ATTACHMENT 1
Puget Sound Tax Payers Accountability Account -- Motion 14923 Response
[bookmark: _GoBack]The King County Council adopted Motion 14923 directing Council staff to develop a report on the newly created Puget Sound Taxpayers Accountability Account (Account) and provide options for determining the best use for the funding. The Motion requested:
1) A discussion of the legislature’s intent when it created the account
2) A broad listing of allowable uses for funding from the account
3) Strategies for determining unmet needs and how the funds can be used to meet those needs.
Below is a report from King County Council staff requested by Motion 14923.

Background
Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Account. The Washington State Legislature created an account in the state treasury called the Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Account (Account) as a part of the 2015 transportation funding legislation (SB 5987). The account is funded by a sales and use tax offset fee of 3.25% of total payments made by Sound Transit on the cost of Sound Transit 3 construction projects. State law exempts projects constructed with Sound Transit 3 funds from the state sales and use tax of 6.5%, but requires Sound Transit to pay the offset until $518 million of payments are made to the account.
Funds from the account are to be distributed to King, Pierce and Snohomish counties proportionally based on each county’s population that lives within Sound Transit’s jurisdictional boundaries. King County is estimated to receive $315 million in total funding between now and 2035. However, the funding amounts are based on the construction timeline for Sound Transit 3 projects, which results in uneven distribution of funds over the period.

	Estimated Distributions from Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Account 
(dollars in thousands)

	Year
	King 
	Pierce 
	Snohomish
	Total

	2018
	 $                       3 
	 $                     1 
	 $                  1 
	 $                     5 

	2019
	 $                  363 
	 $                142 
	 $                91 
	 $                595 

	2020
	 $              4,133 
	 $            1,613 
	 $          1,035 
	 $            6,781 

	2021
	 $              6,376 
	 $            2,489 
	 $          1,596 
	 $          10,461 

	2022
	 $              7,439 
	 $            2,904 
	 $          1,862 
	 $          12,205 

	2023
	 $            10,945 
	 $            4,273 
	 $          2,740 
	 $          17,958 

	2024
	 $            12,233 
	 $            4,776 
	 $          3,062 
	 $          20,071 

	2025
	 $            13,021 
	 $            5,083 
	 $          3,260 
	 $          21,364 

	2026
	 $            14,358 
	 $            5,605 
	 $          3,594 
	 $          23,558 

	2027
	 $            11,366 
	 $            4,437 
	 $          2,845 
	 $          18,649 

	2028
	 $            10,985 
	 $            4,288 
	 $          2,750 
	 $          18,023 

	2029
	 $            18,028 
	 $            7,038 
	 $          4,513 
	 $          29,578 

	2030
	 $            28,975 
	 $          11,311 
	 $          7,253 
	 $          47,540 

	2031
	 $            39,102 
	 $          15,265 
	 $          9,788 
	 $          64,155 

	2032
	 $            36,007 
	 $          14,056 
	 $          9,013 
	 $          59,076 

	2033
	 $            34,349 
	 $          13,409 
	 $          8,598 
	 $          56,357 

	2034
	 $            44,421 
	 $          17,341 
	 $       11,120 
	 $          72,882 

	2035
	 $            23,613 
	 $            9,218 
	 $          5,911 
	 $          38,742 

	Total
	 $          315,719 
	 $        123,250 
	 $       79,032 
	 $        518,000 

	Distribution of funds based on 2015 Sound Transit service area population distribution estimates


Counties may use the funds only for “educational services to improve educational outcomes in early learning, K-12, and higher education, including, but not limited to, for youths that are low-income, homeless, or in foster care, or other vulnerable populations,” (RCW 43.79.520). Each county will need to make a determination how to use the funds within these guidelines.

