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ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to regular property taxes; providing for the submission to the qualified 
electors of the City at a special election called on September 14,2004, of a proposition 
authorizing the City to levy regular property taxes for up to seven years in excess of the 101% 
limitation and any other limitation on levies in Chapter 84.55 RCW for the purpose of providing 
City services, including providing Seattle School District public school students, Seattle youth, 
and their families with educational am’ developmental services; authorizing the creation of a new 
subfund; creating an oversight committee; and authorizing implementing agreements.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section I. Findings. The City Council makes the following findings:

a. Providing City services, including the Educational and Developmental Services 

described in Section 5 of this ordinance, is a City purpose.

b. The Educational and Developmental Services to be funded with Proceeds are intended 

to support student academic achievement and are supplemental to the basic education financed by the 

State of Washington and will not displace or reduce state funding for the public schools in the Seattle 

School District.

c. In 1990 and again in 1997, the voters of Seattle approved measures that provided 

funding for educational and developmental services to Seattle's children, youth, and families. These 

programs have proven suceessful at providing child care and out of school activities for more than 

70,000 children and youth, providing parent education and support services to at least 110,000 families, 

providing academic support and intervention to more than 150,000 students, and other critical services 

aimed at keeping Seattle's children and youth safe, healthy, and ready to learn.

d. An urgent need exists to continue the provision of City services, including Educational 

and Developmental Services to be funded with Proceeds of regular property taxes, and its urgency 

requires submission to the qualified electors of The City of Seattle of a proposition authorizing regular
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property tax levies in excess of the levy limitations in Chapter 84.55 RCW, as it now exists or may 

hereafter be amended, for up to seven years at a special election to be held in conjunction with the state­

wide election on September 14,2004.

Section 2. Definitions. As used in this ordinance, the following words when capitalized have 

the following meanings:

a. “City” means The City of Seattle.

b. “Central Administrative Support” means the City’s administration and oversight of the 

expenditure of Proceeds and monitoring the overall effectiveness of the Educational and Developmental 

Services funded with the Proceeds, and identifying unmet needs for future services.

c. “Educational and Developmental Services" means the array of programs and activities 

referred to in Section 5, with such modifications as the City Council may from time to time authorize by 

ordinance.

d. “Proceeds” means that portion of tegular property taxes levied and collected as 

authorized by voter approval pursuant to this ordinance that are above the 101% limit on levies in RCW 

84.55.010, and all interest and other earnings thereon, all of which shall be deposited in the 2004 

Families and Education Subfund of the Educational and Developmental Services Fund,

e. “Seattle School District” and “School DisUict” mean Seattle School District No. 1.

Sections. Levy ofRegular Property Taxes-Submittal. The City hereby submits to the 

qualified electors of the City a proposition as authorized by RCW 84.55.050 to exceed the limitations on 

regular property taxes contained in Chapter 84.55 RCW, as it now exists or may hereafter be amended, 

for properly taxes levied in 2004 through 2010 for collection in 2005 through 2011, respectively. In 

addition to funding regular City services without reduction in the regular tax levy, this proposition
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would allow raising $116,788,000 in aggregate over a period of up to seven years solely to provide 

Educational and Developmental Services for Seattle School District students, Seattle youth, and their 

families. The proposition shall he limited so that the City shall not levy in any year more than 

$16,684,000 in addition to the maximum amount of regular property taxes it would have been limited to 

by the 101% limit in RCW 84.55.010 in the absence of voter approval under this ordinanee, plus other 

anthnriyeH lid lifts. Pursuant to RCW 84.55.050(4), the maximum regular property taxes that may be 

levied in 2011 for collection in 2012 and in later years shall be computed as =''the levy Ihi in RCW 

84.55.010 had not been lifted under this ordinance.

Seetion 4. Application of Proceeds. The Proceeds shall be deposited in the City Treasury into 

a special 2004 Families and Education Subfund (the "Subfund") within the previously established 

Educational and Developmental Services Fund. Moneys in the Subfund may be temporarily deposited 

or invested in such manner as may be lawful for the investment of City money and interest and other 

earnings shall be deposited in the Subfund. The pri.icipal Proceeds and any interest or other earnings 

from their deposit or investment shall be applied solely for Educational and Developmental Services.

Section 5. Educational and Developmental Services. Educational and Developmental 

Services funded by Proceeds are services designed to help address the needs of Seattle's public school 

children and Seattle's youth and their families, with the intent of promoting learning, supporting 

academic achievement, and increasing access to services, and the administration of those services. 

Initially. Educational and Developmental Services shall be provided through the following nine program 

components:
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1. Plan and establish neighborhood-based

early learning networks in low-income areas of the city that take a systemic approach to helping children 

be ready to succeed in kindergarten. Major program elements include preschool for low-income four 

year olds; access for low-income families to high quality childcare; school readiness support for children 

in home day-care situations, including home visits; a career wage ladder pri-^m; and preschool to 

kindergarten transition services.

2. Family sunnoit. Major program elements include school-based family support 

functions for elementary schools.

3. Family involvement services. Major program elements include family 

involvement programs.

4. Middle school sunnort. Major program elements include school-based mental 

health and social/emotional support counseling and truancy/dropout prevention and intervention during 

school hours. Services in this component should be coordinated with services in the out-of-; ;hool 

activities and support for high-risk, middle and high school age youth components when possioic.

5. Out-of-School activities. Major program elements include academically focused 

after school programs for middle school students, middle school athletics, and child care subsidies.

6. Suf ort for high-risk, middle and hieh school age youth. Major program elements 

include case management services for high-risk youth.

7. Student health services. Major program elements include school-based student 

health clinics and nursing services at clinic sites.
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8. Evaluation. Major program elements include evaluation of the individual 

programs in the foregoing components and the overall effects of Educational and Developmental 

Services funded by P iceeds.

9. School crossing guards. Major program elements include school crossing guards.

These anticipated program component descriptions are only illustrative examples. In the annual

City budget or by separate ordinance, the City shall from year-to-year determine the budget and 

allocations among the nine program components, add or delete program components or program 

elements within a program component, change the scope of activities or the emphasis, and, within a 

budget year, reallocate unexpended and unencumbered funds from one program element or program 

component to another. Proceeds and appropriations unexpended at the end of any budget year shall 

automatically be carried over to the next budget year.

Expenditures from the Subfund for Central Administrative Support by the City shall not in any 

budget year exceed a total of five percent of that year’s total expenditure authority from the Subfund.

Section 6. Oversight Committee. Conditioned upon voter approval of the ballot proposition 

submitted by this ordinance, there is established an Oversight Committee to advise the City Council 

concerning the implementation and evaluation plan called for by Section 7 and the Partnership 

Agreement called for by Section 9, to review the expenditure of Proceeds, to advise upon expenditures 

and allocations for the following year, and to make recommendations on the implementation of 

particular programs, on any reallocations of Proceeds, and on evaluations.

The Oversight Committee shall consist of twelve (12) members: the Mayor, the Chair of the 

City Council's Parks, Neighborhoods and Education Committee or its successor with respect to 

education issues, the Superintendent of the Seattle School District, a representative of the Seattle School

i
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Board, four (4) citizens who are not employees or board members of organizations having projects or 

programs eligible to be fimded from the Proceeds, and four (4) cirizens from the diverse constituencies 

ved by and interested in the projects and programs to be funded by the Proceeds. The Mayor shall 

appoint twv. (2) of the four (4) members from each of the above two (2) categories of citizen Committee 

members, and the City Council shall appoint the balance. Those eight members shall be appointed to 

three (3) year staggered terms subject to reappoinUnent, except that two of them (one mayoral appointee 

and one Council appointee) shall be initially appointed for a single year term, three (two mayoral 

appointees and one Council appointee) for a two (2) year term, and three (one mayoral appointee and 

two Council appointees) for a three (3) year term. Upon the resignation, retirement, death, incapacity or 

removal of an Oversight Committee member, the authority appointing such member may appoint a 

replacement for the balance of the term. All members not appointed by the City Council shall be subject 

to confirmation by the City Council. Subject to applicable law, an individual serving as an officer, 

director or trustee of an entity that receives or competes for funding under this ordinance, or who has an 

interest in such an entity, shall not thereby be disqualified from serving on the Oversight Committee, but 

shall fully disclose any such relationships and shall not vote on any matter in which the interest of such 

entity is directly involved. Notwithstanding the foregoing, neither the Superintendent of the Seattle 

School District nor the representative of the Seattle School Board shall, because of their relationship 

with the School District, be disqualified from voting on any matter in which the interest of the Seattle 

School District is involved.

The Oversight Committee may adopt rules for its own procedures, including quorum 

requirements and the frequency of meetings. The Oversight Committee members shall select a Chair. 

The Oversight Committee will make ..nnual reports to the Mayor and City Council and will prepare a 

mid-point report to the citizens of Seattle. The Office for Education shall provide staff and logistical



ReddyOxe/S. Cohen 
04F&E baikM ordinance 
Om/OA 
(Ver. 18)

support for the Oversight Committee, Members shall serve without pay, but may be reimbursed their 

expenses, including payments for child care while attending meetings. The Oversight Committee shall 

continue in existence through December 31,2011, and thereafter if so provided by ordinance.

Section 7. Implementation and Evaluation ?lan. Proceeds may be spent only in accordance 

with an implementation and evaluation plan (the “Plan") approved by ordinance. The Plan may be 

amended by ordinance.

The Plan will set forth the criteria, measurable outcomes and methodology by which programs 

funded by Proceeds will be selected and evaluated. The evaluation methodology will measure both 

individual programs and overall effects of the Educational and Developmental Services. The 

achievement of all stated outcomes will be evaluated and no one component will be determinative of an 

individual program's effectiveness or overall effectiveness of the Educational and Developmental 

Services.

Section 8. Implementing Agreements. If this proposition is approved by the voters, the City 

may carry out the Educational and Developmental Services with City staff or by agreements with the 

Seattle School District, with Public Health Seattle-King County, and with such other agencies and 

persons as may be appropriate. The Mayor or the Mayor’s designee is authorized to enter into such 

agreements, consistent with Section 9 below. The City will, when soliciting businesses for goods or 

services agreements, perform outreach to small, economically disadvantaged businesses, including those 

owned by women and minorities. City agreements with other public entities will encourage those 

entities to actively solicit bids for the subcontracting of any goods or services, when such subcontracting 

is required or appropriate, from qualified small businesses, including those owned by women and 

minorities. City agreements with businesses for goods and services and with other public entities and

m
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non-profits will encourage these entities to employ a workforce refiective of the region’s diversity. All 

City agreements for goods and services v/ill require the contracting entities to comply with all then- 

applicable requirements for non-discrimination in employment in federal, state, and City of Seattle laws 

and regulations

Section 9. City of Seattle/Seattle School District Partnership Agreement. There shall be a 

Partnership Agreement (“the Partnership Agreement”) developed by the City and the Seattle School 

District in which the roles and responsibilities of the City and the School District in developing the 

Implementation and Evaluation Plan, referenced in Section 7, and in implementing Educational and 

Developmental Services are establirbed. The Partnership Agreement will set forth the patties’ roles and 

responsibilities for achieving the Educational and Developmental Services’ desired outcomes. It will 

outline, in a variety of areas, ways in which both the City and the School District will work 
collaboratively toward better results for children and youth. The Partnership Agreement may cover 

items including, but not limited to: data sharing necessary to implement program evaluations; standards 

for family support services, facility use, health service operating practices; and evaluating the feasibility 

of developing and implementing a school-readiness measurement system.

The City can not enter into the Partnership Agreement, or materially amend the Partnership 

Agreement, until the Partnership Agreement or the amendment, as the case may be, is approved by the 

Seattle City Council and the Seattle School Board. Proceeds may be spent on School District programs 

or functions only in accordance with an effective Partnership Agreement.

Section 10. Reporting. The Director of the Office for Education will prepare and submit to the 

City Council and the Mayor annual progress reports on the implementatior of the Educational and
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Developmental Services covering each of the program components and the actions taken as a result of 

the adopted City of Seattle/School f istrict Partnership Agreement.

Section 11. Election - Ballot Title. The King County Director of Records and Elections, as ex 

officio supervisor of elections, is hereby requested to conduct a special election, which the City hereby 

calls pursuant to RCW 84.55.050, to be held in conjunction with the state-wide election on September 

14,2004, and to submit to the qualified electors of the City the propositii set forth below.

The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed not less than -five days prior to September 

14,2004, to certify the proposition to the King County Director of Recoids and Elections in the 

following form or as modified by the City Attorney pursuant to RCW 29A.36.070:

THE CITY OF SEATTLE 
PROPOSITION NUMBER

REGULAR TAX LEVY INCLUDING 
FAMILIES AND EDUCATION

The City of Seattle’s Proposition_concerns funding services, including Educational and
Developmental Services supporting academic achievement.

This proposition would fund City services, including preschool, early-childhood education, 
family support, family involvement, middle-school support, out-of-school activities, supporting high- 
risk youth, student health, program evaluation, and school-crossing guards, per Ordinance . This
vote approves, for up to seven years, regular property taxes higher than the limits in Chapter 84.55 
RCW, beginning with 2005 total regular taxes limited to $3.20/S 1,000 assessed value. Not more than 
S16,684,000 per year ($116,788,000 total) can be collected for the Educational and Developmental 
Services.

Should this levy be approved? 
Levy, Yes 
Levy, No

Those in favor shall vote “Yes;” those opposed shall mark their ballots “No.”

Section 12. Ratification. Certification of such proposition by the City Clerk to the King County 

Director of Records and Elections in accordance with law prior to the date of such election on
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September 14,2004, and any other act consistent with the authority and prior to the effective date of this 

ordinance, are hereby ratified and confirmed.

Section 13. Severability. In the event any one or more of the provisions of this ordinance shall

for any reason be held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect any other provision of this ordina.ice 

or the levy of the taxes authorized herein, but this ordinance and the authority to levy those taxes shall 

be construed and enforced as if such invalid provisions had not been contained herein; and ary provision 

which shall for any reason be held by reason of its extent to be invalid shall be deemed to be in effect to 

the extent permitted by law.

Section 14. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force immediately upon 

its approval by the Mayor or, if not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten (10) days after 

presentation, then on the eleventh (11th) day after its presentation to the Mayor or, if vetoed by the 

Mayor, then immediately after its passage over his veto.

Passed by the City Council the day of . 20^1) and signed by me in open session

in authentication of its passage this day of

Approved by me this I (p day of

Filed by me this lk> day of«

Pj<isji& of ^

jW^y.2oO.»^ A «
City Council

P,
Gregory J.y^ickels, Mayor

(Seal)
Ci^,^rk^
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FISCAL NOTE FOR NON-CAPITAL PROJECTS

Department: Contact Person/Phone: DOF Anaivst/Phone:
11 ed.lativc nenartmenl I 0. Saroja Reddy 684-8147 | Cheryl Swab, 4-8053.

AN ORDINANCE relating to regular property taxes; providing for the submission to the 
qualified electors of the City at a special election called on September 14,2004, of a 
proposition authorizing the City to levy regular property taxes for up to seven yeare m 
excess of the 101% limitation and any other limitation on levies in Chapter 84.55 RCW 
for the purpose of providing City services, including providing Seattle School District 
public school students, Seattle youth, and their families with educational and 
developmental services; authorizing the creation of a new subfund; creating an oversight 
committee; and authorizing implementing agreements.

