City of Seattle Request for Proposal #DON-2
Addendum 
Updated on 7/13/09

The following is additional information regarding Request for Proposal #DON-2, titled Case Management & Data Reporting System released on 6/12/09.  The due date and time for responses is hereby extended to 7/28/09 at 4:00pm (Pacific).  This addendum includes both questions from prospective proposers and the City’s answers, and revisions to the RFP.  This addendum is hereby made part of the RFP and therefore, the information contained herein shall be taken into consideration when preparing and submitting a proposal.
	Item #
	Date Received
	Date Answered
	Vendor’s Question
	City’s Answer
	RFP Revisions

	1
	6/14/09
	6/16/09
	Is it correct to assume that even if we have a solution which meets all of the Seattle Violence Prevention Initiatives requirements and  is incompliance with the OJJDP Comprehensive Gang Prevention Model, and we have

implemented this violence prevention solution in three states in 14 communities that we cannot apply unless we meet the following requirement?
“Vendor must have successfully performed at least five contracts with a public or private agency for web based case management and reporting. Two of the contracts must be with organizations of similar or greater size to the City of Seattle, with services that are similar to those expected by the

City for this contract”.

	That is correct. Vendor must meet the minimum qualifications as stated in Section 3 of the RFP.


	

	2
	6/14/09
	6/16
	“The purpose of this RFP is to use assessments to suggest services for youth, collect data to determine how youth respond to services; provide aggregated reports to determine the extent to which programs are conducting tasks as expected; extracting data to determine the extent to which investments, services and other activities lead to measurable outcomes for youth.”

 1. What is the scientific basis that is to be followed  for such assessments

and measurement for effective intervention?
2. In the entire RFP  there is not a single reference to the Seattle Police,

law enforcement data, or the Seattle Public Schools or  school related data

(that would be essential according to the OJJDP)  for meeting the purpose of

this RFP.  Can we assume that there will be some opportunity to get longitudinal school data and law enforcement data for individual youth data for the risk assessment and risk management portions of this RFP?

	Vendors should identify the evidence that supports their proposed assessment tools when responding to the technical requirements.

Yes. Vendor will complete the data requirements analysis begun by OFE.  The analysis should identify critical data needed and the methods by which they will be incorporated into the assessment and case management system.


	

	3
	6/17/09
	6/23/09
	Microsoft Corporation said that if the City of Seattle is willing to relax the Equal Benefits restriction, their professional services team is willing to pursue the opportunity as the prime. In the interest of meeting the Mayor's goals  to address the persistence of youth violence in the City and to reduce

Juvenile violent crime and suspensions from schools for violent incidents by 50%,we would ask that the City please relax the Equal Benefits restriction for

This RFP to allow Microsoft Corporation to participate as the prime for our

team.

	The City cannot waive the Equal Benefits requirement unless all proposers are non-compliant.  (See Section 7.17 of the RFP)
	

	4
	6/19/09
	6/23/09

	Are there any restrictions from having any of the data for this system residing at a data center that is outside of Washington State?


	The City knows of no restrictions that would prohibit having data stored in a state other than Washington. 


	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
[image: image1.emf]Attendance Log.pdf


Firms attending the pre-proposal conference held 6/19/09 is embedded above.



	6
	6/20/09
	6/26/09
	Laws allowing information sharing among law enforcement, juvenile justice agencies and school districts were enacted in response to incidents of lethal violence in schools and communities nationwide. 

In Request for Proposal #DON-2, there is not a single mention of any federal, state, or local laws concerning the privacy of students, juveniles, or minors.

Current federal laws discourage re-disclosure of confidential information to third parties without client consent. The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA) and the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPT) all specify practices regarding re-disclosure, including prohibiting re-disclosure of confidential information without the consent of the youth, parent or legal guardian; penalties for improper re-disclosure; and limited exceptions to the consent requirement. 

In the Request For Proposal #DON-2 , the technical requirements and system architecture require a third party vendor  host and maintain a case management system for an individual juvenile records database that captures personal, education, demographic, and social characteristics of referred violent youth outside of the City of Seattle's own government data systems.

Moreover Request for Proposal #DON-2 would allow confidential data to be hosted by third party vendors outside the State of Washington or even the United States.

The U.S. Department for Health and Human Services, the entity responsible for developing the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA) prohibits re-disclosure of personal information accessed through juvenile information, and requires government agencies to spell out the consequences for improper re-disclosure to third parties. 

Before prospective vendors spend considerable time and resources preparing a response to this proposal, it only seems prudent for the City of Seattle to provide a statement that Request for Proposal #DON-2 will meet all federal, state, and local privacy laws by providing samples of the FERPA, HIPAA compliant data (that meets the re-disclosure requirement) to insure that RFP technical requirements for a third party hosted outsourced system will be 100% compliant.

I would appreciate a prompt response/clarification to my inquiry so that I may continue to participate in the Request for Proposal #DON-2 preparation process.


	The City of Seattle will ensure that the case management and data reporting system meets federal, state, and local privacy laws, including re-disclosure requirements. 


	

	7
	6/23/09
	6/26/09
	As follow-on to our request during the pre-proposal meeting we would cordially request an extension to the due date for this proposal to August 11, 2009.


	The City will extend the due date for proposals  to 7/28/09
	

	8
	6/24/09
	6/26/09
	Will the  Will the City identify the organizations that have been reflected in the preliminary set of data requirements developed by the Office for Education (OFE) and the remaining organizations that the Vendor will be required to interview in order to obtain a complete set of data requirements?


	City of Seattle Departments

· Dept. of Neighborhoods

· Human Services Department

· Parks and Recreation Department

· Seattle Police Department

· Department of Finance

· Office of Policy and Management

Network Coordinating Agencies:

· Southwest Youth and Family Services

· Rainier Vista Boys & Girls Club – Rainier Valley Teen Center 

· Urban League of Metropolitan Seattle

Community Based Service Providers

· Atlantic Street Center

· Big Brothers Big Sisters of Puget Sound

· Center for Career Alternatives

· Clergy, Community, Children/Youth Coalition (4C) Mentor Program

· Consejo Counseling & Referral Service

· Metrocenter YMCA

· SafeFutures Youth Center

· Therapeutic Health Services – Central Youth and Family Branch

· Powerful Voices 

Other Governmental Agencies

· Seattle Public Schools

· King County Superior Court/Juvenile Court Services

· Washington State Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration


	

	9
	6/24/09
	6/26/09
	Will the Will the City provide sample copies/layouts of the existing intake, screening and assessment forms the Vendor will use for developing standard data input forms?


	See embedded documents below.  These are draft forms currently under development.

[image: image2.emf]SYVPI Referral Form  PILOT 04.17.09.doc



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image3.emf]Progress Review  Form.doc



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image4.emf]ISP.doc
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 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image7.emf]Face Sheet.doc
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 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image9.emf]Contact Notes.doc



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image10.emf]Case File  Contents.doc


	

	10
	6/24/09
	6/26/09
	Will the   Will the City provide an inventory and/or sample copies/layouts of the envisioned standard reports?


	The embedded report to the Seattle City Council (titled Appendix B) describes the services provided through the SYVPI. Each of these services has associated indicators of progress.  These indicators will be the basis of aggregated reports.  Reports need to display progress toward the indicators by individual agency and groups of agencies. In addition, reports must be able to show progress toward the indicators by groups of youth aggregated by certain characteristics such as gender, race, etc.


[image: image11.emf]AppendixB_SYVPI_C ouncilReport.doc


	

	11
	6/24/09
	6/26/09
	Is our    Is our understanding correct that the RFP’s mandatory requirement for staffed help desk and customer support during normal business hours (interpreted as 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday – Friday) should have reflected coverage for seven (7) days per week?


	Correct.  Help should be available on weekends.
	

	12
	6/24/09
	6/26/09
	Will the City accept a proposal packaged in 3-ring, recycled, non-PVC binders?


	This is desirable but not mandatory in order for your proposal to be accepted.
	

	13
	6/24/09
	6/26/09
	Will the City consider extending the proposal submission date from July 14th to July 31st?


	The City will extend the due date for proposals to 7/28/09.

	

	14
	6/25/09
	6/26/09
	In reviewing the RFP I have a question pertaining to the Mandatory Technical Requirements, specifically the requirement that the operating system be Unix/Solaris 

(5.8 or higher).

Our system runs on Red Hat Linux which is a different flavor of Unix. Are we still eligible to submit a proposal and be given equal consideration?


	Yes.  Red Hat Linux is acceptable. The technical requirement should have read “Access to the proposed system should be compatible with Windows XP (or latest version)...”

	Under Section 4, the first bullet should read: “Access to the proposed system should be compatible with Windows XP( or latest version.)…”

	15
	
	
	
	
	Page 1, under “Schedule of Events”, change the date for “Deadline for Questions” to 7/10/09

	16
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	The RFP states on page 5:  “Hosting – Vendor will host the database and all necessary coding and provide web-based access on a 24/7 basis. But the contract is for a perpetual license.   Is the City looking to purchase a perpetual license of the software and then have the vendor host the system or is the City looking for a hosted solution that supplies the software under a subscription license?
	The City is looking for a hosted solution that supplies the software under a subscription license.
	

	17
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Non-Hosted Proposals. Can the City modify the RFP to allow vendors to submit proposals for non-vendor hosted solutions? While the City can have various reasons for requesting a

vendor hosted solution, acceptance of non-hosted proposals will give the City the ability to consider possibly superior proposals based on functionality, price, risk, vendor experience and

other factors while retaining the ability to select the best overall solution including a vendor

hosted solution if desirable
	The City’s preference is a vendor hosted solution however; vendors may propose non-vendor hosted solutions.  In doing so, please specify in the Management Response (Projected Resources Required by City of Seattle, page 5) and the Technical Response (item 5.8) the expected resources required from the City to develop and support the system.
	

	18
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	What is the amount budgeted or the City’s cost expectations for the case management and

data reporting system? Please identify any price ceiling or not to exceed amount.
	The City Council appropriated $50,000 for the data system.  However, the City has been seeking additional funding if necessary to develop and implement the system.  A price ceiling has not been established.
	

	19
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Please provide a list and contact information of attendees at the Pre-Proposal Conference
	See Item #5 above.
	

	20
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Will the City provide a written document of the questions/answers from the Pre-Proposal

Conference?
	The City will not transcribe the Pre-Proposal Conference although a recording of the conference is available at Purchasing Services by contacting Michael Mears, RFP Coordinator. Please be aware, any conflict between a verbal answer and a written answer, the written answer shall prevail.
	

	21
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	What case management systems has the City previously viewed (and when) as part of a demonstration or presentation that are similar in functionality to the system sought by the RFP?
	Office for Education staff has viewed a demonstration provided to the Human Services Department of the Efforts to Outcomes system offered by Social Solutions. The demonstration was held on February 26th, 2009.
	

	22
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	To help ensure vendors have sufficient time to provide responsive proposals will the City

reconsider the RFP Schedule and push back the Due Date to 7/31/2009?
	The City has extended the due date for proposals to 7/28/09.


	

	23
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Data Imports/Interfaces. To help vendors provide a price quote for interface services please provide the following information for each of the requested data systems for which an interface is requested

1) A general description of the data system including purpose and use,

2) Identification of the “owner” of the system and if they have provided permission for the interface,

3) The type of database used by the host system,

4) The expected technology to be used for the exchange,

5) Description of the general type of information to be exchanged; the direction of the data exchange, to the extent possible number, types, and description of the individual data fields to be exchanged for each direction; and when the exchanges are to occur.

6) The business rules that will govern the interface,

7) Specify whether the requested interface is for a real time or batch exchange,

8) Identify who will provide technical assistance to the vendor and at what level and also whether the City has experience in creating an interface with this system, and

9) Describe any known limitations or complicating factors that would affect creating the 
requested interface.

	Because the partner agencies for the SYVPI have just recently been identified and contracts are still being negotiated, an inventory and analysis of potential interfaces is not available.  The vendor should expect that interfaces will be limited to a subset of the Network Coordinating Agencies and Community Based Service Providers identified in 8 above. Completion of an inventory of data interfaces will be included in the vendor’s scope of work.
	

	24
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Reports. To help vendors provide a price quote for reporting services please provide

additional details including the number, types, and purpose of requested reports.
	See answer to Item #10 above.
	

	25
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	 IT Standards. Please provide information regarding the current desktop hardware, software

and operating system environment of expected users including any standards
	Applicable City of Seattle standards are included below:


[image: image12.emf]I:\OFE\Youth Viol  Prev Initiative\MIS\AS Architecture Standard V2.0.doc

 
[image: image13.emf]I:\OFE\Youth Viol  Prev Initiative\MIS\AS Language And Tool Standard V2.1.doc

 
[image: image14.emf]I:\OFE\Youth Viol  Prev Initiative\MIS\AS Platform Standard V2.1.doc

 
[image: image15.emf]I:\OFE\Youth Viol  Prev Initiative\MIS\DBMS Standard.doc



[image: image16.emf]I:\OFE\Youth Viol  Prev Initiative\MIS\Desktop_Laptop_Std_Revsion_2009-7-1[1].pdf

 

http://www.seattle.gov/pan/WebPresentationAccessibilityStandards.htm

	

	26
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	IT Department. Please identify the Information Technology Departments (City, Office for Education, etc.) or entity with which the vendor will be working. What are the IT staff resources, if any, available to support the proposed solution and anticipated level of Department support

during the implementation?
	Information Technology staff from the Human Services Department and the Department of information Technology will be available.  Vendors should specify in the Management Response (Projected Resources Required by City of Seattle, page 5) and the Technical Response (item 5.8) the expected resources required from the City to develop and support the system.
	

	27
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Minimum Qualifications. Please provide context as to what would constitute an “appropriate-length document”.
	The proposer will determine the appropriate length document sufficient to prove he or she meets the minimum qualifications.
	

	28
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Contract. Please confirm that the City is willing to negotiate the terms and conditions of a contract with the exception of terms mandated by statute.
	See Section 7.10 of the RFP titled “Contract Terms and Conditions”
	

	29
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Contract Modifications & Additions. Does the City still require an explanation why each (contract) change is to the benefit of the City and any financial impact?
	It would be desirable, but not mandatory.
	

	30
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Exceptions. How should a vendor indicate an exception to a RFP or contract requirement?
	See Section 7.10 of the RFP titled “Contract Terms and Conditions”
	

	31
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Business Analysis. Please provide additional information on the City’s expectations regarding the amount and type of business consulting and analysis that the vendor will provide.
	Business analysis and consulting will be minimal.  City staff will ensure business practices are defined and clarified for the vendor’s purposes. Vendors may propose more effective business process supported by the vendor’s system.
	

	32
	6/26/09
	7/13/09
	Item 3.3 Please describe current data exchange / web-service methodologies including middle ware technologies – currently in use. Is Oracle the only database engine with which interfaces will interact?
	See City of Seattle standard for database systems below:


[image: image17.emf]I:\OFE\Youth Viol  Prev Initiative\MIS\DBMS Standard.doc


	

	33
	6/26/09
	
	Item 6.2 Please describe your meaning of “a security organization”.
	Does the vendor have a group of people for whom security tasking is part of their job description?  This would apply to people that set policy, maintain firewalls, review logs, patch desktop and servers, etc.  This group of people (+/- others) should be capable of identifying security events, mobilizing resources to address security events, resolving those events and learning from the process.


	

	34
	6/26/09
	
	Item 9.10 Please describe/clarify this by way of a metaphor or specific examples.
	The vendor's technology is a group of parts: operating systems, developed code, third-party pieces like web servers, etc.  All those are subject to periodic security vulnerabilities, and patches must be applied.  The process of monitoring for vulnerabilities that are in any way related to the group of parts, acquiring and testing updates and patches, and then applying them (during outage windows if necessary) is vulnerability management.  Does the vendor do this?


	

	35
	7/10/09
	7/13/09
	Page 37 of the document titled “Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative, Appendix B” provided in the City’s response to questions indicates a $50,000 budget line for the “Initiative Database”.  Is this the case management system sought by the RFP?  Is this the budget limit for this project? If this is not the amount, please clarify what is the amount budgeted or expected to be paid for the case management and data reporting system?  It appears the city has a 2 year budget for this project, how will the case management system be funded after 2 years?
	The City Council appropriated $50,000 for the data system sought by the RFP.  However, the City has been seeking additional funding if necessary to develop and implement the system.  A price ceiling has not been established.

The report to the City Council includes only a two year budget because that is the maximum time frame allowed by law for the adoption of city budgets.  In the future, reauthorization of funding for the case management system will be included in the regular review and adoption of biennial budgets.
	

	36
	7/10/09
	7/13/09
	During the pre-proposal conference the City indicated a preference for a COTS system with a minimum of necessary customization yet the RFP places significant emphasis on creating data requirements, and developing intake, screening, and assessment forms and reports.  Can the City please clarify their expectations regarding preference for a COTS system and the scope of work?
	The City is seeking a COTS system that provides a framework for data input, case management, reporting and assessment that is adaptable to the specific data elements required by the SYVPI.  It is our expectation that a standard approach to capturing and retrieving data is provided by the vendor that can have data elements added or deleted as needed or desired by partner agencies.

The purpose of completing the data requirements analysis will be to ensure the City and the vendor understands the scope and definitions of data elements and reports required to manage the SYVPI. Ideally, these data elements and reports will be part of the basic suite of capabilities included in the proposed solution.
	

	37
	7/10/09
	7/13/09
	To what degree is the City able to provide technical resources to develop reports (either through the vendor supplied report writer or a third party report writer tool) as part of the implementation and on an on-going basis?
	Some portion of time of three City staff will be available to develop reports as part of the implementation and on-going maintenance of the system.  The City prefers that the staff use a vendor supplied report writer.  Vendors should specify in the Management Response (Projected Resources Required by City of Seattle, page 5) and the Technical Response (item 5.8) the expected resources required from the City to develop and support the system.
	

	38
	7/10/09
	7/13/09
	What is the City’s process for notifying A) vendors who make – or do not make – a short or final selection list, B) vendors after a demonstration of the selection decision?  At what point will vendors who are no longer being considered for selection be notified of that fact?
	A)  Vendors submitting proposals will be notified via e-mail if they will proceed to the next round in the evaluation process.  

B) All vendors will be notified who will proceed to Round 4 “Demonstrations” and Round 5 “Top Ranked Finalist”.  Vendor will be notified as soon as the determination has been made and not at the end of the evaluation process.

	

	39
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) – Case Management Services – INDIVIDUAL SERVICE PLAN


Seattle Team for Youth - INDIVIDUALIZED SERVICE PLAN




		Youth Name:


(Last Name, First Name, MI)

		

		SYPVI #:

		



		ISP Date:

		

		SPS ID #:

		





		Prioritized need(s) as identified in the Assessment

		Identified Strengths



		1.

		1. 



		2.

		2. 



		3.

		3. 



