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	SSY Awards:  Final Recommendations

	Applicant
	Total Requested
	Total Proposed Funding
	Variance from amount requested
	Percent Recommended

	Lowell
	$1,150,000
	$900,000
	$(250,000)
	78.3%

	Chelsea
	$1,408,662
	$900,000
	$(508,662)
	63.9%

	Fall River
	$807,832
	$807,832
	-
	100.0%

	Worcester
	$708,765
	$710,065
	$1,300
	100.2%

	Boston
	$3,701,500
	$2,264,000
	$(1,437,500)
	61.2%

	Lynn
	$788,832
	$788,832
	$0
	100.0%

	New Bedford
	$1,498,211
	$882,923
	$(615,288)
	58.9%

	Springfield
	$1,494,242
	$800,000
	$(694,242)
	53.5%

	Lawrence
	$2,037,882
	$800,000
	$(1,237,882)
	39.3%

	Holyoke
	$1,298,286
	$441,403
	$(856,883)
	34.0%

	Brockton
	$442,557
	$442,557
	-
	100.0%

	Waltham
	$89,853
	-
	$(89,853)
	0.0%

	Total Amount
	$15,426,621
	$9,737,611
	$(5,689,010)
	63.1%

	Amount available:
	
	$10,000,000
	
	

	Variance from amount available:
	262,389
	
	

	Balance:
	
	262,389
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


City of Lowell
Project Summary

Lowell proposes to capitalize on its existing resources and partnerships to create a comprehensive program of direct services to an identified population of 120 proven risk youth and their families. Services to be provided include transitional and summer jobs, a continuum of education supports from GED to college readiness, and trauma counseling for youth as well as counseling and out of school time programs for family members.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· Crime Analysis and Intelligence Unit (CAIU) has ability to monitor and track youth

· Lowell ranks amongst the top 10 cities for serious youth violence
· Priority areas are well defined, with clear expectations for who will be responsible for delivering what

	Response Plan
	Good
	· Proposed strategy is directly linked to defined problem

· Proposal builds upon established community partnerships
· Proposal offers a continuum of education and employment services in recognition of likely varied levels of skill, interests of target population
· Significant redundancy in personnel across agencies and in out of school time supports for siblings

	Partnership and Community Engagement
	Good
	· Builds on existing collaborations

· Applicant commits to regular community meetings with broader stakeholder community
· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Very Good
	· Proposed costs are generally reasonable.

	Plan Outcomes
	Very Good
	· Shares resources with a diverse group of partners

· Clearly articulated expected outcomes, in some instances, offered measures of success


Budget 

Amount Requested: $1,150,000
Amount Recommended: $900,000
Difference: $250,000


Percent Funded: 78.3%
· Personnel in teen coalition reduced by $100k

· Eliminated funding for Career Center ($150k), redundant with other programming
City of Chelsea
Project Summary

Chelsea proposes to identify and provide direct services to 403 young people 
not currently being served.  Proposed services are designed to address gaps in the city’s existing support system for proven risk youth.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· Chelsea ranks amongst the top 15 cities for serious youth violence
· Partners are able to identify the target population and are willing to focus resources on this population

· Proposal includes plans to provide education, employment and trauma counseling for identified youth and counseling and out of school time activities for family members

	Response Plan
	Good
	· Plan relies heavily on partners with a demonstrated record of success with the target population

· Education and employment options recognize varying skills, academic level of target population

· Some education and employment services being offered by partners with experience, but not necessarily with this population 

· Builds in central coordination

· Recommend services be focused on 100 proven risk youth

	Partnership and Community Engagement
	Very Good
	· Proposal development engaged a broad array of community partners, not all of whom are funded under this initiative

· Selected partners bring to the plan specific expertise, though some duplication of effort 
in organizations seeking to provide out of school time activities
· Builds on existing collaborations

· Proposal reflects sensitivity for multi-culturalism 

	Financial Plan
	Good
	· Resources primarily focused on services to target population
· Significant investment requested for administrative overhead
· Some duplication of cost/effort in request to fund out of school time activities and outreach work
· Request for funding to support MassHealth reimbursed services not clear
· Shares resources with a diverse group of partners

