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King County




Metropolitan King County Council

Budget & Fiscal Management Committee 
2010 Budget

Reconciliation – Issues
	Issue Area:
	Physical Environment


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Division/Program Name- public transportation (transit)
Budget Table
	 
	2008-2009 Adopted
(1,000s)
	2010-2011 Proposed
(1,000s)
	% Change 10/11 v. 08/09

	Budget Appropriation
	 

	Transit Operating
	$1,139,814
	$1,209,142
	6.1%

	Transit Revenue Vehicle Replacement
	$39,475
	$128,375
	225.2%

	Transit CIP Transfer to Transit Operating
	$83,954
	$66,688
	-20.6%

	Transit CIP
	$61,076
	$66,688
	9.2%

	FTEs
	4,137.97
	4,038.62
	-2.4%

	TLTs
	27.71
	23.00
	-17.0%

	Estimated Revenues
	$1,440,117
	$1,679,465
	16.6%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Sales Tax, New Property Tax, Grants, Fares, and Service Contracts


Contras in the Budget

Operational Shutdown Contra: $1,417,791 
Contras in the Budget

Operational Shutdown Contra: $1,417,791 

Issues

Issue 4: – Trolleywire Simplification CIP Project 
The Transit CIP includes a new project (A00616 Trolleywire Simplification) to reconfigure some of the trolley wires in downtown Seattle “to help smooth traffic operations” using at least $1.6 million of County funding. By 2012, King County will have to decide to make a major reinvestment in the electric trolley system or replace it with another propulsion technology in which case the entire overhead wire system would be removed.
Option 1: Remove Project A00616 Trolleywire Simplification from the CIP pending a trolley fleet procurement decision in the next biennium. Move an appropriation of $950,000 forward from 2012 to 2011 in Project A00212 (40-Foot Trolley Buses) to fund an electric trolley procurement alternatives analysis and adopt a proviso ensuring council involvement in the design, scope and monitoring of the project. 
Option 2: Approve as proposed. 

Issue 5 - the transit financial gap
As an outcropping of the global recession, the County’s underlying structural gap, and transit service delivery plans, the Transit Division has identified $213 million financial gap for the 2010/2011 biennium.

To address this gap, the Executive proposed a nine-point plan, which includes specific financial and policy actions with this budget, as well as changing service delivery and financial planning assumptions.  Each of these actions has policy options for the Council to make during this budget process.

At the request of the Executive and the Chair of the Budget Leadership Team, Council staff met with the Transit Division to identify additional alternatives for Council consideration.  Those new options are noted below.

issue 5.1 - defer future transit now transit service
Policy Question:  Should non-RapidRide and non-Partnership Transit Now service be deferred?

With the global recession, forecasted sales tax revenues for the Transit Division have dropped significantly.  This has caused a need to reduce all areas of transit operations, including transit service.  Specific to Transit Now, 177,000 hours worth of transit service cannot be funded or deployed just due to the drop in sales tax revenue.  

In addition to this drop in fundable service, the Executive has proposed indefinitely deferring another 140,000 service hours of High Ridership Corridor and Developing Areas, Transit Now service.  

Deferral of this service will result in $7 million of operational savings in this biennium, as well as bus purchase savings as identified in Issue 5.2 below. This policy decision is a balancing act between the two options facing the Council (1) maintain existing service at the expense of not being able to expand service through Transit Now, or (2) cut existing service to be able to fund the expanded services contained within the Transit Now program. 

The Regional Transit Committee voted on Thursday November 11, 2009 to recommend changes to the Strategic Plan including indefinite deferral of these Transit Now service hours.

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

Option 2:  Do not defer this service.
Option 3:  Defer 140,000 non-Partnership, non-RapidRide Transit Now service hours by extending the Transit Now Implementation Plan.
Issue 5.2 - capital savings

Policy Question:  Should capital projects be deferred to “flatten” cash needs and capital acquisitions be reduced to reflect operational reductions?

