


8. ACT is currently staffed by an employee o fthe state’s Department o f Health and
Social Services, Office of Children’s Services. This offers both pluses and
minuses to the Trust's operations. It's a plus because it offers the potential for
good information flow to ACT’s board about the status o f children in the State,
and aminus, because the State’s responsibility is to provide services to children
already sufferingfrom child abuse and neglect. The Trust's purpose, to prevent
such activity, by necessity, takes alower priority within the State. This tension
between treatment and prevention adds to the lack o f consistent and an adequate
level of staffing.

In February 2006, The Giving Practice was asked to submit a response to an invitation
from the State to provide the following services:

Research current Trust activities and documents

Survey other Children’s Trusts’ practices

Interview Trustees, grantees, state officials

Interview and analyze the capacity o f potential “host” organizations (e.g., Friends

of Alaska Children’s Trust, The Foraker Group, Alaska Community Foundation,

Resource Center for Parents and Children)

« Analyze possibility ofaltering State’'s support and investment practices o f the
Trust to meet Trustees’ desired outcomes

« Provide a“pro/con” statement for variously identified structural and operational
options

m  Make arecommendation based on information available within the short time
frame available for the scope ofwork

m  Write areport including this information and present it to the Trust at a March

meeting

After negotiation with Claudia Shanley, DHSS-OCS and Margo McCabe, Trust Chair, it
was agreed that Julia Kittross and Claire Bishop of The Giving Practice would add to the
original scope’s eight interviews to include all ACT Trustees, a sampling o f grantees, and
some additional state employees. Travel costs to conduct in-person interviews, February
8-10,2006, were directly covered by DHSS. A very tight deadline o f March 17 was set,
which, the client realized, would lim it some o fthe input desired, but would allow the
Trust to consider options that might include a statute change during the 2006 legislative
session.



This report section examines past and current activities ofthe Alaska Children’s Trust
from the perspective of a variety of people interviewed, including current and former
trustees; staff from the State o f Alaska Department o f Health and Social Services,
including stafffrom Office of Children’s Services; Alaska Department o f Education and
Early Learning; Alaska Department o f Revenue; Alaska Community Foundation; Friends
ofAlaska Children’s Trust and other community leaders. These individuals were asked a
series o f questions (see appendices) regarding their opinion o f the operations o fthe Trust
including: grantmaking process and results, social marketing campaign, trustee
involvement, financial management and recommendations for future operations. Also
included in this section is infonnation related to the statute that gave life to the Alaska

Children’s Trust.

It is our impression from interviews that ACT functioned very differently during the first
six years of its existence. During that period, in addition to having more money available
to distribute due to higher investment returns, the Trust also had strong and consistent
staffsupport, strong support and interest from the Governor’'s Office, a collaborative and
steady supporter in the DHSS Commissioner’s spot and a visionary Board o f Trustees.

Following that period, anew Governor, as well as a change in the leadership o f DHSS,
the departure o fthe ACT staffperson, and less funding available for their work, resulted
in aradical change in how the Trust functioned. Further, our interviewees reported that
some Trustees felt compelled to resign because their vision for the Trust was not the
same as that espoused by the (now former) DHSS Commissioner. It is the second period
o fACT’s organizational development upon which we’ve focused our review. It is a
period oftime characterized by insufficient and inconsistent staffing, lack o fa permanent
departmental home, the subsuming o f grantmaking processes into the State’s procedures
and a shift in Trustee focus to one ofsurvival, all o fwhich lead to the marginalization o f

ACT within state government.

To lend a more hopeful note to this appraisal, we also noted the winds o f change blowing
as evidenced by Trustees testing the DOR investment policies against their interest in
having more funds available for addressing prevention o fchild abuse and neglect, the
increased attention paid by DHSS in providing capable and knowledgeable staff, and the
Trustees’ exploration o fother more autonomous operating structures for the Trust.



Grantmaking - What the Statute Says

The statute creating the ACT gives explicit instruction concerning the Trust'srole in
supporting child abuse prevention activities. These instructions include:
®  Award grants from the net income o fthe fund to community-based programs and
projects that the Trust finds wiill aid in the prevention o f child ubuse and neglect;
m  Child abuse prevention includes primary prevention: educational or training
programs intended to raise awareness o f and change attitudes concerning child
abuse and neglect and its prevention; and secondary prevention: services intended
to reach high risk groups and to prevent the occurrence or recurrence of child
abuse and neglect;
m  Monitor approved program,-, and projects for compliance;
m  Approve written findings on the program or project that include a consideration o f
the means o f measuring the effectiveness o f the program or project, prior to
funding.

The statute goes on to offer specific guidance in terms o fthe grant application process,
including:
m  Applicant must submit a detailed proposal in a form prescribed by the Trust;
m  The proposal must help prevent child abuse and neglect, contain a plan for
implementation that includes financial feasibility and project effectiveness;
m  The applicant must demonstrate sufficient technical expertise and identify how
the project will be sustained on a ongoing basis;

And, the statute also covers how grant payments w ill be structured:

1. No single grant made for a 12-month period will exceed $50,000 (revised in 2005
to eliminate the ceiling);

2. The Trust may not provide more than 75% o f the program cost during each o f the
two first years for which the program receives funding, 50% during each o fthe
third and fourth years, and 25% during each year thereafter.

3. Grant recipients may use no more than 10% o fthe grant for administration o fthe
project or program.

These instructions along with others added over time by the Trust and staff, are currently
embodied 50-page Request for Proposals (RFP) released once annually. The RFP is
distributed to past grantees as well as other organizations receiving funding from state
programs. The grantmaking process unfolds over a six-month period beginning in early
January and concluding with grant awards in late June.



Grantmaking - Current Practice

Grants 2004 2005
Total Amount Authorized for $342,689 $364,412
Grantmaking
Amount Expended $287,800 $217,300
Percent Primary Prevention 49% 51%
Percent Secondary Prevention 51% 49%
Number of Grants Made 16 16
Number of New Grantee N/A -0-
Organizations
Average Grant Size $13,582 $K050

Grantmaking - Interview & Past Grantee Feedback

All interviewees were asked about their perceptions and experiences with ACT
grantmaking. Not everyone had firsthand experience, but all respondents had something
to contribute about the grantmaking process. W hile respondents were complimentary o f
the hard work and dedication o fthe ACT Trustees during the grantmaking process, many
people were critical o fthe process itself. Comments heard most frequently include:

a The application form is long, complex and hard to figure out.

®  There is no technical assistance regarding how to complete the form available to
applicants.

®m Inconsistent staffing, and at times no staffing, assigned to ACT has made it
difficult to get information.

m  The process seems to favor large organizations that receive funding from other
state programs. ACT funding is duplicative or difficult to differentiate from other
state funding efforts.

a Funding decisions do not seem to be tied to a strategic plan or reflect atrue
understanding o fhow to most effectively prevent child abuse and neglect. As a
consequence, it’s not evident that ACT is making much o f an impact on the
problem.

a State officials serving on the ACT Board do not regularly participate nor regularly
contribute information that could inform the grantmaking focus as well as
decision-making.

a Grants results are not evaluated and the consequent information used to inform
future grantmaking or program development.

a Grants are provided in a manner to encourage sustainability from other funding
sources, but merely reducing the grant amount each year doesn’t help grantees
increase their success with other funding sources.



There's a sense that few, if any, on the ACT board have expertise in child abuse
and neglect prevention, or have approached grantees for information to educate
themselves.

In addition to the comments received from interviewees, we also conducted abriefsurvey
ofgrantees from the past three years to gather their feedback. Out of 17 grantees with e-
mail addresses, five returned the survey within the necessary short timeframe - a29%
response rate. Comments received from grantees related to ACT’s grantmaking are:

®m 4 recipients stated that their ACT grant made up 5% or less oftheir operating
budget; 1 said 6%-10%.
®  lindicated that they received funding from the State of Alaska for the same

project.

®  None saw there was any difference between receiving an ACT grant or a State
grant.

®  Comments included an appreciation of ACT’s concentration on prevention; two
comments contradicted each other regarding clear guidelines and expectations,
with 1 stating the State’s were better, the other that the Trust’'s were.

m 2 stated that the application process was “easy and understandable” ; 1 said “hard
and confusing”, and 2 said “someplace in the middle.”

m 4 ofthe 5 said that someone was easily available to answer their questions about
the grant process; 1 said there wasn't.

Lastly, we were able to review the results ofa 2001 survey commissioned by ACT to find
out why potential applicants from rural areas did not apply that year. The vast majority
ofanswers identified “could not meet deadline” due to their overwhelming workload
within a small organization, to receiving the application too late to meet the deadline, or
because the process was too cumbersome for the payoff.1

Social Marketing Campaign - What the Statute Says

Although the statute does not directly address the Trust’'s involvement in public
awareness campaigns, it does define prevention of child abuse and neglect as the mission
ofthe ACT. Primary prevention, as defined by the statute, means an educational or
training program intended to raise awareness o f and change attitudes concerning child

abuse and neglect and its prevention.

1Wec received the taw data forms from the consultant who managed the survey, Thea Agnew. The survey
also asked about the services potential applicants from rural areas would appreciate from ACT. We
recommend the results of this survey be reviewed by the Trust’s board as it plans future activities.
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Social Marketing Campaign —Current Activity

Funded through a congressional earmark of $593,700, the social marketing campaign was
launched in September 2005. The campaign objectives are to:
®m Increase responsibility, both personal and professional, about the need to stop
child abuse and neglect before it starts.
m  Decrease the stigma of asking for help on parenting and to stimulate individual
intent to ask for it.
®m Increase awareness ofa help line number and to generate calls to it as well as to

other community resources.
« And, as a campaign consequence, to reduce child abuse and neglect.

The primary audience for the campaign is parents, ages 16-35, without high school
diplomas, who are living at or below the poverty line. A special emphasis was made
make the messages appeal to males, Alaska Natives and people in the military. The
secondary audience is the community at large. Campaign tactics include a major media
effort targeted to communities with high rates o f harm to children reported. Mediums
include TV, radio, newspaper, bus signs and cinema slides. In concert with the campaign
launch, many presentations were made to civic organizations and organizations of
professionals serving children and families. A “warm line” was established at Resource
Center for Parents and Children in Fairbanks (toll-free statewide) and resulting calls are
being tracked. A portion totaling $225,000 o f a second congressional earmark o f
$591,900 w ill be targeted to the campaign and will focus further on community outreach

in rural areas.