	Plan Outcomes
	Very Good
	· Outcomes clearly stated in measurable terms


Budget 

Amount Requested: $1,408,662
Amount Recommended: $900,000
Difference: $508,662


Percent Funded: 63.9%
· Reduced Chelsea Police Department by $100,000; remaining funds should be used for coordinator position

· Reduced Chelsea public schools by 146,134; remaining $50,000 should be directed to siblings of proven risk youth

· Added $111,626 to be directed to GED and other alternative education programs for out of school proven risk youth

· Reduced ROCA by $244,154; remaining funds should be directed toward 100 proven risk youth

· Reduced North Suffolk Mental Health Association, Inc. by $100,000

· Reduced outreach worker programs by $30,000




City of Fall River
Project Summary

Fall River is ranks amongst the top 10 cities in the Commonwealth with regard to incidents of serious youth violence.  Consistent with the overall goals of the SSY initiative, Fall River outlines a comprehensive intervention strategy that includes education and GED preparation, employment services, and trauma counseling.  The plan also highlights other prevention strategies to support the families of proven risk youth.   Funding requested would support approximately 30 proven risk youth with a continuum of services.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· Top 10 city for youth violence

· Target population understood; plan provides comprehensive network of services to manageable amount of young persons
· Gaps in services are highlighted; proposed plan intends to close gaps

	Response Plan
	Good
	· Plan components support all critical program areas 

· Plan builds upon certain existing programs that have worked in Fall River to address their at-risk youth population

· Education and Employment components should be strengthened and serve greater numbers than proposed

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Good
	· Community engagement in developing the plan not well articulated in plan but numerous letters of support from community leaders were included

· Community to be engaged in oversight of program leveraging existing community partnerships

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Fair
	· Funds highly geared toward personnel

· Proposed costs are generally reasonable but are high considering the number of youth projected to be served
· Plan leverages existing resources well

	Plan Outcomes
	Fair/Good
	· Plan highlights most desired behavioral outcomes

· More detailed measures of success could strengthen the proposal


Budget 

Amount Requested: $ 807,832.09
Amount Recommended: $ 807,832.09
Difference: +$100,000



Percent Funded: 112%
· Added $50,000 to support trauma counseling

· Added $50,000 to support education services

· 
Fall River is urged to increase the number of youth projected to be served in order to reduce per person costs of this plan
City of Worcester
Project Summary

Worcester ranks amongst the top 5 cities in the Commonwealth with regard to incidents of serious youth violence.  Worcester’s plan includes significant focus on employment and employment related services for the approximately 65 proven risk youth identified in its proposal.  The proposal also leverages and expands upon family support services currently offered in the community as key feature of plan.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· Top 5 city for youth violence

· Target population is clearly understood and identified

	Response Plan
	Very Good
	· Plan leverages well-established identification methods currently in place in the city

· Plan builds upon certain existing programs that have worked in the city – expanding those programs to better address proven risk youth

· Education and Trauma components could be strengthened with additional funding

· Coordination of activities will be supported by WPD –city could consider a different coordinating agency with focus on social services and public health versus law enforcement 

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Fair/Good
	· Good history of collaboration amongst plan partners

· More community partners are needed and should be involved in the plan going forward

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Good
	· Funding needs are generally concise

· Proposed costs are reasonable

· Plan leverages existing resources well

	Plan Outcomes
	Good
	· Outcomes noted are aligned with SSY initiative 

· Some detailed measures are outlined in the proposal


Budget 

Amount Requested: $ 708,765
Amount Recommended: $ 710,065
Difference: +$1,300


Percent Funded: 100.2%
· Removed funding of $98,700 from Worcester Public Schools program

· Added $50,000 to support education services targeted to proven risk youth population
· Added $50,000 to support trauma counseling services


