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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 or BSK General 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. The amendment approved by that committee clarifies the initiative’s reporting requirements, makes reporting requirements consistent with the BSK levy Ordinance 18088 and provides for the participation of the Children and Youth Advisory Board in the reporting process. The amendment also directs that as determinations of need are made for focused strategies and programs, consideration will be given to communities and populations experiencing rapidly increasing rates in the challenges facing children and families. Lastly, the amendment directs that thought be given to the distance an individual must travel to access services and that implementation staff consider how equity might be enhanced for applicable programs and strategies through transportation subsidy options. 

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] first briefing on this legislation.  This briefing will give an overview of the plan and relevant policy background and will then focus on the plan’s Executive Summary, Sections I through V, and Sections VIII and IX. Motion 14592 states that the council intends to complete its deliberations on the Best Starts for Kids General Implementation Plan in September 2016. [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.] 



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 Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention Initiative as well as the amounts that are necessary to pay for election costs related to the levy. The Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention (FYHP) 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.] 


Spending Limit and Expenditures-to-Date 
Ordinance 18088 limits expenditures—except for election costs, up to $2 million in planning funds and certain funds for public health services—of BSK levy funds until the date on which the Council approves the applicable implementation plan by ordinance in Sec.8.C. as follows:

“C. Levy proceeds may not be expended for the purposes described in section 5.A.[footnoteRef:9] and C. of this ordinance until the date on which the applicable implementation plan is approved by ordinance, except for planning funds, which shall be approved by ordinance and not exceed two million dollars, the funds required for elections costs described in section 5.A.2. of this ordinance, and funds for public health services described in section 5.C.1. of this ordinance.” [9:  This refers to the portion of Ordinance 18088 that established the requirement for a Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention Initiative.] 


The Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget provided the following BSK levy funds appropriation totals to date tracked by allocation (which may include planning funds) on June 17, 2016: 

	BSK Strategy Area
	DCHS
	DPH
	Total

	Invest Early (0-5)
	$667,815
	$3,577,100
	$4,244,915

	Sustain the Gain (5-24)
	$325,850
	$202,800
	$528,650

	Communities Matter 
(Communities of Opportunity)
	
$69,965
	
$102,100
	
$172,065

	Evaluations, Data, Systems
	$316,405
	$190,000
	$506,405

	Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention
	$3,167,000
	$0
	$3,167,000

	Fire and Park District Mitigation
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Elections
	$0
	$0
	$0



Proposed Ordinance 2016-0282, a companion to Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281, would make a supplemental appropriation of $4.8 million to the Department of Community and Human Services and $789,000 to the Department of Public Health from the Best Starts for Kids fund.

Implementation Plan Requirement and Related Policy Provisions[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Note that these relate only to sections of the Plan being briefed today.] 

Ordinance 18088 Sec.8.B. required that: 

“B. The executive shall transmit to the council an implementation plan that identifies the strategies to be funded and outcomes to be achieved with the use of levy proceeds described in section 5.C. of this ordinance. The implementation plan shall be developed in collaboration with the oversight and advisory board and the communities of opportunity interim governance group, as applicable. The implementation plan shall, to the maximum extent possible, take into consideration the county's youth action plan, adopted by Motion 14378, and any recommendations of the county's steering committee to address juvenile justice disproportionality that was formed in 2015 that are adopted into policy….The implementation plan shall be transmitted to the council by June 1, 2016, for council review and approval by ordinance.”

The following three sections provide the relevant background on adopted County policy and state law that may implicate future BSK levy appropriations and, relatedly, the BSK Implementation Plan.

Data and Evaluation Related to the Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention (FYHP) Initiative. Ordinance 18088 required transmittal to Council by March 1, 2016 of an implementation plan identifying the strategies to be funded and outcomes to be achieved relating to the Family and Youth  Homelessness Prevention Initiative. Ordinance 18285 was passed by Council on May 9, 2016. The companion ordinance, Ordinance 18287, appropriating levy proceeds to fund the Family and Youth Homelessness Prevention Initiative for the remainder of 2016, was passed by the Council on May 16, 2016. The FYHP Initiative implementation plan approved by Ordinance 18285 was amended by Council to include the following language: 

“It is the intent of the County that an independent evaluation will be conducted for this [FYHP] initiative. The County anticipates that it will use funds from the Best Starts for Kids levy consistent with Ordinance 18088 Section 5.C.4. to support this independent evaluation. If philanthropic funds for an independent evaluation are secured, those funds will be used to supplement Best Starts for Kids levy funds used for evaluation. An evaluation on the first year and a half of program implementation will be completed no later than June 1, 2019, and will be transmitted to the King County Council as part of the required annual report.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Council Adopted FYHP Initiative Implementation Plan, pg. 23.] 