As ofthis date, there has been little information gathered regarding the impact o f the
campaign, however, one measure o fits success is the amount o f earned media, valued at

$168,000, resulting from the effort.
Social Marketing Campaign - Interview Feedback

The majority o f comments received about the campaign were critical - o fhow the money
was spent, competing messages resulting in confusion, limited options promoted for
seeking help, and creative concepts that did not match the characteristics o f the intended
audience. It was clear from the comments that a number o finterviewees were unaware of
the “earmarked” nature o fthe Congressional appropriation - the use ofwhich is restricted
to a public awareness campaign, rather than Trust selected activities such as grantmaking.
O fthe positive comments received, most focused on the value o f the campaign in raising

the profile ofthe child abuse and neglect issue.



A number o finterviewees also stated disappointment in how the campaign was planned;
expressing (hat the State had co-opted the Trust's leadership role by taking the lead in
designing the effort and working with the advertising agency awarded the contract.
Comments include:

« The Social Marketing Campaign seems to be a public relations effort with an
unclear message and no mention ofthe Alaska Children’s Trust.

a The advertising agency was selected because they submitted the lowest bid, not
because they had the best ideas. Trustees were included in the proposal review
process but their suggestions were overlooked in favor o f the low bid choice.

m The campaign did not reflect the state’s diversity and was too slick - not designed
to reach the intended audience in away that would result in behavior change.

« Rather than a social marketing campaign, we really need to be talking and
planning at the community level and using the funds to address child abuse

prevention.

Trustee Involvement - What the Statute Says

While the statute recognizes the Commissioner o f Revenue as the Treasurer o fthe Trust,
it identifies the members ofthe Trust Board as the fund administrator. The powers and
duties o fthe Trust are to:
1. Hold regular and special meetings it considers necessary.
2. Award grants from the net income ofthe fund to community-based piograms and
projects.
3. Monitor approved programs and projects.
4. Consider the means o f measuring the effectiveness o f programs and projects to be
funded.
5. Apply for and use net income from the fund to obtain private and federal grants.
Solicit contributions, gifts and bequests.
7. Submit to the Governor and Legislature areport describing services provided by
the programs and projects funded by the Trust and the annual level of
contributions, income and expenses o f the fund.

o

Trustees are appointed by the Governor and include five community leaders and
individuals representing the Department o f Health and Social Services and the
Department o f Education and Early Development. Administrative staffsupport is
provided by individuals from DHSS, Office o f Children’s Services and investment
management is provided by staffwithin the Department o f Revenue.

Wi ith the exception o finvestment management, the statute gives the Trust authority and
responsibility to operate and make grants for the prevention o f child abuse and neglect in
the manner which is consistent with the review and payout process described in the
legislation. A broad interpretation o f the statute gives the Trust a considerable amount o f
power over how it functions, setting funding priorities, hiring and managing staff, and
establishing an operating budget.
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In practice, during the last four years, the Trust has not been allowed to fully realize and
operate within the full parameters established by the statute. Rather than the autonomy
with which the Trust performed its duties during the early phase o fits development, it
became subject to the administrative dictates o f state government. The loss o fautonomy

is especially evident in:

Trustee Involvement - Interview Feedback

Staffing assigned by the state rather than selected by the Trust;

Funding for staffdrastically cut leading to piecemeal and inconsistent staffing;
Grant application form and process significantly revised to conform with the
state’s RFP process

Many comments received related to the devotion and concern expressed by Trustees for
the issue of child abuse and neglect prevention. No one interviewed questioned Trustees’
commitment to doing the job well for which they were appointed. Other comments heard

include:

Concern that members o f the Trust do not know the issue o fchild abuse
prevention well and need further education.

With current and up-to-date knowledge, the Trust could become more effective in
its activities, especially if it is guided by a strategic plan.

The Trust would benefit from closer relations with other boards and commissions
that are also focused on strengthening families.

The needs o fthe Native Alaskan population, as well as the residents ofrural
Alaska are not being addressed by the Trust.

Too much Trustee time is taken up in conflict with DHSS over the division of
authority and the operating structure.

Without dedicated and qualified staffing, the Trust lacks the capacity to truly plan
and address the issue.

INI »
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Financial Management - What the Statute Says

The statute gives the Commissioner ¢ f Revenue the responsibility o f managing the use o f
and investments made from the ACT. The Commissioner is the Trust Treasurer.

DOR staffreceives all contributions to the ACT from individual donors and special
events hosted by Friends ofthe Alaska Children’s Trust (FACT) as well as proceeds from
the sale o f special license plates, marriage and birth certificates.

Through the statute, DOR also prepares for and manages an annual audit ofthe ACT,
does the accounting o fthe Fund, provides financial statements to Trustees, as well as
special reports requested, and determines the investment philosophy for the Fund. For
these services, ACT is charged a fee by DOR.

The Statute also dictates how net income from the Fund may be used:
» Awarding o fgrants
» Obtaining private and federal grants for the Fund
» Soliciting contributions, gifts and bequests for the Fund; and
 Reimbursement to the DOR for the costs o f establishing (and presumably
managing) the Fund.

Up to $150,000 annually may be appropriated from theprincipal o fthe Fund for the
administrative expenses ofthe ACT, according to the statute.

Financial Management - Current Practice

From the original contribution o f$6 million appropriated by the State Legislature in
1996, assets o fthe Trust have continued to grow through an investment strategy designed
to build principal while generating increased net income over the long term. According
to reports developed by DOR and recently presented to the Trustees, as well as
conversations with DOR staff, the investment philosophy is an outgrowth o finterpreting
the statute. It is also related to the fact that ACT is asmall fund within a much larger
investment pool managed by the State. Therefore ACT benefits from diversification that
would not otherwise be available to a small fund.
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Investment Strategy

DOR investment strategy has focused on fixed income investments. This reflects not only
the instructions within the Statute but also a preference for the cautious stewardship of
the Trust. While DOR has traditionally reported investment results to ACT Trustees,
there has not been, until recently, conversations concerning the investment strategy. In
response to Trustee concerns regarding the limited amount o f money available for their
work and operations, DOR representatives indicated a willingness to explore alternate
investment strategies.

Using a different asset allocation strategy, DOR would move to a more aggressive array
by significantly decreasing funds placed with Lehman Aggregate from 57% to 19%,
increasing investment through Russell 3000 from 43% to 59%, and investing 22% of
assets in International Stocks. This re-distribution is projected to be more risky than the
present strategy, but would potentially increase the rate o freturn by more than two full
percentage points, from 6.56% to 8.25%.

In terms o fhow the modified strategy would affect ACT operations, as well as the growth
ofTrust principal, DOR projects growth in the fund balance over time:

» Growing to almost $35 million in 25 years, by targeting 8.25% total return2versus
» Growing to slightly more than $20 million in 25 years using the current asset
allocation approach3

Income projections from the different investment approaches also point to the value of
adopting the new approach suggested by DOR:

* Funds available for grants would grow to almost $900,000 annually over 25 years
with the 8.25% total return strategy versus

e Growth in funds available for grantmaking increasing to slightly more than
$600,000 over 25 years.

2 Assumes administrative costs of SI 00,000 annually paid from principal.

3Assumes administrative costs of $100,000 annually paid from income.
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Expenditure History

Although the statute allows for the appropriation o fup to $150,000 from the principal of
the ACT annually for operating expenses, it has not been the practice ofthe Trust, DHSS,
DOE or DOR to facilitate the appropriation. People interviewed suggested three primary
reasons for this: abeliefthat the Revenue Commissioner was opposed to releasing these
funds; desire to not erode the Trust's principal; and, a practice of covering operating
expenses from fund income set aside for grantmaking. In addition to the expenses paid
through fund income, the State of Alaska has contributed stafftime, space and other costs
as a part oftheir “hosting” ofthe ACT. The costs absorbed by the State have not been

tracked and the value is not known.

As the table below illustrates, the expenses and grants encumbered each year are not
equivalent to the entire amount o f interest income generated by the Trust during the same
period. In fact, based on data provided by the Department o f Revenue and DHSS, it
appears that funding is left unspent each year. Based on interviews with Trustees, they
were unaware that they were not provided the entire amount o f interest income generated
for their activities. It is not clear who is making the decision to hold back funds, or the
rationale behind such a decision. As with many o f the investment, revenue and expense
policies related to ACT, there has not been regular discussion and consensus between
Trustees and the State’s administrative departments managing the funds. This matter is
further complicated by the use oftwo different accounting methods: DOR using a cash-

basis and DHSS an accrual system.

Through the concerted efforts o f State Comptroller Susan Taylor and Nancy Bums of

DHSS, the following financial statement was prepared to illustrate income and expense
for the Trust during the current and four past years. W hile there are still questions to be
answered regarding this information, we feel confident that it represents a true snapshot

o f past activity.

Alaska Children's Trust -Combined Principal and Income Accounts

2002 2003 2004
Trust Beginning Balance $9,452,346  $8,855,157  $9,595,668
Revenue
ACT Principal - retained earnings ($693,295) $383,481 $468,781
ACT Income Account - available for spending $368,014 $323,976 $342,689
Total Investment Income/Loss ($325,281) $707,457 $811,470
Net Contributions $164,182 $389,096 $183,942
Subtotal Revenue ($161,099) $1,096,553 $995,412
Expenses
Department of Revenue $35,964 $36,326 $43,278
Department of Education/Health and Social Services $400,126 $319,717 $246,418
Subtotal Expenses $436,090 $356,043 $289,696

Ending Balance $8,855,157  $9,595,667 $10,301,384

2005

$10,301,385

$397,203
$364,412
$761,615
$146,907
$908,522

$33,507
$234,195
$267,702
$10,942,205



Alaska Children's Trust -Total Program Revenues and Expenses

2002
Revenues « Children's Trust Programs
Children's Trust Income Account - available for spending $368,014
(from above)
Interagency Receipts $55,000
Subtotal Revenue $423,014
Expenses
Actual Mgmt. Fees $35,964
Admin. Expenses $117,900
Grants $365,000
Subtotal Expenses $518,864
Surplus/Deficit ($95,850)

2003
$323,976

$114,300
$438,276

$36,326
$85,900
$340,500
$462,726
($24,450)

Alaska Children's Trust eCongressional Earmark (Social Marketing Campaign)

2002

Revenues-
Award for 9/1/04 - 8/31/06 $0
Award for 10/1/05 - 9/30/06

Subtotal Revenue $0
Expenses
Actual Mgmt. Fees $0
Contractual $0
Grants $0

Subtotal Expenses $0
Surplus/Deficit $0
Source:

Alaska Budget System - actual expenditures

2003

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

2004

$342,689

$40,000
$382,689

$43,278
$9,500
$287,800
$340,578
$42 11

2004

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

2005
$364,412

$0
$364,412

$33,507
$31,300
$217,300
$282,107
$82,305

2005
$593,700
$593,700

$0
$36,900
$0
$36,900
$556,800

Alaska Department of Revenue, Treasury Division, Schedule of Invested Assets and Schedule of Investment Income and

Changes in Invested Assets « Combined Principal and Income Accounts
FY2006 projected on a straight-line basis.