• Summary of the Legislation:

This legislation would place o,i the ballot a renewal of the 1990 and 1997 Families and 
Education Levies. The proposal is a Si 16.8 million package *at focuses resources on early 
learning family support, family involvement, out-of-school time, middle school support 
services, support for middle- and high-school-age youth who are at risk of dropping out, student 
health services and school crossing guards. Program areas are tied to improving the chances of 
academic success for children. There are specific goals for evaluation and accountability. The 
overall goal is to give every child and every family a chance for success in school.

The Families and Education Levy proposal would focus resources in the areas where the City of 
Seattle can have the most positive effect on improving and supporting student academic success. 
Educational and Developmental Services (EDS), funded by Proceeds, are services designed to 
help address the needs of Seattle’s public school children and Seattle’s youth and families, with 
the intent of promoting learning, supporting academic achievement, increasing access to serviees 
and the administration of those services. Initially, EDS would be provided through 9 program 
components.

These anticipated program component descriptions are only illustrative examples. In the annual 
City budget or by separate ordinance, the City shall from year-to-year determine the budget and 
allocations among the nine program components, add or delete program components or program 
elements within a program component, change the scope of activities or the emphasis, and, 
within a budget year, reallocate unexpended and unencumbered funds from one program element
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or program component to another. Proceeds and appropriations unexpended at the end of any 
budget year shall automatically be carried over to the next budget year.

m.

1. Preschool and Early Childhood Education - $3,944,254

Plan and establish neighborhood-based early learning networks in low-income 
areas of the city that take a systemic approach to helping children be ready to 
succeed in kindergarten.

Major program elements include preschool for low-income four year olds, access 
for low-income families to high-quality childcare; school readiness support of 
children in home day-care situations, including home visits; a career wage ladder 
program; and preschool to kindergarten transition services.

$3,003,000 for preschool w/1/2 day childcare for 4 yr olds (350 children). Initial 
funding is anticipated for 350 children, living at 110-300% of fpl, to participate in 
the preschool/childcare program for four year olds. Increasing the allocation to 
the preschool/childcare program to increase the number of participating children 
to 400 four year olds shall a priority for any reallocation of unexpended and 
unencumbered levy funds.

• S125,000 for Parent Child home visits.

• $74,000 for preschool/ kindergarten transition.

• $279,254 for program management (8%)

• $250,000 for supporting childcare quality (ages 0-3)

• $213,000 for career wage ladder program 
2. Family Support - $2330,248

Major program elements include school-based family support functions for 
elementary schools.

$2,330,248 for 50 FTE family support workers plus annual inflation adjustment. 
(Includes 7% program management)

3. Family Involvement - $500,000

• Major program elements include family involvement projects.

$500,000 allocated as follows: $250,000 to continue the school-based Family 
Partnership program and $250,000 to community-based organizations, chosen 
through RFP. (Includes 10% program management)

4. Middle School Support - $1,000,000 (including program management)

■n

^51u
Q';z

Im



Author 's Name: Reddy/Lee 
Date (Hard‘Coded): July 12. 2004
Name of Companion Legislarion:04 FA£ ballot ordinance vlS
Version tf: 18

Major program elements include school-based mental health and social/emotional 
support counseling and truancy/dropout prevention during school hours. Services 
in this component should be coordinated with services in the out-of-school 
activities and support for high-risk, middle and high school age youth components

• Middle school support program funds shall include:
a) Directly involving school/community team members in identification of 

specific local barriers to learning and in selection of appropriate programs to 
address these barriers;

b) Implementing tested and effective programs that address local barriers to 
learning and have a proven track record of: reducing truancy, drop-out, 
delinquency, substance abuse, or violent behavior; or of improving student 
behavior; and

c) Allocation for personnel to provide training and technical assistance to create 
and empower teams of middle school and community stakeholders to develop 
and implement action plans to reduce the most prevalent risk factors and 
elevated barriers to learning in the local youth population.

5. Out-of-School Time - $3,100,000

Major program elements include academically focused after school programs for 
middle school students, middle school athletics and childcare subsidies.

• $2,520,000 for Partnership for Student Success (PSS).

• $330,000 for after school activities.

• $250,000 for program management (8%)

6. Support for High-Risk Middle and High School Youth - $1,195,700

Major program elements include case management services for high-risk youth. 
Strategies may include school-based prevention and early intervention for truancy 
prevention, skill-building services to address student truancy and to reduce other 
barriers to learning, such as, discipline, mental health and substance abuse issues. 
These strategies should not unnecessarily take resources away from case 
management services.

• $1,100,000 for case management.

• $95,700 for program management (8%) 
7. Student Health Services - $3,671,077

Major program elements include school-based student health clinics and nursing 
services at clinic sites.

' fe'

$2,605,000 for school-based health clinics.
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• S699,300 for 11 FTE school nurses.

• $366,777 program management (10%)

8. Evaluation - $200,000

• Major program elements include evaluation of the indivi-^ual programs and the 
overall effects of Educational and Developmental Services funded by Proceeds.

9. School Crossing Guards - $513,900.

• Major program elements include school crossing guards. This program element is 
funded for three and a half years.

10. Central Levy Administration - $500,000

• Capped at 5%.

11. Program Administration - Overaii program management is budgeted at 8%.

12. Oversight Commit ee

• Establishes an Oversight Committee.

• Advises City Council on Implementation and Evaluation Plan, Partnership 
Agreement, review expenditure of Proceeds, advise on expenditures and 
allocations, make recommendations on program implementation, reallocation of 
Proceeds, and evaluations.

• 12 members: Mayor, School Superintendent, Chair of Council Education 
Committee, School Board member, four (4) citizens who are not employees or 
board members of organizations having projects or programs eligible to be funded 
from the Proceeds, and four (4) citizens from the diverse constiWencies served by 
and interested in the projects and programs to be funded by the Proceeds. The 
Mayor shall appoint two (2) of the four (4) members from each of the above two 
(2) categories of citizen Committee members, and the City Council shall appoint 
the balance.

• Members serve 3-year staggered terms.

• Members serve without pay, but may be reimbursed their expenses including 
payment for childcare during meetings.

• Consistent with applicable law, members who hold a position or have an interest 
in an entity receiving EDS Proceeds may serve on the committee but must 
disclose any such relationships and shall not vote on any matter in which the 
interest of the entity is directly involved. This provision does not apply to the 
Superintendent of the Seattle School District or the representative of the Seattle 
School Board.
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• Committee will select a Chair and may adopt procedural rules.

• Committee will make annual reports to Mayor and Council and a mid-point report 
to Seattle citizens.

• City Office for Education will staff the committee.

• Committee to exist through December 2011 unless continued by ordinance.

13. Implementation and Evaluation Plan

• Proceeds may be spent only in accordance with an Implementation and 
Evaluation Plan (Plan) approved by ordinance.

• Plan may be amended by ordinance.

• Plan will set forth criteria, measurable outcomes and methodology by which 
programs will be selected and evaluated. Evaluation methodology will measure 
both individual programs and overall effects of EDS.

• The achievement of all stated outcomes will be evaluated and no one component 
will be determinative of an individual program's effectiveness or overall 
effectiveness of the EDS.

• Program selection should be informed by data on the specific needs of each 
population intended to be served. These data may include student surveys and 
local assessments identifying risk and protective factors, parent survey data, and 
school district student data. Program selection criteria should include, but not be 
limited to, best practices, research-based tested and effective programs, financial 
feasibility, cultural competency, and necessary program adjustments to meet the 
needs of particular populations. Student surveys also will be conducted every two 
years to ascertain the effects of levy-funded programs on student behavior, 
achievement and overcoming barriers to learning.

14. Implementing Agreements

• EDS may be implemented by City Staff, or by agreement by other entities.
Mayor is authorized to enter into Implementing Agreements. City will outreach 
to small, economically disadvantaged businesses, including those owned by 
women and minorities, and City agreements will encourage entities to employ a 
workforce reflective of the region's diversity.

15. City of Seattle/Seattle School District Partnership Agreement

• The City and Seattle School District will develop a Partnership Agreement 
establishing the roles and responsibilities of the parties in developing the 
Implementation and Evaluation Plan, in implementing the EDS and achieving the 
desired outcomes.
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• The Agreen.enl may cover items including, but not limited to, data shanng 
necessary to implement program evaluations; standards for family support 
services, facility use, health service operating practices; and evaluating the 
feasibility of developing and implementing a school-readiness measurement 
system. A school-readiness measurement is important to assess the effectiveness 
of the preschool program, this program. It is Council's intent and expectation that 
an appropriate school student readiness measurement be developed and 
implemented.

• The City Council and School Board mu.st approve the Agreement, and any 
amendments. Proceeds may be spent on School District programs or functions 
only in accordance with the Agreement.

16. Reporting
• The Director of Office of Education will submit an annual progress report to the 

Council and Mayor on the implementation of the programs and the actions taken 
as a result of the Partnership Agreement.

• Background: (Include brief description of the purpose and context of legislation and include 
record ofprevious legislation and funding history’, if applicable):

In April 1990, then-Mayor Norm Rice convened an education summit to recognize the City's role 
in supporting students outside the classroom. Participants recommended a special emphasis on 
services that ensured children and youth are safe, healthy, and ready to learn. In the fall of 1990, 
Seattle voters passed the first Seattle Families and Education Levy, which raised $69.2 million 
over seven years. Programs and services funded by the first Families and Education Levy 
included:
• Early childhood development;
• School-based student/family services;
• Comprehensive student health services; and
• Out-of-school-time activities.

In 1997, Seattle voters renewed their commitment to strengthening schools, families, and 
communities by approving a second seven-year, $69-million FamiUes and Education Levy. The 
1997 Levy invested in the same key areas with a greater emphasis on supporting middle school 
students.

The 2002 and 2003 State of Children and Youth in Seattle reports show that Seattle’s children 
and youth are not doing equally well. The data from both years show unacceptable 
disproportionality in educational outcomes for children and youth by race, income and across 
geographic areas of the city. Youth of color and youth living m poverty are overwhelmingly in 
Southeast and Southwest Seattle. These are also the areas of the city showing higher

it-
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concentrations of unexcused absences and failure to meet Washington Assessment of Student 
Learning standards (WASL).

In 1993, the Legislature passed the education reform law, which mandated academic standards 
and statewide assessments, including the WASL. The class of2008 must pass the WASL in 
2006 in order to graduate from high school. The federal No Child Left Behind Act further 
requires all students to meet state standards and for schools to reduce disproportionahty in test 
scores.

Economic success in life is correlated to the number of years a child attends school. The need to 
support Seattle’s ehildren so they can succeed in school has clearly been demonstrated.

Ple(2se check one of ihe following:

This legislation does not have anv financial implications. (Stop here and delete the 
remainder of this document prior to saving and printing.)

X This legislation has financial implications. (Please complete all relevant sections that 
follow.)

Appropriations; This table should reflect appropriations that are a direct result of this 
legislation. In the event that the project/programs associated with this ordinance have 
appropriations that were, or will be. received because ofprevious or future legislation or budget 
actions, please provide details in the Notes section below.

Fund Name and 
Number

Department Budget Control 
Level*

2004
Annropriation

2005 Anticipated 
Appropriation

TOTAL

Notes; This iegislation does not appropriate funds to specific City departments. This 
iegisiation wouidpiaceon the September, 2004 ballot a SI 16.8 million renewal of the Families 
and Education Levy. Should the ballot measure pass, the Executive will present an 
implementation and evaluation plan for Council approval by ordinance.

9-:m:



Author's Name: Reddy/Lee 
Date (Hard-Coded): July 12. 2004
Name of Companion Legis!alion:04 F&E ballot ordinance vl8 
Version tf: 18

Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement: Resultine From This Leeislation: This table should 
reflect revenues/reimbursemenls that are a direct result of this legislation. In the event that the 
issues/projects associated with this ordinance/resoiuHon have revenues or reimbursements that 
were, or will be. received because of previous or future legislation or budget actions, please 
provide details in the Notes section below the table.

Note: This table assumes a 99 percent collection rate. The interest rate is based on the 
average Seattle CPI.
Total Regular Positions Created Or Abroeated Throueh This Leeislation. Including FTE 
Impact: This table should only reflect the actual number of positions created by this legislation. 
In the event that positions have been, or will be. created as a result of previous or future 
legislation or budget actions, please provide details in the Notes section below the table.

Position Title and 
Department*

Fund
Name

Fund
Number

Part- 
Time/ 

Full Time

2004
Position

s

2004
FTE

2005
Positioni**

2005
FTE**

N/a, see note

TOTAL
List each position separately 

•• 2005 positions and FTE are total 2005 position changes resulting from this legislation, not 
incremental changes. Therefore, under 2005. please be sure to include any continuing positions 
from 2004

Notes: the implementation process mentioned above will determine Positions.

Do positions sunset in the future? (If yes. identify sunset date):
N/a
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Spendine/Cash Flow: This table should be completed only in those cases where part or all of 
the funds authorized by this legislation will be spent in a different year than when they were 
appropriated (e.g.. as in the case of certain grants and capital projects). Details surrounding 
spending that will occur in future years should be provided in the Notes section below the table.
SEE A TTACHED TABLE- Ed Lew Summary
* See budget book to obtain the appropriate Budget Control I eve! for your department. 

Notes;

• What is the financial cost of not implementing the legislation? (Estimate the costs to the 
City of not implementing the legislation, including estimated costs to maintain or expand an 
existing facility or the cost avoidance due to replacement of an existing facility, potential 
conflicts with regulatoiy requirements, or other potential costs if the legislation is not 
implemented.)

The 2002 and 2003 State of Children and Youth in Seattle reports show that Seattle’s children 
and youth are not doing equally well. The data from both years show unacceptable 
disproportionality in educational outcomes for children and youth by race, income and across 
geographic areas of the city. Youth of color and youth living in poverty are overwhelmingly in 
Southeast and Southwest Seattle. These are also the areas of the city showing higher 
concentrations of unexcused absences and failure to meet Washington Assessment of Student 
Learning standards (WASL).

Economic success in life is correlated to the number of years a child attends school. The need to 
support Seattle's children so they can succeed in school has clearly been demonstrated.

• What are the possible alternatives to the legislation that could achieve the same or 
similar objectives? (Include any potential alternatives to the proposed legislation, such as 
reducing fee-supported activities, identifying outside  funding sources for fee-supported 
activities, etc.)

The alternative is to fund these program areas through other than City funding.

• Is the legislation subject to public hearing requirements: (Ifyes. what public bearings 
have been held to date, and/or what plans are in place to hold a public hearing(s) in the 
future.)

The development of this proposal began with the Levy Oversight Committee (LOC), which is a 
seven-member panel serving three-year terms, established by ordinance to advise the Mayor and 
City Council on levy spending and policy.

