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Special Committee on Public Service Grants Meeting Minutes - amended
October 28, 2015
9:30 a.m.

Location: City Council Chamber, 1st floor, City Hall – St. James Building; 117 West Duval Street
In attendance:  Council Members Anna Lopez Brosche (Chair), Garrett Dennis (dep. 9:50), Katrina Brown (arr. 9:51), Sam Newby, John Crescimbeni (arr. 10:15), Lori Boyer (arr. 10:20)
Excused: Council Member Reginald Gaffney

Also: Kirk Sherman and Trista Straits – Council Auditor’s Office; Peggy Sidman, Paige Johnston and Lawsikia Hodges – Office of General Counsel; Jeff Clements – Council Research Division; Ali Korman Shelton and Latanya Peterson – Mayor’s Office; Jessica Morales – Legislative Services Division; Damian Cook and John Snyder – Intragovernmental Services Department; Greg Pease – Chief of Procurement
See attached sign-in sheet for additional attendees.

Meeting Convened: 9:40 a.m.
Chairwoman Brosche convened the meeting without a quorum present (due to a conflicting meeting attended by several committee members) and the attendees introduced themselves for the record. 
Ms. Brosche described the development of the 7-item list of Suggestions for Improvement distributed at an earlier meeting and invited committee members to suggest additional items they may feel deserve consideration. 

Consider use of RFP for funding allocation
The Chair asked Greg Pease, Chief of the Procurement Division, to describe the City’s standard RFP process which might be considered for use in acquiring agency services to meet City social service needs in lieu of a grant process. Mr. Pease described the 4 parts of a standard RFP document: particular details specific to each RFP; standard description of laws and regulations governing the RFP, terms, protest procedures, evaluation mechanism, etc.;  general terms and conditions standard to all City procurements; detailed scope of services for acquisition.  The fundamental difference between the current PSG process and the RFP process is that with an RFP the City solicits particular services, while the PSG grant process collects applications for whatever service an applicant provides and hopes to have funded.
The City has 3 procurement awards committees: 1) PSEC – Professional Services Evaluation Committee using RFPs evaluated on 10 standard weighted criteria; for design services, studies, planning and consulting ; 2) CSPEC – Competitive Sealed Proposal Evaluation Committee evaluating RFPs for price, qualifications and other appropriate criteria; for contractual services (janitorial, security guards, etc.) and design-build services; 3) GGAC - General Government Awards Committee evaluating responsive bids based primarily on price; used for commodities, materials, equipment and construction. Mr. Pease noted that these committees hear protests and render decisions for their respective procurements. 
Mr. Pease reviewed a flow chart for the CSPEC RFP process describing the various steps and time frames. He noted that any protests submitted by a proposer are heard during the consideration process before the committee takes final action to recommend an award and said that the procurement process has specific criteria for qualifying a protest to be considered. 
At the request of the Chair, Mr. Pease discussed his perception of the differences between Procurement’s RFP process and the Public Service Grant review process. One major difference is the well-defined procurement protest process versus the PSG’s less well defined protest mechanism. Another difference is the solicitation for specific services in the RFP process in order to select a single provider versus the PSG’s process of grading and ranking numerous applicants in various pools to serve several defined priority populations and distributing grants among several providers in each category. In response to a question from the Chair about who would be the “using agency” if the PSG process were to utilize an RFP process, Mr. Pease suggested that it would likely be the Mayor’s Office of the City’s grants office. Assistant General Counsel Lawsikia Hodges said that the use of an RFP process would likely mean that the PSG Council’s role would need to be redefined. Council Member Gaffney expressed opposition to an RFP process for public service funding and urged the City administration to come up with a proposal for improving the PSG process as it is currently structured. He believes the major difficulty seems to be the quality of the people serving on the PSG Council, not the structure itself. Ali Korman Shelton of the Mayor’s Office said that the administration is looking at the operation of many boards and commissions and the Council by appointing this Special Committee seems to be taking the lead on this particular function. She said the administration needs to understand City Council’s intent in creating these funding mechanisms – how does the Council want these funds to be expended, and what goal(s) is it trying to achieve? To fund the largest number of agencies with smaller amounts, to fund a smaller number of the best agencies with larger amounts, to fund community needs that are not being addressed by City funding, to supplement City funding in priority areas, etc. 

Proposed changes to the appeals process
Assistant General Counsel Lawsikia Hodges reviewed the latest revised draft of proposed amendments to Ordinance Code Chapter 118, explaining the revisions made at the request of the committee at the last meeting. Council Member Boyer agreed with the addition of language regarding staff review of applications at the time of submission for completeness but suggested the need for a term other than “technical assistance” which has a specific meaning in the grant world, perhaps “courtesy review.”
Timing of funding allocation
Chairwoman Brosche noted that the public service grant and cultural service grant processes work on different timelines and the decisions on grant recipients are made at different points in the process. ___ Palmer, grants administrator for the Cultural Council, explained the Cultural Service Grant (CSG) process, which starts with a pre-application letter of intent in the early spring, an application process later in the spring, scoring and ranking by the CSG Council over the summer, and actual awards to agencies made after the City Council’s final vote on the budget in late September setting the amount of funding to be distributed. Council Member Crescimbeni stated that the PSG process works very differently with the PSG Council producing the ranked list of recipients before or during the budget process, which results in unsuccessful applicants appealing to the Finance Committee and individual council members for amendments to the list. Mr. Crescimbeni and Council Member Gaffney advocated for adopting the CSG lump sum funding model with allocations made after final Council budgetary action since it seems to work considerably better and produce few to no complaints about unfair treatment.

Oral presentations
In response to a question from Chairwoman Brosche, John Snyder of the Intragovernmental Services Department said that the Code provides that the Public Service Grant Council may provide an opportunity for oral presentations by applicants which the PSG Council has done in some years and not done in other years. When an opportunity for oral presentations is offered, participation is voluntary and the PSG reviewers are instructed not to penalize an applicant for failing to volunteer to make a presentation. Ms. Palmer reported that the Cultural Service Grant process requires applicants to make oral presentations.
Public Comment
None
Meeting Adjourned: 11:28 a.m.

Minutes:  Jeff Clements, Council Research Division

   11.2.15   Posted 2:00 p.m.
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