Legislative Intent
The Account was created by the Washington State Legislature in 2015 via amendment (AMH FARR MUNN 576) to Senate Bill 5987 during the House floor debate. Because provisions creating the Puget Sound Taxpayer’s Accountability Account were adopted so late in the legislative process, the provisions were never discussed during committee deliberations in either state legislative body. The floor speech in the House to support adoption of the amendment was not instructive as to the legislature’s intent. The Senate voted to simply accept the House amendments without debate on the policy changes. 
Former state Representative Jessyn Farrell further clarified the legislature’s intent during a special meeting of the King County Council’s Committee of the Whole on July 6, 2017. (Ms. Farrell is credited with creating the Account by authoring the relevant amendment.) 
Ms. Farrell stated that the Legislature intended for the funds to help at risk or homeless youth in the Puget Sound region and that the legislature provided the counties a great deal of flexibility so the counties could determine the transformative use of these funds.
State law is also illuminating as to the legislative intent, however the language is more suggestive than binding.
Counties may use the funds only for “educational services to improve educational outcomes in early learning, K-12, and higher education, including, but not limited to, for youths that are low-income, homeless, or in foster care, or other vulnerable populations,” (RCW 43.79.520). Each county will need to make a determination how it is going to use the funds within these guidelines.

Allowable Uses
State law specific states that funds must be used for “educational services to improve educational outcomes” and does not limit the use of funds to specific educational systems. 
Potential Bonding of Revenue Stream. State law does not provide for counties to bond this revenue stream. This lack of specific authorization has been identified in the past by County bond counsel as a potential obstacle for bonding. Additionally, this funding source is subject to appropriation by the legislature to the counties, which may deem the funding source more risky in the eyes of potential bond buyers.
Definition of Educational Services. There is no statutory definition of educational services. Legal research is underway to determine if legislative services includes both operating and capital aspects of educational services.
Leveraging Additional Funds/Public Private Partnerships. The state law has no restrictions on the use of funds that would restrict the funds from being used to leverage qualifying federal or private sector grants or loans.

