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SUBJECT

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

SUMMARY

Ordinance 18088, the legislation that placed the Best Starts for Kids levy on the ballot,[footnoteRef:1] 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:2]   [1:  King County voters approved a six-year property tax levy to fund Best Starts for Kids (BSK), a prevention-oriented regional plan, on November 2015.]  [2:  Ordinance 18088. ] 

 
Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 would approve the BSK Implementation Plan, which may be amended by ordinance, and require annual reporting by one year after the effective date of Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281. The annual reports would be required to describe the programs funded and outcomes for the children, youth, families and young adults served, with reports in July of each year through 2021 thereafter. Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 does not require transmittal of a motion accepting each of these reports.  

The transmitted BSK Implementation Plan outlines the funding strategies, proposed programs and outcomes for levy proceed expenditures consistent with the allocations in the levy ordinance.[footnoteRef:3]  It also provides information on community engagement in the development of the BSK Implementation Plan, county policy informing the plan, the plan’s vision and goals of the levy, and provides information on how the community and council will be apprised of implementation progress and outcome and evaluation information.  [3:  50% for the Invest Early Allocation (0-5 year olds); 35% for the Sustain the Gain Allocation (5-24 year olds); 10% for the Communities Matter Allocation (Communities of Opportunity); and 5% for the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation.] 


The Regional Policy Committee’s work plan calls for it to complete its review by July 13, 2016. This is the committee’s second briefing on this proposed legislation.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  The staff report for the prior briefing on the legislation on June 8, 2016 can be found at:  http://aqua.kingcounty.gov/Council/agendas/RPC/20160608-RPC-additional.pdf] 


BACKGROUND 

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:5] Executive staff project that the BSK levy will generate a total of approximately $400 million in revenues over the six-year levy period.[footnoteRef:6]   [5:  Ordinance 18088 and Motion 14673.]  [6:  Earlier projections estimated approximately $392.3 million in revenues over the six year levy period.] 


Under Ordinance 18088, out of the first year's levy proceeds, $19 million will be set aside to fund the Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention Initiative as well as the amounts that are necessary to pay for election costs related to the levy. The Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention (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; and 5 percent or an estimated $18,498,000 for the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  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.] 


The Executive transmitted three additional pieces of legislation concurrent with PO 2016-0281, as follows:
· PO 2016-0282: making supplemental appropriations of $4.8 million to the department of community and human services and $789,000 to the department of public health 
· PO 2016-0283: establishing the Communities of Opportunity advisory board (as a successor to the current Communities of Opportunity Interim Governance Group)
· PM 2016-0284: adopting economic factors to consider during annual levy increases for the best starts for kids levy.
These are under consideration by the appropriate standing committees of the King County Council (Budget and Fiscal Management and Health, Housing and Human Services) for implementation in alignment with the BSK Implementation Plan as adopted.

The transmitted BSK Implementation Plan contains an Executive Summary and 11 sections, including endnotes and appendices. At a high level, the plan can be summarized as follows:

Executive Summary:  Outlines the vision for BSK, including three overarching result goals for the levy:

· “Babies are born healthy and establish a strong foundation for lifelong health and well-being.
· King County is a place where everyone has equitable opportunities to progress through childhood safe and healthy, building academic and life skills to be thriving members of their communities.
· 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."

Section I, Best Starts for Kids Levy – History, Values and Approach:  Section I provides the policy context for the BSK levy, including alignment on County adopted policies such as the King County Strategic Plan, Equity and Social Justice Ordinance, Health and Human Services Transformation Plan, and the Youth Action Plan. 

Section II, BSK Implementation – Guided by Data and Focused on Outcomes:  This section provides child and youth data and identifies headline indicators, or aspirational measure that help quantify the three BSK overarching results outlined in the Executive Summary.

Section III, BSK Implementation – Grounded in Science and Research:  Section III discusses research on brain development before age five and during adolescence. This section also discusses research on Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs), trauma and toxic stress.