Management Feet

As mentioned previously, the statute allows the DOR to be reimbursed for the costs of
establishing and although not stated specifically, the ongoing management o fthe ACT.
Many o f the interviewees expressed concern about what they pe”-eived as high
management fees charged to the Trust from DOR. Further examination o fthe financial
information yielded a more positive look at investment & management fees.

2002 2003 2004 2005 20064
Authorized $43,200 $52,700 $53,000 $34,700 $34,700
Mgmt. Fees
Actual Mgmt. $35,964 $36,326 $43,278 $33,507 $34,700
Fees
Actual Basis 37 40 49 33 33
Points

Comparing the DOR basis points for fund management against current management fees
charged by the Alaska Community Foundation, the Alaska Children’s Trust is getting a
very good deal from the DOR. The Alaska Community Foundation is charging 85 basis
points for managing endowments and 1.5 points for the management o f donor advised
funds. Time did not permit comparison with private financial management firms, but
given the Trustee’s interest in possibly promoting the move o fthe Trust to the Alaska
Community Foundation, it is felt that the comparison drawn above is most relevant to

Trust discussions at this time.

DOR is currently conducting arev’ew o fits management fees; it is entirely possible that
the basis points will change as a consequence o f the review.

4 Estimated
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One ofthe awful realities o fworking in the field o fchild abuse prevention and
strengthening families is that the problems are deep, widespread, and difficult to resolve.
From what we’ve observed in Alaska, with reported cases o f abuse hovering in the range
of2-3% o fthe total population, it is a serious problem affecting not only those who are
harmed, but also others within their family system and their community.

According to our interviewees there is a good deal known about where abuse is occurring
and what the risk factors are. There is also good research available about how to work the
issue, although the solutions are certainly not simple or short term. And, because of
Alaska’s cultural diversity and remote rural population as well as urban areas;
customizing the response to abuse to fit the circumstances is necessary.

We did not find evidence ofa coalescing o fopinion about the tactics to use in
comprehensively approaching child abuse prevention. Separate and largely fragmented
efforts by the State, ACT, and community organizations seem to suggest an opportunity
to develop a common agenda addressing strengthening families.

ACT grantmaking while helpful, could have significantly more impact if done in concert
with actions sponsored by the State and other players. The State o f Alaska receives
federal funding, Community-Based Child Abuse Prevention, or CB-CAP, for child abuse
prevention services, which they grant out to organizations statewide. In reviewing the list
ofrecent grantees, many are the same organizations funded by ACT for similar if not the
same purposes. Many states filter these funds through to their children’s trust to augment
what's available at the state level for child abuse prevention. This combining o f funds has
allowed other children’s trusts to have a more comprehensive and strategic approach to
their activities and as aresult, a more significant impact.

Community-Based Child Abuse Prevention Funds Received by Alaska

D A
x|\ ]
>/ %
G-0101AKFRPG $240,310 10/01/01 - 9/30/04
G-0201AKFRPG $ 237.306 10/01/02 - 9/30/05
G-0301AKFRPG $247,563 10/01/03 - 9/30/06
G-0401AKFRPG $ 194.252 10/01/04 - 9/30/07
G-0501AKFRPG $225.273 10/01/05 - 9/30/08

17
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Many o fthe individuals interviewed, confirmed by our own observations, seem to
suggest that the Trust should take the lead in convening stakeholder groups to leam from
each other and to develop a strategic and shared approach to preventing child abuse.
Ideally, this type o f process would not only result in an agreed upon strategic plan, but it
would also align responsibilities for action in accordance with each partner’s abilities and
capacity. For instance, until the Trust principal grows to a point where significant income
is available for grantmaking, it may make more sense for the Trust to pursue a different
course of action, perhaps creating materials for health departments, Head Start and other
early learning programs to use with their constituents. Or, continuing to build public
awareness o fthe issue through effective social marketing activities. The point is to use
the Trust funds to the greatest potential and in concert with others; that means paying
attention to what can be accomplished most effectively given the amount of funding

available.

Other aspects related to effectiveness that have been mentioned but bare repeating are:
» A grantmaking process that encourages and welcomes funding requests from
grassroots organizations.
» Knowledgeable and consistent staffing for the Trust.
« Increased level o fknowledge about the issue at the Trustee level.

18
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Among those interviewed and researched via Web searching was Teresa Rafael,
executive director o f the National Alliance for Children's Trusts, along with a
representative sampling o f Trusts with different structures. Attached, for further
information, is a 2004 survey conducted by the Ohio Children’s Trust's Sally Pedon that,
while slightly outdated, is still useful to reviewing the entire range of organizational
situations in which Children’s Trusts currently sit.

There are 52 Trusts within the United States, all created by state (or U.S. Territory and
the District o f Columbia) statute to prevent child abuse and neglect. After that similarity,

the differences are o f most interest.

Revenues:

The Alaska Children’s Trust holds the second largest endowment; about twice as large as
the average, which range from $750,000 to $22,000,000. However, over 40 o fthe Trusts
have no endowment at all but are dependent upon annuul state allocation and dedicated
funding streams, federal CB-CAP monies (Community-Based Child Abuse Prevention
Programs), and, sometimes, private funding. The annual budgets in 2004 ranged from
$80,000 in both West Virginia and South Carolina, to $14 million in Massachusetts. The
average annual budget in 2004 was $1,925,000 and the mean was $530,000.5 Common
funding sources are birth and marriage license and divorce fees, state income tax check-
o ff donations, fundraising, and special license plate fees. Twenty-eight states’ Children’s
Trusts receive CB-CAP funds; 19 ofthose are the lead agency contact, meaning they
distribute these federally funded grants within their state that total a minimum of
$200,000 and usually more.6 Less common are tobacco fund dollars, U.S. Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds, general revenue or state
appropriation from various department funds, U.S. Adoption and Safe Families Act
funds, TANF funds, one state’s educational trust fund, and duplicate birth certificate,
heirloom marriage and birth certificate fees. The two major national foundations in this
field are the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation and the Annie E. Casey Foundation.

5Alaska’s annual budget was reported as $500,000 in 2004 by then ACT staff Becky Parker. Only
estimates were provided to survey author Sally Pedon.

6 CB-CAP or CAPTA dollars are an important source of revenues for Children’s Trusts. CAPTA is the
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act, the first law to direct federal funds to states specifically for the
prevention of child abuse and neglect; it was reauthorized in 2004. CAPTA allotments are based on a
formula that includes child population and Child Abuse and Neglect reports. As reported by the U.S.
Department of Health & Human Services” Administration for Children and Families, Alaska's FY 2005
(estimated) allotment was $237,306. It appears that these dollars go to the Office of Children’s Services
Family Support Fund currently, although, according to Claudia Shanley, that is under review by
Commissioner Tammy Sandoval.
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Structures:

Children’s Trusts are situated within more than a dozen different state departments,
ranging from the obvious departments o f health/social/lhuman services, to the unexpected
department o f economic security. Many are within the states’ department that deals with
child welfare, six are a stand-alone agency within the state, four are merely funding
streams for a state agency, and eight are or have a sister public charity or are a
public/private hybrid. Two are part o fthe Governors’ office or cabinet and one is
managed by an Attorney General. While still heavily state managed, there is significant
talk about privatizing within the Trust community, due to the same challenges as noted

by ACT’s board, above.

Staff Size:

The number o f staffranges from no dedicated staff(that usually means a department
provides some level o fadministrative support) to 18 FTEs (Alabama). O fthe 39 that
reported a staffing figure to Ms. Pedon, the average staffsize was 3.3 FTE and the mean,
2 FTE. Several contract for staffoutside the sponsoring state agency.

Governance:

All the Trusts, whether or not they have privatized, have at least some, if not most
trustees appointed by the Governor. They usually are a combination o f child abuse
neglect and prevention experts, state agency heads, community and business leaders, and
representatives o f philanthropy. While governor appoin’oes can be a political and always
changing reality, the Trusts representatives spoken to were appreciative o f the fact that
when a Governor appoints someone, they tend to take it seriously. The number of
trustees range from five to over SO(Massachusetts). Those Trusts that have privatized
tend to have larger boards because o f their additional fundraising responsibilities.

Prevent Child Abuse America Charter Chapters

Five Children’s Trusts are also the Prevent Child Abuse America Chapter within their
state (Alabama, Michigan, Maine, New Hampshire and, with provisional status,
Washington State). This allows for easy access to nationally funded and developed
materials on prevention education, research, programs and advocacy, as well as technical
assistance in the form ofan annual conference and a bit of direct chapter support. In
Alaska, ACT grantee Resource Center for Parents and Children is the state’s Prevent

Child Abuse America chapter.