The LOC drafted a policy framework for renewal of the levy, which was developed with expert 
and community input. It outlined the goals of the levy, the role of the City of Seattle in
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Attachment 2: Cost per Homeowner

Tax Year
Assessed Value 

Estimate
AV Growth 
Assumption

ToUl Levy Amt $116,788,000

Average Annual Amount Collected 
at 7 years 

516,243,000
Aiinual cost lo owner of avg priced 

Rate home
at 7 vrs

Estimate

Median
Value

2004 83,269,907,982 at 7 yrs
$346,080

2005 587,017,053,841 1.045 50,19 $356,462
2006 590,932,821,264 1.045 50,18 568 $367,156
2007 595,024,798,221 1.045 50.18 567 $378,171
2008 599,300,914,141 1.045 50.17 566 $389,516
2009 5103,769,455,277 1.045 50.16 565 $401,202
2010 5108,439,080,765 1.045 50.15 565 $413,238
2011 5113,318,839,399 1.045 50.15 564 $425,635
2012 5118,418,187,172 1.045 563 $438,404
2013 5123,747,005,595 1.045 Annual cost lo owner of avg priced Home $451,556
2014 5129,315,620,847 1.045 $465,103

Total amount per household for the life of the levy $458
$65

c
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AttichmeDt 3: I t Areas

Strategic
Areas

Eariy
Lcaraiag

Family 
Support & 
iovolvement

Middle
School
Support

Program

Comprehensive Child 
Care (subsidies)

Preschool for four year 
okU

Supporting Child Care 
qu^ity (ages 0-5) 
Parent/child home visits

Preschool/K traasition 
Career wage ladder 
Program management
SubtoUl Eariy 
LeamiDB
Family Su^Jort Workers

Family Involvement 
Strategies
Family Support Centers 
Family Partnerships 
Immigram/Refugee 
Family Support 
First Place Counseling
Subtotal Family 
Support________
Middle School Support

Subtotal Middle School

2004 GF 
allocation

119.905

1.040.140

1.160,045

U80.927

457,689

239.839

0
2.078,455

2004 Ed 
Levy 
Adopted 
Budget

915.424

438.869

U54.293

1.058.4 4

813.793
348.906
30.158

GF
Reco
ons for 2005

1.035.329

1.035429

62.905
2414446

1.103,760

1,103.760

1471.482
0
269.997

1441.479

Ed Levy 
Full 
Annual 
Eipendittt

480428

.430.588

250.000

125.000

74.000
213.000 
279454
3,952,069

2430448

499.950

2430.198

1.000,000

Net
dilTereacc
forGF

915.424

(1.040.140)

0

(124,716)

(1.380,927)

813,793
0
30,158

(536476)

Net
difTerence 
for Ed 
Levy

(435,196)

2.530.588

(188,869)

125.000

74.000
213.000 
279.254
2497.776

1.271.764

(813.793)
(348.906)
(30,158)

(62,905)

16,002

(103.760)

(103,760)

Current
investment
(GF&Ed
Levy)

1.035429

1.479,009

0

2414438

2.439.411

1471,482
348.906
269.997

62.905

1.103.760

1,103,760

Proposed
Investment
(GF&Ed
Levy)

1.515457

2430.588

250,000

125.000

74.000
213.000 
279454
4487498

2,330,248

499.950

1471.482
0
269,997

4471477

1.000,000

1,000,000

Difference 
between 
proposed 
and current 
investments

480428 

2,53038* 
(1329.009)

125.000

74.000 
279.254

2.473.0M

(109,163)

499.950

(348.906) ' 
0

(62,905)
(21,024)

(103,760)

I
f
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Sirattgic Program 2004 GF 2004 Ed 
I Avv

GF Ed Levy 
Full

Net Net Current
InvMtmeBt

Proposed Difference
h^rwB#Bijcry

Adopted ons for 2005 Annual
Diiiervacc
forGF

oiiiermcc 
for Ed

III V ^ Bt IllCllg

(GF&Ed (GF&Ed proposed
Budget Expendltu Levy Levy) Levy) and cnrreat

OST After School Activities 1210,163 330.000 0 (880.163) 1210.163 330,000 (880,163)

Community 49W 295,150 1,470,000 (49200) 1.174,850 344,650 1.470,000 1.125250 ^
Leaming/!^S (middle 
school)
Community 
Leaming/l%S 
(elementary school)

850.000 0 850,000 0 850,000 850.000

PSS Extra Costs 200.000 200.000 200,000
School Age Care 
subsidies (5>I2 years 
old)

191,437 632.536 623,973 432,536 (632,536) 823,tr/j 623.973 (200.000)

Summer scholarships 118,362 179,042 0

'><n

(118262)

n

(179.042)

KA <VtA

297,404

A

0

^CA AAA

(297.404)

‘^<A AAAU Z>U.UUU U 45U.UUU ^5U,UUU

Subtotal OST 359299 2216.891 623.973 3.100,000 264.674 783.109 2.676,190 3,723.973 1,047.783
High Risk Youth Development 849231 69.911 0 (849231) (69.911) 919.142 0 (919,142)
Middled Svcs
High School 
Youth

Coordinated Case 484,909 807.743 0 1.195,700 (484.909) 387,957 1292,652 1.195,700 (96,952) ^
Management

Youth Employment 1213,503 0 1213.503 0 1213.503 1213.503 0

Subtotal Middle & High 
School

2,547,643 877.654 1213.503 1.195.700 (1234.140) 318,046 3,425297 2,409203 (1.016.094)

Health School'based health 1,656,819 0 2.605.000 0 948.181 1,656.819 2,605.000 948,181
centers ( See Note 2) 
School Nurses 766.545 699286 0 (67259) 766,545 699286 (67,259)
Health Education 139271 0 0 (139271) 139,371 0 (139271)
Pilot 0 0 0 0 0 0
Youth Mental Health 758217 758217
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Levy Cash Flow

Levy Cash Flow

1/1/2005 
2/1/2005 
3/I/2005 
4/1/2005 
5/1/2005 
6/1/2005 
7/1/2005 
8/1/2005 
9/1/2005 
10/1/2005 
11/1/2005 
12/1/2005 
1/1/2006 
2/1/2006 
3/1/2006 
4/1/2006 
5/1/2006 
6/1/2006 
7/1/2006 
8/1/2006 
9/1/2006 
10/1/2006 
11/1/2006 
12/1/2006 
1/1/2007 
2/1/2007 
3/1/2007 
4/1/2007

$8,136,000

8,136,000

8.258,000

8,258.000

Balance Interest

$207,018 $7,928,982 $18,171
207.018 7.740.134 17,738
1.303.349 6.454,523 14,792
1,303,349 5.165,965 11,839
1,303,349 3.874,455 8,879
1,303,349 2,579,984 5,912
1,233,833 9,488.064 25,697
1,233.833 8.279,927 22,425
1,233.833 7.068,518 19.144
1,233,833 5.853,829 15,854
1,233.833 4.635,850 12,555
1.233,833 3.414,572 9,248
1.233.833 10.447.986 28,297
1,233,833 9442.450 25.032
1,233.833 8,033,648 21.758
1,233,833 6,821,572 18,475
1,233,833 5,606.214 15,183
1.233,833 4,387,564 11,883
1,360,833 11.296.614 32,948
1,360.833 9,968,729 29,075
1,360,833 8,636,971 25.191
1,360,833 7,301,329 21496

Interest Rate 
Assumption (annual rate 
compounded monthly)

2005 345%
2006 3.50%
2007 4.25%
2008 5.50%
2009 5.50%
2010 5.50%
2011 5.50%
2012
Balance $4327

C
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Levy Cash Flow

Levy Cash Flow

11/1/2009 1,442,917 5,633.537 25,820
12/1/2009 1,442.917 4,216.440 19,325
1/1/2010 8,309,500 1.464,333 11,080,932 50,788
2/1/2010 1,464333 9,667,387 44,309
3/1/2010 1,464333 8.247.362 37,800
4/I/20I0 1,464.333 6,820.829 31,262
5/1/2010 1,464,333 5387.758 24,694
6/1/2010 1,464,333 3.948. U*) 18.096
7/1/2010 8309400 1,464,333 10,811,381 49.552
8/1/2010 1,464.333 9,396,600 43,068
9/1/2010 1,464.333 7.975,334 36,554
I0/I/2OI0 1,464,333 6.547.554 30,010
II/I/20I0 1,464333 5,113.231 23.436
12/I/20I0 1,464.333 3.672,333 16,832
1/1/2011 8309,500 1,486.000 10.512,665 48.183
2/1/2011 1,486.000 9,074.848 41,593
3/1/20II 1,486,000 7.630,441 34,973
4/1/2011 1,486.000 6,179.413 28,322
5/I/20II 1,486.000 4,721,736 21.641
5/1/2011 1,486,000 3.257,377 14.930
7/1/2011 8,310.000 1,486,000 10.096,307 46375
8/1/2011 1,486,000 8.056,581 39,676
9/1/2011 1.486,000 7.210.257 33,047
I0/1/20I1 1,486,000 5,757.304 26,388
11/1/2011 1,486,000 4,297,692 19,698
12/1/2011 1,486,000 2.831390 12,977
I/I/2012 8310,000 981,750 10,172,617 46.624
2/1/2012 981.750 9,237,492 42339
3/1/2012 981.750 8398,080 38,033
4/1/2012 981,750 7,354,363 33,707

19

Interest Rate 
Assumption (annual rate 
compounded monthly)

3
■a: a::.
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Uvy Cash Flow

Levy Cash Flow

5/1/2012
6/1/2012
7/1/2012
8/1/2012
9/1/2012
10/1/2012
n/1/2012
12/1/2012
1/1/2013

Levy Cash Flow

349.000

116,182.000

981,750 6,406,320 29,362

981,750 5,453,933 24,997

981,750 4.846,180 22,212

981,750 3,886,642 17,814

981.750 2,922,705 13,396

981,750 1,954,351 8,957

981,750 981,559 4,499

981,750 4,307 20

118.594.433 2,416,760

118,598.760 2,416,000

4,327
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Attachment 5: Collection Estimates

Amount levied
Amount due (after reduced tax base) 
Amount Collected (See assumption 

on collections of delinquent taxes)

SubU}Ul. amount collected through 2011 
Subtotal, amount collected 2012 to 2017 
Totals

Tax base loss each year 
Delinquency rate 
Delinquency 

collections

annual
2005 2006 2007 2m 2m 2010 2011 collections ‘

16.684 16,684 16,684 16,684 16,684 16.684 16,684 116,7f
16.621 16.621 16,621 16,621 16,621 16,621 16.621 11624
16,272 162:

244 16,272 16,51
58 244 16272 16,5:
41 58 244 16272 ■ff i
4 41 58 244 16272 iSfel i
1 4 41 58 244 16272 16.61
0 1 4 41 58 244 16272 16.6:
0 0 1 4 41 58 244 3^

0 0 1 4 41 58 U
0 0 1 4 41 i

0 0 1 4
0 0 1

0 0
16,620 16,619 16,619 16,614 16,573 16,516 16,272 115.8?

■ 0 1 1 6 47 104 li
16,620 16.620 16,620 16,620 16,620 16,620 16,620 11624

0.38% Reftects 3 year experience (1997 to 1999) of "excess of cancellations over supplements" in tax base. 
2.10% Reflects3yearexperience(1997to 1999)

70.0% Reflects approximate 3 year experience (1997 to 1999) 
55.0%
87.0%
70.0%
37.0%
40.0%
40.0%
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Good afternoon, Coucilmembers. My name is Jeff Clark and 1 am of fte princip^ of
Salmon Bay School, lam appreciativeomeoppoftum.yjo^

17 schools that serve middle school-age public school children m Seattle.

1 want to begin by saying thank you. As Superintendent Manhas ^

and support the learning of our city’s children and their families.

St up in varimis community forums by the late Dr. Ken Sirotmk of the University of 
Washington: “Whose interests are being served?’

of our kidl—if, we work together, as not just a schiwl system,^but as a ^hote ««
LTto be s^^'ssful reaching, educating, and preparing all students for

SS SStinue to support this focus. Additionally, this fixus needs to pmvide 
suppo^proactively, with early intervention and prevention services for a '“"Se 
mfd^e school youth, as the current Middle School Support Program does, m addition to 
the^reactive m^el that would be of benefit to a small number of middle school smdente 
“ve dready dropped out, as proposed by the Mayor’s Office. We need to do both.

Khool to parti^te in extracurriculai and academic



time. With this model, we are making a difference in the elimination of the achic .•emcnt 
gap because certificated teachers who know the students are able to provide the service. 
Strong relationships, understanding of culturally responsive teaching techniques, and 
familiarity with the learning style and academic needs of individual students enables the 
school employees who are cunently running the after school activities to be very 
effective. Compare this to the proposal submitted by the Mayor’s Office, where, I 
believe, after school activities would no longer be run by school staff, with the help of 
commimity organizations, but would be run entirely by community organizations. Not 
only would the logistics be increasingly complex with this shift, but also, educationally, 1 
fail to see how it can possiblv be of benefit to the kids. Just imagine, instead of Katy 
Maynard, grade math teacher at Salmon Bay School, working with her students after 
school as a part of the ASaP program, the students now go to a different site where 
someone else is going to provide them with the same type of educational opportunity? 
Considering this major change as to how services would be provided, I wonder:

What successful model is this idea based on?
What is the student data that has been used to decide that this would improve the 
education and experience of the students?
Whose interests does this serve?

I struggle to see how this new idea could possibly be better for students. I urge you to 
keep the ASAP prograr. based at schools, to continue to have the school stoff, along with 
the help of commimity organizations, plan, coordinate, and provide the needed services, 
and to maintain equal access for all students by continuing to provide transportation. All 
schools welcome and look forward to partnering with any community organization 
willing to help achieve the goal of providing an outstanding education for every child.

Secondly, as someone who has attended every community meeting held regarding the 
creation of the next levy, 1 am absolutely bewildered by the fact that the current levy 
wording eliminates the highly successful Middle School Support Program. I know how 
many community members supported the program during the community meetings, and 
more importantly I know first-hand how this program saves lives, therefore I am 
confused as lO why it is not included in the draft written by the Mayor’s Office. The 
current Middle School Support Program is successful because it is proactive, 
relationship-based, culturally responsive, and structured to accomplish three clear goals:

• Increase the number of middle school shidents who feel supported by adults and positively 
connected to their school.

• Increase 'he number of suff to effectively teach young adolescents and who ate actively 
involved in improving the school environment.

• Increase the number of families who ate actively engaged in their child’s education.

Additionally, the program has demonstrated tremendously positive results when 
considering the collection of data cited in the results section of the maurial provided by 
district staff and in the independent program audit completed by Northwest Regional 
Labs (cite examples). Both of these documents demonstrate the phenomenal difference 
the program has made in the lives and education of middle school youth in Seattle. The

I
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notion that principals spend the money according to their own discretion without any real 
accountability is absolutely and fimdamentally false—the data and audit prove that quite 
the opposite is true. Are the programs and approaches used different at each school?
Yes, and they should be. In the current model, much like the CTC program approach, 
each school community is charged with figuring out the needs of their students. This 
flexibility allows for culturally specific programs to be used and different models to be 
implemented accordingly The idea that the same program needs to be used at every 
school fails to recognize the unique cultural identities and needs of groups of students. 1 
fear this one-size-fits-all idea would actually increase disproportionality instead of 
decreasing it. 1 whole-heartedly urge you to reinstate the Middle School Support 
Program into the upcoming Families and Education Levy, a program based on best 
practices with a proven track record of accountability and success.

In closing, 1 want to once again thank you as the elected leaders of the citizens of Seattle 
for stepping forward to help educate and support all of the children of our city through 
the creation of this levy. If we work together, public education really can be the means 
by which social justice is achieved. 1 believe that if we focus on the needs of kids, 
analyzing their needs at different times of their lives, then the need for inclusion of funds 
for programs like the Middle School Support Program becomes glaringly obvious.