Section IV, BSK Implementation – Led by Community Priorities:  Section IV summarizes themes that emerged from extensive stakeholder engagement undertaken in levy and implementation plan development, including six large community gatherings between July and December 2015 and more targeted consultation with the community in April and May 2016.  

Section V, Prenatal-5 Years, Approach and Investments: Ordinance 18088 allocated 50 percent of BSK levy proceeds (less initial collections for the YFHP initiative and election costs) to:  “plan, provide and administer strategies focused on children and youth under five years old and their caregivers, pregnant women and for individuals or families concerning pregnancy. Of these moneys, not less than $42.8 million shall be used to provide health services, such as maternity support services and nurse family partnership home visiting program services.”[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Ordinance 18088, Section 5.C.1.] 


Section V of the Implementation Plan focuses on the 0-5 Years Early Allocation and estimates a total of $184,977,000 in expenditures in this strategy area for 2016-2021. The Implementation Plan notes that this investment strategy area is aimed at achieving the following BSK levy ordinance result: Babies are born healthy and establish a strong foundation for lifelong health and well-being.  

Programmatic approaches are targeted to four strategy areas: support parents, families and caregivers; screen children to prevent problems, intervene early, and effectively link to treatment; cultivate caregiver knowledge; and support high quality childcare (in home and in centers, licensed and unlicensed). This section also identifies the headline indicators that this strategy area will contribute to improving.

The plan estimates funding for 2016-2021 for each of the proposed Prenatal-5 Years programmatic approaches (descriptions of each approach are provided in the Implementation Plan and in Attachment 6):

· Innovation fund for specific community interests/needs: $8,150,000
· Home-based services, including home visits and community-based programs: $46,647,000
· Community-based parenting supports and parent/peer supports: $11,895,000
· Efforts to provide parents and caregivers information on healthy development: $3,000,000
· Child care health consultation: $11,243,000
· Direct services and system building to assure healthy development, including developmental screenings, early intervention services and system building for infant/early childhood mental health: $37,345,000
· Workforce development: $7,326,000
· Investment in Public Health’s Maternal/Child Health services: $51,431,000
· Caregiver Referral System: $7,899,000

Additional Information on Invest Early Allocation Proposed Programmatic Approaches

Help Me Grow Framework
The Prenatal-Five Years section of the BSK Implementation Plan provides an additional framework for investments called “Help Me Grow,” in which King County will adapt a national model for system alignment that is also being implemented by the state of Washington (part of the state’s Essentials for Childhood and Early Learning Plan initiatives). The Implementation Plan states:

“The BSK Help Me Grow framework will assure that families and children are the center of a cohesive and well-coordinated system through a network of Navigators, who will be based in community organizations. Navigators will work one-on-one with children and families to help connect them with resources and services.” (p 40)

Executive staff indicates that the Help Me Grow framework will not receive a separate allocation, but that Navigators will be funded with a portion of other Prenatal-5 Years allocations/approaches, such as community-based parenting supports.

Per Executive staff, the proposed $11.9 million allocation for Community Based Parenting Supports (Prenatal – 5) would include both direct services and linkages to other services. Examples of direct services include “birth doulas, peer counselors, and community providers who specialize in preventions/interventions to address issues such as asthma, injury prevention, toxins in the home, and vision and oral health.” Executive staff state that all providers will also have the capacity to refer – “link” – families to other services as needed.

Section VI, 5-24 Years, Approach, and Investments:  Ordinance 18088 allocated 35 percent of BSK levy proceeds (less initial collections for the YFHP initiative and election costs) to:  “plan, provide, and administer strategies focused on children and youth ages five through twenty-four years old.”[footnoteRef:9] The Implementation Plan estimates a total of $124,483,000 in expenditures for 2016-2021 for this allocation. The Implementation Plan notes that this investment strategy area is aimed at achieving the following BSK levy ordinance result: King County is a Place where everyone has equitable opportunities to progress through childhood safe and healthy, building academic and life skills to be thriving members of communities. [9:  Ordinance 18088, Section 5.C.2.] 