20

/ TUlg

( glvikg



Programming

All Children’s Trust Funds offer grants to organizations that work in the child abuse and
neglect arena. However, more Trusts are beginning to find that their grantmaking
activities are taking up aminority percentage o ftheir programming activities. This is due
to a growing realization that even the best funded Trusts have few resources to throw at
as large a problem as preventing statewide child abuse and neglect. This realization has
been coupled with an increasing beliefthat focusing on playing a key role in convening,
funding research, collaborating, and education both o fthe public and state elected
officials, may be a more effective role for Children’s Trusts.7 (One o fACT’s trustees
called this focus “being Alaska’s brain trust on child abuse and neglect prevention.”)
Among the types of activities undertaken by Children’s Trusts are:

Grantmaking

Social marketing campaigns

Providing technical assistance to grantees

Exercising leadership roles in fostering coalitions and networking

Representing the state on child abuse and neglect prevention issues within other

governmental bodies and agencies

a Distributing funding to the local level through county or township prevention
councils

a Offering trainings/workshops/conferences for prevention service
providers/educators/parents

a Influencing policy and legislation

a Evaluation of practices in the field/providing standard measurement tools

O H QO =

7 Interview with Ohio Children’s Trust’s executive director, Sally Pedon, 2/24/06.



Ohio Children’s Trust Fund — Structure within a State Department

Contact: Sally Pedon, Director
225 E. Main St., 3*FI.
Columbus, OH 43215
614-466-6158

pedonstaiodifs.state.oh.us
(Note: Ms. Pedon has recently been notified she will be transferred to another position within slate government, so

there will be a new contact as yet unknown.)
Staff: 3+ FTE

The Ohio Children’s Trust Fund is considered one of the “stars” ofthe field nationally.
They are unique in a number o f ways:

®  They are within a state department (Department o f Jobs and Family Services) - but
have a separate governing board with other agency heads represented.

a Their grantmaking (90% o f all disbursements) is mostly decentralized; all counties
receive an allocation based on their child population (minimum of$15,000) to
determine at the local level where it should go to be most effective. Other
grantmaking is for statewide projects of significance to the field.

a Their programming is based on arelatively new concept o f prevention across all
community health and safety fields called The Spectrum of Prevention. There are six
activities, from the most shallow to the deepest level o fintervention in the problem.
They are: strengthening individual knowledge and skills, promoting community
education, educating providers, fostering coalitions and networks, changing
organizational practices, and influencing policy and legislation. (See
http://www.preventioninstitute.org. for more information.)

a Their entire annual budget ($4.4M) is raised through $3 fees on birth and death
certificates, $11 divorce and dissolution fees, interest earnings and CB-CAP funds.
They add to their significant fund balance (not considered an endowment) o f about
S10M each year by several hundred thousand dollars, increasing interest earnings.

The Ohio Children’s Trust has shared some o f the same frustrations expressed by ACT
Trustees. There is continuing tension regarding decision-making authority between the
board and the head o f the agency in which the Fund is placed. There have been “tugs of
war” between department heads wanting it positioned within their agency. Leadership
changes according to administrate in* since the board is made up o fthe directors (or
designees) o f four state agencies, four legislators appointed by the legislature, and eight
citizens appointed by the Governor. In spite o f these concerns and even recent “raids” by
the state on the Fund (totaling $3M in '03 split between OMB and Mental Health
Services), The Ohio Children’s Trust Fund has decided against privatizing. The reasons

were:
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e They currently have such alarge and stable stream of dedicated funding from the
state according to statute, that they fear losing it if they went outside the state.

m  The task ofrebuilding a fundraising board was considered daunting.

®  Their decentralized approach to preventing child abuse and neglect is best achieved
within the state system that already has avenues o f connection between the county
and state levels.

 They were concerned that the Trust Fund would end up competing for dollars with its

grantees.

The Massachusetts Children’s Trust Fund — Separate State Body with “Friends of
501(c)(3) Public Charity

Contact: Suzin Bartley, Executive Director
294 Washington Street, Suite 640

Boston, MA 02108

617-727-8957

sbartlev@mctf.smte. ma.us

Staff: 33 staff

By statute, the Massachusetts Children’s Trust Fund was established in 1987 with fairly
proscribed instructions as to board members. They included the head (or designee) o fthe
state’s human services, manpower affairs, office for children, social services, mental
health, youth services, education, public health and public welfare agencies, plus 12
private sector governor appointees, equally proscribed as to their expertise (e.qg.,
pediatrician, child psychiatrist, district attorney, teacher, social worker, etc.) W hile part
o f state government, the Trust Fund’s board was given governance powers including the
hiring o f staffand consultants; grantmaking decision-making (with the proviso that grants
be evaluated); facilitating exchange ofinformation; consulting with and to state
departments, agencies, commissions and boards; promoting academic research on the
efficacy and cost effectiveness ofchild abuse prevention initiatives; and any other
guidelines or procedures they deem necessary.

The Friends o fthe Massachusetts Children’s Trust was established a few years later to
leverage private funding solely to support the Fund's programs. They hold fundraising
events, and receive funds from foundations, corporations and individuals. The current
state agency designees are from the Departments o f Education, Mental Health, Social
Services, Transitional Assistance, Health and Human Services, and Child Care Services.
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The $14.5 million total in annual funding for the Massachusetts Children’s Trust Fund
comes mostly from the state, through various line items including one for the Children's
Trust Fund administration and especially the Healthy Families Program. Federal dollars,
including CB-CAP, total less than $1million. The Friends ofthe Children’s Trust raise
about $500,000 o fthat $14.5 annual revenue (some o fwhich pays for administrative and
personnel costs for fundraising), and they have a permanent endowment of less than
$700,000 and a fund balance o fover $385,000.

Ms. Bartley believes Massachusetts has the best ofboth worlds. Being firmly partof

state government enables them much more involvement in policy development as well as
the receipt of state appropriations. A sister 501(c)(3) public charity allows for leveraging
private funds and broader community involvement. Several actions have made this work

well for them.

®  The governing board is both large (for widespread in-house expertise and willing
volunteers) and empowered by statute to run the Trust and its activities. The board
Size was increased to “up to 50” by statute.

m  The Trust and Friends o forganizations, while legally separate, are run by a combined
staffand see their goals as the same. (The Friends ofboard is small - only six, three
ofwhom sit on the Trust board.)

® By having the various agency heads (or designees) determined by a strong enabling
statute, it allows the Fund to do serious outreach in order to develop relationships
with state employees at a high level which can help the Trust weather administration
changes more easily.

m  The strongly worded enabling statute allows staffto answer to the board only. And
by standing alone within the state, it isn’t “lost” within an agency. Ms. Bartley
considers being placed within the agency charged with child protective services is a
“kiss o fdeath” to Children’s Trusts, because children “have to arrive damaged to
receive services. All parents need and deserve access to information to raise their
kids and prevent child abuse and neglect,” she said.

®m  The statute also directs the Trust to work in collaboration with and educate the
legislature and other state agencies about anything that may affect the Trust’'s work.
Legislative briefings are therefore mandated, leading to legislative relationships that
can help prevent the “gutting” ofthe Trust by new administrations.
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Children’s Trust Fund of Oregon Foundation — Merged with a “Friends of”
501 (c)(3) Public Charity

Contact: Cynthia Thompson, Executive Director
1410 SW Morrison Street, Suite SOI

Portland, Oregon 97205

503-222-7102

cindv(Blctfo.ora

2 FTE

The Children’s Trust Fund o f Oregon Foundation began life within Oregon’s then child
welfare division, became a stand-alone state agency, and finally in 2001, by statute
change, was privatized into a separate 501(cX3) public charity. Its experience provides a
number o f lessons learned for ACT’s consideration.

The Children’s Trust Fund o f Oregon began in the late ‘80s and was staffed by the state
within the child welfare department. In the early ‘90s, Oregon created a Commission for
Children and Families, a new state agency, in response to the public perception that the
child welfare department was being too heavy-handed with parents. Since the Trust's
goal was to prevent abuse and neglect (and help families to do so), the Trust was moved
under the purview o fthe new Commission for Children and Families. But the
Commission had its own commissioners that acted as its governing board - and so did the
Trust. This was viewed by the Trust as a money grab by the Commission, whose staff
person took over the staffing ofthe Trust as well. A “Friends o f’ public charity was
created to help raise private funds but never was active.

The Trust lobbied the state legislature to become an independent agency, which was
granted in 1996. But they found that starting a new agency from scratch was very
challenging and, because o f additional requirements o f all state agencies, including the
cumbersome reporting, budgeting, contracting and purchasing processes and other
administrative rules, it needed more staffthan the Trust had. The Trust board became
concerned that the state would raid its then $4 million endowment, particularly as the
state faced increasing financial pressures. The state was willing to let the Trust privatize
because it was uncomfortable with the outside board oversight and the sister “Friends o f’
organization, and they also figured out a way to stop state appropriations for Trust
activity. Originally the statute said that 2% of criminal fees and fines were to go to the
Trust's endowment which is how the $4 million was built. The statute also allowed that
when the fund reached $5 million, the Trust could use the interest for both grantmaking
and operations; previously only grantmaking was allowed. The state interpreted that to
mean that at $5 million, the state’s funding would cease and that the 2% criminal fee and
fine income eventually was diverted to fund a state police academy. Donated and CB-
CAP funds kept the Trust going during a two-year semi-independent transition period

until 2001.
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Merged with the shell 501 (cX3) “Friends o f’ entity, the now the privatized Children’s
Trust Fund o f Oregon Foundation, receives its income mostly from interest o ff o fthe
current $5.5 million endowment, workplace giving campaigns, income tax check-off
funds, heirloom birth certificate sales ($15 out o fthe $45 cost) and private donations. The
only other tie the Trust Fund Foundation still has with the state is that the Governor
appoints 20% ofits 18-member board.

Ms. Thompson warns ACT that fundraising has been difficult. “We first tried to protect
our original funding streams from the state. That was time consuming, expensive and
ultimately unsuccessful. Our constant frustration is that we would love to have more
money for grantmaking. But people look at an already existing fund and ask themselves,
‘why should | give it to the Trust when | can give it directly to the Children’s Relief
Network?'” Thompson mentioned the ever-present concern about competing against
their grantees for dollars, and reiterated that raising dollars for are-granter, like the Trust,
is much harder than raising dollars for atypical service provider. She recommended that
if public policy influence is part o f ACT’s desired future activities, then staying apartof
state government makes the most sense. However, she is happy being a private nonprofit
and the flexibility it allows in the Trust's activities.

The Hawaii Children's Trust Fund Alliance — Public/Private Partnership with
State, Hawaii Community Foundation and Service Providers

Contact: Deanna Yates, Executive Director
PO Box 241048

Honolulu, HA 96824

808-373-2628

deanna vates@hotmail.coni

State Contact with Dept, of Health:

Mitzi Lcblon, M.S.W.

