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Welcome
Thank Oregon Department of Administrative Services for hosting us
Name bathroom locations




Applicant Characteristics & 
Data Visualizations: Goals

• Leave with the skills to understand and 
make meaning of data visualizations 
summarizing applicant characteristics. 

• Prepare for January’s meeting, where you 
will discuss and recommend applicant 
characteristics that staff will use to shape 
two anonymous portfolios. 
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For this next section, our goal is for you to:
Leave with the skills to understand and make meaning of data visualizations summarizing applicant characteristics. 
Be prepared for January’s meeting, where you will discuss and recommend applicant characteristics that staff will use to shape two anonymous portfolios. 
 




Characteristics of Applications
Amount of funds (dollars)

• Requested/available

Number of applications

• Program area
• Organization type (grantee or new to PCL funding)

• Propose to serve focus population(s)

• Propose to address funding priorities

Scores on applications

• Program area/funding requested
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I will walk you through 4 sets of data visualizations about applicants. We’ll use similar tools with you in January. We are presenting applicant characteristics from the 2019-2020 large grants funding round as an example. The data include all applicants (funded and unfunded); these data do not focus on current grants. *They are all applicants from 2019.*
This slide shows you the types of data we’ll use to review characteristics of the applicant pool: Amount of funds in dollars; Number of applications, grouped different ways; and Scores on applications. 
This presentation will not look at data such as Numbers of children; or Numbers of hours of service; or “outcomes” of programs.
The point of this exercise is to practice making meaning from data about application characteristics. Again, we used 2019 data to create this exercise. We plan to use the same visual tools you’ll see today again with you in the months ahead, but we will update them to reflect data on the 2024-25 applications. Today’s “practice data” will help build shared language and understanding around characteristics of applications. This will help prepare you to prioritize these characteristics when we meet in January. 




Applicant Characteristics & 
Data Visualizations: Process

1. Presentation – data visualization set  
2. Pair discussion

• What do you learn looking at the graphics?
• What don’t these graphics tell you?  
• What confusions do you have about the 

graphics? 

3. Full group discussion
*Repeat all steps 4 times* 
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Applicant Characteristics & Data Visualizations: Process
I’m going to review the process we’ll use for this activity. 
As Meg shared, she will present 4 sets of data visualizations; each set has 2-3 graphics. For each set, she’ll present key information, and then you’ll work in pairs to address the following questions:
What do you learn looking at the graphics? 
What don’t these graphics tell you? 
What confusions do you have about the graphics? 
 
You’ll have anywhere from 3-9 min for pair discussion – I’ll do time calls throughout – and then I’ll call you back, and Meg will facilitate a full group discussion. You’ll go through this process 4 times, and each time, you’ll rotate pairs, so you get to work with different folks throughout this exercise. 
 
To split you into pairs, I’m going to count everyone off into two groups: Group A and Group B. Folks who are in Group A will stay seated the whole time, and folks who are in Group B will move one seat over clockwise for each data set. For virtual council members, we’ll put you in Group A, and we’ll break you out into your own individual breakout rooms on laptops stationed here in person. 
 
Any questions before we dig into the activity? 



Dollars: program areas
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This graph compares the total annual grant dollars (1 year) requested by applicants in 2019 to the total annual amount the Levy had to grant (1 year). 

The dark blue bars on left are the annual amount of funds requested. The lighter blue bars are the annual amount that was available.

You can see this comparison of amount requested and amount available in each of PCL’s 6 program areas.

For example, you can see that in the mentoring program area, applicants requested an annual total of nearly $6 million, and PCL had an annual total of $2 million to give in the mentoring program area.



Applications: program areas, $ requested
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This graph shows each of PCL’s 6 programs areas and a sense of “demand” for grants in each program area, in 2019.

The size of the shapes are equivalent to the amount of annual funding requested in each program area in relation to all annual funding requested. The image also shows the number of applications for each program, in parentheses. 

You can compare the number of applications submitted and the total annual funds requested by program area (for example, if you look at early childhood compared to child abuse prevention/intervention- early childhood had $2.5 million more in annual dollars requested and 2 more applications).

Keep in mind that amounts of funding requested in program areas also relates to the cost of typical program models in that program areas. For example, staffing ratio requirements for services like Early Head Start (1 adult for 4 children) make it higher cost than a typical after school program with different staffing ratios (1 adult for 20 children).