		SERVICE PLAN GOAL(S)



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fulfillment of probation or community services requirements 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reduction of discipline referrals, suspensions and/or expulsion for 90 days

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reduction of criminal referrals, admissions or detention days for 90 days

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reduction in gang related behavior for 90 days or exit from gang


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Complete General Equivalency Diploma/Graduate




		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Progress to the next grade level or graduate from high school


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Increase quarterly attendance by 10%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrollment and regular participation (60% attendance rate) in a treatment 

     program for 90 days or duration of program

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrollment and regular participation (60% attendance rate) in a community 

     service program for 90 days or duration of program



		Plans of Action/Strategies

		Target Date

		Completion Date



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





June 2009 – Individual Service Plan
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		Plans of Action

		Target Date

		Completion Date



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		



		

		

		





REQUIRED SIGNATURES:

		Youth Name: 

		

		Signature: 

		

		Date: 

		



		(please print)

		

		

		

		

		



		Case Manager Name: 

		

		Signature: 

		

		Date: 

		



		(please print)

		

		

		

		

		



		Supervisor Name: 

		

		Signature: 

		

		Date: 

		



		(please print)

		

		

		

		

		





June 2009 – Individual Service Plan   







 Page 2 of 2

		Client Name: 

		

		Signature: 

		

		Date: 

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		Case Manager Name: 

		

		Signature: 

		

		Date: 

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		Supervisor Name: 

		

		Signature: 

		

		Date: 

		





STFY Individualized Service Plan (Rev. July 2008)   




_1307509642.doc
Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI)

Case Management Services – EXIT FORM 



		Last Name: 




		First Name:

		Middle Initial:

		SYVPI #: 



		Agency: 




		Network:  


                 FORMCHECKBOX 
Southwest      FORMCHECKBOX 
Central      FORMCHECKBOX 
Southeast

		Intake Date:                                                      


                           ______/_______/_______



		Case Manager:



		Phone:

		Exit Date:  


                         ______/_______/_______



		Reason for exit from SYVPI Case Management Services 



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Youth has been exited from SYVPI Case Management Services   

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Repeated unsuccessful attempts to contact youth


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Unable to locate/contact youth (homeless, incarcerated, has moved)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Youth and/or parent/guardian refused services


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Needs are better served by another agency:   ______________________________________________

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other:______________________________________________________________________________



		Additional Comments:








		

		

		

		

		



		Case Manager

		

		Signature

		

		Date



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Supervisor Name

		

		Signature

		

		Date



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Network Coordinator

		

		Signature

		

		Date





June 2009 – Exit Form
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City of Seattle

		Application Software Language and Tool Standard





Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor


Bill Schrier, Chief Technology Officer




Purpose

Limiting the choices of software languages and development tools can result in more stable and interoperable applications, as well as simplifying administration, training, and deployment.  The greater the number of languages and development tools, the greater the complexity of the software environment in general, and the higher the cost to the City as a whole.  It is therefore desirable to promote a limited set of languages and/or development tools.

The Internet Board has established standards for software architecture and supporting platforms.  The restrictive nature of the Platform Standard in particular, directly limits the number of software languages and development tools to those few that are supported by the named Platform(s).  

This standard will apply to external facing applications hosted in the DoIT supported General Purpose and WALD environments, and to internal web applications hosted on the DoIT supported InWeb (intranet) platform.


Standard

· Languages - As the current Platform Standard for both the WALD and General Purpose environments is ASP.NET running on Windows servers, the allowable languages are specifically those supported by the .NET Framework run-time environment.  Any of these languages are allowable.  Visual Basic.NET and C# are preferred.

· Tools - While fully compliant ASP.NET applications can be written with nothing more than a text editor, this is neither efficient nor advisable.  Instead, an integrated development environment or IDE, such as Microsoft’s Visual Studio is highly recommended.  As the target environments (the WALD and the General Purpose environment) currently support the .NET Framework versions 1.1, 2.0 and 3.5, Visual Studio 2005 and earlier are supported.  Visual Studio 2008 may be used, but only in “legacy support” mode, targeting one of the supported framework versions.


· Further, DOIT’s current policy includes the requirement that all production source code for Internet-facing applications be copied to a DOIT-hosted Source Code Control Repository for safe-keeping.  While the current SCCR product is SourceGear’s “Vault”, in the near future, this may change to become Microsoft’s Visual Studio Team Server.  If and when this comes to pass, the Visual Studio Team Server IDE will become the most logical choice of tools for web application development targeted for the Internet.

· Beyond these recommendations, the Internet Board places no restrictions on development tools used by developers on their own workstations, or on Departmental servers.  However, if developers choose to do their development on DOIT-supplied developmental servers, then the allowed tools will be restricted to those provided by DOIT, and supported on those servers.  This toolset is currently restricted to Microsoft’s Visual Studio 2005.

Applicability

This standard applies to all Internet-facing web applications developed within the City.


Affected Departments


All City departments

Definitions


Microsoft.Net (.NET) -- Microsoft's current enterprise framework for Web applications, services, Forms applications, and component software; similar to J2EE, but proprietary to Microsoft. 


Implementation


· This is a “going forward” standard.  New applications, whether built or bought, should adhere to the standard.  Existing applications are not required to use new languages and tools, although they should do so if possible at major upgrade points.

Exceptions

· Exceptions will be approved by the Chief Technology Officer.

· Applications which require a deviation from this standard should identify this issue when they go through the MITIE process.


Related Policies, Standards and Guidelines


Application Database Standard:


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/DBMS Standard.doc

Application Software Architecture Standard


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/AS Architecture Standard.doc 

Application Software Platform Standard


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/AS Platform Standard.doc 

Document Control


· Owning Organization: The Applications Board

· Update cycle: Review annually.



		Version

		Content/Changes

		Status



		Version 0.1

		Proposed

		DRAFT 11/6/2008



		Version 0.2

		Minor updates

		DRAFT 12/1/2008





Authorized this   day of   ,      by:


Version 0.2
1
12/1/2008
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City of Seattle

		Application Database Standard





Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor


Bill Schrier, Chief Technology Officer




Purpose

Define the standard Database Management System (DBMS) software to be used by City government business applications and public facing web applications. This Standard updates an existing standard, and reflects common practice in the City since at least 1997.

Standardization of DBMS software can result in many benefits, including:


· Improved utilization of hardware resources


· Reduced training and support costs

· Improved security and maintainability

· Reduced costs of licensing 

· Reduced administration costs


· Better compatibility between applications interfaces

· Promote collaboration and sharing of knowledge when developers gain expertise on common DBMS software knowledge


· Reduced application development costs


Affected Departments


All City departments


Definitions


Database Management System (DBMS): Software that controls the organization, storage, retrieval, security and integrity of data in a database. It accepts requests from the application and instructs the operating system to read, update, delete or insert the appropriate data.

Relational Database Management System (RDBMS): A database that stores data in the form of related tables. Relational databases are powerful because they require few assumptions about how data is related or how it will be extracted from the database. As a result, the same database can be viewed in many different ways.  All three database products addressed in this standard are relational databases.

Non-Relational Database Management System.  Databases that store data in structures other than related tables.  These may include hierarchical, XML databases, object-oriented databases or others.  This standard does not address non-relational databases because they are not yet in the mainstream of technology (or, in the case on hierarchical, largely obsolete).  As non-relational databases become more common they may be addressed with separate standards. 

Applications

All.  Not all applications require a DBMS.  However, any application that collects, solicits, processes, shares, or persists a significant amount of data, should employ the services of a DBMS.  

Application Complexity

The appropriate DBMS for use in a specific application is dependent on the complexity of the application, measured over several dimensions.  The following table outlines the different dimensions and group application into three different size categories.

		

		Internal Enterprise Applications



		Dimension

		Simple

		Medium 

		Complex 



		User Audience

		Individual or workgroup

		Multi-workgroup

		Many-workgroup or enterprise-wide



		Number of users

		1-10’s

		10’s – 100’s

		100 or more



		Network location

		Single (within a LAN)

		Multi (WAN)

		WAN



		Program functionality

		· Display


· Simple information update

· Batch

		· Complex transactional


· Real time

· Data warehouse


· Workflow

		· Complex, multi-function


· Transactional


· Real time 


· Data warehouse


· Workflow



		Interfaces & dependences

		0

		>0

		Many



		Technical environment

		1

		Multi

		Complex



		Security

		Public data

		Restricted

		Restricted or Confidential



		Business functions

		1

		Multi

		Many



		Business criticality

		Not critical to operations

		Critical to operations

		Vital to operations








· User Audience. The end users of the application.


· Number of users.  Measured as total number of potential concurrent users.


· Network location.  Users should be located on the same Local Area Network or across LANs in the Wide Area Network.


· Program functionality.  A measure of what the application attempts to do.  The more different types of functions.


· Interfaces & dependencies. Linkages to other applications.


· Technical environment.  The technology stack involved in the application: e.g., MS ASP + SQL Server; J2EE + Oracle; VB.Net + SQL Server, etc.

· Business functions.  The number of discrete business processes supported by the application.  E.g., an Access application might support simple update and display of community events; Summit supports General Ledger and many accounting functions from AR, AP/PO, Billing, etc.


· Security.  Data classifications for security are defined in the Information Systems Security Policy at:  http://inweb/technology_security/Word/it_security_policy.doc

Standard

Simple applications: Microsoft Access, Microsoft SQL Server, Oracle.

· Microsoft Access should be used only for simple applications.  Access has practical limitations on the number of concurrent users supported and on deployment.  Microsoft Access should not be used for applications supporting more than 10 users, for applications across a Wide Area Network or for applications with Restricted or Confidential data.  


· Both Microsoft SQL Server and Oracle can scale down to meet the needs of even a very simple application.  When an organization already has one of these platforms available, they should be used instead of Access.


Medium or Complex applications: Microsoft SQL Server or Oracle

· Enterprise data that should be shared between workgroups should not be stored in Access or other desktop database products.

· Applications which are critical to the operation of the business should be classified as complex and should use SQL Server or Oracle.


External Web Applications: Microsoft SQL Server or Oracle.  

For external web based applications, the DBMS standard is more restricted, due to more standardized application architecture and tighter security measures for these applications.     

Versions


· Note that different versions of database software can present operating system compatibility problems, so check with your infrastructure provider.


· The current version standard for MS Access are specified in the Desktop and Laptop standards at:  http://inweb/citytech/infrastructure/Distributed_Computing/Desktop_and_%20Laptop_%20Standards_%20Final.DOC  .  As noted in the standard, there are compatibility issues between the major versions of Access that must be resolved if an Access application is deployed. 

· If MS SQL Server is chosen for an externally-facing web application, MS SQL Server 2000 or above is the standard version.  Earlier versions will not be supported. 

Implementation


· This standard applies to all departments.

· Conversion of existing applications is not required – the standard applies on a going forward basis.


· RFPs should include this standard.


· Non-relational databases (including hierarchical, object oriented and XML databases) should be reviewed as part of the IT Portfolio/MITIE process.  

Exceptions

· Exceptions will be approved by the Chief Technology Officer.

· This standard does not apply to installed COTS-based applications which require an alternate database product.  New COTS-based applications which run contrary to this standard must be reviewed for exception status by the CTO. 


Document Control


· Owning Organization: The Applications Board

· Update cycle: Review annually.



		Version

		Content/Changes

		Status



		v 1.0

		Original version

		Promulgated by CTO Edward Hatler, May 5, 1997



		v. 2.0

		Updated to take out extraneous standards

		Updated by App Board with approval by Tech Council  11/23/200X





Authorized this 23rd day of November 2004 by:


Bill Schrier

Chief Technology Officer


City of Seattle

FINAL
1
11/24/2004
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Desktop and Laptop Standards 
 


Purpose 
This standard sets the minimum configuration pertaining to hardware, operating systems, and standard 
software for the City’s PC desktops and laptops. 


Affected Departments: 
All City departments shall procure new PCs and laptops in accordance with the minimum configurations 
set in this standard. Departments are free to procure PC’s and laptops that exceed the standard. 


Implementation 
• Any major revisions to this standard take immediate effect when approved by the Tech Board. 
• The standard’s configuration matrix is reviewed by the Citywide Desktop Team (DTT) at least once 


every six months, in June and December.  The DTT coordinates the updating of the matrix with other 
IT Governance teams noted on the matrix. The update of the matrix takes immediate effect when 
approved by the DTT.  The updating of the matrix does not require Tech Board review and approval. 


• Hardware standards apply to devices at the time of purchase 
• Software standards must be kept current on the installed base of PCs. 


Exceptions 
Exceptions to this standard must be approved in writing by the CTO.   


Related Policies, Standards, and Guidelines 
 PC Replacement Policy 


http://inweb/citytech/arch_standards/imb/pcrep.doc 


 Software Compliance Policy 


http://inweb/technology/enterprise_tech/policies_standards/SoftwareLicenseCompliance.htm 


 Virus/Malware Protection Policy 


http://inweb/technology_security/policies/ISSP_POL20.htm 
 Information Systems Security Policy/POL 22 Wireless Access 


http://inweb/technology_security/policies/ISSP_POL22.htm 
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Desktop and Laptop Standards 
Category Item Standard Configuration Owner 


Desktop  OS Windows XP/SP2  Machine name: Dept+Asset+Optional  DTT 


 Desktop Hardware 
(Minimum spec for 
new PC purchases) 


HP dc7900 3 Bay  Core 2 Duo E7300 
 4GB RAM 
 DVD Burner / CDRW 
 160 GB SATA Hard Drive 
 Vista Ready1 ; Vista Business License 
 4 year warranty 
 EPEAT Silver or Gold 


DTT 


 Desktop Hardware 
Replacement Cycle 


5 years or less from original 
purchase date. 


 Per original purchase specifications DTT 


     


Laptop OS Windows XP/SP2  Machine name: Dept+Asset+Optional  DTT 


 Laptop Hardware 
(Minimum spec for 
new non-rugged 
laptop purchases) 


 HP 8530p 
 


 Core 2 Duo P8400 
 4 GB RAM  
 DVD- Burner/CDRW 
 160 GB SATA Hard Drive 
 Microsoft VISTA Ready; Vista Business License 
 4 Year Warranty (Accidental Damage Protection) 
 EPEAT Silver or Gold 


DTT 


 Small laptop  HP 2530p, or  
 HP 2730p 


 Core 2 Duo SU9300 
 4 GB RAM  
 DVD- Burner/CDRW 
 80 GB Hard Drive 
 Microsoft VISTA Ready; Vista Business License 
 4 Year Warranty (Accidental Damage Protection) 


 


 Mini  HP Mini 2130  Atom N270 1.60GHz 
 2 GB RAM  
 DVD- Burner/CDRW 
 160 GB Hard Drive 
 Microsoft VISTA Ready; Vista Basic License 
 3 Year Warranty (Accidental Damage Protection) 


 


                                            


Desktop/Laptop Standard 
July 1, 2009 
Page:   1 


1 Microsoft Vista Ready indicates the system will run Vista with AERO and FLIP 3D if configured with 1 Gig RAM. 







Category Item Standard Configuration Owner 
Replacement 
cycle 


Laptop Hardware 
Replacement Cycle 


4 years or less from the 
original purchase date 


 Per original purchase specifications DTT 


Wireless 
config Wireless 802.11 wireless NICs must be 


disabled with administrator 
rights so that users cannot re-
enable them. 


 City Security Policy exceptions may be granted by 
the Chief Info Security Officer via the City Security 
Policy – wireless procedure guidelines.  


 Implementation must follow the CISO/Departmental 
standards using approved endpoint protection. 


CISO 


Rugged 
Laptop 
 


Laptop Hardware 
(Minimum spec for 
new rugged laptop 
purchases) 


 Panasonic CF-30, or 
 Panasonic CF-74 


 Centrino Duo 1.6GHz 
 4 GB RAM 
 DVD Burner/CDRW 
 80 GB Hard Drive 


DTT 


     


Monitors 
 


 LCD/Flat Panel  HP or ViewSonic 19”  
 Other sizes per department approval 


DTT 


     


Software Office Automation 
Software 


Office XP2007 SP2  Installed locally to C:\Program Files\Microsoft Office 
 Default save location to home directory (H:)  


DTT 


 Messaging Client GroupWise v7.0.3 HP  Loaded locally to C:\Novell\GroupWise  
 Address Book sorted Last Name, First Name  
 Archives saved to user home directory (H:)  
 No integration installed with MS Office apps  


CMTT 


 Messaging Client Outlook  <Cache loaded locally>  
 Outlook v2007sp2 
 WINDOWS CAL and EXCHANGE CAL 


CMTT 


 Directory Active Directory  DSSG 


 Network Client for 
Novell Networks 


NetWare Client 4.91 SP5 
 


 IP Only CMTT  


 Internal Web 
Browser  


IE7  Loaded locally to C:\Program Files 
 Favorites stored to home directory (H:) 
 Conversion from IE6 to IE7 to commence 06/01/2009 


and be completed by 12/31/2009. 
 Standard pertains only to browsers installed on City 


PCs, not external internet user PCs. 
 Install current service packs 


DTT, 
Internet 
Board 
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Category Item Standard Configuration Owner 
 Virus Protection McAfee VirusScan & Anti-Spy 


module 8.5i  
 


 C:\Program Files\Network Associates\McAfee 
VirusScan  


 Recommend setting for automatic update of DAT 
files including external ftp update location 


DTT 


 Print Screen HyperSnap DX v5.01 Keep current version to Version 6.1  DTT 


 Document Reader Adobe Acrobat Reader 9.x  Keep current version C:\Program 
Files\Adobe\Reader.  


DTT 


 Document Control 
Owner:  Desktop Technical Team        Update Frequency:  Semi-Annually, in June & December 


Version Content Author Approval Date 
1.0 Initial Draft Standard, Developed by the Distributed Computing & 


Commodities Team (DCCT). 
 11/12/2002 


 Reviewed & Approved by the Infrastructure Management Board (IMB).  11/19,2002 
 Reviewed and Approved by the Technology Council.  11/26/2002 
2.0 Revision Approved by the IMB  01/06/2004 
 Revision Approved by the Tech Council  01/12/2004 
3.0 Revision Approved by the DCCT  08/17/2006 
 Standard Reviewed by the DCCT; Annual Matrix Update  12/19/2006 
4.0 Switch to HP approved by Tech Board.  Matrix Updated.   12/18/2007 
 Standard Reviewed by the DTT  Annual Matrix Update Dadosio et. al. 12/19/2008 
5.0 Revision of the Desktop/Laptop Standard in content and format.  Semi-Annual 


Matrix Update.  Internal web browser standard subsumed here; cosmetic 
changes 


Dadosio et. al. 06/30/09 
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City of Seattle

		Application Database Standard





Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor


Bill Schrier, Chief Technology Officer




Purpose

Define the standard Database Management System (DBMS) software to be used by City government business applications and public facing web applications. This Standard updates an existing standard, and reflects common practice in the City since at least 1997.

Standardization of DBMS software can result in many benefits, including:


· Improved utilization of hardware resources


· Reduced training and support costs

· Improved security and maintainability

· Reduced costs of licensing 

· Reduced administration costs


· Better compatibility between applications interfaces

· Promote collaboration and sharing of knowledge when developers gain expertise on common DBMS software knowledge


· Reduced application development costs


Affected Departments


All City departments


Definitions


Database Management System (DBMS): Software that controls the organization, storage, retrieval, security and integrity of data in a database. It accepts requests from the application and instructs the operating system to read, update, delete or insert the appropriate data.

