Small Group Summaries – TFRHS Retreat: 5/13/04
	Session 1:  What Works Well in the Qualitative Analysis and Recommendations


	Overall

	· Continue partnerships; sustain current funding level (5)

	· Preventive/proactive services emphasized (4)

	· Evidence-backed intervention “Best practices” (3)

	· Advocacy is integral part of each strategy (1)

	· Access to & eligibility for services (1)

	· Identification of other system impacts on regional services, e.g. mental health $ -- support advocacy , livable wage effort (1)

	· Strong emphasis on mental health system (1)

	· Quantifying needs critical to success (1)

	· Structure of the recommendations – different levels (1)

	· Recommendations can serve to build areas of common advocacy (1)

	· Abundance perspective / sharing (not competing for) resources (1)

	· Optimal level options (1)

	

	Goal 1:

	· Increasing housing with supportive services (permanent or transitional) (7)

	· Better distribution of available food (5)

	· Utilizing available resources – i.e. food stamps & WIC (1)

	

	Goal 2:

	· Early intervention with children (cross-relation to divert/address people before they have crisis: in-home pediatric, intervene to get food stamps @ court, shoplifting incidents) (4)

	· Culturally appropriate services including language and ESL (+vocational ESL) (4)

	· Promote and fund strategies to help parents/caregivers with nurturing relationships (3)

	· Providing Head Start etc to higher percent of eligibles (1)

	· Home visits for at-risk 1st-time parents (1)

	· Support 2-1-1 (1)

	

	Goal 3:

	· Domestic violence shelter expansion (2)

	· Assess policies & procedures & system linkages in every (and across) jurisdictions (2)

	· Connection between housing system and domestic violence (1)

	· Public education for sexual assault (1)

	

	Goal 4:

	· Fund CHCs to serve all uninsured people of all ages (3)

	· Linked health centers might be better than school-based (reproductive health flashpoints) (2)

	

	Goal 5:

	· Support inclusion of learning disabilities (1)

	

	Session 1: What Is Problematic About Qualitative Analysis And Recommendations


	Focus

	· Doing the same thing doesn’t reduce the problem

	· Investment in crisis services (reactive) vs. preventable services (pro-active) – how do you balance these?

	· More emphasis on root causes

	· Insufficient emphasis on adults/families re: healthcare, education etc.

	· Recommendations don’t look “across the buckets” to address important access gaps, such as:  transportation (esp. in South / North);  cultural competence;  human service infrastructure

	· No real focus on prevention – isn’t there a need for a regional approach, not just local?

	· Need more focus on prevention

	· Focus on long-term (not current) need

	· Focus on “current” challenges vs. long-term solutions / systematic changes

	

	Public Education

	· Doesn’t adequately address advocacy and development of public understanding

	· There should be recommendation about community education (on multiple health & human services, including domestic violence, homelessness etc)

	

	Communication and Roles

	· Improve communications between all sectors

	· Clarify the role between community-based and government-based services (health, education, criminal Justice)

	· Lack of communication about resources (number, capital, expertise) to share

	· Absence of state and education system in regional planning discussion

	· Interconnection between goal areas – don’t create more silos

	

	Cultural Competence

	· Cultural competency needs to be more fully integrated

	· Not enough emphasis on reaching diverse populations

	

	Supporting Information

	· Current level of funding does not account for increased expense, decreased $ value, decreased funding historically

	· Get more experts in to do out of the box thinking/validate

	· Optimum level has to include a decrease in need for services

	· “Other column” services impact regional – how do we address that?

	· What is true need (has this analysis been done)?

	· Issue of data accuracy

	

	Other

	· Are we aware of and implementing best practice?

	· Has efficiency of system been addressed?

	· No system in place to assure a basic service level continues in the event community conditions change. E.g. economic downturns, public emergencies create fast increases in need

	· Fair distribution of services throughout the county

	

	Goal 1:  

	· Complicated Area; plan in place to execute

	· Need paradigm shift to permanent housing with transitional or long-term services

	· Need for additional emergency housing / shelters not addressed

	· Transitional housing – outdated / wrong focus

	· Supportive services prior to permanent housing

	· Inadequate assistance to prevent crisis (e.g. eviction prevention through rental assistance)

	· Continuum of housing services should include shelter and transition from jail/hospitals

	· Expand version to develop food distribution system

	

	Goal 2:  

	· Need to build on existing work

	· Need to develop system to connect high-risk children (now in informal daycare) with early childhood education

