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SUBJECT

A Motion accepting the Best Starts for Kids Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan.

SUMMARY

Proposed Motion 2017-0286.2 would accept the Best Starts for Kids Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan (BSK EPMP), Attachment A to the proposed motion.  The BSK EPMP was required by the Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan, Updated September 19, 2016, and approved by Ordinance 18373. 

Staff have not identified any major divergences between the transmitted BSK EPMP and the policy direction in the preliminary evaluation framework in the BSK Implementation Plan (BSK IP) or in the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Implementation Plan (YFHPI IP).  However, there are some key changes that are reflective of the initiative’s evolution as implementation roll-out has continued.  These changes are aligned with the BSK IP’s articulated intent to work in partnership with communities and other stakeholders to develop its specific programmatic approaches, RFP processes and performance and evaluation approaches.[footnoteRef:2]  Staff concur with the BSK EPMP’s assertions that there are challenges faced by BSK evaluators given the complexity and variety of the BSK initiative. [2:  Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan, Updated September 19, 2016, pgs. 15, 17, 19, 35-39, and 101.] 


Proposed Motion 2017-0286 has been referred first to the Regional Policy Committee as a mandatory referral, and then to the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee. The proposed motion received its first hearing at the Regional Policy Committee on September 13, 2017.  The Regional Policy Committee amended the proposed motion and the attached BSK EPMP as follows:
·  Where the BSK EPMP results and headline indicator language differed from the language in the adopted BSK Implementation Plan, which were identified as technical errors by Executive Staff, the BSK EPMP was amended to align with the adopted BSK IP language;
· Corrected technical errors, confirmed as such by Executive Staff, including a broken hyperlink and correcting the name of a strategy area in a chart.
· The motion’s body was amended to match the title of the motion.
· Language was clarified to ensure that the BSK EPMP was consistent with the BSK levy ordinance with respect to intended expenditures on evlaution from the Communities of Opportunity allocation.

The amended legislation (2017-0286.2) is now before the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee.

BACKGROUND 

Best Starts for Kids. The Best Starts for Kids (BSK) levy that was approved by King County voters in November 2015 is a property tax that will be levied at a rate of $0.14 per $1,000 of assessed valuation in 2016, with an increase of up to three percent for each of the five subsequent years of the levy—2017 through 2021.[footnoteRef:3] Executive staff project that the BSK levy will generate a total of approximately $400 million in revenues over the six-year levy period.  [3:  Ordinance 18088 and Motion 14673.] 


The BSK levy Ordinance 18088, directed that out of the first year's levy proceeds, $19 million be set aside to fund the Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention Initiative as well as the amounts that were necessary to pay for election costs related to the levy. The Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative Implementation Plan (YFHPI IP), which outlines programming under this initiative, was approved by Ordinance 18285 and later updated by Ordinance 18373. All remaining levy proceeds are to be disbursed as follows: 50 percent or an estimated $189,997,000 for the Invest Early Allocation (0-5 year olds); 35 percent or an estimated $129,483,000 for the Sustain the Gain Allocation (5-24 year olds); 10 percent or an estimated $36,996,000 for the Communities Matter Allocation (otherwise known as Communities of Opportunity); and 5 percent or an estimated $18,498,000 for the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation. On the latter, more precisely:

“4. Five percent shall be used to plan, fund, and administer the following:
a. evaluation and data collection activities;
b. activities designed to improve the delivery of services and programs for children and youth and their communities;
c. services identified in subsection B. of this section provided by metropolitan park districts in King County. Of these moneys identified in this subsection C.4.c., an amount equal to the lost revenues to the metropolitan park districts resulting from prorationing as mandated by RCW 84.52.010, up to one million dollars, shall be provided to those metropolitan park districts if authorized by the county council by ordinance; and
d. services identified in subsection B. of this section provided by fire districts, in an amount equal to the lost revenues to the fire districts in King County resulting from prorationing, as mandated by RCW 84.52.010, for those services, to the extent the prorationing was caused solely by this levy and if authorized by the county council by ordinance.”[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Ordinance 18088 Sec. 5.C.4.  ] 


At the time the EPMP was drafted, executive staff estimated that the 2017-2021 total available funds from levy proceeds allocated for the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven allocation to conduct the activities in the proposed BSK EPMP was $16,364,000, with a $3,273,000 annual average.[footnoteRef:5] This estimate accounts for funds set aside for prorationing mitigation[footnoteRef:6] and for funds that had been expended from this allocation at the time the EPMP was written.  These expenditures included funds used to develop the Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan and  funds used to develop and administer the first BSK Health Survey.[footnoteRef:7]  [5:  This is based on a total estimated $18,426,000, representing five percent of estimated collections after amounts for elections costs and for the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative are deducted, minus $1,000,000 of the five percent allocation that is reserved for eligible services provided by prorationed fire and parks districts.]  [6:  The 2017-2018 adopted budget includes three expenditure restrictions related to prorationing.  ER1 restricts $316,000 for eligible services provided by the Si View Metropolitan Parks District in 2016.  ER2 restricts $100,000 for eligible services provided by the Si View Metropolitan Parks District.  ER3 restricts $140,000 for eligible services provided by the Fall City Metropolitan Park District.]  [7:  According to the Implementation Plan, the BSK Health Survey will fill gaps in data and provide information to inform activities and track population-level indicators among King County children ages six months to 12 years. The BSK Health Survey aims to measure health status, risk factors, resiliency, and family/community supports or child-care arrangements, which are measures unavailable in existing data sources and also represent areas that BSK is working to strengthen through the Invest Early strategies. The BSK Health Survey will be one of the primary data sources to measure headline and secondary indicators in the Invest Early strategies. ] 


The following table  is based on  information provided by executive staff and illustrates evaluation-related expenditures from the five percent allocation through June 2017 as well as estimated expenditures through 2017, which would leave an estimated $13,095,469 from the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven allocation for EPMP activities from 2018 onward, assuming spending matches budgeted by the end of 2017, or an estimated $16,364,000 for 2017-2021.