Relational Database Management System (RDBMS): A database that stores data in the form of related tables. Relational databases are powerful because they require few assumptions about how data is related or how it will be extracted from the database. As a result, the same database can be viewed in many different ways.  All three database products addressed in this standard are relational databases.

Non-Relational Database Management System.  Databases that store data in structures other than related tables.  These may include hierarchical, XML databases, object-oriented databases or others.  This standard does not address non-relational databases because they are not yet in the mainstream of technology (or, in the case on hierarchical, largely obsolete).  As non-relational databases become more common they may be addressed with separate standards. 

Applications

All.  Not all applications require a DBMS.  However, any application that collects, solicits, processes, shares, or persists a significant amount of data, should employ the services of a DBMS.  

Application Complexity

The appropriate DBMS for use in a specific application is dependent on the complexity of the application, measured over several dimensions.  The following table outlines the different dimensions and group application into three different size categories.

		

		Internal Enterprise Applications



		Dimension

		Simple

		Medium 

		Complex 



		User Audience

		Individual or workgroup

		Multi-workgroup

		Many-workgroup or enterprise-wide



		Number of users

		1-10’s

		10’s – 100’s

		100 or more



		Network location

		Single (within a LAN)

		Multi (WAN)

		WAN



		Program functionality

		· Display


· Simple information update

· Batch

		· Complex transactional


· Real time

· Data warehouse


· Workflow

		· Complex, multi-function


· Transactional


· Real time 


· Data warehouse


· Workflow



		Interfaces & dependences

		0

		>0

		Many



		Technical environment

		1

		Multi

		Complex



		Security

		Public data

		Restricted

		Restricted or Confidential



		Business functions

		1

		Multi

		Many



		Business criticality

		Not critical to operations

		Critical to operations

		Vital to operations








· User Audience. The end users of the application.


· Number of users.  Measured as total number of potential concurrent users.


· Network location.  Users should be located on the same Local Area Network or across LANs in the Wide Area Network.


· Program functionality.  A measure of what the application attempts to do.  The more different types of functions.


· Interfaces & dependencies. Linkages to other applications.


· Technical environment.  The technology stack involved in the application: e.g., MS ASP + SQL Server; J2EE + Oracle; VB.Net + SQL Server, etc.

· Business functions.  The number of discrete business processes supported by the application.  E.g., an Access application might support simple update and display of community events; Summit supports General Ledger and many accounting functions from AR, AP/PO, Billing, etc.


· Security.  Data classifications for security are defined in the Information Systems Security Policy at:  http://inweb/technology_security/Word/it_security_policy.doc

Standard

Simple applications: Microsoft Access, Microsoft SQL Server, Oracle.

· Microsoft Access should be used only for simple applications.  Access has practical limitations on the number of concurrent users supported and on deployment.  Microsoft Access should not be used for applications supporting more than 10 users, for applications across a Wide Area Network or for applications with Restricted or Confidential data.  


· Both Microsoft SQL Server and Oracle can scale down to meet the needs of even a very simple application.  When an organization already has one of these platforms available, they should be used instead of Access.


Medium or Complex applications: Microsoft SQL Server or Oracle

· Enterprise data that should be shared between workgroups should not be stored in Access or other desktop database products.

· Applications which are critical to the operation of the business should be classified as complex and should use SQL Server or Oracle.


External Web Applications: Microsoft SQL Server or Oracle.  

For external web based applications, the DBMS standard is more restricted, due to more standardized application architecture and tighter security measures for these applications.     

Versions


· Note that different versions of database software can present operating system compatibility problems, so check with your infrastructure provider.


· The current version standard for MS Access are specified in the Desktop and Laptop standards at:  http://inweb/citytech/infrastructure/Distributed_Computing/Desktop_and_%20Laptop_%20Standards_%20Final.DOC  .  As noted in the standard, there are compatibility issues between the major versions of Access that must be resolved if an Access application is deployed. 

· If MS SQL Server is chosen for an externally-facing web application, MS SQL Server 2000 or above is the standard version.  Earlier versions will not be supported. 

Implementation


· This standard applies to all departments.

· Conversion of existing applications is not required – the standard applies on a going forward basis.


· RFPs should include this standard.


· Non-relational databases (including hierarchical, object oriented and XML databases) should be reviewed as part of the IT Portfolio/MITIE process.  

Exceptions

· Exceptions will be approved by the Chief Technology Officer.

· This standard does not apply to installed COTS-based applications which require an alternate database product.  New COTS-based applications which run contrary to this standard must be reviewed for exception status by the CTO. 


Document Control


· Owning Organization: The Applications Board

· Update cycle: Review annually.



		Version

		Content/Changes

		Status



		v 1.0

		Original version

		Promulgated by CTO Edward Hatler, May 5, 1997



		v. 2.0

		Updated to take out extraneous standards

		Updated by App Board with approval by Tech Council  11/23/200X





Authorized this 23rd day of November 2004 by:


Bill Schrier

Chief Technology Officer


City of Seattle

FINAL
1
11/24/2004



[image: image1.png]
_1308728712.doc
		[image: image1.png]8






City of Seattle

		Application Software Platform (Framework) Standard





Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor


Bill Schrier, Chief Technology Officer




Purpose

The choice of an application software platform drives investment in infrastructure, skills and support and can result in more stable and interoperable applications:  The greater the number of platforms, the greater the complexity and the higher the cost to the City as a whole.  It is therefore desirable to limit the number of application software platforms.

Any standard must recognize a variety of factors, including existing investments, the requirements of business applications and the market reality that no one platform has dominance in the marketplace.

This standard will apply to external facing applications hosted in the DoIT supported General Purpose and WALD environments, and to internal web applications hosted on the DoIT supported InWeb (intranet) platform.


Applicability


The City provides two separate environments that publish applications to the public Internet:  The “WALD” environment, and the “General Purpose” environment.  Except where otherwise explicitly stated, this standard applies to both environments.


Standard

· All City departments developing applications that will face the public Internet, must use one of the following supported platforms (frameworks):

· ASP.NET.   At this time, Microsoft’s .NET framework, which employs a conceptual environment of “managed code”, is the only supported platform in either the General Purpose environment or the WALD.  Both the General Purpose and WALD environment employ Windows-based servers running Microsoft’s IIS web server hosting software.  Hence, ASP.NET running on Windows IIS servers is the only currently supported HTTP run-time environment.

· At this time, neither the WALD, nor the General Purpose Environment, support a JAVA run-time product or application development framework.

· If a department has not already adopted this platform as an internal standard, then it must at least adopt this platform for applications targeting the public Internet.


· If a department has public-facing applications which are not currently written to conform to this standard, then it must at least adopt this standard for new applications going forward.


· The standard does not mandate the use of a particular application development tool; only that the resulting application executes in ASP.NET managed code.  Neither does it mandate the use of a particular software language, except that the language must be one of those supported by ASP.NET.

· The WALD environment currently supports Microsoft .NET Framework versions 1.1 and 2.0.


· The General Purpose environment currently supports Microsoft .NET Framework versions 1.1 and 2.0


Applicability

This standard applies to all applications that will face the public via the Internet, whether developed in-house or purchased as “Off-The-Shelf” software.

Affected Departments


All City departments

Definitions


Microsoft.Net (.NET) -- Microsoft's current enterprise framework for Web applications, services, Forms applications, and component software; similar to J2EE, but proprietary to Microsoft. 


Implementation


· There are currently departmental applications in other environments that face the public Internet such as the PAN (Seattle.gov) servers.  Many of these applications are written with older, unsupported software platforms, such as classic Active Server Pages and VBscript or JavaScript.  These applications are now considered “legacy” applications, and must, at some point, be migrated over to either the WALD, or the General Purpose environment.  In doing so, they must be re-written to conform to this standard.


· New applications, whether built or bought, must conform to this standard.


Exceptions

· Exceptions will be approved by the Chief Technology Officer.

· Applications which require a deviation from the standard should identify this requirement as they go through the MITIE process.


Related Policies, Standards and Guidelines


Application Database Standard:


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/DBMS Standard.doc

Application Software Architecture Standard


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/AS Architecture Standard.doc 

Document Control


· Owning Organization: The Internet Board

· Update cycle: Review annually.



		Version

		Content/Changes

		Status



		Version 0.1

		Proposed

		DRAFT 11/6/2008



		Version 0.2

		Minor updates

		DRAFT 12/1/2008





Authorized this    day of  ,   by:


Version 0.2
1
12/1/2008



[image: image1.png]
_1307509758.doc


Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI)


Case Management Services – Case File Content List

		

		SYVPI#:

		



		

		

		



		**

		CARRY OVER YOUTH


· Must have City approval to continue providing services to a youth past 18 months.


· Previous contract year case file contents should be organized behind this list.



		1




		BASIC INFORMATION


· Youth Exit Form 


· When youth is exited from case management, complete and place at the front of the case file 

· Youth Face Sheet


· This provides an at-a-glance information of the persons involved with the youth


· Referral Form


· Must be filled out thoroughly


· Date of referral must be included

· Initial attempts to contact youth should be include in case notes

PROGRAM CONSENT/ORIENTATION FORMS


· Client Grievance Procedure


· Ensure form has youth/guardian signature if required


· Consent for the Release of Education Records


· If youth does not attend a Seattle Public School, obtain appropriate Release as per school district requirements

RELEVANT AGENCY FORMS (Agency specific forms)

· Consent for Enrollment, Release of Confidential Information, Photography and Media Consent, Release and Assumption of Risk



		2

		PROGRESS INFORMATION


· Individual Service Plan


· Signed and dated by youth, staff, and supervisor


· Updated as needed

· Progress Review Form


· Completed every 3 months from the ISP date

· Intake & Assessment


· Completed by the Case Manager, not the youth


· Do not leave any questions blank.  If youth did not want to answer the question, then write “Youth did not want to answer”

· Try to go beyond an “I don’t know” answer.  Explore and give possible suggestions without being too leading



		3

		MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS


· Include items such as court appearance letters, school information, copies of job applications, SSN applications, etc. as it relates to participant ISP



		4

		INDICATOR/OUTCOME DOCUMENTATION


· Copies of indicator achievement documentation


· Highlight relevant information in the supporting documents (i.e. attendance records – highlight baseline attendance in 1st quarter and attendance in 2nd quarter



		5

		CASE NOTES

· Date and sign all entries. If notes are typed, print, sign, date and place in file

· Note SYVPI # at the top of the page













June 2009 – Case File Content List
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City of Seattle

		Application Software Architecture Standard





Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor


Bill Schrier, Chief Technology Officer




Purpose

The choice of application architecture is traditionally influenced by such issues as maintainability, reusability, robustness, etc.  However, for the purposes of City Internet-facing applications, architecture is primarily driven by security issues.  The City has developed two separate environments for hosting Internet applications:  The “WALD” environment, and the “General Purpose” environment.  These two environments place distinct architectural requirements on the applications hosted there.  Because the two environments are distinguished primarily by the different classifications of data that they support, the differences in their architectural requirements are minimal, and pertain to the securing of data.  The hardware infrastructure of both the WALD and General Purpose environments has been configured with a particular software architecture in mind, and so successful deployment of applications to these environments will be guaranteed only by compliance with this standard.  To better illustrate the hardware configurations of the WALD and General Purpose environments, figures A and B are provided below.
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Figure A:  WALD  Generic Conceptual Design
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Standard

· If an application has data security requirements that dictate it must be deployed to the WALD environment, then it must conform to the following architecture: 


· Physical separation of the application into at least three “tiers”, conforming to the strategy commonly known as “n-tier” architecture, with separate Presentation tier, Business Logic(Service) tier, and Database tier.

· Three-tier Strategy:


· The Presentation tier shall serve HTML pages to browser consumers, and shall be deployed to the Presentation server.  It shall limit its functionality to the cosmetic layout and formatting of displayed information.  It shall not contain proprietary business logic, or direct connections to the Database tier.  The Presentation tier shall be deployed to a server in the “Presentation Zone”, which is the only zone directly accessible from the Internet.

· The Business Logic(Service) tier shall be responsible for all communication back and forth to the Database tier, and shall contain any and all proprietary business logic that is considered of a sensitive nature, including the connection parameters to the Database.  It shall be deployed to a Business Logic sever, also known as an “Application” server or “Service” server located in the “Application Zone”, which is behind Firewall 3 (see figure A), and is only accessible from servers in the Presentation Zone.

· The Database tier shall be the repository for all persisted application data, and shall be deployed to a Database server residing in the “Database Zone”.  The database tier must conform to all architectural requirements dictated or implied by the Application Software Database Standard.

· The Business Logic tier shall communicate with the Database tier according to the standards laid out in the Application Software Database Standard.  At this time, SQL Server is the only RDBMS currently extant and supported by DOIT in the WALD.  If a different RDBMS is mandated by the requirements of the application, then two courses of action are available:  1) develop standards for the deployment of a second RDBMS in the WALD; adopt such standards and deploy an instance of that RDBMS in the “Database Zone” of the WALD; establish custodianship of the server, and all other necessary support thereof as a pre-requisite for deploying your application.  2) Employ a four-tier strategy as described next.

· Four-tier Strategy:


· The Presentation tier shall be architected as described in the Three-tier Strategy.

· The Business Logic(Service) tier shall be as in the Three-tier Strategy with one important difference.  It shall be divided into two physical layers:  one layer shall be deployed to the Business Logic sever in the WALD (in the Application Zone).  However, rather than having it connect directly to the SQL Server in the WALD, it shall connect to its partner layer or proxy layer, as described next.

· The proxy business logic layer shall reside on a server on the Corpnet side of the firewall.  The server should be an identified web server dedicated solely to WALD proxy service.  As such, it should be appropriately “hardened” per current DOIT standards for such purpose.  DOIT has committed to providing such a server.  This proxy layer shall contain the database connection parameters.  The database connection may then be made from the Corpnet-side component, to a database server in the Corpnet.

· In this Four-tier Strategy, the two physical layers of the Business Logic tier will communicate with each other thru a closely administered and secure port through Firewall 3.

· Database servers residing in the Corpnet, which receive database i/o requests from the WALD, must meet hardening standards, and if at all possible, should be limited to serving WALD applications.

· If an application has security requirements that allow it to be deployed to the General Purpose environment, then it must conform to one of the same high-level architectures (Three-tier or Four-tier) as described above for the WALD.  The difference between the WALD and General Purpose environments is not so much the architecture of the applications residing there, as it is the security requirements applied to those applications.  Figure B provides a logical view of the General Purpose environment.

· Communication between tiers of an application (regardless of environment) must conform to the following characteristics: 


· While there may be a “public” portion of the web site, whenever the application is passing or soliciting information other than “public”, then this communication shall take place exclusively over Port 443, using SSL encryption, according to Secure Web Application Development Requirements.

· Communication between the Presentation tier and the Business Logic tier shall take place exclusively over Port 443 as well, using SSL encryption.

· If the application employs the Four-tier architecture with proxy service to connect to a database in the Corpnet, then this communication must be secured according to current DOIT standards for communication through the firewall.

· This standard does not mandate use of a particular application development tool, platform or framework.  However, both the WALD and General Purpose environments have platform standards, which are dictated by the Application Development Platform Standard.

Applicability

This standard applies to all applications, whether developed in-house, or purchased as COTS software, which, due to their business requirements and/or the nature of the data that they work with, must be deployed to either the General Purpose Environment, or the WALD.


Affected Departments


· All City departments

Definitions


Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) Software. Software purchased from a vendor, rather then written in-house.


Implementation


· Transitioning to the preferred platforms will require significant training and investment.  Departments are asked to fully adopt the standard platforms within 1 year of adoption of this standard.


· This is a “going forward” standard.  New applications, whether built or bought, should adopt the standard.  Existing applications are not required to convert to the new platforms, although they should do so if possible at major upgrade points.

Exceptions

· Exceptions will be approved by the Chief Technology Officer.

· Applications which require a deviation from the standard should go through the MITIE process.


Related Policies, Standards and Guidelines


Application Database Standard:


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/DBMS Standard.doc

Application Software Platform Standard


http://inweb/citytech/applications/app_standards/AS Platform Standard.doc 

Document Control
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) 

Case Management Services – CONTACT NOTES




		Youth Name: 


(Last Name, First Name)

		SYVPI #: 



		Contact Type


AV* Agency Visit             


CV* Community Activity 

		HV* Home Visit                


OC* Other Contact

		SV* School Visit


TC* Telephone Call 

		U* Unsuccessful But Attempt Made



		Contact Date

		Contact Type

		Notes

		Time Spent
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI)

Case Management Services

CONSENT FOR THE RELEASE OF EDUCATION RECORDS

I, _________________________________, consent to the release of my child’s education records from the Seattle School District to _________________________________agency.  I understand that education records include, but are not limited to: 


1. Name of student


2. School of student


3. Attendance


4. Grade Point Average, & Grades Earned 


5. Upcoming Assignments


6. Missing Assignments


7. Test Scores, including WASL Scores


8. Disciplinary Issues


9. Other: ____________________________________________________


This release includes permission to agency staff to access my child’s academic records online, using The Source.  


I understand that the purpose of sharing these records is to keep my child’s case manager/s informed of his/her academic program and progress.  Agency staff will work with the school, the family and the student in an effort to improve my child’s success at school.   


I acknowledge that I may submit a subsequent notification in writing directing the Seattle School District to no longer release information to agency staff. 


This Release of Information will be valid for the 2009-10 school year, or as long as the student is served by the agency, whichever is the lesser time length.