Applications: organization type

Grantee organization 
(same program)

58%

Grantee 
organization 

(different program)
21%

New organization 
to PCL
21%

Total Applications= 116

Applications from 
grantee organizations 
(same program)=67

Applications from 
grantee organizations 
(different program)= 24

Applications from new 
organizations to PCL= 25
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This slide shows the number of total applications PCL received in 2019. It shows the number of applications received from grantee organizations for a program that PCL was funding (grantee wanted to continue funding), the number of applications from grantee organizations for a different program (that PCL was not funding), and the number of applications from organizations that didn’t have any PCL funding.

The pie graph shows the portion of total applications received in each of those 3 categories. The 2 blue parts of the pie are applications from grantee organizations- applications for a program that PCL was funding (grantee wanted to continue funding) or applications for a different program (that PCL was not funding) at the grantee organization. 

The orange part shows the portion of total applications from organizations that did not have a PCL grant when they applied in 2019. 



Pair Discussion (7 min) 

• What do you learn looking at the 
graphics?

• What don’t these graphics tell 
you?  

• What confusions do you have 
about the graphics? 
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Ask Group B to rotate clockwise, note 7 min for pair discussion & halfway time call 



Applications: focus population(s)

*Applications were counted multiple times, for each focus population they selected.
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This graph shows the total number of applications received in 2019 and it shows the number of applications that proposed to serve one or more focus populations.

For example, in 2019, 104 of the 116 applications received proposed to serve Black, Indigenous, and children of color (BIPOC) as a focus population. 

Please keep in mind that some applications proposed to serve multiple focus populations. For example, an application may have proposed to serve children who identify as African immigrants and refugees and also children who identify as Asian immigrants and refugees, and the applicant may have indicated their service population is generally lower-income. That 1 application would have been counted 3 times here: they indicated that they had a focus population BIPOC; low-income; and immigrant and refugee. That application is counted multiple times, for each focus population they selected.



Applications: organization, 
focus populations

10

42

8

44

7

5

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

New to PCL
organization

applications (n= 25)

Grantee organization
applications (n=91)

Number of applications and racial/ethnic focus population

Applications with specific racial/ethnic focus population(s)

Applications with focus on BIPOC communities in general

Applications with no specific racial/ethnic focus population or BIPOC focus generally

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Meg speaking 
One of PCL’s goals is to eliminate racial and ethnic disparities in children’s outcomes, and most applications proposed to serve BIPOC children (previous slide). We wanted to see any big differences between applications from the 2 different types of organizations to see which applications may help PCL address its goal.

This graph looks more closely at number of applications focused on Black, Indigenous, and children of color populations. Each bar in the graph is like a pie. The top bar is the pie of 91 applications from grantee organizations that had PCL funds (to continue funding a program or fund a different program). The bottom bar is the 25 applications from organizations that did not have PCL funds when they applied. 

The dark blue section shows the number of applications that proposed to served one or more specific racial/ethnic population (such as Latino/e/x children/youth), the light blue bar is the number of applications that proposed to serve BIPOC children generally (such as when the program’s location mainly reaches BIPOC children), and the gray bar is the number of applications that did not indicate a specific racial/ethnic population or serving BIPOC children generally. In this graph, each application is counted once.

For example, the dark blue bars tell us there were 42 applications from grantee organizations that proposed to serve one or more racial/ethnic focus population, and 10 applications from organizations new to PCL. Please keep in mind that legally, all programs to be funded by PCL are open to anyone.



Applications: organization, 
racial/ethnic focus populations
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This graph looks more closely at the number of applications that proposed to serve one or more specific racial/ethnic population(s). This slide examines details behind the dark blue bars in the previous slide for applications from grantee organizations (for programs they wanted PCL to continue funding or for different programs they wanted PCL to fund), and applications from organizations new to PCL funds.

In the dark blue bars on the previous slide, we counted applications one time (if the applicant proposed to serve one or more racial/ethnic populations). In this slide, we count applications for each racial/ethnic population they proposed to serve. The bars show the number of applications that proposed to serve specific racial/ethnic focus population(s). Some applications proposed to serve one racial/ethnic population and some applications proposed to serve more than one racial/ethnic population. An application was counted for each racial/ethnic population it proposed to serve. This graph does not include the applications that proposed to serve BIPOC children generally. This graph only counts applications that called out specific racial/ethnic focus population(s). 

For example, there were 10 applications from grantee organizations that proposed to serve children who identify as African (alone or in combination with other racial/ethnic focus populations), and 2 applications from new organizations that proposed to serve children who identify as African (alone or in combination with other racial/ethnic focus populations). Please keep in mind that legally, all programs are open to anyone.



Pair Discussion (7 min) 

• What do you learn looking at the 
graphics?

• What don’t these graphics tell 
you?  

