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King County




Metropolitan King County Council

Budget & Fiscal Management Committee 

2011 Budget

Budget Reconciliation 

	Analyst:
	Marilyn Cope


Division/Program Name - facilities management internal service
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: FMD Bldg Services
	$36,790,945
	$37,790,662
	2.72%

	          FTE:
	273.41
	270.65
	(1.01%)

	     Section: FMD Capital Planning
	$3,848,459
	$3,798,186
	(1.31%)

	          FTE: 
	24.75
	24.75
	0.00%

	     Section: FMD Print Shop
	$1,506,754
	$1,531,543
	1.65%

	          FTE: 
	7.0
	7
	0.00%

	     Section: FMD Director
	$4,662,453
	$4,344,738
	(6.81%)

	          FTE: 
	24.6
	23.6
	(4.07%)

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$46,808,611
	$47,465,129
	1.40%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	329.8
	326.0
	(1.14%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0.5
	0-
	(100.00%)

	Estimated Revenues
	$44,515,489
	$44,548,918
	0.08%

	Major Revenue Sources
	FMD Central Rates


follow up
During the Reconciliation Week 1 discussion, the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee ("Committee") instructed staff to include a market analysis of the County Print Shop’s fees for services as part of the proviso discussed in Option 2 as seen below.

Option 1:
Adopt as proposed, instituting a 5% surcharge fee on all contracts for print jobs with outside vendors.  (However, this option is not aligned with the existing Executive policy for county agencies to use the print shop and would provide a subsidy to the Print Shop for work they would not perform.)
Option 2:
Adopt a proviso that will require the Executive to enforce the Executive Order through Procurement and Contract Services review and denial of all agency requests for outside vendors unless the service required is one the Print Shop cannot provide.  A draft of this proviso is included below.  (This option would align with existing Executive policy and require the Print Shop to perform the work necessary to recover its expenditures and demonstrate its ability to achieve solvency.)

Staff prepared the following proviso 

Of this appropriation, $140,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a proposed ordinance and the council adopts an ordinance that references the proviso’s ordinance, section and number and finds that the executive has responded to the proviso.  This proviso requires the executive to include in the proposed ordinance new policies directing the finance and business operations division’s procurement and contract services section to require the use of the King County print shop by county agencies, including the review of all existing contracts with external printing vendors who provide services similar to those provided by the print shop, and denial of all agency requests for external printing vendors unless the service requested is such that the King County print shop is unable to reasonably provide the service.  The proposed ordinance will also contain a policy to define acceptable use of external printing vendors for services that the King County print shop is unable to reasonably provide, a market analysis of the print shop's fees for services and a market analysis of the time required by the print shop to complete printing services.
The executive should transmit to the council the proposed ordinance required by this proviso by March 1, 2011, filed in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the government accountability and oversight committee or its successor.

Note: This draft proviso has received both legal and quality control review.

Option 3:
Eliminate the Print Shop.  (There are collective bargaining issues that constrain this option.)
	Analyst:
	Jenny Giambattista 


Division/Program Name - office of information resource management (oirm)
Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	$6,198,129
	$4,039,792
	(34.8%)


	Total FTEs – All Sections
	27
	27
	0

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	$5,730,073
	$3,218,405
	(43.9%)


	Major Revenue Sources
	Central rates


follow up 

Issue 1 – maximizing investment in sabey data center
Last week, the Committee directed staff to draft a proviso that would encourage more servers to be moved to the Sabey data center in 2011. The proviso includes specific requirements for OIRM to: (1) develop a customer service level agreement that includes specific customer service commitments, (2) provide information to assist agencies in relocating to the Sabey data center, (3) transmit a work plan detailing when each agency will move servers to the Sabey data center, and (4) for those agencies not moving servers to the Sabey data center, provide an explanation of why those servers are not moving and an explanation of why such a move is not being pursued. 

The draft proviso is shown below and would apply to the OIRM budget:


Of this appropriation, $300,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive completes a report which includes the following components: (1) a service level agreement that identifies  specific customer service commitments to agencies by the office of information resource management for the services it provides at the Sabey data center, (2) information to assist agencies in relocating to Sabey including, details on the moving process, back-up services, costs of services at Sabey, and the process for agency staff to gain access to the Sabey data center,  (3) a work plan detailing when each county agency will move servers to Sabey and how many servers are projected to be moved by each agency, and (4) for those agencies not moving servers to Sabey, an explanation from the chief information officer and the director of the facilities management division of why those servers are not moving.  


The executive shall file the report required to be submitted by this proviso by March 1, 2010 in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the government accountability and oversight committee or its successor.  Upon receipt, the clerk shall provide a proof of receipt to the director of the office of management and budget. 

Note that this draft proviso is subject to legal review.
Option 1:  Approve draft proviso.

Option 2:  Direct staff to modify the proviso. 

In addition, the Committee directed staff to develop a proviso to require FMD to report on the energy savings achieved as a result of moving servers to the Sabey Data Center. The proviso is below and will be applied to the FMD budget:

Of this appropriation, $500,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a report detailing the operational and capital facilities savings achieved, through November 2011, from each site where servers were relocated to the Sabey data center.  


The executive must file the report required to be submitted by this proviso by December 1, 2011 in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the government accountability and oversight committee or its successor.  Upon receipt, the clerk shall provide a proof of receipt to the director of the office of management and budget.

Note that this draft proviso is subject to legal review.
Option 1:  Approve draft proviso.

Option 2:  Direct staff to modify the proviso. 

Issue 2 – consolidating service centers in 2011
Last week, the Committee directed staff to draft provisos to encourage the consolidation of technology service centers within the Executive branch. Staff was directed to draft a proviso on the budgets of each of the four departments
 within the Chinook building that have service centers.  The proviso will restrict the expenditure of funds until completion of specific deliverables related to the consolidation of service centers.  This proviso is still in development.
	Analyst:
	Amy Tsai


Division/Program Name - real estate services
Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	$3,667,343
	$3,777,421
	3.0%

	FTEs
	27.0
	27.0
	0.0%

	TLTs 
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0%

	Estimated Revenues
	$13,024,443
	$13,362,245
	2.6%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Licenses & permits, charges for services, and miscellaneous revenue


follow on 

Last week, the Committee directed staff to prepare a proviso directing a report from RES on the impact of Roads' budget on Real Estate Services' staffing needs in 2011 and future years. 
The draft proviso language is as follows:

Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the council by motion approves a report by the director of the Facilities Management Division that projects the impact of the Roads Services Division's demand for Real Estate Services' services on Real Estate Services annual revenue, workload and staffing needs in 2011 and through 2016.  The revenue, workload and staffing projections shall be based on information that includes, but is not limited to, the 2011 RSD mid-biennial supplemental budget submitted with Proposed Ordinance 2010-0565 as adopted, the Strategic Plan for Roads Services submitted with Proposed Motion 2010-0567 as adopted, and the report on a New Organizational Structure and Staffing Plan for Roads submitted with Proposed Motion 2010-0566 as adopted.  The 2011 revenue projections shall identify revenues by appropriation section number, low org, account number, and account title.  The staffing projections shall identify staff by group (i.e., administration, acquisitions, permits, and leasing), position title, salary, benefits, and percentage billed to non-General Fund sources.  The workload projections shall identify activities sorted by group except that the administration group shall be sorted by position, and for each activity identify frequency, hours of staff time, billable hours if applicable, non-General Fund revenue, and General Fund revenue.

The director of the Facilities Management Division shall file the report and a draft motion accepting the report by March 18, 2011 in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council's chief of staff and the lead staff for the budget and fiscal management committee or its successor.  Upon receipt of the report, the clerk shall provide a proof of receipt to the director of the office of management and budget and to the facilities management division.

Note that the above draft proviso is subject to quality control and legal review.
Option 1:
Approve the proviso.

Option 2:
Direct Council staff to prepare revisions to the proviso.  

Option 3:
Reject the proviso.