Programmatic approaches fall under six strategy areas: build resiliency of youth, and reduce risky behaviors; meet the health and behavioral needs of youth; create healthy and safe environments for youth; help youth stay connected to their families and communities; help young adults who have had challenges successfully transition into adulthood; and stop the school-to-prison pipeline. This section also denotes the headline indicators that this strategy area will contribute to improving.

The plan estimates funding for 2016-2021 for each of the proposed 5-24 Years programmatic approaches (descriptions of each approach are provided in the Implementation Plan and in Attachment 6), which are intended to:

· Build Resiliency of Youth and Reduce Risky Behaviors: $58,121,000
· Proposed programs under this approach include: restorative justice practices, domestic violence prevention for youth, out-of-school programs, youth leadership opportunities, and trauma-informed schools and organizations
· Help Youth Stay Connected to Families and Communities: $14,969,000
· Proposed programs under this approach include: mentoring and family engagement and support
· Meet Health and Behavior Needs of Youth: $26,485,000
· Proposed programs under this approach include: focusing on positive identify development, school-based health centers, and screening and early intervention for mental health and substance abuse
· Help Young Adults Transition to Adulthood: $7,500,000
· Proposed programs under this approach include: supporting youth to stay in school
· Stop the School to Prison Pipeline: $22,400,000
· Proposed programs under this approach include: prevention and intervention, youth and young adult employment and a Theft 3 and Mall Safety Pilot Project

Additional Information on Sustain the Gain Allocation Proposed Programmatic Approaches

School-Based Health Centers
Executive staff report that the school-based health center model (SBHC) is currently in place in nearly 30 schools in King County. SBHCs implement an integrated care model that includes medical services and behavioral/mental health services and is available to all students enrolled in those schools where clinics are housed. School-Based Health Center providers address academic and social concerns alongside health needs. According to Executive staff, Public Health currently manages an investment of nearly $6 million annually for SBHCs that include mental and physical health services, and maintains the expertise and technical assistance capacity in program development and implementation for the new BSK investments in this area.

The Implementation Plan proposes to expand the SBHC model to “up to five additional SBHCs in low income areas” with BSK funding over the life of the levy. The portion of the $26.5 million proposed investment to “Meet Health and Behavior Needs of Youth” under the 5-24 Years allocation that would go to SBHCs is not specified.

Subsequently, Executive staff have indicated that based on new financial analysis following the submission of the Implementation Plan the county could add only three new SBHCs given the $8 million of proposed funding.

Funding could be ready to be allocated 3-4 months after council approves the plan in a phased in approach that includes funding for 4 specific program areas: 
1. Planning grants 
2. Capital improvements/clinic infrastructure
3. Operations (ongoing)
4. Enhancement grants to existing King County clinics
5. Program staff to provide technical assistance and implementation support, lead system collaboration and quality initiatives. 
Executive staff further indicate that “communities that are awarded BSK funds will be expected to provide at least 30% additional funding contribution to contribute to their commitment and long term sustainability.” 

Screening and Early Intervention for Mental Health and Substance Abuse 
The transmitted plan proposes Screening and Early Intervention for Mental Health and Substance Abuse as a program type within the strategy “Meet Health and Behavior Needs of Youth.” As proposed, this programming would be provided in partnerships between schools and community based organizations (CBOs). Per Executive staff, these investments would primarily support contracts with CBOs to implement and deliver these screening and early intervention services. These CBOs would be charged with building relationships and partnerships with schools that are tailored to each specific school or district to allow CBO clinical staff to provide services to youth and families in the school and to link youth and families with other CBOs to assist in providing any ongoing support.  

Executive staff state that funding in this allocation would also support hiring 2.0 FTE in DCHS to assist with building relationships with school districts and middle schools, manage the contracted CBOs, provide training and fidelity checks and assure that relevant data is collected for evaluation.  

