't 

17 speak in English.  I try to do speak English because I 

18 like to speak English. 

19  But I represent Pacoima for a long time and I 

20 work for a long time to volunteer for Best Start.  And 

21 then I'm sad because, when we start this program, it's a 

22 lot of vision and now we don't have nothing.  So I'm sad.  

23 Okay?  So we need -- I need only to say, try to fix this 

24 because the community's dead.  

25 Thank you.
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 1 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you very much.  

 2 Appreciate that. 

 3  Keith Harper.  

 4 SPEAKER:  And my appreciation for the commission.  

 5 My name is Keith Harper, born and raised in Pacoima, 

 6 California.  And I want to stress that everybody that's 

 7 deciding what to do in the Best Start program, they used 

 8 the talent that we have living in the area.  It's a very 

 9 prosperous area.  I'm a product of LA Unified School 

10 District all the way throughout.  And I recommend that you 

11 don't make outsiders make all the decisions for what's 

12 going on in our community.  I want to stress that you use 

13 the talented people that are familiar with the needs and 

14 the wants of our community and that we be able to be 

15 allowed to speak on that so we can make sure that you're 

16 focus is on our community, which is a lot different than 

17 the other 13, but look at the personnel in the area and 

18 work with them.  I encourage you to do that. 

19  Thank you very much.

20 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, Mr. Harper.  

21 Appreciate that. 

22  Maria Arroyo.  

23 SPEAKER:  Good morning.  My name's Maria Arroyo, 

24 and I'm representing the neighborhood of Pacoima.  And my 

25 concern is, I'm a member of the neighborhood council of 
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 1 Pacoima, but I volunteer for 16 years for helping 

 2 children, you know, and to prevent from drugs and all 

 3 that.  And I wonder and I don't know why all the time, you 

 4 know, sometimes I ask for help and nobody help me, you 

 5 know, and I'm doing this for my ward.  And sometimes, you 

 6 know, they send me to (inaudible) to send us for help.  

 7 But only they promise to help me with something, materials 

 8 or whatever I need.  But they don't do.  And I hope, you 

 9 know, that -- the audience, what they receive money, you 

10 know, to help support all this helps.  They can help 

11 really, the community, because all the childrens they need 

12 all this kind of help, especially, you know, prevent the 

13 drugs and (inaudible), you know, marijuana now because 

14 kids from 12 years old, it's already, you know, and other 

15 people it's affects their lives. 

16  Thank you.  

17 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you very much.  I 

18 appreciate that. 

19  Maria Jimenez.  

20 SPEAKER:  Hello.  Good afternoon to all of you. 

21 First of all, I would like to thank you guys for 

22 giving us this opportunity.  And I'm going to speak 

23 briefly on a letter that hopefully we brought and 

24 hopefully you have it.  We gave it to you guys so they 

25 could make copies. 
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 1  We are reaching out to you to express our 

 2 concerns with recent changes that were announced on May 

 3 15.  So due to the time, I will have to attempt to express 

 4 all of them.  However, we're asking that the following 

 5 recommendations be implemented and considered and they're 

 6 listed as well in this letter.  But most importantly, 

 7 moving forward, we really ask and advocate that you guys 

 8 give us an opportunity to collaborate truly in 

 9 transparency with us.  The community has been working very 

10 passionately and very motivated for the goals because we 

11 truly believe in Best Start.  However, in order to move 

12 forward, we truly believe that we need to strengthen our 

13 relationship and include us in the decision making 

14 process. 

15  Thank you so much for your time.

16 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you.  Appreciate 

17 that.  

18 Reverend Dennis Ware.  

19 SPEAKER:  Thank you for having us out today and 

20 being able to speak to you.  My name is Reverend Dennis H. 

21 Ware, Sr.  I sit on the guidance body in Pacoima.  And 

22 there's been a lot of discrepancies with regard to our 

23 communications between First 5 and our community, so much 

24 so that we oftentimes feel deceived.  It's not just a, 

25 well, we thought we heard something but it ended up being 
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 1 something else.  We've been told a lot of things and it 

 2 ends up being something else.  And so we don't feel like 

 3 the commissioners know what is actually going on.  So 

 4 we're asking that you hear us out, communicated with us, 

 5 so that we can let you know what is actually going on out 

 6 there. 

 7  We're supposed to be a community-driven entity 

 8 but we find that it's not the case.  We make proposals and 

 9 we make suggestions, we send them down and what comes back 

10 is a decision that's been made by someone else.  I 

11 personally feel like -- because of the discrepancies, I 

12 personally feel that we need to lean toward an audit 

13 because I just don't know what to trust and what -- what I 

14 should trust and not trust. 

15  Thank you for your time.  

16 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, Reverend.  

17 Appreciate that. 

18  Rosa Barelza.  

19 SPEAKER:  Good afternoon and thank you for your 

20 time. 

21  My name is Rosa (inaudible).  I'm one of the 

22 guidance body members.  I'm a parent volunteer of the 

23 community of Pacoima, Lake View Terrace, Sylmar.  I'm 

24 involved with the community very -- what I want to say is, 

25 that you want to us partner with you, you want us to be 
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 1 involved, you want us to be everything in the community, 

 2 but we don't see partnership.  We see us giving but you're 

 3 not listening or that's what it seems to be.  So we want 

 4 more -- what we think that we want more is communication 

 5 because I think there's a bridge where we are talking but 

 6 I think you guys are not listening.  So I don't know.  

 7 That's how I feel.  So I don't know.  I think there's a 

 8 bridge between us and you guys over here. 

 9  So thank you for your time.  

10 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you.  Appreciate 

11 that. 

12  Maria Rial.  

13 SPEAKER:  (Speaking Spanish) 

14 INTERPRETER:  Good afternoon.  Thank you for your 

15 time. 

16  All of us, we're here present.  We're not 

17 agreeing with the changes that have been making for our 

18 community of northeast valley to keep out up the rhythm 

19 and the pulse of our community and the work that has come 

20 in -- in course.  I think you should consider us a part of 

21 the community.  It's been five years that I've been here 

22 participating.  I think it's -- I think that you should 

23 consider us.  All of us here are volunteers.  We're here 

24 volunteers and we deserve that you consider us because -- 

25 went out of my mind -- consider us when making decisions.  
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 1 Consider us when making decisions as we are part of the 

 2 community.  

 3 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you very much. I 

 4 think we are listening today. 

 5  Alisa Ventor.  

 6 SPEAKER:  Good morning and thank you for your 

 7 time. 

 8  I've been with the First 5 body guidance for five 

 9 years.  And when you guys first came to Pacoima, I was 

10 very excited because I told my whole community it's going 

11 to be a change, First 5's going to come, they're here, 

12 they're going to help us out, enrich our community.  And 

13 for five years we do plans and then it's a bad track or we 

14 start doing something and, no, you guys can't do it.  And 

15 it just -- I would really appreciate from the bottom of my 

16 heart if, when you guys make decisions regarding my 

17 community, if you guys could allow one of us to just join 

18 you guys in the conversation to let you know what we 

19 actually need in our community because a lot of you guys 

20 probably don't know where Pacoima's at or what we need.  

21 And just hear us out and please just consider us, consider 

22 what we need to hear and what we need in our community. 

23  Thank you for your time.

24 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you very much.  I 

25 appreciate that. 
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 1  Ramona Lopiz.  Ramona L-o-p-i-z.

 2 SPEAKER:  She doesn't want to speak.  

 3 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  All right.  Gwendolyn 

 4 Posey-Murray.

 5 SPEAKER:  Thank you for your time.  I am a 

 6 guidance body member in northeast valley.  To basically 

 7 bottom line it, we're asking that you would not approve 

 8 any contracts until you come to our community and you hear 

 9 our voices.  We have been requesting to speak with you as 

10 the commission board and have been denied that.  We have 

11 been told that your information is private and that they 

12 would hand you a letter if we ask.  We asked for that.  

13 That did not happen until recently, like within the last 

14 maybe couple of days if not today. 

15  The way that things have transpired is not the 

16 way we can continue to work.  We are a partnership.  We 

17 want to feel like a partnership.  We do not.  We feel like 

18 First 5 makes decisions.  We have no choice but to accept 

19 them.  We want to decide who our community works with.  We 

20 want you all to take that into consideration.  We want to 

21 hear from you.  We want to know that you hear our voices.  

22 We want to know that we have a say in who comes into our 

23 community to do work with us.  We don't feel we have that. 

24  Thank you.  

25 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you very much.  I 
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 1 appreciate that. 

 2  Carol Ware.  

 3 SPEAKER:  Go on.

 4 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  Seal Boreman.  

 5 SPEAKER:  My name is Seal Boreman, and I live in 

 6 Lakeview Terrace but I work -- do a lot of work in 

 7 Pacoima.  And Pacoima is a very interesting community.  

 8 It's a very lively, active community.  And we've been 

 9 working for over five years with First 5 and Best Start.  

10 And in a lot of instances, we feel as if we're being not 

11 misled but we work hard and we think we're doing a good 

12 work but then we find out that there are other people 

13 really making decisions for us without really coming into 

14 our community.  We do not want any contractors coming into 

15 our community from some far-off place that doesn't know 

16 anything about Pacoima, our needs, our wants, our 

17 demographics.  And be sure that we are going to rebel not 

18 because we don't appreciate what you guys are offering us 

19 but we want you to know what we want.  And that's all 

20 we're asking, is that we have a place at the table when 

21 decisions are being made for our community. 

22  Thank you.

23 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, Ms. Boreman. 

24 Renato Lira.  

25 SPEAKER:  Hello.  My name is Renato Lira, 
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 1 president and CEO of San Fernando Valley LGBT Community 

 2 Center.  

 3 Today before you guys make your decisions, listen 

 4 to us and do not make a deal on the contracts.  Come out 

 5 to our valley and to listen to us what do we need, what is 

 6 going to be best for Pacoima and our community because you 

 7 guys don't know what's going on.  You know, we want you 

 8 guys to see before you guys make a decision today because 

 9 we didn't know the contracts were cancelled, they were 

10 going to make a decision today.  You know, we didn't know 

11 that.  You guys didn't ask us, what do you guys need, what 

12 is the best of for your community, what is going to bring 

13 -- you guys are bringing someone from Washington DC who 

14 doesn't know what's going on in our district.  Get someone 

15 local.  We have a voice for our residents.  It's time for 

16 you guys to come out and be with us and get a trip what's 

17 going on in our community.  That's what I'm asking.  Do 

18 not make a decision today.  Let's sit down together and 

19 let's work as a team because united we can make a 

20 difference for your community. 

21  Thank you.

22 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you.  I appreciate 

23 that. 

24  Elvie Perez.  

25 SPEAKER:  My name is Elvie Perez from El Monte 
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 1 Best Start community.  I started since the beginning over 

 2 there.  And I know that the First 5 LA goals were amazing.  

 3 We really appreciated that you want the best for our 

 4 communities but I think, if we work together, you can see 

 5 we're different communities with different needs.  And 

 6 that's why we need to participate with you because, in our 

 7 communities, we have a lot of people with different skills 

 8 and advocating for other things in our communities.  I 

 9 think we have the capacity to -- to work with you in 

10 respectful manner and then you have your goals, I have -- 

11 as community we have our goals.  And maybe we can combine 

12 and develop everything that First 5 is doing for our 

13 communities.  And also we want to develop a trust with 

14 you.  Please let us have a voice and more participation 

15 with you. 