Supervisor, MCHB/Family and Community Support Section

741-A Sunset Avenue, Honolulu, HI 96816

808-733-9033

DOH MCHB@hotiTiail.com

Staff: 3 including state contact/Community Foundation contact/Alliance contact

The Hawaii Children’s Trust Fund was established late in the Children’s Trusts
movement, allowing it the opportunity to look at all the other examples, the various
enabling statutes, and the pros/cons o f different structures and activities. This, they
thought, would give them an edpr to avoid errors that have hampered other Trusts and
they spent serious time analyzing their choices. Unfortunately, it didn’t work out that

way.
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The state wanted to craft a public/private partnership from the start. The enabling
legislation carefully proscribed the various parts o f the Trust, its governing and advisory
board, and its fiscal oversight. The Trust Fund was established as a separate fund o f the
Hawaii Community Foundation (the only Children’s Trust in a community foundation),
which was given responsibility for the expenditure o f money or grantmaking from the
Trust. Funding for the Trust was to come both from private fundraising and public
sources from the state, and an endowment was envisioned for the future. The state
Department of Health was tagged to be the lead agency for the public sector and to
provide staffing, with the Hawaii Community Foundation. A three-part
governing/advisory body was established:

1. An advisory board that was charged with making the grantmaking
recommendations to the Hawaii Community Foundation and for the administration
ofthe Trust Fund. The board has seven members: one appointed by the Hawaii
Community Foundation; three appointed by the governor from alist o f names
submitted by the Hawaii Community Foundation; two legislators -- one appointed
by the state Senate president, one appointed by the state Speaker o f the House; and
the director o f the department o f health or the director’s designee.

2. A coalition made up ofrepresentatives o f“any agency or individual committed to
strengthening families to prevent child abuse and neglect” was to develop policy,
planning, and strategy for the Trust as well as publicize and fundraise for the Trust
Fund. In effect, the potential grantees o fthe Trust were to have a significant say in
the operations ofthe Trust.

3. An advisory committee ofthe coalition would provide leadership to the Trust, in
effect operating as its executive committee. Among the planning, publicity and
fundraising tasks noted above, the advisory committee o f the coalition was also
charged with establishing the criteria and guidelines for the board’s grantmaking,
and to advise the Department o f Health on matters involving the prevention of
child abuse and neglect. This advisory committee would be made up o fboth
private and public sector members the latter including representatives from the
departments o f health, human services, education, youth services and the judiciary.
The private representatives would be elected by the coalition.

This convoluted exercise in democracy actually worked fairly well until there was a
change in the leadership at the Hawaii Community Foundation and a bequest o f $9
million for an endowment was lefr to the Trust. Once there was significant money in the

pot, power struggles emerged.
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The endowment is held by the Bank o f Hawaii (to which the Trust pays administrative
and investment fees) and the earned interest is sent to the Hawaii Community Foundation
which, by federal law, owns and controls those funds (for which the Trust also pays
administrative fees). But the state statute says that the advisory board has oversight o f
the Fund, while the Hawaii Community Foundation board, by federal law, has oversight
ofthe Fund. The HCF finds these additional voices in the works to be both cumbersome
and unusual. In addition, the grantmaking criteria is developed by the advisory
committee o f the coalition, the grantmaking decisions are recommended by the advisory
board and the final grants are decided upon by the Hawaii Community Foundation board.

No wonder people are testy!

Additionally, the statue required the Trust Fund to undertake some activities - public
awareness education and fundraising, for example - that none o f the existing structures
were capable or willing to carry out. There was no one legal entity that could have the
Trust's office, desk, phone, or initiate these other activities through contract or staff. So
in October of 2005, the Hawaii Children’s Trust Fund Alliance was formed as a separate
501(c)(3) public charity. Ms. Yates, formerly on contract with the DOH to manage the
strategic planning for the Trust Fund, now is the executive director o fthe Alliance. The
advisory committee’s desire is for that position to manage all pieces ofthe Fund and staff
all parts ofthe Fund and the Alliance, but that is still under negotiation with the DOH.
Currently the advisory board is staffed by the Hawaii Community Foundation, the
advisory committee is staffed by the state DOH, and the coalition is staffed by Ms. Yates.
She notes that all the energy spent over these structural and operational issues has
reduced their concentration on children and their families; she regrets this. Yates
described her state o f being at this point: “We birthed this new nonprofit and now |'ve

got post partum depression!”

Funding for the Trust Fund Alliance’s activities come mostly from the endowment
income. They have been able to get on the tax check-offprogram recently and are
considering seeking funding from national foundations as a way to avoid directly
competing with grantees. They are still negotiating to get back the CB-CAP monies that
had been assigned the Trust Fund as the public funded portion o f the public/private
partnership. The DOH has to respond to the CB-CAP RFP and hasn't, in spite o fbeing
almost four months into the 2006 year. The endowment income provides about $180-
$210,000 for administrative costs; they’ve relied on the CB-CAP money for their
$650,000 in grantmaking dollars in the past.

At this point, they are considering attempting to revise the original enabling legislation.
They have avoided doing so up until now, because once that $9 million came in, they
knew here would be legislators and department heads wanting to use those dollars for
other purposes, including treatment (vs. prevention). But even with the new public
charity, it's still not working. Lesson learned: don’t develop a structure or agreement that
relies on the goodwill ofindividuals. Once those individuals change, the entire project

can implode.
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Maine Children’s Trust — Privatized into » Separate 501(c)(3) Public Charity

Contact: Jan Claikin, Director
24 Stone Street, Suite |
Augusta ME 04330
207-623-5120

jan@ mechildrenstnist.org
Staff: 2

The Maine Children’s Trust was established in 1988 by the state, managed by state
employees, and originally funded by the income tax check-offprogram. By 1994, they
realized that the problem was too large to address with such small funding levels, and the
difficulty fundraising for a state entity led them to change the statute privatizing the Trust

into a501(c)(3).

The statute that was amended to make the Trust a public charity still defines who is on
the board and charges the Trust to accomplish certain things. The board consists o fa
minimum of 17 members including one state senator appointed by the senate president;
one state representative, appointed by the speaker o fthe house; four members o fthe
Maine Association o f Child Abuse and Neglect Councils (self-selected); two
representatives o f the Department o f Human Services, appointed by the commissioner;
and nine members o fthe public - three o fwhom are appointed by the governor, three by
the Maine Chamber o f Commerce, and three elected by the other board members o f the
Trust. By the enabling statute the Trust is directed to coordinate, participate and fund
public awareness campaigns; provide technical assistance to prevention service
providers; advocate for systemic changes in state policies and practices; foster
private/public partnerships and other collaborations; propose ideas and innovations in
rules, laws, policies and programs concerning child abuse and neglect to the governor,
legislature, state agencies and others; and fund program services that serve unmet needs.
The independent public charity status allows the Trust to undertake these activities and

seek funding to support them.

The Trust receives funding from three sources:
1 Income Tax Check o ffrevenues
2. Private and corporate donations
3. CB-CAP monies (they are the lead agency in the state)

They annually receive less than $420,000 from these three sources, a little more than half
from the public (income tax check o ff and private donations). They make 20 or so grants
annually totaling about $195,000; maximum grant size is $8,000. They also receive some
United Way dollars that they distribute for them.

Maine Children’s Trust has also recently become the Prevent Child Abuse America
chapter through a somewhat hostile takeover.
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Ms. Clarkin considers her biggest challenge to be too little money. With only her and an
assistant, it's terribly difficult to do the coalition/collaborative work needed. Also, how
do you make a difference throughout an entire state on this issue with $400,000? She
sees her best opportunities now in collecting data that demonstrates need to national
foundations, as well as linking with early learning endeavors to take advantage o f the

latest “in” issue.

Washington Council for Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect — State Council
with Public Charity “Friend” (That, for a While, Stopped Being Friendly)

Joan Sharp, executive director
318 First Ave. S., Suite 310
Seattle, WA 98104
206-464-5493
sharpjd@dshs.wa.gov

6 Staff

The Washington Council for Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect and the Children’s
Trust Fund in Washington State were created by the legislature simultaneously in 1982.
WCPCAN is a 14-member appointed state council charged with promoting prevention of
child abuse and neglect. Seven members are appointed by the governor, three are ex
officio members designated from the departments o f health, social and health services
and the office o fthe superintendent o f public instruction; and four are appointed by the
legislature, two each from the House and Senate. The Children’s Trust Fund was set up
to be a mechanism within the state treasury by which the state could solicit, receive and
hold public and private donations to support the work of WCPCAN. In addition,
heirloom birth certificate and special license plate fees are deposited with the Children’s
Trust Fund. The Fund supports programs to strengthen families, prevent child abuse and
neglect, and educates the public about shaken baby syndrome. The Trust Fund was not
set up as a501(c)(3) (but is a public charity) and WCPCAN was housed within the
department o f social and health services.

Originally, the Children’s Trust Fund gave all its raised dollars to WCPCAN from which
it made grants. The Trust intentionally kept its corpus low to avoid “raiding” by the
legislature. After a period oftime, the volunteers with the Trust became frustrated that
they were doing “the heavy lifting” (as Ms. Sharp called the fundraising) but not getting
to decide where the money was going. They received a large grant and began to make
their own grants with the money. So WCPCAN started pushing for and leveraging more
federal funds (in order not to compete with its grantees for dollars). The Children’s
Trust, on its own, did relatively well until the dot-com crash when it lost most ofits
corpus. Now they only have a very part-time interim executive director and recently co-
housed itselfwithin the WCPCAN offices, so it’s likely the relationship will strengthen

again.
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For many years WCPCAN received a state allotment (representing $5 for each marriage
certificate fee) that provided halfofWCPCAN's funding. Then the legislature
authorized the sale o fthe heirloom birth certificates and in '06 the special license plate
came into being. However, those sales may bring in no more than $100,000 over time.
CB-CAP monies represent the largest influx o frevenues supporting WCPCAN’s work,
and the challenge will be to push for more private dollars in the future. (Even though the
Children’s Trust Fund is a separate fund within the state treasury, donors still perceive

that they are giving to “government.”)

About $500,000 goes out in grants each year to 15-17 programs. Each grant is a three-
year grant starting at $50,000 and reducing to $35,000 and $20,000 each succeeding year.
A match is required (in-kind counts), a lot o f technical assistance and support is provided,
and they tend to fund about six new organizations each year. Their funding foci include
crisis nursery and respite services, home visiting services, parent support and mentoring
programs, and parent training and education. A recent focus is on children ages 0-3, seen
as a cost-effective way to prevent child abuse and neglect, since most abused children fall
within that age range and the most seriously injured (or even killed) are those ages as

well.