The Seattle School District is authorized to release information to the following agency (please print clearly):


		

		

		



		Student’s Name

		

		Student’s Date of Birth and Age



		

		

		



		Today’s Date

		

		Student SPS ID#



		

		

		



		Parent/Guardian’ Signature (if youth is 17 or younger)

		

		Case Manager Name



		

		

		



		Student’s Signature (if youth is 18 or older)

		

		Case Manager’s email address



		

		

		



		

		

		Agency Name
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) 

Case Management Services - YOUTH FACE SHEET 



		Today’s Date:

		

		SYVPI #:

		



		YOUTH INFORMATION 



		Last Name:




		First Name:

		Middle Initial:

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Male  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Female  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Transgender


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other: _______________________   



		Intake date:

____/_____/_____

		Case Manager:



		Agency:

		Date of Birth:               Age:


_____/_____/_____



		



		PARENT/GUARDIAN INFORMATION (if separated, highlight legal guardian)



		Father:




		Phone:



		Mother:




		Phone:



		



		SECONDARY EMERGENCY CONTACT (in event of emergency and unable to contact parent/guardian)



		Name/Relation:




		Phone:



		Last Name:




		First Name:

		Phone:

		Relationship to youth:



		



		EDUCATION CONTACT(S)



		School:




		Grade:



		Contact Person:




		Phone:

		Email:



		Other – Name/Relation:




		Phone:

		Email:



		



		LEGAL CONTACT(S)



		Community Surveillance Officer:




		Phone:

		Email:



		Probation/Parole Officer:




		Phone:

		Email:



		Other – Name/Relation:




		Phone:

		Email:



		



		OTHER IMPORTANT CONTACTS



		Social Worker:




		Phone:

		Email:



		Other – Name/Relation:



		Phone:

		Email:



		Other – Name/Relation:




		Phone:

		Email:



		Other – Name/Relation:




		Phone:

		Email:



		



		Notes/Comments:
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI)

Case Management Services - ASSESSMENT


Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI)

Case Management Services - ASSESSMENT




		Referral Date:

		

		Intake Date:

		

		SYVPI #:

		



		



		YOUTH INFORMATION



		Last Name:

		First Name:

		Middle Initial:

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Male  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Female  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Transgender


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other: _________________________   



		Street Address:




		City:

		Zip Code:

		Date of Birth:                    Age:



		Home Phone:




		Cell Phone:

		Work Phone:



		Living Arrangements: 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Homeless               FORMCHECKBOX 
Both Parents         FORMCHECKBOX 
Mother       FORMCHECKBOX 
Father     


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Grandparents         FORMCHECKBOX 
Boy/Girl Friend       FORMCHECKBOX 
Spouse      FORMCHECKBOX 
Friend    


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Group Home          FORMCHECKBOX 
Foster Parents       FORMCHECKBOX 
Shelter       FORMCHECKBOX 
 Self


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Detention Facility:___________________________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Other:_____________________________  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unknown

		Ethnicity (select all that apply):


 FORMCHECKBOX 
African                                         


 FORMCHECKBOX 
African-American  


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Asian or Asian-American


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Caucasian       


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Hispanic/Latino/Latina

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Native American or Alaskan


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Other:_______________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Unknown



		Primary language(s):

		Language(s) Spoken at Home:

		Specify ethnicity (i.e. Cambodian, Ethiopian, Samoan)






		School:                                             Grade:                                   SPS ID#:

		School Status at Referral:  FORMCHECKBOX 
Enrolled    FORMCHECKBOX 
Expelled or Suspended     FORMCHECKBOX 
Dropped out      FORMCHECKBOX 
Home School     FORMCHECKBOX 
Graduated      FORMCHECKBOX 
GED Program



		PARENT/GUARDIAN INFORMATION



		Last Name:




		               First Name:

		

		Relationship to youth:



		Home Phone:




		Cell Phone:

		Work Phone:

		Proficient in English?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
No



		FAMILY 



		If youth is not homeless, is youth living alone?     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable



		Is youth living in single parent household?            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable



		Family Annual Income:   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Low (< 30% Median)   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Low (<50% Median)   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Moderate (<80% Median)  


                                       FORMCHECKBOX 
 Above Moderate (>80% Median)                                FORMCHECKBOX 
 Unknown



		Situation(s) that led to the current living situation, i.e. divorce, evictions, moves, etc.:






		List all people in your home, including yourself:   



		Name




		Relationship




		Age






		Who in your family do you feel supports you? (Check all that apply)

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Father/male caretaker   


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mother/female caretaker


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Male sibling                   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Female sibling 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Grandparent                 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Extended family            


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No one



		Is youth or parent a refugee or immigrant?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes        FORMCHECKBOX 
 No   If yes, How are you and your family adjusting to U.S. culture? Are these adjustments causing issues within your family?






		Are any of your family members affected by or involved in: (Check all that apply/ Mother and Father refer to current parent or legal guardian.)

		Alcohol or Drug Use


Mental Health 


Physical Health 


Employment/Financial Problems


Domestic Violence  


Homeless


Involved in Justice System


Gangs

		 Mother  Father  Grandparent  Sibling   Other


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 


      FORMCHECKBOX 
           FORMCHECKBOX 
            FORMCHECKBOX 
               FORMCHECKBOX 
          FORMCHECKBOX 




		Do you feel that your family cares about you?  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

		Do you feel safe at home?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No



		Have you had any foster home placements?   FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No           If Yes, how many? ______



		Have your ever run away or been “kicked out” of home?      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


If Yes, Number of times ran away  _________    Number of times kicked out   ________



		Have any of the following petitions been filed on you? (Check all that apply)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No petitions                                FORMCHECKBOX 
 Child in Need of Services (CHINS)          FORMCHECKBOX 
 Dependency


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  At-Risk Youth (ARY)                  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Truancy                                                            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t Know   



		Additional Notes: (i.e., any CPS involvement?)






		PEER AND COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS



		Do you consider yourself to have a close group of friends?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes        FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     


Have any of your friends ever been in trouble with the police?    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes        FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     


If yes, what for? 





		Have any of the following people in your life ever been trouble with the police? (check all that apply)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Friend(s)             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Boyfriend              FORMCHECKBOX 
 Girlfriend            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mother           FORMCHECKBOX 
 Father         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other:________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Brother(s)            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sister(s)         



		Do you hang out with anyone that you think may be in a gang?    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes        FORMCHECKBOX 
 No      

If Yes, Name of gang(s):



		Are any of the following people in your life involved in a gang? (check all that apply)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Friend(s)             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Boyfriend              FORMCHECKBOX 
 Girlfriend            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other: 



		Do you feel that there are people in your community who encourage you to keep out of trouble?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         



		THREE non-family members who you feel you have a positive relationship with. These are people that can provide you with support to help reach your goals. This may also include people at your school. 



		Name




		Relationship




		Phone






		Are you working with any other agencies?              FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes            FORMCHECKBOX 
 No       If yes, please list their name and contact information



		Name




		Relationship




		Phone






		Additional Notes








		EDUCATION



		SPS ID Number

		Enrolled at

		Current grade level






		Current school enrollment status: 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled – Attending                               FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled in GED Program         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Suspended 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled – Irregular Attendance             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Received GED                           FORMCHECKBOX 
 Expelled 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled – Not Attending                        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Dropped Out                             Reason:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Graduated                                              FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not Enrolled

How often do you/did you attend school?   FORMCHECKBOX 
5 days/wk     FORMCHECKBOX 
4 days/wk      FORMCHECKBOX 
3 days/wk     FORMCHECKBOX 
2 days/wk    FORMCHECKBOX 
1 day/wk



		IF ENROLLED, type of school: 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public academic              FORMCHECKBOX 
 Private academic                   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Vocational                                FORMCHECKBOX 
 Home school


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Alternative                       FORMCHECKBOX 
 College                                   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other: __________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 GED Program  - Please specify GED Program:       



		Have you ever been expelled from school?     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     If Yes, what grade were you in when first expelled? ________


How many times have you been expelled since then? _________


Reason(s):



		Have you ever been suspended from school?      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No      If Yes, what grade were you in when first suspended? ________

How many times have you been suspended since then? __________

Reason(s):






		Are you attending Special Education classes:   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know       



		Which staff person at your school supports you and knows you the best?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable      FORMCHECKBOX 
 None

Name:                                                                                         Phone: 



		How do you feel about school?






		What activities are you involved with at school?






		What do you think you need to be more successful?






		Do you believe that getting an education is helpful?    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat     



		Do you feel safe at school?    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable, not currently in school



		How likely do you think you are going to stay in school and graduate from high school or complete a GED program? 

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very likely 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Uncertain 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not very likely 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not in school, interested in enrolling

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not in school, not interested in enrolling



		Additional Notes





		JUVENILE JUSTICE INFORMATION



		JUVIS ID Number: 



		Have you ever been involved with the police?      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No        If yes, please describe. 






		Have you ever been charged with any offenses?      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     If yes, total number of offenses _______       



		What was the most serious offense?    






		Have you spent time at detention?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
 No   If Yes, total number of days spent in detention _______



		Do you have a Juvenile Probation Counselor?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No   


If Yes, Name:                                                         Phone: 



		Additional Notes





		MENTAL HEALTH



		Have you or your family received any counseling?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


If Yes, Where did you receive services? 



		Do you have trouble sleeping?  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     

		Do you sleep a lot?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     



		Do you feel sad or cry a lot and it doesn't go away?  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    

		Do you feel angry or irritable often?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     



		Do you worry a lot?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     

		Do you have any physical medical conditions? (i.e. diabetes, pregnant, epilepsy)   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     



		Have you ever tried or thought about hurting yourself?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    If yes, can you tell me about it?






		Are you interested in talking with a counselor?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat



		Additional Notes 



		ALCOHOL USE



		Do you currently drink alcohol?      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    If Yes, number of times/week _______________ (0 for none)


If No, have you used in the past?     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
 No  



		At what age did you start drinking? ___________ 


What kind of alcohol? ______________________________________________________________________________________


Where did you get your alcohol?



		Do you believe that your alcohol use has a negative impact on your ability to succeed in school? 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable



		Are you interested in talking to someone about your drinking behaviors?  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes        FORMCHECKBOX 
 No      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable



		DRUG USE



		Do you currently use drugs?      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    If Yes, number of times/week _______________ (0 for none)


If No, have you used drugs in the past?     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
 No  



		At what age did you start using drugs? ___________ 


What kind of drugs? __________________________________________________________________________________________


Where did you get your drugs?



		Do you believe that your drug use has a negative impact on your ability to succeed in school? 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable



		Are you interested in talking to someone about your drug usage?  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
 No         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Somewhat      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable



		Additional Notes








		YOUTH INFORMATION



		What do you like to do in your spare time?






		What are some things your strengths?  What do you feel you are really good at?





		What qualities do you like about yourself?






		Where do you see yourself 6 months from now?  A year from now?






		What do you want to be when you grow up? 






		Do you feel you need to change anything about yourself?     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
 No  

If yes, what would you to change?






		What would you like the most help with?








		SIGNATURES



		Youth Name (please print)                                                                   Signature                                                      Date                                                                                                                                      


Parent/Guardian Name (please print)                                                       Signature                                                     Date                                                                                                                                      


*Required if youth is under age 13


Case Manager Name (please print)                                                           Signature                                                       Date        


Program Supervisor Name (please print)                                             Signature                                                      Date                                                                                                                                     
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) - PILOT PHASE

REFFERAL FORM – CENTRAL NETWORK (FAX: 206-461-8425)




		Today’s Date:

		

		SYVPI #:

		



		YOUTH INFORMATION



		Last Name:




		First Name:

		Middle Initial:

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Male  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Female  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Transgender


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other: _________________________   



		Street Address:




		City:

		Zip Code:

		Date of Birth:               

		Age:



		Home Phone:




		Cell Phone:


		Work Phone:



		Living Arrangements: 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Does not have stable housing    FORMCHECKBOX 
Both Parents       FORMCHECKBOX 
Mother    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Father      FORMCHECKBOX 
Grandparents          FORMCHECKBOX 
Boy/Girl Friend    FORMCHECKBOX 
Spouse      FORMCHECKBOX 
Friend      FORMCHECKBOX 
Group Home           FORMCHECKBOX 
Foster Parents     FORMCHECKBOX 
Shelter      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Self         FORMCHECKBOX 
Detention Facility:__________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Other:_____________________________  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unknown

		Ethnicity (select all that apply):


 FORMCHECKBOX 
African                                         


 FORMCHECKBOX 
African-American  


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Asian or Asian-American


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Caucasian       


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Hispanic/Latino/Latina

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Native American or Alaskan    


     Native

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific


     Islander


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Other:__________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Unknown



		Primary language(s):




		Language(s) Spoken at Home:



		School:                                             Grade:                               Student ID#:

		School Status at Referral: 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Enrolled      FORMCHECKBOX 
Expelled or Suspended     FORMCHECKBOX 
Home School    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Is Officially Un-enrolled     FORMCHECKBOX 
Graduated      FORMCHECKBOX 
GED Program



		PARENT/GUARDIAN INFORMATION



		Last Name:




		First Name:

		Middle Initial:

		Relationship to youth:



		Home Phone:




		Cell Phone:

		Work Phone:

		Proficient in English?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
No



		REFERRAL INFORMATION



		Last Name:




		First Name:

		Phone:

		Relationship to youth:



		Referral Source:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Self


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Parent/Guardian


 FORMCHECKBOX 
School:__________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Street Outreach

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Teen Center:_____________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Social Services Agency


 Name:____________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Community School Officer

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Police


 FORMCHECKBOX 
King County Juvenile Court


 FORMCHECKBOX 
JRA   

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Other:________________________



		Does youth know you are making this referral?     FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
No

		Is youth willing to participate?   FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
No      FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure



		Does youth have siblings between the ages of 12-17?     FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
No      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not sure



		Is youth

		a) Affiliated/involved with a gang?


b) On probation?                                      


c) Employed?                                                          


d) Involved in a mentoring program?                       


e) Receiving case management services?              


f) Receiving other services from the community?    




		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes     


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
No


 FORMCHECKBOX 
No


 FORMCHECKBOX 
No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
No


 FORMCHECKBOX 
No


 FORMCHECKBOX 
No

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure, If yes, name_______________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure, If yes, JUVIS#_____________________

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure, if yes, where? _____________________

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure, if yes, where? _____________________

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure, if yes, where? _____________________

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Not sure, if yes, please list:



		Presenting Issue (please check all that apply)

		



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		Youth has been convicted multiple times and released from supervision or is under minimal supervision and is a continued risk to re-offend



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		Youth has been arrested for crime(s) that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and was released



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		Youth is in middle school and has a history of multiple suspensions or truancy issues (absent 9 or more days per semester or one or more disciplinary actions related to violence)



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		Youth has been affected by violence (as a perpetrator, victim or associate there of)





		Other Presenting Issues(s) (please check all that apply)



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Association with negative peer group 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Association/involvement with gangs, specify: __________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Dating or domestic violence


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Depression


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Does not have stable housing


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Drug or alcohol use 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Employment needs


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 History of aggressive/violent behavior/carrying a weapon

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 History of/current criminal activity or 


     involvement


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Low academic achievement


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Needs re-entry assistance/support


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Pattern of family conflict


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 School suspension/expulsion


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Truant


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other ________________________________



		Brief statement of concern/current circumstance: 








*****SYVPI may exchange information with agency partners to ensure referral to appropriate services


**For Intake Specialist Use Only**

		Eligibility 

		



		Youth resides or attends school in Central, Southeast, or Southwest Seattle



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes   (circle one)       Central     /     Southeast     /     Southwest     

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
No If no, list area: 



		Youth is between the age of 12 and 17:  FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
No     If no, age:__________________



		Is youth in priority population:  FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes     FORMCHECKBOX 
No     





		Notes

		



		





		YES – Youth IS eligible for SYVPI Services

		



		ASSIGNED TO NETWORK:              FORMCHECKBOX 
 Central         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Southeast          FORMCHECKBOX 
 Southwest



		REFERRED TO:             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Case Management        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mentoring        FORMCHECKBOX 
 ART        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Employment        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Recreation



		Agency:


__________________________________

		Case Manager/Primary Contact:


________________________________________________

		Date Assigned:


______/_______/______



		Primary Referral Source Contacted?

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
No

		Date of Contact:



		NO – Youth IS NOT eligible for SYVPI Services

		



		REASON:

		REFERRED TO:          
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Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI)

Case Management Services - YOUTH PROGRESS REVIEW 



		ISP Date:

		

		SYVPI #:

		

		Today’s Date:

		



		YOUTH INFORMATION



		Last Name:




		First Name:

		Middle Initial:

		Reporting Period: 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3 months          FORMCHECKBOX 
6 months       FORMCHECKBOX 
 9 months


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 12 months        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other:



		Date of Birth:               Age:

		Status during this reporting period:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Pending                           FORMCHECKBOX 
 Active


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Assigned                          FORMCHECKBOX 
 I&A Complete

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Exited



		INDIVIDUAL SERVICE PLAN GOAL(S)



		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fulfillment of probation or community services requirements 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reduction of discipline referrals, suspensions and/or expulsion for  90  


     days

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reduction of criminal referrals, admissions or detention days for 90 days

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reduction in gang related behavior for 90 days or exit from gang


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Complete General Equivalency Diploma/Graduate

		 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Progress to the next grade level or graduate from high school


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Increase quarterly attendance by 10%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrollment and regular participation (60% attendance rate) in a 

     treatment program for 90 days or duration of program

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrollment and regular participation (60% attendance rate) in a 

     community service program for 90 days or duration of program



		PROGRESS REVIEW



		Has the youth’s living arrangements changed?    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Homeless               FORMCHECKBOX 
Both Parents         FORMCHECKBOX 
Mother       FORMCHECKBOX 
Father     


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Grandparents         FORMCHECKBOX 
Boy/Girl Friend      FORMCHECKBOX 
Spouse      FORMCHECKBOX 
Friend    


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Group Home           FORMCHECKBOX 
Foster Parents      FORMCHECKBOX 
Shelter      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Self


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Detention Facility:________________________________________


 FORMCHECKBOX 
Other:_______________________________________  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unknown

		Residence:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Still resides in the SE, SW or Central Network (circle one)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No longer resides in the target neighborhood



		

		Was the youth employed during this reporting period?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes, Full-time         FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes, Part-time             FORMCHECKBOX 
 No



		School status during reporting period: 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled – Attending                        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Suspended 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled – Irregular Attendance      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Expelled 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled – Not Attending                 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Dropped Out


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Enrolled in GED Program                FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not enrolled


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Received GED                                 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Graduated      




		Was youth suspending during this period?    


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    If yes, reason:



		

		Was youth expelled during this period?    


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    If yes, reason:



		

		Did youth have any disciplinary infractions during this period?    


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    If yes, describe:



		Does this youth have any gang affiliation?     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes       FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     FORMCHECKBOX 
 Suspected  

		If yes or suspected, list affiliation:





		Did affiliation change during this reporting period?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
 No     If yes, please explain:






		Alcohol use during this period?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Never                        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Regular

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Occasional                FORMCHECKBOX 
 Daily

		Drug use during this period?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Never                        FORMCHECKBOX 
 Regular


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Occasional                FORMCHECKBOX 
 Daily

		Selling drugs during this period?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Suspected but not proven



		Number of job referrals provided during this period:

		Number of educational referrals provided during this period:

		Number of agency referrals provided during this period:

List agencies:




		Number of referrals provided to youth’s family members during this period:






		If youth was on probation, were there any violations?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    

		If yes, what sanctions were imposed if any?  

		If yes, was the youth sentenced to jail or any other institution?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes      FORMCHECKBOX 
 No    




		Total probation violations:





		Services, other than case management, received during this reporting period (list all that apply):


Agency


Program


Youth status in program:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Active

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 On Waitlist

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Successfully completed


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Terminated, did not complete

Agency


Program


Youth status in program:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Active


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 On Waitlist

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Successfully completed


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Terminated, did not complete


Agency


Program


Youth status in program:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Active


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 On Waitlist

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Successfully completed


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Terminated, did not complete






		Was the youth arrested for any new offenses during this reporting period?   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Date of new offense (mm/dd/yy)


What was the offense?


Did the offense involve violence?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Did the offense involve use of a weapon?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No       If yes, list weapon:

Date of new offense (mm/dd/yy)


What was the offense?


Did the offense involve violence?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Did the offense involve use of a weapon?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No       If yes, list weapon:


Date of new offense (mm/dd/yy)


What was the offense?


Did the offense involve violence?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Did the offense involve use of a weapon?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes         FORMCHECKBOX 
 No       If yes, list weapon:








Additional Notes:


		Case Manager                                                                                  Signature                                                       Date        


Program Supervisor                                                                         Signature                                                      Date                                                                                                                                     
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		Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative


Council Report Investment Summary





		What Will the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) Investment Buy? 