	· Focus on early identification of adverse childhood experiences:  intervention/prevention 

	· Need for universal services for children under 5 years

	· Need to focus on youth more broadly than just criminal justice-involved and at-risk youth

	· Youth at risk should be strategic, not optimal, not limited to the 2 best practice models

	· Youth & family services and advocacy should be regional issues, not local

	· Focus of disproportionality is not now effective

	· 2-1-1 – draws from other resources – doesn’t address most important, deeper access barriers (cultural issues, need for “human-to-human” assessment

	· Legal assistance:  more clearly defined

	

	Goal 3:  

	· Lack of domestic violence shelters

	· Emphasize cultural competency; should include programs for children; create system & linkages across jurisdictions as it relates to victim care

	· Need prevention strategies for domestic violence

	· Prevention services critical need

	

	Goal 4:  

	· School based clinics expensive & limited

	· Need community healthcare services for all, not just youth.

	· Insufficient emphasis on oral health / dental services

	· Recommendation is too narrow and need to expand to the impacts of the healthcare system and the issue of the uninsured

	· Health transition should be explicit (to include housing, case management, treatment)

	

	Goal 5: 

	· Need clear learning disabled strategy

	· Broad and vague

	· Expanding of services to include community and life skills to supplement other educational programs

	

	Session 1: Questions About The Data


	· What is the distribution of total government funds between government provided services and non-profit services?

	· Is this a representative sample?

	· Concern about comment that there’s no way to communicate effectively with agencies – there are; they differ

	· Approach too simplistic to answer the need: gap question

	· Not clear what the policy questions were that drove survey

	· Miss issues when you don’t look at disproportionality in some service areas (e.g. in kids C.J. – involved, in homeless pop. Etc)

	· What is the gap between need and $ available?

· Does the expense match the need?  E.g. 44% in Seattle etc.  Is that aligned with the need?

	· It is a good start but not complete enough for analysis & policy decision

	· Need for regional data system

	· Good job – comprehensive – overview of complexity

	· Macro view good

	· User-friendly highlights

	· Not one entity fits all issues

	· Easier to address more finite issue/problem

	· How should RPC definition of regional services be refined?

	· Leads to possible role of macro structure for goal areas

	· Global scan of analysis reflects significant shortcoming (missed info)

	· Need basic demographic (need) data

	· Is funding following the need?

	· Is this the right data to get the picture of the need

	· Overall – what is the basic service level?

	· JJOMP not included

	· Criminal Justice Budget/Human services/Community corrections division

	· “Over” expense issue for agencies in total reporting figures

	· Low response rate = questionable value

	· Appreciate effort – use this and other applicable data

	· Given the fact that most respondents receive government funding, what is the impact of those who didn’t respond -- $ and service value?

	· Why didn’t the suburban cities and United Way update their info for 2004?  Shouldn’t they?


	Session 2: The Top 5 Desirable Characteristics Of A Regional System



	· A lot of the right people at the table--inclusive model of all stakeholders on an equal footing: service recipients, providers, funders (all funding jurisdictions, public + private), health systems, education systems, businesses (8)

	· Measurement & evaluation of results (6)

	· Maintain sub-regional response – responsive to unique community needs (6)

	· Single database which agencies access (universal reporting) (6)

	· Common or shared vision, focus on goals, money follows shared goals, empowered to set & enforce standards & goals/to adapt to environment (set new goals)  (4)

	· Regional representation (4)

	· Have services go to client who needs them (Geographic availability / access) (4)

	· Gain efficiency by reducing duplicate services, economies of scale (4)

	· Minimizes amount of resources agency has to spend on administration – maximizes resources going to direct services (3)

	· Accountability – consequences if you don’t perform (3)

	· New entity “beyond collaboration” (3)

	· Ability to leverage public & private moneys (3)

	· Has equal representation across county; is trusted and builds partnerships (2)

	· Dialogue & agreement between cities & King County (& healing), getting past turf and political issues (2)

	· Culturally competent services (2)

	· Allows service providers to respond to needs more quickly (2)

	· One point of entry for people (2)

	· Has flexibility to address changing needs & individuality, differing needs of each community (2)

	· Recognition of what is being done , build from existing strengths (2)

	· More prevention (1)

	· Faith-based dialogue with neighborhood services/needs (1)

	· Decategorization & streamlining reporting requirements (1) 

	· Staff development (1)

	· Equally shared financial burden & rewards (1)

	· Political will (1)