WCPCAN is now situated within the office o fthe governor. Every new administration
brings up a discussion about where it should sit; there’s some talk that the current
governor's new department on early learning should take it in, for example. But
WCPCAN sees itselftightly connected to the state, both in terms ofits activities and its
revenue. As astate council, they have influence and access to policy makers - not only
legislators, but agency leads. The information that face-to-face relationships provide can
be useful at the policy level. Being at the table when DSHS is developing new policy is
considered better, by Sharp, than being on the outside trying to change their mind.
WCPCAN'’sinfluence is not from their money ($1.12 million annual budget), but from
their personal relationships and the fact that prevention makes sense and is cost effective.
Also, Washington State has an independent non profit organization, the Children’s
Alliance, which has an impressive advocacy track record with the state legislature and

administrative departments.
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Going into this investigation, we were advised that at least three options were to be
explored: status quo, becoming a 501(cX3) public charity, or becoming part o fthe Alaska
Community Foundation. As we continued to delve into this question, we identified
additional questions such as:

m  Are there other entities besides the Alaska Community Foundation to consider
that might make a good “home” for ACT?
» Are there better places within state government or better operating agreements

that could improve ACT’s performance?
m Is there the capacity among Alaska donors to support a new statewide entity?

We identified eight potential choices that ACT could make about its future structure.
They are:

1. Eliminate Trust activities and turn funds over to state

2. Stay with status quo

3. Stay with state but negotiate some statute and operational changes

4. Ask The Foraker Group to be fiscal sponsor

5. Become an Alaska Community Foundation Donor Advised Fund

6. Merge with the Alaska Prevent Child Abuse America Chapter (e.g., ACT grantee
Resource Center for Parents and Children>

7. Merge with FACT

8. Create new 501(c)(3) public charity

One option was quickly eliminated as a possible choice. Number six was discarded after
interviewing the executive director from the Resource Center for Parents and Children. It
became clear that taking on the Trust and its grantmaking activities are not a priority for
RCPC. It is, understandably, most concerned about growing its own resource capacity to
provide services in a geographically limited area.

Those interviewed had mixed opinions about the remaining choices. Grantees, in
general, have no opinion about this because they mostly aren’t aware o f the Alaska
Community Foundation, FACT, or the nuances between being a grantmaking public
charity vs. a state-run grantmaking Trust. Trustees and others interviewed, while
uniformly concerned about past experience with the state, were less clear about other

options. Some comments included:

m  “[Will changing the structure] really move the needle on child abuse and

neglect?”
« “Being associated with the Office of Children’s Services strengthens us.”

«  “Who besides the Governor is where the buck stops?”
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“We need to be someone's priority.”

“1f we don’t do something, we’re going to loose Trustees.”

'The infancy oforganized philanthropy [in Alaska] is a complicating factor [to
making ACT astand alone public charity].”

“It will take 8-10 years to [build the fundraising capacity needed]. Does the board
accept that?”

“1 think Alaska donors can make a public charity work, with the right people
involved.”

“1 don’t know enough about the Community Foundation to think it’'s the place to
go.”

“FACT seems tired and burned out itself.”

“One thing we could look at is just outsourcing the grantmaking process; make a
gnatto FACT a la what the Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission did and let
them staffthe grantmaking.”

“The Community Foundation doesn’t have the capacity yet, but it will.”

“1 could go with either a stand alone or a fund ofthe Community Foundation.”
“What's the most effective way to run the organization and meet its mission - and
keep arelationship with the state?”



Below are “pro/con” lists for the remaining options.

Structural Options Pros and Cons

Eliminate Truit Activities and Turn Funds Over to State

PROS
Less confusing for grantees

Efficiency of scale

CONS
Loss of volunteer/community input
Loss ofhigher profile of child abuse and
neglect prevention
Program growth would be subiject to
political process
Prevention is subservient to treatment
among state priorities
No or little private funds would be
forthcoming

Keep the Status Quo

PROS
State absorbs staffing, some administrative
costs
Still opportunities for volunteer input and
involvement
Easy access to state data/statistics on
CAN/knowledge
Endowment investment fees are reasonable

Keeps CAN before legislature and governor

Part o f Commissioners’ dockets; shines a
light on the issue
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CONS
Tension between treatment and prevention

Lack ofcontinuity and appropriate level of
staffing (no “home”)

Affected by political whim and
administration changes

Limited information and support o f board,
given available resources within state
Current investment philosophy doesn’t
match board’s desire for more grantmaking
income

State centralized grantmaking process is
overly cumbersome and discourages
requests from grassroots/smaller
organizations

Little to no outreach and technical
assistance to promote applications
Proposal review done in paper only
process; no site visits

Stair-step funding formula isn’t meeting
purpose o fbuilding grantee sustainability
ACT board members are frustrated

giving



Stay with State - But With Netotiated Operational and Statute Changes
(N)=negotiated change or change in
(S)=statute change

PROS
Dedicated, qualified and professional level
full-time staff(N)
Allows for savings in time, effort and
money in setting up new structure
Statute allows for more autonomous
grantmaking process to encourage smaller
organizations to apply (N)
Provide flexibility in grantmaking amounts
(change stair-step formula for greater
effectiveness) (S)
Expand allowed approach in grantmaking to
effectively address CAN (e.g., ACT can
collaborate, convene, educate, publish
research, undertake awareness and social
marketing campaigns, provide technical
assistance to field, etc.) (S)
Continue to develop and increase and
diversity of funding stream (dedicated
streams, private fundraising) (N)
Allow donations to be dedicated to
project/operating/fundraising costs, not only
endowment (S)
Ability to influence policy from inside
government as player at the table (N)
Directly positioned to receive CB-CAP
funding 6*0
Eligible for Congressional appropriations
(N)
Trustees are gubernatorial appointments
Access to state information and expertise
Potentially less tension between treatment
and prevention (N)
Independent audit on investments allowed
by current statute (N)
Cun-ent Friends of ACT can promote sales
ofheirloom birth and marriage certificates
and license plates

CONS
Still subject to political whim and change

Can't specifically lobby for public policy
development

Unless changed, current statute controls
budget and grantmaking

Fundraising for government activity still
difficult

Trustees are gubernatorial appointees (e.g.,
ACT can become “tarnished” by
administration)



Donor-Adviied Fund with Alaska Community Foundation

PROS
Freedom to design own programming

Move to more of a statewide presence
through ACF affiliate funds

Shared services (phone, software, etc.) leads

to economies o f scale

Possibly attract new donors

Ability to draw more money to the issue
through other DAFs

Outreach to larger pool o f potential
applicants for grants

Back office/investment
management/potentially grantmaking all
in one place

Can hire own staff

Would help grow Community Foundation
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CONS
Investment management fees at .84 basis
points (vs. .33 for state); ACF may be
willing to negotiate down
Current “youth” of community foundation

ACF in transition period (hiring new
CEO); focus is on other priorities
No grantmaking capacity currently
No specific CAN expertise

Lack of public profile throughout state or
in legislature; mostly known in Anchorage
Final decision-making re: grants rests
technically with ACF board

Contribution to establish DAF is
irrevocable

Would have to cover ACT staffexpenses
from donations/revenues/interest/principal



Use The Foraker Group n Fiscal/Operational Sponsor

PROS
Foraker is the center o f nonprofit expertise
in the state

Freedom to create own programming, to
advocate, lobby (up to certain limitations)
Both fiscal and operational expertise exist at
Foraker

Increased community involvement

Easier pitch to potential donors
Starting with $10M

Ability to select/hire high quality staff; also
option to use Foraker consultants, especially
with needed planning
Potentially more comprehensible and
flexible grantmaking process and technical
assistance
Foraker has good connections statewide and
in rural communities
Foraker has experience incubating

1 organizations and then launching them

37

CONS
Taking on an organization with a focused
mission (child abuse and neglect) is off-
mission for Foraker
Foraker’s current organizational capacity is
fairly maxed out
Little content expertise

Increased operating expenses for staff,
office space, technology, etc.
Competition with grantees for donor
contributions

Likely state requirements to release and
safeguard endowment

Cost and uneven knowledge about
investments (although could outsource to
ACF or investment broker)



Merge with Friends of Alaska Children's Trust

PROS
No legal expenses to set up new public
charity
Freedom to create own programming, to
advocate, lobby (up to certain limitations)
Connection o ftwo shared mission
organizations
Increased community involvement

Easier pitch to potential donors because not

asking for funds to go to state or only to
endowment
Starting with $10M

Ability to select/hire high quality staff; hit

the ground running with current FACT staff

Potentially more comprehensible and
flexible grantmaking process and technical
assistance
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CONS
FACT doesn’t bring much to table except
minor name recognition
Lack oforganizational capacity

Wi ill need to build/re-build organization
from the ground up

Difficulty ofdealing with change for
current staff/volunteers - potential for
power struggle

Little content expertise

Increased operating expenses for staff,
office space, technology, etc.
Competition with grantees for donor
contributions

Likely state requirements to release and
safeguard endowment

Pitch to potential donors may be difficult
because ACT wi ill be are-granting public
charity

Cost and uneven knowledge about
investments (although could outsource to
ACF or investment broker)

ING p
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Become a New Independent 501(c)(3) Public Charity

PROS
Freedom to create own programming, to
advocate, lobby (up to certain limitations)

Increased community invotvement

Easier pitch to potential donors because not

asking for funds to go to state or only to
endowment

Increased community involvement
Starting with $10M

Ability to select/hire high quality staff
Potentially more comprehensible and

flexible grantmaking process and technical
assistance
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CONS
Additional legal and time costs to creating
anew public charity (e.g., filing 1023,
planning three years’ out financials and
activities, etc.
Heavy work load on volunteers to launch
organization, find and fund first staff
Wi ill need to build organization from the
ground up

Content expertise missing

Increased operating expenses for staff,
office space, technology, etc
Competition with grantees for donor
contributions

W ith new, untested 501(c)(3) aweaker
response to likely state requirements to
release and safeguard endowment

Cost and uneven knowledge about
investments (although could outsource to
ACF or investment broker)

Pitch to potential donors may be difficult
because ACT w ill be are-granting public
charity

Uncertainty about capacity among Alaska
donors to support new entity

envines
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When considering which option might be the best choice for the Alaska Children’s Trust,
looking back at the Trustees concerns is in order. The major problems had to do with
inconsistent staffing, investment policies that didn’t produce the results desired to
increase grantmaking, lack ofsmall grassroots grant applicants, a concern that the Trust
would be subject to the vagaries and whims o f changing political leadership, and the
realization that tension between treatment and prevention is inescapable within a state
setting. Let's take them one at atime.