16  Thank you very much.  

17 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you.  Appreciate 

18 that. 

19  Maria Roma-Luna.  

20 SPEAKER:  Hi and good afternoon.  My name is 

21 Maria Roma, and I come from the South El Monte/El Monte.  

22 And I'm a parent and also one of the member of the 

23 advisory committee.  And, well, we are -- we are here 

24 today to -- like my partners say, for transparency, for to 

25 count us in your decision and also count like we have -- 
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 1 we don't have our facilitators anymore, and you just tell 

 2 us when they already was their time to go and you didn't 

 3 prepare us.  You -- I -- we ask for our training before 

 4 you take our facilitators and we didn't have it yet.  And 

 5 now we're going to start to work with our community and we 

 6 didn't have our training yet.  And I think it's very 

 7 important and -- well, since I don't have time, I just 

 8 want to say thank you for coming to your community and 

 9 please let's make change together. 

10  Thank you.  

11 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you, appreciate 

12 that. 

13  David Hernandez.

14 SPEAKER:  Good morning, commissioners.  David 

15 Hernandez from North Hollywood, chairman of Churches For 

16 Action in San Fernando Valley.  I want to thank you for 

17 this opportunity to come here and get this input from 

18 individuals from community of northeast San Fernando 

19 Valley.  And it was really good to walk in here and see 

20 individuals that I've seen involved in the community in so 

21 many different issues as volunteers and finding out about 

22 this issue And interacting with some of them recently, 

23 some of them who have been involved in for over five years 

24 in this program.  I think that is a very vast, important, 

25 vital component to this transition going forward; that the 
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 1 expertise that they bring from being in the field on a 

 2 day-after-day, year-after-year basis is a great asset to 

 3 whatever direction that you go forward.  I would just 

 4 request that you avail yourself of the expertise that 

 5 these individuals have demonstrated over the years in this 

 6 program and continue to demonstrate in many programs in 

 7 the northeast San Fernando valley. 

 8  So thank you for the opportunity to come and 

 9 acknowledge their work as well as your work.  Thank you.  

10 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you appreciate 

11 that. 

12  I'm wondering if there's some clarification 

13 needed about the contracts that we're taking action on 

14 today.  So are the contracts that are being offered up for 

15 consideration ones that impact the individuals who just 

16 spoke to us, Mr. Wagner?  

17 MR. WAGNER:  Thanks for that question.  The only 

18 contract that is before you for consideration has to do 

19 with Korea Town Youth and Community Center for the metro 

20 LA.  It is not a contract for Pacoima or the northeast 

21 valley.   It's metro LA.  

22 MS. BELSHE:  And if I may building upon what John 

23 said, this contract before the commission is -- relates to 

24 resources to support implementation of the priorities and 

25 strategies identified by the Metro LA Best Start Community 
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 1 Partnership consistent with the learning by doing process 

 2 that all 14 partnerships have been undertaking.  The 

 3 issues -- and maybe I can say a word about the issues, 

 4 commissioners. 

 5  So that's -- that's the -- the one contract 

 6 associated -- before the board associated with the Best 

 7 Start Metro LA Community Partnership, and their 

 8 priorities, strategies and activities that emerge from the 

 9 community's learning, the community's priorities, the 

10 community's decisions associated with their learning by 

11 doing process. 

12  The issues and concerns that we've heard from 

13 many of our -- our community partners this afternoon -- 

14 and I want to, on behalf of the commission, thank you all 

15 for coming, thank you for sharing both in word, written 

16 and verbal word, your concerns.  And these are issues that 

17 are absolutely on our radar screen.  We are working and 

18 have for a number of years, been working diligently with 

19 the community partnerships to insure that partnerships 

20 have the kind of support necessary to do the good work and 

21 continue the good work that is underway.  I think what 

22 we've been hearing from a number of our community partners 

23 relates to the Best Start facilitators who have really 

24 played an enormously important role over the course of the 

25 Best Start initiative for a number of years.  We wouldn't 
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 1 be where we are today, frankly, if it weren't for the good 

 2 work of so many facilitators throughout our many Best 

 3 Start communities. 

 4 We recognize that time has contributed to the 

 5 building of relationships and trust, which is very 

 6 important to this work.  We recognize that the 

 7 facilitators have come to -- or the partnership members 

 8 have come to develop strong partnerships relationships 

 9 with those facilitators.  But those contracts did come to 

10 an end at the end of this past fiscal year consistent with 

11 our contract terms. 

12  I do want to acknowledge though that this 

13 information was shared with partnership in varying ways in 

14 the spring.  We've had public conversations with 

15 commissioners, including the May 15 meeting that was 

16 referenced but I also want to recognize that, for some 

17 partnerships, this probably felt a little abrupt and felt 

18 like we perhaps hadn't been as clear and consistent in our 

19 communication about the end of those contracts and the 

20 evolving approach that we are taking in terms of how to 

21 best and most effectively support the partnerships 

22 informed by our work with the 14 communities. 

23  But we do have some work to do.  And one of the 

24 things that we do want to facilitate with northeast valley 

25 is one example, is a direct conversation between community 
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 1 leadership and CSSP, which we are looking to play a role 

 2 in support of the communities over the course of the next 

 3 year which is a transition period.  So this is something 

 4 we're committed to doing and that really needs to be a 

 5 conversation between the community and CSSP, and we're 

 6 eager to help support that from occurring. 

 7  Finally, couple of points in terms of what we 

 8 heard is, you know, this issue about decision making is a 

 9 really important one.  And I think one of the things we 

10 can and need to do better is being more explicit about 

11 where decisions are ones that we as a funder ultimately 

12 have to make a decision versus decisions where the 

13 community can and really should have more input. 

14  And we're hearing from you clearly that this is 

15 an example of an area where the community wishes that it 

16 had a better understanding of the decisions to be made and 

17 to have had more voice in being a part of those decisions.  

18 But also, we do need to recognize there are instances 

19 where First 5 LA is going to make decisions or need to 

20 make decisions on its own. 

21  Finally, we do hear loud and clear that there are 

22 some community partnerships that are grumpy with us, are 

23 displeased with the action taken, but I also want to 

24 acknowledge that -- and commend our partnerships that good 

25 work continues.  So we're going to work on these 
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 1 communication issues.  We're going to work on bringing 

 2 more clarity to decision making and input processes.  We 

 3 will take immediate steps to connect northeast valley, 

 4 again, as one example, with CSSP, in dialogue about 

 5 capacity building and necessary supports for the 

 6 partnership going forward.  And really do appreciate you 

 7 all taking the time and sharing with commissioners your 

 8 thoughts, concerns, and considerations.  I know this won't 

 9 be the last time we have this opportunity to hear from you 

10 and continue to work with you.  

11 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you.  

12 Are there any other comments from the 

13 commissioners?  If not, I think we need to vote on Korea 

14 Town.  Linda.  

15 SECRETARY:  Judy Abdo.  

16 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  Yes.  

17 SECRETARY:  Jane Boeckmann.  

18 COMMISSIONER BOECKMANN:  Yes.  

19 SECRETARY:  Philip Browning.  

20 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Aye.  

21 SECRETARY:  Joseph Ybarra.  

22 COMMISSIONER YBARRA:  Yes.  

23 SECRETARY:  Duane Dennis.  

24 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  I have to recuse myself 

25 from the vote.  

25

APPROVED



 1 SECRETARY:  Michael Antonovich.  

 2 COMMISSIONER ANTONOVICH: Aye.  

 3 SECRETARY:  Motion has passed.  

 4 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you.  And I think 

 5 the mayor has joined us.  

 6 MS. BELSHE:  You are right.  So, Mr. Chair, if 

 7 you would like to take over the mike or your able vice 

 8 chair colleague has his hand on it. 

 9  But next on the agenda would be the chair's 

10 comments.  And absent that, then -- okay.  And then I, in 

11 terms of my comments, given where we are on the agenda, I 

12 am going to commend my executive director's report to the 

13 commissioners' attention and leave it at that since we are 

14 running behind schedule.  So what I would do is ask Kim 

15 Hall to step up and kick us off for Item 5 on the agenda 

16 related to LA Universal Preschool's longitudinal Outcome.  

17 Study.  

18 MS. HALL:  Good afternoon, commissioners.  My 

19 co-presenters and I are pleased to present to you, 

20 Examining the Longitudinal Outcome of LAUP Students. 

21  Before we get started, I like to walk you through 

22 the agenda for this presentation.  I will begin by 

23 providing some background and context for the two studies 

24 that will be discussed today.  This will be followed by a 

25 presentation of findings from the First 5 LA commission 
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 1 study by Emily Moiduddin, the senior researcher for 

 2 Mathematica Policy Research.  Emily will be followed by 

 3 Mariel Kyger, research analyst from Los Angeles Universal 

 4 Preschool, who will provide a brief presentation of LAUP's 

 5 outcome study which was commissioned and conducted by LAUP 

 6 staff.  I will wrap up the presentation by outlining next 

 7 steps related to these two important studies. 

 8  So to get started, in 2012, First 5 LA 

 9 commissioners requesting a study of long-term outcomes for 

10 children who attended LAUP preschools.  The request was 

11 made in response to commissioners' desire to better 

12 understand the children who had attended LAUP -- or to 

13 better understand how children who attended LAUP 

14 preschools performed in elementary school.  At the time 

15 the study was requested, we knew a fair amount about how 

16 children develop during their preschool year.  Child 

17 progress hd been assessed across developmental domains 

18 through the Universal Preschool Child Outcome Study for 

19 many years. 

20  So in response to the request from the 

21 commissioners, First 5 LA convened the Research Advisory 

22 Committee to obtain technical guidance on how to conduct 

23 such a study.  And based on the recommendations from our 

24 RAC, a longitudinal study of LAUP children's outcomes was 

25 begun as part of the seven phase of the UPCOS study. 
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 1  This study involved identifying children who had 

 2 attended LAUP as preschoolers and examining their academic 

 3 performance in elementary school.  At the same time the 

 4 study commissioned by First 5 LA was underway, LAUP 

 5 conducted a complementary study in support of its own 

 6 sustainability efforts.  The LAUP study was similar in 

 7 that it aimed to compare the academic performance of 

 8 former LAUP students to non-LAUP students. 

 9  So at this time, I'm going to turn it over to 

10 Emily Moiduddin who will provide an overview of the 

11 findings obtained through the study commissioned by First 

12 5 LA.  

13 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  Good afternoon.  My name is Emily 

14 Moiduddin.  Before I begin, I want to recognize the work 

15 of my colleagues at Mathematica on this study:  Nicky 

16 Akins who assisted on the slides and other colleagues as 

17 well.  We really appreciate the opportunity to share these 

18 findings with you today, and I look forward to the 

19 discussion that's going to follow. 

20  So as Kim mentioned, the studies analyses were 

21 intended to answer specific research questions related to 

22 the academic performance of LAUP students once they were 

23 in elementary school.  Our focus for today's presentation 

24 is on three of the studies' research questions.  The first 

25 two focus on a comparison of LAUP students and students 
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 1 who did not attend LAUP when they were in preschool.  So 

 2 first what are the demographic characteristics and school 

 3 experience of LAUP students and non-LAUP students; do they 

 4 differ.  This question is important for setting the stage 

 5 for our second research question:  How does the academic 

 6 performance of LAUP students compare to non-LAUP students 

 7 who are in the same schools with similar background 

 8 characteristics. 

