2007 Roundtable Notes – Organized by Topic
Additional Proxy Sites Desired 
Head Start sites

County hospitals, 

Foster care
Discount grocers

Public health clinics

Migrant worksites

Geographic proximity to qualifying census tracts for specific sites (e.g. farmers’ markets)

Change retail qualification from dollar volume to percentage of sales (e.g., instead of $50,000 in FSR per month, establish something like 25% of total sales as FS purchases…)

Administration vs. Service Delivery 
· Does state have recommended (ballpark) portion/number of FTE that should be dedicated to administration?
· Does USDA have expectations/recommendations with respect to time split between admin and service delivery?

Increasing Administrative Burden 
· The necessity of pro-rating has added a new administrative burden, and this same burden applies to lead agencies that are also LIAs – agencies are often faced with “solomon’s dilemma”; e.g., if you cut the baby in half in order to share it, you end up with nothing.  For example:  an RNN has a staff person whose time is 80% LIA and 20% RNN.  Network expects the agency to demonstrate the system of how that person’s time and expenses are split out.  Question:  Is this the Network’s system, or is this a USDA requirement?

· Two LIAs noted they are considering not reapplying at end of contract because the administrative burden has become some great and the payment on invoices so slow.

· Reduce the admin burden – the administration to program delivery has gotten completely unbalanced. It’s hard to run quality programs when so much time is needed to comply with procedures, documentation, etc.
Best Practices 
· Maintaining one staff person who is not Network funded (either in State or Federal side) allows the agency to meet the needs of schools that don’t meet the 50% FRPM criteria.

· Attendance at staff meetings to collect time logs has been a way to get documentation in districts too small to afford site coordinators/liaisons.

· Lead staff person in one Office of Ed. program meets twice annually with superintendent of each participating district to give them feedback, fiscal reports, evaluation results, etc. – this helps the superintendent recognize the value of the program and keeps him/her – and thereby the district – on board.

· Assignment of a single staff person who’s job is to collect time studies

· A simple and clean way for subcontractors to submit budgets is to forecast the number of hours needed to accomplish the scope of work and propose an hourly rate that encompasses all the costs associated with that SOW (e.g., hourly wages, rent, telecommunications, other operations, etc.)

Budget Management
· One program has hired student workers, who are temporary and easier to positions to get approved, to complete deliverables and leave less unspent funding in their personnel line.

· One school district had most of their federal share budget outside of personnel, and thus was able to completely bill down contract; designed budget and scope of work with flexibility to ensure full spending and SOW delivery by end of year.

· Is cost of personnel recruitment for Network funded positions and allowable cost (e.g., advertisements, etc.)?

Communications
· Quarterly LIA conference call is a good start, but it’s information download from Network to programs, rather than an interchange.
· Some Network channels are using blogs which have been a useful and timely way to share information
· Network’s accomplishments don’t appear to be very visible with related groups (e.g. CDA, ADA, APHA, CSNA, etc.)
· High level school administration (e.g., superintendent, vice-super, school business officers, etc.) don’t always “buy in” to the value of operating Network projects.
· Local projects perceive that there is minimal communication between PMs and CMs on any given contract.
· Confusion and frustration result from piecemeal dispersal of materials, information, timelines, etc. (recent new brand launch is a good example).

· Communications – not timely and not reciprocal. Contractor’s experience has been that she’ll email a question and not hear back for more than a week, but gets requests from program and/or contract managers that they want turned around in 24 or 48 hours.
· Many projects are of the impression that new PMs and CMs haven’t even read their contract documents; in other cases, projects have experienced new PMs and CMs requesting that they make changes or do things differently because that’s the new PM and/or CM preference.

· There seems to be a disconnect in knowledge and project familiarity between PMs and CMs – for example, CMs don’t seem to be familiar with projects’ actual program, and PMs often seem unable to answer budget related questions.