Inconsistent staffing: This has been one o f largest issues of concern. The Trust being
moved from department to department, staffed only part-time by state employees with
large portfolios, aloss of institutional memory - these all have significantly reduced the
effectiveness o f ACT. Which option can address this? All but the first two options could.
If ACT remains in state government, negotiation for more consistent and appropriate
levels o f staff could result in satisfactory improvement. If ACT goes out of state
government, each option offers the opportunity for ACT to hire appropriate staff.

Investment policies: There were two complaints about the state’s investment policies
with the Trust's endowment. 1) The interest income was not at the level desired by the
Trust board, and 2) the investment fees charged by the state were considered too high.
The first issue, it turns out, can be easily addressed in-state by directing the Department
of Revenue Commissioner to set a different investment goal for the fund; the second,
after close review as noted above, has been determined to be false. If the fund were
removed from the state, the investment results and costs would be subject to market rates.
Whether a private money manager could better achieve the desired results at a less
expensive price, is not something that can be guaranteed. But a quick check with Nicole
Bockner at Goldman Sachslin Seattle suggested that a $10 million investment would
typically cost 1+ basis points actively managed as opposed to the state’'s current .33 basis

points.

Lack of grassroots applicants: There are several methods by which the Trust can
encourage more applications from rural Alaska and from smaller nonprofits. With
appropriate staff, both timely outreach and technical assistance can be offered to help
applicants complete an application. In addition, the application form and process itself
can be simplified and focused to encourage the applicants the Trust is seeking. Can these
“fixes” be provided in state government? We believe the answer is yes; with negotiation
staffing can be improved and increased; and the statute allows for the Trust to set the
grant application criteria. O fcourse this can be accomplished out o f state as well.

1Nicole Bockman can be reached at 206-613-5725.
40
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Subject to political winds: As an in-state entity, this goes with the nature o f the beast.
All Children’s Trusts have experienced this problem. Various attempts have been made
to lessen the effect o f administrative changes. Placing the Trust within the Governor’s
Office has been seen as elevating the Trust's activities to a position of favor. Conversely,
positioning the Trust within an agency can protect it from a new Governor with different
priorities. In any case, a legislatively created entity can always be "'uncreated" and the
fear ofbeing "raided" in an era o f dropping resources is real. The question becomes,
then, whether being in-state offers enough other strengths to the Trust and its mission to
offset the risk. It should be noted that only four out of 52 Children’s Trusts have found it
necessary to move out o f state government.

Tension between treatment and prevention: This tension is found mostly when a
Children’s Trust is situated within the state government. The state’'s major responsibility
is to offer services/treatment to its citizens. That'sjust a fact. Children’s Trusts are
attempting to prevent the need for that treatment. In states with limited resources the
choice is relatively clear for most legislatures, agency heads and governors. However, the
cost effectiveness o f prevention programs across issues is gaining converts. For example,
the federally mandated Ten-Year Plans to End Homelessness focus on stopping the cycle
at the front end. Preventing child abuse and neglect is proven to save dollars over the
long run, as well as save human and social capital also desired by each state. It may take
forward thinking leadership to recognize that investing in prevention is as important as
investments in treatment; ACT could contribute to building that leadership through
increased educational endeavors among legislators and other elected officials and their
staff. Nonetheless, a state w ill always place a priority on stanching the bleeding over
preventing the injury to begin with. If the Trust were outside the state, they could easily
define their niche and focus on it; however, they’'d 'oose some o f the influence they have

to change in-state practices.

We are recommending that the Alaska Children’s Trust Trustees consider the third choice
as the most attractive option: stay with the state, but negotiate operational changes and

encourage some statute amendments as well.

To begin this process, we recommend that the Trust in general seek autonomy for its
decision-making, budget development, strategic direction, selection o f staff and
relationships with the communities it serves.
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Specific recommendations follow:

Negotiate a new relationship with the Department of Revenue that:

Results in a more advantageous investment return

Institutes more frequent and meaningful communication concerning investment
philosophy and results

Provides a better understanding o f management fees

Allows for the statute-permitted use o f principal to pay for administrative costs
Acknowledges the statute permits use o fincome for fundraising purposes from public

and private sources
Confirms that the DOR is securing an independent audit on Trust investments as

allowed by statute

Secure changes in statute that allow for:

Greater flexibility for determining grant amounts, length of funding, and percentage
ofTrust contribution to grantee’s 'ject budget

Expansion o ftactics to prevent child abuse and neglect to include convening,
collaborating, educating, publishing, researching, promoting awareness and social
marketing, providing technical assistance, etc.

Donations to the Trust to be dedicated to project/operating/fundraising costs, not only

endowment
Growth in the number o f Trustees to meet the needs for expertise o f leading a more

diverse set of artivities.
Retains the gubernatorial authority to appoint a percentage o f Trustees; however, also

allows current Trustees to nominate and elect others.

Negotiate administrative changes in:
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Having Governor appoint ACT as the lead recipient of CB-CAP funds

Creation o faccurate and dependable financial reporting, covering revenue,
investments and expenditures presented to the Trust at each meeting

Securing appropriate level of professional staffing either from inside state
government or outsourced; Trust should play a major role in selecting such staff
Commitment for substantive involvement in the Trust from appropriate
Commissioner/Deputy Commissioner-level agency heads, including high-level
representation at Trust meetings and in the provision, upon request, o finformation,
statistics, etc., that could inform Trust decision-making and planning

Confirmation that the statute allows for the Trust to be a qualified recipient for federal
funds, including congressional appropriations

Confirmation that the statute allows freedom for the Trust in developing its own
grantmaking criteria and processes separate from the state’s



Positioning the Trust to adopt the leadership role on child abuse and neglect
prevention In Alaska by:

®  Convening stakeholders to collaboratively develop a plan to address prevention of
child abuse and neglect

m  Reviewing other Children’s Trusts’ strategies to prevent child abuse and neglect and
to build closer connections for support and knowledge

®  Looking outside the state for expertise in the field, from sources such as Prevent
Child Abuse America, the U.S. Department of Health’s National Clearinghouse on
Child Abuse and Neglect and Administration for Children and Families, FRIENDS -
National Resource for Community-Based Child Abuse Prevention, etc.

m  Finding avenues for Trust involvement in policy development within the state

m  Assisting FACT to promote the sales o fheirloom birth and marriage certificates and
license plates, raise additional dollars in support of ACT, and provide them a seat at
the table when ACT is making decisions.

®  Recruiting Trustees representative o f the entire State o f Alaska geographically and
the Native Alaskans communities, among others.

Finding a new “home” or structure for the Alaska Children’s Trust is not an easy
endeavor. The natural reaction to something broken is to throw it away. Our
recommendation that you instead “fix” the state’s relationship with the Trust rather than
starting over may not be simple or satisfying at first blush. It may also not be politically
feasible to seek statute changes other than a complete privatization of ACT. That is
something the Trust will need to decide based on a deeper knowledge o f Alaskan politics

than we possess.

Nonetheless, the prospect o f growing a new entity is even more daunting. And the
additional costs that would be incurred seriously damaging to the Trust's ability to
accomplish its mission. [f the state and the Trust can mend how it works together, the
potential for the Trust to earn and raise more dollars, increase its grantmaking, and
undertake activities to become that “brain trust” for children in the state, the prospects for
making an impact w ill greatly increase. Hence our recommendation.

As we were attempting to find an in-between solution — affiliating the Trust under an
already existing entity, for instance, we were amused by Dennis M cM illian’s comment:
“Give it to Mikey; Mikey will eatit!” While both FACT and the Alaska Community
Foundation would see the infusion ofa $10M corpus as strengthening to their
organizations, the Trust must r rst look out for its own vision and mission. Neither of
these organizations offer the Trust much besides a shell structure due to their own current
low organizational capacity. And while the Foraker Group would have more to offer the
Trust, accepting that role would mean mission-drift for them, potentially weakening their

ability to achieve their mission.
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O fcourse in the best o fall worlds, the Trust would not be faced with the political realities
oflimited time to make this important decision. Determining what the Trust wants to
accomplish and how best to go about doing so would be the ideal way to determine the
best structure for the Trust. “Form follows function” and all that.

Be that as it may, we hope that this report will help the Alaska Children’s Trust consider
its options and make the best choice it can at this point. Thank you for allowing The
Giving Practice an opportunity to learn about your wonderful organization and its
potential to strengthen Alaska’s families.

-Julia Kinross & Claire Bishop
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Llat of Interviewees

Thea
Gary
Suzin
Janet

Jan
Andrea
Marcia
Karleen
Babbie
Diane
Steve
Margo
Dennis
Tlisa
Rebecca

Sally
Teresa

Tammy
Kaye
Claudia

Joan
Kinaya
Scott
Susan
Cynthia
Coleen

James
Deanna
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Agnew
Bader
Bartley
Clarke

Clarkin
Gelvin
Haistings
Jackson
Jacobs
Kaplan
Mahoney
McCabe
McMillian
Northcutt
Parker

Pedon
Rafael

Sandoval
Saxon
Shanley

Sharp
Sokoya
Sorenson
Taylor
Thompson
Turner

Waste
Yates
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Principal, Agnew Beck (former consultant, ACT)

Chief Investment Officer, Department o f Revenue

Executive Director, Massachusetts Children's Trust Fund

Assistant Commissioner, Finance and Management

Services

Director, Maine Children’s Trust

ACT Trustee

Executive Director, Alaska Community Foundation

Commissioner, Department o f Health & Social Services

Director, Friends of Children's Trust

ACT Trustee

Planned Giving Officer, Alaska Community Foundation

Chair, ACT; Member o fthe Board, Friends o f Alaska Children's Trust
President, Foraker Group

Chair, Friends o f Children's Trust

Special Assistant, Officer o fthe Commissioner, Department o f Health & Socia
Services (former ACT staff)

Director, Ohio Children's Trust

Executive Director, National Alliance for Children's

Trusts

Deputy Commissioner, Office o f Children's Services

ACT Trustee

Systems Reform Administrator, Office of Children's Services (Staffto
ACT)

Executive Director, Washington Council for Prevention of Child Abuse and N
Executive Director, DC Children's Trust Fund

Trustee, Utah Children's Trust

State Comptroller

Executive Director, Children's Trust Fund o fOregon

Executive Director, Resource Center for Parents and

Children

Alaska Public Broadcasting

Executive Director, Hawaii Children's Trust Fund

Alliance



Questionnaire!