Regardless of the organization or office one works for, the constituents one represents, or 
the professional role one plays in our society, when we, as a group, consider the hurdles 
that adolescent children face every day—collaboratively addressing their needs becomes 
an obligation we all share—-their safety, education, and future is at stake. I implore you 
to help address this need as a part of the next Families and Education levy by continuing 
to include allocations for the resparch-proven strategies and programs that have continued 
to make a huge difference for kids: the Middle School Support Program and the Middle 
School After School Activities Program.

Thank you for your time and for your leadership.



Lin Carlson’s Presentation to City Councii - May 5,2004

I am Lin Carlson, Director of School Services for Seattle Public Schools. School 
Services provides support to schools in addressing barriers to smdent learning. The 
Department programs include health education, health services, family support and 
involvement, counseling and intervention. Communities that Care, middle school 
support, community learning, and the truancy/disciplinary hearings office.

It is encouraging to see that the Mayor is proposing a nearly 50% increase in iuttding for 
the new 7 year Levy ($103 million). Unfortunately, the proposal makes major cuts in 
successful school-based services that are addressing barriers to student learning. I will 
highlight examples of this and explain why it is so important to maintain school-based

Successful School-based family support and family involvement programs will be 
cut by 15% ($2,524,088 to $2,125,000). This includes the anticipated reduction of City 
general funding for the Family Support Worker program. 1 have two examples to share.

One, the Family Support Worker program currently serves over 4,000 families in 70 
elementary and K-8 schools and is helping families access commurrity resources 
throughout the city. Last year, FSWs conducted 2,489 home visits. Twenty percent of 
the families served were bilingual and 80% were families of color. We know the 
program is successful because families served report an increase in their participation in 
formal school activities and in help with their child’s homework.

Two, the Family Partnership Project is involving parents in 22 schools and is based on 
research principles developed by a nationally known expert at Johns Hopkins University. 
Moreover, the Family Partnership Project engages school staff in training around how to 
better create genuine partnerships with parents and families - especially those who are 
traditionally underrepresented. According to several studies, family involvement in 
learning improves student achievement across all economic, racial/ethnic, and 
educational backgrounds. 1

If a Levy goal is to increase student academic achievement, then we recommend that full 
funding to the Family Partnership Project and Family Support Worker Program be 
restored.

The new Levy proposal wU! cut School-based Health Services and Health Education 
by 47% ($845,000 to $445,000). According to a February 2004 City study. Teen 
Health Centers are an important part of Seattle’s health care system.2 The service 
delivery model to students includes community health providers and school nurses. 
However, the staffing of school nurses at 14 SBHC would be reduced from 11 FTE to 7 
FTE. It is hard to imagine how we will maintain quality services when a half-time nurse 
will be expected to cover large comprehensive secondary schools with as many as 1600 
students. In addition, health education, with an emphasis serving a growing bilingual 
student population, will be discontinued.



The school nurses serve as a safety net for all students and are key to the inclusion and 
integration of SBHC in our schools. School nurses provide student health plans, 
medication administration, triage of illness and injury, screenings, e<hication, and 
coordination with parents, staff, community health service providers and the Public 
Health Department,. Among our 47,000 students, 10,000 students have identified health 
concerns, 2,000 students have individual health plans, and over 500 have life threatening 
health conditions. Unfortunately, we are seeing an increase in the number of shidents 
with health concerns. We recommend that funding for 11 FTE nurses be included.

In the Support to Middle School and High School Youth Investment area, the cnt to 
school-based support services is 100%. Jeff Clark has clearly described the importance 
of middle school support program.

The City’s proposal shifts responsibility from the School District to the City for 
educational support services and invoMng community organizations in education. 
We hope the plan will continue to take advantage of school expertise and collaborations 
that the Levy has fostered.

I want to mention five examples of how SPS is successful working with the community.

• The Seattle Public Schools Community Learning Office was established to 
deepen paitnetships between schools and community programs.

• The Office is managing contracts for 15 school-based Community Learning 
Centers of which PEL provides fimding for seven. Positive student outcomes are 
being achieved by the Community Learning Centers.

• We provide training and technical assistance to 80 before and after school 
programs to align their activities with SPS academic standards.

• The School District charges no rent to these community oiganizations which is 
approximately a $500,000 contribution.

• We are partnered with the City on a Seattle Early Reading First Project and 
involving kindergarten teachers, early childhood educators, policy makers and 
community leaders in developing a kindergarten transition model.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you about the Families and Education Levy.

1. Henderson and Mapp, A New Wave of Evidence: The Impact of School. Family, and 
Community Cormections on Student Achievement. National Center for Family & 
Community Connections with Schools, 2002
2. City of Seattle School-Based Health Center Project, Washington Park Consulting, 
February, 2004.
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PH MIDDLE SCHOOL SUPPORT PROGRAM REPORT FORM 
Mercer Middle School

Repoiting Period: September ’03-Jmiuaiy '04 (fust semester) except as noted 
Report Due; on or before Friday, February 27,2004

L OUTPUTS
Number of students served through program strategies with a school wide focus in the first semester, (report 
'/i of the total student enrollment at Mercer).

Number of students receiving individua' zed services, supported by MSSP, in the first semester.
Note*»**23 students received services in I* semester and have continued these services into 2“' semester. 
These smdents are in this count 
n. SCHOOL WIDE OUTCOMES

Mercer’s SPS St>.uent Climate Survey data from 2004 will show positive gains in the following areas when 
compared to the '03 baseline data.

NOTE: I AM WAITING OR THIS INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED PER PREVIOUS 
REQUESTS 2003 Student Climate Survey results.

> I feel safe at school. School(L7) Dislrict(2.8)
> Students have a sense of belonging in this sehool (Students have a sense of belonging in this 

schooL School(2.6) Districl(2.6)

IIL INDIVIDUAIJZED OUTCOMES
Students served throughout the school year, with attendance issues, show improved attendance after 
receiving program services. (In June, submit student ID #'s for analysis of district data) Target: 36%.
Note: the results of this analysis wiU be provided to Mercer in Sept Uave blank for now.

Actual number and % meeting outcome of improved attendance. N/A

Students served throughout the school year, with behavioral issues, show reduced disciplinary actions 
after receiving program services. (In June, submit student ID #'s for analvsis of district data ). Target 25% 
Note: the results of this analysis will be provided to Mcreer in Sept Leave blank for now.

Actual number and % meeting outcome.

Students served, individually or in groups during first semester will report on a survey that they feel more 
connected to school after receiving program services. Due in Feb. Tarret80%

Actual number and % meeting outcome

Number of students surveyed

Students served, individually or in groups during first semester will report on a survey that they feel 
More supported at school after receiving program services. Due in Feb. Target: 80%

Actual number and % meeting outcome. 89%
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'.■s&

&



Number of students surveyed
38

Students served individually or in groups during first semester will have progress ratingiof at least 3 (on 
the point scale) using the MSSP progress rating sheet, indicating some resolution of the barriers and 
conditions impacting student suxess. Due in Feb, Target: 80%

Actual number and % meeting outcome

Number of students assessed
84%

IV. Provide one or two data based examples from successful programs or strategies not funded by MSSP 
that illustrate the alignment and integration of programming at Mercer and represent a ‘‘ripple effect” of 
grant funded activities or programs.

I am the volunteer coordinator for the tutoring/mentoring program that continues to be a great success at
Mercer. This program serves approximately 95 shidents that have academic challenges During the last 
...................................................... iihthe8‘^gra

-------------- ------- ,------umi <u>.v avasM.iiuw MtOUCUKW. L>'lUUIg UIC t
part cf February-April we get additional hxtors to assist 8* grade students with the 8* grade project. 
Through this tutoring partnership .Mercer has benefited from beaTification of our grounds, barbecues for 
families and staff, additional boolu for our library, staff apjneejation luncheon, chess club, and monetary 
donations with a school-wide emphasis.

V. Provide a stewy that illustrates the positive impact of an MSSP funded program or strategy—especially 
as it illustrates ib rt>duciion or elimination of the conditions that are barriers to smdent success.

I have set up weekly class meetings in one of our special education classroom to promote increased 
connectedness (social relations) in the classroom. This idea wus bom out of a consultation session with the 
teacher who was having a lot of difficulty with several of the students being unkind to each other, thus 
creating chaos in the classroom. From these meetings the classroom environment is more friendly anl 
supportive. Some examples of what is taking place in the classroom are as follows:

A clasffoom mission statement has been developed.
Students have signed pledges agreeing to abide by the mission slatcmenUihcsc arc posted in the 
classroom)
Students are giving compliments to each other during circle time.
Students look forward to class meeting time on Fridays.
The class meetings have a theme "word” which is integrated into the "word wall” concept. Class 
meetings implement our literacy focus.

This is heart warming***********A student that did not qxak clearly and rarely interacted in class is now 
speaking clearly. She pays complimenu to students that help her with her work and students praise her for 
^leaking more clearly in class. Students are really bending through this process.

VL Please describe any barriers or issues that have interfered with program implementation or 
administration.

Vn. How have you tried to overcome or address these barriers or issues?
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STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

174843
CITY OF SEATTLE.CLERKS OFFICE

Affidavit of Publication

No. ORDINANCE IN FULL

The undersigned, on oalh slates that he is an authorized representative of The Daily Journal of 
Commerce, a daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general circulation and it is now 
and has been for more than six months prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to. published in 
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle. King County. Washington, and it is now 
and during all of said time was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of publication of this 
newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce was on the 12* day of June. 1941, approved as a legal 
newspaper by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular issues of The Daily 
Journal of Commerce, which was regularly distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. 
The annexed notice, a
CT:121529 0RD IN FULL 
was published on 
7/21/2004

7/21

Subscribed and sworn toAforenwo

Notary public for the Stale of Washington, 
residing in Seattle
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Reddy/Lcc/S Cohen 
04 F&E ballot ordinance 
06/25/04 
(Ver. 131

ORDINANCE

AN ORDNANCE relating to regular property taxes; providing for the submission to th^ualified 
electors of the City at a special election called on September 14,2004, of a proposition 
authorizing the City to levy regular property taxes for up to seven years in ei^ss of the 101% 
limitation and any other limitation on levies in Chapter 84.55 RCW for th^urpose of providing 
City services, including providing Seattle School District public school s^dents, Seanie youth, 
and their families with educational and developmental services; auth^ing the creation of a new 
subfund; creating an oversight committee; and authorizing implemeijtfng agreements.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS

Section 1. Findings. The City Council makes the followm| findings:

a. Providing City services, including the Educa^nal and Developmental Services 

described in Section 5 of this ordinance, is a City purpose.

b. The Educational and Developmental^rvices to be funded with Proceeds are intended 

to support student academic achievement and are si^lemental to the basic education financed by the 

State of Washington and will not displace or re^e state funding for the public schools in the Seattle 

School District.

c. In 1990 and again in 1W, the voters of Seattle approved measures that provided 

funding for educational and developnWhtal services to Seattle's children, youth, and families. These 

programs have proven successful approviding child care and out of school activities for more than 

70.000 children and youth, proi^ing parent education and support services to at least 110,000 families, 

providing academic support ^d intervention to more than 150,000 students, and other critical services 

aimed at keeping Seattle's Aildren and youth safe, healthy, and ready to learn.

d. An uigent need exists to continue the provision of City services, including Educational 

and Developmental ^rvices to be funded with Proceeds of regular property taxes, and its urgency 

requires submissioi/to the qualified electors of The City of Seattle of a proposition authorizing regular 

property tax levids in excess of the levy limitations in Chapter 84.55 RCW, as it now exists or may



Reddy/Lce/S. Cohen 
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06/25/W 
(Ver 13)

hereafter be amended, for up to seven years at a special election to be held in conjunction with the §taTe- 

wide election on September 14,2004.

Section 2. Definitions. As used in this ordinance, the following words when ca^jlmized have 

the following meanings;

a. “City” means The City of Seattle.

b. “Central Administrative Support” means the City’s admii^tration and oversight of the 

expendihire of Proceeds and monitoring the overall effectiveness of th^ducational and Developmental 

Services funded with the Proceeds, and identifying unmet needs fonwture services.

c. “Educational and Developmental Services" mdans the array of programs and activities 

referred to in Section 5, with such modifications as the City jCouncil may from time to time authorize by 

ordinance.

d. “Proceeds” means that portion of r^ular property taxes levied and collected as 

authorized by voter approval pursuant to this orduwce that are above the 101% limit on levies in RCW 

84.55.010, and all interest and other earnings^ereon, all of which shall be deposited in the 2004 

Families and Education Subfund of the Educational and Developmental Services Fund.

e. “Seattle School Distri^” and “School District” mean Seattle School District No. 1.

Section 3. Levy of Regular ^operty Taxes - Submittal. The City hereby submits to the

qualified electors of the City a prt^sition as authorized by RCW 84.55.050 to exceed the limitations on 

regular property taxes contained in Chapter 84.55 RCW, as it now exists or may hereafter be amended, 

for property taxes levied in 2(w4 through 2010 for collection in 2005 through 2011, respectively. In 

addition to funding regular^ity services without reduction in the regular tax levy, this proposition 

would allow raising $11X701,000 in aggregate over a period of up to seven years solely to provide 

Educational and Develdpmcntal Services for Seattle School District students, Seattle youth, and their

is
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families. The proposition shall be limited so that the City shall not levy in any year moiyffian 

$16,243,000 in addition to the maximum amount of regular property taxes it wouW^ve been limited to 

by the 101% limit in RCW 84.55.010 in the absence of voter approval under thjs' ordinance, plus other 

authorized lid lifts. Pursuant to RCW 84.55.050(4), the maximum regulai^operty taxes that may be 

levied in 2011 for collection in 2012 and in later years shall be compi^d as if the levy lid in RCW 

84.55.010 had not been lifted under this ordinance.

Section 4. Application of Proceeds. The Proceeds^ll be deposited in the City Treasury into 

a special 2004 Families and Education Subfund (the "Sujmmd") within the previously established 

Educational and Developmental Services Fund. M^ys in the Subftmd may be temporarily deposited 

or invested in such manner as may be lawful foi^e investment of City money and interest and other 

earnings shall be deposited in the Subfund. The principal Proceeds and any interest or otht r earnings 

from their deposit or investment shall b^pplied solely for Educational and Developmental Services.

Section 5. Educational and |)evclopmcntal Services. Educational and Developmental 

Services funded by Proceeds are^rvices designed to help address the needs of Seattle's public school 

children and Seattle's youth and their families, with the intent of promoting learning, supporting 

academic achievement, anduncreasing access to services, and the administration of those services. 

Initially, Educational ai)d Developmental Services shall be provided through the following eight 

program component!

/1. Preschool and early childhood education. Plan and establish neighborhood-based 

early learning networks in low-income areas of the city that take a systemic approach to helping children 

be ready to sycceed in kindergarten. Major program elements include preschool for low-income four 

year olds; ^cess for low-income families to high quality childcare; school readiness support for children 

in home ^y-care situations, including home visits; and preschool to kindergarten transition services.

1
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2. Family support. Major program elements include school-based family s 

functions for elementary schools.

3. Family involvement services. Major program elements includ^d^ily 

involvement programs.