	· Marketing – communicating value of services (1)

	· Across lifespan (1)

	· Owning the problem (1)

	· Need to be coordinating – collaboration is long and slow

· More time but ultimate goal (1)

	· Funders can set tone and require level of collaboration (1)

	· Grassroots – from community (1)

	· Standard application & contracting, evaluation (1)

	· Define limits on planning efforts (not get into right-hand column) (1)

	

	Session 2: Preferred Level of Contact



	Integration

· Child Care Resources

· 2-1-1

· Safe Harbors

· Crisis Line

	

	Collaboration

	· Collaboration: sharing information, planning, clients, resources, accountability

	· A centralized, government-based entity that collects and administers local public funding for regional human services.  This must be done through collaboration

	· Safe Havens

· Collaboration – in place

	· Collaboration is our aim:

· housing

· food distribution system

· domestic violence

· children’s services (kids under 6)

	· Collaboration

· Domestic violence

· Food delivery system (not foold banks)

· Sexual assault services

· Educational instruction fo at-risk youth

· Health (public health + CHCKC)

· Substance abuse (likned to pub.hlth)

· Housing

· Early intervention

· High-risk youth

	· Funders must work together with a benefit to their collaboration that is mutually measurable

	· Collaboration is not necessarily the optimum level.  Some system may benefit from collaboration

	· This is the ultimate model but some Goal Area work may need to begin/resume at the levels of cooperation/coordination – self-determination is key

	· Supportive relationships

· Childcare resources – collaborative – countywide

· Intervention/healthy families – collaboration

· High-risk youth etc – collaboration

· Refugees & immigrants – coordination & collaboration (local needs)

	

	Coordination

	· Coordination (true collaboration at funder & provider level unlikely)

	· All goal areas should seek coordination

	· Partnership to be an evolving process

· goal is well-coordinated system of services

· look into sense of urgency to cooperate and coordinate

	· Coordination

· Early childhood

· Legal assistance

· ESL

	· Housing & Food

· Coordination and collaboration (who, where, how, $?)

· Regional coordination

	· Health care 

· Coordination & collaboration (some elements already there)

	· Education

· Coordination, collaboration

	· Planning for service delivery and funds allocation would be done by service area, and involve government, non-profit, United Way, & community input.  Lead entity’s desired level of contact determined by goal area – cooperation or coordination

	

	Cooperation

	· Cooperation

· Strive for more integration

· Takes time & energy

· Must be sure benefits outweigh time/costs

· Establish trust

· All services should be culturally competent

	· Cooperation and information-sharing at basic level

	

	Other Comments

	· Build on existing alliances/efforts

	· Funders must identify their “carrot” – what motivates them?

	· Focus regional thinking across all five goal areas

· How can we work regionally to improve local service delivery

· Focus on infrastructure across goal areas

· Example:  transportation is an issue across goals, not just in “food” goal

	· Strive for highest possible level to achieve regional systems – trust building is key

	· Needs to start with MOU/Interlocal – the relationships will come

	· Can’t disentangle financing from administration of services – have to be explored together to see what’s viable

	

	Session 2: Rate Four Structural Approaches



	Overall Comments

	· Set standards, goals, outcomes, plan assessments & outcomes

	· Eastside HS Forum & SKC HS Forum bring together groups 

	· Public-private partnerships -- explore

	· Identify common goal

· Some regions may need different structures

· Jurisdictions have voice, lend $, work together on common goals

· Depending on goal, partners

	· Admin structure should not be a barrier to service delivery

· Not a ‘one-size fits all’

· Clear accountability

· Non-profits need multiple leads that may fragment the system

· Need an umbrella leadership for the whole system

	· Criteria

· Put resources where need is  

· Equitable (funding = services)

· Balance fluid $ with equity

· Predictable funding more than service delivery system

· Clear goals & strategies to impact system – community-wide, sub-regional

· Accountable for results

· Integrated

	· Solution will be balance of strengths of various models

	· Recommend non-governmental entity, with governmental representation, from all jurisdictions.  Recognition of current work of sub-regions & region as foundation.

	

	Non Profit

	· Mostly meets if not in direct service delivery

	· Example:  government funder currently, Food Lifeline administrates

	· Would still need government administrative function like the flow of funding

	

	Government

	· Does not meet criteria

· Lead examples

	· Housing – funding application

· Substance abuse & mental health

· Youth instruction

· Cross-over with criminal justice system

	

	United Way

	· United Way wouldn’t address SKC issues

	· Does not meet criteria

	· Would still need government administrative function like the flow of funding, dilemma of oversight of admin & funding functions

	· Broad view and expertise but would expand their role (oversight and performance evaluation) and also its credibility

	

	PDA

	· Recommended for review and development: tax authority, bonds? 501c9?