· PMs generally don’t have a good understanding of local program management issues.
· Pre-approval, especially for media pieces, is problematic. The state’s turn-around time usually results in media pieces (e.g. media advisories, press releases, etc.) not getting to media in a timely way.
· Need for greater information exchange between projects – there are few occasions or forums for exchanging program information.
· Why is there such a big difference in the response windows between what the Network expects from contractors (often 24-48 hour turn around time requested) and what they allow themselves for most contractor approval requests (7-10 days)?
CX3 
· How does CX3 fit into current USDA guidance?  Doesn’t the guidance restrict environmental and policy change, and isn’t this what CX3 is about?

· What are HSD supposed to do when they don’t have enough room in their budgets to absorb the cost of conducting CX3?

Disallowances/items questioned by Network:

· LCD projector

· Brochures on PA that don’t have 50% nutrition content, even when they are part of a package that will be distributed that is more than 50% nutrition education.

· Non-F/V ingredients for recipes to be demonstrated; non-harvest of the month recipes.

· Mixed message being sent by requiring LIAs to participate in local collaborative, but not allowing them to participate in collaborative workgroups such as school wellness if it’s not in the LIA’s SOW.  It seems that the Network wants the LIAs to go to meetings, but not actually participate in getting the work done….CRAZY-MAKING.

· Concerns about having a budget item retroactively disallowed (e.g., school nurse) has caused projects to take them out of budget altogether.

· Local projects are leery of conducting restaurant activities, so have largely dropped them.  

Documentation 
·  Compliance review findings:

· WIC share needs more documentation

· Teacher time studies that were based on templates were deemed unacceptable; teachers must complete their time forms anew each reporting period. This program is developing a training to reinforce that time studies should be completed as precisely as possible each reporting period.

· Another program noted that CPR said that billing needs to be based on time study hours, not the estimated percentage in local share budgets. 

· What documentation forms and system TA is available? (e.g., excel forms, powerpoint for training, etc.)

· Network paid staff person is assigned to collecting time logs from teachers – the assigned nutrition educator for a school also collects documentation/time logs from that school.

· School district produces a cumulative spreadsheet where salaries are listed and hours are input – must salary also appear on time logs?  (I provided tentative response that I believed the PCRT would appreciate having salary on time logs, but this isn’t required.)

· If a contractor doesn’t include PTO in state share, is it necessary to track this and to run reports on it?

· For weekly time logs submitted by personnel who continue to do the same work for the same number of hours over time, can’t an affidavit be substituted?

· Schools have found that over time, teachers are good about completing and submitting time logs, but tend to get “thrown off” with each change to the form.

· Instructions for time logs need up-dating – there are categories of activities that have no examples.

· Why is a payroll system that uses cost centers, along with job duty statements, not a sufficient paper trail?

· How can local agencies garner cooperation for personnel time documentation?
· Get buy-in from health services directors
· Automate time studies as much as possible (e.g., use an spreadsheet form with automatic calculations, etc.)
· Offer reciprocal services to units being asked to keep time docs
· Elementary school teachers often have to do some sort of extra-curricular activity, so one district used this requirement to find one teacher at each school to be the nutrition education liaison; these teachers also receive stipend for the extra work involved.
· Suggestion that Network programs working with teachers determine how to build CPE into activities, or to provide CPE “in exchange” for time documentation.
· One program started awarding prizes to people who turned in forms on time and error free.

· One district has teacher submit time logs monthly.  They receive monthly educator packets and the time log is part of the packet.  There is a “point person” identified at each school who is responsible for reminding and following up with teachers.  This person receives some compensation for this work, and they have found hiring a parent to do this to be very effective because teachers are responsive to parents, and the parent has a personal connection with the school and can develop relationships with the teachers.

· Another large district has subcontracted with part time admin staff to collect time documents and help with other on-site administration.  Noted that there is some turnover, but not unmanageable.   Like the district noted above, this staff person generates enthusiasm and responsiveness to the programs.

· HOM is delivered as a teacher benefit.  If a teacher doesn’t turn in their time log, they don’t get HOM the next month, and they’re reminded of the connection through the monthly teacher packet.

· Attendance at staff meetings has been a good way to collect time documents.