Deferral of capital projects will result in a $3.4 million transfer from the Capital Subfund to the Operating Subfund for this biennium.  Additionally, reducing bus purchases concurrent with bus service reductions will make an additional $24 million potentially available for future transit operations.

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

Option 2:  Do not approve.  

issue 5.3 - non-transit service reductions

Policy Question:  Should non-transit service programs be reduced by approximately 10%?

Reduction of these planned services and positions will result in a savings of $13 million.  These include eliminating the 27 vacant FTE and program reductions such as:

· Frequency and type of Park & Ride maintenance

· Future transit security plans, coupled with a redeployment policing resources based on need/activity

· Quantity of printed materials/schedules

· Frequency of steam cleaning of buses (does not affect daily cleaning)

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

Option 2:  Approve as transmitted; plus reduce 43 FTE, based on vacant position analysis, resulting in $8 million in biennial savings.
The following New Option 3 would, in addition to the reductions associated with Option 1 as described above, reduce some outreach efforts, eliminate some positions that support cleaning of bus shelters and bus bases, and eliminate vacant transit supervisor and lead maintenance positions.  The additional selected positions would not result in any reduction in service hours. 
New Option 3:  Approve as transmitted, plus reduce 14 FTE (12 of which are currently vacant) and the corresponding complementary non-transit service programs associated with these positions.
issue 5.4.a - enact a property tax for public transportation

Policy Question: In a tax neutral manner, should the King County Council enact a $0.055 per $1,000 of assessed value property tax for public transportation purposes? 

In 2009, the State of Washington authorized a property tax for public transportation purposes up to $0.075 per $1,000 of assessed property value.  The first penny of which must, pursuant to state law, be dedicated to the State’s Urban Partnership on SR 520.

Based on current valuations, it is estimated that each one cent of property tax will generate approximately $3.3 million, which is the equivalent of approximately 33,000 transit service hours.  If the full property tax authority were enacted, $24.75 million could be generated - $21.5 million of which would be available for the County’s discretionary public transportation purposes. The policy decision on this matter will be made when the Council votes to levy taxes for 2010. The Executive has proposed levying a 5.5 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation. This would be offset by property tax reductions elsewhere. 

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

Option 2:  Do not approve.

The following New Option 3 anticipates that the Ferry District will vote to reduce their levy by the equivalent of 5.5 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation.  When combined with a reduction in the levy assessed for the Automated Fingerprint Identification System, this would enable the County Council to levy a property tax for public transportation purposes in the amount 6.5 cents of assessed valuation, one cent higher than transmitted. 

New Option 3:  Levy 6.5 cents per $1000 of assessed value, one cent higher thatn the Executive’s proposal.  
issue 5.4.b - broaden the use of transit now funds

Policy Question: Should Transit Now funds be dedicated to existing public transportation services including but not limited to existing bus service?
This issue is linked with Issues 5.1 and 5.2 above.  Proposed Ordinance 2009-0534, as transmitted by the Executive, would amend Transit Now to fund any general transit purpose until transit service hours return to current levels.  This would allow for an implementation of a Transit Now service deferral and subsequently and free up approximately $80 million through 2016 that could be used to fund any general transit purposes.  
Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

Option 2: Do not approve. Dedicate Transit Now funds, as necessary, to RapidRide service.  This policy choice would eliminate the need to amend the Transit Now ordinance.  

issue 5.5 - operating reserves

Policy Question:  Should the Transit Division’s policy to maintain a 30-Day Operating Reserve be amended to reduce this to a 2-week operating reserve while addressing the financial gap?

Amending this policy will result in a $32 million not dedicated in the financial plan and thereby available to address the underlying gap.

The Regional Transit Committee voted on Thursday November 11, 2009 to recommend changes to the Transit Financial Policies, including this temporary reduction of operating reserve requirements.

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted. 