City of Boston
Project Summary

Boston proposes to address the gaps in its existing service strategy for proven risk youth by establishing centralized service coordination, expanding the number of street workers, providing access to employment, education, basic needs and counseling services for identified youth and supportive services for the children and siblings.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very good
	· Boston is ranked first in the state for youth violence and serious assaults
· Through its PACT initiative, the city has identified a target population of proven risk youth that it currently monitors through the BRIC (Boston Regional Intelligence Center)

· The City implemented a process for engaging potential community partners in service delivery


	Response Plan
	Good/Fair
	· Services to be provided by the city are clearly articulated;
· Employment services to be provided by community partners with demonstrated success with the target population;
· Addresses gaps in existing effort

· The provision of trauma counseling supports is not addressed in proposal;
· More emphasis needed on GED prep.

	Partnership and Community Engagement
	Good
	· City agencies and key partner (YOU, Inc.) have worked collaboratively for the past 2 years to respond to the needs of the target population
· A broader audience of community stakeholders was engaged in the proposal development process

· The city engaged in a competitive  process to determine community partners able to  provide readiness assessments, employment, GED programming, trauma counseling and out of school time activities for siblings and children of the target population.  Partners had not been identified in time for inclusion in the proposal submission.  Selected partners are to be announced at the time of award.

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Fair
	· Some redundancy in positions was noted, eg, family services coordinator in Public Health Commission and family services coordinator in Boston Public Schools seem to have similar functions;
· Significant investment in administrative personnel

	Plan Outcomes
	Very Good
	· Outcome statements are clear and measurable


Budget 

Amount Requested: $3,701,500
Amount Recommended: $2,264,000
Difference: ($1,437,500)


Percent Funded: 61.2%
· Reduced contracts to CBOs by $750,000; recommend priority investments in GED programming and Trauma counseling
· Reduced personnel in PACT and BCYF staff by $250,000

· Administrative overhead re-calculated on investments less contracts to CBOs; reduction of $212,500
· Reduced total CBO contracts by 20% to reflect timing of actual contracts being executed after RFR process is completed (reduction of $225,000 – equivalent to 2.5 months)

City of Lynn
Project Summary

Working with established community partners, Lynn will engage at least 60 youth in long term intensive case management, education and employment services. The target population will be segmented into 14-17 year olds and 18-24 year olds and response systems are designed accordingly.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· City is ranked 7th highest in youth violence

· City has capacity to identify proven risk youth

· Proposal reflects commitment to engaging youth and connecting them with education, employment and counseling services

	Response Plan
	Fair
	· The role of each partner is clear and draws upon demonstrated organizational strengths and ability to work with the target population;

· Services are specialized for the target population and take into account the varied levels of academic ability and skill;

· An identified organizational structure insures service coordination, partners adherence to the program plan and the ability to monitor participant progress;

· Investment in street outreach may be insufficient;

· Identified service gaps not closed by proposed plan;

· Trauma counseling offered may be insufficient for need.

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Good
	· Identified partners have a history of working together to achieve positive outcomes for at risk youth; 

· The role of community partners is clear;

· City has arranged for one of its partners to be the lead agency;

· City has also engaged broader stakeholder community in development of the plan and has a strategy for ongoing involvement;

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Very Good
	· Proposed costs are reasonable and well aligned with proposed activities

	Plan Outcomes
	Very Good
	· Proposal states clear measurable outcomes


Budget 

Amount Requested: $788,832
Amount Recommended: $788,832
Difference: $0


Percent Funded: 100%
· Up to $50k of personnel costs dedicated to Straight Ahead Ministries to be dedicated to employing an additional street outreach worker. 

City of New Bedford
Project Summary

New Bedford H.O.P.E Coalition proposes to fund the core components of OJJDP’s  Comprehensive Gang Model which includes a single point of entry, centralized case management, street outreach, direct services to a target population of 50 proven risk youth, 25 at-risk youth, and neighborhood engagement.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Fair
	· A target population has been clearly identified;

· The city ranks ??? in youth homicides and assaults;

· Proposal has the potential to provide all the required components to the target population as well as family supports.