 9  The third question I'm going to focus on today 

10 takes a truly longitudinal perspective and focuses on the 

11 role of preschool factors in elementary school outcomes.  

12 So specifically, how do outcomes at the end of preschool 

13 and experiences in the home when of preschool age relate 

14 to academic performance in preschool.  This last question 

15 is focused just on LAUP students, and specifically those 

16 students who participated in UPCOS IN earlier phases so we 

17 have information about their outcomes at the end of 

18 Preschool. 

19  Together, the findings from the research 

20 questions not only meet the goal of telling the story of 

21 what happens to LAUP children as they begin elementary 

22 school but we hope that it will inform First 5 LA's work 

23 going forward under the new strategic plan. 

24  So here's a brief overview of what I plan to 

25 address in the rest of my time with you.  First, I want to 
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 1 describe the approach we took to selecting the sample of 

 2 districts to invite to participate in the study.  This is 

 3 to give you a sense of who we're actually talking about, 

 4 who we're representing when we go through the findings.  

 5 Then we'll focus on the study findings.  First, for the 

 6 two research questions focused on both LAUP and non-LAUP 

 7 students and then findings related to the role of 

 8 preschool factors in elementary school performance.  

 9 I just want to draw your attention on the agenda 

10 to the fact that we're focusing on early LAUP cohorts in 

11 these analyses: 2008, 2009, 2009 2010, and for the 

12 analysis for the preschool factors 2007, 2008 as well.  

13 And this all has to do with the fact that we needed to 

14 wait until -- the children needed to have elementary 

15 school outcomes in order to be able to conduct such 

16 analyses.  And, of course, LAUP has continued to evolve 

17 over its history. 

18  All right.  So let's jump into talking about the 

19 district sampling approach.  So when selecting districts, 

20 we sought to identify a large number of LAUP children 

21 coming from a broad set of district context.  Our 

22 preference was for districts serving a high-needs 

23 population and with a fair number of children who attended 

24 LAUP who lived in the boundaries of that district when 

25 they were in preschool.  So the former preference is a 
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 1 preference for serving -- for selecting school districts 

 2 serving a high-needs population.  This is aligned with 

 3 First 5 LA's strategic plan focus to improve access to 

 4 early childhood services for high-risk populations.  The 

 5 size is simply because we needed enough children for the 

 6 analysis. 

 7  We also aim for variety in terms of different 

 8 size and the level of non-LAUP subsidized early childhood 

 9 services available:  So, for example, Head Start and state 

10 preschool.  So with this approach, we identified five 

11 districts that we wanted to invite to participate in the 

12 study.  One district that was the district most LAUP 

13 children would ultimately attend and then four other 

14 districts that represent small and large districts with a 

15 high or low level of non-LAUP resources available. 

16  All right.  Now let's turn to the findings for 

17 the comparative analysis, those first two research 

18 questions that I showed you.  And I'm going to begin with 

19 a couple of cautions.  So these are things that I think 

20 are important to keep in mind when interpreting the 

21 results of those analyses.  So first, we'd like to 

22 emphasis that the reported comparisons should not be 

23 consider causal in nature.  We cannot attribute 

24 differences in children's academic performance in second 

25 and third grade to LAUP participation.  This was not an 
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 1 experimental study; it's a descriptive study that makes 

 2 the best use of the data available.  

 3 Second, I want to point out that we also do not 

 4 know the preschool experiences of children who were not 

 5 part of LAUP.  It is possible that they attended a 

 6 preschool program other than LAUP.  It's highly likely 

 7 that many of them did.  Many of them may not have attended 

 8 preschool.  For those that did attend preschool, their 

 9 experiences like very varied in quality. 

10  So even with these cautions, the findings provide 

11 important information about how LAUP children perform 

12 relative to other children in the same school districts, 

13 and I think particularly when considered in the context of 

14 what we know about children's growth more broadly in the 

15 literature. 

16  So on this slide, we begin to answer that first 

17 research question about the background characteristics of 

18 LAUP students and non-LAUP students.  So there are a 

19 number of differences between these two groups.  And all 

20 of the categories of characteristics shown on this slide 

21 are different in the sense that the differences are 

22 statistically significant.  But I do want to emphasize 

23 that the differences are not all that large.  They exist 

24 but they're not all that large; however, they're important 

25 to consider when setting up the analyses so that we have 
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 1 in mind who it is we're actually comparing.  So in both 

 2 the LAUP and non-LAUP group, the majority of students are 

 3 Hispanic/Latino, they have a parent with an education 

 4 level of high school or below, and they participate in the 

 5 national school lunch program.  Also in both groups, about 

 6 half of students have ever been defined as English 

 7 language learners shown on the slide is what -- as an ELL. 

 8 So even those these differences are not large, they're 

 9 important to keep in mind when moving forward in the 

10 analyses. 

11  So for that reason, we focused on summarizing 

12 test scores for LAUP and non-LAUP students in subgroups, 

13 specifically for students who are ELLs and for students in 

14 the national school lunch program, rather than looking 

15 across all LAUP and non-LAUP students.  But we, of course, 

16 cannot rule out that these or other unmeasured demographic 

17 factors are important. 

18  Before looking at test scores, just one other 

19 piece of information about LAUP and non-LAUP students.  So 

20 LAUP students had a slightly higher what we call dose of 

21 school in second and third grade compared to non-LAUP 

22 students.  So that means that they were enrolled about one 

23 or two more days each year then non-LAUP students and they 

24 attended about one more day each year than non-LAUP 

25 students. 
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 1  So with this background information in mind that 

 2 answers the first research question, I'll jump into 

 3 describing the answer to the second research question, 

 4 which is comparing outcomes in second and third grade for 

 5 LAUP and non-LAUP students.  So our outcome across all the 

 6 analyses is performance on the California Standard Test 

 7 scores, the CSTs, in second or third grade in English 

 8 Language Art or in Math.  On this slide and in the 

 9 following result slide, we focus on the scale scores and 

10 include on each graph markers denoting scores at the basic 

11 and above level and the proficient and above level.  You 

12 can see that on the right-hand side of the slide.  So 

13 scale scores of at least 300 meet the criteria for 

14 demonstrating basic competence.  And scores of at least 

15 350 indicate proficiency in the area based on the 

16 definition of those who designed the tests. 

17  So here on this slide we present the analysis 

18 focused on the ELL group, the two bars on the left, and 

19 those who participate in the national school lunch 

20 program, the two bars on the right.  We present 

21 information for LAUP participants.  Those are the red 

22 bars.  And those who did not participate in LAUP as 

23 preschoolers.  Those are the black bars.  So in this 

24 slide, the outcome is ELA scores in second grade.  So when 

25 looking first at ELLs, we see that across groups, average 
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 1 performance in second grade English Language Art does not 

 2 quite meet the proficient marker.  In addition, LAUP 

 3 participants and nonparticipants performed similarly. 

 4 I would point out that in second grade, about half of 

 5 students in both groups are ELLs.  So this is about half 

 6 of the sample of LAUP children that we have. 

 7  When we look at the national school lunch 

 8 subgroups, students in both the LAUP and non-LAUP group 

 9 have an average score that reaches the proficient level, 

10 just about reaches it for the non-LAUP group.  And as 

11 reported on the slide, LAUP students do have slightly 

12 higher schools than non-LAUP students. 

13  So on this slide, we show that English Language 

14 Art scores, the ELA scores for the ELL and national school 

15 lunch program subgroups in third grade.  The structure of 

16 this slide is the same as in the previous slide.  So first 

17 we see no differences by LAUP participation in students' 

18 English Language Arts performance among ELLs or students 

19 in the national lunch program.  However, note across 

20 groups that average scores are below the proficient level. 

21 I also want to draw your attention to one other 

22 thing about this slide.  For both group scores fell 

23 relative to second grade relative to that proficient level 

24 but especially for the ELL subgroup.  And so this is 

25 consistent with data for LA county as a whole.  But I want 
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 1 to point out that, for the ELL group, it's important to 

 2 keep in mind that this is a smaller group than in the 

 3 second grade slides.  In other words, some of the second 

 4 graders we saw in the previous slide were no longer 

 5 considered ELLs by third grade.  They'd be redefined as 

 6 English proficient.  And I also think it's important to 

 7 keep in mind that in many districts, CST ELA scores are 

 8 part of how it's determined whether or not a student is in 

 9 ELL.  Just something to keep in mind.  Certainly, it's a 

10 concern that ELLs are scoring so low but there's a couple 

11 of reasons why we see that drop relative to second grade. 

12 Now let's turn to math.  So in second grade math, 

13 we see differences by LAUP participation among ELLs and 

14 students in the national school lunch program such that 

15 those who participated in LAUP as preschoolers performed 

16 better than those who did not.  Across groups, students 

17 have scores at or above the proficient level on average in 

18 these data. 

19  And then finally, third grade math.  There are no 

20 differences by LAUP participation among the low-income 

21 group, the students in the national school lunch program 

22 group, but we see a flipped pattern among the ELLs like we 

23 saw in previous analysis.  ELLs who participated in LAUP 

24 as preschoolers have actually have slightly weaker math 

25 score in third grade.  But again, keep in mind, that these 
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 1 students classified as ELLs in third grade are a subset of 

 2 those classified as ELLs in second grade.  And it's 

 3 important to think about what students might have moved 

 4 out of that group and who remains behind. 

 5  All right.  Now I'm going to shift to answering 

 6 the question about the role of preschool factors in 

 7 elementary school outcomes.  So in answering the study's 

 8 final research question, we took a closer look at outcomes 

 9 for a group of LAUP students who had also participated in 

10 UPCOS and examined what are their characteristics or 

11 characteristics of or experiences with their families or 

12 outcomes at end of preschool were important to their 

13 second or third grade performance. 

14  This slide shows all of the factors that we 

15 considered:  Child demographics, family risk factors, 

16 family protective factors, and outcomes when children 

17 finish their LAUP preschool experience. 

18  So on the next two slides, I'm going to show you 

19 which of the preschool factors relate to first ELA 

20 performance and then, second, math performance in second 

21 or third grade.  I just want to note that our sample sizes 

22 for these analyses are quite small, around 250 or fewer 

23 students in each analysis.  And that does sometimes have 

24 implications for the pattern of findings that you can see 

25 and whether you're going to detect statistically 
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 1 significant impacts -- associations. 

 2  So this slide shows which preschool factors are 

 3 related to second and/or third grade ELA scores.  

 4 Statistically significant associations are shown in red.  

 5 And I want to draw your attention to a few things.  So 

 6 across all analysis, gender predicts second or third grade 

 7 scores; in other words, girls consistently scored higher 

 8 than boys in ELA.  In most analyses but not all, we see 

 9 some differences by race, ethnicity.  None of the family 

10 risk factors were consistently related to school 

11 performance.  And then moving to protective factors, home 

12 learning activities during preschool were positively 

13 associated with students' reading scores in second grade 

14 and third grade -- excuse me -- ELA scores in second or 

15 third grade.  However, this finding was not present in 

16 every single analysis that we ran. 