Executive staff state that one type of screening and early intervention for mental health and substance abuse, the Screening, Brief Intervention and Referral to Treatment (SBIRT) model, is currently provided as a Public Health contracted service in 21 middle schools in King County. Executive staff indicate that BSK would help to support expansion toward the goal of universal screening, where all students that have been identified as having potential issues can be supported by the contracted CBO or referred to another CBO for any significant issue requiring more support. Executive staff report that in the model, screening may be universal for specific grades (e.g., all 8th grade students) or because of a particular behavior (e.g., two unexcused absences) consistent with the school’s needs and desires.  

Executive staff identify a goal of expanding SBIRT services to all 19 school districts. The BSK Implementation Plan proposes an allocation of $2.1 million, which Executive staff clarify would support expansion to all middle schools within King County. Executive staff estimate that expanding to all middle schools would require a total of $3.6 million dollars, and report that King County currently invests $1.5 million, which includes youth suicide prevention programming and collaborative school based behavioral health services backed with Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) levy funds. 

Executive staff report the desire to leverage additional funding to expand to all high schools within King County. 

Section VII, Communities of Opportunity:  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:10]  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.   [10:  Ordinance 18088 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. Pursuant to this direction, the Executive transmitted an ordinance on the IGG which council revised and adopted as Ordinance 18220. Ordinance 18220 required the Executive to transmit an ordinance defining the structure and duties of a successor to the IGG by June 1, 2016. This ordinance, PO 2016-0283, is under review by the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee of the King County Council.] 


The plan estimates funding for 2016-2021 for Communities of Opportunity (COO) at $37 million over the life of the levy. 

The Implementation Plan anticipates dividing the COO allocation of BSK levy funds across three types of competitive awards, along with providing support for a regional learning community, “direct system investment” and staffing and evaluation costs. 

Per the plan, the three types of competitive award categories are 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.

· Competitive 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. Executive staff indicate that they will work with Geographic Information Services (GIS) to create an interactive map that will allow interested parties to see if they fall within the 35% of eligible census tracts. This map will be available on the website for applicants.

· Investments 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 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 barriers and sustain change over time.

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. In this model, community members who are likely to benefit from COO activities are active collaborators in directing the flow of funds. According to Executive staff, “having flexibility between categories will allow COO to shift funds when other significant fund sources are available in a particular investment area, for example, and to meet emerging needs.”

According to the Implementation Plan, the COO/BSK governance group (proposed as the COO-BSK Levy Advisory Board in PO 2016-0283, currently under review by the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee of the King County Council) 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.

Executive staff further elaborate that the COO Advisory Board “will consider the progress of the implementation plan strategies [across all COO investments]; any additional funding or pledged resources that will be available to COO; best sources available for investment areas; priority strategies; and findings from COO performance measurement and evaluation. From this analysis, the Advisory Board will recommend the annual allocations of funds to the investment areas in the COO element of the BSK Levy Implementation Plan to the COO Founders Group (King County and The Seattle Foundation) for final approval. Annual reports to Council will also include information about this process.”[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Staff are working with Executive staff to understand how it might be possible to reconcile this process with the language describing the duties of the COO Advisory Board in PO 2016-0283.] 


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.

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.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Analysis is ongoing to determine whether these reports would sufficiently discharge the duty of the COO advisory board to make recommendations to the Executive and Council.] 


Section VIII, Evaluation and Performance Measurement Framework: Ordinance 18088 allocated 5 percent of BSK levy proceeds (less initial collections for the YFHP initiative and amounts for costs attributable to election) 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 RCV/ 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:13] [13:  Ordinance 18088, Section 5.C.4.] 


The Implementation Plan estimates that just over $17 million over the life of the BSK levy will support evaluation, data collection and improving service delivery for children and youth.  
This section provides an overview of the evaluation framework, noting that, as strategies are refined and programs are selected over the remainder of 2016, the evaluation framework will be more fully developed, particularly for program-level performance metrics and targets. The section states that a detailed BSK Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan will be completed by July 2017 and transmitted to the King County Council, with later updates as needed.  