The intended outcomes of the SYVPI are:


· A 50% reduction in court referrals for juvenile crimes against persons committed by youth residing in the Central Area, Southeast Area, and Southwest Area Networks, and 


· A 50% reduction in the number of suspensions/expulsions due to violence-related incidents at Denny, Aki Kurose, Madrona K-8, Madison, Mercer, and Washington Middle Schools.


Court referrals for juvenile crimes against persons are used as a measure of determining the level of violent crimes in the three network areas. The best measure of violent crime would be based on the actual number of crimes committed by juveniles. However, victims cannot always accurately report the age of the offender. In some cases, the offenders are not seen by the victim or witnesses and no assessment of the offender’s age is possible. In addition, many juvenile violent offenses involve multiple offenders and using the number of violent crime reports would not account for all offenders. 

Referrals to court are cases where the Seattle Police Department has arrested an alleged offender, and believes there is enough evidence to refer the youth for prosecution. SPD provides the case to the court where it is screened by the prosecutor’s office to determine if there is sufficient information to proceed. While many of these cases will not be filed for prosecution for various reasons, these referrals are the result of actual arrests where the offenders and their ages are known and there is a reasonable belief that the crime committed was a violent or person offense. For these reasons, the City has proposed using referrals to juvenile court as a proxy measure for the number of violent offenses committed by youth. The specific offenses included for this outcome are listed in Exhibit A. The offenses are in three categories: 1) violent offenses, as defined by state law, 2) person offenses, which includes crimes not defined as violent in law, but result in some level of physical harm, and 3) weapon offenses not included in the previous categories.. 

One of the primary goals of the SYVPI is to reduce crimes committed by youth who live in the three network areas. Arrest reports can and will be used as a measure of overall criminal activity in the network areas, however, these reports include crimes committed by youth who do not reside in the network areas. In addition, the reports may not include arrests of youth who live in the network areas, but have committed and been arrested for a crime in another area. For these reasons, arrest data are not used as the measure for the outcomes of the SYVPI, but will be used to improve the City’s understanding of the nature of criminal activity in the network areas.

Suspensions (both short and long term) and expulsions from the selected middle schools include disciplinary actions that are related to violence. The specific incidence types are also included in Exhibit A. 

The baseline measure used for juvenile crimes is the 2007 calendar year, while the baseline for school suspensions or expulsions is the 2007-08 school year. These are the last years for which the City had complete data when planning the SYVPI. Data for court referrals has been provided by the King County Juvenile Court. Suspension and expulsion data is provided to the Office for Education (OFE) on a regular basis by the Seattle Public Schools.

Outcomes for the three networks will be calculated based on the number of referrals and suspensions during the period July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2010, the first full year of the SYVPI implementation.


The following is a summary of the baseline measures and intended outcomes:

		Target Category

		Baseline Measure

		Target



		A 50% reduction in court referrals for juvenile crimes against persons by youth residing in the network area.



		· Central Area

		145 referrals

		Fewer than 73 referrals



		· Southeast Area

		227 referrals

		Fewer than 114 referrals



		· Southwest Area

		97 referrals

		Fewer than 49 referrals



		A 50% reduction in the number of suspensions/expulsions due to violence-related incidents at schools identified by the network.



		· Central Area (Madrona and Washington)

		202 actions

		Fewer than 101 actions



		· Southeast Area (Aki Kurose and Mercer)

		164 actions

		Fewer than 82 actions



		· Southwest Area (Denny and Madison)

		249 actions

		Fewer than 125 actions





The targets for reduction in juvenile referrals were established using data for youth who reside within the City of Seattle. However, during initial planning for the Southeast Area and Southwest Area networks, there was interest expressed in serving youth living outside the city limits. Many of these youth fall within the service area of community-based organizations in those neighborhoods, and may commit their offenses inside Seattle. During the Request for Investment (RFI) process for the Southeast Area and Southwest Area Networks, OFE will ask that respondents identify whether they intend to serve youth outside the city limits. If a larger area is proposed for these networks, targets will be adjusted upward to correspond with the expanded area. For example, including youth who live in the zip codes that overlap the city’s southeast and southwest border would increase the number of court referrals by 166.

		Primary Population Served by the SYVPI Investments:  





The SYVPI is focused on youth who have exhibited risk factors related to violence.
 The priority populations include the following:


1)
Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


Many offenders released from the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) receive no more than six months of parole services. These services include family therapy, reintegration into school, or job placement. Because sex offenders are required to receive long-term supervision, other offenders are given fewer resources. While violent offenders committing robbery and assault make up 31.5% of JRA’s residential population, they make up only 15.7% of the parole caseload.

As a result of the priority given to sex offenders, released youth – disproportionately youth of color and youth committed for violent offenses – may not be given sufficient services to reintegrate into the community. Even the more intensive Functional Family Parole approach adopted by JRA provides services for just 6 months. Research has shown that juvenile offenders released from custody are at highest risk to re-offend for up to 18 months after release. These facts indicate a critical gap in services for these youth re-entering the community. Additionally, JRA data from 2006 shows that 60% of juveniles on parole need mental health services while 60% have chemical dependency needs.

Similarly, there are youth released from King County detention who have received probation services, including participation in evidence-based therapeutic programs, who would benefit from additional support with reintegrating into the community. The SYVPI is not intended to remove the County’s responsibility to serve these youth, but rather will provide additional community-based services.

Finally, there are youth referred to the Court by the Seattle Police Department (SPD) for alleged violence who are initially screened out of detention or for whom evidence is insufficient to file charges. As a result they will not receive County services. Where there is ample evidence to believe these youth will engage in violence, they may be candidates for referral to the Networks. 


The SYVPI provides an opportunity to fill this gap of services for this high-risk group. Services for this group will need to be intense and multi-faceted, depending on the needs of the individual youth. 

2)
Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into the community. 


Research shows that juveniles who have been in detention are more likely to be recommitted if they have additional contacts with law enforcement. Studies in Washington State indicate that being held in detention early in a juvenile’s life is one of the greatest contributors to disproportionate minority confinement. Therefore, King County has adopted specific criteria for juveniles to be held in detention prior to sentencing. These include:


· Serious offenses


· Offenses involving firearms


· Age 16 or over and committing domestic violence


· Assault of a school staff, teacher or administrator


· Juveniles with active warrants


· Violations of conditions of release


· Juvenile arrested for a new offense with a pending offense


· Juveniles released from custody within 30 days prior to arrest


· Juveniles with a prior felony within the last three months


These criteria work to keep youth with minor offenses out of detention. They also result in a youth being detached from the justice system until the youth’s scheduled court date, often months after the incident occurred. In the meantime, there are no direct intervening services for these youth.


The SYVPI provides an opportunity to intervene with these at-risk youth immediately after their release by police. Services will depend on two factors: 1) To whom and where they are released, and 2) An assessment of their needs. Currently, police attempt to release youth to a responsible adult such as parents, relative, or guardians. In their absence, youth may released on their own or taken to a shelter if they are deemed to be at risk. Without some follow-up, these youth and their families are without options for potentially necessary services. 

3)
Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


Youth who have been suspended for reasons related to violence, such as assault, fighting, or bringing weapons to school, tend to be students in middle school. The five Seattle schools with the greatest number of suspensions for these actions in the 2006-07 school year were middle schools. 


Students who miss more than 10% of school days are more likely to become court involved due to truancy petitions, and are more likely to drop out of school, both risk factors for predicting violence. 


The SYVPI provides an opportunity to intervene with these at-risk youth prior to their involvement with the juvenile justice system and prior to their behavior escalating to serious offenses. 

4)
Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.


Violence is often a learned behavior. There is evidence that youth who observe frequent violence, or who operate in communities where violence is an accepted norm, are at higher risk to engage in violence themselves. Numerous communities have adopted strategies, such as violence interrupters, intended to show youth alternatives to using violence in their communities.


The SYVPI provides an opportunity to intervene with these youth in preventing retaliation. 

Population Estimates

The table below shows estimates of the number of youth in the three network areas who are offenders, have been suspended two or more times for violence-related actions, or have been chronically truant. These estimates may contain duplicates and some youth may fall into multiple categories.


Estimates of offenders are shown in three categories:

1. Those who have been referred to court for violence, person, or weapons offenses, and have had cases filed. While a number of these cases will be dismissed or dropped for various reasons, these are the youth most likely to be committed to detention or the JRA. 

2. Youth with referrals for selected offenses where cases are not filed. These are youth who may be candidates for SYVPI services even though they did not meet detention screening or filing standards. Available information should be sufficient to indicate these youth are at risk of violence before they are referred to services such as case management. 

3. Youth who were referred for lesser offenses involving property, drugs, or status offenses. These comprise the youth who are likely to be arrested and then released by SPD without being held in detention.


The offender estimates below are based on court referral data provided by King County Juvenile Court for the 2007 calendar year.

School estimates are provided for youth with two or more suspensions or expulsions due to violence-related behavior and for students who meet the state’s criteria for a court filing for chronic truancy.


Once the SYVPI is underway, additional data from SPD, the Network coordinators, and especially the Outreach Workers, will provide a richer set of information about the nature, extent, location, and origins of violence in these three areas of Seattle.

		

		Central


Area

		Southeast Area

		Southwest Area



		Offender Estimates

		

		

		



		Number of youth with referrals for selected offenses which were subsequently filed

		42

		84

		30



		Number of youth with referrals for selected offenses which were not filed

		31

		61

		40



		Number of youth with referrals for offenses other than the selected ones

		122

		225

		127



		Total offenders

		195

		370

		197



		School Estimates 

		

		

		



		Number of students grades 6 – 8 with 2 or more of selected disciplinary actions

		47

		35

		56



		Number of students grades 6 – 8 with 18 or more unexcused absences

		263

		324

		395





		Indicators That Will Show Progress Toward the SYVPI Targets: 





Indicators are used as a means of monitoring progress toward intended outcomes. They should be observed routinely so that course corrections are possible if youth are not making progress toward reducing their likelihood of engaging in violence. Each investment area funded by the SYVPI includes indicators specific to that area. For example, based on best practices and research, we know that successful mentoring relationships are those where the mentor and mentee spend at least two hours per week together. Therefore, one of the indicators for mentoring will include time spent together each week.


At the network level, youth will be engaged in multiple activities. Indicators will, as a result, be less specific but will measure the youth’s commitment to change, increasing commitment to engage in pro-social activities, prolonged engagement in network activities, and finally, a prolonged period of time without engaging in violence.

The following network indicators will be tracked as evidence of progress toward meeting the adopted outcomes:


· Total number of youth contacted who are SYVPI priority populations


· Number of Youth/Family completing intake and assessment (as evidenced by agreeing to and signing off on participation in recommended services for youth/family)


· Number of youth/families engaging in services recommended in intake and assessment within two weeks of signing off


· Number of youth still engaged in network recommended services at three months


· Number of youth achieving goals established in plan at three months


· Number of youth still engaged in network recommended services at six months


· Number of youth achieving goals established in plan at six months


· Number of youth engaged in recommended services for six months without restrictions or sanctions related to violent behavior


· Number of youth engaged in increased number of recommended services at one year


· Number of youth achieving goals established in plan at one year


· Number of youth engaged in recommended services for one year without restrictions or sanctions related to violent behavior


		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City, the Networks, and the Service Providers for SYVPI 





· Networks drive outcomes: The Neighborhood Networks are the linchpin of the Initiative. They will be responsible for achieving the Initiative’s two overarching outcomes, and will help hold Service Providers accountable for indicators that directly relate to those outcomes. 

· Shared data: The City, the Networks and the Service Providers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level for management and evaluation purposes. Critical data elements have already been identified and an RFP is being developed for a data system.


· Course corrections: The City, the Networks, and the Service Providers will use data throughout the year to determine the effectiveness of each investment area based on indicators, and make course corrections when necessary. Indicators must show that youth are taking concrete steps to change behavior and are committing to reduced violence.


· Investment areas serve networks: Service providers for each individual investment area will be available to serve youth in each of the Neighborhood Networks. 

· Networks leverage community resources: In addition to the investment areas funded by the Initiative, the Neighborhood Networks will leverage other resources in their community to meet the needs of priority youth. Part of the Network coordinator’s role is to build community partnerships and to engage community members in the SYVPI so additional resources are made available to youth and their families.


		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for SYVPI 





· Management:  The SYVPI will be managed by the Initiative Director, who will be located in the Office 
for Education. 

· Performance based:  All of the areas of investment in the SYVPI will be performance based. Networks and programs must demonstrate progress on indicators in order to receive the full allocation of their funding. The Initiative Director will be responsible for overseeing this performance-based system.


· Supported by data:  Data will be collected and analyzed at the individual youth, Investment Area, and Network level, in order to measure the Initiative’s effectiveness. The City will receive data on a regular basis, in order to measure progress and determine effectiveness of the Initiative as a whole. 

· Centralized funding:  For 2010, all funding for the Initiative, except for SPD, will be centralized in the Office for Education. Due to budget actions that have already been taken for the 2009 budget, this year will be considered a transition year and is not entirely centralized. 

· System of MOAs with City departments:  In both 2009 and 2010, the Office for Education will negotiate MOAs with other City departments to provide spending plans and define performance requirements. 

· Contracts for services:  Service providers for the case management, anger management, youth employment, pre-apprenticeships, recreation, Neighborhood Matching Fund, and mentoring investments will be selected through a Request for Investment (RFI) process. HSD, DON, Parks, OED, and OFE will manage these contracts for the Initiative. 

		Ways in Which SYVPI is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results: 





· Community and youth driven: In order to be effective, the Initiative must be rooted in the communities served. The Neighborhood Network structure, along with extensive neighborhood planning meetings that involve youth and their families, provides a better understanding of the extent and nature of youth violence, strengthening the strategies that are implemented. 

· Collaborative: Youth services are often fragmented and incongruous. Youth served by the Initiative will benefit from a collaborative implementation plan that requires the adults working with youth to regularly communicate and share information. This collaboration reduces the chances that a youth will fall through the cracks in the system and ensures that a youth receives support from multiple adults that are part of a local Neighborhood Network. 

· Integrates law enforcement with the broader community: SPD is playing a key role in the SYVPI in a way that strengthens the relationship among law enforcement, school, community service providers, and youth. Officers will play a role in reducing violence in schools, and will work closely with the Outreach Workers to engage youth in pro-social activities and to respond to critical incidents.


· Outcome focused:  Simply tracking how much money is spent and how many youth receive services is not a meaningful measure of success. SYVPI will include strict measures of accountability at two levels – whether neighborhoods and schools are safer, and whether individual lives are transformed as measured by indicators, such as school performance and recidivism. Regular collection and use of data will help Networks and Investment Areas remained focused on achieving these outcomes. 

· Leveraging of resources:  As mentioned above, the Initiative is built on a Neighborhood Network strategy, which encourages communities to leverage non-Initiative funds to reduce youth violence. In addition, the City is leveraging state, county and foundation resources to engage in a collaborative approach with regional partners to address cross-jurisdictional gang problems.


· Driven by evidence-based strategies:  When possible, the strategies in the Initiative are based on evidence-based practices for reducing youth violence, including case management, anger management, employment, mentoring, and positive youth development activities. One investment area that is not directly linked to evidenced-based practice is the Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiatives. This investment area will play a critical role in responding to the needs of the priority youth and their communities, and creates a system of attraction for bringing disengaged youth into the Network. No one strategy is the key to eliminating youth violence. The NMF Youth Initiatives provides an opportunity to innovate and incubate new strategies. The Initiative’s data collection and outcomes based strategy will provide an opportunity to evaluate these locally developed programs and measure their effectiveness in reducing youth violence. 


· Linked data system for three types of uses including direct case management, performance assessment and reporting on outcomes and evaluation:  Intake staff, case managers and service providers will have the capability to track use of services by youth and monitor changes in behavior. Certain levels of data will be shared so that staff involved with a youth will have better knowledge of the types of services used across systems and whether they are having the intended effect on the youth. Network coordinators, city staff and service providers will be able to aggregate data to see how well important milestones and indicators are being met. Course corrections for programs would be based on the results of this performance review. The data system will also support determining the extent to which outcomes have been met, and to evaluate the ways in which various components of the SYVPI contributed to outcomes. Changes in overall investment strategies will be based on this use of data.


· Reporting:  There will be an annual report to the citizens and stakeholders showing the outcomes achieved by the SYVPI, highlighting individual program outcomes, suggesting course corrections and including next steps. The Initiative Director will report to the City Council on at least a quarterly basis.

		Funding Assumptions for SYVPI 





The City has developed a “Children’s Budget” that shows how resources are used to benefit children and families in the city. In this way, policy makers can see how resources are distributed along a continuum providing prevention, early intervention, and treatment services. Over sixty-one million dollars are invested in programs that benefit children in the city. More than half of the funds, thirty-nine million dollars, are used for general prevention services available to all children.

Many children and their families benefit from these investments. Most children in the city lead safe, healthy, and enriching lives. By taking advantage of the resources available, they are able to learn and grow to give back to their community. At the same time, too many of the city’s children are at risk of negative outcomes as they grow. They lack the protective factors that insulate them from the challenges that others can overcome.


Investing heavily in prevention programs has resulted in benefits to the city and its families. More significant costs are avoided by favoring prevention services. However, because of the unacceptably high rate of youth violence in the city, the SYVPI is intended to increase resources for early intervention and treatment services.


· Overall spending by the City for services to children is as follows:

		Prevention Programs

		

		Treatment



		Year:

		2008

		2009

		2010

		

		Year:

		2008

		2009

		2010



		Fund Source

		

		

		

		Fund Source

		

		



		GF

		18,915,567 

		20,394,440 

		20,985,939 

		

		GF

		3,236,319 

		2,207,398 

		2,253,663 



		FEL*

		10,450,959 

		10,764,115 

		10,983,300 

		

		FEL

		846,049 

		0 

		0 



		OTHER

		9,245,288 

		7,509,529 

		7,013,181 

		

		OTHER

		1,980,262 

		1,992,237 

		2,046,612 



		Total

		38,611,814 

		38,668,085 

		38,982,419 

		

		Total

		6,062,630 

		4,199,635 

		4,300,275 



		

		

		



		Early Intervention

		

		Totals by Fund Source



		Year:

		2008

		2009

		2010

		

		Year:

		2008

		2009

		2010



		Fund Source

		

		

		

		Fund Source

		

		



		GF

		10,704,208 

		11,196,542 

		11,292,360 

		

		GF

		32,856,094 

		33,798,380 

		34,531,962 



		FEL

		4,352,692 

		5,082,927 

		4,895,053 

		

		FEL

		15,649,700 

		15,847,042 

		15,878,353 



		OTHER

		2,455,038 

		2,095,517 

		2,252,319 

		

		OTHER

		13,680,588 

		11,597,283 

		11,312,112 



		Total

		17,511,938 

		18,374,986 

		18,439,732 

		

		Total

		62,186,382 

		61,242,706 

		61,722,426 





* Families and Education Levy


· 2009-2010 SYVPI Budget

The Initiative’s budget is $3,936,719 in 2009 and $4,044,293 in 2010, for a two-year total of $7,981,012. Of the total, $3,422,481 was base budget resources that are being focused on the Initiative’s population.