4. Middle school suonott. Major program elements inckifle school-based mental 

health and social/emotional support counseling and truancy/dropout pr^ntion and intervention during 

school hours. Services in this component should be coordinated wijK services in the out-of-school 

activities and support for high-risk, middle and high school age you h components when possible.

5. Out-of-School activities. Major program elements include academically focused 

after school programs for middle school students, middly^chool athletics, and child care subsidies.

6. Support for high-risk, middle and high school age youth. Major program elements 

include case management services for high-risk^uth.

7. Student health services/Major program elements include school-based student 

health clinics and nursing services at clinid sites.

8. Evaluation. MaiAr program elements include evaluation of the individual 

programs and the overall effects offiducational and Developmental Services funded by Proceeds.

These anticipated program component descriptions are only illustrative examples. In the annual 

City budget or by separate o^inance, the City shall from year-to-year determine the budget and 

allocations among the ei^ program components, add or delete program components or program 

elements within a prora^ component, change the scope of activities or the emphasis, and, within a 

budget year, realloc^ unexpended and unencumbered funds from one program element or program 

component to anomer. Proceeds and appropriations unexpended at the end of any budget year shall 

automatically b/carried over to the next budget year.

. I
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Expenditures from the Subfimd for Central Administrative Support by the City shplf not in any 

budget year exceed a total of five percent of that year's total expenditure authority fawn the Subfund.

Section 6. Oversight Committee. Conditioned upon voter approval i^e ballot proposition 

submitted by this ordinance, there is established an Oversight Committeeyadvise the City Council 

concerning the implementation and evaluation plan called for by Sectjdn 7 and the Partnership 

Agreement called for by Section 9, to review the expenditure of^ceeds, to advise upon expenditures 

and allocations for the following year, and to make recomm^iidations on the implementation of 

particular programs, otn any reallocations of Proceeds, apfl on evaluations.

The Oversight Committee shall consist of t^lve (12) members: the Mayor, the Chair of the 

City Council's Parks, Neighborhoods and Edu^on Comminee or its successor with respect to 

education issues, the Superintendent of th^attle School District, a representative of the Seattle School 

Board, and the balance to include rep^ntation from the diverse constituencies served by and interested 

in ihe projects and programs to be fimded by the Proceeds. The Mayor and the City Council shall 

appoint four members each. T^se eight members shall be appointed to three (3) year staggered terms 

subject to reappointment, e^pt that two of them (one mayoral appointee and one Council appointee) 

shall ba initially appointed for a single year term, three (two mayoral appointees and one Council 

appointee) for a two A) year term, and three (one mayoral appointee and two Council appointees) for a 

three (3) year tern/ Upon the resignation, retirement, death, incapacity or removal of an Oversight 

Committee me/ber, the authority appointing such member may appoint a replacement for the balance 

of the term./All members not appointed by the City Council shall be subject to confirmation by the City 

Council, /ubject to applicable law, an individual serving as an officer, director or trustee of an entity

that receives or competes for fimding under this ordinance, or who has an interest in such an entity, shall
/

m

mr:.
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not thereby be disqualified from serving on the Oversight Committee, but shall fully diselose any sueh 

relationships and shall not vote on any matter in which the interest of sueh entity is direcdy involved.

The Oversight Committee may adopt rules for its own procedures, including 

requirements and the frequency of meetings. The Oversight Committee members shall select a Chair. 

The Oversight Committee wii' make annual reports to the Mayor and City^uneil and will prepare a 

mid-point report to the citizens of Seattle. The Office for Education^11 provide staff and logistical 

support for the Oversight Committee. Members shall serve withdht pay, but may be reimbursed their 

expenses, ineluding payments for child care while attendin^eetings. The Oversight Committee shall 

continue in existence through December 31,2011, an^reafter if so provided by ordinance.

Section 7. Implementation and EvaluatiyPlan. Proceeds may be spent only in aceordance 

with an implementation and evaluation plan (tl/“Plan”) approved by ordinance. The Plan may be 

amended by ordinance.

The Plan will set forth the crite^, measurable outcomes and methodology by which programs 

funded by Proceeds will be selecte^d evaluated. The evaluation methodology will measure both 

individual programs and overall4ffects of the Educational and Developmental Services. The 

achievement of all stated oi^omes will be evaluated and no one component will be determinative of an 

individual program’s eftoiveness or overall effectiveness of the Educational and Developmental 

Services.

Section 8./mplementing Agreements. If this proposition is approved by the voters, the City 

may carry out t^ Educational and Developmental Services with City staff or by agreements with the 

Seattle Scho;H District, with Public Health Seattle-King County, and with such other agencies and 

persons a^ay be appropriate. The Mayor or the Mayor’s designee is authorized to enter into such 

agreements, consistent with Section 9 below. The City will, when solieiting businesses for goods or

u
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services agreements, perform outreach to small, economically disadvantaged businesses, includingHiose 

owned by women and minorities. City agreements with other public entities will encoui^ those 

entities to actively solicit bids for the subcontracting of any goods or services, whe^ch subcontracting 

is required or appropriate, from quahned small businesses, including those ownp^ by women and 

minorities. City agreements with businesses for goods and services and witl/other public entities and 

non-profits will encourage these entities to employ a workforce refie^ of the region s diversity. All 

City agreements for goods and services will require the contractingentities to comply with all then- 

applicable requirements for non-discrimination in employmejrfin federal, state, and City of Seattle laws 

and regulations.

Section 9. City of Seattle/Seattle School Di^ict Partnership Agreement. There shall be a 

Partnership Agreement (“the Paitnership Agreem^t”) developed by the City and the Seattle School 

District in which the roles and responsibiliti^f the City and the School District in developing the 

Implementation and Evaluation Plan, ref^nced in Section 7, and in implementing Educational and 

Developmental Services are establish^ The Partnership Agreement will set forth the parties’ roles and 

responsibilities for achieving the E^ca'ional and Developmental Services' desired outcomes. It will 

outline, in a variety of areas, wa/s in which both the City and the School District will work 

collaboratively toward bener results for children and youth. The Partnership Agreement may cover 

items including, but not liinited to: data sharing necessary to implement program evaluations; standards 

for family support servi^s, facility use, health service operating practices; and evaluating the feasibility 

of developing and impfemeniing a school-readiness measurement system.

The City canihot enter into the Partnership Agreement, or materially amend the Partnership 

Agreement, until t^ Partnership Agreement or the amendment, as the case may be, is approved by the

■A
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Seattle City Council and the Seattle School Board, i’ 'ceeds may be spent on School District programs 

or functions only in accordance with an effective Partners tip Agreement.

Section 10. Reporting. The Director of the Office for Education will pre^d^d submit to the 

City Council and the Mayor annual progress reports on the implementation of^Educational and 

Developmental Services covering each of the program components and thjrictions taken as a result of 

the adopted City of Seattle/School District Partnership Agreement.

Section 11. Election - Ballot Title. The King County lector of Records and Elect s, as ex 

officio super, isor of elections, is hereby requested to condu^ special election, which the nereby

calls pursuant to RCW 84.55.050, to be held in conjunc^ with the state-wide election on September 

14,2004, and to submit to the qualified electors of tl/city the proposition set forth below.

The City Clerk is hereby authorized and^ected not less than forty-five days pnor to September

14,2004, to certily the proposition to the Ki^County Director of Records and Elections in the

following form or as modified by the Cit/kttomey pursuant to RCW 29A.36.070:

/THE CITY OF SEATTLE 
ROPOSITION NUMBER.

teULAR TAX LEVY INCLUDING 
FAMILIES AND EDUCATION

The City of Seattle’s ftoposition _ concerns funding for services, including Educational and 
Developmental Services prcmioting learning.

This proposition/ould fund City services, including preschool, early-childhood education, 
family support, family involvement, middle school support, out-of-school activities, supporting high-nsk
youth, student health,/nd program evaluation, according to Ordinance----- . This vote approves, for up
to seven years, regular property taxes higl’.fi than the limits in Chapter 84.55 RCW, beginning with 2005 
total regular taxes Itoited to $3.19/S 1,000 assessed value. Not more than $16,243,000 per year 
(S113,701,000 totm) can be collected for the Educational and Developmental Services.

Should this levy be approved'.’
Levy,Yfa
Levy, ^0

Those in favor shall vote “Yes;” those opposed shall mark their ballots “No.”

‘a
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Section 12. Ratmcation. Certification of such proposition by the City Clerk to the King County 

Director of Records and Elections in accordance with law prior to the date of such election on 

September 14, 2004, and any other act consistent with the authority and prior to the effective date of this

ordinance, are hereby ratified and confirmed. /

Section 13. Severability. In the event any one or more of the provisjdns of this ordinance shall 

for any reason be held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect any^er provision of this ordinance 

■ the levy of the taxes authorized herein, but this ordinance and th^thority to levy those taxes shall 

be construed and enforced as if such invalid provisions had n^n contained herein; and any provision 

which shall for any reason be held by reason of its extent invalid shall be deemed to be m effect to 

the extent permitted by law.

Section 14. Effective Date. This ordinancyChall take effect and be in force immediately upon 

its approval by the Mayor or, if not approved ^returned by the Mayor within ten (10) days after 

presentation, then on the eleventh (11th) defter its presentation to the Mayor or, if vetoed by the 

Mayor, then immediately after its passa^ over his veto.

Passed by the City Council thi<'___day of________ , 20_, and signed by me in open session

in authentication of its passage this____ day of_________ . 20—.

President of the City Council

Approved by me ftiB___ day of________ , 20_.

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor 

Filed by me th/s___ day of________ , 20_.
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ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to regular property taxes; providing for the submissioiyO the qualified 
electors of the City at a special election called on September 14,2004, of^proposition 
authorizing the City to levy regular property taxes for up to seven yeai^n excess of the 101% 
limitation and any other limitation on levies in Chapter 84.55 RCW Cdr the purpose of providing 
City services, including providing Seattle School District public scKool students, Seattle youth, 
and their families with educational and developmental serviccs^^thorizing the creation of a new 
subfund; creating an oversight committee; and authorizing inmiementing agreements.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLI^OWS:

Section 1. Findings. The City Council makes the fmlowing findings;

a. Providing City services, including th^ducational and Developmental Services 

described in Section 5 of this ordinance, is a City |

b. The Educational and Developmfental Services to be funded with Proceeds are intended 

to support student aeademic achievement and>to supplemental to the basic education financed by the 

State of Washington and will not displace/r reduce state funding for the public schools in the Seattle 

School District.

c. In 1990 and againyfn 1997, the voters of Seattle approved measures that provided 

fimding for educational and developmental serviees to Seattle's children, youth, and faimlies. These 

programs have proven suecess&l at providing child care and out of school activities for mote than 

70,000 children and youth, moviding parent education and support services to at least 110,000 families, 

providing academic suppo^ and intervention .0 more than 150,000 students, and other critieal services 

aimed at keeping Seattle^ children and youth safe, healthy, and ready to learn.

d. An uJgent need exists to continue the provision of City services, including Educational 

and Developmental Services to be funded with Proceeds of regular property taxes, and its urgency 

requires submission to the qualified electors of The City of Seattle of a proposition authorizing regular



•t

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 

11 

12

13

14

15

16

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

Rcddy/Lte^ Cohen 
04 F&E ballot ordinance 
J7/9/04

property tax levies in excess of the levy limitations in Chapter 84.55 RCW, as it now exists oy^ay 

hereafter be amended, for up to seven years at a special election to be held in conjunction^ith the state­

wide election on September 14,2004.

Section 2. Dermitions. As used in this ordinance, the following words^en capitalized have 

the following meanings:

a. “City” means The City of Seattle.

b. “Central Administrative Support” means the Ciro's administration and oversight of the 

expenditure of Proceeds and monitoring the overall effectiven^ of the Educational and Developmental 

Services funded with the Proceeds, and identifying unmet ifceds for future services.

c. “Educational and Developmental Se^ces” means the array of programs and activities 

referred to in Section 5, with such modifications a^e City Council may from time to time authorize by 

ordinance.

d. “Proceeds” means that po^on of regular property taxes levied and collected as 

authorized by voter approval pursuant toinis ordinance that are above the 101% limit on levies m RCW 

84.55.010, and all interest and other ^ings thereon, all of which shall be deposited in the 2004 

Families and Education Subfund o/the Educational and Developmental Services Fund.

e. “Seattle Scbi^l District” and “School District” mean Seattle School District No. 1.

Section 3. Levy of lUgular Property Taxes - Submittal. The City hereby submits to the 

qualified electors of the City a proposition as authorized by RCW 84.55.050 to exceed the limitations on 

regular property taxes contained in Chapter 84.55 RCW, as it now exists or may hereafter be amended, 

for property taxes levied in 2004 through 2010 for collection in 2005 through 2011, respectively. In 

addition to funding regular City services without reduction in the regular tax levy, this proposition

k
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would allow raising $116,788,000 in aggregate over a period of up to seven years solely to pro^ 

Educational and Developmental Services for Seattle School District students, Seattle youth^,^d their 

families. The proposition shall be limited so that the City shall not levy in any year than 

$16,684,000 in addition to the maximum amount of regular property taxes it woul^ave been limited to 

by the 101% limit in RCW 84.55.010 in the absence of voter approval under thj/ordinance, plus other 

authorized lid lifts. Pursuant to RCW 84.55.050(4), the maximum regular nfoperty taxes that may be 

levied in 2011 for colleci.an in 2012 and in later years shall be comput^as if the levy lid in RCW 

84.55.010 had not been lifted under this ordinance.

20

21

22

23

24

Section 4. Application of Proceeds. The Proceeds ^11 be deposited in the City Treasury into 

a special 2004 Families and Education Subfund (the "Su^nd") within the previously established 

Educational and Developmental Services Fund. Mon^s in the Subfund may be temporarily deposited 

or invested m such manner as may be lawful for thfe investment of City money and interest and other 

earnings shall be deposited in the Subfund. Thfe principal Proceeds and any interest or other earnings 

from their deposit or investment shall be aoplied solely for Educational and Developmental Services.

Section 5. Educational and Developmental Services. Educational and Developmental 

Services funded by Proceeds are s/rvices designed to help address the needs of Seattle's public school 

children and Seattle’s youth andtheir families, with the intent of promoting learning, supporting 

academic achievement, and/hicreasing access to services, and the administration of those services. 

Initially, Educational anjrDevelopmental Services shall be provided through the following nine program 

components;

"I
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1. Preschool and early childhood education. Plan and establish neighborhood-based 

early learning networks in low-income areas of the city that take a systemic approach to helping children 

be ready to succeed in kindergarten. Major program elements include preschool for ky-income four 

year olds; access for low-income families to high quality childcare; school readine^support for children 

in home day-care situations, including home visits; a career wage ladder progijdh; and preschool to 

kindergarten transition services.

2. Family suonort. Major program elements inclu^ school-based family support 

functions for elementary schools.

3. Family involvement services. Major p^gram elements include family 

involvement programs.

4. Middle school sunnort. Major Program elements include school-based mental 

health and social/emotional support counseling ayta truancy/dropout prevention and intervention during 

school hours. Services in this component sh^ld be coordinated with services in the out-of-school 

activities and support for high-risk, middl/and high school age youth components when possible.

5. Out-of-School aotivities. Major program elements include academically focused 

afler school programs for middle smool students, middle school athletics, and child care subsidies.