	
	2016 Actuals
	2017 Actuals through 6/30/17

	2017 Budgeted
	2016-2017 Budgeted Total

	5% of BSK Revenue
	$1,466,897
	$1,663,081
	$3,118,993
	$4,585,890

	Prorationing Mitigation Set-Aside
	$316,421
	-
	$278,000
	$594,421

	Available Evaluation Revenue
	$1,150,476
	$1,663,081
	$2,840,993
	$3,991,469

	Evaluation Expenditures
	$799,530
	$762,747
	$2,469,001
	$3,268,531




Evaluation-related expenditures include evaluation staff costs, translation and outreach, data collection and data infrastructure, data dissemination/technical assistance/capacity-building, and estimated external evaluation contracts. In terms of external evaluation, executive staff indicate that the Stopping the School-to-Prison Pipeline strategy’s Theft 3 and Mall Safety pilot will be externally evaluated by Dr. Sarah Walker from the University of Washington Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences.  That evaluation will involve a two-year contract and cost an estimated $100,000. An external evaluation will also be conducted for the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative, this will be discussed in a separate section of this staff report. Additionally, based on costs for the first BSK Health Survey, as conducted by researchers at the University of Washington School of Social Work, the following table provides the estimated budget for the BSK Health Survey through 2021:

	BSK Health Survey Expenditures/Budget
	
	
	
	
	

	 Year
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2017-2021

	 Total Expense
	$115,755
	$280,000
	$230,000
	$230,000
	$264,500
	$264,500
	$1,382,739




The BSK IP and YFHPI IP and Requirements for the BSK EPMP. The Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan, approved by Ordinance 18373, and BSK Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative Implementation Plan, updated by Ordinance 18373, provide some parameters related to the transmittal and implementation timelines, stakeholder involvement and contents of the BSK EPMP.  

Required Transmittal of BSK EPMP, Implementation Timeline and Stakeholder Involvement in EPMP Development. 

EPMP Transmittal and Timeline
The Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan required that the BSK EPMP be transmitted no later than July 1, 2017.  As such, the EPMP was developed as BSK’s initial phases of implementation work moved forward, but had not yet been completed.[footnoteRef:8]  As of the date of this staff report’s writing, BSK implementation staff indicated that they were working with communities and other stakeholders on a range of implementation activities for a range of strategies.  Some programs and strategy areas had already been RFPed or had begun the first phase of implementation through contract amendments, which expanded on some of the BSK-related work the County had already been doing.  Other strategies and programmatic approaches were, as of the writing of this staff report, still being fine-tuned through workgroups, staff collaboration, work with partners, communities and stakeholders, or all three. The EPMP’s level of detail and information, therefore, reflects this reality.  Where possible, council staff have requested, received, and have provided in Attachments 3 and 4 additional information to augment the information in the EPMP.  This additional information provides examples of how the framework in the EPMP is being applied to specific programs.  However, to the extent this plan changes, if at all, executive staff note that the information in Attachments 3 and 4 might need to be re-aligned to any new or different framework elements.   [8:  Ordinance 18373, adopting the BSK Implementation Plan and updating the YFHPI Implementation Plan, was adopted September 19, 2016. ] 


In terms of stakeholder involvement, the BSK Implementation Plan noted an intent that the EPMP would be developed by the data and evaluation team in consultation with staff, an evaluation advisory group, and BSK implementation leads. Additionally, the Implementation Plan more specifically directed that: 
· The Children and Youth Advisory Board  be consulted and  review the portions of the EPMP over which that body has oversight duties; and
· The Communities of Opportunity Advisory Board[footnoteRef:9]  be consulted and  review the portions of the EPMP over which that body has oversight duties. [9:  Ordinance 18220 provides that the Communities of Opportunity Interim Governance Group had the authority until a successor group was established by ordinance to carry out this duty. The successor group (COO-BSK Advisory Board) was established by Ordinance 18442 on December 23, 2016 and was codified in KCC Chapter 2A.300.520.  Council confirmed appointees to this group on July 24, 2017.  The IGG continued to meet between December 2016 and July 2017 and, according to executive staff, reviewed the COO portion of the BSK EPMP.  ] 


Evaluation-Related Policy Direction in the BSK Implementation Plans. Beyond providing for evaluation through the five percent allocation in the BSK levy Ordinance 18088, the BSK Implementation Plan and the YFHPI Implementation Plan provided some additional policy direction related to evaluation and requested specific information. The BSK Implementation Plan provides policy direction related to: 1) evaluation principles, purpose of evaluation, types of evaluation, and prioritizing investments; 2) use of data and equity; 3) the BSK results and the evaluation framework. 

