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SUBJECT

Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 would approve the Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan required by Ordinance 18088.

SUMMARY

On November 3, 2015, King County voters approved a six-year property tax levy to fund Best Starts for Kids (BSK), a prevention-oriented regional plan. Ordinance 18088, the legislation that placed the BSK levy on the ballot, required that the Executive transmit to the Council an implementation plan (BSK Implementation Plan) that “identifies the strategies to be funded and outcomes to be achieved with the use of levy proceeds” by June 1, 2016.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  Ordinance 18088. ] 

 
Specifically, Ordinance 18088 required that the implementation plan identify funding strategies and outcomes for levy proceed expenditures as allocated in the levy ordinance (excluding set-asides from the first year’s proceeds for the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative and election costs):

· 50 percent of levy proceeds for the Invest Early Allocation (0-5 year olds);
· 35 percent for the Sustain the Gain Allocation (5-24 year olds); 
· 10 percent for the Communities Matter Allocation (Communities of Opportunity); and
· 5 percent for the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Prior staff reports refer to these allocations as the Early Childhood Allocation (0-5 year olds), the School-Aged Allocation (5-24 year olds), the Communities of Opportunity Allocation, and the Data and Evaluation Allocation, respectively. In discussing these allocations, this staff report will use the new nomenclature for consistency with the transmitted plan. The transmitted plan labels these allocations Invest Early (0-5), Sustain the Gain (5-24), Communities Matter (Communities of Opportunity), and Outcomes-Focused and Data Driven.] 


Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 would approve the BSK Implementation Plan, which may be amended by ordinance, and outlines the initiative’s reporting requirements. 

The Regional Policy Committee voted to approve the Implementation Plan, as amended, at its meeting on July 13, 2016. This committee and the Regional Policy Committee held a joint meeting per Motion 14592[footnoteRef:3] on July 13, 2016, during which the interests of the Regional Policy Committee with regards to Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 were discussed. This is the Health, Housing and Human Services committee’s[footnoteRef:4] second briefing on this legislation. The first briefing, on July 19, 2016 provided an overview of the plan and relevant policy background, and covered the plan’s Executive Summary, Sections I through V, and Sections VIII and IX.  [3:  Motion 14592 directed that before adoption of a recommendation on the proposed legislation approving the Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan by the council’s standing committee to which the legislation was also referred–the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee—the Regional Policy Committee and that standing committee shall hold a joint meeting to discuss the interests of the Regional Policy Committee.  ]  [4:  Motion 14656 directed that in respect to consideration of the Best Starts for Kids levy implementation plan required by Ordinance 18088, Section 8.B., all members of the Council not assigned to the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee shall be members of that committee for the portions of a meeting when the committee considers that plan.] 


This briefing will focus on the plan’s Sections VII (Communities of Opportunity) and supplantation issues. Motion 14592 states that the Council intends to complete its deliberations on the Best Starts for Kids General Implementation Plan in September 2016.


BACKGROUND 

On November 3, 2015, King County voters approved a six-year property tax levy to fund Best Starts for Kids.[footnoteRef:5] The property tax 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:6] Executive staff project that the BSK levy will generate a total of approximately $400 million in revenues over the six-year levy period.[footnoteRef:7]   [5:  The Best Starts for Kids levy was certified by the Department of Elections on November 24, 2015, with 56.2% of King County voters approving the Best Starts for Kids levy. ]  [6:  Motion 14673, which was required by Ordinance 18088, adopted the economic factors to consider during annual levy increases for the Best Starts for Kids levy. ]  [7:  Earlier projections estimated approximately $392.3 million in revenues over the six-year levy period. This figure is based on March 2016 Office of Economic and Financial Analysis Forecast.] 


Best Starts for Kids is a prevention-oriented regional plan that is aimed at supporting the healthy development of children and youth, families and communities across the county. 

Under Ordinance 18088, out of the first year's levy proceeds, $19 million will be set aside to fund the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention (YFHP) Initiative as well as the amounts that are necessary to pay for election costs related to the levy. The YFHP Initiative implementation plan was approved by Ordinance 18285. 