Additional Information on Evaluation Approaches

BSK Health Survey
Executive staff indicate that the BSK Health Survey will make King County one of the first in the nation (Boston, NY, and CA) and the first in WA State to have local data on youth ages 0-12.  In 2016, the University of Washington Social Development Research Group (SDRG) will conduct the survey (i.e. distribution and collection of surveys to generate the survey database) on behalf of the county.  Executive staff indicate that SDRG is a leader in the field of child development, and that their Survey Research Division has successfully led many surveys related to children and family health.  Per the county’s contract, the cost of survey administration will be $284,000 per survey cycle (three cycles: 2016, 2018, and 2020).  Executive staff indicate that the intent is to have a BSK epidemiologist who will develop the survey, analyze, and give briefings on survey results.  As of the writing of this staff report, Executive staff indicate that there are no other potential funders found to date for the BSK Health Survey.

The BSK Health Survey is intended to have 5,000 randomly selected parents/guardians participate across all communities throughout King County.  They indicate that there are two versions of the survey: one for families with a selected 0 to 5 year old child and one for families with a selected kindergarten to 5th grade child. Executive staff indicate a commitment to ensure all types of families are captured in the survey and have added additional steps to the traditional survey methodology to demonstrate this commitment.  For example, the survey will be administered in six languages, all versions of the survey were piloted with providers, parents, and caregivers to collect feedback on cultural relevancy and translation accuracy, and the most populous racial group in King County (white non-Hispanic) will be under-sampled and all other race/ethnic groups will be over-sampled to ensure precise estimates for all racial/ethnic groups.

Section IX, Junior Taxing District Levy Prorationing:  As noted in the summary of Section VIII, Ordinance 18088 provided for BSK levy revenue to be used for eligible services provided by certain junior taxing districts that are prorationed.[footnoteRef:14]   [14:  Under Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 84.52.043, the aggregate level of junior taxing districts and senior taxing districts, other than the state, may not exceed $5.90 per thousand dollars of assessed value. Under RCW 84.52.010, junior taxing districts may be prorationed, or reduced, until the aggregate level falls below the $5.90 limit. 
] 


The BSK levy ordinance identified that BSK levy revenue can be used for eligible services provided by certain junior taxing districts as follows: 

· Up to $1 million in BSK levy revenues will be provided to metropolitan park districts that lose revenue due to prorationing and 
· An amount equal to revenues lost by fire districts in King County resulting from prorationing to the extent the prorationing was caused solely by the BSK levy.

The BSK Implementation Plan identifies known impacts of prorationing for 2016 as $316,421 in lost revenues for the Si View Metropolitan Park District and $114,558 for the Fall City Metropolitan Park District. Si View Metropolitan Park District has identified several programs, including general youth programs, cultural programs and youth sports programs, with budgeted costs of $316,421. DCHS is working with Fall City Metropolitan Park District to develop programs that would be eligible for up to $114,558 in BSK funding.

ANALYSIS

Staff analysis on the transmitted BSK Implementation Plan is ongoing. Staff continues to analyze for consistency between the plan, the BSK levy ordinance and adopted County policy.  

Thus far, staff has identified the following potential issues that RPC members or council may wish to consider. Where additional information has been received since the committee’s last briefing, that information is updated below.

General Technical Issues

Estimated expenditure totals. There are inconsistencies between the estimated funding totals throughout the plan. Staff anticipate the need for a technical amendment to align the various estimated funding figures.

Inconsistency in the reporting requirement.  Staff has identified an inconsistency in the reporting requirement in Ordinance 18088 and Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281.  Ordinance 18088 requires that the BSK Implementation Plan “include a proposal for an annual reporting process to the council, including the regional policy committee or a successor committee.” Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 states that “By one year after the effective date of this ordinance, the executive shall submit to metropolitan King County Council the first annual report describing the programs funded and outcomes for the children, youth, families and young adults served.  Thereafter, the executive shall submit yearly reports in July of each year through 2021.  Any report required by this section shall be filed in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers.” Furthermore, the BSK Implementation Plan itself does not provide for an annual reporting process that calls out reporting to the regional policy committee.