Evaluation Principles, Purpose, Types of Evaluation, and Prioritizing Investments
The BSK Implementation Plan sets out the principles for the BSK evaluation. These are:
· Systematic inquiry – conduct systematic, data-based inquiries
· Integrity – display honesty and integrity in the evaluation process
· Respect for people – respect the security, dignity, time, capacity, and interests of respondents and stakeholders
· Cultural competence – recognize and respond to culturally-different values and perspectives in order to produce work that is honest, accurate, respectful and valid

The BSK Implementation Plan notes that BSK evaluation would be used for two primary purposes—strategic learning and accountability.[footnoteRef:10]  Strategic learning includes the use of data itself to inform ongoing work such as developing or adjusting a strategy or program as well as to understand what programs are effective and why.  The plan acknowledges that this data and information may come from investments in data  (e.g. BSK Health Survey) as well as through implementation staff’s work with communities.[footnoteRef:11]  The BSK Implementation Plan also notes that evaluation timelines may vary by strategies and programs since these will begin at different times and reach their respective conclusions on different schedules.[footnoteRef:12]   [10:  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 97.]  [11:  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 13, 15, and 97.]  [12:  The plan notes that evaluation timelines will accommodate the following:
When a program starts, or when BSK funds become effective
Time needed until each indicator can be measured
Point at which a sufficient number of individuals have reached the outcome to generate a statistically reliable result
When indicator data will be available
When baseline data will be available, if needed
Time needed for data collection, analysis and interpretation of qualitative data
Contractual requirements for reporting process and results data] 


The BSK IP also outlines the considerations executive staff intended to use to determine what types of evaluations would be used for which programs and how evaluation dollars would be prioritized across strategies and programs. The BSK IP notes that there is a continuum of evaluation strategies and that dollars will be prioritized in a way that will optimize the value of evaluation. Since some of the BSK programs have an existing evidence basis, for example, the BSK Implementation Plan notes that these would likely be held accountable using performance monitoring alone.  At the other end of the spectrum, BSK may invest in some innovative strategies, which may benefit from evaluation to inform strategic learning and program improvement, demonstrate impacts, or describe lessons learned.  The BSK IP notes that executive staff may consider the following factors in determining whether a program will be prioritized for more rigorous evaluation:

· Potential for having a big reach related to health equity
· Implementation in new settings or with new populations
· Likelihood of seeing immediate change in indicators of wellbeing or healthy environments
· Filling a gap in the evidence base
· Having sustainable sources of data to be able to track change over time.

Use of Data and Equity
With regard to equity, the BSK IP noted that the BSK evaluation would show data over time and progress toward equity for specified indicators, where data is available.[footnoteRef:13] The BSK IP noted that qualitative data would be used to complement quantitative data as well as to mitigate the limitations of quantitative data.[footnoteRef:14]  The BSK IP also noted that BSK’s objective as it related to inequity is two-fold: 1) through community engagement and data analysis, including investments aimed at expanding the quantity and quality of data, BSK would work to more thoroughly understand inequities across age, race, ethnicity, place, socioeconomic status, gender, sexual orientation, ability, income and immigration status that might exist in K.C; and 2) where such inequities exist, BSK will aim to reduce these through focused funding to address disparities and disproportionalities.[footnoteRef:15]  [13:  Specifically, the BSK Implementation Plan directed that data will be analyzed by key demographic characteristics (for example, by age, race, ethnicity, place, socioeconomic status, gender, and immigration status where data are available).  ]  [14:  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 18.]  [15:  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 19.] 


Communities of Opportunity has an additional equity-related goal articulated in the BSK IP, which is to see a ten percent improvement in health and well-being outcomes over ten years in the COO place-based sites.  The BSK IP notes that the “ten present improvement will be measured from current baseline indicator measures” at the population-level, examples of which are listed and include an increase in life expectancy and a decrease in involuntary displacement of local residents.[footnoteRef:16] With respect to the latter, the BSK IP notes that strategies and evaluation processes regarding displacement will be used to try to avoid a scenario in which health and wellbeing outcomes improve primarily because of displacement of communities of color and lower-income people.[footnoteRef:17]  Additionally, the Executive has indicated that the BSK Health Survey will inform COO and has oversampled in some geographic areas, which may overlap with the COO cultural communities as the cultural community strategy emerges. [16:  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 86.]  [17:  The Executive has subsequently noted that COO data experts are developing methodology to identify neighborhoods at various stages of risk for displacement, ranging from no current risk to already experiencing displacement.  The data will also allow COO partners to customize strategies to stage of risk for that area.] 


Results and Evaluation Framework for Invest Early, Sustain the Gain, and Communities Matter/Communities of Opportunity
The BSK IP provided three overarching results for the three larger BSK allocations:
· Invest Early: Babies are born healthy and are provided with a strong foundation for lifelong health and wellbeing;
· Sustain the Gain: King County is a place where everyone has equitable opportunities to be safe and healthy as they progress through childhood, building academic and life skills to be thriving members of their communities; 
· Communities of Opportunity: Communities offer safe, welcoming and healthy environments that help improve outcomes for all of King County’s children and families, regardless of where they live.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Note that the Communities of Opportunity chapter in the BSK Implementation Plan states this result as follows: Communities offer safe, welcoming, and healthy environments that help improve outcomes for all of King County’s children and families, regardless of where they live or of their race or ethnicity. These result statement differences are not representative of conflicting policy as closing equity gaps, including those due to race or ethnicity, is an intended aspect of the broader BSK initiative. BSK Implementation Plan, Updated Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 86. The EPMP language for this overarching result is shortened.] 