Option 2:  Do not change the 30-Day Operating Reserve Policy. 

issue 5.6 - fare increase

Policy Question:  Should a $0.25 “across the board” fare increase be enacted for 2011?

With a fare increase to regular adult fares already approved for 2010, Proposed Ordinance 2009-0572 increases fares to all fare categories by $0.25 in 2011.  This proposed increase will generate $12 million annually beginning in 2011. The actual fare decisions will be handled through the fare ordinance; however, staff have included the various options below. 

Option 1:  Do not increase fares in 2011.

Option 2:  Approve as transmitted including the following elements:  

· Approve regular adult fares as transmitted for $9.15 million annual revenue

· Approve senior/disabled fares as transmitted for $1.42 million annual revenue

· Approve youth fares as transmitted for $1.73 million annual revenue

· Approve all-day pass fares as transmitted for $0.4 million annual revenue

Option 3: Approve a fare increase as described below, for a net revenue increase of $10.52 annually, and direct staff to prepare an amendment reflecting the following:  

· Approve regular adult fares, the family fare and ACCESS fare as transmitted.

· Approve senior/disabled fares as transmitted, but retain the senior/disabled annual pass at a higher price ($150/year) and include budget language indicating that this is a first step in phasing out this unique pass. 

· Do not approve youth fare as transmitted. Retain cash fare and pass at current levels. 

· Approve all-day pass fares as transmitted for $0.4 million annual revenue.
issue 5.7 - revenue fleet replacement fund

Policy Question:  The Auditor identified approximately $100 million of excess fund balance in the Revenue Fleet Replacement Fund.  Should the Transit Division use these funds over the course of the proposed financial plan to reduce immediate service reductions and optimize the financial plan?

Under the Executive’s proposal, $45 million of the $100 million would be transferred to the Transit Operating Fund in the 2010/2011 biennium.

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted

Option 2:  Approve as transmitted; but direct staff to work with the Executive to use this fund to optimize the financial plan based on any Council-directed changes to the Executive’s 9-Point Plan.    

issue 5.8 - performance audit efficiencies

Policy Question:  Should the Transit Division implement the scheduling efficiencies identified in the findings of the 2009 King County Auditor’s Transit Performance Audit; and should savings, when efficiencies are implemented, be used to reduce planned transit 310,000 2010/2011 biennium service hour reductions (Issue 5.9)?

The Auditor has identified that up to $23 million in scheduling efficiencies could be found through a different style of scheduling, and the Executive has generally agreed with these Auditor findings.  The Division has planned a measured approach in which no savings are assumed for the biennium. But the Division commits to using any audit-related efficiencies to reduce the size of planned service reductions. Specifically, the Division is planning an efficiency implementation test beginning in February 2010, which will inform their planning for future efficiencies.

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

Option 2:  Budget for Audit Savings. Using the Executive’s timeline for 2010/2011 service hour reductions, direct the Division to implement at least 25,000 service hours of efficiency in February 2010, 50,000 service hours of efficiency in September 2010, and at least 50,000 service hours of efficiency in June 2011.  This would result in at least $11.6 million of savings during the 2010/2011 biennium.

NOTE: On an annualized basis these 100,000+ service hours of scheduling efficiency represent less than half of the potential savings identified by the Auditor.

issue 5.9 - service hour reductions

Policy Question:  Should Transit reduce 310,000 hours of service during the biennium?

The Executive has proposed to reduce 310,000 hours of transit service during the biennium, which would be the equivalent of a 9% reduction in the transit system.  As represented by the Executive, this proposal would result in saving $20.3 million during the biennium and more than $30 million each year thereafter.

It is also important to note that these proposed reductions have raised policy questions regarding allocation of new service (also referred to as “40/40/20”) and system-wide service reductions.

Option 1:  Approve as transmitted.