This provision was not included in the transmitted BSK Implementation Plan.  Executive staff indicate that this was an oversight.

Supplantation. Under state law[footnoteRef:12], 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. [12:  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. 

Oversight, Community Engagement and Alignment with Other County Policy[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Note that these relate only to sections of the plan being briefed today. Consequently, the Communities of Opportunity Interim Governance Group, legislation related to this group, the role of this group vis a vis BSK, and its collaborating on the development of the Communities Matter (Communities of Opportunity) Allocation portion of the BSK Implementation Plan will be covered when that portion of the BSK Implementation Plan is briefed. For more information on this group and its role, please reference Ordinance 18220, Proposed Ordinance 2016-0283 and the staff report on the Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan for the June 8, 2016 Regional Policy Committee meeting.  ] 

Ordinance 18088 also created processes and timelines for oversight and implementation of BSK-funded programming. Those processes and timelines, as well as updates related to them, are described below.

Oversight and Advisory Board. Ordinance 18088 required transmittal to Council by December 1, 2015 of a plan on the oversight and advisory board for the BSK initiative, along with a proposed ordinance that identified the duties and composition of the oversight and advisory board.[footnoteRef:14] This oversight body, the King County Children and Youth Advisory Board (CYAB) was established by Ordinance 18217. Members of the CYAB were subsequently appointed by the Executive and confirmed by Council.[footnoteRef:15]   [14:  This board would not oversee Communities of Opportunity (identified in the transmitted plan as the Communities Matter Allocation) as a separate provision addressed oversight of this allocation and programming.]  [15:  Motions 14504 through 14538.] 


Under Ordinance 18217, the BSK-related duties of the CYAB are: 1) to serve as the Best Starts for Kids children and youth strategies oversight and advisory body, including making recommendations on and monitoring the distributions of levy proceeds, except those related to the Communities of Opportunity Initiative;[footnoteRef:16] 2) to collaborate, to the maximum extent possible, with the Executive on development of an implementation plan relating to the Best Starts for Kids Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative; and 3) to work in collaboration with the Executive to develop an implementation plan for the portion of the levy proceeds pertaining to Best Starts for Kids children and youth strategies to be transmitted to the Council by June 1, 2016.   [16:  Specifically, Section 5.C.1., 2. and 4. of Ordinance 18088 are the Invest Early Allocation, Sustain the Gain Allocation and the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation.] 


The CYAB collaborated on the development of the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative implementation plan, and has collaborated on the development of the BSK Implementation Plan that Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 would approve. The CYAB has also begun the process of outlining its governance and process models. 

The Regional Policy Committee amended Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 to require that the three reports and products required to be transmitted to Council (the First Annual Report to Council, the BSK Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan and the Annual Performance Evaluation Reports/Annual Reports) are developed in consultation with and reviewed by the Children and Youth Advisory Board before transmittal.

Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative Implementation Plan. As described above, Ordinance 18088 required an implementation plan for the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative. Ordinance 18285 approved that plan. 

Implementation Plan and Stakeholder Engagement. The BSK Implementation Plan sections being briefed today were developed in collaboration with the CYAB, consistent with the requirements of Ordinance 18088.  The Implementation Plan outlines additional stakeholder engagement including:
· Consultation with King County residents and community partners through community conversations: The Implementation Plan notes that multiple rounds of community conversations were held throughout the county as the levy first took shape and in the spring of 2016. Themes arising from these conversations are included in Section IV of the Implementation Plan. Appendix 6 lists the 2015 and 2016 Community Conversations conducted.
· Consultation with an Executive-assembled Science and Research Panel:  The Implementation Plan notes this panel serves in a consulting role to County staff and the CYAB. The Implementation Plan notes that guidance of this panel is aimed at ensuring that BSK is funding approaches that are aligned with research and evidence and that the panel will also consult on BSK data and evaluation needs. Appendix 4 provides the list of panel members.

Youth Action Plan (YAP) Requirement. As noted above, Ordinance 18088 required that the BSK Implementation Plan take into consideration, to the maximum extent possible, the county’s Youth Action Plan. King County enacted Ordinance 17738 in 2014, establishing the youth action plan task force and providing policy direction regarding the development of a youth action plan. Motion 14378 adopted the Youth Action Plan, which included recommendations in the following areas:
· social justice and equity (which speaks to the need for King County to prioritize and provide resources to recognize, prevent and eliminate institutional racism and other forms of bias across county government);
· strengthen and stabilize families, children, youth and young adults;
· stop the school-to-prison pipeline;
· bust silos/we’re better together (which calls for the breaking down of barriers between government, non-profits, and other providers of services);
· get smart about data (which calls for a comprehensive, countywide approach to data and outcome metrics for children and youth); 
· invest early, invest often, and invest in outcomes;
· accountability;
· Youth Bill of Rights; and
· evaluation and reporting/process and implementation timeline.

