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Communities of Opportunity Governance Group 

3- Draft Minutes 
September 15, 2017, 2:00 – 4:00 p.m. 

Location:  Seattle Foundation, 1601 Fifth Avenue, Ste. 1900, Seattle 
 
Members Present:   Lydia Assefa-Dawson, Ubax Gardheere, Laura Hitchcock, Marty Jackson, Gordon McHenry, Sili 
Savusa, Tony To, and Marguerite Ro; and Andrea Estes, Jenn Ramirez Robson (attending by phone) 
 
Staff:  Aaron Robertson, Alice Ito, Andréa Akita, Blishda Lacet, Cheryl Markham, Dan Bernard, Kalayaan Domingo  

Consent Agenda 
The Governance Group approved the September 15, 2017 consent agenda, which included the 
meeting minutes from August 18, 2017 

Community Partnership:  Place-based and Cultural Communities 
Andréa presented recommendations of the Work Group that was established to define priorities for 
investments under the Community Partnership strategy area. She was requesting authorization by the 
Governance Group to release the RFP.  
 
This investment strategy includes approximately $2.7 million to select new partnerships that are 
operating within specific place-based or cultural communities with greatest health and well-being 
disparities.   
 
The Workgroup members include members of the Governance Group:  Sili, Michael, Lydia and members 
of Council staff, Cindy Domingo for Councilmember Gossett, Diana Phibbs for Councilmember 
Upthegrove.  Laura H. is also participating as an observer. 
The work group has met twice and developed a proposal for the RFP for review.   

Review of Governance Group Role 
All COO investment workgroups include representatives of the Governance Group (GG); the 
workgroup develops a framework for the investment process.  The group makes recommendations 
to the GG for the investment priorities and process; the GG is responsible for authorizing the 
investment/RFP priorities and process.   
 
After the RFP is issued, a review committee will be created that will include at least 50% community 
representation. The Workgroup receives recommendations from the Review Committee and 
ensures that process was followed, according to the process adopted by the GG.  The GG receives 
final funding recommendations for their review/approval.  This follows the process approved by the 
GG for the System & Policy RFP process and is proposed as the model for all investment processes.   

 

Proposal for expanding COO community-based partnerships 
The proposed RFP includes the following components: 

 Multi-year funding with initial two year investment.  Ability to work with different types of 

partnerships (new/emerging and established) to build capacity and strengthen partnership; 

Workgroup recognized the need to providing a multi-year commitment. The group proposed 
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to have two tiers of funding:  Established Partnership could apply for maximum of 

$300,000/year for 2 years; and new partnerships maximum of $150,000/year for 2 years; 

 Place-based would focus on the lowest 40% percentile of health and wellness based on 

census tract and Cultural communities would be self-defined groups that experience 

significant health/well-being disparities; 

 Rural communities are also eligible for investments;  

 Partnerships would be required to address all four COO result areas: health, economic 

development, housing, community connections. 

Discussion 
Governance Group (GG) members shared feedback on the proposed RFP approach. Through a 
discussion and two rounds of votes, the GG authorized the release of an RFP, provided that staff and 
the Work Group develop a final draft that incorporates input from GG discussion.  

Given the complexity of the RFP components, the GG advised staff to slow down the process and be 
careful to not be overly prescriptive. Discussion included questions about how the language in the 
RFP could reflect more innovative approach.  GG members emphasized the need to listen and clarify 
ideas and importance of vetting of these proposals that will include authentic conversation.  

Clarification on the role of the Workgroup and role of the GG was briefly discussed. 

Feedback for RFP documents and process 
1. Would organizations that are also part of place-based partnerships (in Rainier Valley, Sea/Tac 

Tukwila, or White Center) be eligible for this funding?  For example, if there is a group that is 
operating in Rainier Valley, but also does work in other parts of South King County, could they 
submit a proposal? 

 An organization that is working within one of the original place-based partnerships 
could apply as a lead or be one of the partner in a new partnership proposal (either 
place-based or as part of a cultural community).   

 Organizations would not be able to receive funding for the exact same services/staffing 
covered fully by another funding source (e.g. County/Best Starts for Kids program). 

 The three place-based partnerships leads, HomeSight, White Center CDA, and Global to 
Local, are not eligible to apply as lead or partners in a proposal.   