The following New Option 2 is based on the Transit Division’s observation that for every 2 hours of transit service reduced through more efficient scheduling, an additional hour of “low impact” reductions could occur.  For example, the council-proposed 50,000 hours of scheduling efficiencies per year could be supplemented with 25,000 of “low impact to customer” service hour reductions per year, which equates to $7.5 million of savings during the 2010/2011 biennium. These “low impact” reductions to a route could include a slight reduction in the span of service or the eliminiation of a single trip while still providing a sufficient number of seats and trip options to handle current ridership.
New Option 2:  As recommended in the Audit, to increase the efficiency of routes/schedule make small, low impacting service reductions at the same time as scheduling efficiencies are implemented.    

Option 3: As this single service reduction does not solve the longer term financial gap, direct staff to develop a proviso calling for a 2010 stakeholders process to engage stakeholders such as King County, the Regional Transit Committee, the cities of Seattle and Bellevue, the Suburban Cities Association in an effort to develop policy framework for service hour reduction and restoration to then be considered by the Regional Transit Committee and the Council. This effort should also include up to $100,000 for technical assistance.

issue 6- new transit proposed reductions

issue 6.1 - bus wraps

Transit has proposed seeking additional advertising revenue through the use of partial Bus Wraps.
Option 1:  Approve partial bus wraps as a revenue source requiring a 15 inch clear space on all passenger windows.

Option 2:  Approve partial bus wraps without clearance conditions.

Option 3:  Preclude bus wraps as a revenue source via expenditure restriction.
issue 6.2 - transit now partnership deferrals on an “as requested” basis

Transit has received requests from a few partners requesting a temporary deferral of partnership service agreements due to economic challenges.
Option 1:  Authorize the Transit Division to defer these services as requested and defer these services in the financial plan.

Option 3:  Do not defer these services in the financial plan

________________________________________________________________________________

Division/Program Name – Department of Transportation, Director’s Office
Budget Table
	
	2008-2009
Adopted
	2010-2011
Proposed
	% Change 10/11 v. 08/09

	Budget Appropriation
	$12,478,654
	$27,021,945
	116.5%

	FTEs
	36
	92.15
	156.0%

	TLTs
	0
	0
	 

	Estimated Revenues
	$12,478,654
	$27,021,945
	116.5%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Department Allocations


Contras in the Budget

Operational Shutdown Contra: $346,983

Issue

issue 3.1 span of control

The Director’s Office has 2 management positions with “short” spans of control, meaning they are managing less than 5 employees.  Staff has found that these management positions do not add to overall decision making or functionality of the Office as management positions.  However, staff found that the positions also carry out important non-management functions.  

While there is a work load for a public information officer within the Director’s Office, Communications Unit, the management function does not appear warranted or related to work efforts / needs.  

While the Grants Supervisor background roles/functions could reasonably be absorbed into other functions within the Regional Transportation and Planning unit, there appears to be some increased short-term (1-2 years) work load associated with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) grants, though this is not likely an ongoing need.  Again, this management function does not appear to be warranted or related to work efforts / needs.

Option 1:  Accept the budget as proposed 

Option 2:  Reduce the 2.0 FTE management positions.

In the third Physical Environment Panel, members preliminarily discussed Option 2, but directed staff to continue evaluating the underlying, non-management functions.  Staff, in conjunction with new information from the Executive, has found an important need for the underlying Public Information Officer and Grants Administrator functions. As such, a new Option has been developed for consideration.

New Option 3:  Maintain FTEs, but direct staff to draft a proviso requiring the Executive to outline a path to eliminating the management functions, while focusing the positions on the underlying front-line deliverable duties.

________________________________________________________________________________

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND PARKS

Division/Program Name-  wlrd/surface water management-local drainage
Budget Table
	
	2009

Adopted
	2010

Proposed
	% Change 2010 v. 2009

	Budget Appropriation
	22,792,340
	22,836,887
	0.02%

	FTEs
	109.4
	105.4
	-3.6%

	TLTs
	2
	2
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	22,856,525
	22,900,541
	0.02%

	Major Revenue Sources
	· Surface Water Management Fee

· General Fund

· Other


Contras in the Budget

Operational Shutdown Contra - $316,965
Issue
issue – farmers markets support
In recent months, Council members have expressed concerns about the viability of farmers markets and requested additional information about the level of direct King County support over the years, as well as, potential steps for improving their economic viability in the future.

