Draft (7-08-04)

Scope of Work for Consultant 
to Research and Report on King County Regional Services 
Primarily Funded Through Federal and State Allocations


Background:  In 2002 the Regional Policy Committee committed to a work plan on health and human services to address immediate, mid-range and long-term tasks to stabilize, if not improve the delivery of regional human services in the County.  The impetus for the work plan was the County’s budget “crisis” forcing cuts to departments and service contracts (including health and human services) relying on the County’s current expense funds.  At the same time, cities also faced making significant cuts to human services.
The RPC Task 1 report developed a prioritized list of existing regional health and human services for the 2003 King County budget.  The Task1 report was endorsed by the RPC in October, 2002  The resolution endorsing the first report directed additional work to further define and identify from the full range of services – those of countywide significance and determine current levels of local government financial support for those services.
The Task 2 report (Attachment 1) defined three types of services:  1) services of regional significance recommended for a countywide partnership; 2) regional services primarily funded by the federal and state government; and 3) local services– not appropriate or necessary for deliver and funding on a countywide basis.  In addition the report detailed the local, state and federal funding currently invested in the services recommended for a countywide partnership.  Other sections of the report provided a qualitative analysis of the necessity and efficacy of human services in five goals areas.  It also discussed the current system of service provision including the administrative structure(s) and provider agencies.  The RPC endorsed the Task 2 report in April, 2003 and directed the staff to proceed to Task 3.  Task 3 was to identify administrative or governance structure improvements/alternatives along with recommendations for adequate and stable funding for regional health and human services in King County.
Work on the final task was delayed in 2003 pending 1) the outcome of the state legislative session, 2) the result of the special levy for parks and open space, and 3) the report and recommendations of the Executive appointed Budget Advisory Task Force (BATF).   In addition, the County Council named the King County Commission on Governance – which was expected to build on the work of the BATF to examine the operations of County government and make recommendations regarding the organization, operations and priorities of King County. 

In late 2003 the King County Executive appointed a Task Force on Regional Human Services (TFRHS) to examine the current regional health and human services system and provide practical and strategic recommendations for stabilizing, improving and maintaining the regional human services system for the future.  The TFRHS work plan builds upon the work of the Regional Policy Committee and is focused on the set of services recommended to be provided through a countywide partnership (see TFRHS Mission Statement and Work Plan – Attachment 2).
Regional Policy Committee Work Plan for 2004: Since the TFRHS work plan overlapped with the RPC Task 3 goals the RPC amended its anticipated 2004 work plan on health and human services.  First, the RPC elected to monitor and interact with the TFRHS during the year until its report was issued in August, 2004.  Following the issuance of the TFRHS report, the RPC defined its role as a policy body prepared to review and analyze the report and make recommendations regarding potential action to the King County Council.
The second part of the RPC’s work plan adopted for 2004 is to “review remaining/other major regional health and human services primarily funded by the state and federal governments to identify issues regarding continued adequacy and potential improvements that may significantly impact the regional and its ability to achieve intended goals with the countywide regional services.”
Coincidentally, the Commission on Governance issued its report and recommendations in late March, 2004.   The report made note of some issues of particular interest to the RPC including recommendations regarding the criminal justice policy and operations, human services, and annexations as part of the adopted countywide policies on Growth Management (Attachment 3).  The following recommendations are excerpted and paraphrased from the Executive Summary of the report.
Fundamental Shift in Criminal Justice Policy:  The commission found it unacceptable the County’s growth industry to be law and justice services consuming more and more of the current expense budget.  The recommendations called for a major change in the way the County manages mandatory services and called for many changes, including the need to balance the preservation of public safety and cost savings, reflecting both sound fiscal and justice policy.  System wide the commission recommended emphasized increasing the availability of alternative sanction and programs for non-violent offenders throughout King County and urged the continuation and expansion specialty courts to address the needs of  offenders with substance abuse and mental health issues in lieu of incarceration, when appropriate.  In addition, the commission urged the County to “invest in mental health, drug and alcohol treatment services and case management” noting the funding for these services are primarily form the State of Washington.  They recommended the County seek increases in state funding or devote County resources to supplement existing funding.
Human Services Investments:  The commission found pressure on the criminal justice system cannot be decreased without corresponding major investments in targeted human services.  A paradigm shift must occur across government, private, and non-profit sectors.  “Public education about the benefits of providing community treatment, intervention, and supportive services must be emphasized and corresponding investments made”.  They believe the severity of public sector funding constraints means significant community-based, private sector investment is needed.  They called for a “forward thrust” model of public-private effort to mobilize resources in King County for a ten-year program of preventive and early treatment interventions through non-profits, and including faith-based organizations.  They believe the focus should be funding and community support for services that reduce adult and juvenile crime. 