	Analyst:
	John Resha


Division/Program Name - King County Sheriff's Office (KCSO)
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: 0200.1938 911 Communications
	$9,839,222
	$10,162,898
	3.29%

	          FTE:
	99.00
	95.50
	(3.54%)

	     Section: 0200.1943 Sheriff Administration
	$32,381,807
	$35,861,394
	10.75%

	          FTE:
	147.50
	139.00
	(5.76%)

	     Section: 0200.1954 Field Operations Unincorporated
	$36,355,284
	$31,211,760
	(14.15%)

	          FTE:
	265.00
	217.00
	(18.11%)

	     Section: 0200.8331 Field Operations Contract Services
	$26,504,532
	$28,279,034
	6.70%

	          FTE:
	211.00
	212.80
	0.85%

	     Section: 0200.8340 Special Operations Contract Services
	$13,692,321
	$15,462,319
	12.93%

	          FTE:
	117.00
	121.00
	3.42%

	     Section: 0200.8341 Special Operations Critical Incident Response
	$1,940,082
	$1,653,074
	(14.79%)

	          FTE:
	14.00
	10.00
	(28.57%)

	     Section: 0200.8342 Special Operations Patrol Support
	$5,010,308
	$4,597,532
	(8.24%)

	          FTE:
	29.00
	25.00
	(13.79%)

	     Section: 0200.8350 Criminal Investigations Major Investigations
	$8,360,952
	$6,119,379
	(26.81%)

	          FTE:
	61.00
	45.00
	(26.23%)

	     Section: 0200.8360 Court Security and Special Investigations
	$8,021,017
	$4,972,592
	(38.01%)

	          FTE:
	75.00
	97.50
	30.00%

	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$142,105,525
	$138,319,982
	(2.66%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	1,018.50
	962.80
	(5.47%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00%

	Estimated Revenues
	$70,826,712
	$77,210,671
	9.01%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Service Contracts and General Fund


Issues

Issue 1: Prioritize Prevention Services 
Dedicated Traffic Enforcement – For the unincorporated areas, KCSO operates a motorcycle unit dedicated to traffic enforcement known as Selective Traffic Enforcement Plan (STEP).  The STEP services are proposed to be delivered for approximately $1.2 million via 9.0 FTE in 2011.  This program generates approximately $0.7 million in collected fine revenues for an estimated net general fund expense of $0.5 million.

School Resource Officers (SRO) –For the unincorporated areas, SROs provide in-school preventative policing services, predominantly in high schools and middle schools.  On average, these officers address approximately 500 reactive calls annually, and also 10-30 proactive daily contacts.  This unit had an estimated cost of $0.8 million and generated $0.3 million in contract revenues for a net estimated general fund expense of $0.5 million in 2010.  The 2011 Proposed Budget eliminates these 8.0 FTE and associated appropriations. It is estimated that the SRO service could be restored at no additional net cost to the general fund through providing no appropriation authority to the STEP program.
Option 1: 
Approve as proposed.

Option 2: 
Prioritize SROs over the STEP program, transferring funds formerly supporting the STEP program to the SRO program. This would be accomplished through an expenditure restriction.
Issue 2: Security Screening

Courthouse Security includes weapons screening, which is provided via stations designed to stop people from entering the buildings with prohibited items. The service is provided by armed Marshalls and civilian Security Screeners.  
Concerns were raised by Councilmembers regarding the closure of the tunnel between the King County Administration Building and the King County Courthouse (KCCH) entrance. Staff worked with KCSO and the Executive, as well as received input from the tenant representatives of the KCCH, regarding a scheduling solution to address the concern.  As a result, KCSO developed a scheduling option that maintains court access in 2011 within the proposed budget as follows:

· 3rd Avenue access open to the public 7:00 AM through 5:00 PM
· 4th Avenue access open to the public 8:00 AM through 2:00 PM
· tunnel between the King County Administration Building and the KCCH open to employees 6:00 AM through 7:00 AM and open to the public 7:00 AM through 5:00 PM
· KCCH Loading Dock access for deliveries 8:00 AM through 12:00 PM 

· Public access to the Youth Service Center and the Norm Maleng Regional Justice Center 7:00 AM through 5:00 PM

The above schedule option provides for minimal coverage of long-term staffing vacancies. Such minimal coverage could lead to periodic closures of the 4th Avenue entrance, however, KCSO may have the ability to add back some FTE screeners as a result of COLA agreements, which will mitigate staffing/coverage concerns. 
The 2011 tunnel access schedule addresses 2011 concerns, but does not address long-term sustainability of this expense without court facility tenants having to invest higher annual funding levels in future years.
Option 1: 
Approve the budget as proposed leading to closure of the tunnel entrance. 
Option 2: 
Direct staff to develop an expenditure restriction requiring KCSO to provide weapons screening at KCCH's three regular building entrances and the loading dock in accordance with the above scheduling alternative.

Option 3:
Direct staff to develop a proviso requiring an analysis of the costs and issues associated with providing a separate employee access to King County buildings that house courts and other County functions.
Option 4:
Options 2 and 3 above

	Analyst:
	Clifton Curry


Division/Program Name- Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: Admin 0910.7192
	$23,480,016
	$22,775,553
	(3.0)%

	          FTE:
	33.5
	34.0
	1.5%

	     Section: Juv Det 0910.7545
	15,938,215
	16,324,926
	2.4%

	          FTE: 
	156.5
	147.5
	(5.8)%

	     Section: Comm Cor 0910.7840
	5,664,308
	4,940,739
	(12.8)%

	          FTE: 
	55.0
	43.0
	(21.8)%

	     Section: KCCF Det 0910.7855
	50,752,702
	48,658,999
	(4.1)%

	          FTE: 
	458.0
	438.0
	(4.4)%

	     Section: MRJC Det 0910.7880
	30,737,747
	31,918,814
	3.8%

	          FTE:
	304.3
	273.0
	(10.3)%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$126,572,988
	$124,619,031
	(1.5)%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	1,007.2
	935.5
	(7.1)%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	$33,162,367
	$35,486,016
	7.0%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund (Revenues from city and state contracts paid to the GF)


Issue 1 –Secure Detention Population/Closure of 4 West Unit at King County Correctional Facility ($446,129) and (9.0 FTE)

The most significant driver of the department’s budget is the projected number of inmates it will house in secure detention.  Using the projected detention population and its qualitative characteristics, the department determines the number of staff it will need based on the estimated number of living units needed for the projected number and type of inmates.  Each living unit has an established staffing arrangement known as “post” positions that are staffed 24 hours per day, seven days a week.  For example, the average living unit at the Maleng regional Justice Center houses 64 inmates (when it is single bunked) and has three post positions—requiring 5.34 FTEs to provide cover for all the time the unit is open.  

For 2011, the department’s secure detention population estimate projects a decline of 151 inmates in Average Daily Population (ADP) from 2010 budgeted levels, reducing the planning number from 2,430 in 2010 to 2,279 in 2011, or a reduction of 6.2 percent.  However, the year-to-date actual population through August 2010 is 2,151 ADP, or about 12 percent below projections.  In 2010, the secure ADP has been as low as 2,062.  The difference in ADP planning numbers compared to the actual number of inmates has been seen in the department’s budgets since 2007.  The following table shows the projected secure ADP used to prepare the department’s budgets and the actual number of inmates that the department housed.

Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention

Projected vs. Actual Secure Adult ADP


[image: image2.emf]Adult Secure ADP 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (est.)

Budget Projection 2,397         2,505         2,584         2,771         2,430         2,259             

Actual 2,391         2,465         2,324         2,179         2,151        

Difference (%) 0.3% 1.6% 10.1% 21.4% 11.5%


Even though both the projected and actual amounts are lower than current projections there is no corresponding reduction (either 6 or 12 percent) in the proposed budget for 2011.  The department notes that the number of minimum security inmates in detention has declined significantly, while there have been some minor increases in higher security inmates—however, the department explains that this change in the composition of the detention population results in a higher percentage of inmates requiring closer supervision.  The department has also reported increases in the number of inmates that are mentally ill or suicidal. The savings in the 2011 related to population decreases are primarily associated with the proposed closure of the 4 West Housing Unit at the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF), which is estimated to save $776,129 and 9.0 FTEs. This unit can house up to 90 minimum security inmates.  The proposed 2011 reductions in ADP planning estimates result in very limited savings for the county. The most significant reduction, almost 13 percent, is for the department’s Community Corrections Division which has actually seen increases in the use of its programs rather than declines.

The KCCF and Maleng regional Justice Center (MRJC) budgets total $81 million in for 2011. These budgets are expected to be about $900,000, or one percent, lower in 2011 when compared to 2010.  However, much of the reduction results from the proposed elimination of the MRJC booking operation (described below), not to reductions due to the decline in secure population. The department informed council staff that it intends to house 1,553 inmates in the King County Correctional facility (KCCF), with the remainder housed in ten of the 13 living units at the MRJC.  Using this planning estimate, the department appears to be staffing to keep ten housing units open rather than based on the actual secure detention population that could be housed in fewer open units.  On the surface, this planning method appears to limit the department’s ability to capture savings in the event of declining populations.