17  Finally, each of the preschool outcomes was 

18 positively and significantly associated with second and 

19 third grade ELA scores.  In other words, students' skills 

20 at the end of preschool mattered, were a strong predictor 

21 of how they were doing at second or third grade. 

22  I just would point out, I think it's notable that 

23 none of the family risks factors are associated with 

24 second and third grade outcomes.  I think there are a 

25 couple possible reasons for this.  First, as I did say 
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 1 before, our sample size is pretty small, given everything 

 2 we're considering in the models, and that does have an 

 3 influence in our ability to detect statistically 

 4 significant associations.  But also say that all of these 

 5 analyses include those end-of-preschool scores in addition 

 6 to the home family learning activities.  So those both may 

 7 be the mechanism by which other family factors are acting 

 8 on second grade performance.  So for example, those with a 

 9 lower maternal education or who live in a household 

10 experiencing poverty may have lower scores at the end of 

11 preschool and in turn have lower scores at the end of 

12 elementary school.  So it's not to say that family risk 

13 factors don't matter; it's just that they may matter con 

14 currently for what's going on in preschool, and we see 

15 that influence as they progress into elementary school. 

16 So finally this slide shows what preschool 

17 factors are related to second and/or third grade math 

18 scores.  So again in most analyses but not all, we see 

19 some difference by race/ethnicity.  Patterns are similar 

20 for ELA in general.  We see white students performing 

21 slightly better than Hispanic students.  And then we have 

22 a broad group sort of other race ethnic group that 

23 includes a lot of different kids but they often perform 

24 better than Hispanic students as well.  

25 In risk factors, we see that having a mother who 
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 1 is not employed during preschool actually has a positive 

 2 relationship with third grade math scores but not in all 

 3 analyses.  And I think this finding, which is somewhat 

 4 really relates to the fact that we're controlling for a 

 5 lot of different kind of family risk factors, and so this 

 6 is actually those -- this is a very unique group.  It's 

 7 essentially mothers at home who are not facing poverty and 

 8 are not facing some of the other risks that we talked 

 9 about.  

10 Moving to protective factors.  Home learning 

11 activities during preschool were positively associated 

12 with students' math scores in only third grade, although 

13 it wasn't present in all models.  And, finally, positively 

14 each of the preschool outcomes was, again, positively and 

15 significantly associated with second and third grade math 

16 scores. 

17  So I've run through a lot of data very quickly.  

18 I'm going to just quickly summarize to bring some of the 

19 key points to the for.  So in second grade, differences 

20 between LAUP and non-LAUP participants on state test 

21 scores slightly favor LAUP students.  These differences 

22 are not present in third grade.  It's possible that 

23 demographics and school experiences may help explain 

24 patterns.  LAUP students are less likely to have parents 

25 with a high school education or lower and less likely to 
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 1 be classified as ELL or having a special need.  And, 

 2 again, LAUP students are enrolled in school and attend 

 3 school for a slightly more days than students who were not 

 4 in LAUP. 

 5  I also want to point out something that we said 

 6 earlier that we do not know the preschool experience of 

 7 children who were in that non-LAUP group.  And I think 

 8 that's important to keep in mind. 

 9  We did see that preschool skills and home 

10 learning activities are important for academic performance 

11 in elementary school.  And then finally, I just want to 

12 say that I think the findings here highlight the 

13 importance of evidence from forming policy and program 

14 planning.  And we look forward to discussion to think 

15 about how they could be useful in the context of First 5 

16 LA's strategic plan.  

17 I'm going to go ahead and turn it over to Mariel 

18 now to talk about the LAUP program.  

19 MR. KYGER:  Thank you.  Good afternoon.  My name 

20 is Mariel Kyger, and I'm a research analyst at LAUP. So 

21 I'm going to talk a little bit about a study that LAUP 

22 conducted concurrently with the Mathematica study. 

23  So LAUP needed information about the longitudinal 

24 outcomes of our children as early in our strategic 

25 planning process as possible.  Having results about our 
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 1 students as early as possible is critical for our ongoing 

 2 sustainability efforts.  First 5 study was going to take 

 3 longer to complete than what was necessary and, therefore, 

 4 we conducted a study with a quicker turn around than First 

 5 5 was able to provide, but it also was not as large in 

 6 scope as First 5 LA's study. 

 7  So we approached almost all school districts that 

 8 had LAUP preschools.  And over half of these ended up 

 9 signing a data sharing agreement with LAUP.  Seven 

10 districts ultimately provided to us student level data.  

11 And these school districts are ones that have been engaged 

12 with LAUP consistently.  So some of them have participated 

13 in prior studies.  For example, the skip study.  While 

14 others have participated in programmatic efforts such as 

15 articulation of standards from pre-kindergarten through 

16 third grade.  So we leveraged our relationships with these 

17 districts to engage them in this latest research effort.  

18 And districts were very interested in receiving the 

19 profiles that we created and making use of the findings.  

20 So our approach was to view this as a small pilot study 

21 which would continue and be built upon over subsequent 

22 years. 

23  Not surprisingly, our findings were similar to 

24 those produced by First 5 LA.  They were very well 

25 aligned.  We found that LAUP students did tend to be more 
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 1 disadvantaged than their non-LAUP peers based on their 

 2 eligibility for the free or reduced price lunch program.  

 3 We also found that LAUP students outperformed their peers 

 4 in second grade reading and second grade math.  By third 

 5 grade, as we saw before, the differences between the two 

 6 groups had diminished but LAUP students were still 

 7 outperforming their peers in reading. 

 8  And so this might seem to suggest that we're 

 9 seeing a fade-out of results; however, as you may know, 

10 long-term preschool studies do tend to show that, even 

11 when affects may appear to fade out in the short term, we 

12 usually see them come back in later grades, especially in 

13 social and behavioral measures. 

14  So to foster our ongoing relationships with these 

15 districts, we created individual profiles of student 

16 demographics and student achievement for each district.  

17 Then we e-mailed these to the superintendents, along with 

18 a letter from our CEO, Dr. Celia Ayala.  And our senior 

19 vice president of programs also presented to our LAUP 

20 board and to potential partners.  And the feedback has 

21 been generally very positive.  We've received some 

22 suggestions on how to contextualize the findings to make 

23 them more meaningful.  For example, we may end up putting 

24 findings in terms of return on investment or things like 

25 that. 
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 1  And these results have really helped our 

 2 sustainability efforts.  They've supported our development 

 3 of a pay for success preschool project.  And the outcomes 

 4 demonstrate our quality evidence-based mode and have 

 5 highlighted to our potential investors that LAUP programs 

 6 are very strong candidates for social impact financing.  

 7 And we're now beginning a feasibility study which will 

 8 explore scaling our program in one or more school 

 9 districts.  And so the results of this longitudinal study 

10 have been very important to LAUP in showing the impact of 

11 our programs and their merit for long-term investments. 

12  Sharing top-level results from the longitudinal 

13 study also increased our credibility when we met with the 

14 state and federal legislatures to ask for the early 

15 childhood education reforms.  And these also strengthened 

16 our case when we asked these legislators to increase 

17 preschool funding in order to prevent the loss of quality 

18 LAUP slots. 

19  And, ultimately, these efforts, as well as those 

20 of many others, paid off.  The fiscal year 15-16 state 

21 budget does include over $300 million for ECE, which 

22 includes funding for 7,000-plus new state preschool slots.  

23 So all in all, our pilot site has been very effective.  

24 It's really helped us with our sustainability efforts.  

25 And we've also been able to provide some support and 
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 1 agreement with the findings of First 5 LA.  

 2 Back to Kim Hall.  Thank you.  

 3 MS. HALL:  Okay.  What's next.  So before I open 

 4 it up to commissioners for questions and reactions, I just 

 5 wanted to take a little bit of time to talk about what's 

 6 next with this work.  Before I do so, I wanted to thank 

 7 Emily and Mariel for sharing their findings with us. 

 8  So just in terms of next steps.  You may be 

 9 wondering why you've only seen a PowerPoint presentation 

10 and don't yet have the report.  We are working to finalize 

11 the report from Mathematica's study.  That will be done 

12 towards the end of this month, so it will be available for 

13 public release in early August. 

14  Once we have finalized the report, we'll be 

15 working with our communications and marketing staff to 

16 determine if there are other dissemination products that 

17 might be more appropriate for target audiences and we will 

18 develop those products accordingly.  We also plan to work 

19 with our policy staff to determine if there are -- if 

20 there's information generated through the study that can 

21 be used to support policy efforts going forward.  And then 

22 finally, we intend to think about what we can learn from 

23 this work that can inform our ECE strategy going forward 

24 as well as future studies that are conducted as we 

25 transition to the MEL framework. 
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 1  So at this point, I'd like to open it up for any 

 2 questions or reactions from the commissioners.  

 3 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  What about question from 

 4 the commission? 

 5  Cynthia.  

 6 COMMISSIONER HARDING:  I actually -- I could go 

 7 later because this is not my big area of expertise, but I 

 8 did have a couple of questions.  So I'll just throw them 

 9 out there.

10 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  You raised your hand, so 

11 go ahead.  

12 COMMISSIONER HARDING:  So did Duane.  He got it 

13 up quicker.  Thank you.  I'll go ahead.  

14 First of all, I just want to say thank you.  I 

15 really appreciate getting these evaluation reports.  I 

16 mean, LAUP was a huge investment by this commission for a 

17 number of years, and it's really -- I really appreciate 

18 both the researchers coming back with their results and -- 

19 and I think what's really going to be key for us is how we 

20 use this learning and move forward. 

21  This does not happen to be my area of expertise 

22 so just -- just bear with me a second.  But in hearing the 

23 initial results, my -- kind of my initial reaction is, 

24 does LAUP make a difference.  And maybe that's the wrong 

25 question, but I'm -- I'm concerned because it seems like 
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 1 the differences are so small and, when we get to third 

 2 grade, we've lost some of the advances.  So what does that 

 3 mean in terms of how we interpret what we see here and how 

 4 we use that information moving forward, or am I totally 

 5 misinterpreting this?  

 6 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Cynthia, that was my 

 7 question also.  I'm sure we're going to get an answer from 

 8 Mathematica.  

 9 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  So I think that -- the way I 

10 approach any research study work on is, how do we take the 

11 results in the end and where do they lead us.  For me, I 

12 see -- well, first I would say, we don't know the 

13 preschool experiences of the other children.  And that's 

14 really important to keep in mind because, when LAUP began, 

15 I think the goal was to really invest in underserved areas 

16 and it's really -- maybe what you really wanted to know 

17 was how LAUP children are doing relative to those who 

18 didn't have a preschool experience, for example, which we 

19 can't know.  Right?  That's -- that's an entirely 

20 different study and something I do think that's important 

21 to keep in mind. 

22  Another thing I think about is sort of this 

23 incremental change.  Every little bit counts.  But I also 

24 think about it in context with the longitudinal analyses 

25 that we did and what I know from having examined outcomes 
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 1 of LAUP children for many years and looking at their 

 2 progress across the school year.  And over time in a 

 3 number of areas, we see that during their time in LAUP 

 4 children make gains in skills.  So we have always used a 

 5 set of measures that have what are called standard scores.  