General Substantive Issues

Expenditure estimates and procurement and contracting timeline. Section IV of the plan proposes that the county will work with the CYAB and other stakeholders to develop a procurement and contracting process as well as universal and focused RFPs for the remainder of 2016. The plan to delay procurement until late 2016 to early 2017 is inconsistent with the sum of the 2016 expenditure estimates provided in the plan. While some funds may be needed to manage the remainder of the planning process, including the RFP and contracting processes, staff are still analyzing the estimated program expenditures outlined in the relevant Allocation Strategy chapters of the Implementation Plan. Nevertheless, staff anticipate the need to amend the plan to reconcile the expenditure estimates and the contemplated implementation and procurement timeline.

Length of time until procurement. Chapter IV notes that the first round of RFPs will be concluded and initial investments made in early 2017. No specific and comprehensive information is provided in the transmitted plan as to what strategies and programs would roll out first and which would be delayed for more planning, although some chapters discuss this on an individual strategy or program level.[footnoteRef:15] In part, this is due to the fact that the implementation sequence is still being developed. [15:  Several of the 5 – 24 program strategies, for example, will require further planning as will much of the work under the Communities of Opportunity allocation.] 


Executive staff indicated that in developing the funding strategies in the plan, it was anticipated that some programs would be funded in 2016 upon council approval of the implementation plan. It was also anticipated that other programs will require further planning to determine the exact implementation strategy. Executive staff note that examples of programs that are ready to implement include Home Visiting Evidence-Based Programs and Early Intervention Services. Planning work in some areas such as workforce development will continue concurrent to council deliberations during the summer. 

Executive staff note that they are working with the CYAB and other community stakeholders in addition to examining current County-wide data to further determine exact timelines for rollout. Executive staff are working to develop a matrix with this information, which they aim to provide when available as they continue to plan.

Evaluation timeline and cohort rollout. The Implementation Plan includes programs that may rollout as early as the beginning of 2017 and others that will require strategic planning and collaboration with communities and stakeholders before an implementation timeline can be set. Consequently, as a whole, the rollout timeline for the plan is not set. It is, therefore, difficult to ascertain how program delivery, evaluation and performance measurement will align without a clear pre-determined implementation timeline. The Implementation Plan states that one year from the effective date of the ordinance approving the Implementation Plan the executive will submit to Council the first annual report describing “the programs funded and outcomes for the children, youth, families, and young adults served.” The Implementation Plan does not require legislation approving or accepting this or annual performance evaluation reports. 

Audit, evaluation and reporting. Council staff continue to analyze the audit, evaluation and reporting components of the transmitted plan. 

Executive staff note that in addition to monthly review of agency program outcomes and invoice submission, programmatic and fiscal oversight of participating agencies will include a site visit to each provider at least once every two years. Executive staff indicate that should issues with the agency’s program or fiscal performance during the contract period be identified, additional site visits will be conducted and corrective action plans developed accordingly.

Balance of county and community programming. Because many of the programmatic approaches under the strategy areas are presented as options for funding, it is unclear plan-wide what percentage of funds are contemplated to go to community organizations and what percentage are contemplated to fund work by County employees. Staff analysis is ongoing.

Portion of funding subject to competitive procurement. While some programmatic approaches denote they would be subject to an RFP process (geographic and cultural community awards within the Communities Matter / Communities of Opportunity Allocation and the Mentoring Program in the Sustain the Gain Allocation, for example), it is unclear how much of the total funding available will be subject to a competitive procurement process as much of the programming (even RFP-denoted programs) is presented as a menu of options decisions about which will not take place until after the adoption of the General Implementation Plan. The plan does explicitly state an intent to make funding accessible and work collaboratively with communities on procurement.