In adopting the 2009 budget, Council appropriated resources for the Initiative in three different ways:


1. Eleven elements were appropriated in Finance General to the departments that will manage the programs. This was done in recognition of two factors: 1) money was needed beginning January 1 to reflect the urgency in getting the activity underway, e.g., the Office of Policy and Management’s costs for the director, database and start-up; and 2) money that would remain in a department’s budget, regardless of the outcome of the “go/no go” decision Council will make related to the Initiative, e.g., Neighborhood Matching Subfund projects, Human Services Department’s anger management, youth employment and contract management, Office of Economic Development’s pre-apprenticeships, and SPD’s school emphasis officers and emphasis patrol overtime.


Except for SPD, these departments will operate in 2009 with a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with OFE, which will detail how the money will be spent.


2. Two elements (youth center coordinators and mentorship) were appropriated in Finance General. When money is reappropriated to the managing departments, these elements will also operate in Parks and HSD respectively with an MOA with OFE.


3. Five elements’ appropriations were split between Finance General and the departments. This signified that some activities needed to begin in advance of the Executive submitting a plan for the Initiative and the Council acting to lift a proviso. When money is reappropriated to the managing departments, these elements will also operate with an MOA with OFE.


The legislation that will be transmitted to Council in March will lift a Council proviso and reappropriate money from Groups #2 and #3 above to the department managing the element or investment area. It will also cut two positions in HSD, in recognition that intake/screening — other than overall coordinating work to be done by an existing HSD position — will be provided by community-based organizations.


Because there has been a delay in starting up various elements of the Initiative, there will be 2009 expenditure savings that can be either redirected to underfunded elements, such as the Initiative database, or cut to either make up for the Initiative revenue shortfall explained below or re-balance the 2009 budget. 


In the 2010 Proposed Budget, all elements other than SPD’s will be appropriated to a new Budget Control Level in OFE. Similar to Families and Education Levy resources, departments will access and account for funds through MOAs with OFE.


The 2009 adopted budget assumed $250,000 in revenue from private giving. In addition, the 2010 endorsed budget assumes $750,000 in private money. While several meetings have been held and will continue to be held, no financial commitments have been made by outside sources. It is the City’s hope that we will partner with foundations in support of the Initiative. 

Foundations that have been specifically briefed/asked to support the initiative:


· Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation


· Seattle Foundation


· Medina Foundation


· United Way of King County


· Paul Allen Foundation


· Social Venture Partners


· Raikes Foundation


· Philanthropy NW

EXHIBIT A

		PERSON OFFENSES



		ABUSE TEACHER

		HARASS-TELEPHONE-DV-FELONY



		ASSAULT - CUSTODIAL

		HARASS-TELEPHONE-FELONY



		ASSAULT 2 - ATT

		HARASS-TELEPHONE-SM



		ASSAULT 3

		HARM POLICE DOG ATT



		ASSAULT 3 - ATT

		HIT & RUN (INJURY)



		ASSAULT 3 - DV

		INT. SCHOOL OFFICIAL



		ASSAULT 3 - SM

		INTIMIDATE WITNESS



		ASSAULT 4

		INTIMIDATING A STUDENT



		ASSAULT 4 - ATT

		MALICIOUS HARASS



		ASSAULT 4 - DV

		MENACING



		ASSAULT 4 - SM

		RECKLESS ENDANGER



		ASAULT 4 – SM-DV

		RECKLESS ENDANGER - DV



		CYBERSTALKING-FELONY

		RECKLESS ENDANGER 1



		CYBERSTALKING-MISD

		RENDER CRIM ASST 1



		DISARMING LAW ENFORCEMENT

		RENDER CRIM ASST 2



		DOMESTIC VIOL - FELONY

		RENDER CRIM ASST 3



		DOMESTIC VIOL. CALL INTER

		RIOT



		DOMESTIC VIOL. CALL INTERFERENCE

		ROBB 2 DV



		FIGHTING

		STALKING



		HARASSMENT

		TAMPERING W/EVIDENCE



		HARASSMENT - DV

		TAMPERING W/WITNESS



		HARASSMENT - FELONY

		UNLAWFUL IMPRISON



		HARASSMENT-DV-FELONY

		UNLAWFUL IMPRISON-SM



		HARASS-TELEPHONE

		VIO OF PROT ORDER



		HARASS-TELEPHONE-ATT

		VIOLATE ANTI-HARASS ORDER



		HARASS-TELEPHONE-DV

		VIOLATE PROT ORDER-FELONY



		

		



		VIOLENT OFFENSES



		ARSON 1

		KIDNAP 2



		ARSON 1 - ATT

		KIDNAP 2 - SM



		ARSON 2

		MANSLAUGHTER 1-RECKLESS



		ARSON 2 - DV

		MANSLAUGHTER 2-NEGLIGENT



		ASSAULT 1

		MURDER 1



		ASSAULT 1 - ATT

		MURDER 1 - ATT



		ASSAULT 1 - DV

		MURDER 2



		ASSAULT 1 - FA

		RAPE 1



		ASSAULT 2

		RAPE 1 - ATT



		ASSAULT 2 - DV

		RAPE 2



		ASSAULT 2 - FA

		RAPE 2 - ATT



		ASSAULT 2 - SM

		RAPE 2 - FA



		BURGLARY 1

		RAPE OF CHILD 1



		BURGLARY 1 - ATT

		RAPE OF CHILD 1 - DV



		BURGLARY 1 - FA

		RAPE OF CHILD 1-ATT



		BURGLARY 1 - SM

		RAPE OF CHILD 2



		CHILD MOLEST 1

		RAPE OF CHILD 2 (AFTER 7/



		CHILD MOLEST 1 - ATT

		RAPE OF CHILD 2 (AFTER 7/98)



		CHILD MOLEST 1 - DV - 7/97

		RAPE OF CHILD 2-ATT



		CHILD MOLEST 1- AFTER 7/9

		ROBBERY 1



		CHILD MOLEST 1-7/97

		ROBBERY 1 - FA



		CHILD MOLEST 1-ATT 7/97

		ROBBERY 1 - ATT



		CONSPIRACY-A FELONY

		ROBBERY 1 - ATT - FA



		DRIVE BY SHOOTING

		ROBBERY 2



		EXPLOSIVE DEV-POSS

		ROBBERY 2 - ATT



		EXPLOSIVE UNLAWFUL POSS - ATT

		ROBBERY 2 - FA



		EXTORTION 1

		VEHICULAR ASSAULT



		KIDNAP 1

		VEHICULAR HOMICIDE



		KIDNAP 1 - ATT

		



		

		



		WEAPON OFFENSES



		BOMB THREATS

		VUFA 1-FIREARM-PRIOR



		BOMB THREATS-ATTEMPT

		VUFA 2 - ATT



		EXPLOSIVE-ENDANGER PROP

		VUFA 2-FIREARM



		EXPLOSIVE-UNLAWFUL POSS

		WEAPON - POSS - D+



		FIREARM - POSSESS

		WEAPON AT SCHOOL



		FIREARM-POSS STOLEN

		WEAPON OFFENSE - D



		FIREARM-POSS-ATT

		WEAPON OFFENSE - E



		FIREARM-THEFT

		WEAPON-DISPLAY



		INCENDIARY DEV-POSS

		WEAPON-DISPLAY-DV



		VUFA 1- ATT

		WEAPON-SMC/D





		DISCIPLINE REASON



		Arranging Fights



		Arson



		Assault



		Bullying, Intimidation, and Harassment



		Dangerous Weapons



		Fighting



		Firearm



		Gang/Hate Group Activity



		Robbery



		Threats of Violence



		Verbal Assault





		Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative


Neighborhood Networks Investment Summary





		What Will the Neighborhood Networks Investment Buy?





The investment will pay for coordination of youth violence prevention activities in three geographic networks—Southeast Network, Southwest Network, and the Central Area Network of Seattle. Each of the three networks will have a Network Coordinator contracting with and reporting to the City of Seattle’s SYVPI Director. In addition, the three networks will manage intake and referral functions. 


		Primary Population Served by the Neighborhood Networks Investments:





The Neighborhood Networks component will serve all SYVPI priority youth. The priority populations include:


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Neighborhood Networks Investments:





Investments in Neighborhood Networks will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in Network middle schools. The following Indicators will be tracked as evidence of the Neighborhood Networks contribution toward meeting these targets.


		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		· Total number of youth referred who are SYVPI priority populations

		530

		

		1060

		



		· Number of Youth/Family completing intake screening (as evidenced by agreeing to and signing off on participation in recommended services for youth/family) (80%)

		424

		

		848

		



		· Number of youth/families engaging in services recommended in intake screening within two weeks of signing off (75%)

		398

		

		795

		



		· Number of youth still engaged in network recommended services at three months

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		· Number of youth achieving goals established in plan at three months (70%)

		371

		

		742

		



		· Number of youth still engaged in network recommended services at six months

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		· Number of youth achieving goals established in plan at six months (60%)

		318

		

		636

		



		· Number of youth engaged in recommended services for six months without restrictions or sanctions related to violent behavior

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		· Number of youth engaged in increased number of recommended services at one year

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		· Number of youth achieving goals established in plan at one year

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		· Number of youth engaged in recommended services for one year without restrictions or sanctions related to violent behavior

		TBD

		

		TBD

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City, the Networks, and the Service Providers 





· Effective communication among Network leadership, the City, outreach workers, network intake specialists, case managers, and service providers. There will be regular meetings of key Network staff and providers, ensuring all partners are regularly informed of progress of network activities.

· Strong community partnerships. The Network Coordinators will reach out to youth and family serving agencies to engage them in the SYVPI. The Coordinators will create partnerships that will increase the availability of services to priority youth in the Network areas.


· Engaging community members in the SYVPI effort. The Network Coordinators will reach out to community members to inform them of the SYVPI, provide opportunities for them to engage with youth, and provide activities that will allow youth to show positive leadership in pro-social activities.

· Active and engaged advisory boards. The Networks will create advisory boards — including community stakeholders, community- and faith-based organizations, youth and families — that meet on a regular basis, providing direction for the Network activities.


· Ongoing review of the effectiveness of network activities. At a minimum, on a quarterly basis, the Network Coordinators will work with the City to assess the effectiveness of network activities in engaging youth, bringing together community services for youth in a timely way, and achieving indicators of success and results.


· Assistance in the development of Requests for Investment (RFIs) for youth services. The Network Coordinators will review RFIs for youth services funded through the SYVPI that will receive referrals from the Networks to ensure targets, indicators, and performance measures are aligned with those of the Networks. 

· Participation in City conducted performance reviews to support course corrections. The Network Coordinators will work with the City to review the performance of individual service providers to ensure they are meeting the needs of youth referred through the networks.


· Monitoring indicators associated with SYVPI programs. The Network Coordinator will review indicators adopted for the overall Network activities and contracted programs on a routine basis.


· Ensuring the Network database is maintained, data is entered on a timely basis and secured properly. The Network Coordinators will have primary responsibility for ensuring data is entered so that other partners can review the progress of youth and that data is delivered to the city for monitoring of performance and to develop course corrections.


		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Neighborhood Networks





· Neighborhood Network investments will be managed by the Office for Education. 


· A contract was signed with the Urban League to begin in January to provide network coordination services in the Central Area.

· An RFI will be released in April to select agencies to provide network coordination services in Southeast and Southwest Seattle. 

· Lead agencies for the Networks must be selected prior to implementation of additional youth services in the network areas. 


		Ways in Which Neighborhood Networks are Different From Previous Strategies and Why They are Likely to Yield Results:





The Neighborhood Networks are a key element of the SYVPI. Instead of managing services centrally through city departments, networks will ensure services and community resources are used more effectively to meet the unique needs of the SYVPI priority populations. The Network strategy is based on the following premises:


· Go to where the youth are; seek them out and engage them.


· Offer services that meet the youth’s specific needs quickly, and in their communities.


· Ensure efforts across agencies, volunteers, schools and providers are coordinated and focused on success of the youth.

· Work to engage multiple partners in this effort.


· Connect more closely with local resources including schools and teen centers.


Through a combination of service providers, contractors and trained volunteers, the networks will be expected to deliver results in all investment areas, requiring skilled communication and coordination among all parties. Contracts for services will be designed to focus on clear accountability for each outside service provider, with frequent evaluations of performance of the agencies and their individual members based on feedback from the priority youth and progress against specific objectives. The structure is a hub approach with the networks in the center supported by a combination of staff, community partners and contracted service providers who have proven or promising best practices experience in specific investment areas.

		Funding Assumptions for Neighborhood Networks





For 2009, $110,000 is allocated for Network Coordination Activities in the HSD budget with an additional $146,667 placed in Finance General. The Referral, Intake, and Screening Investment Summary identifies the funding available for these functions to the extent they are provided by the Neighborhood Networks. 


		Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative


Street Outreach Investment Summary





		What Will the Street Outreach Investment Buy?





The investment will pay for three full-time and three part-time street outreach workers to introduce and engage youth into the SYVPI and to provide an opportunity to build a relationship with a positive role model. Outreach workers will provide a point of contact to those affected by violence. They will go to where the youth are and provide a bridge, connecting youth and families with services and support. The investment will allow the Urban League to dedicate at least ½ of an outreach position to be the liaison and primary point of contact between the Seattle Police Department (SPD) and outreach workers. The liaison will ensure all outreach workers have received background checks and have received training in protocols for working with youth, SPD, and the broader community. 


		Primary Population Served by the Street Outreach Investments:





Street outreach workers will engage a large number of youth throughout Seattle who may or may not meet the SYVPI eligibility criteria and direct them to appropriate program services. The primary population outreach workers will focus on recruiting into the Initiative include:


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Street Outreach Investments:





Investments in Street Outreach will contribute toward contacting, recruiting and serving a large number of youth that will help neighborhood network reach proposed targets for reductions in juvenile violent crime referrals in and reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in select middle schools. 


		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Total number of youth contacted who are SYVPI priority populations

		225

		

		450

		



		Number of youth/families, referred by the outreach workers.

		113

		

		225

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City, the Networks, and the Service Providers for Street Outreach





The key partnerships developed for recruitment and engagement of youth must be established among street outreach workers and the following agencies: Seattle Public Schools (teachers, counselors, administrators, bilingual staff, school security, teen health centers); King County Superior Court (probation officers and other court-based advocates); Seattle Police Department, Parks and Recreation, SYVPI Network Intake and Referral Specialist, Case Managers, and other community–based organizations affiliated with the networks. 

Street outreach workers will collaborate with all partners to identify youth who may be eligible to participate in the SYVPI. The outreach worker will then attempt to recruit the youth into using the Initiative’s services. Because outreach workers will be one of several referral source key referral source and the more visible and recognizable faces of the Initiative in the community, they must be closely linked to the Initiative intake, screening and enrollment process. They need to be able to tell youth, parents, teachers, service providers, and others the focus of the Initiative and how youth can access services. 


		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Street Outreach 





Street Outreach Investments will be managed by the Urban League of Metropolitan Seattle through a contract with the Office for Education. This was a decision made by the three community agencies that designed the network services. The Urban League will be responsible for routine training, supervision, support and evaluation of outreach workers who have been hired after successfully completing a criminal background check. The Urban League will connect outreach workers with community agencies to facilitate their access to youth and knowledge of programs. 

Outreach staff was hired in March of this year and will begin outreach in all three SYVPI network areas in two phases. Phase 1 includes initial hiring and training. It also includes crisis intervention and community partnership development in all three networks. Youth engagement in SYVPI will take place in the Central Area Network. Phase 2 will include full deployment of street outreach workers in all three network areas. Full deployment is expected to begin when all three networks are fully operational in summer 2009. 


Outreach workers were hired based on their personal experiences and a background that relates to youth. The outreach staff is required to have the following skills:

· Knowledge of street and gang culture


· Experience conducting street level community outreach, particularly with SYVPI focus population


· Experience delivering youth development programs


· Experience in conflict resolution


· Ability to be on call and to work late evenings and weekends


· Ability to adapt to change


· Ability to maintain boundaries


· Ability to communicate in writing and verbally 


All outreach workers will be required to complete a specific set of training classes prior to being deployed in April, as well as additional training requirements within one year of beginning employment:

		Ways in Which Street Outreach is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





Several major differences stand out in the proposed street outreach model. They are based on best practices and feedback from outreach workers from other service provider systems working across the country and throughout Seattle-King County.


· Mobility and non-traditional outreach model – Outreach workers will be available at all times of day and week and engage and recruit youth at various locations: neighborhood hot spots, home, recreation centers, schools, multiple agency sites, and  within non-traditional settings. They will also include families in outreach activities when appropriate.

· Intentional engagement of hard to serve youth - Outreach workers will work on getting buy-in from youth on building relationships with themselves and other caring adults.

· Readily available services for youth - Outreach workers will connect youth with safe havens and resources when they decide to commit to change.

· Establishing relationships with service providers – Outreach workers will need to develop trust with various types of referral sources: police officers, probation officers, community-based organizations, JRA, Courts, school staff and others.

· Critical incident response strategy – Street Outreach workers have a key role to play in defusing and responding to critical incidents. Working with community partners, including the Seattle Police Department, outreach workers will respond to critical incidents such as homicides and violent assaults among youth and gang members immediately after they occur. The partnership will provide SYVPI the opportunity to “talk down” potential conflict or to intervene before potentially lethal retaliation occurs. Outreach workers and the outreach liaison, in coordination with Seattle Police Department, will develop a system to track and monitor such incidents to ensure that any remaining tensions do not erupt at a later time. A protocol for the critical incident response strategy will be completed once the outreach team is trained and operating at full capacity.


		Funding Assumptions for Street Outreach





Phase 1 of the street outreach investment has $77,610 adopted in the City’s 2009 budget and included in the Urban League’s contract with the City of Seattle. Outreach activities in Phase 2 have been budgeted at $155,219 in Finance General. These funds are expected to be released following City Council review of the SYVPI program legislation in April 2009. Until the City Council approves additional funding, the Urban League may bill for Phase 1 Outreach Activities only.


In addition to direct and indirect cost for outreach workers, funding is set aside for training to focus on skills and knowledge needed to respond professionally and effectively to the diversity of intense situations they will face on the job. Training will include, but is not limited to, conflict resolution and mediation, crisis intervention and response, substance abuse awareness, domestic violence, motivational interviewing, and cultural competency. The initial street outreach training is budgeted at $5,000 for the contract period of March-December. Additional funds are being sought to provide training without reducing resources available for direct outreach activities.

		Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative


Referral, Intake & Screening Investment Summary





		What Will the Referral, Intake & Screening Investment Buy?





The Referral, Intake & Screening Investment will buy the development and implementation of a referral, intake, and screening process for all three neighborhood Networks. 

· The Human Services Department will be responsible for the following:  


· Developing and ensuring a systematized filter for eligibility, including Network affiliation


· Ongoing training and quality control for the Networks with regards to referral, intake and screening procedures

· Entering and maintaining youth information received from the Networks in a central database  


· Each Network will be responsible for the following:


· Assist in the development of intake and screening protocols. The Intake Specialist will work with the HSD Referral Coordinator and the SYVPI Director to develop intake and screening protocols, procedures, and screening tools.