All remaining levy proceeds will 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 (Communities of Opportunity); and 5 percent or an estimated $18,498,000 for the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan pg. 8. Note that other portions of the transmitted plan contain some inconsistencies in the numbers derived from these estimates that will need to be corrected.] 


Communities of Opportunity 

Communities of Opportunity History. Communities of Opportunity (COO) is a place-based initiative which began as an early strategy of the King County Health and Human Services Transformation Plan (HHS Transformation Plan),[footnoteRef:9] and has operated since March 2014 as a partnership with The Seattle Foundation.  [9:  Ordinance 13943 (accepted by the Council in July 2013)] 


Communities of Opportunity was one of two early "go-first" strategies of the HHS Transformation Plan, established as a 3-year effort with staffing support from Public Health – Seattle and King County and the Department of Community and Human Services, and $500,000 appropriated in a "catalyst fund"[footnoteRef:10] to support related work outside of King County government.   [10:  Ordinance 17829] 


On a timeline parallel to the development of the HHS Transformation Plan, The Seattle Foundation’s Center for Community Partnerships was crafting a neighborhood partnership initiative to address economic and racial equity. Rather than proceed with separate parallel efforts, The Seattle Foundation and King County joined forces to launch Communities of Opportunity.  

COO developed as a communities-focused strategy to support King County neighborhoods in developing capacity and solutions to improve the community features that shape the health and well-being of their residents and the vibrancy of these places, such as housing, physical environment, adequate employment, and access to services. Specifically, COO was intended to support community-based strategies to improve outcomes for geographic areas with perfomance in the lowest 20% on an index of health indicators designed by Public Health – Seattle and King County evaluation staff. Beginning in fall 2014, the COO approach has been implemented by funding two different types of grant awards: 1) investments in place-based community partnership initiatives, and 2) systems and policy change awards.

COO has made two rounds of systems and policy change awards: $915,000 (a blend of King County Health and Human Services Transformation one-time funds, and Seattle Foundation funds) to 12 organizations in October 2014 and approximately $1.3 million (all Seattle Foundation funds) in April 2016. These awards, ranging from $30,000 to $125,000 for 1- or 2-year terms, went to health, housing, and economic opportunity projects proposed by community-based organizations to close gaps in health and well-being among King County residents. The funded activities included capacity- and community-building as well as policy advocacy at various levels of government. 

In February 2015, The Seattle Foundation and King County jointly announced investments of $1.5 million for three COO place-based partnership initiatives. These initiatives were chosen through a competitive process of application by interested community coalitions, with the successful initiatives being further shaped prior to the commitment of funds through site visits by and a collaborative planning process with King County and Seattle Foundation staff. Each applicant partnership was required to identify a lead agency (a member of which represents the partnership on the COO governance group) and demonstrate collaboration and commitment from among multiple partner agencies to collectively identify community needs with respect to housing, health and economic development and to develop and implement solutions suited to their communities. The three communities and organizations chosen to receive place-based grant awards were:
· SeaTac-Tukwila (lead agency: Global to Local)
· Rainier Valley (Homesight)
· White Center (White Center Community Development Association)

The Seattle Foundation currently serves as a joint administrator with King County of the Communities of Opportunity initiative. The relationship between King County and The Seattle Foundation as COO founders is formalized through a memorandum of understanding signed by the original 14 members of the Interim Governance Group[footnoteRef:11] and a contract between King County and The Seattle Foundation. [11:  Prior to the passage of Ordinance 18220, which responded to the requirements of the BSK levy ordinance. Governance of this group has had several iterations, which are further described below. ] 


Communities of Opportunity can and may constitute a body of work broader than the Communities of Opportunity body of work funded through the Best Starts for Kids Communities Matter 10 percent allocation.  That broader body of work may be undertaken in partnership with King County.  Activities not supported by BSK levy funds, outside of the scope of the BSK Implementation Plan, and governance of COO for the purposes of those activities, may be defined and implemented by means other than King County legislation. 