6. Support fm high-risk, middle and high school age youth. Major program elements 

include case management se^ices for high-risk youth.

7. Student health services. Major program elements include school-based student 

health clinics and nursi/g services at clinic sites.
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8. Evaluation. Major program elements include evaluation of the in^idual 

programs in the foregoing components and the overall effects of Educational and D|j<elopmental 

Services funded by Proceeds.

9 .Srhonl crossing guards. Major program elements ipWude school crossing guards. 

These anticipated program component descriptions are only Hlllstrative examples. In the annual 

City budget or by separate ordinance, the City shall from year-^ear determine the budget and 

allocations among the nine program components, add or d^e program components or program 

elements within a program component, change the sc^Df activities or the emphasis, and, within a 

budget year, reallocate unexpended and unenc. rn^d funds from one program element or program 

component to another. Proceeds and appropi^ons unexpended at the end of any budget year shall 

automatically be carried over to the next budget year.

Expenditures from the Subfund or Central Administrative Support by the City shall not in any 

budget year exceed a total of five/fercent of that year’s total expenditure authority from the Subfund.

Section 6. OversIghtCommittee. Conditioned upon voter approval of the ballot proposition 

submitted by this ordin^ce. there is established an Oversight Committee to advise the City Council 

concerning the impleihentation and evaluation plan called for by Section 7 and the Partnership 

Agreement called/for by Section 9, to review the expenditure of Proceeds, to advise upon expenditures 

and allocation^or the following year, and to make recommendations on the implementation of 

particular p^grams, on any reallocations of Proceeds, and on evaluations.

Oversight Committee shall consist of twelve (12) members: the Mayor, the Chair of the 

City Council's Parks, Neighborhoods and Education Committee or its suceessor with respect to
lion issues, the Superintendent of the Seattle School District, a representative of the Seattle School
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Board, and the balance to include representation from the diverse constituencies served by and i^ 

in the projects and programs to be funded by the Proceeds. The Mayor and the City Council/ 

appoii; four members each. Those eight members shall be appointed to three (3) year^ti^ered terms 

subject to reappointment, except that two of them (one mayoral appointee and on^ouncil appointee) 

shall be initially appointed for a single year term, three (two mayoral appoi^s and one Council 

appointee) for a two (.■>.) year term, and three (one mayoral appointee an^o Council appointees) for a 

three (3) year term. Upon the resignation, retirement, death, incaragHy or removal of an Oversight 

Committee member, the authority appointing such member majfappoint a replacement for the balance 

of the term. All members not appointed by the City Coui^shall be subject to confirmation by the City 

Council. Subject to applicable law, an individual sen^ as an officer, director or trustee of an entity 

that receives or competes for funding under this onimance, or who has an interest in such an entity, shall 

not thereby be disqualified from serving on th^versight Committee, but shall fully disclose any such 

relationships and shall not vote on any matt* in which the interest of such entity is direcUy involved. 

Notwithst nding the foregoing, neither the Superintendent of the Seattle School District nor the 

representative of the Seattle School Board shall, because of their relationship with the School District, 

be disqualified from voting on wJmatter in which the interest of the Seattle School District is involved.

The Oversight Commiftee may adopt rules for its own procedures, including quorum 

requirements and the freqtyncy of meetings. The Oversight Committee members shall select a Chair. 

The Oversight Commit!^ will make annual reports to the Mayor and City Council and will prepare a 

mid-point report to thfe citizens of Seattle. The Office for Education shall provide staff and logistical 

support for the Oy/rsight Committee. Members shall serve without pay, but may be reimbursed their 

expenses, incluihng payments for child care while attending meetings. The Oversight Committee shall 

continue in eicistence through December 31,2011, and thereafter if so provided by ordinance.
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Section 7. Implementation and Evaluation Plan. Proceeds may be spent only in accordance 

with an implementation and evaluation plan (the “Plan") approved by ordinance. The Plan m^ 

amended by ordinance.

The Plan will set forth the criteria, measurable outeomes and methodologywhich programs 

funded by Proceeds will be selected and evaluated. The evaluation methodolo^ will measure both 

individual programs and overall effects of the Educational and Developmdntal Services. The 

achievement of all stated outcomes will be evaluated and no one coijtponent will be determinative of an 

individual program's effectiveness or o\ erall effectiveness of the Educational and Developmental 

Services.

Section 8. Implementing Agreements. If tftis proposition is approved by the voters, the City 

may carry out the Educational and Developmet)tal Services with City staff or by agreements with the 

Seattle School District, with Public Health^attle-King County, and with such other agencies and 

persons as may be appropriate. The hwor or the Mayor’s designee is authorized to enter into such 

agreements, consistent with Section^ below. The City will, when soliciting businesses for goods or 

serviees agreements, perform oiftFeach to small, economically disadvantaged businesses, including those 

owned by women and miimrities. City agreements with other public entities will encourage those 

entities to actively solii^t bids for the subcontracting of any goods or services, when such subcontfacting 

is required or appafpriate, from qualified small businesses, including those owned by women and 

minorities. City agreements with businesses for goods and services and with other public entities and 

non-proftymll encourage these entities to employ a workforce reflective of the region’s diversity. All 

City aafeements for goods and services will require the contracting entities to comply with all then-

’Vi
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applicable requirements for non-discrimination in employment in federal, state, and City of Seattle laws 

and regulations.

Section 9. City of Seattic/Seattle School District Partnership Agreemen|/There shall be a 

Partnership Agreement (“the Partnership Agreement”) developed by the City af<a the Seattle School 

District in which the roles and responsibilities of the City and the School District in developing the 

Implementation and Evaluation Plan, referenced in Section 7, and in implementing Educational and 

Developmental Services are established. The Partnership Agreement “t forth the parties’ roles and 

responsibilities for achieving the Educational and Developm^tal Services' desired outcomes. It will 

outline, in a variety of areas, ways in which both the Cit^nd the School District will work 

collaboratively toward better results for children an^outh. The Partnership Agreement may cover 

items including, but not limited to: data sharing necessary to implement program evaluations; standards 

for family support services, facility use, health service operating practices; and evaluating the feasibility 

of developing and implementing a scho^readiness measurement system.

The City can not enter into the Partnership Agreement, or materially amend the Parmership 

Agreement, until the Partnershi[^greement or the amendment, as the case may be, is approved by the 

Seattle City Council and the battle School Board. Proceeds may be spent on School District programs 

or functions only in accordwee with an effective Partnership Agreement.

Section 10. Importing. The Director of the Office for Education will prepare and submit to the

City Council and the Mayor annual progress reports on the implementation of the Educational and

Developmental Services covering each of the program components and the actions taken as a result of 

the adopted City of Seattle/School District Partnership Agreement.
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Section II. Election - Ballot Title. The King County Director of Records and Electij) 

officio supervisor of elections, is hereby requested to conduct a special election, which t)ie City hereby 

calls pursuant to RCW 84.55.050, to be held in conjunction with the state-wide el^on on September 

14,2004, and to submit to the qualified electors of the City the proposition s^orth below.

The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed not less than fojty-five days pnor to September 

14,2004, to cepiiy the proposition to the King County Director of Records and Elections in the 

following form or as modified by the City Attorney pursuant t^CW 29A.36.070;

THE CITY OF SE^LE 
PROPOSITION NUMBER 

REGULAR TAX LE INCLUDING 
FAMILIES An/eDUCATION

The City of Seattle’s Proposition _ con^s funding services, including Educational and 
Developmental Services supporting academic^hievement.

This proposition would fund City s^vices, including preschool, early-childhood education, 
family support, family involvement, mid^e-school support, out-of-school activities, supporting high- 
risk youth, student health, program ev^ation, and school-crossing guards, per Ordinance. Thisnsk yomn, stuaem neaiin, program evyuauua, auu --------—57 —
vote approves, for up to seven years,^gular property taxes higher than the limits in Chapter 84.55 
RCW, beginning with 2005 total re^lar taxes limited to $3.20/Sl,000 assessed value. Not more than 
$16,684,000 per year ($116,788,^ total) can be collected for the Educational and Developmental 
Services.

Should this levy be a^roved? 
Levy, Yes 
Levy, No

Those in favor Aall vote “Yes;” 'hose opposed shall mark their ballots “No.”

Section 12. yatificalion. Certification of such proposition by the City Clerk to the King County 

Director of Recoct and Elections in accordance with law prior to the date of such election on 

September 14, M04, and any other act consistent with the authority and prior to the effective date of this 

ordinance, are hereby ratified and confirmed.
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Section 13. Severability. In the event any one or more of the provisions of this ordin^e shall 

for any reason be held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect any other prov ision o^is ordinance 

the levy of the taxes authorized herein, but this ordinance and the authority to lej(/*ose taxes shall 

be construed and enforced as if such invalid provisions had not been contain^erein; and any provision 

which shall for any reason be held by reason of its extent to be invalid shjdl be deemed to be in effect to 

the extent permitted by law.

Section 14. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take^ect and be in force immediately upon 

its approval by the Mayor or, if not approved and retume^y the Mayor within ten (10) days after 

presentation, then on the eleventh (11th) day after its^sentation to the Mayor or, if vetoed by the 

Mayor, then immediately after its passage over hi^cto.

Passed by the City Council the___ )f____________. 20_, and signed by me in open session

in authentication of its passage this____ ^y of-------------- , 20 _.

Approved by me this _

President____

iy of________, 20_.

_of the City Council

Filed by me this_/ day of _

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor 

___,20_.

(Seal)
City Clerk

i
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an ordinance relating to regular property taxes; providing for the submi^n to the 
qualified electors of the City at a special election called on Septembeyf4,2004, of a 
proposition authorizing the City to levy regular property taxes for u/to seven yearem 
excess of the 101% limitation and any other limitation on levies h/Chapter 84.55 RCW 
for the purpose of providing City services, including providin^eatlle School Distnct 
public school students, Seattle youth, and their families with^ucational and 
developmental services; authorizing the creation of a new s^iftmd; creating an oversight 
committee; and authorizing implementing agreements. /

' . i

• Summary of the Legislation:

This legislation would place on the ballot a renewal o0(he 1990 and 1997 Families and 
Education Levies. The proposal is a $116.8 million/ackage that focuses resources on early 
learning, family support, family involvement, out/school time, middle ^hool support 
serv'ices support for middle- and high-school-agyyouth who are at nsk of dropping out, student 
health services and school crossing guards. Pr^ram areas are tied to improving the chances of 
academic success for children. There are spe/fic goals for evaluation and accountability. The 
overall goal is io give every child and everwamily a chance for success in school.

The Families and Education Levy propi^l would focus resources in the areas where ihe City of 
Seattle can have the most positive effe/on improving and supporting student academic success. 
Educational afll Developmental Serv/es (EDS), funded by Proceeds, are services designed to 
help address the needs of Seattle's p4lic school children and Seattle’s youth and families, with 
the intt/1 of promoting learning, s/pporting academic achievement, increasing access to services 
and the administration of those s/vices. Initially, EOS would be provided tnrough 9 program 
components.

These anticipated progran/omponent descriptions are only illustrative examples. In the annual 
Citv budget or by separali ordinance, the City shall from year-to-year determine the budget and 
allocations among the i^e program components, add or delete program components or program 
elements within a pro,^m component, change the scope of activities or the emphasis, and, 
within a budget yea/reallocate unexpended and unencumbered funds from one program element
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or program component to another. Proceeds and appropriations unexpended at the end ^ any 
budget year shall automatically be carried over to the next budget year.

1. Preschool and Early Childhood Education - $3,952,069

• Plan and establish neighborhood-based early learning networks in low-income 
areas of the city that take a systemic approach to helping i^ldren be ready to 
succeed in kindergarten.

• Major program elements include preschool for low^come four year olds, access 
for low-income families to high-quality childcare/school readiness support of 
children in home day-care situations, includin^ome visits; a career wage ladder 
program; and preschool to kindergarten tran^ion services.

• $3,003,000 for preschool w/1/2 day childd^ for 4 yr olds (350 children). Initial 
funding is anticipated for 350 childreiynving at 110-300% of fpl, to participate in 
the preschool/childcare program for^ur year olds. Increasi .g the allocation to 
the preschool/childcare program t^crease the number of participating children 
to 400 four year olds shall be a priority for any reallocation of unexpended and 
unencumbered levy funds.

• $ 125,000 for Parent Child h^me visits.

$74,000 for preschool/ Wndergarten transition.

$279,254 for prograr/management (8%)

$250,000 for supp(5rting childcare quality (ages 0-3)

$213,000 for c/feer wage ladder program

2. Family Support - /2330,248

Major program elements include school-based family support functions for 
element^ schools.

$2,3TO,248 for 50 FTE family support workers plus annual inflation adjustment. 
(Iiyludes 7% program management)

3. Famllylnvolvement - $500,000

' Major program elements include family involvement projects.

$500,000 allocated as follows: $250,000 to continue the school-based Family 
Partnership progr- m and $250,000 to community-based organizations, chosen 
through RFP. (Includes 10% program management)

aI Middle School Support - $1,000,000 (including program management)
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• Major program elements include school-based mental health and social/emotional 
support counseling and truancy/dropout prevention during school hoursyServices 
in this component should be coordinated with services in the out-of-s^ol 
activities and support for high-risk, middle and high school age youjK components

• Middle school support program funds shall include:
a) Directly involving school/community team members in ulentification of

specific local barriers to learning and in selection of amfropriate programs to 
address these barriers; /

b) Implementing tested and effective programs that address local barriers to
learning and have a proven track record of: re^’ing truancy, drop-out, 
delinquency, substance abuse, or violent behavior; or of improving student 
behavior; and /

c) Allocation for personnel to provide traipmg and technical assistance to create 
and empower teams of middle schoo)/&d community stakeholders to develop 
and implement action plans to red^e the most prevalent risk factors and 
elevated barriers to learning in tjie local youth population.

5. Out-of-School Time - $3,100,000

Major program elements incjdde academically focused after school programs for 
middle school students, middle school athletics and childcare subsidies.

$2,520,000 for Partnerahip for Student Success (PSS).

• $330,000 for afte^hool activities.

• $250,000 for p^^m managemei (8%)

6. Support for High-FUsk Middle and High School Youth - $1,195,700

Major program elements include case management services for high-risk youth. 
Stralems may include school-based prevention and early intervention for truancy 
prevrfition, skill-building services to address student truancy and to reduce other 

tiers to learning, such as, discipline, mental health and substance abuse issues.
: strategies should not unnecessarily take resources away from case 

nagement services.

$1,100,000 for case management. 
$95,700 for program management (8%) 

' Student Health Services - $3,650,259

Major program elements include school-based student health clinics and nursing 
services at clinic sites.

$2,605,000 for school-based health clinics.
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$699,300 for 11 FTE school nurses.

• $345,973 program management (10%)

8. Evaluation - $200,000
Major program elements include evaluation of the individu^ 
overall effects of Educational and Developmental Services M

I and the 
ded by Proceeds.

9, School Crossing Guards - $513,900.

Major program elements include school crossing (
funded for three and a hal f years. '

. This program element is

10. Central Levy Administration - $500,000

• Capped at 5%.
11. Program Administration - Overall progi;^ management is budgeted at 8%.

12. Oversight Committee

• Establishes an Oversight Cwnniiltce.