	Response Plan
	Fair
	· Plan targets proven risk youth but also proposes services to high risk youth. Services are expected to be delivered to proven risk youth and their families exclusively; 

· Proposal demonstrates ability to connect target population with staff skilled to address trauma;

· All required components exist, however, the coordination of service elements is unclear. Various partners have the capacity to provide needed services, but plan lacks clear definition of responsibility for outreach, case management,  education and employment elements

· Designation of a staff person within the school to facilitate access to education services is a plus, however, there are no  guarantees that target youth will be have priority access to all needed education services;

· Employment services  provide access to short term subsidized employment but fail to demonstrate capacity to prepare  or place target population in sustainable employment.

	Partnership and Community Engagement
	Good
	· Applicant reflects a history of working with community partners to successfully reduce youth violence

· Proposal relies on community partners to implement key elements of strategy

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Good/Fair
	· Shares resources with a diverse group of partners;

· Generally, funding for services dedicated to proven risk youth seem reasonable;

· Insufficient resources dedicated to employment, education;

· Inefficient application of resources to two providers in what appears to be a duplication of effort;

· Significant resources dedicated to at risk youth and family members’

· Costs for clinical services (trauma counseling) seem extreme.

	Plan Outcomes
	Fair
	· Outcome statements are broad


Budget 

Amount Requested: $1,498,211
Amount Recommended: $882,923
Difference: ($615,288)


Percent Funded: 58.9%
· Encourage New Bedford to focus exclusively on 50 proven risk youth and their families/siblings/children

· More resources need to be dedicated to GED prep

· Reduced street outreach workers from 3 to 2 in recognition of reduced client population ($45,000)

· Eliminated funding for Life Stream employment support ($32,114) appears to be duplication of effort

· Eliminated wrap around services provided by YB Build ($203,174), 
duplication of effort

· Reduced clinical services and case management by $275,00

· Reduced employment/training to reflect lower number of youth to be served ($60,000)

City of Springfield
Project Summary

The City of Springfield seeks to engage local public safety agencies and community based organizations in a concerted effort to reduce youth violence in three target neighborhoods of the city. Using Effort Towards Outcomes (ETO) software, the city proposed to track the progress of 2500 youth and monitor staff efficiency.

Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Good
	· City is ranks amongst top 5 cities for youth violence
· Proposal reflects commitment to engaging youth and connecting with education, employment and counseling services;

· Have targeted a population of 2500 proven risk youth


	Response Plan
	Fair
	· Outreach, education and employment services for proven risk youth are included in plan;

· Providers selected to address needs of proven risk youth reflect significant experience and success working with this population;

· Significant resources invested in partners solely for capacity building and training;

· Services not clearly targeted exclusively to proven risk population, and their families but focused on addressing broad community need, and at risk youth;

· Salvation Army and ROCA have critical service delivery, coordination, tracking and training roles though not clear who lead agency is within the city and relationship between these two partners and the lead agency;

· Not clear how service coordination will occur to assure a comprehensive response for a defined population of proven risk youth.

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Fair
	· A diverse group of community partners, including public safety agencies, community based human service providers, higher education institutions and faith based providers are engaged in funded and unfunded capacities;

· Program components reflect results of city wide resident survey;

· Proposal outlines a clear methodology for bringing partners together to share information.  Not clear what role the Steering Committee will play in service coordination, evaluating program effectiveness as delivered by each partner or monitoring overall progress toward achieving outcomes;

· Not clear how community partners were chosen or role of community members in Brightwood, Lower Forest Park/South End and Mason Square neighborhoods in defining program components or selecting partners;

· Not clear what ongoing role neighborhood residents will have in monitoring program progress;
· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Fair
	· Investments in programs focused on service delivery to proven risk youth seem reasonable;

· Investments in service coordination, tracking seem reasonable;

· Modest investments in recreational and other supports for at risk youth, but not exclusive to family members of target population;

· Significant investment in police training;

· Significant investment in capacity building;



	Plan Outcomes
	Poor
	· Outcome statements vague, speak to outcome for partner, not program participant.