 6 We can't -- we've never had a comparison group in the 

 7 preschool studies we've done in UPCOS over time.  But we 

 8 have a set of scores that we can look at that say, how are 

 9 these kids doing relative to how we think kids nationally 

10 might be doing.  And sometimes they make more growth than 

11 we would expect based on this type of score.  So I think 

12 that sort of thinking about the role of preschool in 

13 general, I think you're setting up for better success.  

14 The other thing that one might want to dig deeper 

15 into is, who are the kids that are no longer ELLs, for 

16 example.

17 MS. BELSHE:  No longer what?  

18 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  I'm sorry.  English language 

19 learners, for example.  Who -- you might want to think 

20 about -- part of the problem with averages is that it 

21 hides what's going on in the extremes.  What is happening 

22 at the extremes?  So some other things to dig into. 

23 For me also, because I think there's a signal 

24 about -- again, this is -- I emphasized at the start, this 

25 is a descriptive study.  We can't say anything causal but 
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 1 that there's a signal about the role of preschool, 

 2 particularly when you think about it in the context of 

 3 other literature.  I think it really emphasizes looking 

 4 forward about what is it we need to continue monitoring; 

 5 what can we do a better job of tracking so that we get a 

 6 better sense of how to improve services over time or a 

 7 better sense of what children need as they enter 

 8 elementary school.  

 9 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  Duane, do you have 

10 a comment or a question?  

11 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  A couple questions, the 

12 first of which -- that's not the question.  We're talking 

13 about four-year olds -- when we say preschool, we're 

14 defining it as four-year olds.  So all the children in the 

15 study were four-year olds; we didn't have any three-year 

16 olds?  

17 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  That's right.  

18 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Then the second question, 

19 the population only came from LAUSD in this study?  

20 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  No.  So we have not named any of 

21 the districts in the report in order to protect their 

22 confidentiality.  If after they read the report and say, 

23 hey, we want our name on this, we'd happily add their 

24 names to it.  But we have five different districts in the 

25 analysis.  We picked the district that most LAUP children 
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 1 -- that was going to take the most LAUP children once they 

 2 entered elementary school.  And we figured this out based 

 3 on address at the time of LAUP enrollment, and four other 

 4 districts looking at a couple of different factors, trying 

 5 to represent different levels of need in the community of 

 6 the school.

 7 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  And my point gets to that 

 8 only using school districts, there's a level of quality 

 9 that is apparent in school districts that wouldn't be in, 

10 say, community-based care.  And so we -- we -- to some 

11 degree, you made bias results because you're using school 

12 district children as opposed to children who would be in 

13 other LAUP sites.  And I'm not sure if it's positive or 

14 negative, but not to have integration -- I mean, it would 

15 have been helpful if we had kids who were in LAUP sites 

16 who were community based or family child care or other 

17 types of environments.

18 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  I think that's a really good 

19 point you're making about the -- so in the analysis, we 

20 tried to include any LAUP child we could find in school 

21 district data.  So it may be that we did a better job 

22 finding kids who attended the program at the district but 

23 we aimed to include the FCCs, the community-based centers, 

24 everybody.  But I think you're pointing at a really 

25 important point about how such -- that to the extent it's 
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 1 possible -- and it's not necessarily possible in this 

 2 analysis -- thinking about that context because we do know 

 3 that some experiences are higher quality.  Then if you 

 4 think about -- if you're able to differentiate the type of 

 5 programs children have, thinking about the resources that 

 6 are behind those programs and that may be perhaps doing a 

 7 better job supporting children as they're preparing for 

 8 school, I think there's a very important point. Sort of -- 

 9 actually, it leads me to another.  

10 We specifically focused on districts serving 

11 high-needs children.  So there's a variety of districts in 

12 LA county, but we specifically focused on those where 

13 there's basically a high level of low-income children, 

14 kids on the national school lunch program.  

15 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  And then the last question 

16 is for LAUP.  The study shows -- the study that you did 

17 internally showed that LAUP children at third grade were 

18 at a higher reading level than their counterparts.  Were 

19 they at third grade reading level?  

20 MR. KYGER:  That's a good question.  I can't 

21 remember off the top of my head.  

22 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  That's an important 

23 question.  

24 MR. KYGER:  Yes.

25 MS. BELSHE:  We need someone to come to the 
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 1 microphone.

 2 MR. KYGER:  SPEAKER:  We didn't look at the 

 3 percentage of kids that had met the proficiency cutoff.  

 4 We looked at the comparison between LAUP and non-LAUP.  

 5 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  So there is significances 

 6 higher but the more important factor is that they're at 

 7 third grade reading level because that is a major indices 

 8 with regards to future performance in many different 

 9 areas.  So that would be really significant if we knew 

10 that.

11 MR. KYGER:  I think Mathematica has that 

12 information.  And as I said, we overlapped quite a bit in 

13 the districts and the analyses that we studied.  

14 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  So you're interested in third 

15 grade?  

16 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Yeah.  

17 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  So, again, for that English 

18 language learner subgroup, I wouldn't say -- because the 

19 CST score is taken into account into whether someone is an 

20 English language learner, it's actually a very small 

21 percentage of kids that have hit that proficient level.  

22 But for the national school lunch program, it's somewhat 

23 higher.  So for ELA, among children in the national school 

24 lunch program, 23 percent, approximately, or about a 

25 quarter are at the proficient level and another ten to 
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 1 twelve percent are at the advanced level.  So it's less 

 2 than half that have -- and this is across LAUP and 

 3 non-LAUP.  And we looked at data for the county as a whole 

 4 when we were doing this sort of a consistent story about 

 5 the percentage of kids meeting that level.  And I think 

 6 the point is well taken about what -- sort of what needs 

 7 to be looked for.

 8 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  So, Emily, is there a 

 9 further report coming out?  

10 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  There is a report.  It's going 

11 through final revision through First 5 LA's 2A process and 

12 then that will become public once that is complete.

13 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  And that will have more 

14 detail?  

15 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  It has a lot of detail.

16 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  So just wait, Duane.  

17 Okay, Judy.  

18 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  So did you look at whether 

19 children had IEPs?  

20 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  We looked at whether children 

21 were categorized as having special needs, and I believe 

22 that for LAUP compared -- so there was a lower percentage 

23 of LAUP children in that category.  I believe it was about 

24 -- just about a one percentage point difference.  But when 

25 you're considering that it's a small percentage overall 
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 1 that are in that category, like four percent -- it might 

 2 be on one of the slides.  It's -- I can tell you exactly.  

 3 It's sort of like, if you think of it as a 25 percent 

 4 reduction, I think that's -- that's a really sort of key 

 5 findings to keep an eye on.  I can tell you exactly.  

 6 Sorry.  I have a lot of slides. 

 7  So it was four percent in LAUP and six percent in 

 8 non-LAUP.

 9 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  I ask that question because 

10 in Head Start, there is a requirement to have ten percent 

11 of the kids that are supposed to be a classroom, but it 

12 isn't always true that it's only in the classroom.  But 

13 the idea there is that they are targeting children with 

14 IEPs or special needs early.  And, of course, that's 

15 starting at three years, not four years.  So I think there 

16 is this supposition that, having children in preschool -- 

17 quality preschool, will reduce the number of children who 

18 remain in -- with IEPs or special needs later on during 

19 their school lives.  And I -- it looks like this is not 

20 going to answer that for us.

21 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  Unfortunately we cannot answer 

22 that because for most of the districts, we -- for most of 

23 the districts, we really only know if they're classified 

24 as special needs at second or third grade.  We don't know 

25 how it is as they enter and whether or not there's a 
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 1 reduction even going from IFSP to IEP.  So that pathway we 

 2 can't follow.  

 3 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  Okay.  And then also, did 

 4 anybody look at all LAUPs as opposed to just picking out 

 5 specific school districts?

 6 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  So that I actually think is a 

 7 direction LAUP is interested in taking some of the work by 

 8 working with -- we did not have that capacity simply 

 9 because LAUP children are crossed by 80 different school 

10 districts potentially, and it was just impossible to work 

11 with that many.  But by focusing on some of the I think 

12 state level, district level data efforts, I think you guys 

13 are --  

14 MR. KYGER:  Yes.  So as I mentioned earlier, 

15 we're treating this initial study as sort of a pilot and 

16 ramp up to what we hope to do later on.  One of the 

17 problems with getting data directly from districts is that 

18 you might get different variables from different 

19 districts.  It's kind of a burden on the administrators to 

20 gather all that data.  So we ended up with, you know, 

21 incompetent data or different data from different 

22 districts.  

23 So what we're hoping to do is be able to really 

24 ramp up in the future by getting complete data from many 

25 different districts.  And at that point, we would really 

55

APPROVED



 1 be able to do a much deeper look at how LAUP students are 

 2 fairing across these districts as opposed to just within 

 3 the individual districts. We did see really similar 

 4 patterns across all the district, but the direction of 

 5 doing sort of an average across all the districts would be 

 6 for the next one.

 7 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  I would also be interested in 

 8 the difference between children who had one year or two 

 9 years of preschool and -- because LAUP obviously just took 

10 one year.  There are many, many children who were in other 

11 preschool situations who then went into LAUP for that 

12 year.  

13 MR. KYGER:  Yeah.  That's one of the things that 

14 we would love to know as well is, you know, where have 

15 these kids been; have they been in other preschools; what 

16 other experience do they have for our control group; are 

17 they getting Montessori preschool; are they getting no 

18 preschool; are they at an FCC?  So that's something that 

19 we just couldn't know this time around and we would love 

20 to take that angle in the future.

21 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  Deanne. 

22 COMMISSIONER TILTON:  I don't know if you looked 

23 at the research on Head Start outcomes, but -- good.  I 

24 seem to recall that the Head Start research showed that 

25 the kids had a big jump and advantage pretty much across 
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 1 the board up until the third grade at which point it 

 2 leveled out and there was no discernible difference.  

 3 MS. MOIDUDDIN:  So the Head Start Impact Study, 

 4 this similar pattern.  I mean, I think this has been seen 

 5 across a lot of analyses.  I think there are a couple of 

 6 things to say about that.  In a lot of different ways, 

 7 this has been talked about in research.  One, that's the 

 8 point at which it starts to become really important.  I 

 9 mean, it's important all the way through, but really 

10 important to think about the school context and going from 

11 an enriched experience to a school context where maybe 

12 there are some challenges introduced.  And that's going to 

13 differ across children. 

14  The other thing that people have been doing with 

15 Head Start Impact Study data is re-analyzing it and 

16 looking at different subgroups, thinking about different 

17 patterns.  And sometimes when that happens, a somewhat 

18 different pattern of findings comes out.  So I think that 

19 this is -- this issue I think really is on everybody's 

20 mind because people want to see the impact stick around. 

21 The other thing is that, in a number of different 

22 studies, sometimes as children get older, noncognitive 

23 affects emerge, so behavioral factors.  You start to see 

24 some improvements there.  So that -- those are I think all 

25 -- I think you're right, are very important things to 
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 1 think about.  

 2 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Other comments or 

 3 questions before we take a break?  Okay.  Seeing none, why 

 4 don't we take a ten-minute break.  Thank you very much.  

 5 Appreciate it, folks.  

 6 (A brief break.)