Each of the results above were linked to a set of headline, population-level indicators. In addition to headline indicators, the BSK Implementation Plan included a list of possible secondary, population-level indicators. These indicators were still in development at the time and were provided to exemplify likely secondary indicators. Executive staff have indicated that the process for secondary indicator development will remain somewhat open until all initial BSK investments for the initiative are made and may re-open as the initiative moves forward and if programs are changed, added, or eliminated. 

According to executive staff, there is a research basis linking secondary indicators to one or several headline indicators. In the BSK Implementation Plan, Council directed that the following three secondary indicators be included in the EPMP as part of the process for finalizing secondary indicators:
· A secondary indicator or several secondary indicators that explore a broader measure of success than whether or not a youth or young adult is either employed or in school;
· A secondary indicator that tracks civic activity for youth 18-24 years old; and
· A secondary indicator that tracks reduced contact with the criminal justice system.

Unlike headline and secondary indicators, which are population-based measures to which BSK is expected to contribute, BSK will be accountable for performance measures, which involve individuals who are directly served by programs funded through the BSK levy.  While secondary and headline indicators were selected in relation to planned BSK investments—secondary indicators that have been selected and that will be selected took or will take into account BSK investments and headline indicators are larger goals that quantify the BSK results statements—it cannot be said that a BSK funded activity will cause a particular change in an indicators as many other things may change these indicators.[footnoteRef:19]  Change, also, may not be the only measure of a positive contribution in terms of these indicators as no negative change, if other conditions in the region that could have a negative influence on these indicators occur during the levy investment period, may be indicative of a positive contribution; in other words, and indicator may be holding steady where it might have otherwise worsened in part because of the BSK contributions. [19:  The BSK IP indicates that some intermediate measures may take the form of performance measures that are specific to BSK investments, population-level indicators that the investments are most likely to change within ten years, and qualitative data to complement qualitative measures.  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated September 19, 2016, pg. 15. COO is one program where intermediate measures is more likely to span a range of types.] 


On the other hand, the BSK Implementation Plan envisioned that all BSK programs would have performance metrics associated with them. These performance metrics aim to provide accountability and their identification is dependent on reaching the final implementation stages for any specific program. The Implementation Plan notes that: 1) these will be determined in the development of RFPs or specific project-level funding approaches in conjunction with grantees; and 2) targets and measures will be reviewed on a pre-determined (such as annual) basis over the life of the levy. Executive staff indicate that they intend to include grantee-specific performance activities in all BSK contracts.  What these activities will look like, they indicate, will depend on the stage of implementation of contracted activities.  For established programs, for example, specific activities and targets will be identified (e.g. serve 1000 children in the year; proportion of School-Based Health Center users who receive a standardized risk assessment).  For novel programs, for example, milestones will be used to hold grantees accountable (e.g. develop an annual work plan by 30 days after contract is executed; develop a toolkit by a certain date, etc.)

Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative
Per Ordinance 18088, which submitted the BSK levy to the voters, $19 million of the first year levy proceeds was included to plan, provide, and administer a youth and family homelessness prevention initiative. Ordinance 18088 directed the County Executive to submit an implementation plan to the County Council by March 1, 2016 for approval relating to the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative (YFHPI). The YFHPI Implementation Plan was approved by Council on May 9, 2016 with Ordinance18285, and subsequently updated on September 19, 2016 by Ordinance 18373.[footnoteRef:20]  The YFHPI Implementation Plan required an independent evaluation of the YFHPI. The BSK Implementation Plan noted that DCHS would seek to obtain philanthropic funding to secure outside evaluation on program outcomes on the effectiveness of the YFHPI program model.  It further noted that the County anticipated it would use funds consistent with the BSK levy Ordinance 18088 five percent allocation to support this independent evaluation as well and that any philanthropic funds for such an evaluation would be used to supplement the levy funds used.  Additionally, both, the BSK IP and the YFHPI IP, required an evaluation on the first year and a half of the YFHPI to be completed no later than June 1, 2019; this evaluation is required to be transmitted as part of the required YFHPI annual report. [20:  Per Ordinance 18373, a report describing the people served and outcomes of the YFHPI was due to Council by May 27, 2017. Motion 14901, passed by Council on July 5, 2017, fulfilled this requirement. No additional reporting for the YFHPI is required in 2017.] 


Executive staff have indicated that DCHS has received a planning grant in the amount of $95,808.00 from the Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (J-PAL) to assess the feasibility of a randomized evaluation for the YFHPI.  This is further discussed in the analysis section.

Updates to the BSK EPMP
The Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan provides that updates to the BSK EPMP will be reported as part of the BSK Annual Performance and Evaluation Report.[footnoteRef:21]   [21:  BSK Implementation Plan, Updated  Sept. 19, 2016, pg. 103.] 