Furthermore, the secure adult detention population projection for 2011 assumes that the county continues to provide housing for 300 ADP for city misdemeanants and 375 ADP for state Department of Corrections inmates, per contracts with those cities and the state.  In 2010, the cities were projected to have 300 ADP misdemeanants, but the year-to-date average use has been at less than 275 ADP, or about 8 percent below projections.  The 2011 budget projections are based on housing misdemeanants from the 24 cities that have entered into a new contract extension with the county that allows for “variable” rates for regular housing and the costs of inmates who are sick or mentally ill.  The remaining 13 cities that currently contract with the county for jail services will continue to house misdemeanants under the agreement, but will remove all of their inmates from county facilities by December 31, 2012.  Many of these cities are participating in the construction of a new 800 bed misdemeanor facility in Des Moines.  This facility anticipates accepting inmates in late 2011.  

Many jurisdictions operating detention facilities, including King County, have taken steps to change policies and establish mechanisms to control or better manage its jail population.  As explained previously, the county is responsible for incarcerating felons and some misdemeanants.  In addition, the county houses city and the state inmates under contract.  The following chart describes the mix of inmates in secure detention.

Option 1:        Approve as proposed.

Option 2: 
Direct staff to continue working with Budget Leadership Team to identify alternatives for final action. Councilmembers interested in restoring reductions should work with Budget Leadership Team and Staff to identify corresponding reductions elsewhere. 

Option 3: In combination with either option one or two above, direct staff to develop provisos for the 2010 adopted budget that would direct the Executive and the department to complete a comprehensive department business plan that identifies and evaluates proposed options for: 
1. the optimal use county secure detention capacity and cost effective staffing models; 

2. policies and plans for addressing declines or increases in secure detention population;

3. the review and update of the county’s secure detention classification system; 

4. options for controlling county responsible inmate population;  

5. options for reducing jail operating costs; and, 

6. alternative fee-setting strategies for jail services aimed at enhancing revenues and ensuring that contracting agencies have access to adequate, predictable, and affordable regional jail capacity.

In addition, to address the continuing concerns related to the department’s secure detention population forecasts, the Panel could direct the establishment of a proviso requiring the Executive to provide to the Council a report showing the methodology and planning assumptions for its secure adult and juvenile population forecast for 2012 and future years.  The report would provide the Council opportunities to review the department’s forecasts, forecast model, and supporting data outside of the compressed timeline of the annual budget process.  The proviso could require the Executive to describe all of the assumptions used in preparation of population forecasts; how the department examines changes in secure detention utilization and identifies the cause of the changes; and describe how the department will provide timely updates to the Council that support decision-making for budget preparation and other planning purposes.  The Executive and the department could also be required to report on how the forecasts will be used for facility utilization and operations planning, budget development, contract fee setting, contract revenue projections, and regional jail planning.  The department’s methodology and forecast plan could also be reviewed by the King County Auditor.

Finally, the Panel could direct the creation of a proviso requiring that the Executive seek technical assistance from a national expert on jail operations that would evaluate the jail’s current operational policies and make recommended changes that implement national best practices. 

Issue 2 – Closure of Booking Services at Maleng Regional Justice Center to GF Reduce Costs - ($1,974,019) /(21.00) FTEs
At both the KCCF and the MRJC, the department operates an Intake, Transfer, and Release (ITR) program.  Intake includes the booking of arrestees from law enforcement officers and the acceptance of inmates being transferred throughout the state as part of “chain” program that moves inmates from various county jails to other jails or to state prison.  Chain transfers are the responsibility of the state Department of Corrections and King County Sheriff’s Office.  The other transfer function at the jail is the movement of inmates from the KCCF and MRJC either between the two facilities, or to allow inmates to appear in municipal courts.  The release function ensures that inmates leaving the facility are properly released.  

The Executive is proposing to close the MRJC to all booking and to redirect all MRJC bookings to the KCCF. This proposed reduction would reduce the department’s costs by almost $2 million and reduce 21.0 FTEs.  Currently, the department’s MRJC ITR is open for booking arrestees Monday through Friday, 8 AM to 5 PM.  This proposal would only close the booking portion of the program, while maintaining the eleven staff necessary for transfers and releases.  

The following table shows the 2009 bookings for felony, misdemeanor, and investigation arrests (law enforcement officers can arrest and book an individual who is suspected of crime, but no charges may ever be filed) at each facility.

 2009 Bookings By Facility


[image: image3.emf]Facility Felony Misdemeanor Investigation  Subtotal

Average Daily 

Bookings

KCCF 10,524      20,878                 5,175                   36,577       100.00               

MRJC 3,586        4,198                   437                      8,221         31.62                 

Total 14,110      25,076                 5,612                   44,798       131.62               

   

In 2009, there were 44,798 bookings into county jail facilities. There were 8,221 bookings at the MRJC in 2009, which is about 20 percent of the county’s total bookings (32 per day).  However, nearly half of these bookings, or 4,059, were part of the state chain or other transfers.  Actual bookings at the MRJC by law enforcement agencies of suspected felons, misdemeanants, those with warrants, and those suspected of a crime totaled 4,162 in 2009.  Of this number, south county law enforcement agencies accounted for 1,355 bookings. 

During Week Two, panel members asked questions related to the executive’s proposed closure of the MRJC booking function.  Members asked for information related to the types and numbers of staff that will reduced if the proposal is adopted.  The following table shows the positions being reduced and where there might be lay-offs (these reductions in force may lead to lay-offs). 

Proposed MRJC Booking Staff Reductions

	Job Classification
	Number of FTEs Reduced
	Lay-offs

	Corrections Officer
	11.0
	2.0

	Corrections Technician
	2.0
	-

	Sergeant
	1.0
	-

	Corrections Program Specialist
	1.0
	-

	PR Screeners (CCD)
	5.0
	5.0

	Corrections Program Supervisor
	1.0
	-

	           Total
	21.0
	7.0


The most significant reduction is in the number of intake services staff (Personal Recognizance Screeners)—eliminated 5.0 FTEs.  These individuals work for the Community Corrections Division and support the court by assessing individuals and preparing data for the court to review when making bail/bond or release to community corrections program decisions.  While these staff would no longer be needed at the MRJC if booking was discontinued, there is no corresponding increase at the KCCF for the existing staff to handle the increased number of bookings in Seattle.  This could potentially result in fewer inmates being evaluated and placed in alternatives to secure detention programs and could therefore potentially result in more inmates remaining in secure detention.

Option 1: Approve as proposed.

Option 2: Direct staff to work with Budget Leadership Team to identify alternatives for final action. Councilmembers interested in restoring reductions should work with Budget Leadership Team and Staff to identify corresponding reductions elsewhere. 

Option 3:  Direct staff to develop a proviso that requires the Executive and the department to complete a comprehensive management review of all of its ITR functions. The study would include an independent analysis and business process mapping (business process mapping is a technique that identifies both barriers to efficient operation and duplication of effort, and also offers benchmarks for how operations can be improved) of the department’s intake, transfer and release workload at both of its adult detention facilities.  The report could also set benchmark performance targets for each of the component operations. This study could support the development of recommendations on staffing and other necessary resources. This required plan could include review by the King County Auditor.
Issue 3 – Revenue Projections 

The executive’s proposed budget includes a projected total revenue increase in 2011 totaling $2.3 million, about seven percent, when compared to 2010.  The bulk of the increase is estimated to come from the county’s contracts to provide jail services for  cities and the state.  The department’s revenue projections include the new extension agreement with 24 cities.  
Revenue Projections:  The executive’s proposed budget assumes the revenue from 300 ADP of city misdemeanants.  However, as noted above, the cities have been using about 275 ADP in 2009 and 2010. Thus, the 2011 projected city revenue may not be reflective of what cities will actually pay based on the trends from 2009 and 2010.  There are increasing options for cities to house their misdemeanant populations. In late 2011, the SCORE jail facility (a new misdemeanant facility being developed by 14 cities in the south county) will open in Des Moines. This new entity has been seeking contracts with those cities that have not participated in the building of the new 800 bed jail.  In addition, other counties, such as Snohomish County, have been offering to house city misdemeanants under contract.  At this time, several cities are negotiating with Snohomish to house all or part of their misdemeanant population.  Consequently, staff are still evaluating the department’s assumptions and revenue estimates related to city contracts.