In the recommendation related to accountability,[footnoteRef:17] the YAP task force recommended the County increase accountability and oversight and to achieve “maximum impact”[footnoteRef:18] by creating shared accountability internally and with external partners, identifying outcomes and collecting data, and aligning with external efforts and groups.  The CYAB also functions as the advisory body on YAP activities. While analysis is ongoing, staff have not identified inconsistencies between the YAP and the BSK Implementation Plan. [17:  Ordinance 17738 asked for recommendations from the task force on the issue of whether King County should establish a single point of accountability for children and youth services, programs and policies as well as the form, structure, and model of what that point of accountability should take including its duties and role.]  [18:  King County Youth Action Plan, page 13.] 


Juvenile Justice Equity Steering Committee (JJESC) Requirement. As noted above, Ordinance 18088 required that the BSK Implementation plan take into consideration, to the maximum extent possible, any recommendations from the JJESC that are adopted into policy. The JJESC is a group of King County leaders that are charged with making recommendations to end racial disparity in the regional juvenile justice system. The committee includes parents, youth, mental health professionals, grassroots leaders, school district representatives, law enforcement agencies, courts, and representatives from the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office and Department of Public Defense. Appendix 5 to the BSK Implementation Plan outlines full membership. The committee is charged with developing action plans designed to reduce the over-representation of youth of color in the juvenile justice system.  The Theft 3 and Mall Safety Pilot Project within the Sustain the Gain Allocation, which will be discussed in a later briefing, was formally recommended for inclusion in the BSK Implementation Plan by this committee.

Reporting Process Requirements. Section 8.D. of the levy ordinance set forth the reporting process requirements to be included in the implementation plans:

“D. The implementation plans described in subsections A.[footnoteRef:19] and B. of this section shall each include a proposal for an annual reporting process to the council, including the regional policy committee or a successor committee.” [19:  This refers to the YFHP Initiative and the related implementation plan already accepted by Council.] 


The Regional Policy Committee amended Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 to clarify the annual reporting process; this included specifically noting the Regional Policy Committee in the reporting process.  

Eligible Expenditures. Ordinance 18088 Sec. 5. describes eligible expenditures with BSK levy proceeds and Section 5.C., specifically, describes the allowed expenditure categories that the strategies to be funded in the implementation plan referenced in Sec.8.B. must fall under. This portion of Ordinance 18088 reads as follows:

“SECTION 5. Eligible expenditures. 

A. Out of the first year's levy proceeds: 
1. Nineteen million dollars shall be used to plan, provide and administer a youth and   family homelessness prevention initiative; and 
2. Such sums as are necessary to provide for the costs and charges incurred by the county that are attributable to the election. 

B. The remaining levy proceeds shall be used to plan, provide and administer the provision of a wide range of strategies to: 
1. Improve health and well-being outcomes of children and youth, as well as the families and the communities in which they live, including, but not limited to, by ensuring adequate services and supports for pregnant women and newborns; access to safe and healthy food; support for hospitals and other mental health providers in King County to provide children and youth with access to mental health services; and developmental screening for children and youth; 
2. Prevent and intervene early on negative outcomes, including, but not limited to, chronic disease, mental illness, substance abuse, homelessness, domestic violence and incarceration; 
3. Reduce inequities in outcomes for children and youth in the county; and 
4. Strengthen, improve, better coordinate, integrate and encourage innovation in health and human services systems and the agencies, organizations and groups addressing the needs of children and youth, their families and their communities. 

C. Of the eligible expenditures described in subsection B. of this section: 
1. Fifty percent shall be used 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; 
2. Thirty-five percent shall be used to plan, provide and administer strategies focused on children and youth ages five through twenty-four years old; 
3. Ten percent shall be used to plan, provide and administer communities of opportunity; and 
4. Five percent shall be used to plan, fund and administer the following: 
a. evaluation and data collection activities; 
b. activities designed to improve the delivery of services and programs for children and youth and their communities; 
c. services identified in subsection B. of this section provided by metropolitan park districts in King County. Of these moneys identified in this subsection C.4.c., an amount equal to the lost revenues to the metropolitan park districts resulting from prorationing as mandated by RCW 84.52.010, up to one million dollars, shall be provided to those metropolitan park districts if authorized by the county council by ordinance; and 
d. services identified in subsection B. of this section provided by fire districts, in an amount equal to the lost revenues to the fire districts in King County resulting from prorationing, as mandated by RCW 84.52.010, for those services, to the extent the prorationing was caused solely by this levy and if authorized by the county council by ordinance.”