RPC Amendments to the BSK EPMP 
The proposed motion received its first hearing at the Regional Policy Committee on September 13, 2017.  The Regional Policy Committee amended the proposed motion and the attached BSK EPMP as follows:
· where the BSK EPMP results and headline indicator language differed from the language in the adopted BSK Implementation Plan, which were identified as technical errors by Executive Staff, the BSK EPMP was amended to align with the adopted BSK IP language;
· corrected technical errors, confirmed as such by Executive Staff, including a broken hyperlink and correcting the name of a strategy area in a chart;
· the motion’s body was amended to match the title of the motion;
· language was clarified to ensure that the BSK EPMP was consistent with the BSK levy ordinance with respect to intended expenditures on evlaution from the Communities of Opportunity allocation.

Audit of BSK EPMP
The Auditor’s Office adopted biennial audit work plan includes an audit of the Best Starts for Kids Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan.  The Auditor’s Office has set the following scope and objective information for the BSK EPMP:

Scope: 
The audit will examine the Best Starts for Kids Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan transmitted to the Council on June 30, 2017 and supporting information for the Best Starts for Kids initiative.

Objectives:
· What insights will the planned evaluations and measurement provide about the performance and effectiveness of the Best Starts for Kids initiative?
· To what extent will the activities and products described in the Best Starts for Kids Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan result in useful and reliable information and ensure accountability to policymakers and the public?

The Auditor’s office has indicated a likely audit completion date of November 7, 2017. They have prepared some remarks for today’s meeting. 

ANALYSIS
Staff have not identified any major divergences between the transmitted BSK EPMP and the policy direction in the preliminary evaluation framework in the BSK IP or in the YFHPI IP.  However, there are some key changes that are reflective of the initiative’s evolution as implementation roll-out has continued.  Further, these changes are in keeping with the BSK IP’s articulated intent to work in partnership with communities and other stakeholders to develop its specific programmatic approaches, RFP processes and performance and evaluation.[footnoteRef:22]  Such an implementation process can be more time-consuming and open-ended. Additionally, staff concur with the BSK EPMP’s assertions that there are challenges faced by BSK evaluators given the complexity and variety of the BSK initiative. Finally, executive staff have noted that finalization of all performance metrics and of outstanding secondary indicators is expected to continue being an iterative process until the first round of programs and contracts have been settled.  Executive staff note that this process may re-open as needed and have indicated an intent to update in the BSK annual report any changes to the EPMP as provided in the BSK IP. [22:  Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan, Updated September 19, 2016, pgs. 15, 17, 19, 35-39, and 101.] 


The sub-sections below provide a more detailed analysis of the EPMP.

Organization of the BSK EPMP
The BSK EPMP is organized into four sections and six exhibits.  These can be summarized at a high-level as follows:

Section 1. This section provides the background and context for BSK including:
· A reiteration of the BSK results[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Executive staff have noted that changes to this language between the BSK Implementation Plan and the EPMP were not intended to reflect changes to the policy outlined in the BSK IP and were, in some cases, technical errors.] 

· An overview of the BSK funding allocations and the programmatic approaches under each
· A graphic of the BSK Theory of Change that incorporates:
· The BSK Vision
· BSK’s four primary investments and their respective strategies
· BSK’s expected outcomes
· Children, youth and families served by BSK strategies increase protective factors & decrease risk factors
· Positive changes for communities, providers, policies & systems that lead to reduced racial disparities
· All children, youth, and families in King County benefit from community & system changes, increase protective factors and decrease risk factors
· BSK’s expected Results
[image: ]Section 2. This section sets the framework for Evaluation and Performance Measurement in BSK including:
· Setting the overarching question underpinning all BSK Evaluation:  

“To what extent and in what ways has the BSK initiative improved health and well-being and advanced equity for children, youth, families and communities in King County?”

· Stating the primary goals of BSK evaluation and performance measurement: 1) strategic learning, and 2) accountability.
· Discussing the BSK Data and Evaluation Team’s overall approach to evaluation and performance measurement
· Outlining the principles of evaluation and performance measurement: 1) equity, 2) high professional evaluation standards, and 3) transparency in interpreting and reporting findings.
· Outlines Population-Level Accountability including:
· Headline indicators for the Invest Early, Sustain the Gain and Communities Matter/Communities of Opportunity allocations (See Attachment 3)
· Secondary indicators for the Invest Early and Sustain the Gain allocations (See Attachment 3)

· Outlines Performance Measurement-Level Accountability including:
· Prioritization of evaluation resources
· Summary of evaluation types and purposes as well as provides examples of the types of programs that may be well-suited for each
· Notes that each program will have a performance measure in three domains
· How much did we do?
· How well did we do it?
· Is anyone better off?
· Provides a summary chart of the expected reporting timeline across BSK

Section 3. This section describes the evaluation methods and resources for the Invest Early (Prenatal – 5 Years) and the Sustain the Gain (5 – 24 Years) Strategies including:
· Information on the BSK Health Survey
· A break-down of funding allocations and activities as follows:
	Funding Allocation and Activities


	Conducted and managed by DCHS/PHSKC with external organizations involved as needed:

	
Data collection and data management infrastructure
· Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative database
· Best Starts for Kids Health Survey
· Quantitative database development and data collection

	
	