At the direction of Budget Leadership Team, staff are developing proviso language to address the issues related to department revenue.  Regarding the issues related to secure population and revenue estimates, Councilmembers may wish to consider proviso language that requires the executive to transmit periodic reports to the council (monthly or quarterly) that identify the projected number of contract inmates, and expected revenue, for the reporting period and, compare this data with actual number of inmates in secure detention and the amount of revenue received. 

Contracting Methodology: The proposed budget identifies increased revenues from the state through changes to the current agreement with the state Department of Corrections.  The county houses “state holds,” individuals who are convicted felons who have already completed their state prison sentence but, are held in jail after violating community supervision requirements pending a state administrative hearing.  The state has paid King County to house these violators since 2002. The proposed budget is based on an estimate of 375 ADP of state violators which is close to actual usage. The state revenues are calculated on a daily maintenance charge of $85.10 per day, which is significantly less than the $119 per day charge for city misdemeanants (about 30 percent lower than city contracts).  In addition, the state does not pay a “booking charge.”  As a consequence, a significant portion of the projected secure detention population is paying contract rates below what the county has determined to be “full cost recovery” for the cities.  Nevertheless, the department contends that the rate adequately compensates the county for the services provided to the state.

Option 1:        Approve as proposed.

Option 2:       Direct staff to develop a proviso that addresses the development of new contracting methodologies as part of a comprehensive departmental business plan as described above; also direct staff to develop a proviso that requires the monthly reporting of actual versus projected revenues from cities and the state.  The report would show the projected monthly utilization for both cities and the state and compare the actual use and provide monthly data on the differences between projected revenue and revenues received.

	Analyst:
	Wendy Soo Hoo


Division/Program Name – Jail Health Services
Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: 0820.8124 JHS Shared Clinical
	$11,840,882
	$10,687,590
	(9.7%)

	          FTE:
	44.30
	40.30
	(9.0%)

	     Section: 0820.8125 JHS Site-Based Clinical
	$12,821,942
	$13,936,084
	8.7%

	          FTE: 
	109.90
	99.17
	(9.8%)

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$24,662,824
	$24,623,674
	(0.2%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	154.20
	139.47
	(9.6%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0.00
	0.00
	N/A

	Estimated Revenues
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund and MIDD


Issues

Issue 1 – Release Planning Service Reduction ($43,882)

Release planning services are proposed for reduction of $43,882 and 0.5 FTE.  These services are aimed at reducing recidivism by linking inmates to community based services upon release such as housing, health care, mental health and substance abuse treatment.  

Though JHS coordinates with jail staff on release planning, JHS is the primary release planning service provider.  With the remaining 5.5 FTE social workers, JHS indicated that it will continue to serve as many patients as it can (about 2,530 inmates in 2011 compared to 2,760 in 2010). 

During the Health and Human Services Panel, Councilmembers asked whether the Housing Opportunity Fund (HOF) resources could be used to support release planning services that focus on linking inmates to housing services. 
The Department of Community and Human Services via OMB stated: “HOF fund(s) cannot support a planning position that is not associated with the use of the HOF funds. HOF fund(s) provides affordable housing capital, operating support and rental assistance for housing projects and supportive services needed to support the success of formerly homeless persons living in permanent housing – all of the funds must be used in direct support of our housing programs. The uses of HOF funds are mandated by laws, interlocal agreements and policies and priorities that have been established by the county-wide Committee to End Homeless.”
Council staff asked the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) to consider the use of HOF funds for this purpose.  The PAO indicated that the $20 portion of the recording surcharge authorized that supports the HOF fund “may be used for programs that ‘directly accomplish the goals of the county’s local homeless housing plan.’  These funds will only be available through June 30, 2013 and are not subject to the supplanting prohibition that applies to the first $10 of the surcharge.”  

The PAO further indicates that the Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness identifies preventing homelessness as one of six principal actions, so “to the extent JHS’s release planning services directly accomplish the plan goals, nothing in state law would preclude the council from appropriating the surcharge revenues for planning services that prevent homelessness.”

The Law Justice Panel asked Council staff potential impacts to the HOF fund if the Council chose to transfer $43,882 to Jail Health Services to support the add-back of a 0.5 FTE for release planning.  DCHS indicated this would reduce other housing capital projects and housing and homelessness services provided by HOF funding or delay some planned capital projects, though the department did not identify specific programs and projects that could be impacted.  DCHS indicated that the amount could come from a draw-down of fund balance – currently, the 2011 ending fund balance is projected to be $843,499, or more than twice the target fund balance of $400,000.  DCHS indicated that if revenues come in lower than projected, the reprioritization of $43,882 could affect HOF’s ability to its target balance.  

DCHS indicated that it does not agree with the PAO determination that HOF funds can be reprioritized.  According to DCHS, Jail Health Services does not link inmates to housing.  However, OMB and Jail Health Services indicated that this was not accurate and the release planners do help inmates being released access housing services.

Note:  Executive staff informed Council staff last week that they are working on a potential alternate proposal to fund the release planning services.  At the time this staff report went into production, specifics were not available.  
Option 1:  Adopt as proposed.

Option 2:  Direct staff to transfer $43,882 from the Housing Opportunity Fund to the General Fund in support of adding back 0.5 FTE for JHS planning services that help link homeless inmates to housing services.

Option 3:  Delay a decision on this issue until the Executive has had an opportunity to develop an alternate proposal.
	Analyst:
	Nick Wagner


Division/Program Name - Prosecuting Attorney
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation: 

Prosecuting Attorney
	
	
	

	
Section:
0500.5028
PAO Administrative Division
	$7,101,146 
	$6,504,211 


	(8.41%)

	
FTE:
	18.0 
	18.0
	0.0%

	
Section: 0500.8570
Criminal Division – Economic Crimes
	$3,344,042 
	$3,967,610 


	18.65%



	
FTE:
	30.6
	33.6
	9.8%

	     Section: 0500.8571
Criminal Division – Special Victims
	$1,739,740
	$2,325,248 


	33.65%



	
FTE:
	24.3
	29.3
	20.6%

	     Section: 0500.8572
Criminal Division – Violent Crimes
	$18,193,460 
	$17,228,032 


	(5.31%)



	
FTE:
	170.0
	150.5
	(11.5%

	     Section: 0500.8573
Criminal Division – Juvenile
	$3,098,102 
	$2,840,088 


	(8.33%)



	
FTE:
	36.2
	30.6
	(15.5%)

	     Section: 0500.8574
Criminal Division – District Court
	$2,007,812 
	$1,808,618 


	(9.92%)



	
FTE:
	21.9
	16.0
	(26.9%)

	     Section: 0500.8575
Criminal Division – Appellate
	$1,697,153 
	$1,522,179 


	(10.31%)



	
FTE:
	13.0
	11.0
	(15.4%)

	     Section: 0500.8576
Criminal Division –  Administrative
	$1,744,392 
	$1,588,513 


	(8.94%)



	
FTE:
	15.0
	13.0
	(13.3%)

	     Section: 0500.8905
Civil Division – General County Services
	$2,489,590 
	$2,638,367 


	5.98%

	
FTE:
	18.0
	18.0
	0.0%

	     Section: 0500.8577
Civil Division – Litigation
	$6,239,908 
	$6,057,592 


	(2.92%)

	
FTE:
	52.4
	48.4
	(7.6%)

	     Section: 0500.8578
Civil Division – Property/Environment
	$2,331,716
	$2,342,384 


	0.46%

	
FTE:
	18.0
	17.0
	(5.6%)

	     Section: 0500.8906


Family Support
	$6,428,103 
	$6,767,938 


	5.29%

	
FTE:
	65.4
	64.4
	(1.5%)

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$56,415,164
	$55,590,780
	(1.5%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	482.8
	449.8
	(6.8%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	3.0
	4.0
	33.3%

	Estimated Revenues
	$18,383,451
	$18,226,959
	(0.85%)

	Major Revenue Sources
	General fund and payments from County agencies to which the PAO provides legal services


Issues

Issue 1 – Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Reporting to County Agencies

Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) civil division attorneys track their time, and the PAO provides to each county agency, on an annual basis, the cost of the work performed for the agency by PAO attorneys, including a breakdown by matter. This tracking and reporting makes it possible for agencies to monitor whether they are making cost-effective use of PAO resources. 