An earlier portion of this staff report discussed the pre-approval of Implementation Plan spending limit and expenditures-to-date.

Prorationing Mitigation Requirement. RCW 84.52.043 establishes a maximum aggregate property tax rate of $5.90 per $1,000 of assessed valuation for counties, cities, fire districts, library districts, and certain other junior taxing districts. Under state law, if a taxing district reaches its statutory rate limitation, reductions are made in accordance with a district hierarchy established under RCW 84.52.010. In general, countywide levies (such as the Best Starts for Kids levy) are the most senior taxing districts and would be the last to be reduced, or prorationed, under state law. 

Ordinance 18088 Sections 5.C.4.c. and d. provide for the potential prorationing of metropolitan park districts in King County and fire districts in King County. With regards to park districts, the levy ordinance notes that of the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation (5%) an amount equal to the lost revenues resulting from prorationing as mandated by RCW 84.52.043, up to one million dollars, must be provided to those metropolitan park districts for certain BSK-eligible services if authorized by the Council by ordinance. For fire districts, the levy ordinance notes that of the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation (5%) an amount equal to the lost revenues resulting from prorationing as mandated by RCW 84.52.043, must be provided to those fire districts in King County for certain BSK-eligible eligible services to the extent prorationing was solely caused by the BSK levy and if authorized by ordinance by the Council.

BSK Implementation Plan Contents

Below is a high-level summary of the BSK Implementation Plan for all sections. Greater detail is provided for sections scheduled for briefing today. 

The 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, the Equity and Social Justice Ordinance, the 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 underpinning the plan, including data on disproportionality in homelessness rates and juvenile justice system involvement. 

The section further explains that headline indicators are aspirational measures that help quantify the three BSK overarching results outlined in the Executive Summary portion of the Implementation Plan.[footnoteRef:20] Section II notes that potential headline indicators will be used to align partners and BSK investment strategies in order to leverage other funds and potentially maximize BSK results. Headline indicators, the Implementation Plan notes, were drawn from a range of sources including: [20:  These are: 1) Babies are born healthy and establish a strong foundation for lifelong health and well-being; 2) 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; and 3) 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.] 

· the BSK levy ordinance,
· conversation themes arising from stakeholder engagement, 
· the Youth Action Plan (YAP), 
· Community Center for Education Results/Roadmap Indicators, 
· Washington State Essentials for Childhood,
· Youth Development Executives of King County, and
· U.S. Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA)/Maternal Child Health Bureau’s National Outcome Measures.

Appendix I of the BSK Implementation Plan provides definitions of these indicators and their data sources. Section II notes that potential headline indicators were discussed by BSK strategy staff workgroups and the CYAB. Ultimately, these were selected based on whether the measure was a population-level measure (preference was given to these), the availability of reliable data, and how easily an indicator could be understood and effectively communicated.

Headline indicators of the BSK allocations tied to the three top-line results (excluding the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation) are summarized in the charts below:[footnoteRef:21] [21:  These charts can be found on page 24 of the transmitted BSK Implementation Plan.] 


	HEADLINE INDICATORS – Invest Early (Prenatal – 5 Years) 

	· Babies with healthy birth outcomes as measured by infant mortality and pre-term birth rates 


	· Households receiving investigations for reported child abuse or neglect


	· Children who are flourishing and resilient related to levels of curiosity, resilience, attachment and contentedness


	· Children who are kindergarten ready across the domains of social/emotional, physical, language, cognitive, literacy, and mathematics



	HEADLINE INDICATORS – Sustain the Gain (5 – 24 Years)

	· 3rd graders who are meeting reading standards 

	· 4th graders who are meeting math standards 


	· Youth who are using illegal substances


	· Youth who are flourishing and resilient, as described by curiosity, resilience and self-regulation


	· Youth and young adults who are in excellent or very good health


	· Youth who graduate from high school on time


	· Youth and young adults who are either in school or working


	· High school graduates who earn a college degree or career credential




	HEADLINE INDICATORS – Communities of Opportunity

	· Households earning a living wage, above 200 percent of poverty

	· Youth and young adults who are either in school or working 


	· Youth who have an adult to turn to for help


	· Adults engaged in civic activities


	· Renters paying less than 50 percent of their income for housing


	· Involuntary displacement of local residents


	· Life expectancy


	· Physical activity levels among youth and adults




The plan notes that headline indicators will be reported on annually and that data will be shown over time and disaggregated as appropriate (by race, gender, socioeconomic status, place, ethnicity, etc.).