The Giving Practice
A consulting service of Philanthropy Northwest
Developing
Options for the Future of Alaska Children's Trust

Questions for Trustees

1. To accomplish its mission, what w ill the Alaska Children’s Trust (ACT) look like
in five years?

2. Whatwill it take to get there?

3. Are there challenges and opportunities to be aware of- what are they?

4. Are there issues from the past that may be problematic or helpful to building a

future for ACT?
5. What are the pros & cons o fselecting any o fthe following options for ACT:

Option Pro Con Comments

Remain w/ the
State w/ no
changes (status

quo)

Status quo w/
changes (specify)

Merge or become
a supporting org
of FACT

Community
Foundation as a
supporting org,
donor-advised
fund, or
endowment only
Merge w/ RCPC

Spin off to
become new
private foundation



Other???

4



The Giving Practice
A consulting service of Philanthropy Northwest
Developing
Options for the Future of Alaska Children’s Trust

Questions for Grantees

7.
Op

Has State management o fthe Alaska Children’s Trust (ACT) been good, bad or
middling for your organization and the issue o f child abuse prevention?

Describe what the grantmaking process has been like as well as and your
organization’s relationship with ACT.

Given your past experience with ACT, what would you like to see done
differently in the future?

What role does ACT funding play in your organization’s budget and activities?
Who else is a major funder o fyour child abuse prevention work?

In your opinion, does ACT address child abuse prevention in an effective
manner? |f you were running ACT, what would you do differently?

If you had $10 million, what would you do with it to prevent child abuse in
Alaska?

What are the pros & cons of selecting any o f the following options for ACT:
tion Pro Con Comments

Remain w/ the

State w/

no

changes (status

quo)

Status quo w/

changes

(specify)

Merge or become
a supporting org
of FACT

Community
Foundation as a
supporting org,
donor-advised

fund, or
48






The Giving Practice
A consulting service of Philanthropy Northwest
Developing
Options for the Future of Alaska Children’s Trust

Questions for State of Alaska Employees

1. How has the Alaska Children’s Trust (ACT) functioned in the past?

a. Number and type o f staff
b. Size ofadministrative and grants budgets
c. Interface with state agencies, Governor's Office and State Legislature

2. What does the statute creating the ACT cover?
a. Restrictions on funding or activity
Performance & reporting requirements
Grantmaking processes
Decision-making authority

Governance
Revenue sources and the amount available for administration

~®aoo00oT

3. What has past practice dictated in terms o f the above categories?

4. Tell us about the politicization of ACT - how did it happen, what are the
prevalent attitudes, and in your opinion, how is change viewed by the players?

5. Whatis your sense o fthe public’'s perception of ACT? How about the perceptions
ofchild abuse prevention advocates?

6. Tell us about the public awareness campaign that’s currently underway - what are
the goals and what's been achieved to date? Who is in charge o fthis effort?

7. Where do you believe ACT belongs?
Option Pro Con
Remain w/ the

State w/ no
changes (status

quo)

Comments

Status quo w/
changes (specify)

Merge or become
a supporting org
of FACT

50
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Community
Foundation as a
supporting org,
donor-advised
fund, or
endowment only
Merge w/ RCPC

Spin off to
become new
private foundation

Other???

8. Do you see any advantage to the State orto ACT from remaining affiliated with
the State? Would access to federal dollars change in anyway?

9. Which option(s) would best serve grantees and the mission of ACT?



The Giving Practice
A consulting service of Philanthropy Northwest
Developing
Options for the Future of Alaska Children's Trust

Questions for Possible Hosts

1. Are you interested in exploring affiliation with ACT? If yes, why? |f no, why?

2. Tell us about your organization and its:

Mission

Programs

Size ofoperating budget & sources o f funding
Number and roles o f staff

Volunteer involvement

® oo op

3. Tell us aboutyour Board:
a. Constituencies & geography represented
b. Role played in the organization - strategic or operational or both
c. Their attitude about the mission of ACT & the possibility o f affiliating

with ACT

4. |f you are interested in exploring affiliation with ACT, what operating structure
would you propose? How would affiliation be good for your organization? And,

how would it be good for ACT?

5. What challenges and opportunities do you foresee if affiliation with your
organization is pursued - both internally and externally?

6. What would the impact o f affiliation be on your organizations:

Operations

Budget

Fundraising

Governance

Relationship with current funding sources, supporters, ACT grantees, and

the public?

Qoo

7. How would you describe your organization’s strengths and limitations as they
relate to affiliating with ACT?

8. Does your organization have a strategic plan and if so, how does ACT affiliation
fit with your vision?
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9. Please describe your organization’s capacity and expertise for grantmaking.
10. Please provide us with copies of:

a. Annuall report

Audited financial statements for the past three years

Current year actual to budget statement (please include revenue &
expense)

Board list with affiliations and place ofresidence

Strategic plan

List ofwurces and amc its o fsupport

Organizational chart

oo
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The Giving Practice
A consulting service of Philanthropy Northwest
Developing
Options for the Future of Alaska Children’s Trust

Questions for Other Children’s Trusts

9. Please describe the history o fyour Trust and its past and current organizational
structure.

10. What's your mission statement? Has it expanded since you were established?
11. Did you have a Friends o f sister 501 ¢ 3?
12. Why did you change your structure from gov’t to private?

13. What structures were considered? (stand alone, CF, etc.) Why was your current
structure chosen over any other?

14. What have been the biggest challenges - in separating from gov’t and in continuing
to operate?

15. Have you overcome them?
16. Do you have an endowment? Did it come from gov’t? How much?

17. Annual budget? How much do you raise and approx. percentages o f where money
comes from? Any large private funders?

18. Grant budget? Number o fgrants annually? Average grant size? Multi year?

19. Other activities besides grantmaking?
20. How do you feel you’ve been/measure your effectiveness?

21. What advice would you give AK CT in theirjourney?
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Survey of Grantees

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 17:17:46 -0800

To:
From: Julia Kittross <jkittross@ philanthropynw.org>
Subject: The Alaska Children's Trust Needs Your Opinion

Cc:
Bcc:
X-Attachments:

Dear grantee o f the Alaska Children’s Trust:

The Alaska Children’s Trust has hired us to assist them in determining whether the Trust
and its grantees would be better served if situated outside o f state government as it

current!” is.

Your opinion about this issue is important to the board members o fthe Children’s Trust
and we hope that you w ill agree to spend 10 minutes or so answering a survey that w ill
soon arrive by e-mail via Zoomerang, an on-line survey instrument.

Y our answers w ill remain confidential (unless you'd like to provide us your name for any
ret.son) so we’'d appreciate your candor. We know that you are busy, but if you can send
bacr your responses by Monday, March 6, we’d be very grateful.

If you have any questions, don’t hesitate to contact Julia at the e-mail or phone number
below.

Thank you again,
Julia Kittross & Claire Bishop
The Giving Practice

A consulting service o f Philanthropy Northwest
Jkittross@ philanthropynw.org / 206-443-8443
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Alaska Legal Services

Bartlett Regional Hospital

Center for Community

Child Care Connection, Inc.
Covenant House

Fairbanks Counseling & Adoption
Homer Children's Services, Inc.
Hoonah City Schools

Juneau Family Birth Center
REACH, Inc.

Resource Center for Parents & Children
Saxman, City of

Seaview Community Services
Southcentral Foundation

Standing Together Against Rape
Sutton Elementary School

Tundra Women's Coalition

Zoomerang Survey Questions:

1. During the year you received ACT grants, approximately what percentage o fyour

operating budget did their grant represent?

Has your organization also received funding from the State o f Alaska for the same

projects or programs?

If yes, was the funding received during the same period as the ACT grant(s)?

In your opinion, wa” there any difference t etween receiving an ACT grant or a state

grant? |f so, how?

What has been your experience with the grant application process for an ACT grant?
Easy and understandable, someplace in the middle, hard and confusing?

If you had questions, was there someone easily available at ACT or with the State

who could answer them?

Is there more that ACT could do to prevent child abuse? Please describe other

actions needed.



8. Do youthink ACT should broaden or re-frame its mission to address family support
issues more comprehensively? If so, what would you include in the mix?

9. Do you believe that ACT’s affiliation with state government is good, bad or
indifferent from the standpoint of:
®  Making and managing grants?
m Effectively addressing child abuse prevention?
a Raising public awareness o fthe issue?
* Raising funds to increase prevention efforts?

10. Would ACT be better able to meet its mission if it became:
s An independent foundation?
a Affiliated with the Alaska Community Foundation?
a Merged with Friends o fthe Alaska Children’s Foundation
(NOTE: | don’t know was an option for these questions)

11. Additional comments or suggestions:

NOTE: Complete results o f survey w ill be provided. The format by which Zoomerang
survey results are reported are not easily e-mailed in aword document.



ALASKA CHILDREN’S TRUST
STATUTE
Sec. 37.14.200. Alaska children's trust established.

(a) The Alaska children's trust is established as a separate
endowment trust of the state.

(b) The principal of the trust consists of
(1) legislative appropriations to the trust; and

(2) gifts, bequests, and contributions of cash or other assets from a
person.

(c) The net income of the trust shall be determined by the
commissioner of revenue in accordance with investment
accounting principles and in a manner that preserves the distinction

between principal and income.
Sec. 37.14.210. Powers and duties of the commissioner of revenue.

The commissioner of revenue is the treasurer of the trust and has
the power and duty to

(1) act as official custodian of the cash and investments belonging
to the trust by securing adequate and safe custodial facilities;

(2) receive all items of cash and investments belonging to the trust;

(3) collect the principal and income from investments owned or
acquired by the trust and deposit the amounts in separate principal

and income accounts for the trust;
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