Although the county has experienced increasing fiscal constraints during the past several years, the PAO reports that county agencies’ usage of the services of the PAO civil division has remained fairly constant during that time. This may reflect that agencies’ usage of PAO services was already being kept to a minimum; however, the Council may wish to consider measures to enable agencies to keep better track of their usage of legal services.

For example, PAO reports to agencies on usage of legal services could be provided monthly, instead of annually, so that ineffective usage could be identified and corrected early. The PAO has advised Council staff that it would be neither difficult nor time-consuming for the PAO to generate monthly versions of the annual reports that are provided to the various county agencies.

At last week’s Committee meeting, staff were to draft a proviso calling for monthly reports from the PAO of county agency usage of PAO services. A draft proviso is included below. 
DRAFT Proviso text:

Of this appropriation, $150,000 must not be expended or encumbered until the prosecuting attorney transmits and the council adopts a motion that references this proviso’s ordinance, section, and number and states that the prosecuting attorney has responded satisfactorily to the proviso.  The proviso requires that the prosecuting attorney provide, to the head of each county agency for which the prosecuting attorney has provided legal services during the preceding calendar month, the following reports:


A. A monthly, tabular report, in the form of a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and a paper copy, containing the following columns of information, with appropriate headings, about the legal services that the prosecuting attorney provided to the agency during the preceding calendar month: (1) the name of the attorney who performed the services; (2) the matter name (with sufficient specificity for the agency to identify it); (3) the hours spent by the attorney on the matter during the month;  and (4) the “cost” of those hours (determined by multiplying the number of hours times the attorney’s hourly rate, which is based on the most recent available data);


B. A monthly, tabular report, in the form of a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and a paper copy, containing the following columns of information, with appropriate headings, about the matters concerning which the prosecuting attorney has provided legal services to the agency during the preceding calendar month: (1) the matter name (with sufficient specificity for the agency to identify it); and (2) the total, accrued cost of prosecuting attorney services regarding the matter, from its inception through the calendar month preceding the report (determined on the basis of attorney hours worked and the applicable attorney hourly rates).


The reports should be provided to each county agency in February 2011 (for the month of January 2011) and every month thereafter.


The executive should transmit the required motion to the council in July 2011, filed in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the budget and fiscal management of the whole or its successor.

Note that the above draft proviso is subject to quality control and legal review.
Option 1:  Approve the proviso.
Option 2:  Direct staff to revise the proviso.
	Analyst:
	Polly St. John


Office of the Public Defender
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	OPD Direct Services and Administration
	2,728,710
	3,005,617
	10.15%

	FTE:
	19.75
	16.75
	(15.19%)

	OPD Legal Services Section
	34,503,536
	33,592,547
	(2.64%)

	          FTE: 
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	37,232,246
	36,598,164
	(1.70%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	19.75
	16.75
	(15.19%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	2,350,752
	2,480,566
	5.52%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund, fees/charges


Issues

Issue 1 – Contempt of Court Case Processing
A proposal from defender agencies to work with the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) on how family support contempt of court (COC) cases are processed could potentially reduce the effects of the proposed reduction in funding for defender contracts. The COC process and options have been analyzed with input from OPD, defender agencies, the PAO, Superior Court, and OMB.  
Working with council staff, the Public Defender has reached a tentative agreement with the public defense contract agencies to temporarily modify the manner of providing legal representation for COC cases from a credit based case assignment system, to a calendar representation based system.  The assumptions and components of the proposed change are as follows:

1. The Superior Court and the Prosecuting Attorney will make no changes in their current practices regarding calendars and scheduling.

2. The changes will apply only to child support enforcement COC cases only.

3. Defender agencies would continue to handle the matters as COC calendar representation in the locations for which they currently provide representation
4. Ratios for support staffing will change from 0.50 FTE per attorney to 2.00 FTE per attorney.

5. Calendars will be staffed by 9.90 FTE, as follows:

· 3.00 FTE – one attorney for each of the three agencies handling COC cases

· 0.30 FTE – supervisors (0.10 per agency)

· 6.00 FTE – two non-legal/paraprofessional support per attorney

· 0.60 FTE – clerical staff (0.20 per attorney)
6. Total Cost for this model would be $985,373, which includes $968,780 for the new calendar approach and $16,593 for non-child support enforcement COC work.

This new approach to handling these cases was crafted to achieve maximum budgetary savings equal to over $1.5 million.  As has been described in previous staff reports, the proposed budget for OPD underfunds defender agency contracts by nearly $2.8 million.  The proposed budget assumes $2,488,906 for COC cases.  When the $1.5 million "savings" are applied, the underfunded amount is reduced from $2.8 million to just under $1.3 million.  Thus, by handling COC cases through a calendar approach, the defender agencies have the ability to provide defense service to more clients that are charged with more serious crimes.

The following concerns were expressed regarding the proposed new approach to COC cases. 

· Must not exceed the Bar Association guidelines for paralegal duties

· Assumption of no changes in the number of filings or caseload may be ambitious

· Should continuances increase, caseloads may increase 

· May impact the availability attorney time for events and cases

· Would require monitoring so as not to infringe on prosecutorial or judicial discretion

All parties appear willing to try the new calendar approach, but stress that a review would need to be conducted on the approach. Such a report would likely occur in first or second quarters of 2011.  Such a review would require input from all parties, including OPD, the defender agencies, the PAO, OMB, Superior Court, and council staff.  Of note, if the new approach does not function as hoped, a supplemental request could be forwarded in 2011.
Option 1:
Approve as proposed.

Option 2:
Direct staff to work with the Budget Leadership Team to incorporate the new calendar COC approach.

Option 3:
Direct staff to work with the Budget Leadership Team to incorporate the new calendar COC approach and develop provisos requiring a review of the process.

	Analyst:
	Wendy Soo Hoo


Division/Program Name - Public Health
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: Public Health Center Based Services
	$75,201,952
	$77,552,205
	3.1%

	          FTE: 
	576.12
	601.21
	0.9%

	     Section: Regional & Community Based Programs – Provision
	$35,219,934
	$34,751,165
	(1.3%)

	          FTE: 
	81.59
	65.15
	1.2%

	     Section: Regional & Community Based Programs – Protection
	$1,102,785
	$1,078,757
	(2.2%)

	          FTE:
	6.50
	6.00
	(7.7%)

	     Section: Environmental Health Field Based Services
	$20,930,491
	$19,749,980
	(5.6%)

	          FTE: 
	149.00
	124.75
	(15.1%)

	     Section: Infectious Disease Prevention and Control
	$30,580,724
	$30,769,235
	0.6%

	          FTE:
	120.87
	117.34
	(1.1%)

	     Section: Preparedness
	$4,559,310
	$4,479,776
	(1.7%)

	          FTE: 
	21.95
	17.96
	(21.9%)

	     Section: Environmental Health Regional & Community Based Programs - Promotion
	$602,483
	$404,154
	(32.9%)

	          FTE: 
	4.00
	2.00
	(50.0%)

	     Section: Health Promotion & Disease/Injury Prevention
	$7,802,563
	$20,161,193
	158.4%

	          FTE:
	34.78
	44.31
	30.0%

	     Section: Regional & Cross-cutting Services
	$17,686,643
	$18,030,174
	1.9%

	          FTE: 
	84.25
	71.08
	(17.7%)

	     Section: Cross-cutting Business Services
	($1,936,414)
	$1,201
	(100.1%)

	          FTE: 
	146.44
	130.66
	(10.4%)

	     Section: Emergency Medical Services Grants
	$1,292,034
	$1,566,862
	21.3%

	          FTE: 
	5.50
	7.00
	27.3%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$193,042,505
	$208,544,702
	8.0%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	1,231.00
	1,187.46
	(3.5%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	17.12
	53.85
	214.5%

	Estimated Revenues
	$197.5 million
	$208.7 million
	5.6%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Federal, state and private foundation grants; state and county general funds; contract with city of Seattle; permit fees


Issues

Issue 1 – General Fund Support of Assessment/Policy Development/Evaluation and Policy, Community Partnerships & Communication Units Increasing in 2011
During last week’s Reconciliation meeting, the committee directed staff to develop a proposal to reduce General Fund support of the Assessment/Policy Development/Evaluation (APDE) and Policy, Community Partnerships & Communication (PCPC) units, both within the Administrative Services Division.  General Fund support of these units is proposed to increase from 2010 to 2011, as shown in the table below.