The data team will also consider tracking additional, secondary indicators that may be relevant and for which there might be reliable data. Appendix 1 contains some examples. The data team also specified for data development some indicators that would be relevant and compelling and for which data is unavailable. These are discussed in Section VII in the context of the BSK Health Survey and the Evaluation and Performance Measurement Framework.

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:22] [22:  Ordinance 18088, Section 5.C.1.] 


Section V of the Implementation Plan focuses on the Invest 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 (detailed descriptions of each approach are provided 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
· Help Me Grow Framework - Caregiver Referral System: $7,899,000
Investment in Public Health’s Maternal/Child Health Services. Executive staff have provided additional information on the funding amounts contemplated for the three investments that this program area would support: the Kids Plus program, Maternal/Child Health Services (MCH) and “infrastructure needs for continuing to provide the MCH portfolio of programs.”
· This program area assumes continued funding for the Kids Plus program, which received an initial BSK levy appropriation of $271,000 in 2016 to replace lost federal grant funding.  The average amount proposed for 2017-2021 is an estimated $797,000 per year, for an estimated $4.2 million over the life of the levy.
· Executive staff note that besides Kids Plus, the MCH portfolio of programs included in this investment are Parent and Child Health programs, Women, Infants and Children (WIC), Nurse Family Partnership  (restored to 2014 level) and Family Planning and Health Education (restored to 2014 level). Executive staff report that the amount for 2016 is nearly $3.4 million and the average amount for 2017-2021 is approximately $7.8 million, for an estimated $42.4 million over the life of the levy. 
· Executive staff note that infrastructure supports (the third investment proposed) are essential in order to maintain clinics where MCH programs are housed and operated.  Domains receiving include human resources, Health Information Technology reporting and Health Information Technology Operation & Maintenance, and administration (specifically for patient intake and billing services).  No funds are allocated for 2016 and the estimated amount provided for 2017-2021 is $960,000, making the course-of-levy total an estimated $4.8 million.

Home-Based Services. There are two investment areas that are proposed to fund the Nurse Family Partnership program (NFP)—the Investment in Public Health’s Maternal/Child Health Services, as described above, and additional investment in home-based services.  Executive staff note that the investment in the Public Health’s Maternal/Child Health Services program would bring NFP back to 2014 program levels.  This proposed program area (home-based services), they clarify, would fund an expansion of the program beyond 2014 levels, including additional nurse family practitioners in Public Health and NFP social workers in DCHS.  The Implementation Plan assumes that BSK funding for two DCHS social work staff working on NFP, approved as part of Ordinance 18207, will continue throughout the life of the levy. Those positions were not part of the 2015 program reduction.  Executive staff indicate that the only NFP funds allocated from this program area in 2016 are $278,000 for DCHS social worker staff.  The average proposed amount for 2017-2021 is an estimated $878,000 per year, for a total of $4.7 million over the life of the levy. This funding would include incremental cost of 2.0 FTE NFP and 0.25 FTE nursing supervisor in Public Health above the 2014 restoration level.

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 indicate that Help Me Grow Navigators in community based organizations will be funded with a portion of other Prenatal-5 Years allocations/approaches, such as community-based parenting supports. County staff will serve as “Outreach Managers” for developing and maintaining the network of Navigators.

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:23]  The Implementation Plan estimates a total of $124,483,000 in expenditures for 2016-2021 for this allocation. This section will be briefed at a later date. [23:  Ordinance 18088, Section 5.C.2.] 

 
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:24]  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.“ The plan estimates funding for 2016-2021 for Communities of Opportunity (COO) at $37 million over the life of the levy. This section will be briefed at a later date. [24:  Ordinance 18088 Section 5.C.3. 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, also referenced in an earlier footnote, is under review by the Health, Housing and Human Services Committee of the King County 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:

“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:25] 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, and any prorationing mitigation if authorized by the County Council by Ordinance.   [25:  Ordinance 18088, Section 5.C.4.] 


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 Implementation Plan notes two purposes for setting performance and evaluation metrics for BSK investments:

· to inform strategic learning: real-time learning about efficacy that can inform ongoing work), and
· accountability: to hold entities responsible for funded activities and to determine if there is a credible case that the work has contributed to BSK results. 

The evaluation plan highlights the fact that these purposes are different from evaluations designed to prove definitive causality. Those types of evaluations may be planned for a subset of strategies. 

Evaluation of the BSK levy, according to this section, will draw from qualitative and quantitative methods. As appropriate, the evaluation plan may include case study, longitudinal cohort, cross-sectional, pre-post, and/or quasi-experimental designs. Staff working on evaluation plan development will use a participatory approach with study subjects to develop the evaluation plan.