Strategies to Understand Unmet Needs
Council Motion 14923 also requested “strategies for how King County can identify unmet needs and how the funds can be used to meet those needs including approaches to engage stakeholders and the public in this analysis.”  Below is a discussion of a variety of strategies King County could employ and past examples of where King County has employed these strategies.
King County has a strong track record of providing robust, evidence-based programs to its residents. King County provides human services to a variety of populations through Mental Health and Drug Dependency sales tax (MIDD), the Veteran’s and Human Services Levy (VSHL), and Best Starts for Kids levy (BSK). 
In all of these efforts, the County has used a variety of outreach strategies to gather information about the needs and characteristics of King County residents and communities in order to best deploy scarce resources to achieve specific goals. Similarly, the County’s Youth Action Plan urges King County to intentionally and meaningfully engage with youth, parents, and caregivers as it develops policies and services for children and families, and youth and young adults.
Community Café Model –  The Youth Action Plan, the development process for The Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan, and the MIDD renewal process all used modified versions of the World Café Model called community café’. The aim of the model is for diverse groups of people to participate in heavily structured and facilitated discussions. Groups are assembled to discuss specific questions. Facilitators ensure that all group members participate and that no one group member dominates the conversation.
Community Café structured events usually focus on a few key questions. Example questions that would be helpful in steering conversations on improving educational outcomes include:
· What programs and services are working well in your community?
· Which are not?
· Where are the gaps in programs and services?
· What have you heard of in other parts of the county/country/state/ that you would like to see in your community?
The County could consider conducting several community café style discussions in geographically and culturally diverse communities to better understand the unmet needs in different regions and among different cultural communities. The conversations should also include input from teachers, school administrators, students and parents.
Cost Estimate per Community Café event:   $2,200 per event  
Focus Groups– Focus groups and interviews are designed to obtain qualitative data in from targeted communities. In a focus group setting, small groups of people are led in organized discussions to explore new ideas and to better understand points of view. In this context, focus groups can be used to find unmet needs in traditionally underserved communities and to find areas that pilot projects and innovations can be used to meet the needs of students. BSK and MIDD outreach all gathered data through focus groups and hired outside consultants to conduct the focus group work.
The County could consider using focus groups to refine goals that have yet to be determined and to better understand how specific proposals may impact specific populations or educational systems.
Cost Estimates for Consultant Proctored Focus Group under development:
Interviews – Conducting individual interviews can be very time consuming, but can provided unadulterated responses. Unlike focus groups, individuals are not influenced by thoughts of others and are free to express their ideas and values free from group influence or scrutiny.  Interviews can be conducted formally and informally, and are often used to better understand data collected via focus group or survey. 
The County can start informally interviewing educators, administrators and researches immediately to understand what work is already being conducted to improve educational outcomes and to better understand what current unmet needs data driven research has identified.  In a more formal setting, the County can conduct interviews with parents, teachers and students to better understand individual responses to the types of questions proposed above in the community café model.
Cost Estimates for Interview outreach under development:  
Surveys and Online Engagement -- MIDD, BSK, and VSHSL successfully utilized online engagement strategies to gather further data when conducting the needs assessment. Online engagement is a low cost way to reach a large number of respondents; however, online surveys only gather data from members of the community who are connected to the internet. As with any survey, online engagement strategies need to provide carefully selected questions. 
The Youth Action Plan conducted the King County Youth Survey, which included 10 questions for youth ages 12-24. The survey was open for six weeks and was accessible via a web link or hard copy. The survey receive over 1,000 responses from youth across King County.
The County could consider implementing several focused online engagement campaigns to gather large data sets on unmet educational needs in King County. The surveys should be kept short and relevant to the targeted populations and communities, but should all seek to answer similar questions proposed above in the community café model.
Cost estimates for online engagement and staffing: 
 King County Council Town Halls – The King County Council has a long history of using town hall meetings to proactively highlight issues of regional significance and provide local residents with direct access and input to policymakers. These community meetings provide Councilmembers with supplemental anecdotal data that may not readily translate from a more formal data gathering process. They may also help members better understand how needs differ across the County’s many communities. The Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Account has the potential improve outcomes for youth throughout the region. The Council should consider conducting themed town halls to focus on different student populations and educational strategies, and to touch different areas of the County.
Notes on Translation Services: Many King County events have utilized translation services to reduce barriers for interacting with local government and access to services. The County may choose to provide translation services for any of the previously listed outreach strategies in an effort to align the County’s integration of Equity and Social Justice with community engagement related to the Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Act. 
Cost estimates for translation services per event: $1,795

Research Current Educational Services
In addition to executing outreach strategies listed above , the County could also develop a comprehensive survey of educational service, needs and funding sources at all levels, as well as how the current systems work together to deliver educational outcomes for students in King County. The County could also benefit from understanding future plans and funding sources being contemplated at the state and local levels. Below are the three major educational categories for King County students and proposed research goals for each category. 
Early Learning and Quality Childcare
· Understand where the state subsidized Early Childhood Education and Assistance Program (ECAP) and federally funded Head Start is offered and where the populations who utilize the service live. 
· Understand how the state plans to expand ECAP services and how this expansion will look in different parts of King County. 
· Understand where demand of ECAP services is not being met and why, and where future demand is expected in the long term.
· Determine how Best Starts for Kids funds interact with childcare and early learning facilities and parents.
· Stay up to date on City of Seattle’s efforts to combine and renew its Pre-school and K-12 levies. 
K-12 System
· Understand state and local K-12 funding and how the new state funding formulas effect individual school districts throughout King County. 
· Understand other needs like access to technology.
· Understand unique needs of homeless youth, students in foster care and students who have been exposed to the juvenile justice system.
· Funding gaps for basic services that result from inequitable funding models.
· Gaps in STEM education that prepare people for living wage jobs.
· Gaps in access to work experience that help to build professional networks for students.
· Understand evidence-based K-12 models that help to improve social and economic outcomes for youth as they transition to adulthood.
Higher Education System
· Understand how students access the higher education system and where barriers to entry and matriculation exist, including financial aid and college and career advising.
· Understand causes for low completion rates for post-secondary credentials.
· Determine where the funds be best leveraged to meet the needs of students in King County.
· Understand access to federal and state financial aid as wells as other government and non-government sources of financial assistance at career and technical colleges and four-year institutions. 
Successfully researching these areas will provide a foundational grounding on what resources are already available and where gaps exist.
Cost and staffing estimates of comprehensive research efforts under development	