	
	2010 Adopted GF
	2011 Proposed GF
	Total Proposed 2011 (All Funding)*

	APDE
	$931,515
	$1,128,215
	$2,455,067

	PCPC
	$251,211
	$296,273
	$1,717,824

	*Note that Public Health is also facing potential reductions in state revenues and considering potential impacts to these units, as well as all other areas of Public Health.


A 10 percent General Fund reduction in both units would save $142,448, while a 15 percent reduction would save $213,672.

	
	10% GF Reduction
	15% GF Reduction

	APDE
	$112,821 GF savings

(4.5% of total APDE funding)
	$169,232 GF savings

(6.9% of total APDE funding)

	PCPC
	$29,627 GF savings

(1.7% of total PCPC funding)
	$44,440 GF savings

(2.5% of total PCPC funding)

	Total
	$142,448
	$213,672


Staff asked Public Health to identify the potential impacts of these reductions.  In response, Public Health indicated that “APDE identifies pressing King County health needs and develops solutions, secures competitive financing and leads comprehensive initiatives that address these needs. Analysis and elimination of health inequities is central to the work of APDE.  This unit also spearheads grant-seeking to obtain outside funding for Public Health and community partners.”  

The department also stated that “[PCPC] leads, develops and coordinates internal and external communications including [public information officer] functions, administration and staffing of the Board of Health, legislative, community and stakeholder engagement, and development of public/private partnerships.  The department strengthens customer service across the department and, most importantly, helps the department to support and enhance the work of its many community partners in improving the health of the King County community.”

Staff has continued to ask the department to provide more specific potential impacts.  However, PH indicated it will “need to carefully consider and perhaps reprioritize its spending in these work units before it can supply a list of specific reductions.”

Option 1:  Reduce General Fund support of both APDE and PCPC by 10%, yielding General Fund savings of $142,448.
Option 2:  Reduce General Fund support of both APDE and PCPC by 15%, yielding General Fund savings of $213,672.

Option 3:  Direct staff to reduce General Fund support of both APDE and PCPC by a different amount.

	Analyst:
	Kelli Carroll


Division/Program Name - Department of Community and Human Services

Budget Tables

	Human Services Expenditures 
	2009 Actual
	2010 Adopted
	2011 Proposed
	2010-2011 Change

	DCHS Administration
	$2,076,970 
	$2,819,792 
	$6,461,293 
	129.14%

	Developmental Disabilities
	$24,384,846 
	$26,601,025 
	$28,379,501 
	6.7%

	Community Services Operating
	$11,017,377 
	$5,439,408 
	$5,105,588 
	(6.1%)

	Work Training Fund
	$10,275,777 
	$12,082,888 
	$10,361,128 
	(14.2%)

	Federal Housing & Com Dev.
	$23,414,053 
	$21,268,410 
	$20,868,971 
	(1.9%)

	Housing Opportunity Fund
	$24,740,089 
	$24,935,603 
	$25,303,475 
	1.5%

	Veterans Services
	$2,339,857 
	$2,780,173 
	$2,767,183 
	(0.5%)

	Veterans and Family Levy
	$6,526,919 
	$12,285,228 
	$12,181,323 
	(0.8%)

	Human Services Levy
	$8,429,695 
	$14,174,179 
	$10,709,151 
	(24.4%)

	MHCADS/Alcohol & Sub. Abuse
	$24,319,258 
	$28,365,656 
	$30,731,877 
	8.3%

	MHCADS/Mental Health
	$155,086,727 
	$181,260,652 
	$174,417,973 
	(3.8%)

	Mental Illness/Drug Dep1.
	$21,328,522 
	$52,536,712 
	$56,286,332 
	7.1%

	Human Services Total
	$313,940,090 
	$384,549,726 
	$383,573,795 
	(0.3%)


	Department Revenues2
	2009 Actual
	2010 Adopted
	2011 Proposed
	2010-2011 Change

	All Sources Total
	$326,341,452 
	$362,199,589 
	$359,069,534 
	-0.86%

	Major Revenue Sources-2011
	State: 48%
	 

	
	Federal: 10%
	 

	
	Dedicated County Property/Sales Tax: 19%
	 


1 Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) figures include ten separate MIDD appropriation units across nine King County departments and agencies.

2 Does not include Fund balances.
Department of Community and Human Services
FTE Table

	Division/Agency
	2010 Adopted
	2011 Proposed
	2010-2011 Difference

	DCHS Administration
	14
	36
	22

	Developmental Disabilities
	16
	16
	0

	Community Services 
	16.5
	16.5
	0

	Work Training 
	55.78
	60.28
	4.5

	Federal Housing & Com Development
	34.5
	35.5
	1

	Veterans Services
	9
	8
	-1

	Veterans and Family Levy
	12
	11
	-1

	Human Services Levy
	4.5
	4.5
	0

	MHCADS/Alcohol & Substance Abuse
	40.9
	36.9
	-13

	MHCADS/Mental Health
	96.5
	73.5
	-23

	Mental Illness/Drug Dependency
	10.75
	13.75
	3

	Human Services FTE Totals
	310.43
	311.93
	1.5


Issues
Issue 1 – Family Treatment Court Veterans and Human Services Levy

Last week, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requested that the Council amend the proposed 2011 budget to add a new expenditure for the Veterans and Human Services Levy (VHSL) of $208,418. This increased level of support is for the Office of Public Defense (OPD) costs associated with Family Treatment Court 2011. The VHSL fund balance is proposed to be utilized to fund the additional expenditure. The OPD budget would also require adjustment to reflect the increase.

In addition, OMB indicated that there will be a 2010 supplemental request in December to increase the expenditure authority of OPD and the VHSL to cover the increased 2010 costs. The 2010 amount is $195,933.

By way of background, Family Treatment Court (FTC) is an alternative to regular dependency court. It is designed to improve the safety and well being of children in the dependency system by providing parents access to drug and alcohol treatment, judicial monitoring of their sobriety and individualized family support services. Parents voluntarily enter the program and agree to increased court participation, chemical dependency treatment and intense case management in order to reunite with their children; without FTC, these cases would be handled in the regular dependency court.

OMB states that the increase to the cost of FTC is due to the fact that the actual number of defenders assigned to a FTC case is greater than planning estimates assumed. The planning estimates used for the OPD budget for FTC assumed an average of 1.5 defenders per case; in actual practice, the number of defenders per case is 2.6. The reason the number of defenders is higher than planned is that each parent (or parents) and child (or guardian ad litem) involved in the case receive a defender (children over the age of 12 are assigned their own defender). Superior Court indicated that FTC follows the therapeutic court model, with frequent hearings, and attorneys are present for each hearing. On average, FTC cases takes between 18 months and two years to complete. 
In 2010, supplanted MIDD funds provided support to Superior Court and OPD for costs associated with FTC. In addition, since 2009, VHSL funds also support some costs associated with FTC in the Superior Court. The table below reflects the FTC revenue for the 2010 adopted and 2011 proposed budgets. Note that the 2010 and 2011 shortfall amounts are also included in the totals.

Family Treatment Court Revenue 2010 and 2011

	 
	MIDD Action Plan
	MIDD Supplantation
	Human Services Levy
	GF
	Shortfall Human Services Levy
	Total FTC 

	2010 Adopted
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Superior Court
	$347,335
	$32,662
	$269,806
	$32,593
	
	

	OPD 
	$84,932
	$169,866
	
	
	$195,933
	

	Total
	$432,267
	$202,528
	$269,806
	$32,593
	$195,933
	$1,133,127

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2011

 Prop
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Superior Court
	$390,079
	$33,959
	$269,806
	
	
	

	OPD 
	$98,414
	$148,839
	
	
	$208,418
	

	Total
	$488,493
	$ 182,798
	$269,806
	
	$208,418
	$1,149,515


Finally, it needs to be noted that the future of FTC is uncertain given the status of State of Washington funding for related programs. It is the State Attorney General (AG) who files these cases; and drug and alcohol treatment is largely funded by the state. Should resources to these programs be cut back, there may be fewer filings by the AG’s office and fewer treatment resources available to parents.