Reporting. The Regional Policy Committee amended Proposed Ordinance 2016-0281 to clarify mandatory reports and products as well as reporting timelines in this section as distinct from additional information dissemination methods for levy-funded activities that are anticipated, such as dashboards and other products like infographics. In terms of mandatory reports and other products, the following chart summarizes.


	
Report/Product
Name
	First Annual Report
	BSK Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan
	Annual Performance Evaluation Reports (Annual Reports)
	Progress Briefings

	Transmittal Due Date
	No later than 1yr. after approval of Implementation Plan by ordinance
	No later than July 1, 2017
	No later than July 1, 2018 and annually on July 1 UNLESS YFHP reports together then June 1 on 2019 and after
	Readiness to brief mid-term for the first two years of the levy and continuously as needed

	CYAB Participation Specified
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No



Evaluation Types. At prior briefings on the BSK Implementation Plan, Councilmembers have sought greater clarity from evaluation staff about the different types of evaluation contemplated.  Executive staff have provided the chart below, which seeks to clarify by providing information on the three types of evaluation, their purpose, and the related questions that these types of evaluation would seek to answer.  Executive staff further note that the BSK Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan that must be transmitted by July 1, 2017 will describe the outcomes and process evaluation. During this planning phase, Executive staff note that the data team meets weekly with the BSK staff and is using developmental evaluation techniques to support data-driven and “nimble” decision-making for the BSK work.

	Evaluation 
	Purpose
	Types of questions

	Outcomes
	Prove  
	Did the hypothesized change take place? For whom? 

	Process
	Improve   
	Why did/didn’t we see a change take place? Did we implement the program as intended (or was there fidelity to the program model)?  How well did we do it? Why?

	Developmental
	Support innovation and nimble decision-making before there’s an established program model
	What are the most crucial questions and data right now that could help us develop our strategy?  Right now, what concerns or opportunities do we need to respond to or use to adapt the strategy for success? 



Candidates for More Extensive Evaluation. Because of the five-percent levy-ordinance imposed limit on the Outcomes-Focused and Data-Driven Allocation, BSK programs will be evaluated along a continuum of available evaluation strategies.  The aim is to balance the cost of evaluations, particularly those on the more extensive end of the evaluation continuum, with the needs for accountability, for tracking program performance—especially in light of the need to substantially modify a proven program/best practice in order to tailor it to a specific population served by BSK, and to more rigorously evaluate (such as a causal evaluation) an innovative strategy.

The Implementation Plan notes that the data and evaluation team will work with the evaluation advisory group to develop and apply a set of criteria for identifying candidate projects that are high priority for rigorous evaluation. The plan lists the following factors that may be considered in identifying these programs:
· Potential for having big reach related to health equity
· Implementation in new settings or with new populations
· Likelihood of seeing immediate change in indicators of well-being or healthy environments
· Filling a gap in the evidence base
· Having sustainable sources of data to be able to track change over time

BSK Health Survey. The Implementation Plan contemplates a BSK-levy-funded BSK Health Survey to fill a data gap described as follows: “Although there are strong existing data sources for children around the time of birth, and in middle and high school, there are no existing population-level data sources for children in-between those ages: toddlers, preschoolers, and elementary-aged children.  Very little is known about their health status, risk factors, resiliency, family/community supports or childcare arrangements.” The plan notes that because these are the types of elements that BSK is seeking to strengthen in the community, the BSK Health Survey will help inform activities and track population-level indicators for children in this age range. Executive staff have provided the BSK: Survey of Parents of Kids Age 0-5 (Attachment 6) and BSK: Survey of Parents of Kids in Kindergarten-5th Grades (Attachment 7).  While these examples are in English, Executive staff note that survey materials will be available in six languages: English, Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese, Somali and Russian. The survey has been field-tested with key community organizations serving families who speak these languages, as well as other racial and ethnic groups. Executive staff note that, thus far, planning funds have been used to undertake the work of developing and field testing the survey. Executive staff hope to survey 5,000 randomly selected families across all communities in King County.  To ensure that all types of families are captured in the survey, Executive staff point out that they have pursued a range of provisions including piloting and administering the survey in the most common languages spoken by King County students; administering the survey online (web-based and mobile-friendly), over the phone, and on paper; under-sampling the most populous racial group in King County (white non-Hispanic) and oversampling other race/ethnicity groups to ensure the survey results in precise estimates for all racial/ethnic groups in King County; and partnering with community partners to email a link to families they serve.