 7 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay, group.  Why don't 

 8 we go ahead and reconvene here?  Can you hear me in the 

 9 back?  Okay.  I'm not sure who's in control of this 

10 microphone, but obviously I need some help.  I need some 

11 help with this.  

12 MS. BELSHE:  Mr. Chair, if I could, for the 

13 benefit of those who were observing the shenanigans during 

14 the break, it is John Wagner's birthday today.  So we've 

15 been having a lot of fun at his expense.  And he shared 

16 this morning that there was no place he would rather be 

17 his natal day than spending it with the commission.  

18 MR. WAGNER:  I did say that.  

19 COMMISSIONER ABDO:  And we believe that.  

20 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  And now he's going to his 

21 psychiatrist right after.  

22 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  I think the next item we 

23 have up is an informational one on LA Care Health Plan.  

24 Is that correct?

25 MS. FICEK:  Hello.  Good afternoon, 
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 1 commissioners. 

 2  As you may recall, earlier this year at both the 

 3 March and April commission meetings within the expiring 

 4 initiative  assessment presentation, staff shared 

 5 information on our Healthy Kids program, specifically our 

 6 contract with LA Care Health Plan.  And today we are going 

 7 to be providing an update based on some new information 

 8 and further conversations that have occurred since then 

 9 between First 5 LA and LA Care. 

10  So our presentation today is going to have two 

11 parts.  I'm going to start it off and present a quick 

12 update on the status of the Healthy Kids Insurance 

13 Program.  And then part two is going to be brought to you 

14 by my colleague, Peter Barth, our director of policy and 

15 intergovernmental affairs.  And it will include the latest 

16 information on potential future partnership opportunities 

17 with LA Care that are focused on improving access for all 

18 of LA Care's beneficiaries ages zero to five. 

19  So first as a reminder, the Healthy Kids 

20 Insurance Program was created by First 5 LA in partnership 

21 with LA Care back in 2003 to provide health insurance 

22 coverage for low-income children who are not eligible for 

23 Medi-Cal.  In April of this year, the board approved a 

24 limited extension of the program's current contract to 

25 take it through December of 2015.  This was to allow staff 
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 1 to work with LA Care and the county Department of Health 

 2 Services to connect families served by Healthy Kids over 

 3 to the county's My Health LA program or another health 

 4 care alternative. 

 5  First 5 LA staff has been working hard towards 

 6 this goal but then something very big happened in 

 7 Sacramento.  During the budget development process, an 

 8 additional insurance coverage opportunity became available 

 9 for the vast majority of Healthy Kids enrollees.  And as 

10 many of you already know, the recently enacted state 

11 budget signed by Governor Brown does include an expansion 

12 of Medi-Cal coverage for all low-income children under age 

13 19 regardless of their emigration status.  Preliminary 

14 analysis completed by staff suggest that at least 95 

15 percent of current Healthy Kids enrollees will benefit 

16 from this Medi-Cal expansion. 

17  This expansion does not take affect immediately.  

18 The budget does stipulate the provision will not be 

19 implemented any sooner than May 1st of next year, 2016.  

20 So with this in mind, staff has been working with LA Care 

21 to review opportunities to further extend the Healthy Kids 

22 beyond its current end date of this December, 2015, to 

23 next year, June of 2016, in an effort to maintain the 

24 program until Medi-Cal expansion is in place. 

25  This approach would then no longer require the 
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 1 assistance of the DHS, the My Health LA program to extend 

 2 its eligibility.  And this revised plan would also reduce 

 3 confusion among families and ensure continuity of care as 

 4 it would minimize the number of times a child would be 

 5 need to be transferred between programs.  So staff will be 

 6 bringing this recommendation back to the commission for 

 7 action at our September meeting. 

 8  And then one additional important point that -- 

 9 regarding Healthy Kids that we also wanted to touch on 

10 today is, of course, there is a fund balance.  Since the 

11 creation of Healthy Kids, a number of factors have reduced 

12 the need for this program, in particular expanded health 

13 insurance opportunities through the implementation of the 

14 Affordable Care Act, of course, has contributed to the 

15 declining enrollment. 

16  So as the slide shows, when the current contract 

17 with LA Care was developed back in 2011, staff assumed 

18 that Health Kids would serve approximately  3,000 children 

19 per month.  At this point in time, our funding was also 

20 advanced to LA Care Health Plan.  Enrollment then declined 

21 for over the years for reasons already noted, and then 

22 Healthy Kids currently stands at 374.  So First 5 LA -- 

23 this then resulted in an estimated fund balance of about 

24 nine million.  First 5 LA and LA Care staff have been 

25 working together closely on identifying opportunities to 
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 1 repurpose and direct these unspent funds in a way that can 

 2 have a much broader reach, moving away from a 

 3 participant-level program such as Healthy Kids to a 

 4 systems change effort that is focused on improving access 

 5 and utilization of preventative services.  

 6 And now to dive into that and share more about 

 7 these opportunities and to update you on the latest 

 8 conversations between LA Care and First 5 LA is Peter 

 9 Barth.  

10 MR. BARTH:  Thank you, Tara. 

11  So we are obviously really pleased that the 

12 Governor has decided to expand Medi-Cal coverage to all 

13 low-income children and that the majority of those 

14 currently served by the Health Kids Insurance Program will 

15 be eligible for this expansion.  As we all know, however, 

16 LA Care is more than just Healthy Kids; it is the nation's 

17 largest publicly-operated health plan.  It provides health 

18 coverage to low-income LA county residents and insures 

19 approximately 242,000 children ages zero to five, or about 

20 38 percent of the county's entire zero-to-five population. 

21 So as we can, see LA Care provides an important 

22 access point to reach a significant number of the county's 

23 youngest residents.  And though we are phasing out support 

24 for the direct services provided through the Healthy Kids 

25 Insurance Program thanks to the State's policy change, we 

62

APPROVED



 1 look forward to continuing a partnership with LA Care to 

 2 meet the critical needs of their youngest health plan 

 3 members. 

 4  So as Tara noted, in the March board meeting, 

 5 First 5 LA staff --- and just now actually -- First 5 LA 

 6 staff have been exploring opportunities with LA Care to 

 7 repurpose the remaining Health Kids funds to develop 

 8 strategies which can improve access to and utilization of 

 9 preventive services throughout the entire plan.  In 

10 particular, our focus is on services which the Affordable 

11 Care Account requires health plans like LA Care to cover, 

12 like developmental screening and oral health, but where 

13 data suggests barriers to exist to service access and 

14 utilization.  

15 Since that last presentation in March, First 5 LA 

16 staff worked with our expert consultants at Health 

17 Management Associates to develop a memo outlining the 

18 opportunities for future partnership.  And this memo was 

19 shared with LA Care's new CEO, John Baackes, and his team 

20 and is included in your board packet for your information.  

21 I want to provide a special thanks to Livy Kabasis 

22 (phonetic spelling) from Tara's grant management team and 

23 Raul (inaudible) from the policy team for their work on 

24 this memo. 

25  In addition, our executive director met with 
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 1 Mr. Baackes in June.  And just this week, teams from LA 

 2 Care and First 5 LA met and agreed to develop working 

 3 groups moving forward focused on two priority issue areas 

 4 for both of our organizations:  Developmental screening 

 5 and oral health. 

 6  In just a moment I'll share some of our initial 

 7 findings regarding opportunities in these areas but want 

 8 to underscore the important shift these meetings represent 

 9 not only for our partnership with LA Care but First 5 LA's 

10 approach to partnership moving forward in the context of 

11 this strategic plan. 

12  First, with the passage of the Affordable Care 

13 Act and recent state budget, the safety net once funded by 

14 First 5 LA is now being funded by the state and federal 

15 agencies responsible for providing health access to 

16 low-income families and children.  This focus on policy 

17 change represents how First 5 will endeavor to work with 

18 those agents of scale and sustainability which can and 

19 should support direct services like Healthy Kids. 

20  Second, by redirecting the Healthy Kids fund 

21 balance to initiatives which will impact all children 

22 covered by LA Care, First 5 LA will be taking a systems 

23 change approach to supporting the health and well-being of 

24 nearly 40 percent of LA county's children ages zero to 

25 five.  
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 1 If we can work with LA Care to address some of 

 2 the systemic barriers and issues which are preventing 

 3 children from receiving the important prevention services 

 4 they need and are entitled to receive under the Affordable 

 5 Care Act, we can significantly impact the well-being of 

 6 many of the county's most vulnerable children.  We point 

 7 with pride to the fact that First 5 LA's resources were 

 8 able to provide health insurance coverage to thousands of 

 9 children but also want to be clear that, as our strategic 

10 plan recognizes, there are opportunities to increase the 

11 scope, scale, and sustainability of our impact and we can 

12 help change the policies and improve the systems which 

13 influence children's lives. 

14  Now as it's probably very clear, I'm passionate 

15 about public policy and I studied it in school and I 

16 distinctly remember my first day of Policy 101 down the 

17 street at USC.  It was also a real class called Policy 

18 101.  And the first lesson and one that I've always 

19 carried with me throughout my career has been, before you 

20 can come up with a solution, you have to really first 

21 define the problem.  And so what First 5 LA staff started 

22 to do was to work with HMA and others to identify the 

23 problems or barriers within the health system preventing 

24 children from receiving the preventative care they need.  

25 I'm sure many of these barriers are not surprising to you, 
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 1 but some of the most prominent issues that we uncovered 

 2 are listed here regardless of the issue area.  It's not 

 3 just a specific developmental screening or oral health or 

 4 vision.  Fundamentally, health care systems are complex, 

 5 both for the parents who have to deal with navigating what 

 6 services are covered, by whom, and where they can access 

 7 them, but also to providers who are part of diverse 

 8 networks and who may not fully understand how to navigate 

 9 the payment systems and coordinate care with other 

10 providers.  And so when we look into the specific issue 

11 areas that we outlined in the memo, you know, they -- 

12 these issues in particular are very important in the 

13 developmental screening arena.  For families, some parents 

14 are unaware of the importance of developmental screening, 

15 some are unable to find providers who conduct the 

16 screenings.  In some cases, providers are not even 

17 performing the proper screening when a family identifies 

18 that they think their child needs one. 

19  And for providers, it can be very difficult to 

20 keep up to date with the latest practices, especially if 

21 you've completed medical school many years ago, or to 

22 properly allocate time given the multiple competing 

23 interests you have when you're visiting with a child or a 

24 family.  And in some cases, providers are just unclear how 

25 the referral system works or if it works or how to help 
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 1 families navigate treatment options after a diagnosis 

 2 happens. 

 3  So in addition to developmental screenings, as I 

 4 mentioned, the memo we shared with LA Care outlined two 

 5 addition areas of opportunity for collaboration:  Oral 

 6 health and vision.  And like with developmental screening, 

 7 coordination awareness are two barriers for access to both 

 8 of these service areas.  But in addition to these issues 

 9 for oral health, low Denti-Cal reimbursement rates are 

10 frequently noted as a reason why there aren't enough 

11 providers willing to treat patients.  And I'll note that, 

12 along with developmental screening, oral health is a 

13 priority area for the state-wide First 5 community and is 

14 a policy priority for our state First 5 association.  And 

15 so we believe there are very strong opportunities for 

16 state level advocacy regarding oral health.  And for the 

17 first time, the state appointed a dental director to work 

18 with the state health director who will provide leadership 

19 on issues related to dental services for Medi-Cal 

20 recipients.  In addition to these issues for vision, the 

21 complexity of how providers are reimbursed and 

22 understanding what services are covered are additional 

23 challenges. 