· Shasta HSD has developed an excel system where staff enter hours daily, and this automatically transfers to a monthly form.  The biggest challenge is getting logs from staff who are in satellite offices.

· Shasta HSD provides staff with a breakdown of how many dollars the county loses if time study isn’t submitted.
· One project has requested use of time sheets with activity codes (e.g., each allowable activity category gets a code) – waiting for response.

Frequent Changes 
· Network needs to provide any new or revised forms before contract year starts, and needs to provide opportunities for input into development of forms. 
· Schools have found that over time, teachers are good about completing and submitting time logs, but tend to get “thrown off” with each change to the form.

· The constant changes are frustrating, even when the change is intended to “simplify.”

· There are frequent changes in assignments for PMs and CMs which is disruptive to local projects.
Impact Evaluation

· Delay in getting tools approved has resulted in one project having too short a data collection window to meet Network’s impact evaluation requirements (e.g., 8 rather than 28 weeks), and pre-tests being given after start of intervention.

· Perceived inconsistencies in letting some programs develop their own evaluation tools, but others have been told they can’t.  In same vein, why can’t evaluation tools be adapted or modified to fit needs of a specific intervention?

· What is state doing with the impact evaluation data they collect?   Is some sort of user-friendly cumulative report going to be given to the local projects?

· Some projects have been told that they can’t evaluate the same component (it was shown to be effective), but are not given any direction about a different component to evaluate instead.

· Projects required to conduct impact evaluation are largely unaware of what other projects are doing for impact evaluation, and don’t know who to call for peer mentoring.
Inconsistencies in Rules Interpretation 

· Is there a limit on the number of SOW changes and BARs in a fiscal year? (Guidance manual states “In general, informal changes are limited to no more than one (1) each contract year.”) 
· Questions about SOW adjustments:  one program was told they can make only one informal adjustment per year; others have been told they can deviate at all from their project summary.  What’s the answer, and where can folks find it in writing?

· Are there written rules for alternative site qualification (e.g., beyond the current allowances for 50% census tracts, free and reduced school meals, etc.) – people have been told they can’t act people directly for income or program participation, so what are the alternatives? 
· What is Network doing to improve consistency in rules interpretation?
· What is story on BARs? One program has been told they can do only one, others have not. Why different? 
· Recommendation that State contracts and USDA guidance be the final arbiter regarding the allowability of program practices.

· Is there a max number of informal BARs and SOW adjustments permitted in a year, and if so, what’s the best timing? 

· When comparing notes, projects have found differences in what they’ve been allowed to purchase.
· Network needs to improve consistency in interpreting and applying rules – allowable budget items, allowable activities, allowable conference attendance, etc.
· BARs are time consuming and eat administrative staff resources, yet they’re required every time a project invoices if there are even small discrepancies between budget and spending.

Invoicing
Reasons that contracts aren’t fully billed down –

· Projecting salary increases that don’t happen.

· $50,000 or 10% budget adjustment limits.
· Lot of concern over the delay in invoice payments:

· One program has not been paid on their first two quarters of 06-07

· One program still trying to get 05-06 BAR finalized and approved

· Another program didn’t get any 05-06 payments until well into 06-07 FY
Line Item Transfer Limit 
· Contractors noted that they would be able to bill down more of their contracts if they were able to move more than $25K between lines and $50K total.
· How can the $50,000 max line item shift be changed?

· Personnel is generally the largest line in a budget, and vacancies can take months to fill – so projects often turn to independent contractors, which fall under “subcontracts” in the budget. This means over-spending in subcontracts, and under-spending in personnel, resulting in the inability to bill down entire contract.

Network Spending, Allocation of Resources  
· As contractors drop out (e.g., Fresno, Santa Cruz, etc.) how is that LIA budget being reallocated?

· How much did the re-branding effort cost?

· The “public relations” contract is a pork belly operation.  One program’s experience with the “PR” contractor was that the firm called the program to get a list of the program’s media contacts; when they actually send the program’s press releases, it’s often on the day of the event the press release is for; then the “PR” firm would call the program and ask them if they got any press coverage, and if so, could they please send the “PR” firm a copy of the article!