Advises City Council oiylmplementation and Evaluation Plan, Partnership 
Agreement, review e.xp^nditure of Proceeds, advise on expenditures ^d 
allocations, make re^mmendations on program implementation, reallocaUon ot 
Proceeds, and evaWations.

12 members: N^or, School Superintendent. Chair of Council Education 
Committee, Siffiool Board member, 8 representatives of constituencies serv^ by 
and interesuM in projects and programs funded by proceeds. The Mayor and the 
Council 9Kh appoint 4 members and all are confirmed by Council.

• Mem^rs serve 3-year staggered terms.

Mofabets serve without pay, but may be reimbursed their expenses including 
l^^ent for childcare during meetings.

Consistent with applicable law, members who hold a position or have an interest 
in an entity receiving EDS Proceeds may serve on the committee *>ut must 
disclose any such relationships and shall not vote on any matter in which the 
interest of the entity is directly involved. This provision does not apply to the 
Superintendent of the Seattle School District or the representative of the Seattle 
School Board.

Committee will select a Chair and may adopt procedural rules.

O!
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• Committee will make annual reports to Mayor and Council and a mid-p(^ report 
to Seattle citizens.

• City Ofiice for Education will staff the committee.

• Comminee to exist through December 2011 unless continuej^y ordinance.

13. Implementation and Evaluation Plan

• Proceeds may be spent only in accordance with an hlfplementa.ion and 
Evaluation Plan (Plan) approved by ordinance.

• Plan may be amended by ordinance.

• Plan will set forth criteria, measurable outcomes and methodology by which 
programs will be selected and evaluat^ Evaluation methodology will measure 
both individual programs and overajl^ffects of EDS.

• The achievement of all stated o^omes will be evaluated and no one component 
will be determinative of an iiyiividual program’s effectiveness or overall 
effectiveness of the EDS.

• Program selection shoulfl be informed by data on the specific needs of each 
population intended^be served. These data may include student surveys and 
local assessments identifying risk and protective factors, parent survey data, and 
school district sMent data. Program selection criteria should include, but not be 
limited to, be^ractices, research-based tested and effective programs, financial 
feasibility, ^tural competency, and necessary program adjustments to meet the 
needs of p;(rticular populations. Student surveys also will be conducted eveiy two 
years to^certain the effects of levy-funded programs on student behavior, 
achiewdment and overcoming barriers to learning.

14. Implementing Agreements

EDS may be implemented by City Staff, or by agreement by other entities.
' Mayor is authorized to enter into Implementing Agreements. City will outreach 
to small, economically disadvantaged businesses, including those owned by 
women and minorities, and City agreements will encourage entities to employ a 
workforce reflective of the region’s diversity.

is. City of Seattle/Seattle School District Partnership Agreement

The City and Seattle School District will develop a Partnership Agreement 
establishing the roles and responsibilities of the parties in developing the 
Implementation and Evaluation Plan, in implementing the EDS and achieving the 
desired outcomes.
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• The Agreement may cover items including, but not limited to, data sharing 
necessary to implement program evaluations; standards for family support 
services, facility use, health service operating practices; and evaluatingthe 
feasibility of developing am! implen : anting a school-readiness measurement 
system. A school-readiness n, •■liuiement is important to assess the effectiveness 
of the preschool program. It is Council’s intent and expectation that an 
appropriate school student readiness measurement be developed and 
implemented.

• The City Council and School Board must approve the Agreement, and any 
amendments. Proceeds may be spent on School District programs or functions 
only in accordance with the Agreement.

16. Reporting

• The Director of Office of Education will submit an annual progress report to the 
Council and Mayor on the implementation of the programs and the actions taken 
as a result of the Partnership Agreement.

m

* Background: (Include brief description of the purpose and context of legislation and include 
record ofprevious legislation and funding history, if applicable):

In April 1990, then-Mayor Norm Rice convened an education summit to recognize the City's role 
in supporting students outside the classroom. Participants recommended a special emphasis on 
services that ensured children and youth are safe, healthy, and ready to learn. In the fall of 1990, 
Seattle voters passed the first Seattje Families and Education Levy, which raised S69.2 million 
over seven years. Programs and ^rvices funded by the first Families and Education Levy 
included: /

• Early childhood developnteht;
• School-based student/family services;
• Comprehensive student health services; and
• Out-of-school-time activities.

In 1997, Seattle vot^ renewed their commitment to strengthening schools, families, and 
communities by approving a second seven-year, S69-million Families and Education Levy. The 
1997 Lev7 inve^d in the same key areas with a greater emphasis on supporting middle school 
students.

The 2002 ^d 2003 State of Children and Youth in Seattle reports show that Seattle’s children 
and youtlyare not doing equally well. The data from both years show unacceptable 
dispropmionality in educational outcomes for children and youth by race, income and across 

phic areas of the city. Youth of color and youth living in poverty are overwhelmingly in 
SoutKeast and Southwest Seattle. These are also the areas of the city showing higher
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concentrations of unexcused absences and failure to meet Washington Assessment of Student 
Learning standards (WASL).

In 1993, the Legislature passed the education reform law, which mandated acaderni^ standards 
and statewide assessments, including the WASL. The class of 2008 must pass the WASL in 
2006 in order to graduate from high school. The federal No Child Left Behind/Act further 
requires all students to meet state standards and for schools to reduce dispr^rtionality in test 
scores.

Economic success in life is correlated to the number of years a child 5 
support Seattle’s children so they can succeed in school has clearlW

fends school. The need to 
cn demonstrated.

Please check one of the following:

This legislation does not have any financial inuilications. (Slop here and delete the 
remainder of this document prior to saving aiuyprinling.)

X This legislation has financial implication^ (Please complete all relevant sections that
follow.)

...<f

-

Appropriations: This table should reflect appropriations that are a direct result of this 
legislation. In the event that the project/pmgrams associated with this ordinance have 
appropriations that were, or will be, recefed because ofprevious or future legislation or budget 
actions, please provide details in the Nales section below.

Fund Name and 
Number

Departme^ Budget Control 
Level*

2004
Appropriation

2005 Anticipated 
Appropriation

/
TOTAL /

*See budget book to obtain iM appropriate Budget Controi Level for your department.

Notes: This legislation f>es not appropriate funds to specific City departments. This 
legislation would place A>n the September, 2004 ballot a SI 16.8 million renewal of the Families 
and Education Levy. Should the ballot measure pass, the Executive will present an 
hnplementation andjevaluation plan for Council approval by ordinance.
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Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement: ResuUine From This Leeislation: This table should
reflect revenues/reimbursements that are a direct result of this legislation. In the event tflat the 
issues/projects associated with this ordinance/resolution have revenues or reimbursen/ents that 
were, or will be. received because ofprevious or future legislation or budget actiond: please 
provide details in the Notes section below the table.

Note: This table assumes a 99 percent collection rate. The interest rate is based on the 
average Seattle CPI. /
Total Reeiilar Positions Created Or Ahroeated Thibueh This Leeislation. Including FTE 
Impact: This table should only reflect the actual/umber of positions created by this legislation. 
In the event that positions have been, or will by created as a result ofprevious or future 
legislation or budget actions, please provide/etails in the Notes section below the table.

Position Title and 
Department*

Fund
Name

Part- 
Time/ 

Full Time

2004
Position

s

2004
FTE

2005
Positions**

2005
FTE**

N/a, see note /
y

TOTAL /
• List each position separated 
•• 2005 positions and FTE are total 2005 position changes resulting from this legislation, not 
incremental changes. The/tfore. under 2005. please be sure to include any continuing positions 
from 2004

Notes: the implementation process mentioned above will determine Positions.

• Do Dositirfns sunset <:n the future? (If yes. identify sunset date): 
N/a

:f
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*!nendin9/Cash Flow: This table should be completed only in those cases where part or all c 
the funds authorized by this legislation will be spent in a different year than when they wer^ 
appropriated (e.g., as in the case of certain grants and capital projects). Details surrourlding 
spending that will occur in future years should be provided in the Notes section beloj/the table.

SEE ATTACHED TABLE-Ed Levy Summary

* See budget book to obtain the appropriate Budget Control Level for your c

Notes:

What is the financial cost of not implementing the lepl»fation? (Estimate the costs to the 
Citv of not implementing the legislation, including estn/ated costs to maintain or expand an 
existing  facility or the cost avoidance due to replac^ent of an existing facility, potential 
conflicts with regulatory requirements, or other ^ential costs if the legislation is not 
implemented.)

The 2002 and 2003 State of Children and Youth in Seattle reports show that Seattle’s children 
and youth are not doing equally well. The^a from both years show unacceptable 
disproportionality in educational outcon^for children and youth by race, income and across 
geographic areas of the city. Youth oCeolor and youth living in poverty are overwhelmingly in 
Southeast and Southwest Seattle. Thdse are also the areas of the city showing higher 
concentrations of unexcused absendes and failure to meet Washington Assessment of Student 
Learning standards (WASL).

Economic success in life iyforrelated to the number of years a child attends school. The need to 
support Seattle’s childreiyso they can succeed in school has clearly been demonstrated.

What are the poMible alternatives to the legislation that could achieve the same or 
similar ohiecti<es? (Include any potential alternatives to the proposed legislation, such as 
reducing fee^upported activities, identifying outside funding sources for fee-supported 
activitics./tc.)

The altemafive is to fund these program areas through other than City funding.

Is the legislation subject to public hearing requirements: (Ifyes, what public hearings 
ha/e been held to date, and/or what plans are in place to hold a public hearing(s) in the 
f/ture.)

Th^evelopment of this proposal began with the Levy Oversight Committee (LOC), which is a 
ioVen-member panel serving three-year terms, established by ordinance to advise the Mayor and 
pty Council on levy spending and policy.

' The LOC drafted a policy framework for renewal of the levy, which was developed with expert 
and community input. It outlined the goals of the levy, the role of the City of Seattle in
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education and the recommended areas in which the Levy could invest (called “strategic t 
investment.”)

The City’s Office for Education then conducted a process to help the LOC refine^e framework. 
Input from community meetings, expert panels and a community survey (transited into multiple 
languages) all contributed to the final framework.

After the LOC adopted its policy framework. Mayor Nickels convencjfa Citizens’ Advisoiy 
Committee (CAC) to advise the LOC by recommending services iiywhieh the new Levy should 
invest. The 42-member CAC engaged more than 2,500 people indts decision-making.

The LOC took the CAC’s recommendations seriously and, difough a set of work sessions over 
the course of 5 months, came to agreement on a reeommeptlation to the Mayor. The Mayor’s 
proposal follows the LOC’s and CAC’s recommendatiorls.

The City Couneil has held eight Committee of the^ole meetings and a public hearing on this 
legislation. Over 100 eitizens who came to exprefe their ideas and concerns on strategies that 
would effectively support student academic a5Hievement, attended the public hearing.

Other Issues {including long-term implications of the legislation):

Please list attachment^o the fiscal note below:
1. Ed Levy Sumftary
2. Cost per htuheowner
3. Investmem Areas
4. InterestAate Calculation
5. Collec/ion Estimates

4
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education and the recommended areas in which the Levy could invest (called “strategic areas of 
investment.”)

The City’s Office for Education then conducted a process to help the LOC refine the framework. 
Input from community meetings, expert panels and a community survey (translated into multiple 
languages) all contributed to the final fiamework.

After the LOC adopted its policy framework. Mayor Nickels convened a Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee (CAC) to advise the LOC by lecommending services in which the new Levy should 
invest. The 42-member CAC engaged more than 2,500 people in its decision-making.

The LOC took the CAC’s recommendations seriously and, through a set of work sessions over 
the course of 5 months, came to agreement on a recommendation to the Mayor. The Mayor’s 
proposal, follows the LOC’s and CAC’s recommendations.

The City Council has held eight Committee of the Whole meetings and a public hearing on this 
legislation. Over 100 citizens who came to express their ideas and concerns on strategies that 
would effectively support student’s academic achievement, attended the public hearing.

Other Issues (including long-term implications of the legislation):

Please list attachments to the fiscal note heitnur
1. Ed Levy Summary
2. Cost per homeowner
3. Investment Areas
4. Interest Kale Calculation
5. Collection Estimates
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Aftachmeitt-li^d Levy Summary
Projected Expeodittti<e$ for seven year le>y 
EXPENDITURES I

\

Investment Area 200^Budnt 2006 Budget 2007 Budget 2008 Budget 2009 Budget 2010 Budget 2011 Budget 2012 Budget Total
Early Learning Networks SI.242.109\ $2,594,788 $3,310,118 $4,025,554 $4,085,937 $4,147,226 $4,209,435 $2,518,341 $26,134,000
Middle School Support S330.000 ■^.015.000 $1,030,225 $1,045,678 $1,061,364 $1,077,284 $1,093,443 $743,596 $7,397,000
Out of School Time S747.426 $2,084,261 $2,743,582 $3,146,500 $3,193,698 $3,241,603 $3,290,227 $2,237,519 $20,685,000
Middle & High School Youth S400.500 $1,231,840 $1,250,318 $1,269,072 $1,288,108 $1,307,430 $1,327,042 $902,455 $8,977,000
Student Health Services SI.232.097 $3,789,631 \ $3,846,475 $3,904,173 $3,962,735 $4,022,176 $4,082,509 $2,776,310 $27,616,000
Familv Support $768,982 $2,365,202 ^.400.680 $2,436,690 $2,473,240 $2,510,339 $2,547,994 $1,732,763 $17336.000
Family Involvement $161,420 $496,487 $503,935 $511,494 $519,166 $526,953 $534,858 $363,730 $3,618,000
School Crossing Guards $513,900 $521,609 $529.433\ $268,687 so $0 so $0 $1,834,000
Levy Administration $165,000 $507,500 $515,113 \ $522,839 $530,682 $538,642 $540,722 $371,798 $3,698,000
Evaluation $66,000 $200,000 $200,000 ^KpO.OOO $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $134,000 $1,400,000
Total Expenditures $5,627,000 $14,806,000 $16,330,000 S17.35L.000 $17,315,000 $17,572,000 $17,832,000 $11,781,000 $118,595,000

REVENUES 1 2 3 4\ 5 6 7 8
200S6udaet 2006B Jdoet 2007 Budont 2008Biid(int Nads BudoM 2010 Budget 2011 Budont 2012 Budget Total

Levy Legal Allocation (per 
Ordinance)

$16,684,000 $16.68^-,000 $16,684,000 $16,684,000 S16.%84^ $16,684,000 $16,684,000 $0 $116,788,000

Estimated property taxes to be 
collected

$16,272,000 $16,516,000 $16,573,000 $16,614,000 $16.619.000\ $16,619,000 $16,620,000 $349,000 $116,182,000

Investment Earnings Net $77,000 $226,000 $283,000 $345,000 $429,000 $>96,000 $393,000 $67,000 $2,416,000
Total Revenues $16,349,000 $16,742,000 $16,856,000 $16,959,000 $17,048,000 $I7,2$5,000 17,013,000 $416,000 $118398,000

FUND BALANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6\ 7 8

2005 Budget 2006 Budget 2007 Budget 2008 Budget 2009 Budget 2010 Budeci ^^2011 Budget 2012 Budget Total
Total Revenues $16,349,000 $16,742,000 SI 6.856.000 $16,959,000 $17,048,000 $17,215,000 SH0I3.000 $416,000 $118,598,000
Total Expenditures ($5,627,000) ($14,806,000) ($16,330,000) ($17,331,000) ($17^15,000) ($17,572,000) (17.852.000) ($11.781.000) ($118,594,000)
Excess of Revenues over 
Expenditures

$10,722,000 $1,936,000 $526,000 -$372,000 -$267,000 -$357,000 -819,Oo6\. -$11,365,000 $4,000

Difference in Summit \
Year Ending Fund Balance $10,722,000 $12,658,000 $13,184,000 $12,812,000 $12345,000 $12,188,000 $11369,000 $4;Q00 $4,000

Expenditure Assumptions
1. Early Learning spends 44% of half of one year of annualized costs in 2005; 60% in 2006; 80% in 2007
2. OST • existing services are fully funded in 2005. new serv ices are funded at 33% of annualized cost in 2005 and 60% in 2006 and 85% in 2007
3. Middle & Hi^ School assumes funding an existing program for three months of 2005. funded by the past levy (33% of total in 2005)
4. Health assumes on-going program of which four months of2005 will be funded by past levy; this assumes 33%; S200K in 2005 and SIOOK in 2006 is added to the new levy amount in order 
to start the clinics out at the past levy levels.