Executive staff note that they are currently engaged in developing a matrix that outlines which programs will be funded through a competitive procurement process and which will not. Executive staff note that they do anticipate that a majority of programs will be accessed through a competitive RFP procurement process. Further, they point to the fact that the Implementation Plan outlines that BSK is working to ensure that a competitive RFP process is more accessible to all communities. This work, they note, is being undertaken with the Children and Youth Advisory Board and other community stakeholders, who are beginning to plan those details but must have approval of the Implementation Plan before moving forward with procurement.

With regards to the Communities Matter Allocation, a specific question was raised at the June 8 briefing as to whether the place-based funding process would be competitive for existing sites (Rainer Valley, White Center and SeaTac/Tukwila). Executive staff report that there will be an annual Communities of Opportunity (COO) competitive process (Request for Proposal, Letter of Interest, or Request for Qualification) over the next four years for certified site partners in the three place-based community partnership sites. 

Further, Executive staff indicate that all of the COO-BSK funding for initial sites, and for new geographic or cultural communities, will be allocated through some form of competitive process.

In addition to these competitively awarded funds, Executive staff indicate that COO staff and Advisory Board members “will work with community partners, potential local and national funders and the Learning Community to develop plans for potential direct investments.” Such direct investments could include technical assistance and matching funds to secure awards from external sources. Executive staff further report that “Direct System Investment Plans” will be presented and discussed with the COO Advisory Board for approval. The Plan does not specify the amount or share of COO funding that could be allocated for direct investment. Staff is continuing to gather information about this strategy including analyzing whether this approach would be consistent with county procurement policy.

Supplantation. Staff has requested base-level funding figures for 2015 programs and services in order to conduct a supplantation analysis. The timing of further 2016 BSK levy expenditures, which must either be appropriated or wait for approval of the Implementation Plan and be appropriated make it less likely that there will be a supplantation issue for 2016. 

Number of programmatic approaches, scalability of programs, potential for diluted impact. The Implementation Plan presents many options for programmatic approaches within each allocation. Depending on the combination of programs selected, programs may not be able to be scaled with the estimated funding figures provided. Staff also note that the breadth of programming contemplated, should all programmatic approaches in the implementation plan be funded, may dilute the potential impact of any one program and, potentially, the impact of the whole. 

Furthermore, the implementation plan provides little in the way of guidance on programmatic approach prioritization and staff analysis seems to point to the unlikelihood of bringing a majority of the contemplated programmatic approaches to scale, particularly in light of the lack of information for many of the programs on whether they will be universal or targeted. While staff analysis is ongoing, preliminary analysis seems to indicate that, at the funding levels presently estimated, only a minority of the programs could be taken to scale. Staff analysis preliminarily suggests that broadly funding all programs in the plan might impact some of the potential benefits that programs might otherwise be achieved if priority were given to scaling some programs over funding all programs.

Executive staff note that they do not have a document that outlines what programmatic approaches are intended to be brought to scale and which are intended to be pilots or fall in between. Executive staff note that they are in the process of developing one. In developing the plan, Executive staff indicate that there are strategies that can clearly be brought to scale with the funding proposed in the plan and that those are designated in the plan. They note it is not the intention of Best Starts for Kids funding to bring every strategy to scale. Some investments, they point out – like quality out-of-school time and the Parent Child Home program – are investments that, at the current proposed level, can both “have a significant impact within our communities for children and families, and importantly, can be used to leverage other resources through partnerships with local funders and stakeholders to take the strategy to scale.” Council staff has requested additional information about the potential to leverage funds and for which strategies, where known. Executive staff further note that, on the other hand, some strategies like the innovation fund in the prenatal to 5 investments are designed to fund innovative and community-based programs – in this way they are closer to “pilot” programs and may surface strategies that (with careful evaluation) may be replicated in other parts of the county.

Universal programs vs. focused programs. The implementation plan indicates that decisions about what programs would be universally available vs. focused on areas experiencing greater disproportionality will be made during the remainder of 2016. In this context, it is difficult to determine program scalability. Additionally, community conversation themes included a desire for BSK to “expand the definition of ‘need’ to include communities with rapidly increasing rates in the challenges facing children and families, not just high numbers.” It is presently unclear whether focused program delivery will incorporate this idea.