 While the GG felt that the intent to create a way for new partnership or grassroots 
groups to access funding was important, they didn’t agree with different funding 
amounts for different types of partnerships.  Thy recommended that the level of funding 
should be based on need and the ability of organizations to develop a strong 
application. 

2. Should there be a requirement that applicants need to address outcomes in all four result 
areas?  Is there a way to allow for partnerships that are focusing in fewer than four areas? 

 There were concerns that a requirement of addressing all four result areas as a requirement 
could lead have the opposite effect of what COO is trying to achieve. Partnerships could be 
established that is in name only, as a way of being competitive for funding, grassroot 
partnerships may not understand and be left out, or COO would miss an opportunity to 
scale/learn from partnerships doing important work.  

 Suggestion that proposals show growth of partnership to hit all 4 priority areas, but not a 
requirement that the partnership would at this point upon applying. 

 Demonstrating results across four areas in the grant period would be very difficult. 
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3. The “result areas” concept is difficult to understand. Many of the GG members/staff were part 
of the development of the results framework. For those not part of the discussion, the 
information is not translating well to a broader audience. People may not how their work fits 
within these areas.  How do we communicate the holistic vision and intersections? 

4. The importance of providing examples to give more context to what COO wants to invest in and 
support.  The leadership and participation of current place-based partners in the RFP 
information sessions needs to be built into the process.  

 Use the lessons of place-based sites and give examples to help applicants see themselves in 
COO’s initial work. We need to help applicants see their ideas around the priority areas, 
many organizations doing more than they might think 

5. The approach needs to reflect our values. 

 Listen and engage in authentic conversations with people who are going to apply for 
funding. They ways in which we talk to people who are considering applying and helping 
them see the intersections of their work is critical.  

6. Provide sufficient time for developing an application; avoid deadlines that would fall over the 
Thanksgiving and winter holidays. 
 

Motion to authorize release of an RFP with modifications by staff & work group. 
GG unanimously approved the motion to release RFP.  GG will continue to provide input through the 
Work Group and staff for modifications. Work Group and staff will integrate feedback into next RFP 
draft.  GG members will be able to review a copy of the final draft, prior to release of the RFP. No 
further discussion on the RFP document/process by the GG, as a whole, is planned. 

Evaluation RFP 

Marguerite provided an update on the plans for the Evaluation of COO.  COO staff propose that the 
Seattle Foundation issue an RFP for Coo Evaluation. All funding for the RFP will be from non-public 
funding.  King County will perform performance monitoring of an external evaluator that will be selected 
to perform a Participatory Evaluation, working with community in the design, implementation, and 
reporting.  The evaluator will also provide: an annual evaluation report and regular updates to COO GG 
and COO partners. 
 
A general approach for COO evaluation was reviewed by the COO Interim Governance Group that was 
included in the Best Starts for Kids Performance and Evaluation Plan submitted to the King County 
Council.  The COO / Public Health staff drafted an RFP, which included input we received from 
Governance Group representatives (Tony and Jenn).  The RFP will be released in October, with hopes 
that the evaluation team can begin work in January and begin aligning reports with BSK reporting cycles. 
 
Motion to authorize release of an RFP:  Governance Group unanimously authorized release of the RFP 
for the evaluation of COO. 
 

Retreat 

The notes and priorities from the September Governance Group retreat were sent to the Governance 
Group.  The GG will take time at a future meeting to discuss how they would like to take these ideas and 
begin implementing them. Initial thoughts on the retreat priorities: 

 Policy agenda:  affirm our interest in 4 areas.  Look at the active tables in King County that 
are working in those 4 areas and to engage them.  For example, what they are trying to 
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achieve and over what time period, how can their work help to inform us on policy priorities 
that intersect. How can COO share its work through these discussions and seek 
intersections, as these tables may not understand our role or know about our interest to 
develop priorities in policy. 

 Work with and through the Systems & Policy RFP grantees – who will be informing the policy 
agenda – and utilize policy tables that are already existing establish these connections. 

 Communications/COO Story:  receive updates on the Communications work and storyline. 

 Racial Equity:  how can we embed racial equity training into our learning communities, for 
GG and for community? 

 
 
 
 