Historically, when the County had its Arts and Natural Resources Initiative funding, grants to individual farmers markets were provided by the Agriculture Program.  However, when that funding was depleted in the mid-2000s, the Agriculture Program discontinued that grant support.  

Since 2006, the County began providing “pass through” funds ranging between $30,000 and $50,000 to support farmers markets within the Community Services Division’s (“CSD”) operating budget.  The funding was typically not included in the Executive-proposed budget, but was Council additions using General Funds.  In previous budgets, the funding was allocated either in specific amounts to identified farmers markets or to a single umbrella entitled “Puget Sound Farmers Markets.”  

In the 2009 CSD budget, the Council added funding for three eastside farmers markets, with a total expenditure of $30,000.  
During the third Physical Environment Panel meeting, Councilmember Hague outlined that this year there will be no ability to use “discretionary funding” for the farmers markets and inquired what the Marketing and Economic Development section of the Agriculture Program is and could do to help fill this gap. 
In response, the Executive states that currently, that section provides in-kind support, such as technical assistance and consulting advice to area farmers markets.  In addition, the section participates in the Cascade Harvest Coalition and the Puget Sound Fresh program to support the viability of farmers markets.  
In particular, the Puget Sound Fresh contract supports area farmers markets by providing:

· Funds for farmers markets that use the Puget Sound Fresh logo, 

· Provide reusable shopping bags that farmers markets can customize, and 

· A website that provides information about area farmer markets.  

Council staff notes that the long-awaited FARMS report is due to be completed by the end of 2009.  The FARMS report could provide additional information such as how economic conditions are affecting farmers markets.  Building upon the FARMS report, discussions between representatives for farmers markets and Marketing and Economic Development section staff could produce suggestions for improving the long-term viability of farmers markets throughout the County.
At the Physical Environment third meeting, the panel recommended an option that would reinstate Agriculture Marketing and Economic Support section’s 2 FTEs cut iin the Executive’s proposed budget ($320,000).  The funding option selected would reduce the undesignated WRLD - local drainage fund balance  by the $320,000 to pay for these two FTEs and the programs.  The panel recommendation will result in a fund balance of $676,484 (3% of anticipated SWM fee revenue), as opposed to the Executive’s proposed target fund balance of $996,484 (5% of anticipated SWM fee revenue).  The target fund balance will not be further affected by any add-back of OSS contra savings
Both options below are predicated on the Council accepting the Physical Environment panel’s recommendation of restoring the Agriculture Marketing and Economic Support section’s 2 FTEs.   

Option 1: Adopt a budget for the Marketing and Economic Development section with a proviso that requires the section to convene discussions with key groups representing farmer markets and farmers to determine steps that can be taken to improve the financial viability of farmer markets and to facilitate farmer access to such markets; and by April 1, 2010, provide a report identifying challenges and potential solutions identified by the discussion participants.
Option 2: Adopt a budget for the Marketing and Economic Development section of the Agriculture Program, with no  proviso to convene discussions as described in option 1.

________________________________________________________________________________

	Issue Area:
	Public Safety & General Government


DEPARTMENT EXECUTIVE SERVICES 

Facilities Management Division
Budget Table
	
	2009

Adopted
	2010

Proposed
	% Change 2010 v. 2009

	Budget Appropriation
	$47,136,265
	$47,177,643
	0.1%

	FTEs
	331.51
	336.51
	1.5%

	TLTs
	0.5
	0.0
	-100.0%

	Estimated Revenues
	$47,819,082
	$47,484,274
	-0.1%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Overhead Charges to other King County agencies


Contras in the Budget 
Operational Shutdown Savings Contra: $807,735
Issues

issue 1 – print shop temporary labor proposed to convert to fte, 2.0 fte
The Print Shop has employed two temporary positions for graphic design and administrative support.  The funding for these positions is already budgeted in existing accounts for temporary help, so adding 2.0 FTEs does not have a new cost impact.  