Internal population indicator analyses, performance measurement and evaluation activities (DCHS/PHSKC)
· Population indicator analyses
· Performance measurement analyses and reporting
· Developmental and process evaluation for selected programs
· Technical assistance and evaluation capacity building activities with grantees


	
	
Dissemination and interpretation of findings
· Community data interpretation 
· Reports, data briefs, information sharing, dissemination for community organizations and other non-technical audiences 
· BSK Indicators interactive data website


	External organizations lead, with DCHS/PHSKC involvement
	
External evaluation and consultation, including
· Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative evaluation 
· Stopping the School to Prison Pipeline 
· Focus groups, interviews and other rigorous qualitative evaluation
· Other external consultation (to be determined)

	
	

	
2017-2021 Annual Average
$3,273,000 

2017-2021 Total
$16,364,000
	TOTAL for Evaluation and Performance Measurement of Invest Early (Prenatal – 5 Years), Sustain the Gain (5 – 24 Years) and Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative



· An outline of the challenges related to evaluating the BSK initiative including:
· The potential impact of external factors such as federal or state changes in funding or policies beyond the control of BSK 
· Wide variation in programs and strategies and the need to tailor evaluation approaches depending on the type of funded activity, funding amount and duration, and stage of program implementation 

Section 4. This section describes the evaluation methods and resources for Communities of Opportunity including:
· Restating that Communities of Opportunity (COO) will help achieve the third BSK result: 

“Communities offer safe, welcoming and healthy environments that help improve 
outcomes for all of King County’s children and families, regardless of where they 
live.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  The Executive has indicated that COO’s strategies (learning communities, place-based and cultural communities, and institution, policy and systems change) will collectively work in concert to contribute to BSK’s third result.] 


· Stating the overarching research question for Communities of Opportunity, incorporating the four COO result areas of community connections, housing, health and economic conditions:

“To what extent and in what ways has the initiative’s cross-cutting strategies strengthened community connections and increased equity (by race, place and income) in housing, health and economic conditions in King County.”

· Providing a description of the unique challenges related to evaluating an initiative like COO, including:
· the fact that systemic change is not linear, predictable or controllable;
· the continually changing environment in which COO operates; and
· the initiative’s multi-faceted approach
· Describing the methodology anticipated for COO evaluation, which is designed to “understand the context for if, where, and how changes happened” and may include ripple effect mapping to show the intended and unintended changes  
· Short-term process and impact measures that are not yet definitely determined, examples of which are included in the graphic provided in the EPMP and included below, would be aimed at capturing the “how much” and “how well” COO is building community capacity toward more equitable policies, systems and community conditions 
· Assessment of changes to policies, systems and community conditions, as well as estimated individuals reached by those changes would be evaluated by intermediary evaluation measures
· Performance measures to evaluate “Is anyone better off” will be developed as investments emerge
· Provides a summary of COO’s Theory of Change, which executive staff note has evolved since the adoption of the BSK IP in light of additional implementation work
[image: ] 

· Notes that evaluation funding for the COO result area will come from the ten percent Communities Matter allocation rather than from the five percent Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven allocation

Exhibits: There are six exhibits attached to the BSK EPMP as follows:
· Exhibit A – Provides additional background on the Results Based Accountability and its influence on the BSK framework, outlines the Headline Indicators and outlines the difference between these and Secondary Indicators
· Exhibit B – Provides a description of population health data sources for Headline and Secondary Indicators, including flagging indicators for which a data source is yet to be determined, and depicts a data snapshot example
· Exhibit C – Provides a list of programs and identified performance measures for programs that had identified these at the time that the EPMP was authored.  Attachment 4 to this staff report updates this information.  This exhibit also provides a chart with examples of potential performance measures by type of activity.
· Exhibit D – Provides a glossary of terms used in the EPMP
· Exhibit E – Provides information on the evaluation advisory group membership
· Exhibit F – Provides information on the data and evaluation team staff
 


Evaluation Framework and Alignment with BSK IP and YFHPI IP
Generally, the EPMP aligns with the BSK IP and YFHPI IP.  Staff has identified the following differences and nuances:

Evaluation Goals: The broad evaluation question for the Invest Early and Sustain the Gain allocations as well as the evaluation question for the Communities Matter allocation are outlined in the EPMP and not in the BSK IP, which executive staff note is a result of further implementation planning in the interim.

BSK Results Language: The BSK IP included amended language for the BSK results with a goal of uniformity and grammatical consistency.  These amendments were not intended to change the policy behind the BSK results.  The BSK EPMP does not, in places, reflect these changes to the BSK IP results language.  Executive staff indicate that this is a technical error and not indicative of a departure from adopted policy.

Headline Indicators Language: As with the BSK results, where headline indicator language differs slightly between the BSK IP and the transmitted BSK EPMP, executive staff indicate that these changes are not reflective of a departure from adopted policy but, rather, either technical errors or intentional short-hand to accommodate charts.

Secondary Indicators Substantive Changes and Groupings:  The BSK IP included a list of possible secondary indicators. As implementation planning and roll-out has progressed, this list evolved into the list provided in the BSK EPMP for the Invest Early and Sustain the Gain allocations. Executive staff indicate that as implementation planning and roll-out continues, there is potential for some secondary indicators to shift and change in order to better relate these to the activities that are actually being funded by the initiative.  Executive staff provided a summary of the following methodology that was used to finalize the list of secondary indicators in the BSK EPMP.  It is expected that a similar methodology would continue to be used in future adjustments. It included receiving and incorporating input from stakeholders, evaluating scientific research to determine the connection between headline and secondary indicators, evaluating the strength of potential secondary indicators (relevance to BSK strategies, equity, data power, and likelihood to change in a short period of time), incorporating Council direction, and final stakeholder approval of a revised list.
 