Executive staff note that the survey will be administered in three cycles: 2016, 2018, and 2020.  The University of Washington Social Development Research Group (SDRG) will conduct the survey on the County’s behalf.  Executive staff note that SDRG is a leader in the field of child development, and their Survey Research Division has successfully led many surveys related to children and family health.  According to Executive staff the cost of survey administration will be $284,000 per survey cycle, for a total of $852,000. Other than the BSK-levy funds, no other potential funders to date have been identified for the BSK Health Survey.

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.  Prorationing is discussed earlier in this staff report.

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. The analysis below focuses on the sections of the Implementation Plan scheduled for briefing at the July 19, 2016 meeting of this committee.

Anticipated Amendments

Technical 
· Estimated expenditure totals. There are inconsistencies between the estimated funding totals throughout the plan. Executive staff have indicated these were an oversight.  Staff anticipate the need for a technical amendment to align the various estimated funding figures.
· Grammatical and typographical. Staff anticipate making various such corrections.
· Definitions. The Chair of the committee has directed staff to work with the Executive to clarify the definitions of several terms throughout the Implementation Plan.
· School-Based Health Centers. Since transmitting the plan, Executive staff have provided updated information on the number of SBHCs that the proposed funding level would be able to fund, which differs from the information in the transmitted plan. Council staff anticipate making this correction, which is based on “updated financial analysis that was completed following the submission of the Implementation Plan.” The new number provided is three, as opposed to five in the original transmittal.

Substantive
· Require approval motion for mandatory reports. The Chair of the committee has directed staff to draft amendment language requiring that a motion accepting mandatory reports be transmitted with mandatory reports.
· Align with YFHP Initiative Implementation Plan. 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 evaluation and 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 BSK Implementation Plan for this purpose.  The BSK Implementation Plan does not include language consistent with the policy direction provided in the YFHP Implementation Plan. Executive staff note that this is an oversight.  The Chair has directed staff to amend the plan to include the pertinent language from the YFHP.
· Headline and Secondary Indicators. The Chair of the committee has directed staff to draft language requiring that the Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan due to Council by July 1, 2018 include the following  indicators:
· Primary (COO): Renters Paying Less than 30 percent of their income for housing
· Secondary: An indicator or several indicators that would provide information on populations of youth that are neither involved in paid work nor in school but who are not necessarily at-risk (examples may include data on youth who are doing an un-paid internship, apprenticeship, or year of service or a young adult fulfilling a family caregiving role)
· Secondary: Civic activity for 18-24 year-olds
· Secondary: Reduced contact with the criminal justice system

General Substantive Issues

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. Council may wish to carefully consider approval of programs and strategies in the implementation plan that may present supplantation issues for subsequent years, particularly those that might roll out in 2016, 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. Staff analysis on supplantation is ongoing.

Expenditure estimates and procurement and contracting timeline. Council staff have requested additional information from Executive staff on the anticipated procurement timeline in order to reconcile expenditure estimates for 2016 and the contemplated implementation and procurement timeline.

Balance of County and community programming. The Implementation Plan states that “a large majority of Best Starts for Kids funding will be competitively bid in outcome-focused contracts to community-based organizations.”  This is consistent with the direction in the levy ordinance.  Executive staff have clarified that the programmatic approaches under the strategy areas are not intended as a menu for possible funding but, rather, that the intent is to fund all the approaches listed, pending approval by Council.  Council staff have requested additional program-by-program information from Executive staff on whether programs will be implemented through contracts with community-based organizations or through the County.

Portion of funding subject to competitive procurement. The Implementation Plan explicitly states an intent to make funding accessible and work collaboratively with communities on procurement. Council staff have requested additional information on what programs will be competitively bid and the intended procurement method (RFP, RFQ, LOI, etc.).  

Number of programmatic approaches, scalability of programs, potential for diluted impact. The Implementation Plan presents many programmatic approaches within each allocation and, for many programs, little information on the contemplated scale of the program.  For programs identified as universal programs (note that this information is omitted for many), there is lack of clarity about what bringing the program to scale actually means. Council staff has requested that Executive staff provide program-by-program information on: 1) whether BSK-levy funds are intended to be bring programs scale; 2) what that means in the context of those programs; 3) whether programs are intended as pilot programs; 4) whether programs are intended as in-between pilot and fully-scaled programs; and/or 5) whether programs are aimed at expanding existing programs. The requested information should facilitate discussions around prioritization and the potential of diluted impacts for the BSK portfolio of programs. 

Universal programs vs. focused programs. The Implementation Plan indicates that decisions about what programs would be universally available vs. focused on specific areas or populations will be made during the remainder of 2016. As implementation planning has continued after transmittal of the BSK Implementation Plan, Council staff have requested Executive staff provide information, for those programs with information now available, on whether programs are intended to be universal or focused and on the definition of these terms for each applicable program. 