Communities of Opportunity Allocation and Best Starts for Kids. Ordinance 18088 allocated 10 percent of BSK levy proceeds (less initial collections for a Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative and election costs) to “plan, provide and administer” Communities of Opportunity.[footnoteRef:12] Per Section 1.B. of Ordinance 18088, "Communities of opportunity" means the program launched by The Seattle Foundation and King County in 2014 and memorialized in Contract #5692351, including any successor contract, to support communities in improving the health, social and economic outcomes of the residents of those communities, and to do so by partnering with those communities to shape and own solutions.   [12:  Ordinance 18088 Section 5.C.3. also described the COO Interim Governance Group (IGG) as the advisory body for the portion of BSK levy proceeds set aside for the COO initiative, and directed the executive to transmit a plan relating to the COO IGG and a proposed ordinance that identifies the composition and duties of the IGG with respect to the COO portion of the BSK levy proceeds. Discussion of the Executive’s transmittals responding to these requirements is provided below under “Communities of Opportunity Governance and Best Starts for Kids.”] 


As directed by this passage, if there is no successor contract to contract #5692351 that goes into effect after Oct. 31, 2016, COO could theoretically be redesigned in any form “designed to improve the health, social and economic outcomes of specific communities that is administered by the county and developed in partnership with those communities” and need not involve a partnership with the Seattle Foundation. Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 and the BSK Implementation Plan are silent on the topic: they do not specify intent to pursue a new contract with the Seattle Foundation. However, Executive staff have expressed the intent to continue this partnership. 

Section VII of the Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan, which is attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 proposes the COO work that would be undertaken with BSK levy proceeds. Adoption of the plan, along with any adopted amendments, would likely reflect an evolution of the initial COO initiative.

The transmitted BSK Implementation Plan estimates funding for 2016-2021 for the Communities Matter Allocation (Communities of Opportunity) at $37 million over the life of the levy. However, as noted above, COO may exist and conduct activities other than those funded by the BSK levy. The transmitted implementation applies specifically to levy-funded activities.

Communities of Opportunity Governance and Best Starts for Kids
In its foundational stages as a partnership developed by King County and The Seattle Foundation, Communities of Opportunity established a governance group (the Design Committee) comprised of founding partner staff, subject matter experts and representatives of health, housing and economic development organizations. Once initial rounds of grant awards had been made, this group was reconstituted as the Interim Governance Group to include representatives of the initial place-based community initiatives (grantees).

Ordinance 18088 required transmittal to Council of a plan relating to the Communities of Opportunity Interim Governance Group (IGG) and an ordinance that identified the composition and duties of the IGG, which would serve as the advisory body for BSK levy proceeds used to plan, provide and administer the Communities Matter Allocation (Communities of Opportunity) in the BSK Implementation Plan. Ordinance 18220, which responded this requirement:[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Passed January 19, 2016.] 


· established the composition and duties of the IGG with respect to the Communities of Opportunity portion of the Best Starts for Kids levy;
· established that the IGG would serve as the advisory board for the Communities of Opportunity elements of BSK until a successor group is established by ordinance;
· required transmittal of an ordinance on the successor group to the IGG by June 1, 2016, the same due date as the BSK Implementation Plan.

Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281, the subject of today’s briefing, would approve the BSK Implementation Plan, including a section directing the levy-supported activities of Communities of Opportunity, while Proposed Ordinance 2016-0283 (transmitted simultaneously) would identify the composition, duties and structure of a COO governance group responding to the requirements of Ordinance 18220. 

The Health, Housing and Human Services Committee received a first briefing on PO 2016-0283 on June 7, 2016. 

The IGG has been meeting monthly to collaborate on the development of the Communities Matter Allocation component of the BSK Implementation Plan and to work on elements related to the successor group ordinance. These activities were required by Ordinance 18088 (which directed the Executive to transmit a BSK implementation plan “developed in collaboration with … the communities of opportunity interim governance group, as applicable” and further specified as duties of the IGG in Ordinance 18220 Section 1.A (“shall serve as the advisory board for the communities of opportunity element of the best starts for kids levy … until a successor group is established”) and 1.E (“to collaborate with the executive to develop the implementation plan”).