At the October 13 panel meeting, Councilmembers expressed an interest in holding this issue open pending receipt of updated data on the Print Shop’s revenues.  We have received the following information:

Projected 2009 Revenues: $1,518,897

Projected 2009 Expenditures:  ($1,510,112)

Revenues through September 2009:  $966,396

Expenditures through September 2009:  $1,019,306

Although the expenditures through September were slightly ahead of revenues, Facilities Management Division (“FMD”) indicated that October production was about 40 percent above the average monthly production.  As a result, FMD projects that the Print Shop will end the year with revenues greater than expenditures. 

Option 1: Retain the positions, as proposed in the Executive’s budget, which would be consistent with policy direction of maintaining the Print Shop operations.
Option 2: Remove the positions, which would require that the Print Shop continue to utilize temporary help for its operations.
issue 2 – potential additional reductions in facilities management division
During the panel meeting on October 6, Councilmembers expressed interest in why FMD’s budget is not being reduced comparably to other agencies.  This is due to the overall reduction in central rates, which reduced FMD’s operating costs without making any 2010 service level or program reductions.  In addition, FMD is lowering the central rates it charges to other agencies by rebating approximately $1 million from the internal service fund balance.  

Councilmembers also asked staff to consider other potential reductions to the FMD budget.  Several options are discussed below.

Courthouse Information Desk  

At the November 2 panel meeting, Councilmembers directed staff to hold this item open.

The King County Courthouse information desk is currently staffed by a 1.0 FTE Administrative Specialist, who helps direct citizens to courtrooms and services located in the courthouse.  During last year’s budget process, this position was proposed for elimination, but was restored in the adopted budget.  The information desk is also occasionally backfilled by security staffing as they are available between other duties.

Eliminating the position in 2010 would yield savings of $61,000, including benefits.  About $58,000 (95 percent) of the savings would accrue to the General Fund.

Option 1: Eliminate the position for savings of $61,000, including $58,000 in the General Fund.
Option 2: Retain the position through the first quarter of 2010 and require through proviso that the Facilities Management Division install an electronic readerboard during the first quarter to help direct members of the public visiting the Courthouse.  (Eliminating the position after the first quarter would yield savings of $45,750, including $43,462 in the General Fund.). 

Option 3: Retain the position, as proposed in the Executive’s budget.
Eliminate or Hold Open Vacant Positions
The Executive’s proposed 2010 budget includes 23 positions, which are currently vacant and have not been filled due to the hiring freeze.  Of these positions, 16 are within Building Services, which provides custodial, electrical, HVAC, and security services.  The Building Services positions are being backfilled using a significant amount of overtime.  

In addition, FMD also has 3.0 vacant FTEs in the Capital Planning section and 4.0 vacant FTEs in the Director’s Office.  While the 3.0 FTEs in Capital Planning charge off to capital projects (primarily Parks and General Government projects), the costs of the 4.0 vacant FTEs in the Director’s Office are recovered through central rate charges.  About 60 percent of the costs of the Director’s Office positions would be incurred by the General Fund.

Director’s Office Vacant Positions

FMD indicates that all four Director’s Office positions, described in the table below, are critical to the mission of the Division.
	FMD Director’s Office Vacancies

	Vacancy

Date
	Salary and Benefits Cost
	Position Title
	FMD Justification for Retaining

	12/02/08
	$150,244 
	Assistant Division Director
	Critical to FMD mission. Unable to fill due to the hiring freeze.

	08/04/09
	$71,143 
	Fiscal Specialist III
	Payroll processing for Building Services, which has almost 300 employees in 13 bargaining units. Especially complex with impact of Green River flood work. Vacant due to hiring freeze.