· Why does state keep 50% of federal share in all three years of a 3-year contract? Perception is that administrative costs reduce in subsequent years of a contract… Projects noted they wouldn’t begrudge the 50% kept by Network if

· Administrative burden were reduced

· They stopped changing procedures and forms in the middle of the year

· Provided contractors with opportunities for genuine input into policies and procedures

Reporting 

· Why are hard copies of report attachments required if they’re available electronically?

· Reporting – way too many forms. State should require only one activity tracking method and a narrative report of contractor’s progress; state should glean any other reports they want from these forms.
· Eliminate the SAAR – too many reporting forms, and it’s not useful.

RNN Issues 

· RNN budget not adequate for required deliverables, and hasn’t kept up with COLAs.  Some RNNs are now in the position of having to cut staff positions because contract limit hasn’t kept up with costs, but deliverables don’t decrease.

· Why is RNN staffing pattern so inflexible? Why can’t RNN agencies determine their own staffing needs? One RNN coordinator was told by a Network staff person that the Network campaigns “run on passion, not money” in response to query about whether additional funding would be provided with the additional deliverables the Network gave to RNNs…

· Required to have a half FTE for retail campaign, but this position really needs to be full time.
· SOW has a lot of deliverables for the amount of the grant.
· Zero growth policy will likely mean no mini-grants because of the cost of COLAs.
· Is there a cap on indirect? The university’s indirect rate (27%) makes it hard to run their program effectively; if Univ. was forced to accept lower rate, would be able to stretch dollars further.
· Travel: mandatory meetings means that travel dollars don’t go very far.
· What are expectations of RNNs vis-à-vis LIAs?
· There needs to be consistency and parity in what’s expected of RNNs – for example, one RNN has recently had a new requirement imposed, all RNNs, regardless of population density and other demographics (e.g. requirement for all RNNs to work with 20 worksites), especially given the difficulty in finding eligible census tracts and sites.
State/Local Share – Losses, New Sources  
· Sources of funding to make up for WIC losses? 

· School district was using food service/cafeteria personnel, but due to difficulty in “proving” allowable time, stopped using this source and now use classroom teacher time almost exclusively.

· Local share no longer allowable:  USDA is saying that cafeteria/food service worker time at schools can’t legitimately be claimed as conducting nutrition education even when 15-20% is paid by local funding – have only been allowing 5%.  (Contradiction is that cafeteria workers can have a large influence over what kids eat through messaging, modeling, etc.) (Of note is that one CVR program has been allowed to keep cafeteria workers, but another was told they couldn’t…, yet the category of “food service worker” is among the staff positions listed by the Network for budget purposes.)

· One school has identified teachers for “severely handicapped” as one new source of State share – the children in this category are usually food stamp eligible, and much of the work by the teachers with these students is around such life skills as food selection, food preparation, and related nutrition topics.

· Sources of local/state share:  First 5?  Some agencies are using time studies and operating costs.  With respect to grant making done by First 5, one participant stated concern that agencies receiving First 5 grant would have to do time studies, paper trail, etc. so does not use that.

· What are counties are doing about WIC local share? Counties using “uncompensated indirect” as match are taking a big fiscal hit – recommended going forward with a statewide call to talk about possible documentation strategies.  Start with survey, then potentially have a meeting about this in conjunction with WIC Task force in August.

· What is being done about loss of WIC match?

· Health departments want assistance in identifying alternative sources of in-kind/state share to make up for losses from WIC, time study inadequacies, etc.

· Concern about loss of WIC match
· Loss of WIC local dollars needs to be resolved (“uncompensated indirect” must now be documented as actual costs)
Technical Assistance 
· When will the guidance manual be updated and online?
· Can state compile a list of TA resources available to projects?
· One program manager felt regionally available TA for contracting issues would be useful, and could be a more useful role for RNNs than current RNN functions.
· Recommended taking list of allowable activities and coming up with brief descriptors/ sample activities.
Terminology 
Don’t say this

when you mean this

· “garden”

“education in outdoor setting or outdoor classroom”

· “stipend”

“honorarium”

· “mini-grant”

“sub-contract” 

· “advocacy”

“education”

· “snack”

“tasting”
· Always describe “physical activity promotion” and don’t simply say “physical activity.”