Follow-up to Questions from Week 4 Committee Meeting

At last week’s Committee meeting, Councilmembers asked why Family Treatment Court defendants receive public defense services and whether FTC is a criminal or civil matter. OMB provided the following response: 

The Washington Supreme Court has held that the right of a parent to the companionship of their child is a fundamental liberty interest under the state (Washington State Constitution Article 1, Section 3) and the federal constitution (U.S. Constitution, 14th Amendment).  Due process thus requires that parents in dependency proceedings have a right to be represented by counsel.   Family Treatment Court is a subset of dependency cases, usually involving the most complicated families.  
In addition, Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 13.34.090 outlines the rights of parents to indigent counsel in dependency cases: (1) Any party has a right to be represented by an attorney in all proceedings under this chapter, to introduce evidence, to be heard in his or her own behalf, to examine witnesses, to receive a decision based solely on the evidence adduced at the hearing, and to an unbiased fact finder.
(2) At all stages of a proceeding in which a child is alleged to be dependent, the child's parent, guardian, or legal custodian has the right to be represented by counsel, and if indigent, to have counsel appointed for him or her by the court. Unless waived in court, counsel shall be provided to the child's parent, guardian, or legal custodian, if such person (a) has appeared in the proceeding or requested the court to appoint counsel and (b) is financially unable to obtain counsel because of indigency.

Finally, RCW 13.34.100 allows for the appointment of counsel for children 12 years or older:
Also during last week’s meeting, there was a question of whether the FTC is an “unfunded mandate.” OMB’s response states:

State law requires that counties collecting the sales tax under RCW 82.14.460 (which in King County is the Mental Illness and Drug Dependency or MIDD sales tax) have a therapeutic component for dependency proceedings.  Because the mandate is linked to the imposition of the sales tax, it is unlikely that FTC could be considered an unfunded mandate.

RCW 26.12.250 states: (1) Every county that authorizes the tax provided in RCW 82.14.460 shall, and every county may, establish and operate a therapeutic court component for dependency proceedings designed to be effective for the court's size, location, and resources. A county with a drug court for criminal cases or with a mental health court may include a therapeutic court for dependency proceedings as a component of its existing program.

     (2) For the purposes of this section, "therapeutic court" means a court that has special calendars or dockets designed for the intense judicial supervision, coordination, and oversight of treatment provided to parents and families who have substance abuse or mental health problems and who are involved in the dependency and is designed to achieve a reduction in:

     (a) Child abuse and neglect;

     (b) Out-of-home placement of children;

     (c) Termination of parental rights; and

     (d) Substance abuse or mental health symptoms among parents or guardians and their children.
Option 1:  
Grant OMB’s request to amend the proposed budget, adding $208,418 of budget authority in the OPD and VHSL budgets for OPD’s Family Treatment Court Expenditures. 

Option 2:  Do not grant OMB’s request to amend the proposed budgets. This would require OPD to operate within its existing proposed budget for FTC; however, not funding request for OPD and FTC could result in a supplemental budget request later in 2011.
Option 3:  Grant OMB’s request to amend the proposed budget as per option one, and include a proviso to the budget that would explore restricting the number of FTC cases to only the number that can be funded by Mental Illness and Drug Dependency and base Veterans and Human Services Levy funds.

	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista


Division/Program Name - Water and Land Resources-Local Drainage- Surface Water Management  
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section  - Central Services
	$7,539,516
	$8,048,288
	6.7%

	          FTE:
	1.50
	1.50
	0%

	     Section  - Rural Programs
	$2,629,997
	$2,486,300
	(5.4%)

	          FTE:
	46
	44.50
	(3.3%)

	     Section  - Operating
	$7,427,222
	$6,978,331
	(6%)

	          FTE:
	59.90
	58.80
	(1.8%)

	     Section  - Transfer to CIP
	$5,451,115
	$8,442,736
	55%

	          FTE:
	-
	-
	0%

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$23,047,852
	$25,995,655
	12.8%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	107.4
	104.80
	(2.4%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	2
	0.68
	(66%)

	Estimated Revenues
	$22,791,541
	$26,839,678
	17.8%

	Major Revenue Sources
	SWM Fee, Grants, Contracts and General Fund


Issues
Issue 1 – Fee Increases  

The 2011 Executive Proposed Budget assumes the adoption of Proposed Ordinances 2010-0532 (Surface Water Management fees) and 2010-0541 (Public Benefit Rating System open space and timber lands application fees).  The discussions related to these proposed ordinances are contained in a staff reports found later in the meeting packet.

Issue 2 – Cedar River Council Coordinator Funding
This Executive-proposed budget eliminates from the base budget the basin steward that acts in part as the coordinator of the Cedar River Council. However, as with the Snoqualmie Forum Coordinator discussed later in the WLR Shared Services budget, this position is proposed by the Executive to be added back if a proposed increase to SWM fees is approved.  

Last week, the committee asked why the Cedar River Council coordinator was not described as a mandated function (i.e., mandated by the Endangered Species Act).  The Cedar River Council is an advisory body for water-related issues within the Cedar River basin and was established prior to (1) the listing of salmon species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and (2) the resultant creation of the Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs), which was a direct response to the ESA listing.  Since the Cedar River Council’s geographical area of interests is located within WRIA 8, it has continued to play a key role in advocating for resources (from WRIA 8 funds, as well as, from other public and private sources) to protect water bodies and lands within the Cedar River basin.  

Option 1:  Adopt as proposed, assuming the Executive’s proposed increase in SWM fees.

Option 2:  Amend the Executive-proposed budget and implement offsetting budget reductions.
	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista


Division/Program Name - Water and Land Resources-Shared Services  
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: Administration
	$8,037,526
	$10,121,329
	25.9%

	          FTE: 
	34.90
	34.30
	(1.7%)

	     Section: Regional and Science Services
	$7,529,522
	$6,433,471
	(14.6%)

	          FTE: 
	51.03
	49.92
	(2.1%)

	     Section:   Environmental Laboratory
	$7,388,223
	$7,752,976
	4.9%

	          FTE: 
	69.52
	70.52
	1.4%

	     Section:  Local Hazardous Waste
	$4,109,898
	$4,282,222
	4.1%

	          FTE: 
	28.67
	28.50
	(0.59%)

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$27,065,169
	$28,589,998
	5.6%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	184.12
	183.24
	(0.48%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	-0-

	Estimated Revenues
	$27,127,504
	$28,338,673
	4.46%

	Major Revenue Sources
	WTD Operating and Capital, Local Hazardous Wastes, Surface Water Management, Grants


Issues

Issue 1 – Water Resources Inventory Area (WRIA) Coordinator Funding

Purpose and Location of WRIAs
The WRIAs were created as partnerships between jurisdictions to work together on salmon recovery efforts focused on the needs of the Chinook, as well as their migratory and rearing corridors.  Lands within King County are located in one of four WRIAs:

· WRIA 7 covers the Snoqualmie and Snohomish River basins, including much of northeastern King County and extending north well into eastern Snohomish County.  King County partners with the Snoqualmie Tribe, and the cities of Duvall, Carnation, North Bend and Snoqualmie through the Snoqualmie Watershed Forum to coordinate salmon recovery efforts in the King County portion (about half of the land area) of WRIA 7. 

· WRIA 8 covers the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish River basins, including much of east-central and northwestern King County and extending north into western Snohomish County.  Within WRIA 8, King County partners with 26 cities.

· WRIA 9 covers the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed including much of southeast, central and west County, as well as, Vashon and Maury Islands.  Within WRIA 9, King County partners with 16 cities.
· WRIA 10 covers the Puyallup/White River Watershed and includes only a small portion of south and southeast King County.  The vast majority of WRIA 10 is located within Pierce County.

Current Staffing Levels
Funding for staff and projects within each WRIA varies significantly, being highly dependent upon (1) the number of partner jurisdictions within each WRIA, (2) the level of contributions agreed to by each jurisdiction within each WRIA, (3) the level of funding support provided to the each WRIA by the King Conservation District, which in turn is dependent upon the funds collected by the KCD in each jurisdiction and (4) the ability of each WRIA to generate grants from outside sources.  

King County currently provides funds for staffing of WRIAs 7, 8 and 9.  Because WRIA 10 is largely contained within Pierce County, all staff support is provided by that jurisdiction.  The staff support to the WRIAs is as follows:

WRIA 7: 3 FTEs

· Watershed Coordinator – 1.0 FTE (status discussed later in the staff report)
· Project Coordinator – 1.0 FTE

· Technical Specialist and Program Development Lead – 1.0 FTE

· Administrative Coordinator – 0.0 FTE / Loaned in from WLR Science 

Note:  Of the 3 FTEs budgeted in WRIA 7, 0.5 FTE is dedicated to King County WRIA 7 activities that are not directed by the Snoqualmie Watershed Forum and is not covered by Forum revenues.  

