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Government Accountability and Oversight Committee

STAFF REPORT

	Agenda Item:
	7
	Name:
	Marilyn Cope, Jenny Giambattista

	Proposed No.:
	2010-B0100
	Date:
	May 18, 2010

	Invited:
	Carrie, Cihak, Director of Strategic Initiatives, Office of the Executive
Ken Nakatsu, Interim Manager, King County Animal Care and Control

Caroline Whalen, Director, Department of Executive Services


SUBJECT

A briefing on the Executive’s proposed regional animal services model.
BACKGROUND

On November 9, 2009, the Council approved Motion 13092, establishing a policy framework for the future of King County animal services.  The Adopted 2010 Budget was fully aligned with Motion 13092 and as such, only contained six months of funding for King County Animal Care and Control.  Motion 13092 established the following requirements of the Executive:

A.  End the provision of animal shelter services by King County for contract cities and for unincorporated King County as soon as possible but no later than January 31, 2010;


B.  Establish a goal of April 1, 2010, to end the provision of animal control services for contract cities under the terms of current contracts by and encourage individual cities to enter into full-cost-recovery contracts with King County for animal control services;


C.  Establish a firm deadline of June 30, 2010, to end the provision of animal control services for contract cities unless individual cities enter into full-cost-recovery contracts with King County for animal control services;


D.  Establish a goal of April 1, 2010, to end the provision of pet licensing services for contract cities under the terms of current contracts and encourage individual cities to enter into full-cost-recovery contracts with King County for pet licensing services;


E.  Establish a firm deadline of June 30, 2010, to end the provision of pet licensing services for contract cities unless individual cities enter into full-cost-recovery contracts with King County for pet licensing services;


F.  Cities that choose to enter into full-cost-recovery contracts with King County for pet licensing services shall be responsible for setting their own pet license fees;


G.  King County will continue to provide animal control services and pet licensing services for unincorporated King County;


H.  King County will work cooperatively and actively with its city partners to ensure a smooth transition in the care of animals;


I.  Starting immediately, King County will actively work with contract cities to establish a countywide animal response team to prepare for the event of a disaster, based on the best standards, practices and concepts of operations established by the Pierce county animal response team; and


J.  Conduct a study and make recommendations to the King County council by March 31, 2010, on alternatives for animal control services in unincorporated King County.  The study should examine, but not be limited to, the following elements:


  1.  An analysis of revenues, expenditures and business activities necessary to meet the county's mandatory animal control responsibilities as required by state law.  This analysis should include an evaluation of the potential effects and outcomes of implementing models used in other metropolitan areas including Multnomah county, Oregon;


  2.  An analysis and presentation of historical records on pet license revenues from unincorporated areas as well as historical cost estimates to provide animal control services for unincorporated areas; and


  3.  Presentation of potential options to provide animal control services in unincorporated areas that are fully supported by animal license fee revenues or other revenue generating options that do not involve general fund support.  This element should include a staffing analysis.
SUMMARY
In the upcoming weeks, the GAO Committee will consider a proposal for a regional animal services model as proposed by the Executive.  The proposal is intended to define a new basis for animal services contracts that could, if adopted by a sufficient number of cities and the Council, preserve a regional animal services system.  The Executive’s proposal includes the following provisions:

Control:  The county would be divided into four distinct districts: north, east, and two in the south.  A full-time animal control officer would be dedicated to the field of each district, working five days per week.  Cities could coordinate to buy higher levels of service.

Shelter:  The Kent shelter would remain in operation while the Crossroads shelter would be closed. The Executive would seek to reduce the number of animals in the shelter and lengths of stay through expansion of the foster and volunteer networks, and seeking collaboration with other private animal welfare partners to utilize any available capacity.

Licensing:  Licensing functions would continue to include licensing administration, canvassing, marketing and education, with greater incentive for cities to participate in increasing licensing compliance if revenues do not cover the cost of providing services.
Cost Allocation:  The proposed system costs to be allocated are approximately $5.6 million in 2010.  The Executive’s proposal includes a cost allocation methodology based on both population and usage factors (a 50-50 split).  Licensing revenues of approximately $3.2 million are credited to jurisdictions based on the residence of the person buying a pet license.  Transitional, or subsidized funding is also proposed for participating cities that have the highest per capita costs in addition to enhanced licensing marketing support for cities with the lowest licensing revenue per capita.

Duration:  The proposal includes a 2.5 year agreement, during which time the parties, through a Joint Cities-County Committee, would focus on increasing system revenue and reducing system costs.  Parties would be allowed to terminate the agreement with six months notice or extend the contract by mutual agreement for an additional 2 years. 

In response to Motion 13092, Executive staff is prepared to brief the Council on a proposed regional animal services model that will come before the committee for formal consideration in the upcoming weeks when legislation is transmitted.

2010 COUNCIL PRIORITIES:

The Executive’s proposed regional animal services model may further the Council’s Local and Regional Cooperation Priority to work with other governments and organizations to implement local and regional priorities and increase the efficiency of service delivery

ATTACHMENTS

Documents further detailing the proposed regional animal services model will be provided by Executive staff at the committee meeting.
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