	02/09/09
	$109,504 
	Human Resources Service Delivery Manager I
	Critical to FMD mission. Unable to fill due to the hiring freeze.

	02/01/09
	$112,133 
	Special Projects Manager II
	FMD’s liaison for ABT accounting and handles coordination of our business system needs. Also, some Print Shop oversight.  Vacant due to hiring freeze.  


Council staff requested information on why the Human Resources Service Delivery Manager and Special Projects Manager positions were not filled prior to the hiring freeze and how these duties are being accomplished currently.  FMD indicated that the duties are being absorbed by existing staff.  However, this includes existing term-limited temporary staff and a staff person who is fulfilling the duties of the Human Resources Service Delivery Manager as a special duty assignment.  The Division has indicated staff that have absorbed the work of the vacant positions are less able to meet the demands of their regular duties.

The total annual salary and benefit cost for the four Director’s Office positions is $443,024, with $265,814 in General Fund costs.

During the November 2 meeting, the panel discussed reducing funding in the Director’s Office, but not eliminating specific positions.  Reducing funding in the Director’s Office, could result in a delay in filling some or all these positions, but would allow FMD to prioritize how to best fill or leave open the vacancies.  For example, if Council reduces Director’s Office funding by $100,000 (achieving $60,000 in General Fund savings), the practical effect could be that FMD would need to hold all four positions vacant for three months, or it could result in not filling one of the positions through all of 2010.  

Option 1: Eliminate the four positions listed above.  The total annual salary and benefit cost for the four Director’s Office positions is $443,024, with $265,814 in General Fund costs.

Option 2: Eliminate the funding for the positions, but retain the FTE authority, which would allow FMD to prioritize cuts in the Director’s Office.  
Option 3:  Keep Director’s Office funding at the level proposed in the Executive’s budget.

Capital Planning Vacant Positions

FMD indicated that vacancies in the Capital Planning section could result in delays in delivery of capital projects.  
	FMD Capital Planning Vacancies

	Vacancy

Date
	Salary and Benefits Cost
	Position Title
	FMD Justification for Retaining

	08/01/08
	$109,504
	Capital Projects Manager IV
	Works on parks capital projects. Currently filled by a TLT.  Vacant due to hiring freeze.  

	04/02/07
	$117,580
	Capital Projects Managing Supervisor
	Supervises project managers on general government and major maintenance projects.  Vacant due to hiring freeze.

	10/24/07
	$117,580
	Capital Projects Managing Supervisor
	Works on parks capital projects. Vacant due to hiring freeze.  Update: FMD has no immediate plans to fill due to downturn in Parks capital program.


The Capital Planning positions’ duties have been absorbed by other staff within that section.  FMD informed Council staff that the three positions were vacant due to the hiring freeze, but note that the positions have been vacant since 2007 or 2008, with one position being backfilled by a term-limited temporary position.  

At the November 2 meeting, the panel asked Council staff to continue to work with Executive staff to identify the General Fund impact of eliminating these positions.  As noted earlier, these positions charge off to capital projects, so the funding support varies depending on which funds support the projects to which they are assigned.  The level of funding from the General Fund supporting the positions varies depending on what capital projects are approved and implemented during each year.  Accordingly, there would be no direct General Fund savings if a specific vacant position were to be eliminated from the FMD budget.  

Also note that the Parks capital program has been funded through non-General Fund sources (primarily Real Estate Excise Tax and levy funding), so eliminating either of the vacant Parks capital planning positions would not yield any General Fund savings.  

The General Government Capital Projects Managing Supervisor position would generally work on projects supported by Major Maintenance and/or Building Maintenance and Repair.  Annual General Fund support of major maintenance has varied from 53 percent to 87 percent and General Fund support of the Building Maintenance fund has ranged from 9 to 15 percent.

