Beneficiary Projects Initiative (BPIl) Grants

Background

« Supports peer-led programs for beneficiaries with mental illness, developmental
disabilities, and related conditions.

* Founded on peer-based recovery and mutual aid principles since the early 2000s.
Purpose
« Empower beneficiaries to lead recovery and wellness services.

» Build a strong peer workforce and prevent costly hospitalizations/incarcerations.

» Serve those with complex needs outside traditional services.
Scope
» Funds grassroots, peer-driven recovery supports and skill-building programs.

» Provides capacity building, training, and service delivery statewide.




Data Methods

Data Sources

» Grantee-reported data were extracted from annual performance reports submitted to the Trust
for each BPI grant.

Framework
» All data were reviewed and aligned with the Results-Based Accountability (RBA) framework,
focusing on:
*  How Much Did We Do?
* How Well Did We Do It?
* Is Anyone Better Off?

Limitations:

» Data collection and reporting were disrupted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which may
have affected completeness and consistency for some years.

» BPI grant programs vary widely in scope, population, and services; direct comparisons
between BPI grants and other Trust grant programs may not be appropriate.




CHOICES

Fiscal Year How Much How Well Better Off (Impact)
(Unduplicated Served) (Client Satisfaction)
FY20 64 51% Improved quality of life (50%,
n=36)
FY21 88 61% Improved quality of life (51%,
n=43)
FY22 139 35-65%* Improved quality of life (88%,

n=66)*

Beneficiaries reported

FY23 64 experience as excellent or|Improved quality of life (100%,

very good in the areas n=27)
assessed
FY24 119 579 Improved quality of life (22%,

n=6)

*Pulled from 4/15/22 interim report




The Web

Fiscal Year How Much How Well Better Off (Impact)

(Unduplicated Served) (Client Satisfaction)
Y20 26 o5 health (64, n-54), and sobriety (87%, no71)
N A v ety
s et s (765, 1-65) and
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Polaris House

Fiscal Year How Much How Well Better Off (Impact)
(Unduplicated Served) (Client Satisfaction)

FY20 94 90% Improved quality of life (90%, n=17)
FY21 81 89% Improved quality of life (90%, n=12)
FY22 82 90% Improved quality of life (90%, n=14)
FY23 65 90% Improved quality of life (95%, n=15-18)

FY24 115 90% Improved quality of life (95%, n=15-18)




NAMI Juneau

Fiscal Year How Much How Well Better Off (Impact)
(Unduplicated Served) (Client Satisfaction)
FY20 91 93% Feedback emphasized the benefits of

programming on behavior management*

FY21 225 100% Improved quality of life (100%, n=24)
FY22 239 96% Improved quality of life (100%, n=33)
FY23 438 100% adults & 89% youth  Improved quality of life (95%, n=21)

Improved quality of life (97%, n=41)

FY24 350 100% adults & 90% youth

* Some data not collected due to the restricted nature of the projects




NAMI Anchorage

Fiscal Year How Much How Well Better Off (Impact)
(Unduplicated Served) (Client Satisfaction)

FY20 214* ] Feedback femBhasued value in
programming

FY21 175* ) Feedback gmghasized value in
programming

FY22 80 100% Participants agreed or strongly agreed that

programming improved functioning **

1ane Improved functioning and quality of life
FY23 40 95-100% (95%, n=50)
Improved functioning and quality of life
FY24 245 100% (88%, n=196)

* Pandemic-related program disruptions led some organizations to move to virtual groups
** Some data not collected due to the restricted nature of the projects
++ NAMI Family to Family post-course survey data




Northern Hope Center

Fiscal Year How Much How Well Better Off (Impact)
(Unduplicated Served) (Client Satisfaction)
FY20 60 90% Improved functioning (90%; n=40)
FY21 100 90% Improved mental health (89%;
n=21)

0 Improved functioning and mental
FY22 150 95% health (89%)
FY23 275 - -
FY24 245 85% Improved functioning (75%; n=100)
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