Budget 

Amount Requested: $1,494,242
Amount Recommended: $800,000
Difference: ($694,242)


Percent Funded: 53.5%
· Plan requires significant enhancement/refinement to ensure linkage to SSY target population is clear and that identified partners can achieve desired results

· Funding should be offered conditionally after plan has been refined and negotiated.
· Funding should be realigned to the plan after enhancements/clarifications are made

City of Lawrence
Project Summary

Through its Our Promise To Youth (0PTY) strategy, the city of Lawrence will expand the capacity and coordination of existing programs and provide street outreach, case management, workforce and career path training and placement, educational advancement, transitional employment, civic engagement, and creative expression and enrichment for the target population.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· City is ranks amongst top 5 cities for youth violence
· City has capacity to identify proven risk youth

· Proposal reflects commitment to engaging youth and connecting with education, employment and counseling services

	Response Plan
	Fair
	· The role of each partner is clear and draws upon demonstrated organizational strengths and ability to work with the target population;

· Services are specialized for the target population and take into account the varied levels of academic ability and skill;

· Education and employment programs are focused on helping program participants develop “…a pathway to a long-term career and expose them to post-secondary educational opportunities…”;

· Street workers provided by several organizations, uniform training for all and coordination is proposed;

· Not clear how the city and partners will identify a specific target population, develop shared case plans and monitor progress;

· Strategy presents as single agency contributions rather than a structured, cohesive plan. The Lead Agency will be challenged to insure partners act as a comprehensive unit rather than independent entities focused on a shared population; 

· The number of youth to be served is vague: the city proposes to engage “…as many as possible…” of 1000 youth.

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Fair
	· A diverse group of community partners are engaged to deliver critical program components;

· Its not clear how long or with what success engaged partners have worked together or how partners were chosen;

· The city is commended for engaging a partner from a sister city with a history of success with the target population specifically to support building the capacity of local community agencies to work with the target population;

· The city identifies a number of unfunded partners with the potential for enhancing the implementation of the strategy - higher education institutions, private businesses, the faith community – with the expectation that their participation will be leveraged through their involvement in the Mayor’s Task Force.

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Fair
	· Resources committed to employment and education, though expected outcomes not clearly stated;

· Funds are identified for contracting with a provider of trauma counseling services;

· Limited investment in services to families/siblings of target population;

· Significant investment in police officers, though their role relative to this initiative is not defined.

	Plan Outcomes
	Poor 
	· No overall outcomes statements though some individual partners offer measurable outcomes.


Budget 

Amount Requested: $2.037,882
Amount Recommended: $800,000
Difference: ($1,237,882)


Percent Funded: 39.3%
· Plan requires significant enhancement/refinement to ensure linkage to SSY target population is clear and that identified partners can achieve desired results
· Funding should be offered conditionally after plan has been refined and negotiated.
· Funding should be realigned to the plan after enhancements/clarifications are made

City of Holyoke
Project Summary

Holyoke ranks amongst the top 10 cities in the Commonwealth with regard to incidents of serious youth violence; given the relative size of this compared to other communities ranking in the top 10, the prevalence of violence in this community is particularly concerning.  While the proposed plan offers some strategies that could prove effective, there are critical plan components needing to be enhanced to align with SSY goals and to ensure optimal use of funding.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· Top 10 city for youth violence – community demonstrates a high need for support
· The need of the community is well articulated

· Plan will capture some of the SSY target population but the population targeted by this plan should be better refined

	Response Plan
	Poor/Fair
	· Strategies proposed largely focuses on at-risk youth but may not reach the population of youth deemed critical as part of the SSY initiative
· Plan is more aligned with a traditional community safety plan versus a comprehensive intervention strategy for proven risk youth
· All plan features require enhancement/refinement to ensure linkage to SSY target population is clear

· Trauma component needs to be enhanced

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Fair/Good
	· Partners and some community stakeholders have been engaged in the development of the plan

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Poor/Fair
	· Funding should be realigned to the plan after enhancements/clarifications are made