· Be sure to indicate that staff are supporting and not leading activities such as school wellness policies, walk to school, etc.

· “Fill-in-the-blank” style SOW templates might be useful, but probably also want the more traditional style.

· Terms to avoid:


*Policy


*Incentive


*Mini-grant
· Terminology – “assessment = formative research,”  “advocacy = empowerment or public education” (“advocacy” is not specifically prohibited; the disallowed activity is “organized efforts to influence public officials and lobbying for legislative/policy changes”) 
· How is “consultant” differentiated from “subcontractor,” and where in budget is “consultant” line supposed to be incorporated?
· Biggest problem encountered is the inconsistent interpretation by Network program managers of what something means and which terms are OK to use.  A few suggestions for reference:
· “Technical assistance” – folks have been told that this requires keeping a log.   Better to find alternative phrasing – “Support,” “provide information and resources,” etc.
· “Environmental change” not allowed – “community change” is acceptable
· “Assessment” or “needs assessment” not allowed –“site survey”generally is
· “Raffle” – use “drawing”
· Also, once something has been disallowed, be prepared to propose a wholly revised activity.

General Concerns   
· Program managers need to actually visit the programs they’re “managing”.

· Approval process is out of control.  Some approvals have taken as long as three months; another example given was where Project A got approval from their program manager to use a specific lesson with children; Project B thought it was a good lesson and borrowed it from Project A, but to be safe, ran it by their own program manager, and Project A’s program manager said it wasn’t allowable!  The Network is micromanaging local projects; it’s no wonder their workloads are unmanageable.

· Lead agencies’ perception is that going into their 4th year, they’re starting to get the “third degree” from Network staff, and it hasn’t been like this in the past.  Why the change? 

· There is a perception that the Network is deliberately micromanaging and burdening some projects with additional restrictions, disallowances, etc., perhaps in an attempt to get these projects to drop out because the Network believes these programs aren’t performing well.  (MWS editorial - Points to need for performance standards for the various project channels.)

· State staff have lost site of what it is we’re all trying to do, that we’re all in this together, and that they are out “agent” with the USDA.  In the past, the Network was our partner, now they’re the police. 
· The disallowance of claiming food service workers has been impacting SOW as well – projects are now finding it harder to plan activities involving food service workers.  May reflect the USDA’s general lack of valuing train-the-trainer models.

· Network dollars have been what’s kept nutrition education alive in many schools, but several stated that if they could find any other funding for nutrition education, they would drop out of the Network.

· Why was term “social marketing” excised from scopes of work and replaced with “nutrition education and promotion”?
· Too much word-smithing in scope of work development.

· Is anything being done to capture high schools that don’t meet 50% criteria but whose “feeder” schools do meet this criteria?

· Discontinuation of policy change activities as allowable focus resulted in loss of collaborative members. One program noted that they’ve redirected all of their FSNE-paid time into direct nutrition education and are doing policy work on non-FSNE time.

· Confusion about some standardized activities Network has placed SOWs that contractors may have to complete in the future using phrasing “upon request” – how do projects know whether the Network is requesting these of their project?

· Use of paid interns has been questions – USDA has a policy that interns who are getting both school credit and wages is a form of “double dipping”! (Subsequently clarified in Program Letter 07-09.)

· Hiring staff late into a contract can be difficult because administrators are concerned about the possibility of non-renewal of Network contract.
· High level local administrators often don’t understand the complexity or appreciate the value of operating Network contracts because they aren’t immersed in it daily and/or they don’t directly see the project’s implementation.

· Creating mandated objectives and evaluation requirements creates funding difficulties – although CX3 and impact evaluation are valuable, they inevitably mean that some other program component has to be dropped to pay for these.
· Sustainability through outside grants is unrealistic because it’s hard to carve out time for proposal writing.
· What is the role of NECs?
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