Options for Next Steps
Before any of the strategies above can be employed, the County must decide the level of effort it is able to exert and the resources it has available to conduct research and outreach. Options range from the County deciding to rely on existing research and information to inform funding decisions, to deciding to dedicate a tremendous amount of staff and financial resources to an extensive, countywide quadrative and qualitative research effort. The chart below illustrates different funding strategies and recommended outreach strategies to inform those efforts.


	Approach
	Pros
	Cons
	Recommended 
Outreach Strategies
	Estimated Cost and Staffing Intensity

	Focused funds in one educational area selected by the County this year (with the understanding the significant funds are not available until 2020)
	1. Funds have the best chance of making a meaningful and lasting impact in a discrete area of the educational system.
2. Evaluating effects of initiative will be simpler.
3. The services can be made available sooner.
	1. Large sectors of the student population and educational system will receive no direct benefit from the intervention. 
2. Large areas of the County might not receive services from the funds.
	1. Interview with subject area experts.
2. One community café with subject matter experts.
3. Council town hall.
	Overall Level of Intensity: Low to Medium.

Duration: 3 months


	Targeted intervention in areas not supported by local, state or federal government
	1. Opportunity to meet an unmet need(s) in an area where little or no funding exists.
2. Presents a chance to support innovative pilot projects.
3. Opportunities to leverage funds may be less restrictive.
	1. Established best practices for use of fund may not exist.
2. Use of funds could be at odds with government supported efforts.
3. May be necessary to set up evaluation strategies that are separate than current systems.
	1. Establish basic understanding off services currently being support by state and local funds.
2. Interviews and focus groups with youth, parents and people who work with youth.
3. 3-5 Community Café’s in different parts of the County.
4. 2 Council Town Halls to receive feedback from County residents.
	Overall Level of Intensity: Medium to High.

Duration: 6 months-12 months

	Full exploration of all options and potential interventions
	1. County will set up program based on a full understanding of students, youth and the educational systems throughout King County.
2. County will have baseline date to assist with future evaluations.
3. Highest level of stakeholder participation can be achieved. 
	1. Evidence may not point to a clear choice for the “best” intervention(s).
2. Needs identified will greatly exceed funding available.
	1. Interviews and focus groups with youth, parents and people who work with youth.
2. 5 Community Café’s in different parts of the County aimed.
3. Council Town Halls to receive feedback from county residents.
4. Utilize online engagement efforts to gather a wider area of information.
	Overall Level of Intensity:
High

Duration 12 -18 months




Recognizing that the state law governing the allowable uses for the funds, the County may also consider formalizing principals for use of the funds regardless of the type of intervention the County choses to explore. Options to consider include:
1) Recognize the unique and medium-term nature of the funds;
2) Meet geographic and social equity needs;
3) Find areas where funds can be leveraged; and
4) Set broad vision for use of funds informed by data collection and outreach efforts.
Formation of Inter-Branch Team
Implementing some or all of the outreach strategies listed above, and making good uses of the data collected, will require intensive work. One option to manage the work flow and communications between the Council and Executive branch would be to form an inter-branch team. This team could jointly execute outreach strategies, synthesis research, and develop funding recommendations for the Council and Executive to consider. Facilitating communication between the Council and Executive branch during the policy drafting process could also be a function of the inter-branch team after the outreach is conducted and data is collected.
Conclusion
Funding from the Puget Sound Taxpayers Accountability Account presents King, Pierce and Snohomish counties with a unique opportunity to improve educational outcomes for students at all levels of the education spectrum. 
Because meaningful funding will not be made available to King County until 2020, the county has time to thoughtfully and thoroughly implement any or all of the outreach strategies discussed above and will benefit tremendously from data and research that has already been conducted by state and local educational institutions and non-profit researchers. 
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