	Plan Outcomes
	Poor/Fair
	· Outcomes are not well defined and do not clearly address needs of the target population


Budget 

Amount Requested: $ 1,298,286
Amount Recommended: $ 441,403
Difference: -$856,883


Percent Funded: 34.0%
· Plan requires significant enhancement/refinement to ensure linkage to SSY target population is clear and that identified partners can achieve desired results

· Funding should be offered conditionally after plan has been refined and negotiated.
· Funding should be realigned to the plan after enhancements/clarifications are made

City of Brockton
Project Summary

Brockton ranks amongst the top 5 cities in the Commonwealth with regard to incidents of serious youth violence.  While the proposed plan offers some strategies that could prove effective, there are critical plan components needing to be enhanced to align with SSY goals and to ensure optimal use of funding.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Very Good
	· Top 5 city for youth violence – community demonstrates a high need for support

· The need of the community is clear; application focuses broadly on overall violence issue in the city
· Plan will capture some of the SSY target population but the population targeted by this plan should be better refined

· Gaps in current services needs to be better understood and articulated

	Response Plan
	Poor/Fair
	· Strategies proposed largely focuses on at-risk youth but may not reach the population of youth deemed critical as part of the SSY initiative

· DADS program proposes a to target fathers and was deemed one of the strongest and most innovative element of the strategy
· Nearly all plan features require enhancement/ refinement to ensure linkage to SSY target population and goals are clear

· Plan could benefit from a coordination process or convening entity

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Good
	· Partners and some community stakeholders have been engaged in the development of the plan

· Proposal relies on community partners to implement key elements of strategy

· Multi-cultural competence of partners not well articulated

	Financial Plan
	Poor/Fair
	· Funding should be realigned to the plan after enhancements/clarifications are made

	Plan Outcomes
	Poor/Fair
	· Outcomes are not well defined and do not clearly address needs of the target population


Budget 

Amount Requested: $ 442,557
Amount Recommended: $ 442,557
Difference: 0


Percent Funded: 100%
· Plan requires significant enhancement/refinement to ensure linkage to SSY target population is clear and that identified partners can achieve desired results

· Funding should be offered conditionally after plan has been refined and negotiated.
· Funding should be realigned to the plan after enhancements/clarifications are made

City of Waltham
Project Summary

The city of Waltham proposes to expand upon an existing Gang Resistance Education and Training Program (G.R.E.A.T) to provide out of school programming for all 1043 middle school youth, 12-14.
Meeting the Application Criteria

	Criteria
	Rating
	Comments

	Eligibility Considerations
	Poor
	· Proposal focuses on the at risk population and does not focus on the priority population of proven risk youth ages 14-24 

	Response Plan
	Poor
	· No effort is made to identify or engage proven risk youth

	Partnership and Community engagement
	Fair
	· Identified partners have a history of working to achieve positive outcomes for youth 

· The role of community partners is clear

· Only out of school time sport, recreation and cultural enrichment activities are proposed

	Financial Plan
	Good
	· Proposed costs are reasonable and well aligned with proposed activities

	Plan Outcomes
	Poor
	· Outcomes are consistent with focus on out of school time activities for at risk population


Budget 

Amount Requested: $89,852.96
Amount Recommended: $0
Difference: ($89,852.96)


Percent Funded: 0%

· Proposed plan did not indicate an effort or willingness to identify, engage or provide services to proven risk youth 14-24 and was consequently excluded from consideration for funding.

�Maybe retain a version of these for the Governor’s memo (if we do one)?


�100 of which are proven risk youth.


�What do we mean by duplication of effort? 


�These are the changes we recommend to the proposals, maybe put in sentence form explaining why we made these recommendations?


�?


�How did you add 100K when it appears they received the amount requested?


�Why?


�Suggest retaining this for Governor’s brief.


�Do we not have an entire year to commit funds?


�Is this a modification HHS recommends?


�Why?


�I presume this is because the original proposal provided this to the additional 25 youth so this is the amount.  What about the concerns that there wasn’t enough focus on employment services?


�Seems high.  Is this right?
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