Option 1:  Eliminate vacant Parks Capital Projects Managing Supervisor, which Facilities Management Division does not intend to fill in the immediate term.  Savings would be $117,580, with no savings in the General Fund.

Option 2:  Eliminate vacant General Government Capital Projects Managing Supervisor.  Savings would be $117,580, but savings cannot be tied back directly to the General Fund.

Option 3:  Eliminate vacant Parks Capital Projects Manager IV.  Savings would be $109,504, with no savings in the General Fund.  This position is currently filled by a term-limited temporary staff.

Rebate an Additional Portion of Fund Balance
At November 2 panel meeting, Councilmembers directed staff to hold this option open.

FMD is already proposing to rebate about $1 million in fund balance as part of a multi-year effort to bring the fund balance in line with the target balance.  The financial plan shows a target fund balance of $2.8 million in 2010, but an ending undesignated fund balance of $4.3 million.  

FMD proposed a multi-year plan based on an interpretation that Motion 12144, passed by the Council in 2005, calls for “gradual fund balance correction… over a two to three year period to avoid a one-time jump in rates.”  However, the motion appears to primarily address how to increase fund balance, without directly addressing how to correct for a fund balance that exceeds the target.  Council could direct that an additional amount of the undesignated fund balance be rebated, but this would not be a sustainable approach and would reduce FMD’s ability to contain any growth in its central rate charges for 2011.  If the Council chose to rebate an additional $1 million to $1.5 million, the Office of Management and Budget indicated that about 80 percent of the savings would be realized by the General Fund.

Option 1:  Rebate an additional $500,000 in fund balance.  Savings to the General Fund would be about $400,000.
Option 2:  Rebate an additional $1 million in fund balance.  Savings to the General Fund would be about $800,000.

Option 3:  Rebate an additional $1.5 million in fund balance.  Savings to the General Fund would be about $1.2 million.

Option 4:  Maintain as proposed in Executive’s budget.  

_______________________________________________________________________________

Employee Benefits
Budget Table
	
	2009

Adopted
	2010

Proposed
	% Change 2010 v. 2009

	Budget Appropriation
	$213,734,316
	$221,694,435
	3.7%

	FTEs
	12.00
	13.00
	8.3%

	TLTs
	1.00
	0.00
	-100.0%

	Estimated Revenues
	$207,865,328
	$206,150,535
	-0.8%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Per-employee flex rate charged to other county agencies to provide benefits.


Contras in the Budget 
Operational Shutdown Savings Contra: $50,201
Issue

Issue  – reduction in contribution to puget sound health alliance - ($50,000)
The proposed budget also includes a reduction in the county’s contribution to the Puget Sound Health Alliance (PSHA).  In past years, the county has contributed beyond the membership fee to provide additional support to the Puget Sound Health Alliance, which is a regional partnership involving employers, healthcare providers, patients and others, working to improve quality and efficiency of health care in the Puget Sound region.  King County has been a leader in the PSHA since its inception.  

The membership fee for 2010 is $150,000, which is derived from a fee structure based on the size of member organizations.  Within Employee Benefits, there is also a 1.0 FTE that is assigned primarily to support PSHA.  Staff learned late last week that the individual staffing the PSHA has been moved to Public Health and the position residing in Employee Benefits is currently vacant.  

Option 1: Eliminate financial support of the Puget Sound Health Alliance, which would save about $150,000 overall and $50,000 in the General Fund.  Overall funding for the Puget Sound Health Alliance is $2.2 million in 2009.  While the Alliance is anticipating the proposed reduction from $200,000 to $150,000, complete elimination of county support would send a visible public message, as the county is the Alliance’s key founding agency.  It is unlikely that the county could maintain a significant relationship with the Alliance if it withdrew all financial support.
Option 2: Eliminate dedicated staff support for the Puget Sound Health Alliance, a position that is now vacant.  The total cost of this position is $116,558.  Elimination of the position would save $38,000 in the General Fund.
Option 3: Approve as proposed.
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