The duties of and requirements for COO governance groups identified in BSK legislation (Ordinance 18088, Ordinance 18220, PO 2016-0283, and any subsequent related ordinance) pertain to COO activities and structure supported by BSK levy funds. The governance group (advisory board established by PO 2016-0283) may also have a role independent of, and external to, BSK-related activities.

Supplantation 

Under state law[footnoteRef:14], a levy lid lift proposition, such as Best Starts for Kids, may only be used for the specific limited purpose of the levy, as identified in the ballot title. In addition, state law allows for levy funds to be used to provide for existing programs and services, provided the levy funds are used to supplement, but not supplant existing funds. Existing funding is determined based on actual spending in the year in which the levy is placed on the ballot; in the case of the Best Starts for Kids Levy, existing funding would be determined using actual expenditures in 2015. Existing funding excludes (i.e. exceptions not counted from 2015 actual expenditures include) lost federal funds, lost or expired state grants or loans, extraordinary events not likely to reoccur, changes in contract provisions beyond the control of the taxing district receiving the services, and major nonrecurring capital expenditures. [14:  RCW 84.55.050.] 


For the Best Starts for Kids Levy, this prohibition on supplantation means that levy funds may be used for entirely new programs and services—in any amount over the life of the levy—and to fund existing programs and services, but only in an amount additional to the amounts the County spent on those programs or services in 2015, unless one of the exceptions noted earlier applies. 

ANALYSIS

Section VII, Communities of Opportunity

Proposed distribution of COO/BSK levy investments by category. The Implementation Plan anticipates dividing the COO allocation of BSK levy funds (estimated at $37 million over the life of the levy) across several different categories of activity summarized in the table below. The plan does not propose the specific numeric division of funds across these different investment categories.

Proposed COO Investments per BSK Implementation Plan
	Competitive awards?
	Category

	Yes
	Investments in current place-based sites 
(SeaTac/Tukwila, White Center, Rainier Valley)

	Yes
	Awards to new geographic or cultural communities
· Capacity-building for partnerships in formative stages
· Awards for well-developed community partnerships that are not among the 3 initial place-based sites

	Yes
	Policy and systems change awards

	No*
	“Direct investment” in intermediaries or community-based organizations to support systems change opportunistically, e.g. by matching or leveraging other funding sources 

	No*
	Support for a regional learning community 
(convening and technical assistance)

	No
	County staffing and evaluation


* While these categories will not be competitive awards (i.e., open application process with multiple awards), Executive staff indicated that they will be subject to a competitive procurement and contracting process once the scope of work is defined.

Executive staff note that division of funds is not prescribed in the proposed BSK Implementation Plan because to do so would be inconsistent with COO’s adaptive collective impact model. Executive staff describe this model as one in which community members who are likely to benefit from COO activities are active collaborators in directing the flow of funds. Executive staff indicate that building in flexibility to the balance between investment strategies will further enable COO to:
· leverage other public and private resources; and 
· shift levy funds to meet emerging needs or to complement leveraged funds. 

Executive staff propose a process framework to keep Council informed and engaged as the COO staff and governance group (Advisory Board, as proposed in PO 2016-0283) analyze the overall funding picture for COO on an annual basis. According to the BSK Implementation Plan, the Advisory Board will annually review the availability of both public and private funding and the progress of investment strategies and recommend relative percentages of available funding to allocate to each strategy (not including overall COO staffing and evaluation costs) for the year. These recommendations would go to the COO Founders Group (King County and The Seattle Foundation) for final approval. 

Council staff are working with Executive staff to reconcile this process with the language describing the duties of the COO Advisory Board in PO 2016-0283. Analysis of PO 2016-0283 is ongoing to ensure its concurrence with prior legislation, among other objectives. An amendment to 2016-0281 will likely be needed to implement revisions to the BSK Implementation Plan that align it with both prior legislation and PO 2016-0283, for instance directing annual (rather than biennial) reporting and, per legal counsel in order to clarify the nature of the Communities of Opportunity initiative, referring to either a current or anticipated contract with The Seattle Foundation to jointly administer the COO program.