This process also resulted in some indicators being renamed or combined for these allocation areas.  For example, “parental connection and social support” in the BSK IP is now named “family supports” in the BSK EPMP. “Employment and earnings” and “enrollment in post-secondary education” are now combined into a singular indicator called “education and employment.”

Council-Directed Secondary Indicators:  In the BSK IP, the Council directed the executive to add three specific secondary indicators.  These have been added to the BSK EPMP as follows:
· A secondary indicator or several secondary indicators that explore a broader measure of success than whether or not a youth or young adult is either employed or in school 
· This indicator has been identified as being measured by five other secondary indicators: Strong family relationships, strong peer relationships, belief in the ability to succeed, civic activity, and reduced justice system involvement
· A secondary indicator that tracks civic activity for youth 18-24 years old
· A secondary indicator “young adults participate in civic activity and are engaged” as tracked by percentage of young adults ages 18-24 who are registered and vote in elections, has been added
· A secondary indicator that tracks reduced contact with the criminal justice system
· A secondary indicator “reduced justice system involvement and recidivism” as tracked by percentage of youth with justice system involvement, has been added

Communities of Opportunity Secondary Indicators: The BSK EPMP does not include secondary indicators for Communities of Opportunity while the BSK IP provided some potential examples of secondary indicators for COO.  Executive staff subsequently noted that “The development of secondary indicators is pending review of scopes of work identified in contracts with COO partners. If the portfolio of work is disparate, it may be determined that secondary indicators are unnecessary and evaluation activities will focus on both the headline indicators and how the funded activities contribute to COO results.” 

Communities of Opportunity Performance:  There are no identified performance measures in the COO section of the EPMP.  Executive staff indicate that this is because implementation planning is not far enough along for COO, as an initiative to know what the particular investments, beyond investments in COO’s original three place-based sites, will be.  And, in the case of existing place-based sites, executive staff is still working to determine the appropriate performance based measures.  It is expected that these performance measures will be identified in subsequent annual BSK reports as these are developed.[footnoteRef:25]   [25:  Possible examples of various types of measures are included in the EPMP.] 


Unlike for the Invest Early and Sustain the Gain allocations, the COO portion of the EPMP identifies an intermediate set of research-based measures that will be used to evaluate the COO policy and system change component.   These measures are not defined in the EPMP.  Executive staff indicate that some of these measures are drawn from nationally recognized best practices to evaluate such programs[footnoteRef:26] and have subsequently provided the following definitions: [26:  See A User’s Guide to Advocacy Evaluation Planning from the Harvard Family Planning Project.] 

· Increased knowledge and skills: Organizational Capacity is defined as “The ability of an organization or coalition to lead, adapt, manage, and technically implement an advocacy strategy.” Examples of measures include increased knowledge about advocacy, mobilizing, or organizing tactics, improved media skills and contacts, and increased ability to get and use data.
· Strengthen relationships: Partnerships or Alliances are defined as “Mutually beneficial relationships with other organizations or individuals who support or participate in an advocacy strategy.” Examples of measures include new or stronger organizational relationships developed and new relationships with unlikely partners.
· Mobilize/engage residents: New Advocates is defined as “Previously unengaged individuals who take action in support of an issue or position.” Examples of measures include new advocates recruited, new constituencies represented among advocates, and new advocate actions to support issue.
· Develop shared policy agenda: Partnerships or Alliances are defined above. Collaboration and Alignment is defined as “Individuals or groups coordinating their work and acting together.” Examples of measures include new organizations signing on as collaborators, policy agenda alignment among collaborators, and collaborative actions taken among organizations.
· More equitable policy/systems: Improved Services and Systems is defined as “Programs and services that are higher quality and more accessible, affordable, comprehensive, or coordinated.” Examples of measures are more programs offered, easier access to programs or services, higher quality services, and more affordable services. Positive Social and Physical Conditions is defined as “Better circumstances and surroundings for people, communities, or society in general.” Examples of measures include more affordable housing options across the region and more voter participation among historically underrepresented communities.

In addition, the Interim Governance Group felt that the following additional interim measure should be used to evaluate short-term process and impacts around increased capacity:
· More equitable types of capital investments: This measure will be determined with guidance from the external evaluator. 

Equity
Generally, the BSK IP equity-related policy direction is reflected in the BSK EPMP.  Some data sources only provide for disaggregated data with respect to some of the categories called out in the BSK IP.  Ability, for example, may be captured at the performance metric level for relevant strategies whereas it may not be capturable at the headline indicator-level due to inadequacy of that data.  On the other hand, where the County is creating the data source, as is the case with the BSK Health Survey, executive staff indicate that efforts such as oversampling, outreach and translation are being undertaken to ensure accurate, reliable and representative data. In conducting their equity analysis, executive staff have indicated that they are cognizant of the challenges of collecting certain types of data in light of the overall context within which providers and program participants may intersect. 