Section-Specific Issues

Executive Summary

· Auditing requirement. The YFHP Implementation Plan provides for biennial audits of contracted agencies receiving BSK levy funds. The relevant language states: 

“The Department of Community and Human Services will administer, monitor and evaluate the Youth and Family Homelessness Prevention Initiative. Monitoring will consist of both financial and programmatic audits.  Programmatic and fiscal audits of participating agencies will include a site visit to each provider at least once every two years.  The site visits will examine both fiscal and programmatic aspects of program implementation. The fiscal component of each site visit will include, but not be limited to providers’ internal controls, the analysis of audited financial statements and sample testing of specific expenditures related to King County-funded programs. The programmatic component will include, but not be limited to client eligibility, achievement of contracted outcomes, and client data quality.  In addition, as part of annual audits conducted by the State Auditor’s Office, the state has the authority to select specific pass-through entities for review.”[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Pages 21-22 of YFHP Initiative Implementation Plan as approved by Ordinance 18285.] 


· The BSK Implementation Plan also provides for biennial audits of contracted agencies receiving BSK levy funds as follows: 

“Programmatic and fiscal audits of participating agencies will include a site visit to each provider at least once every two years. The site visits will examine both fiscal and programmatic aspects of program implementation. The fiscal component of each site visit will include, but not be limited to, providers’ internal controls and the analysis of audited financial statements. The programmatic component will include, but not be limited to, achievement of contracted outcomes and client data quality. In addition, as part of annual audits conducted by the State Auditor’s Office, the State has the authority to select specific pass-through entities for review.”

There are inconsistencies between these two requirements; namely, the latter does not specifically call out that programmatic audits will include client eligibility and does not specifically call out that the fiscal component will include sample testing of specific expenditures related to King County-funded programs.  Councilmembers may wish to align the audit requirements between the YFHP and general BSK Implementation Plan.

Additionally, Councilmembers have noted concern about both the infrequency of audits, which Executive staff have noted is related to the cost of auditing, and the inability of smaller entities with limited budgets to fulfill audit-related requirements, which Executive staff have noted can be raised by an entity as a hardship during the contracting process and may be mitigated.  

Section II, BSK Implementation – Guided by Data and Focused on Outcomes. 

· Race/ethnicity Data. The plan notes that headline indicators will be reported on annually and that data will be shown over time and disaggregated as appropriate (by race, gender, socioeconomic status, place, ethnicity, etc.). The Regional Policy Committee noted concerns around the extent to which data related to race and/or ethnicity might be disaggregated so as to ensure consolidating of categories (e.g., Asian Pacific Islander) does not obfuscate important information about populations intended to be positively impacted by BSK-funded programming.

Sections VIII, Evaluation and Performance Measurement Framework 

· Candidates for More Rigorous Evaluation. The BSK Implementation Plan outlines the Executive’s tentative plan for identifying programs that would be candidates for a more rigorous evaluation, including providing examples of considerations/criteria that may be used in making this determination (BSK Implementation Plan page 91).  As conceptualized, this portion of the Plan trades certainty for flexibility.  Councilmembers may wish to consider whether the approach and criteria meet their objectives.

· BSK Health Survey. The Implementation Plan has prioritized the BSK Health Survey as an expenditure category within the Data-Driven and Outcomes-Focused Allocation.  The Implementation Plan does not provide, as it does within some of the other allocations, 2016 or 2017-2021 average spending amounts. Given the limited funds within this allocation and Councilmembers’ other priorities, Councilmembers may wish the Plan to specify annual amounts or estimates. 

Section IX, Junior Taxing District Levy Prorationing

· 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.

Section V, Invest Early Allocation – Prenatal to 5 Years

· Innovation Fund. The Implementation Plan includes an innovation fund that would be aimed at supporting innovative and community-driven programs for young children and their families that may be constrained from accessing resources because traditional funding parameters preclude flexibility or responsiveness to client needs, for example.  The Implementation Plan notes that implementation staff will work with the CYAB to develop a protocol for dissemination of these more flexible funds. Executive staff note that programs funded in this way may be closer to “pilot” programs and that the Innovation Fund approach may surface programs that can be replicated in other parts of the County, if results are demonstrated through evaluation. Councilmembers may wish to receive information about potential programs for funding, for example when appropriations for this program area are requested.


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 added for deliberation purposes)
2. Executive Transmittal Letter
3. Fiscal Note
4. BSK Health Survey, 0-5 Years
5. BSK Health Survey, K-5th Grade
6. Invest Early Allocation Program Descriptions
7. Ordinance 18088
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