24  Now in each of these areas, the information 

25 outlined in the memo is preliminary and based on First 5 
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 1 LA's best understanding of the latest research and 

 2 information in LA county broadly.  But for areas where 

 3 there is mutual interest between LA Care and First 5 LA, 

 4 we look forward to collaborating and sharing information 

 5 so we can identify the issues as clearly as possible 

 6 within the LA Care system specifically and then also the 

 7 specific opportunities for action. 

 8  Early in our discussions with LA Care, 

 9 developmental screening was identified as a top priority 

10 for both organizations.  So with that in mind, LA Care 

11 used a portion of their funding to conduct a gap analysis 

12 in developmental within their membership.  Though we are 

13 still working with LA Care on gathering and interpreting 

14 some of the findings, preliminary results do confirm First 

15 5 LA's initial assessments, most importantly that 

16 screening rates overall are very low, and that's uncommon 

17 barriers include issues around coordination and referral. 

18 And though we have not yet thoroughly discussed 

19 project opportunities with LA Care, First 5 LA staff did 

20 share some potential focus areas for exploration.  First, 

21 as some of you know, California's Medicaid program 

22 recently submitted what's known as an 1115 waiver request 

23 to the federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 

24 or CMS. 

25  When approved by the federal government, 1115 
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 1 waivers provide states the flexibility to test new models 

 2 with a goal of improving service delivery.  California's 

 3 current waiver expires this year, so the state submitted a 

 4 new proposed waiver currently under review by CMS.  In 

 5 particular, the waiver envisions an expanded use of 

 6 community health workers to help connect families to 

 7 services.  If approved, this provision could encourage 

 8 health plans to use community health workers to improve 

 9 care coordination. 

10  Second, as was shared with the commission earlier 

11 this year, First 5 LA is exploring ways to adopt the Help 

12 Me Grow model in California.  Help Me Grow, as you have 

13 heard before, is an evidence-based referral and service 

14 coordination system focused on developmental screening and 

15 service connection.  As we learn more about the specific 

16 needs within the LA Care system, we look forward to 

17 exploring ways Help Me Grow could serve as a useful 

18 platform to coordinate care and support families and 

19 providers. 

20  Third, we are interested in understanding if two 

21 existing efforts in California can be leveraged by LA 

22 Care, one is the virtual dental home model which employs 

23 telehealth technology for diagnostic services and 

24 referrals.  And another is the medical/dental coordination 

25 project being led by Children Now, which connects data 
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 1 systems to identified children most at need for dental 

 2 care services.  

 3 And finally, staff believes it's important to 

 4 leverage learning from the vision pilot program which 

 5 allows reimbursement for pediatric vision services 

 6 provided in nontraditional settings.  So we'll be paying 

 7 attention to these issues even though it seems as though 

 8 where LA Care is most interested and where we have a lot 

 9 of interest in developmental screening and oral health. 

10  First 5 LA is excited about this.  The progress 

11 has been good to date toward a new partnership, but we're 

12 just looking forward to the summer, rolling up our sleeves 

13 a little bit more, working to figure out where the 

14 opportunities for alignment are.  And we will return with 

15 additional information and eventually action items for you 

16 all to consider both to ensure that the Healthy Kids 

17 program is phased out responsibly, as Tara noted, but also 

18 to launch hopefully a new partnership with LA Care.  Our 

19 goal is to repurpose the fund balance and launch the 

20 projects as early as the end of this year, if possible, 

21 but we will keep you updated as we go along. 

22  And before we get to questions, this is my 

23 four-year old nephew, Jensby.  He's an LA county resident.  

24 And in particular I selected to highlight him because, 

25 when he was a kid, his pediatrician conducted a 
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 1 developmental screening and saw that he could be benefited 

 2 from some therapeutic services.  Now he's a healthy, 

 3 active kid.  And because of that, I think it's really 

 4 important that we really focus on the developmental 

 5 screening. 

 6  Any questions?  

 7 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  Thank you, Peter.  

 8 Cynthia.  

 9 COMMISSIONER HARDING:  Hi.

10 MR. BARTH:  Hi.

11 COMMISSIONER HARDING:  And thanks for an 

12 excellent presentation.  And, Tara, thank you for also 

13 your work in this area. 

14  I really want to commend the staff, first of all, 

15 for thinking through with the new decision by the Governor 

16 to make sure that all children zero to 19 have health care 

17 to make it easier for families rather than hard by getting 

18 rid of two transitions rather than going from My Health LA 

19 and then to Medi-Cal just say, let's extend the contract 

20 to make sure we have a smooth transition for families.  

21 Thank you.  I think that's really, really important.  I 

22 think it's great work of the staff thinking about that.  

23 I also think these three pilot projects that you 

24 selected for LA Care are right on the money.  Those are 

25 the exact -- I mean, developmental screening is so 
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 1 underutilized in this county in particular and the nation 

 2 as a whole, but in this county in particular.  We heard 

 3 about the Help Me Grow project and what Orange County was 

 4 able to achieve with that.  So this would be a great 

 5 opportunity to expand that.  And I think that it's really 

 6 primarily from all the work that we've done in the past on 

 7 this, it's really sits with providers feeling comfortable 

 8 with understanding how to do the screening and then being 

 9 able to know where to refer those kids and have the 

10 resources. 

11  I want to make sure though that, as you expand 

12 these partnerships with LA Care, that they're the right 

13 people to do the things you're asking them to do.  So 

14 working with providers, absolutely.  The dental work, 

15 absolutely.  Vision, absolutely.  LA Care.  Is -- what a 

16 phenomenal partnership because you'll be reaching so many 

17 families through those providers. 

18  When you're talking about helping parents 

19 navigate benefits and things like that, I don't 

20 immediately think of LA Care as an expert in that.  And 

21 there might be other partners that might be better to help 

22 with that sort of work. 

23  And then just thinking through some of our 

24 current partners and the work that we've already learned 

25 from.  211 did an extensive project on developmental 
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 1 screening.  So let's not reinvent the wheel.  Let's pull 

 2 them in to work with LA Care on what they've learned about 

 3 this and share their learning so that, as we build out the 

 4 Help Me Grow model, just as Orange County used 211, we can 

 5 continue to perhaps think about their role as we move 

 6 forward. 

 7  So again thank you.  I think this is excellent 

 8 work.

 9 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Duane.  

10 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  I don't have a question, 

11 but, you know, just an observation that, you know, I 

12 appreciate what you all have done and staff with regards 

13 to looking at some of the systems changes as a result of 

14 this relationship with LA Care.  I mean, this is the type 

15 of thinking that we illustrate in our strategic plan and 

16 is good to see that there is some really forward, you 

17 know, systems integrations and, you know, that type of 

18 thinking.  So much appreciation.

19 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Peter, I guess I have a 

20 question.  The 374 current clients that are still with LA 

21 Care, do we have an expected end date for that group?  

22 MS. FICEK:  The recommendation that's going to 

23 come back to the board would extend the current Healthy 

24 Kids contract beyond the end date of December of this 

25 year.  So we want to extend it through next June to carry 
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 1 the program until the Medi-Cal expansion is ready to take 

 2 on these kids.  So depending on -- I mean, among those 

 3 374, they're all different ages represented.  So some may 

 4 age out, if that's getting more to your question.  

 5 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  So those individuals 

 6 aren't eligible for the new program until next year?  

 7 MS. FICEK:  Right.  Medi-Cal expansion won't be 

 8 ready until --

 9 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Is the money that 

10 fungible so you can spend it on things that weren't 

11 targeted as direct services in the current contract?  

12 MS. FICEK:  Say that again.

13 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  The current contract is 

14 for direct services.  Is that right?  

15 MS. FICEK:  Yes.

16 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  So is there an idea or a 

17 plan to propose spending that money for something 

18 different? 

19  MS. FICEK:  Yes.  So that was the part Peter 

20 spoke to, the funds balance that's available after Healthy 

21 Kids will wrap up, we're looking to then shift to more 

22 systems change policy efforts still in partnership with LA 

23 Care though.  

24 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  And has there been an 

25 analysis that that's the best use of our money?  
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 1 MS. FICEK:  Well --

 2 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  I know we've been dealing 

 3 with LA Care for a long time and I'm not saying we 

 4 shouldn't, but I don't also think we should just 

 5 automatically assume that they're the best use of the 

 6 funds.  So I'd like for there to be some consideration 

 7 that we look at what is the best use for that nine 

 8 million.  

 9 MS. FICEK:  Uh-huh.  I think we started from a 

10 place of wanting to have a much broader reach, right?  And 

11 we looked at the number of kids LA Care enrolled in their 

12 -- across all of their programs in the zero to five 

13 population.  And as mentioned, we're looking at 38 percent 

14 of the kids across the county.  So we started from that 

15 place knowing we wanted to move beyond a program of direct 

16 services focusing more on systems and looking at having 

17 that potential to access a large program.

18 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  So how would you answer 

19 the question about the other 62 percent?  If someone came 

20 up and said, you're targeting 38 percent because of LA 

21 Care, what would the response be to the rest of the county 

22 zero to five children?  

23 MS. BELSHE:  I think one of the things that we'll 

24 be talking in more detail with the -- first the program 

25 and planning committee in September and then the full 

75

APPROVED



 1 board, is some of the criteria we've been developing to 

 2 inform which projects would make the most sense.  And an 

 3 example of a criteria would be support for a project that 

 4 has the potential to not only be scaled within the LA Care 

 5 platform but to be scalable with other health plans. 

 6  So, again, consistent with the board's direction and 

 7 the new strategic plan, our touchstone really has been 

 8 looking at platforms like an LA Care that have the 

 9 potential to reach a lot of kids and do it in a way that 

10 can have broader impacts countywide.

11 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Okay.  What about other 

12 questions or comments? 

13  Okay.  Thank you.  Appreciate that.  And I guess 

14 you're still up there, Peter, because you're going to do 

15 the budget.  

16 MR. BARTH:  I know.  I just -- I'm so thrilled to 

17 see so many members of the public are enamored with the 

18 message that I'm going to share. 

19  But today we did want to end just to provide an 

20 update where we left off at the last board meeting about 

21 what's happening in Sacramento, in particular with the 

22 budget and legislation.  So as you probably all know by 

23 now, the Governor and state legislature reached a budget 

24 agreement last month which was signed into law on June 

25 24th. 
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 1  The spending increases in the roughly $167 

 2 billion budget largely centered on case load adjustments 

 3 and restoration of certain cuts to reimbursement rates 

 4 and, of course, there's a significant infusion of 

 5 Proposition 98 guarantee funds into the K-12 school 

 6 system. 

 7  Spending on new initiatives was limited as 

 8 expected, but significant for a number of First 5 LA 

 9 priorities.  So we were just discussing the expansion of 

10 Medi-Cal to serve all low-income children which benefits 

11 the children covered by our expiring Healthy Kids 

12 Insurance Program.  And as expected, the budget includes a 

13 new earned income tax credit for low-income working 

14 families.  