· Receive and process referrals. The Intake Specialist will receive referrals and referral forms from various sources. Central Area, Southeast, and Southwest Network Intake Specialists will work closely with each other and HSD Referral Coordinator to ensure there is no duplication in referrals.


· Enter data in the agreed format. The Intake Specialist will enter data in the format developed with the City and transmit all appropriate data to the Referral Coordinator in a timely way.


· Conduct an Intake Screen. The Intake Specialist completes the common Intake Screen and may work with other relevant adults in the youth’s life, including family, teachers, probation officers, outreach workers, and SPD community police officers, to gather information necessary to complete the Intake Screen.

· Refer youth to appropriate level of network services. After conducting the Intake Screen, the Intake Specialist, in consultation with other relevant adults, will decide whether the youth is in need of case management and will refer the youth to the appropriate provider. If the youth is determined to not need case management, the Intake Specialist will refer the youth to mentoring, employment services, mental health counseling, anger management, or some combination of the above as needed. The Intake Specialist would share any prior assessment information with service providers, to eliminate the need for duplicate assessments at the service level. 


· Collaborate with community members. The Intake Specialist will assist the Network Coordinator to educate referral sources on the SYVPI and build collaborative relationships with referral sources and service providers.

		Primary Population Served by the Referral, Intake & Screening Investments:





The Referral, Intake & Screening Investment will serve all priority youth populations in the Initiative: 

· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 

· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Referral, Intake & Screening Investments:





Investments in Referral, Intake & Screening will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in Network middle schools. The following Indicators will be tracked as evidence of Referral, Intake and Screening’s contribution toward meeting these targets.

		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Total number of youth referred who are SYVPI priority populations

		530

		

		1060

		



		90% of referrals are answered within 48 hours.

		477

		

		954

		



		80% of eligible youth complete the Intake and Screening process (as evidenced by agreeing to and signing off on the goals established for youth/family)

		424

		

		848

		



		75% of youth and families engage in services identified in Intake & Screening within two weeks

		398

		

		795

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Service Providers for Referral, Intake & Screening:





· The City, the Networks and the Service Providers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level.

· The City will work with the Networks to ensure a systematic filter for eligibility and common screenings for determining service needs. 

· The Networks will work with referral sources to ensure the right youth are being referred for the Initiative.


· The Networks will work with each other to avoid duplication and to make sure youth are assigned to the most appropriate Network.


· The Networks will work with service providers to ensure youth are receiving services.


		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Referral, Intake & Screening:





· All Referral, Intake & Screening investments will be managed by the City of Seattle (OFE) through contracts with the Networks.


· Planning for the Referral, Intake & Screening process will begin in HSD in March


· Referral, Intake & Screening will begin in the Central Network in late March


· Referral, Intake & Screening will begin in the Southeast and Southwest Networks in May

		Ways in Which Referral, Intake & Screening is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





Previous strategies for the Referral and Intake process have been centralized through the Human Services Department. This new strategy allows referral sources to connect directly with the Networks when referring youth, enhancing the opportunity for Networks to build critical relationships with referral sources and service providers. 

		Funding Assumptions for Referral, Intake & Screening





· The SYVPI budget allocates $173,333 for Referral, Intake & Screening. These funds will be distributed in two ways: 

· To HSD, to provide training, data management, and administrative support to the three Networks. 

· Through the contracts with the Neighborhood Networks. 
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Case Management Investment Summary





		What Will the Case Management Investment Buy?





The investment will pay for 11 community-based case managers providing services to approximately 385 youth. It is anticipated that caseloads will be 25 youth on average and that during the course of a year each case manager will be able to provide services to 35 youth. These caseloads may vary depending on the intensity of needs of the youth.

		Primary Population Served by the Case Management Investments:





The Case Management component will place an emphasis on serving youth with multiple issues who are not receiving case management services from other sources. The priority populations include:


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Case Management Investments:





Investments in Case Management will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violence related incidents in Network middle schools. The following Indicators will be tracked as evidence of Case Management’s contribution toward meeting these targets.


		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth served in the Network Neighborhoods

		200

		

		385

		



		· Fulfillment of probation or community services requirements


· Reduction of discipline referrals, suspensions and/or expulsions


· Reduction of criminal referrals, admissions, detention days


· Reduction in gang-related behavior or exit from gang

		110

		

		212

		



		

		

		

		

		



		· Complete GED/Graduate


· Progress to the next grade level, or graduate from high school


· Increase quarterly school attendance 

		120

		

		231

		



		

		

		

		

		



		· Successful completion in a treatment program such as substance abuse, mental health, family counseling, etc.


· Enrollment and participation in a community service program in the areas of recreation, music, arts, dance, sports, etc.


· Number of youth engaged in service for six months/one year without restrictions or sanctions related to violent behavior

		120

		

		231

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Service Providers for Case Management





· Key partners are needed in two areas – 1) organizations and individuals who can identify youth appropriate for the Initiative, and 2) organizations that can provide services to youth and their families to meet their individual needs as identified by case managers. 


· Key partners in the recruitment and engagement of youth include Seattle Public Schools personnel (teachers, counselors, administrators, bilingual staff, school security, teen health centers); King County Superior Court personnel (probation officers and other court-based advocates); Seattle Police Department; families; Parks Dept. staff; outreach workers, and other organizations affiliated with the Networks. 

· Because the needs of youth will require both services paid for as part of the Initiative, and other existing community-based services, social service and faith-based organizations will not only provide the direct services, but will also take active roles in building the Network strategy. 

· Case managers, along with outreach workers and Network staff will be some of the more visible and recognizable faces of the Initiative in the community. Because of this, the case management team must be closely linked to the Initiative referral, screening and intake process. They need to be able to tell youth, parents, teachers, service providers, and others the focus of the Initiative and how youth can access services. 

· Case managers will need to work closely with the school district’s Office of Support, Prevention and Intervention. This department works to reduce truancy, criminal activity and gang-involvement throughout the District, and has “case managers” assigned to students most at risk. 


· The City, the Networks and the Case Managers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level.

		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Case Management





· Case Management investments will be managed by the Human Services Department with agencies selected through a competitive Request for Investment (RFI) process. 


· An RFI will be released in March in order to ensure that agencies can be selected and staff hired and trained prior to the summer. 

· Early start up of the Central Area Network may require case management services prior to the completion of the RFI process. Capacity exists within the Seattle Team For Youth consortium to provide services to youth identified by the Central Network prior to the selection of “new” case management agencies. 


· Case management services will be available in all three network areas with the allocation of case managers reflecting the number of youth in the target populations residing within the Network boundaries. 


		Ways in Which Case Management is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





Several major differences stand out in the proposed case management model. They are based on best-practices and the design of the Networks.


· Mobility and co-location -- Case managers will engage and serve youth at various locations: home, recreation centers, schools, and multiple agency sites.


· Coordinated case management network - The case management component is part of the larger Network strategy, allowing case managers to work collectively to track, monitor and refer youth to services such as employment, anger management and mentoring.


· Establishing relationships – Developing trust with all referral sources including outreach workers, police officers, probation officers and middle school counselors will be critical.


· Structured programming – Youth will be provided an assortment of highly structured programming activities, including education and/or hands-on vocational training and skill development. The target population will be best served by participating in well designed and implemented programs.


· Identifying pro-social support - Case managers will be trained to promote healthy bonds with, and respect for, pro-social members within the juvenile's family, peer group, school, and community network.


· Succession plans – Youth will be provided with a comprehensible and predictable path for progression and movement that will help them change the behaviors. Each program level will be directed toward and directly related to the next step. 

		Funding Assumptions for Case Management





For 2009, $483,358 is allocated for case management services in the HSD budget with the same amount placed in Finance General. This amount includes an increase in the final budget adopted by the Council over the Mayor’s proposed budget of $700,000 annually for case management to address transition issues for youth engaged in Seattle Team For Youth. 


		Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative


Anger Management Investment Summary





		What Will the Anger Management Investment Buy?





The Anger Management program consists of Anger Replacement Threapy (ART) which is typically a 10-week, 30-hour intervention administered to groups of 8 to 12 juveniles. During this time, youth attend three one-hour sessions per week, one session each of skill-streaming, anger-control training, and training in moral reasoning. The program relies on repetitive learning techniques to teach participants to control impulsiveness and anger and use more appropriate behaviors. In addition, guided group discussion is used to correct antisocial thinking. The ART training manual presents program procedures and the curriculum in detail and is available in both English and Spanish editions. ART has been implemented in school, delinquency, and mental health settings. 

		Primary Population Served by the Anger Management Investment:





The majority of the priority youth in the Initiative have anger management, anti-social and violent behavior characteristics. The youth are between the ages of 13 and 17 and are primarily youth of color who are either at risk of dropping out of school or involved in the juvenile justice system. Referral of youth into ART will be based on a youth’s anti-social behavior, lack of moral reasoning or violent behavior.

The priority populations include:


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Anger Management Investment:





Investments in Anger Management will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in Network middle schools. The following Indicators will be tracked as evidence of Anger Management’s contribution toward meeting these targets.


		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth served in the Network Neighborhoods

		48 

		

		120

		



		Total number of youth referred

		75

		

		190

		



		75% of youth who are referred to ART enroll

		56

		

		142

		



		85% of enrolled participants attended 70% of ART training

		48

		

		120

		



		70% of participants increase in Pro-Social Skills

		31

		

		84

		



		60% of participants increase attendance in school

		28

		

		72

		



		70% of participants reduce violent behavior in schools

		31

		

		84

		



		70% of participants increase positive behaviors and moral reasoning

		31

		

		84

		



		70% of participants increase self efficacy 

		31

		

		84

		



		90% of participants learn alternatives to aggression

		43

		

		108

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Service Providers for Anger Management:





· The City, the Networks, the ART trainers and the ART quality assurance consultant will need to establish an effective referral, assessment and outcome tracking system. Each youth referred to and engaged in ART must be tracked in a very systematic way to record performance outcomes and positive behavioral changes. 

· The City, the Networks and the ART trainers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level.

· Seattle Public Schools, King County Juvenile Court, Seattle Police Department and Washington State Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration will play major roles in identifying, screening and referring youth that fall within the target population. It is anticipated that case managers will be a primary source of referrals.

· Every level of the partnership will need to recognize and support the high level of quality assurance and fidelity that must be maintained to achieve the performance outcomes proposed. 

		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Anger Management:





· Anger Management investments will be managed by the City of Seattle, Human Services Department through contracts with independent ART training consultants or community-based providers that have been trained and certified to conduct ART training.


· HSD will open a Request for Investment (RFI) process to select the ART trainers.

· A sole source contract will be created between HSD and ART Quality Assurance Consultants because of the limited number of independent consultants available.

· ART trainings will begin no later than June of this year when the community networks are in full operation and coordinating referrals to ART with outreach workers, schools, juvenile court, and other community partners. 

		Ways in Which Anger Management is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





In order to accomplish the goal of reducing the rate of suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in the initiative’s schools by 50% it is imperative that youth have an opportunity to learn anger management and pro-social skills. Research has found that anger issues are a strong predicator for many of the violent behaviors youth exhibit. 


ART has been evaluated in numerous comprehensive studies, using  solid evaluation designs, psychometrics, and data analysis techniques. Based on the rigor of evaluation, ART has been categorized as an evidence-based intervention and has been replicated in multiple settings and with multiple populations across the world. The strict commitment to quality assurance and fidelity to the model provides those who administer the training with a common strategy that can be measured with the same universal outcomes. Other interventions have many variations and, at best, provide anecdotal data to demonstrate outcomes. In Washington, ART was added as one of the four different evidence-based programs implemented due to the 1997 Community Justice Accountability Act.


		Funding Assumptions for Anger Management:





· The SYVPI budget allocates $190,000 annually to conduct ART training, provide the curriculum materials, maintain quality assurance certification from the State of Washington, and provide technical assistance for training coordinators. For 2009, $95,000 will be allocated for providing ART for six months of classes, material and various administrative expenses. The remainder of the funding is being used for transitioning current clients in the mental health program.
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Employment and Training Investment Summary





		What Will the Employment Investment Buy?





The Employment Investment will provide job training for approximately 175 youth. Youth will develop work readiness skills and/or job training skills that enable them to develop positive career goals and pathways. In addition, job training and placement services for out-of-school youth include helping youth reenroll in school or placing them in a GED program so they are eligible for apprenticeships or financial aid for college or postsecondary vocational education. 

		Primary Population Served by the Employment Investment:





The Employment Investment will primarily serve the following populations: 


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Employment Investment:





Investments in Employment will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in Network middle schools. The following indicators will be tracked as evidence of Youth Employment’s contribution toward meeting these targets.


		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth served in the Network Neighborhoods

		175

		

		175

		



		Number/percentage of youth completing the program (internship, community project, etc.)

		

		

		

		



		Number/percentage of “job-ready” youth who secure and maintain employment for three months

		

		

		

		



		Number/percentage of youth who attain goals established by an Individual Service Plan

		

		

		

		



		Number/percentage of youth who attend and are punctual at job training placement

		

		

		

		



		Number/percentage of youth who demonstrate positive interpersonal behaviors at job training placement

		

		

		

		



		Number/percentage of youth who demonstrate job skill level at end of job training

		

		

		

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City, the Networks, and the Service Providers for Employment:





· The City, the Networks and the Employment Training Providers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level


· The Networks and King County Superior Court will work with Employment Training providers to recruit appropriate youth within their area and share information that will assist in developing appropriate service strategies.

· The Networks will collaborate with Employment Training agencies to provide case management services to youth to help youth overcome employment barriers by accessing support services such as ART, mental health counseling, and/or academic support services and maintaining use of these services.

		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Employment:





All Employment investments for will be managed by HSD and OED and include contracted services with community-based agencies and services through the Seattle Youth Employment Program. These providers have been identified based on their past experience and effectiveness in providing culturally-appropriate employment services to the target population. Providers include:


· King County Superior Court’s Minority Business and Youth Alliance

· Metrocenter YMCA

· Center for Career Alternatives

· Seattle Jobs Initiative

· Powerful Voices

· Southwest Youth and Family Services

· Seattle Public Schools’ C-West pre-apprenticeship program

Employment training services can start in summer 2009 if providers receive referrals of target youth by the end of April with some potential for referrals as late as May 2009. Providers need two months to screen youth to identify barriers to employment, resolve any barriers to hiring youth with a criminal history, adapt their employment training group project to the specific skills and needs of the youth they will serve, and place youth in an appropriate individual work site.


		Ways in Which Employment is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





This strategy focuses specifically on employment training for youth who are the most difficult to serve, including those with criminal histories and out-of-school youth. This strategy is likely to yield results since the employment trainings will provide a continuum of employment training specifically tailored to this population. Youth on probation with low employability will be served by year-round services through King County Superior Court’s Minority Business and Youth Alliance project. Out-of-school youth with low employability will be served by Metrocenter or Center for Career Alternatives’ job training for out-of-school youth. Youth with medium employability skills can receive summer internships in individual work sites or in year-round job training through group training. Youth with high employability may be placed in the Seattle Public Schools’ pre-apprenticeship training program to learn carpentry, plumbing, and electrical skills under the supervision of journey-level mentors. 


Best practices research indicates that employment and training in combination with other services and community mobilization is effective in reducing involvement in criminal activity and gangs. Summer-only experiences will be integrated with Network services to ensure that youth continue to gain the skills and experience to progress to more advanced training and job opportunities. For youth receiving year-round services through this strategy, employment will be supplemented with other support such as case management, academic assistance, work-readiness training, field trips and basic skills workshops.

		Funding Assumptions for Employment





The 2009 SYVPI budget allocates $402,000 of redirected funds from HSD and $150,000 from OED for employment and training services. Additional funding will be leveraged through partners in the initiative. 


Based on best practice research, youth who are more difficult to serve must receive a financial incentive, either stipend or wages, for participating in job training activities. Consequently, cost per participant ranges from $2,550 for summer internships to $5,215 for year-round job training. Stipends or wages represent a significant portion of these costs. Wages for summer internships make up 82% of the $2,550 cost per participant. For year-round job training, stipends/wages represent a smaller portion (44% of $5,215) as the outlay for case management, academic support and other long-term, intensive services increases.
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Mentoring Investment Summary





		What Will the Mentoring Investment Buy?





The Mentoring Investment will buy approximately 100 mentoring slots. 


· 35 slots of community-based mentoring (focused on repeat offenders)


· 65 slots of school-based mentoring  (focused on middle school youth) 

The number of slots is based on the ratio of youth in each focus population across the three Networks.

		Primary Population Served by the Mentoring Investment:





The Mentoring Investment will primarily serve the following populations: 


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


		Results to be Achieved through the Mentoring Investment:





Investments in Mentoring will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in Network middle schools. The following Indicators will be tracked as evidence of the mentoring program’s contribution toward meeting these targets.

		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth participating in mentoring 

		100

		

		

		



		75% of middle school youth increase monthly school attendance

		TBD


		

		

		



		75% of middle school youth decrease monthly disciplinary actions 

		TBD


		

		

		



		85% of matches spend 2 hours together per week 

		85

		

		

		



		75% of matches last 3 months 

		75

		

		

		



		50% of matches last 12 months 

		50

		

		

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Service Providers for Mentoring:





· The City, the Networks and the Mentoring Service Providers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level


· The Networks will work with Mentoring Service providers to recruit mentors within their area. 

· The Networks will work with Mentoring Service providers to identify and/or plan activities for matches to participate in (community celebrations, community service projects, etc.)

· The Networks will work with the Neighborhood Matching Fund to develop projects that enhance mentoring relationships and opportunities. 

		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Mentoring:





· All Mentoring investments will be managed by the City of Seattle (HSD) through contracts.


· The City of Seattle (HSD) will contract with various mentoring providers for mentoring slots. This strategy provides an opportunity to work with various providers to meet the diverse needs of the focus populations.


· Providers will be selected through an RFI process.


· Training and data collection (i.e. Mentor Pro software) might be centralized through Washington State Mentors.

		Ways in Which Mentoring is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





· Unlike many short-term interventions, mentoring creates the potential for a long-term, positive intervention in a youth’s life. 

· Research results on mentoring demonstrate an increase in academic performance and a reduction in aggression and delinquency.


		Funding Assumptions for Mentoring





· The 2009 SYVPI budget allocates $130,000 for mentoring. These funds will be distributed through an RFI process. 

· Based on best practice research, the cost of each mentoring match is approximately $1200 for school-based mentoring and approximately $1500 for community-based mentoring. This per match amount includes the cost of mentor training, match supervision, and program administration. 
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Neighborhood Matching Fund Investment Summary





		What Will the Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative Investment Buy?





The Department of Neighborhoods (DON) will fund 10-12 community-based, community-driven projects that focus on middle and high school-aged youth in the three Network neighborhoods. Projects will be generated through grassroots community groups interested in building community with youth, in partnership with the neighborhood Networks, based on the needs and interests of youth being served in the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI). 