COO Competitive Award Investments. Section VII of the BSK Implementation Plan proposes that the Communities Matter Allocation would primarily be used to fund the three types of competitive award categories as follows:

· Ongoing investments in current sites in Rainier Valley, SeaTac-Tukwila and White Center, to which COO made a five-year commitment beginning in early 2015. These investments are place-based, community-owned models; the Plan proposes that annual awards will continue to be made through an RFP process for these three sites specifically.  Each of the initial place-based community initiatives was proposed and is operated by a partnership consisting of a lead agency and certified site partners (community-based agencies participating in planning and implementing the initiative). Awards have been made to the lead agencies to date, but could be made to participating partner agencies over the life of the levy.

· Investments to expand geographic or cultural communities participating with COO are anticipated in both “formative stage” and “well-formulated” categories of partnerships. To qualify for funding, applicant partnerships must be from geographic communities in census tract or block groups within the bottom 35 percent of health and well-being indicators, or must represent cultural bases experiencing significantly disparate health and well-being outcomes within those “35 percent areas” in King County. This intended investment strategy expands on the existing COO approach which distributed systems and policy advocacy awards and made the initial three place-based investments, both targeting neighborhoods with indicators in the lowest 20% of the health and well-being index created by Public Health. 

In addition to the higher benchmark, this strategy is expanded to allow eligible cultural communities, which may not be geographically concentrated or even contiguous, but which suffer disparate health and related outcomes, to apply for funding. An eligible cultural community would need to have some members residing in a geographic area demonstrating the lowest 35% of health and well-being indicators, but could also include strategies intended to engage and benefit members of that cultural community who have been displaced or are at risk of displacement from those geographic areas. As designed in the BSK Implementation Plan, this new planned element of COO would allow awards to organizations representing cultural communities with members throughout King County, if any such community members live in the bottom 35% areas.

An Index of Health and Well Being Measures in King County map across King County census tracts by decile is included in the BSK Implementation Plan.[footnoteRef:15] Executive staff state that geographical community partnerships in areas in the bottom four deciles, or cultural community partnerships with representation in those areas, shall be considered eligible to apply for COO funding. They have provided a list of cities in those areas as follows: [15:  BSK Implementation Plan page 77.] 


Table X: Eligible cities and areas in, near or containing at least one eligible census tract

	Algona

	Auburn

	Bellevue – 2 small tracts

	Black Diamond – near border with eligible census tracts

	Bothell/Kenmore – 1 tract

	Burien

	Carnation – as part of Snoqualmie Valley Tract

	Des Moines

	Enumclaw

	Fall City - as part of Snoqualmie Valley Tract

	Federal Way

	Issaquah – 1 tract

	Kent

	Kirkland – 1 tract

	North Bend

	Pacific

	Renton

	SeaTac – current site

	Seattle - International District & parts of Downtown

	Seattle – North end near Shoreline

	Seattle – Rainier Valley current site

	Shoreline

	Skyway

	Snoqualmie Valley

	Tukwila – current site

	White Center – current site



· Policy and systems change awards. Per the Plan, investments (awards) to implement common strategies and system level solutions for all COO partners may be made to intermediaries or community based organizations or partnerships. The driving concept here is that institutional, system and policy change work and investments must occur simultaneously with place-based work (with shared accountability for results) in order to dismantle structural barriers and sustain change over time.

While these funds are presented in the Plan as a competitive award strategy, COO staff to further support the policy and systems change strategy with “direct” investments that are informed by work with community partners but not allocated as awards to community organizations. This distinction is further described below, but expectations for how the funding will be divided and what types of systems and policy change activities would be eligible for direct investments versus competitive awards is not well delineated.