15 But as shared in the last board meeting, First 5 

16 LA focused the bulk of its advocacy efforts supporting and 

17 coordinating a statewide coalition of early care and 

18 education or ECE advocacy organizations to push for new 

19 investments in childcare and preschool access and quality. 

20  At our last meeting, I shared that, despite the 

21 legislature's strong endorsement of our ECE priorities, 

22 the Governor was not supportive of the legislator's 

23 request.  So we weren't quite sure what was going to 

24 happen.  Ultimately, we were actually somewhat pleased 

25 that legislative leaders maintained their support for ECE 
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 1 priorities and we are grateful that the budget agreement 

 2 directs $265 million in new spending on early care and 

 3 education in 2015-16, an investment which will increase to 

 4 $283 million in future fiscal years.  We all acknowledge 

 5 it is not sufficient to meet the significant needs 

 6 throughout the state and especially here in Los Angeles. 

 7  Even with these new investments, inflation 

 8 adjusted spending on childcare and preschool is lower than 

 9 it was in the 2007-2008 budget.  But we are glad that the 

10 budget funds more than 16,000 additional childcare and 

11 preschool slots broken up as follows:  About 7,000 

12 full-day preschool slots, 2,500 part-day preschool slots 

13 for children with exceptional needs, and 6800 alternative 

14 payment or voucher slots. 

15  It does raise reimbursement rates for all 

16 childcare and preschool providers by up to five percent 

17 depending on the provider's contract and license status.  

18 And it provides $24 million in one-time funding for infant 

19 and toddler quality rating and improvement systems, or 

20 QRIS, support. 

21  In addition to the straight numbers in the 

22 budget, there are two important issues the budget 

23 addresses.  First, the budget moves all of the wrap-around 

24 preschool services.  So the extensions that make -- take 

25 preschool from part-day to full-day into the Proposition 
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 1 98 guarantee. 

 2  To Commissioner Au's question last month though, 

 3 this is not the same as returning all preschool to Prop 

 4 98, but it's an important step in the right direction. 

 5 Second, when announcing the new spending in the 

 6 budget, the Governor acknowledge that's childcare and 

 7 early education are part of a broader anti-poverty agenda. 

 8 At the last commission meeting, we heard some 

 9 great comments about how First 5 needs to focus our 

10 efforts on combating poverty.  And as our executive 

11 director mentioned in her report, we completely agree.  

12 And we believe and our advocate partners believe that, if 

13 we are going to address the systemic issues of poverty in 

14 our community, we must insure that our policy makers 

15 support children and their families through programs like 

16 childcare and preschool. 

17  Even though the budget is passed, there are still 

18 many items the policy team is tracking in Sacramento.  And 

19 I'll share just a few priority areas.  First, the 

20 legislature is in a special session as you may be aware, 

21 focused on revenue solutions to support longer-term 

22 infrastructure and healthcare needs.  And while these 

23 issues on the face don't necessarily directly relate to 

24 First 5 LA, we want to remain diligent in understanding 

25 the priorities of the Governor and the legislature moving 

79

APPROVED



 1 forward and what solutions are put on the table.  So just 

 2 an awareness that they're in the special session at this 

 3 time.  

 4 Second, even though the budget includes funding 

 5 for new preschool and childcare slots, we want to make 

 6 sure that LA county is eligible to receive a fair share of 

 7 funding.  As I raised at the last commission meeting, last 

 8 year the formula that the State Department of Education 

 9 used disadvantaged LA County.  And so working with our 

10 excellent partners at the Advancement Project and with 

11 Assembly member, Jimmy Gomez, language has been introduced 

12 to clarify that the formula used last year, which was just 

13 looking at total percentage of need in a county, should 

14 also be balanced by subcounty data so that we can look at 

15 the different populations of need, especially within LA 

16 county -- a large county like LA county and also total 

17 need, total numbers of need in a county.  And this isn't a 

18 guarantee that LA county's going to get its fair share but 

19 it's at least a starting point and we're going to continue 

20 to remain diligent and coming back to you with estimates 

21 of what we think LA county may be able to receive as we 

22 move forward. 

23  One also additional note on this issue.  So 

24 initially when the State put out the numbers last year, 

25 they said we think LA county's going to get no slots.  But 
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 1 that didn't stop a lot of our great partners, including 

 2 LAUP, from saying, providers, go ahead and apply anyway.  

 3 And it turns out that, because of the strength of our 

 4 provider community, we were able to receive more than 30 

 5 percent of the slots funded in last year's budget.  So 

 6 that's -- we don't want to have to go through that again 

 7 this year.  We don't want to have to say, apply even 

 8 though you may not get any.  But at least we, through the 

 9 diligence of our partners, we were able to make sure that 

10 LA county received some increases. 

11  The third priority item that the policy team is 

12 tracking is First 5's legislative agenda.  And which, as 

13 you'll recall, the board approved in April.  And if you 

14 want to be reminded what bills First 5 LA is actively 

15 tracking or supporting, you can find the agenda in your 

16 board packet.  Right now, policy committee is in the 

17 Senate and Assembly are reviewing bills and deciding 

18 whether or not to refer them to an additional committee or 

19 to floor vote.  Floor vote is when the legislature 

20 actually takes final action on whether to approve or deny 

21 a piece of legislation and send it to the Governor for 

22 signature. 

23  And while bills do not need to be sent to the 

24 Governor for signature until September, the legislature is 

25 in summer recess from mid-July to mid-August.  So most 
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 1 legislators hope to move their bills very quickly this 

 2 week or next.  And though I won't review every bill with 

 3 you today, I just want to highlight a few changes that 

 4 have been made to the agenda since April and a few changes 

 5 in the bill status since your board packets were 

 6 published.  

 7 Since April, we have added four bills to our 

 8 agenda.  First at the recommendation of the board, we 

 9 added Senate Bill 277, sponsored by Senator Pan requiring 

10 child immunizations.  This bill, as you might have heard, 

11 was signed by the Governor into law last week. 

12  Second, we added Assembly Bill 50 by Assembly 

13 Member Mullin, which is the home visiting plan for the 

14 state.  It's encouraging that the Department of Health 

15 Care Service create a plan over the next couple of years 

16 to find ways to integrate more home visiting and provide 

17 services throughout the state. 

18  Third, we added Assembly Bill 47 sponsored by 

19 Assembly member McCarty, which would insure that all 

20 children eligible for the state preschool program have 

21 access to the program by 2017.  So as you might recall, 

22 the budget last year put a promise without any parameters 

23 or dollars that all children eligible for state preschool 

24 should get it.  And this is an attempt by a -- an effort 

25 by the legislature to make that happen. 
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 1  And fourth is Assembly concurrent resolution 77 

 2 introduced by Assemblyman Stone, which states the intent 

 3 of the legislature to insure all children receive 

 4 appropriate developmental screenings and support services. 

 5  And, finally, I know you've heard a lot from me 

 6 to today, so I will end shortly.  Since this is the first 

 7 commission meeting of the new strategic plan, I want to 

 8 emphasize how important it has been for First 5 LA to be 

 9 involved in the legislative and budget discussions in 

10 Sacramento.  Not only do the decisions made in Sacramento 

11 directly impact the children of LA county as we see with 

12 the expansion of Medi-Cal and increased funding for 

13 preschool slots and childcare, but we support other 

14 organizations who share our policy aspirations so they can 

15 do the significant and important work of making sure our 

16 government leaders understand the impacts of their 

17 decisions and the needs of their communities.  And it's 

18 been very gratifying to hear from these partners that they 

19 believe our partnership and support make a difference. 

20  So as I noted also in our last meeting, we can 

21 always do more to develop strong alliances with partners 

22 from multiple sectors in diverse policy interests and 

23 multiple levels of government from our Best Start 

24 communities to Washington DC.  This is something the 

25 policy team at First 5 will endeavor to accomplish with 
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 1 all of our colleagues across the organization. 

 2  But if there's one thing I've heard -- and, 

 3 obviously, I cannot take any credit for this good work; 

 4 it's the policy team here and our excellent partners -- 

 5 the coalition of early care and education advocacy 

 6 organizations this year I've heard was just extremely 

 7 strong.  And we've heard from a lot of folks that they 

 8 were really impressed and very pleased with the unified 

 9 voice, the strong voice, the active voice, and that it 

10 made a difference.  So we really look forward to making -- 

11 to working with others so that it gets stronger so we can 

12 bring more voices to the movement. 

13  So thank you for the time.  And if you have any 

14 other questions, happy to answer them.

15 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Thank you Peter. 

16  Duane.

17 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Peter, SB94, I don't know 

18 if you're familiar with it, but I think it's worthy of 

19 some exploration for commissioners.  This is a bill that 

20 was really initiated, you know, through LA county by the 

21 third district looking at prioritizing childcare for 

22 foster care children.  And so I would -- I would ask that 

23 the policy group look into that and then -- and explore -- 

24 look at ramifications and, you know, come back in 

25 September with some thought and analysis because it will 
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 1 have impact in this -- in this county.

 2 MS. BELSHE:  And I think, Duane, if I may, I 

 3 think it was also subject to some of the pending trailer 

 4 bill language.  So it may be a nearer term issue in the 

 5 context of the budget agreement.  

 6 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Great.  

 7 MR. BARTH:  It is.  We had our partners were part 

 8 of the discussion and there was a lot of strong support 

 9 for that, so it will probably be happening sooner rather 

10 than later and we'll keep track of that.

11 COMMISSIONER DENNIS:  Great.  

12 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Other questions or 

13 comments? 

14  Okay.  Thank you, Peter.  I appreciate the 

15 comprehensive overview analysis. 

16  I think we have one public comment, Kathy 

17 Schrimer.  

18 SPEAKER:  Hi.  I'm Kathy Schrimer, and I'm with 

19 Best Start Panorama City and neighbors.  And I just want 

20 to tell you about a wonderful event we're having on 

21 Saturday.  So First 5 LA has funded a complete redo of the 

22 top park in public recreation center that's in Panorama 

23 City.  And chance inspiration was the lead and people from 

24 our community had input.  And I know this is too small to 

25 see, but they basically came up with a -- play structures 
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 1 in the shape of a train, And in green and yellow and 

 2 orange.  It's just gorgeous.  And it's been closed for a 

 3 long time and the community is very excited that it's 

 4 going to be open. 

 5  And then we as a Best Start community have been 

 6 wanting to have activities where we could get parents and 

 7 kids to do activities together, the children zero row to 

 8 five in particular that, you know, brain development and 

 9 all that sort of things. So we have 23 partners that are 

10 helping us out with either activities or information at 

11 the event.  

12  So this is this Saturday from 10:00 to 1:00 and 

13 the grand opening ceremony is it at 10:30.  So invite any 

14 of you that might be out near Panorama City to come along.  

15 MS. BELSHE:  That's exciting, Kathy.  Thank you 

16 for sharing that with all us.  I remember early in my 

17 tenure being a part of the -- what do you call it, the 

18 ground breaking.  So very exciting, important investment 

19 in the community.  

20 COMMISSIONER BROWNING:  Any other points that the 

21 commissioners want to make?  If not, the meeting 

22 adjourned.  Thank you very much.  Stop:  3:44 PM 

23 C E R T I F I C A T E

24

25 I, Heatherlynn Gonzalez, a Certified Shorthand 
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