Autho
Datet
Name
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Attachinehtj: Cost per Homeowner
Total Levy Amt 1116,788,000

Tax Year
Assessed Value 

___ ^timate
AV GrowtlT' 
Assumption

Average Annual Amount Colleeted 
at 7 years 

$16,684,000
Annual cost to owner of avg priced 

Rate home
at 7 yrs

2004 83,269,907,982

2005 $87,017,053,841 1.045 ^n$0.19
2006 $90,932,821,264 1.045

2007 $95,024,798,221 1.045 $0.18
2008 $99,300,914,141 1.045 $0.17
2009 $103,769,455,277 1.045 $0.16
2010 $108,439,080,765 1.045 SO. 15
2011 $113,318,839,399 1.045 $0.15
2012 $118,418,187, 1.045

2013 $123,747,005,5»j 1.045

2014 $129,315,620,847 1.045

at7yts

Annual cost to owner ofmg priced home

Total amount per household for the life of the levy 
Average per year over the life of the levy

Estimate

Median
Value

$346,080
$356,462
$367,156
$378,171
$389,516
$40132
$413,238
$425,635
$438,404
$451,556
$465,103

$458
$65
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Attacbroent 3: Inveitment Areas
Strate^c
Areas

Early
LcaraiBg

FamHy
SopportA
iDvolveraeat

Middle
School
Support

Program

Comprehensive Child 
Care (subsidies)

Preschool for four year 
olds
Sui^rting Child Care 
quality (ages 0-5) 
Parent/child home visits

Preschool/K transition 
Career wage ladder 
Program management
SubtoUl Eariy 
Learning
Family Support Workers

Family Involvement 
Strategies
Family Support C mtcrs 
Family Partnerships 
Immigrant/Refugee 
Family Support 
First Place Counseling
Subtotal Family 
Support
Middle School Support

Subtotal Middle School

2(H)4GF
aUtKilion

09^^05

1.040.140

Li60,045

U80.927

457.689

239.839

0
24)78,455

2004 Ed 
Levy 
Adopted 
Budget

915.424

438.869

1,354,293

1.058.484

813,793
348.906
30.158

62.905
2414J46

1,103,760

GF
RecommendaH 
onsfor 2005

1.035,329

1,035329

U71.482
0
269,997

1341,479

Ed Lew
Fun
Annual

480328

2330.588

250.000

125.000

74.000 
2793^
3,952,069

2330.248

499,950

0
0
0

2330,198

Net
difTercnce 
for GF

915,424

0

(1.040.140)

0

0

0
n24,716)

.380:9^

813.793
0
30.158

(536,976)

Net
difTerence 
for Ed 
Levy

(435.196)

2.530,588

(188.869)

125.000

74.000
213.000 
279354
2397,776

1371,764

(62.905)
16,002

(103,760)

(103,760)

Current 
investment 
(GF & Ed
U^7)

1.035329

0

1,479.009

0

0

0
2314338

2.439.411

1371.482
^>4^906
269^97

62.905 N
4392,701

1,103.760

1,103,760

Proposed
investment
(GF&Ed
Levy)

1315357

2330388

250.000

125.000

74.000
213.000 
279354
4,987398

2.330348

499,950

1371,482
0
269,997

^3^77

1.000,0(jbs^

1,000,000

Difference 
between 
proposed 
and current 
investmenla

480328 

2330388^ 
(1329,009)

125.000

74.000 
279354
2,473360

(109.163)

499.950

(348.906)
0

(62.905)
(21,024)

(103,760)

(103,760K



Author's Same: Reddy/t^
Date (Hard-Coded): June 26. 2004 
Name of Companion Ugislation:04 F&E ba. 
Version tt: 14

Strategfr\^
Areas

Program 2(HM GF 2004 Fd GF Ed Uvy Net Net Current Proposed Difference
allocation Levy Recommendati Full difference difference investment investment between

Adopted oiu for 2005 Annual forGF for Ed (GF & Ed (GF&Ed proposed
Budget Expenditu

re
Levy Uvy) Levy) and current 

investmenta

OST After School Activities '' UI0.163 330.000 0 (880,163) I.210.I63 330.000 (880.163)

Community 49.500\s 295.150 1.470,000 (49300) 1,174,850 344.650 1.470.000 1.125.350
Leanting/i^S (middle c
school)
Community
Leaming/PSS

850.000 0 850,000 0 850,000 850.000

(elementary school) 
PSS Extra Costs 200,000 200.000 200.000

School Age Care 
subsidies (5*12 years

191.437 632.536 623,973 ^. 432.536 (632.536) 823,973 623,973 (200,000)

old)
Summer scholarships 118.362 179.042 o\^ (118362) (179,042) 297,404 0 (297.404)

Program manageiiKnt 250.000\ C 250,000 0 250.000 250.000

Subtotal OST 359J99 2316.891 623.973 3.100.000 '264,674 783.109 2.676.190 3.723.973 1,047,783

High Risk 
MMdle& 
High School

Youth Development 
Svcs

849.231 69.911 0 (849^50 (69.911) 919,142 0 (919.142)

Youth
484.909 807.743 0 1.195.700 (484.909) 387>57 1392.652 1.195,700 (96.952) g

Management
Youth Emplo>'ment UI3.503 0 UI3303 0 H|m503 1313303 0

Subtoul Middle & High 
SrhrmI

2,547,643 877.654 1313.503 1.195.700 (1,334,140) 318.046 3.425.297 2.409,203 (1,016,094)

Health School-based health 
centers ( See Note 2)

1.656.819 0 2.605.000 0 948,181 1.656.819 '2^5.000 948,181

(67359)School Nurses 766.545 699386 0 (67359) 766.545 6993&6v
Health Education 139371 0 0 (139371) 139371 0 ^ ^039371)XPilot 0 0 0 0 0
Youth Mental Health 758317 758317

y



li

AuiHo<iName: Reddv/Lee 
Date (H^rUC^d): June 26. 2004
Name of Compa}tianJ^islaiion:04 FAE bailot ordinance vI3 
Version ». 14
Attachment 3: Investm^Bt^reas
Strategic
Area#

Program 2004 GF 
allocation

2004 Ed 
Levy 
Adopted 
Budget

GF
Recommendati 
ons for 2005

EdUvy
Full
Annual
Expraditn
re

Net
difference
forGF

Net
difference 
for Ed 
Levy

Current
investment
(GF&Ed
Levy)

Proposed
investment
(GF&Ed
Levy)

Difference 
between 
propoKd 
and current 
Investments

Services \
Program management 527.000 \ 345.973 (527,000) 345.973 527.000 345.973 (181.027)
Subtotal Health U854I7 2,562,735 N J58JI7 3,650059 (527,000) 1.087324 3,040,052 4368376 560324 J

School
Crowing
Guards

School Crossing Guards

\
513,900 ’v

Subtotal School 
Crowing Guards

\ 513,900
V.

\
Totals 7,430,759 9,425,819 5,172,601 16,2^7 (2,250,150) 4,802,458 16356378 19,900,828 3,044,250

Other EfTective Schools 500.000 N. 500,000 0 (500.000)
3.17%
adminbtrati
00

539.389 500.000 0

\
539.389 500.000 (39.389) (39.389)

Evaluation 100,000 200.000 0 0 \ 100.000 200.000 100,000 100.000
Grand Total j 7,430,759 I0365J08 5,172,601 16,942,127 (2058,158) >1^02,450 17.995,967 22,114,728 4,118,761



Author's Name: Redd\/Lee 
Date (Hard-Codedt: June 26. 2004 

-^/^e of Companion Leg-^lation:04 FAEba.
' 1 !4

AttacthnMt 4: Interest Rate Caknlatlon 
LevyCasht

Levy Cash Flow

1/1/2005
2/1/2005
3/1/2005
4/1/2005
5/1/2005
6/1/2005
7/1/2005
8/1/2005
9/1/2005
10/1/2005
11/1/2005
32/1/2005
1/1/2006
2/1/2006
3/1/2006
4/1/2006
5/1/2006
6/1/2006
7/1/2006
8/1/2006
9/1/2006
I0/I/2006
11/1/2006
12/1/2006
1/1/2007
2/1/2007
3/1/2007
4/1/2007

S8.136.000

8,136,000

8.258,000

8.258.000

Balance Intciest

$207,018 $7.92>9^ $18,171
207.018 7.740.134 X|7.738
1.303.349 6.454.523 1>S»2
1.303.349 5.165.965 11.83^
1.303.349 3.874.455 8,879
1.303.349 2.579.984 5,912
1.233.833 9.488.064 25.697
1.233.833 8.279.927 22,425
1.233.833 7.068.518 19,144
1.233.833 5.853.829 15,854
1.233.833 4.635.850 12455
1.233.833 3.414.572 9448
U33.833 10.447.986 28497
1.233.833 9.242.450 25,032
1.233.833 8.033.648 21,758
1.233.833 6.821.572 18,475
1.233.833 5.606JI4 15,183
1.233.833 4.387.564 11,883
1.360.833 11.296.614 32,948
IJ60.833 9.968.729 29,075
1.360.833 8.636.971 25.191
U60.833 7.30U29 21496

Inlcresl Rait 
Asumption (annual rale 
compounded monthly)

2005 345%
2006 3.50%
2007 4.25%
2008 5.50%
2009 5.5(W^
2010 5.50%
2011 5.50%
2012
Balance $4427



Author’s Name: Reddy/Lee 
Date (Hard-Coded): June 26. 2004
Name of Companion fegis/aiion:04 F&E ballot ordinance vJ3 
Version tt: 14
Lvvy Cash Flow 
Levy Cash Flow

5/1/2007 1.360.833 5.961,791 17389
6/1/2007 1.360.833 4.618.347 13,470
7/1/2007 83863(JlK 1.360.833 11.557.483 33.709
8/1/2007 \ U60.833 10.230.359 29,839
9/1/2007 \060.833 8,899.365 25,956
10/1/2007 13ttflk§33 7,564.488 22.063
11/1/2007 1.360,8hs.^ 6.225,718 18.158
12/1/2007 1.360,833 \4^83,043 14.242
1/1/2008 8386.500 1.444.250 if:m535 41,578
2/1/2008 1,444,250 I0.336>62 36,610
3/1/2008 1.444350 8.929,222^S31.624
4/1/200S
5/1/2008
6/1/2008
7/1/2008
8/1/2008
9/1/2008
10/1/2008
1I/I/2008
12/1/2008
1/1/2009
2/1/2009
3/1/2009
4/1/2009
5/1/2009
6'l/2009
7/1/2009
8/1/2009
9/1/2009
10/1/2009

8307,000

8,307,000

8309,500

1,444,250
1.444350
1.444.250 
1.444350 
1.444350 
1.444350 
1.444350
1.444.250 
1.444350 
1.442.917 
1.442.917
1.442.917
1.442.917
1.442.917
1.442.917
1.442.917 
1.442.917 
1.442.917 
1.442.917

7,516,596
6,098,968
4,676,318
11.555,630 40,926 
10.152306 35.956
8,744.012 30.968
7330.731 25,963
5,912.444 20.940
4.489,134 15.899
11.369.116 52.108
9,978,308 45.734
8,581.125

7,177,538

5,767,519

4.351,037

39,330

32,897

26,434

19,942

11337,562 51,505
9.846.151 45.128
8.448.363 38.722
7,044,168 32386

Interest Rate 
Assumption (anr.ual rate 
compounded m.jnthly)

C

4-



Author's Name: Reddy/Lee 
Dare (Hard-Coded): June 26. 2004
Name of Companion Legislation:04 F&E ballot ordinance vIS 
i^ersion #; J4

Cash Flow

Levy Cash I

n/1/2009 
12/1/2009 
1/1/2010 
2/1/2010 
3/1/2010 
4/1/2010 
5/1/2010 
6/1/2010 
7/1/2010 
8/1/2010 
9/1/2010 
10/1/2010 
1I/I/20I0 
12/1/2010 
1/1/2011 
2/1/2011 
3/1/2011 
4/1/2011 
5/1/2011 
6/1/2011 
7/1/2011 
8/1/2011 
9/1/2011 
10/1/2011 
11/1/2011 
I2/1/20II 
1/1/2012 
2/1/2012 
3/1/2012 
4/1/2012

8.309^00

8.309^00

8,309,500

8310.000

8,310,000

1.442,917 5.633.537 25,820
1,442,917 4,216,440 19,325
1.464,333 11,080.932 50.788

'NM64.333 9.667.387 44,309
8,247.362 37.800

i.‘i64,3b\ 6.820.829 31.262
1,464.333 \^87,758 24,694
1,464,333 W8JI9 18,096
1,464,333 10.81 OW 49,552
1.464,333 9.396,600^N43.068
1,464.333 7.975,334 36:5^
1.464,333 6.547,354 30,010'
1,464,333 5.113,231 23,436
1,464,333 3.672,333 16,832
1.486,000 10,512,665 48,183
1,486,000 9,074,848 41,593
1.486,000 7,630.441 34.973
1,486,000 6,179,413 28.322
1,486.000 4.721,736 21,641
1.486,000 3.257,377 14,930
1,486.000 10.096,307 46,275
1,486.000 8.656.581 39,676
1,486.000 7.210.257 33.047
1,486.000 5,757.304 26388
1,486,000 4,297,692 19,698
1,486.000 2,831,390 12.977
981.750 10.172,617 46,624
981,750 9,237,492 42.339
981.750 8.298,080 38,033
981,750 7.354363 33.707

19

Interest Rate 
Assumption (annual rate 
compounded monthly)

Q

G





iv.
Author 's Name: Reddy/Lee 
Dale (Hard-Coded): June 26. 2004
Name of Companion U^tslation:04 F&E ballot ordinance vl3 
Version »; 14

ichment S: Collection Estimates

AnMunt levied 
Amount due ?after reduced tax baser 
Amount Collected (Sec assumption 

on collections of delinquent taxes)

Subtotal, amount collected throush 2011 
Subtotal, amount collected 2012 to 2017 
Totals

2005

16.684

16.621

16.272

2006

16,684

16.624

2007

16,684

16.621

Zm 2QQS

16,684 16.684 
16.621 16.621

2010

16.684

I6.6D

Total
annual

2011 collections 
16.684 116.788 
16.621 116344 

16,272

1
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