The Plan states that levy funds will only support projects appropriate for public funding, and specifies criteria and eligible and ineligible uses of funds for awards in this category. One ineligible such use is legislation or candidate specific advocacy (lobbying), although capacity development is eligible, and private funds invested in COO may be used for lobbying/advocacy purposes.

Funding Process. With respect to decision-making around competitive funding awards, the Plan specifies as follows: A review team will be appointed for COO-BSK Levy competitive award processes, with appointments made by the founding partners – King County DCHS and PHSKC, and the Seattle Foundation – considering recommendations by the COO-BSK Levy Advisory Board, and based upon the context and/or content expertise required for a particular funding process.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  BSK Implementation Plan page 85.] 


Anticipated criteria and eligible uses for each category of award are detailed within the Plan, although the Plan cautions that “more flexibility than traditional funding programs” will be needed to align with COO principles of community driven strategies and ownership, including “co-design” of investment strategies.

COO System Change Investments. Executive staff elaborate that COO proposes to invest in two mechanisms to support systems change. The competitive funding described above (Investments to implement common strategies and system level solutions for all COO partners) will “enable organizations in the region to bring forward proposals for policy and system change work they are currently working on or want to work on.” 

COO staff also expect to expend funding via “direct” investments that are informed by work with community partners but not allocated as awards to community organizations. They specify examples of these kinds of investments could include, but are not limited to: 
· technical support for place-based (geographic community) and cultural community partnership grantees; 
· funds to fill low-cost lending needs of community members, community groups, small businesses and others, in conjunction with community development financial institutions (CDFIs); and 
· matching funds for investments from new partners that are aligned with COO. 

Executive staff state that, together with the COO Advisory Board members, they will work with community partners, potential local and national funders and the Learning Community to develop plans for potential direct investments. Per the Implementation Plan, these “Direct System Investment Plans” will be presented and discussed with the COO Advisory Board for approval.[footnoteRef:17] Executive staff state that once the directed investment plan is approved by the Advisory Board, they anticipate a competitive process to allocate funds to a contractor who is best-positioned to carry out the work.  [17:  BSK Implementation Plan page 86.] 


Regional learning community. In addition to the competitive awards and systems change direct investments, BSK levy funds for COO will be invested in a more broadly inclusive regional learning community (investment in infrastructure that will unite work in common). This work will consist of physical forums to convene participants and interim technical assistance and staff support, to unite grantees, projects and initiatives in the region doing similar work to address inequitable disparities in health and well-being outcomes. The learning community will include but not be limited to recipients of competitive awards in the categories described above. Councilmembers may wish additional specificity as to how application or consideration for participation may occur.
 
Reporting. As required under Ordinance 18088 and Ordinance 18220, the governance group for Communities of Opportunity will include an appointee of the Council. (Proposed Ordinance 2016-0283 establishing the structure and duties of a successor to the current Interim Governance Group is under consideration by the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee of the King County Council.) 

The COO section of the Implementation Plan as transmitted indicates that COO will provide Council with biennial reports. Executive staff indicate that this was a misstatement, and that the intent is to provide annual reports, consistent with the reporting timeline for other components of BSK. They further indicate that the COO advisory board will report to the Council on the expenditure of BSK levy proceeds demonstrating transparency, accountability, and effectiveness in meeting BSK Implementation Plan goals “as is customary with our advisory bodies for other county levies (MIDD Oversight, VHSL).” A technical amendment will be needed to clarify that the COO report should be a component of BSK overall reporting and align with the defined (annual) schedule for that reporting.

There is inconsistency across BSK-related legislation and attachments with respect to the reporting duties of the COO initiative. Ordinance 18088 (BSK levy ordinance) does not specify COO reporting as distinct from BSK reporting overall beyond the implementation plan and governance group plan. Ordinance 18220 (COO governance group) specifies that the COO Interim Governance Group has a duty to “make recommendations to the King County executive concerning the expenditure of best starts for kids levy proceeds” devoted to COO (emphasis added). The COO Governance Plan adopted as an attachment to 18220 specifies that the “permanent governance group … will advise the Executive and Council on the levy proceeds devoted to Communities of Opportunity.”