Growth Management Act Implementation:  The commission found nearly every governance and service issue it considered had been anticipated by the elected officials who adopted the Countywide Planning Policies in 1994 to implement the Growth Management Act.  Ten years later, many of the requirements to address regional and local service needs remain unaddressed and unfulfilled.  They found “the people who live throughout the County and its cities possess no regional plan, program or prospect for meeting civic needs as fundamental human services or transportation.”  They recommended King County take a leadership role and create the partnerships necessary to fulfill commitments made under the GMA ten years ago, or seek State clarification of service and funding responsibilities in partnership with cities.  In other parts of the report the Commission noted the pioneering work of the RPC to form a partnership to address human services – and urged the formation or continuation of such partnerships as a model of coordination and cooperation.
PURPOSE OF CONSULTANT CONTRACT:
The RPC intends to “review remaining/other major Regional Human Services primarily funded by the state and federal governments to identify issues regarding continued adequacy and potential improvements that may significantly impact the regional and its ability to achieve intended goals with the countywide regional services” in 2004.  The “remaining/other Regional Human Services” being those services identified in the “middle column” of Chart 2 of the Task 2 Report.   The RPC seeks the assistance of a consultant with knowledge and experience in the field of health and human services to conduct much of the research and prepare recommendations regarding potential actions in relation to the “other regional services.”   The research and report to be prepared by the consultant would build upon the Task 1 and Task 2 reports.

This work is expected to be coordinated and overseen by a staff group comprised of intergovernmental, human services and other appropriate personnel from the County and cities, including Seattle.  
The following is an outline of a work program the RPC anticipates would be necessary to answer its questions regarding “other regional services” currently provided in King County and inform their analysis of any consultant recommendations regarding the funding and provision of these services.

All of the following pertains to the “other regional health and human services”, hereinafter referred to as “other regional services” as opposed to regional services recommended for a countywide partnership.

Tasks for consultant:
1. Document existing other regional services and their funding sources and amounts.
2. Document how the other regional services are related to or integral to the services “recommended for a countywide partnership” and “local” services.

3. Document restrictions of federal and state dollars currently funding regional services (i.e. “strings attached” to funding), including the use of grants and their time constraints, local ability to renew, etc.

4. Document “unfunded mandates” (as prescribed through federal or state law) for regional human services.

5. Make recommendations regarding what changes are merited regarding other regional services – either to a) increase/reduce funding amounts, b) reduce the restrictions placed on the funds, c) targeting the funding to regional or local government priorities or d) leveraging the funds to improve or coordinate with the funding for services recommended for a countywide partnership and/or local services.
6. Make recommendations regarding “how” to change federal and state restrictions and/or funding levels – including first explaining the rationale for the restrictions and/or drivers for restrictions and further decreases in funding levels.

7. Make recommendations for strategies resulting in the most effective advocacy for #4 above (i.e. recommendations regarding legislative agenda(s) at the federal and state level, opportunities to use private lobbyists, working through existing national and state organizations such as NACo, the US Conference of Mayors, Association of Washington Cities, etc. and/or potentially “teaming up” with other metropolitan/urban counties to pursue common legislative interests).

8. Make recommendations regarding strategic investments of regional funds to:

· Leverage federal and state dollars for health and human services
· Target or strategically prioritize federal and state funds to address local needs

· Pursue additional grants and private funding 

· Utilize model programs or best practices for administration of state and federal funds for local needs

START AND DURATION OF THE CONTRACT:  The Regional Policy Committee seeks to have a consultant under contract by August, 2004.  The committee would seek to have a draft report by the beginning of October, 2004 with a final report submitted by November 1, 2004.
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