According to Executive staff, Best Starts for Kids will follow an approach called “targeted universalism,” meaning that certain components of Best Starts for Kids will be available to all children across King County, including geographically isolated and rural communities and other components will focus on bringing programs, interventions and approaches to those children with the greatest need. The large majority of Best Starts for Kids funding will be completely bid in outcomes-focused contracts to community-based organizations. 

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 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.  
With respect to the Communities Matter Allocation, 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.”

Impact of prior appropriations. Staff analysis is ongoing on whether the Implementation Plan aligns with prior BSK appropriations for planning and health services.

Alignment with juvenile justice initiatives. Staff analysis is ongoing on whether the Implementation Plan aligns with prior council policy and direction on juvenile justice initiatives. 

Screening Programs. Questions were raised at the June 8 briefing around screening criteria, bias avoidance, screening tools selected, tracking and course-correction, and investment balance between screening and early intervention. With respect to these proposed programs, Executive staff indicate that screening will only be used as a tool to gather developmental information and that after screening children will be referred to the appropriate resource if further support and potential diagnosis is needed. BSK intends to provide access to all children to developmental screening and will use current pathways to provide screening opportunities such as home visitors, medical providers, child care centers, and WIC offices. Executive staff indicate that a screening tool has not yet been selected and that they intend to “keep equity in the forefront of the conversation” as they explore their options. In terms of tracking and course-correction Executive staff indicate the intent is to have a workforce that is trained in child development, disproportionality and multiculturalism. Executive staff further note that they intend to monitor for issues related to targeting, unwarranted diagnosis or unwarranted referrals through data collection and community reporting. In terms of investment balance, Executive Staff indicate that early detection and early intervention would allow the County to increase access to critical services thus helping to ensure that early issues do not become lifetime issues.


Communities Matter Allocation - Communities of Opportunity 
· Proposed distribution. The Plan does not specify the anticipated distribution of investments across the strategies (either with ranges or target percentages). This issue is addressed in the background section of the Community Matters Allocation as it was a question generated during the June 8 RPC briefing.

· Awards process of common strategies and system level solutions for all COO partners. Language in the Plan appears unclear with respect to whether the awards in this category will be competitive or not. While one section states that “COO will continue to have an RFP process for organizations of various sizes that will engage in work to build diversity, equity and inclusion into the institutions, systems, business models and policies that shape our communities, environment, planning and growth“ (bottom of page 81) other sections indicate that funding for system level solutions will be “direct funder investments” (middle of page 81) and that these investments “will be formally proposed to the COO-BSK Advisory Board through a Direct System Investment Plan. Such plans will be formulated by the COO founders, working in co-design” with partners (page 86). Additional clarification has been provided by Executive staff per the prior discussion. However, analysis is still ongoing. 

· 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.

Data and Evaluation Allocation
· Independent Evaluation of the YFHP. The Best Starts for Kids Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Implementation Plan was amended to include language that it is the County’s intent that the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention initiative receive an independent. Further, that plan included a clause noting that the County anticipates it will use evaluation funds from the Best Starts for Kids levy to be allocated as part of the general implementation plan. Lastly, that plan stated that “DCHS will seek to obtain philanthropic funding to secure outside evaluation on program outcomes and the effectiveness of the model…[but if] funds for an independent evaluation are secured, those funds will be used to supplement Best Starts for Kids levy funds used for evaluation.” The transmitted BSK Implementation Plan does not include language consistent with the policy direction provided in the YFHP Implementation Plan. Executive staff note that this was an oversight.

· Allocation of Proceeds for Prorationing. The BSK Implementation Plan includes sufficient funds to address prorationing in 2016. As noted earlier, the Si View and Fall City metropolitan park districts are projected to be prorationed ($316,421 and $114,558 respectively). While the Si View Metropolitan Park District has programming eligible to be supported with BSK levy proceeds, DCHS is still working with the Fall City Metropolitan Park District to develop programming that would be eligible for BSK funding.
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