In adopting the BSK Youth and Family Homelessness Plan (Ordinance 18285) the Council specified that the Executive would provide to the Council a report on the people served and outcomes of that BSK component annually, beginning one year from the effective date of the ordinance and as part of any annual report for the whole BSK ordinance.

Per the amendment adopted to PO 2016-0281 in Regional Policy Committee, BSK annual reporting must be developed in consultation with and reviewed by the Children and Youth Advisory Board. Although the COO governance group (Advisory Board proposed in 2016-0283) is charged with responsibilities regarding COO BSK expenditures similar to those assigned to the CYAB for other (non-COO) BSK expenditures, there is currently no provision in the BSK Implementation Plan directing the COO Advisory Board to consult on and review COO reporting as part of the BSK annual reports.

Success indicators. COO emphasizes "results-based accountability" to establish measures for long-term shared indicators of success in population outcomes as well as short- and medium-term measures for partners. The Implementation Plan indicates that “the initial goal of COO is to see a seven percent improvement in health and well-being outcomes over ten years in the COO place-based sites. The seven percent improvement will be measured from current baseline indicator measures.”[footnoteRef:18] Neither anticipated competitive awards nor other funding is linked to improvements in health and well-being indicators in any time frame. [18:  BSK Implementation Plan page 79.] 


Executive staff report that, “consistent with their mission to support data-driven decision-making by government, the Arnold Foundation Policy Lab is interested in applications for one-time funding to support evaluation related to COO.” 

Determining appropriate ongoing or future investments may be constrained by the lack of structure for reviewing indicators and measuring success.

Communities of Opportunity Issues Identified

Proposed distribution. The Plan does not specify the anticipated distribution of investments across the strategies (either with ranges or target percentages). Councilmembers may wish for specificity on this distribution.

As noted above, Executive staff state that the Plan does not prescribe the division of funds across COO investment strategies because to do so would be inconsistent with COO’s adaptive collective impact model, and allow insufficient flexibility to invest according to the self-identified needs of affected communities.

Awards process of common strategies and system level solutions for all COO partners. The Direct System Investment Plan process proposed in the BSK Implementation Plan anticipates investing an undefined portion of COO BSK levy funds in work by contract agencies that are not necessarily community-based agencies in affected communities. Councilmembers may wish to consider whether to constrain this amount (or direct a certain amount to be allocated by competitive award) or whether the specified process allows sufficient Council review and oversight of these investments.

Ensuring funding reaches geographically isolated communities. To ensure funding and services reach geographically isolated and rural communities, as well as small and culturally diverse non-profit organizations, all of whom may have limited resources to participate in RFP processes and/or encounter barriers to participating in the process, Executive staff indicate several strategies will be put into place including:

· King County is completing work to examine the RFP process during the summer and will ensure that equity and disproportionality are adequately accommodated in our RFP process. King County will need to have longer times for application processes and include site visits to gain better understanding of community needs prior to contracting where it is deemed necessary. 

· King County is completing work during the summer to examine contracting practices to ensure that smaller or more rural communities or smaller community-based organizations have access to funding. King County will do community outreach to engage small community-based organizations on a geographic basis to learn about the needs, limitations and programs in different areas across the county. King County also plans to provide technical assistance to ensure all communities have access to funding.  
Executive staff state: “COO will maintain its focus on geographic and cultural communities in the County that are disproportionately affected by inequities in health and well-being outcomes. There are pockets of such inequities in all sub-regions of the County, including a number of rural areas. Community partnership tables in such geographic areas and pockets, as well as cultural communities that cut across many geographies, will be eligible to apply for funding and technical assistance through the Learning Community investment area of the COO-BSK Implementation Plan.”

Evaluation timeframe and course correction. Neither annual place-based allocations nor other funding is linked to improvements in health and well-being indicators in any time frame. Determining appropriate ongoing or future investments may be constrained by the lack of structure for reviewing indicators and measuring success. Council may wish to ask for targets to be set and linked to ongoing investments in specific strategies or projects.