		Primary Population Served by the Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiatives Investments:





The Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative Investment will serve all youth populations in the Initiative: 


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative Investment:





Depending on the nature of the NMF project, one or more of the following indicators will be tracked as evidence of progress toward meeting the reduction in violent juvenile crime and the reduction of suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents:


		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth participating in Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative Projects

		90

		

		

		



		Youth begin or increases his/her community service

		90

		

		

		



		Youth terminate gang-affiliations

		TBD

		

		

		



		Youth re-enroll in school 

		TBD

		

		

		



		Youth improve school attendance

		TBD

		

		

		



		Youth gain employment

		45

		

		

		



		Youth are employed for  > 2 months (summer employment)

		45

		

		

		



		Youth decrease/eliminate violent behavior/crime and/or suspensions/expulsions due to violence 

		TBD

		

		

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Project Sponsors for Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative





· The grassroots community groups will work with youth in their neighborhoods, the Networks and the Department of Neighborhoods to develop projects that enhance opportunities for youth being served by the SYVPI. 

· The City, the Networks and the Community Project Leads will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and project level.


		Management of and Methodology for Selecting Projects for Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative:





The Department of Neighborhoods will coordinate and manage the project selection process. NMF Youth Initiative applications will be rated by a panel made up of staff from DON, members of the Networks, and youth. Final project selection will be based on how well the project meets the following six criteria:


1. The project is connected and accountable to the community that it works within. 


2. The project provides youth with accessible and sustainable mentorship. 

3. The project improves the educational commitment and/or employment preparation of its youth participants. 

4. The project quantifies its impact and accomplishments. 

5. The project collaborates with one or more of the three SYVPI Networks.


Each project will be assigned a project manager who will work closely with the project lead from the beginning to the end of the project, ensuring progress on the project, approved use of funds, and achievement of specified project goals. 

The three networks are operating in different timelines in the way they may access summer funds:


1. NMF will work with the established Network coordinators to encourage youth to submit applications for community-building and leadership projects. NMF staff will provide information / presentations to Network programs already working with youth so those staff can support the youth in developing projects. 


2. For those Network(s) that are not yet established, Network coordinators will identify appropriate partners for NMF staff to alert to the funding opportunity and parameters of the population served.


3. Additionally, NMF funds are available to broader community groups who develop youth leadership and community building projects that work with the specific populations targeted by this Initiative.


Timeline:


March – advertisement and outreach to announce funds


April 6 – deadline for NMF applications


May – awards announced


		Ways in Which Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





The goal of the NMF program is to increase community building and engagement. The NMF Youth Initiative was initiated to focus community building efforts with youth through developing projects that are based in youth development, youth leadership and youth engagement principles. While the NMF Youth Initiative is not a new program, this plan intends to make the neighborhood networks partners in the solicitation, selection, and implementation of the projects. This will allow for NMF Youth Initiative projects to be integrated into the work of the SYVPI. 

		Funding Assumptions for Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiatives





· The 2009 SYVPI budget allocates $180,000 for Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiatives. These funds will be distributed through a proposal process. 

· Each NMF project will be awarded one-time funding up to $15,000. 

· Each NMF project must have a community match that equals at least ½ of the total Matching Fund award. Community match can include individual donations, grants from other organizations, in-kind contributions and community volunteer hours. 

· Each NMF project will be provided technical assistance and support to operate (i.e., insurance, fiscal sponsorship, project site assistance).
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School Emphasis Officers Investment Summary





		What Will the School Emphasis Officers Investment Buy?





The School Emphasis Officers Investment will buy four school emphasis officers to work in four middle schools and one K-8 school to serve 240 priority students, as well as many other students on an as-needed basis. Officers’ duties will be focused in the following three areas:  

Prevention activities 


· Serve youth who are directly affected by youth violence, such as at risk of joining gangs or as victims of youth violence. 


· Broad-based activities, such as assisting schools in setting up workshops and classroom programs to address specific needs, such as gang prevention or conflict resolution.

· Provide priority students an opportunity to develop a positive relationship with an adult through mentoring opportunities, classroom education, and high visibility in the school setting.

· Ensure a positive and safe learning environment.

Intervention activities 

· Serve youth who have been identified as truant or have increased aggression, at risk of committing crimes, those who may be ready to leave a gang, and gang members who are not yet committed to gang life.

· Short-term, more immediate actions such as crisis intervention, social service referrals, or education/tutoring. 


· Provide priority students an opportunity to develop important social and interpersonal skills. 


Enforcement activities 

· Focus on gang youth who are already involved in criminal activity. Because of the very limited number of middle school youth who fall into this category, a minimal amount of time will be spent on enforcement activities. 

· These activities include surveillance, arrest, and detainment.

· Provide investigation of crimes committed on school campus.

		Primary Population Served by the School Emphasis Officers Investments:





The School Emphasis Officers Investment will serve all youth population in the Initiative: 

· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the School Emphasis Officers Investment: 





The following indicators will be tracked as evidence of progress toward meeting the reduction in violent juvenile crime and the reduction suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents:

		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Service Providers for School Emphasis Officers:





· Officers need to be integrated into the school staff and work in collaboration with the principal. 

· Officers need to be incorporated into the school emailing system and office space for the delivery of services. 

· School staff will refer students to officers and officers will refer students to the Networks.

· Regular meetings among School Emphasis Officers, the Networks, and Network Service Providers need to take place.

· Regular meetings will be scheduled between officers and school staff to look at student data sets to make program decisions and address any pending or potential issues. 


· Periodic meetings will take place between SPD and SPS to evaluate the School Emphasis Officers program and allow for changes that align with school safety policies and support the school environment.

		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for School Emphasis Officers:





· SPD Director of Community Relations will oversee the school emphasis officers. 


· SPS Director of Safety and Security will convene monthly Strategic Operations Reviews.

· Officers will be selected from current SPD policies and procedures. Officers must meet the following 
basic qualifications:


· Culturally competent

· Excited to work with students and versed in the positive youth development framework


· Management and leadership skills


· Conflict resolution skills


· Supportive of a team concept


· Understanding of local resources and community issues

		Ways in Which School Emphasis Officers is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





The assignment of School Emphasis Officers, focusing on violence prevention and intervention within schools, demonstrates a collaborative approach to reducing violence in the communities that has not been previously implemented. By building a system of collaboration among schools, officers, and community-based organizations, all partners will be more effective in delivering services. While the Officers will work intently with a small group of priority students, they will also be available to serve the broader school community. 

		Funding Assumptions for School Emphasis Officers





· Four FTE will be reassigned from other SPD duties to provide the community school officers. The total cost of the reallocation of resources is $446,000. These funds will be used to pay the salary and benefits of the officers. 
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Sustaining Investment Summary





		What Will the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) Sustaining Investment Buy?





The Department of Neighborhoods (DON) will review and select two to three projects from the 22 Youth Initiative projects funded by the Neighborhood Matching Fund in 2008 to sustain for one year. $75,000 is budgeted in 2009 and $77,325 in 2010 for sustaining funding. The sustaining funding will support, grow and sustain projects for one year that successfully address the criteria listed below, quantify their contribution to the SYVPI goals and outcomes, i.e., reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals and/or reduction in the number of suspensions/expulsions due to violent incidents, and serve the SYVPI focus populations. The number of youth served and length of the project to be funded will vary by type of project, scope and funding amount needed for sustaining.


A preliminary assessment of NMF Youth Initiative projects from 2008 was conducted. Three projects specifically working with youth who are at risk or involved in gangs/street life have been selected for sustained funding in 2009. 


		Management of and Methodology for Selecting Projects for SYVPI Sustaining Funding:





The Department of Neighborhoods will coordinate and manage the project selection process, ensuring partnership with the Human Services Department (HSD). Final project selection will be based on how well the project meets the following six criteria:


1. The project is connected and accountable to the community that it works within. 


2. The project provides youth with accessible and sustainable mentorship. 

3. The project improves the educational commitment and/or employment preparation of its youth participants. 


4. The project quantifies its impact and accomplishments. 

5. The project has the capacity to become self-sustaining.

6. The project is willing to partner with one or more of the three SYVPI networks.

All SYVPI Sustaining investments will be managed by the Human Services Department. The two departments (DON and HSD) will set up the procedures to ensure adequate support to the projects without instituting onerous challenges to HSD’s existing contract management structure. DON and HSD will help projects connect with the SYVPI Networks in 2009, and in 2010, SYVPI Network staff will assist in project selection.

		Primary Population Served by the SYVPI  Sustaining Investments:





One of the initial criteria used for assessing projects will be the population recruited and served by the project. NMF Youth Initiative projects successful in serving youth who fit one or more of the descriptors of the priority populations will receive a higher rating. The priority populations include:


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community. 


· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation

		Results to be Achieved through the SYVPI  Sustaining Investments:





Investments in SYVPI Sustaining projects will contribute toward the neighborhood networks’ targets for reductions in juvenile violent crime referrals in and reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in select middle schools. Depending on the nature of the NMF project, one or more of the following indicators will be tracked as evidence of progress toward meeting the reduction in violent juvenile crime and the reduction suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents:

		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth participating in Neighborhood Matching Fund Youth Initiative Projects

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth begin or increase their community service

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth terminate gang-affiliations

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth re-enroll in school 

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth improve school attendance

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth gain employment

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth are employed for > 2 of months (summer employment)

		TBD

		

		TBD

		



		Youth decrease/eliminate violent behavior/crime and/or suspensions/expulsions due to violence 

		TBD

		

		TBD

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City,  the Networks, and the Programs, Relating to SYVPI  Sustaining Funding:





· The City, the Networks and the Community Project Leads will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and project level.


· The Networks and the Community Project Leads will collaborate to maintain a focus on community building and preventing youth violence.

		Ways in Which SYVPI  Sustaining Funding is Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results:





The goal of the NMF program is to increase community building and engagement. The NMF Youth Initiative was initiated to focus community building efforts with youth through developing projects that are based in youth development, youth leadership and youth engagement principles. Each of the projects selected for 2009 Sustaining funding has shown an ability to involve youth, community, and stakeholders with similar goals and outcomes in addressing youth violence in the community as well as meet outcomes similar to the SYVPI goals with youth from the priority populations. This acceptance by the community and previous success makes it more likely that these projects will be integrated into at least one of the three Network’s strategies for engaging youth in pro-social activities.


		Funding Assumptions for SYVPI  Sustaining





· Projects are funded for one year.


· NMF programs’ match criteria continue throughout the year of Sustaining funding.


· Projects will work with a consultant to develop a long-term Sustaining plan, which will be implemented during the Sustaining funding period. Consultants will be provided by the City to assist in the development of a Sustaining plan.

		Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative


Youth Centers Investment Summary





		What Will the Youth Centers Investment Buy?  





The Youth Centers investment will attract youth to three Teen Centers by providing diverse programming through community and interagency partnerships. The locations are Garfield Teen Life Center for the Central Network, Rainier Community Center for the Southeast Network, and Southwest Teen Life Center for the Southwest Network. The Youth Centers will focus on an annual population of 450 priority youth in 2009 and 600 youth in 2010. Each Youth Center will consist of the following: 


· 10-15 sustainable community-based and interagency violence prevention/ intervention partnerships. 


· Fiscally sustainable, youth-focused programs that are based on a youth’s strengths, not deficits.


· Critical youth participation in creating their own culturally and contextually relevant programs around competence, autonomy, and relatedness in order to reduce risky behaviors.

		Primary Population Served by the Youth Centers Investments:  





The Youth Centers will serve the following populations:


· Youth convicted multiple times and released from supervision by state or county or who are under minimal supervision, and are considered a continued risk to re-offend. 


· Youth arrested for crimes that do not meet the juvenile detention intake criteria and are released back into 
the community.  This investment area is uniquely set up to provide a setting that could engage these youth and keep them involved in SYVPI programming.

· Middle school youth at risk of multiple suspensions or chronic truancy.


· Youth and their associates who are victims of violence and may seek retaliation.

		Results to be Achieved through the Youth Centers Investments:   





Investments in Youth Centers will contribute toward the Network targets of a 50% reduction in juvenile violent crime referrals in Network neighborhoods and a 50% reduction in suspensions and expulsions due to violent incidents in Network middle schools. The following Indicators will be tracked as evidence of the Youth Centers’ contribution toward meeting these targets. Q-Cards (Parks program participation cards) will provide information on youth participation in recreation and other program activity at the Youth Centers. 

		

		2009

		2010



		

		Planned Target

		Actual

		Planned Target

		Actual



		Number of youth served in the Network Neighborhoods

		450

		TBD

		600

		TBD



		Number of youth completing programs

		

		

		

		



		Number of youth increasing their attendance in multiple programming 

		

		

		

		



		Number of youth that increase program participation over a year

		

		

		

		



		Number of youth involved in academic, literacy and enrichment programs

		

		

		

		



		Number of youth who participate without program restrictions

		

		

		

		





		Elements Critical to the Partnership among the City, the Networks, and the Service Providers for Youth Centers:  





· The Youth Centers, the Networks and the Service Providers will work together to collect and share data at both the individual youth and aggregate level.

· The Youth Centers will partner with organizations already serving at-risk youth as a part of their mission.


· The Youth Centers will coordinate opportunities for Network Service Providers to plan, reflect, and modify programs.

· The Youth Centers will work with the Networks to engage communities about the SYVPI.


· Parks and Recreation will leverage its fiscal and facility resources to maximize overall support services. 


		Management and Phase-in of Programs, and Methodology for Selecting Providers for Youth Centers:





· Parks SYVPI Executive Programs Director and three SYVPI Network Youth Center Coordinators will manage the Youth Center programs. 

· Phase-in of programs will begin early April 2009 in the Central Network and be implemented by July 2009 for the Southeast and Southwest Networks.


· Methodologies for selecting providers include: 1) working with Networks to identify community-based service providers, 2) implementing collaborative program partnerships with community organizations, 3) working with priority youth to develop and implement their program recommendations and 4) requiring providers to create consistent participation data regarding program outcomes.

		Ways in Which Youth Centers are Different From Previous Strategies and Why it is Likely to Yield Results: 





· Opening three Youth Centers in the Network neighborhoods creates a “power of place” for youth. 

· Programs focused on meeting the unique needs of youth, specifically in the four priority populations, rather than the needs of the general population served in the department’s community centers.

· Formal collaborative partnerships with community organizations already serving priority youth.


· Programs that include relevant racial, ethnic, and cultural awareness components to mentor positive civic engagement.

· Collecting and sharing data with different service providers in the Network.


· On-site office and meeting space for outreach workers and case managers who engage directly with youth.


· Transportation to help support community partners accessing extended hours programs. 


		Funding Assumptions for Youth Centers:  





For 2009, the SYVPI budget allocates $157,500 for Youth Center Coordinators and $111,000 for recreation and youth programming. Three coordinators will be hired in June 2009 to staff each of the three Youth Centers. The recreation funds will be used to implement programs for priority youth and continue the expansion of late-night recreation on Thursdays during the summer of 2009.

		2009 YOUTH INITIATIVE



		 

		Adopted Budget

		Shift to Finance General

		Available Jan 1

		Explanation



		Department of Neighborhoods

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		NMF Youth Initiatives

		180,000 

		0 

		180,000 

		Projects awarded on normal cycle



		

		Sustaining of NMF Youth Initiatives

		75,000 

		0 

		75,000 

		Funding awarded in March



		DON total

		255,000 

		0 

		255,000 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Department of Parks and Recreation

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Youth Center Coordinators 

		157,500 

		157,500 

		0 

		June hire



		

		Street Outreach 

		232,829 

		155,219 

		77,610 

		Starts in March with one CBO serving all three networks



		

		Recreation

		111,000 

		93,170 

		17,830 

		Begin program in July



		DPR total

		501,329 

		405,889 

		95,440 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Human Services Department

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Neighborhood Network Coordinators

		256,667 

		146,667 

		110,000 

		One started in January; two start in May



		

		Intake / Screeners

		173,333 

		93,333 

		80,000 

		Urban League position will fill in April; SW/SE will hire in May; HSD coordinator will hire in April.



		

		Case Management 

		966,715 

		483,358 

		483,358 

		Clients transitioning from old program to new



		

		Mentorship 

		130,000 

		130,000 

		0 

		Award contracts to community-based organizations in June



		

		Anger Management 

		190,000 

		0 

		190,000 

		Clients transitioning from old program to new program beginning in July



		

		Youth Employment

		402,000 

		0 

		402,000 

		Available for referrals immediately



		

		HSD Contract Management

		112,000 

		0 

		112,000 

		HSD position filled beginning January 1



		HSD total

		2,230,715 

		853,358 

		1,377,358 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Office of Economic Development

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Pre-apprenticeships 

		150,000 

		0 

		150,000 

		Available for referrals immediately



		OED total

		150,000 

		0 

		150,000 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Office of Policy and Management

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Initiative Director 

		159,800 

		0 

		159,800 

		Hire position in April



		

		Initiative Database 

		50,000 

		0 

		50,000 

		Create database as soon as possible



		

		Initiative Implementation

		50,000 

		0 

		50,000 

		One-time funding to meet unanticipated costs



		OPM total

		259,800 

		0 

		259,800 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Seattle Police Department

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		School Emphasis Officers

		446,000 

		0 

		446,000 

		Began March 11



		

		Emphasis Patrols 

		93,875 

		0 

		93,875 

		Staff emphasis patrols on schedule as needed



		SPD total

		539,875 

		0 

		539,875 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		INITIATIVE TOTAL

		3,936,719 

		1,259,247 

		2,677,472 

		 





		2010 YOUTH INITIATIVE



		 

		Endorsed Budget

		Shift to Finance General



		 

		Neighborhood Network Coordinators

		338,910 

		338,910 



		 

		Intake / Screeners

		246,480 

		246,480 



		 

		Youth Center Coordinators 

		277,290 

		277,290 



		 

		Street Outreach 

		331,721 

		331,721 



		 

		Case Management 

		718,900 

		718,900 



		 

		Anger Management 

		195,130 

		195,130 



		 

		Mentorship 

		133,510 

		133,510 



		 

		Youth Employment (in HSD)

		412,854 

		412,854 



		 

		Pre-apprenticeships 

		154,050 

		154,050 



		 

		Recreation (in DPR)

		139,672 

		139,672 



		 

		Sustaining Fund

		77,325 

		0 



		 

		NMF Youth Initiatives

		184,860 

		0 



		 

		School Emphasis Officers

		458,042 

		0 



		 

		Emphasis Patrols 

		96,410 

		0 



		 

		Initiative Director 

		164,115 

		164,115 



		 

		HSD Contract Management

		115,024 

		115,024 



		 



		INITIATIVE TOTAL

		4,044,293 

		3,227,656 



		

		

		

		



		TWO-YEAR INITIATIVE TOTAL

		7,981,012 
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Appendix B











� From: “CHILDHOOD RISK FACTORS FOR ADOLESCENT GANG MEMBERSHIP: RESULTS FROM THE SEATTLE SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT” KARL G. HILL, JAMES C. HOWELL, J. DAVID HAWKINS, SARA R. BATTIN-PEARSON, JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN CRIME AND DELINQUENCY, Vol. 36 �No. 3, August 1999, 300-322, Sage Publications, Inc.



� Will be based on the number of middle school youth who participate in mentoring and have attendance problems.



� Will be based on the number of middle school youth who participate in mentoring and have disciplinary problems related to violence
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