• What confusions do you have 
about the graphics? 
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Ask Group B to rotate clockwise, note 7 min for pair discussion & halfway time call 




Application scores and equity
44 of 52 points focus on equity
• goals/purpose of organization; 

client/staff/board demographics; 
workforce practices, organization 
impact

Organization 
section

52 points

64 of 80 points focus on equity
• community needs/voice, funding 

priorities and program features from 
community engagement, experience 
with population, outcomes, program 
staffing, outreach, accessibility & 
inclusion, connection to org EDI goals

Program section
80 points

This section focuses on understanding cost 
assumptions and calculations of the budget.

Budget section
20 points

70% 
of total 
points 
highly 

focused 
on equity
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For applications in 2024-25, as we consider scores in the future, keep in mind how scores are correlated with an application’s emphasis and focus on racial equity, diversity, and inclusion.

This image reminds us that the application for 2024-25 has 3 sections of questions that applicants will answer and the scoring criteria are associated with the questions in those sections. Community Council’s work last fall and winter shaped the questions and scoring criteria that lift up and focus on racial equity, diversity, and inclusion in the application. 

Based on that work, approximately 70% of the total points in the scoring criteria are highly focused on issues of equity. This means scores on applications will be highly correlated to the application’s strength and focus on racial equity, diversity, and inclusion.

In the 2019 grant round, the application asked slightly different questions and had slightly different scoring criteria. Still, scores highly correlated with the applications’ focus and strength on issues of equity, diversity, and inclusion in the applicant organizations and the programs they wanted funded.




Applications: scores, funds requested
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This graph is called a scatterplot. Each dot represents a single application. The graph shows the application score on the left/vertical y-axis. Please note that no application scored lower than 50 (which is why the vertical/y-axis does not go to 0.) The highest score was 98. The horizontal/x-axis (bottom) shows the total annual dollars the application requested. The minimum was $100k, and the maximum was $675k. The dots are color coded by program area.

The dark lines on the graph help show 2 helpful thresholds. The dark vertical line marks the average annual amount of grants funds requested, $337k. The dark vertical line splits the graph, showing the number of applications that wanted more or less than $337 in annual grant funds. The dark horizontal line shows the average score (85 points of 100) across all applications in 2019. The dark horizontal line splits the graph, showing the number of applications that scored over or under 85. 

The 2 dark lines help divide the graph in 4 quadrants: higher scoring/lower cost (upper left); higher scoring/higher cost (upper right); lower scoring/lower cost (bottom left); lower scoring/higher cost (bottom right). 



Pair Discussion (3 min) 

• What do you learn looking at the 
graphics?

• What don’t these graphics tell 
you?  

• What confusions do you have 
about the graphics? 
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Ask Group B to rotate clockwise, note 3 min for pair discussion & halfway time call 




Applications: funding priorities
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This graph looks at the number of applications, in a program area, that proposed to address each funding priority in that program area. The program areas and their funding priorities are listed on the Y-axis or left hand/vertical side of the graph. The bars follow the x-axis or bottom of the graph to show the number of applications that propose to address a funding priority.

The funding priorities on this slide are short-hand wording for the 2024-25 funding priorities. Keep in mind the funding priorities came from the community engagement process that Community Council shaped, and Council adopted those priorities after reflecting on results from the community engagement process. The data in this slide, and the next slide are fake. We made them up as an example for practice.

This colors for the bars correspond to a program area. Applications in this graph are counted multiple times, for each funding priority they selected. An application that proposed to address 3 different funding priorities in the program area is counted 3 times in this graph.

For example, in Mentoring, the size of the bar for youth leadership skills is small and the size of the bar for social connections/affirming identities is large. The numbers after the bar show how many applications proposed to address each funding priority. (Again, these are made up data for the sake of this exercise.)



Applications: funding priorities
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This graph is just like the one on the previous page, but it looks at the other 3 program areas. 

Keep in mind that the funding priorities on this slide are short-hand wording for the 2024-25 funding priorities and the priorities reflect what Council shaped and recommended, resulting from the community engagement process.  

Like the last slide these data are fake; they are only for example and practice.

This colors for the bars correspond to a program area. Applications in this graph are counted multiple times, for each funding priority they selected. An application that proposed to address 3 different funding priorities in the program area is counted 3 times in this graph.




Pair Discussion (3 min) 

• What do you learn looking at the 
graphics?

• What don’t these graphics tell 
you?  

• What confusions do you have 
about the graphics? 
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Ask Group B to rotate clockwise, note 3 min for pair discussion & halfway time call 
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