Further, the EPMP notes that advancing equity will also be measured by supporting grantees in gathering narrative reports on improvements that have been made to serve diverse communities better and gathering feedback from program participants on how services incorporate equity goals and cultural humility. 

COO Target Health and Wellbeing Outcomes for Placed Based Sites: the Communities of Opportunity portion of the BSK IP included the following language:

“The initial goal of COO is to see a ten percent improvement in health and well-being outcomes over ten years in COO place-based sites. The ten percent improvement will be measured from current baseline indicator measures.  Examples of these population-level improvements include an increase in life expectancy and a decrease in involuntary displacements for local residents.”[footnoteRef:27] [27:  BSK Implementation Plan, p. 86] 


The BSK IP describes the baseline period as “current” measures from which the COO ten percent improvement at the population-level will be measured.[footnoteRef:28]  Executive staff have subsequently indicated that in order to produce reliable estimates for COO place-based sites, they will need to combine five years of data.  For the existing three place-based sites, executive staff indicate that they intend to track changes over time between the baseline data period, which they have set as 2010-2015, compared to any changes ten years later, 2020-2025. Executive staff also indicate they are still working on the challenge of evaluating and accounting for involuntary displacement, which may impact the changes seen over time in place-based communities. [28:  BSK Implementation Plan, p. 86] 


Technical Assistance and Capacity Building
While all three major allocations of the BSK initiative (Invest Early, Sustain the Gain and Communities Matter/Communities of Opportunity) as well as the YFHPI include some component of technical assistance and capacity building, the EPMP does not include a separate evaluation protocol for this work.  The EPMP states that as part of the scope of work for the Evaluation and Performance Management funding allocation, BSK Data and Evaluation team will share data resources with communities, discuss ways to use data to support strong applications for funding, and provide technical assistance and evaluation capacity building to support grantee evaluation and performance measurement activities. However, executive staff states that other than quality control and program adjustments, as typically happens through program implementation, there is no intent to evaluate the effectiveness of technical assistance and capacity building efforts.

YFHPI
According to executive staff, the YFHPI is minimally addressed in the BSK EPMP due to its different evaluation timeline and requirements.  Executive staff have provided the following additional information to augment the transmitted plan.  Namely, development of the evaluation framework for this initiative is ongoing as a result of the planning grant for external evaluation that has been received.

In May 2017, the Department of Community and Human Services was notified by the Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (J-PAL) that it was selected for the planning grant to evaluate the YFHPI. According to executive staff, J-PAL is affiliated with MIT and a network of world-renowned researchers and matches grantees with a research organization within the network to provide technical support and other assistance. The Lab for Economic Opportunities (LEO) at University of Notre Dame will be DCHS’s partner from the J-PAL network and implement the planning grant. The J-PAL planning grant is up to a year and will assess the feasibility of a randomized evaluation. Once the planning grant is completed, J-PAL will determine whether they will fund the evaluation. J-PAL will provide high-level support and guidance to LEO and DCHS for evaluation during the planning phase and will be the funder if DCHS is selected for the evaluation. DCHS indicates that it may get selected and receive funding to implement the randomized evaluation, but if not, it hopes to leverage partnership with LEO and seek to pursue other resources. LEO has many years of experience and expertise conducting housing evaluation and may seek other resources and opportunities with DCHS to conduct the evaluation of YFHPI. 
According to executive staff, for the YFHPI, two draft headline indicators that may be tracked are “youth and families not experiencing homelessness” and “youth not chronically absent from school.” These indicators will need to be vetted by the service providers. No secondary indicator has been identified and the YFHPI will only track the headline indicators.  
Aside from the evaluation activities identified for an external evaluation, executive staff indicate that internal DCHS staff will be responsible for tracking, monitoring, and reporting on the performance measures. It is their intent to collect and analyze performance metrics and fulfill other requirements specified in the YFHPI Implementation Plan (e.g., audits) should outside funding fall short.
Available Allocation and Funding Priorities
The EPMP reflects the BSK IP’s policy around prioritizing evaluation resources.  One additional consideration that will be used to prioritize evaluation resources has been added to the EPMP: High interest from stakeholders such as council, community-based organizations, grantees, Evaluation Advisory Group, Children and Youth Advisory Board, and Communities of Opportunity Advisory Board (as applicable).

Executive staff have indicated that the current EPMP includes a $510,000 contingency that derives from unspent balances carried over from previous years.  The total evaluation budget will be continuously monitored and tracked as will activities and scope of work before contracting for any evaluation activities.  Additionally, DCHS and Public Health will aim to seek external resources to supplement BSK levy funds.

INVITED
· Sheila Capestany, Strategic Advisor, Children and Youth, DCHS
· Eva Wong, Epidemiologist, Assessment, Planning, Development and Evaluation, PHSKC
· June Lee, Community and Human Services Administrator, Director’s Office, DCHS
· Nadine Chan, Assistant Chief, Assessment, Planning, Development and Evaluation, PHSKC

ATTACHMENTS
1. Proposed Motion 2017-0286.2
A. Attachment A to PM 2017-0286.2: Best Starts for Kids Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan, Updated September 13, 2017
2. Transmittal letter
3. BSK Headline and Secondary Indicator Crosswalk
4. Updated BSK Performance Measures
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