Recommendations to Council
Prior ordinance is inconsistent in directing COO’s responsibilities to advise or make recommendations to Council as well as the Executive. The Implementation Plan does not specify an advisory process (versus reporting) to Council. Amending the Plan to indicate the intent expressed by Executive staff to report to the Council on the expenditure of BSK levy proceeds consistent with reporting processes for other County levies (MIDD Oversight, VHSL) may be needed to resolve this inconsistency.

Reporting frequency and inclusion of COO in annual report
The BSK Implementation Plan erroneously specified biennial, rather than annual, reports on COO expenditures and outcomes to Council. Further, the Plan does not specify that this reporting would be included as a component of BSK overall reporting and subject to the defined annual schedule for that reporting, including the first annual report and inclusion in the BSK Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan This schedule and process can be corrected by amendment.
Reporting consistency with role of the BSK Children and Youth Advisory Board
There is currently no provision in the BSK Implementation Plan directing the COO Advisory Board to consult on and review COO reporting as part of the BSK annual reports, as there is for the CYAB to consult on and review BSK annual reports overall. Council may wish to establish consistency by adding language to the Plan directing that the COO component of BSK annual reports be developed in consultation with and reviewed by the COO Advisory Board prior to transmittal. 

Definition of COO / Contracting with The Seattle Foundation
As directed by Ordinance 18088, COO can either be the program launched by The Seattle Foundation and King County in 2014 as memorialized in the current (expiring October 2016) or any successor contract OR (if no contract succeeds the current one) any initiative so designated by the Council and “designed to improve the health, social and economic outcomes of specific communities that is administered by the county and developed in partnership with those communities.” Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 and the BSK Implementation Plan do not specify intent to pursue a new contract with the Seattle Foundation. Executive staff have indicated that it is their intent to continue to partner with the Seattle Foundation on this initiative.  

To clarify the definition of COO in the BSK Implementation Plan and ensure that it aligns with the definition in the levy ordinance, an amendment would need to do one of the following: 1) signal the intent to re-contract with the Seattle Foundation and continue COO as a partnership under a successor contract; or 2) amend the Plan to define the COO initiative as something other than the partnership contract-based initiative within the allowable parameters of the levy ordinance. The second option (which would likely require consultation with legal counsel) might also require a provision for the interim period between approval of the BSK Implementation Plan and the end of the COO contract (October 2016) and language precluding King County from entering into a successor contract with The Seattle Foundation that would define the COO initiative in a contradictory way.

Supplantation Issues Identified

Staff has requested base-level funding figures for 2015 programs and services in order to conduct a supplantation analysis. Programs supported in 2015 that are substantially similar to BSK-funded programs will need to be included in the calculation of the base-level funding.  Council may wish to carefully consider approval of programs and strategies in the implementation plan that may present supplantation issues for subsequent years, since base-level funding may need to be maintained or may be more difficult to remove especially in the context of the General Fund structural gap.  For example, a restorative justice program supported by the General Fund in 2015 that is substantially similar to a restorative justice would need to be included in the base-level funding and that amount of funding would need to continue to be expended in future years in order to be able to spend BSK levy proceeds.  The continued constraints on the General Fund could make this more difficult. 

Anticipated Technical Amendments

· COO reporting as a component of BSK annual reports and evaluation plan. Revisions to the Implementation Plan (and an amendment adopting these revisions) are needed to clarify in Sect. VII (Communities Matter Allocation) and in the reporting sub-section that COO will report along with the overall BSK annual reports and as part of the BSK Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan due next summer.
· COO initiative defined by contract with The Seattle Foundation. If Council chooses to retain the definition of the Communities of Opportunity initiative as “the
program launched by The Seattle Foundation and King County in 2014 and memorialized in Contract #5692351, including any successor contract” (first definition within Ordinance 18088), the Implementation Plan will need an amendment clarifying this.  


ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 
a. Attachment A, Updated July 13, 2016 to Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281: Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan (with line numbers)
2. Executive Transmittal Letter
3. Fiscal Note
4. Ordinance 18088
5. Ordinance 18220
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