	· Really interesting (but unproven)

· Way of memorializing public/private partnerships

· ‘Trust’ with agencies & taxpayers

	· PDA as potential model

· neutral

· subregional components


Scored Feedback 
Scale= 1 mostly meeting the characteristics, 2=neutral in relationship, 3=not meeting the characteristics

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Avg

(1-4)

	 Non-profit lead
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1.6

	Government lead
	4
	3
	4
	1
	4
	3.2

	United Way
	3
	1
	2
	1
	3
	2

	PDA
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1.2


	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Avg

(1-3)

	Non profit
	3
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2

	Government
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1.5
	1.7

	United Way
	3
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1.6

	PDA
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1.8


	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Avg

(1-3)

	Non profit
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Government
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	1.8

	United Way
	1
	1.5
	1
	3
	1.5
	1.6

	PDA
	1
	1
	1*
	1
	1
	1


*= created by King County
	Example: Partial/Systemwide Administrative Picture Produced at the Retreat



	COLLABORATION (X=Current, Y=Future)



	Public: Cities, County

Private: United Way, Foundations

Agencies
	· Same set of outcomes

· Collaborate on $ in/$ out

· Work across Goals



	
	Collaboration
	Coordination
	Cooperation

	Goal 1
	
	
	

	Permanent Housing
Shelters/Transitional/
Housing Stabilization

	X
Y
	X
	X

	Distribution Of Food

	Y
	X
	

	Goal 2
	
	
	

	Child Care R&R
	
	
	

	Early Intervention/At Risk Infants
	
	
	

	Intervention for High Risk Youth
	X
	
	

	Civil Legal Assistance
	
	Y 

(private sector)
	X

	Refugee/Immigrant

	
	Y
(for responding to emergency need)
	X

	Outreach, I&R
	Consolidation/

single entity
	
	

	Goal 3
	
	
	

	Domestic Violence
	
	
	

	Teen Link
	Consolidation/

single entity
	
	

	Sexual Assault
	
	
	

	Goal 4
	
	
	

	Basic Health Care
	
	
	

	CJ Diversion
	X

 (need direct access to housing services, parity for MH/SA treatment)
	
	

	Goal 5
	
	
	

	Education At Risk Youth
	
	
	

	Learning Disabled
	
	
	

	ESL
	
	
	


	Session 3: Financing Options


	Property Taxes 

	Pros
	Cons

	· More equitable (less regressive) (4)
· Not as volatile as sales tax (2)
	· Voters hate, unpopular, tough sell, politically (4)

	· Voter approved levy

· Provide regional funding

· Progressive compared to sales tax

· Can be long-term
	· Regressive for seniors / fixed income (3)

· Subject to initiatives, less predictable with initiatives (2)

	· Many cities fund human services out of property taxes

· Could be packaged with a lid lift to maintain current levels

· Have infrastructure for collection
	· Timing & competition to other districts for voter-approval

· Already a large tax burden

· Limits on % increase

· Won’t pass or unclear

	· Tangible

· Could be tied to housing need
	· No city wants to raise property taxes & voter unhappiness with property taxes

	· SB5659

· Regional tax

· Small increase would generate fair amount of $
· County-banked capacity
	· Most parochial (revenue needs to stay where raised)

· Valuation increases greater than the rate increase (public misperception)

	
	

	Sales Taxes

	Pros
	Cons

	· Have infrastructure for collection (3)

· Best revenue generator, in good economic times (2)

· More public willingness

· Public can weigh in on this (vote)

· Easy to market, dedicate to program
	· Most regressive (6)
· High already, reaching 10% -- alarming (4)

· Too unpredictable (economy declining, need rising), volatile (4)

· Lots of competition, won’t pass (3)

	· May have additional funding like remote (internet) sales
	· Income inefficient

· Tensions between cities and county

	· Large dollars
· Better regional source than local due to variation in sales activity
	· Unpopular from business

· Restrictive funding

· If King County only, merchants lose



	
	

	Utility Taxes

	Pros
	Cons

	· Unincorporated tax could free up urban subsidy for human services, addresses urban subsidy issue (2)

· Individual impact smallest
	· No legal authority, not regional tax source without legislature (statewide) action (5)
· Regressive (3)

	· No public vote required

· Have not tapped maximum lid

· Potential fund source

· Cities can do it already
	· Can’t be levied county-wide, generates revenue in unincorporated (2)
· No connection to human services

· May have adverse impact

	· Could use a collaborative approach for all jurisdictions to dedicate to human services
	· Not equitable; some users are not taxed

· Annex/incorporate = decrease in utility tax revenue

	· County-wide
	· Doesn’t raise much revenue

	· Local control
	· Disconnect between utilities and human services

	
	

	B & O Taxes

	Pros
	Cons

	· No public vote required (2)

· Impact shared 

· Productive tax

· Potential regional fund source
	· Hurts, unpopular w/ small business, hits marginal businesses hardest (5)

· No legal authority, county needs legislative authority to impose (3)

	· Modest revenue source
· Tax deductible

· Local control 

· Capacity
	· Can’t be levied countywide, not uniform across county, not equitable; some cities do not have B&O tax (3)

· No connection to human services (2)

· May be adverse to economic development, counterproductive to business / economy (2)

· How much would it raise?

	
	· Assessed profit or not
· Being eroded by legislature

	
	


	Other Ideas  

	· Alcohol tax (2)

	· Gambling license tax (2)

	· Divorce tax (for filings – extra fee) (2)

	· Income tax (2)

	· Create a public endowment

	· Lottery share

	· Car rental

	· Motel/hotel tax

	· Fee per person on cruise ships docking in King Co

	· Entertainment tickets tax

	· Fast-food tax

	· Parking/traffic ticket increase for Human Services

	· Legalize marijuana & tax it

	· Offensive persons tax

	· Graduated property value tax (high end)

	· No regressive taxes

	· Initiatives to raise taxes / decide taxing option locally (not state)

	· Social enterprises

	· Can we create efficiencies?

· -- look for opportunities

	· Promote creative business model to generate profits for human services

	· City taxes – some cities might explore for priorities they care about

	· Create ways for people to designate $ to a human services fund

	· Partner with regionwide private companies (e.g. Costco)

· “Fines” get paid to a human services fund

	· Local option income tax

	· Water or property tax invoices – round up or add an amount for human services?

	· (optional) sales tax on luxury items – surtax

	· Latte tax type concept

	· Tax telemarketers’ every call

	· Tax spam

	· Double tax guns

	· B&O tax to large corporations (defeating – not enough $)

	· Sin tax (not chocolate)

	· Internet sales

	

	Other Comments

	· In order for taxing to happen:

· Marketing:  citizens need to identify an associated benefit with tax & service

· Organizational structure: determining the structure may determine tax options

· Electeds must be educated on needs / issues

· People must perceive justice in taxation

· People need to know how it helps them – value

· Need to reinforce sense of duty to community / common good

	· Funding issues

· Voluntary system of funding results in inequity of responsibility

· County-wide source sums more appropriate for regional services

· City tax may feel more relevant, local, connected

· B & O tax hurts small business

· Sales tax is disproportionate



	

	Parking Lot



· Way too much to absorb

· The survey, by the way it asked for information, did a really poor job of capturing existing services

· Optimal = basic

· Need more info about PDA financing and authority

· Examples of PDA that actually manages health/human services (somebody wrote Pac Med on the stickie)

· Advocate for legislative changes in HIPAA to allow needed info sharing?

· Jail system <--> human services system  (need better ability to communicate /coordinate

· Survey data inconclusive & suspect

· King County Action Agenda for Children should be included as a major planning effort

· The 10 year plan to end homelessness needs to be included as a major planning effort

· Left hand column doesn’t work for providers

· WIC is currently over caseload and there is no room to expand because of increased food costs

· Leaders as obstacles

· Prevention services for at-risk (more emphasis)

· We are seeing 2 paths, both of which need attention:

· Maximizing (including linking) existing resources

· Increased resources

· Barriers to financing options: cities?

· Take a look at how to improve the interaction between cops & kids on the street level.  Are there better ways to manage these street level interactions for a better outcome?

· Assumption of the day seems to be County should provide human services & fund them at least at current level

· What is considered faith-based organization for financial analysis

· What kind of flexibility does the county have to institute a graduated property tax rate?  (i.e. houses over $1 million pay higher rate?)

· Does Public Health – Seattle & King County provide a model for services & funding?

· Rethink distribution of County/city tax expenditures

· Internet sales tax ( Human services

· Income tax a possibility
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