WRIA 8:  3 FTEs

· Watershed Coordinator – 1.0 FTE

· Actions and Funding Coordinator 1.0 FTE

· Technical Coordinator 0.0 FTE in WRIA 8 – Loaned in from WLR Science 

· Administrative Coordinator – 1.0 FTE (0.5 loaned to WRIA 9 but position is budgeted as WRIA 8 staff)

WRIA 9:  3 FTEs

· Watershed Coordinator  - 1.0 FTE

· Habitat Projects Coordinator – 1.0 FTE

· Public Outreach – 0.5 FTE / Stewardship Coordinator – 0.5 FTE 

The following table illustrates the level of King County funding in each WRIA and their respective funding sources:

	WRIA Coordination (Operating Funds)



	WRIA 7
	WRIA 8
	WRIA 9

	Expenditures
	
	Expenditures
	
	Expenditures
	

	Direct 
	436,534
	Direct
	454,245
	Direct
	429,138

	Direct (with O/H)
	565,534
	Direct (with O/H)
	583,245
	Direct (with O/H)
	558,138

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Revenues
	
	
	
	
	

	King Conservation District
	110,000
	  ILA City Contributions
	404,661
	ILA City Contributions
	362,486

	  Surface Water Mgmt Fees
	428,553
	Surface Water Mgmt Fees
	118,129
	Surface Water Mgmt Fees
	96,026

	Snohomish County EPA Grant
	25,000
	State RCO Grant
	60,000
	State RCO Grant
	100,747

	Total Revenues
	563,553
	
	582,790
	
	559,259


Executive-Proposed Staffing Reduction
The Executive-proposed budget would eliminate the Snoqualmie Forum (WRIA 7) Coordinator from the base budget, noting that the function would be carried on by the remaining staff, albeit at a reduced level.  However, the Coordinator position would be added back if a proposed increase to SWM fees is approved. Funding for the staff within WRIAs 8 and 9 remains unaffected and is not dependent upon the proposed SWM fee increase.  

In the Week 4 Committee meeting, the panel was informed of Executive’s criteria used in making their decision, which was based on the following:

1. Many of the priority services provided by the Snoqualmie Forum could continue without a full time coordinator due to the fact that there are only five jurisdictions and one tribe active in the Forum, 

2. The watershed is predominantly undeveloped, 

3. The watershed is not the lead entity under state law – Snohomish County is the lead entity for WRIA 7, 

4. King County is the lead entity for WRIAs 8 and 9, and 

5. The jurisdictions, tribe, and the citizens (also represented on the Forum as non-cost share partners) have strong common support of the Forum’s goals, thus allowing for more efficient management.

The Executive agrees that service will be impacted, such as less effective coordination with Snohomish County and regional forums, including the Puget Sound Partnership, and potentially fewer projects implemented due to loss of grant funding opportunities.  
However the Executive judged the impact of the loss in WRIA 7 to be less than it would be in WRIAs 8 and 9, in which King County has lead entity responsibilities.  Additionally, more coordination and management is required due to larger numbers of jurisdictions (27 and 16 respectively) and greater complexity due to the more urban geography.

Future Pressures On Funding 
In the future, King County may have difficulty funding its cost shares in all three WRIAs due to the continued decline of SWM revenues due to annexations.  Funding would also be more challenging if the Executive-proposed rate increase is not approved.  

In response to future funding limitations, staff and cost share reductions would continue to be evaluated based on WRIA specific service needs.

Option 1:  Adopt as proposed, assuming the Executive’s proposed increase in SWM fees.

Option 2:  Amend the Executive-proposed budget and implement offsetting budget reductions.
Follow-up to Questions from Week 4 Committee Meeting

What does Snohomish County provide in terms of staffing to their portion of WRIA 7?

The organizational structure of Snohomish County WRIA staffing differs from King County’s staffing.  Snohomish County has six staff, with three coordinators specifically assigned to each WRIA for which Snohomish County is the lead entity.  The remaining three watershed stewards provide services to the three WRIAs, as well as providing limited support to another WRIA for which the lead entity is Skagit County.  

Specific to WRIA 7, Snohomish County has staff that focus on the Snohomish County portion of the basin, as well as the role of lead entity for whole basin.  The Snoqualmie Watershed Forum staff, King County staff, and Snohomish County staff (as well as the Tulalip Tribes and other cities) work collaboratively to implement watershed and salmon recovery efforts in WRIA 7.  

The Snoqualmie Watershed Forum is established through an Interlocal Agreement. The Snoqualmie Watershed Forum represents the King County portion of the full WRIA 7 Basin and overall focuses on more direct services to the King County portion of the watershed.

What does Snohomish County provide in terms of funding to the King County portion of WRIA 7 (i.e. the Snoqualmie Forum)?

 No funds are provided.

Why did WRIA 7 have the same staffing levels as WRIA 8 and 9, particularly since King County isn’t the lead agency?  

It is correct that King County is not the lead agency for WRIA 7, and as a result King County does not get the state lead entity money to pay for staffing (as do WRIA 8 and 9).   For King County, the Snoqualmie Watershed makes up 50% of the unincorporated King County area, emphasizing the importance of continuing to provide services in the watershed.  

Are the ILA city contributions made up of their SWM revenues? 
Currently, the King County four cities WRIA 7 have contributed their cost shares through a King Conservation District (KCD) grant that comes out of the Snoqualmie Forum distribution of the KCD revenue.  This year the four Snoqualmie cities discussed with the KCD the future contributions from the cities. 

One of the difficulties is that because there are only four cities in the Snoqualmie Watershed, each jurisdiction’s cost share is very high.  For example, the city of Snoqualmie’s cost share for WRIA 7 is the same as the City of Bellevue’s cost share for participation in WRIA 8 (approx $45,000 annually).  

This is the primary reason the four rural cities have not been able to contribute the amount through city revenues.  The four cities however have always and continue to provide staffing for the Forum activities.  All four cities provide staff who participate in outreach, grant ranking, and other activities.

The majority of cities in WRIA 8 and WRIA 9 use their SWM fees for their cost share contribution to the Watershed ILAs.  One notable exception is that Seattle uses its water utility fees for its WRIA 8 contribution and SWM fees for its WRIA 9 contribution.

	Analyst:
	Paul Carlson


Division/Program Name - Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) 
Capital Improvement Program 

Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	$9,901,687
	$14,382,943
	45.3%

	Estimated Revenues
	$9,859,459
	$14,382,943
	45.9%

	Major Revenue Sources
	· Fund 3292 SWM Capital

· Grants

· Contributions from other King County agencies and the King County Flood Control District


Issues

Issue 1 – Revised CIP/SWM Fee Transfer to CIP
The Budget Leadership Team directed Council staff to evaluate SWM CIP options with a $16 per parcel increase in the SWM fee for residences and a proportional increase for non-residential parcels. Council staff is working with OMB and WLRD staff to identify a revised CIP consistent with this direction.
Option 1:  Adopt as proposed, assuming the Executive’s proposed increase in SWM fees.

Option 2:  Amend the Executive-proposed budget and implement offsetting budget reductions.
Issue 2 – Distribution of Ecosystem Restoration funds

Previous staff reports have provided information about the distribution of funds across the WRIAs in response to Councilmember questions about the distribution of capital funds across the WRIAs.  If a fee other than what the Executive transmitted is adopted, this will affect the breakout of capital investments.  When the staff report was prepared, updated information was not available.

	Analyst:
	Paul Carlson


Division/Program Name - Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) 
Capital Improvement Program 

Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	$9,901,687
	$14,382,943
	45.3%

	Estimated Revenues
	$9,859,459
	$14,382,943
	45.9%

	Major Revenue Sources
	· Fund 3292 SWM Capital

· Grants

· Contributions from other King County agencies and the King County Flood Control District


Issues

Issue 1 – Revised CIP/SWM Fee Transfer to CIP
The Budget Leadership Team directed Council staff to evaluate SWM CIP options with a $16 per parcel increase in the SWM fee for residences and a proportional increase for non-residential parcels. Council staff is working with OMB and WLRD staff to identify a revised CIP consistent with this direction.
Option 1:  Assume the Executive’s proposed increase in SWM fees and revise the out-years of the CIP to reflect projected revenues rather than funding needs.

Option 2:  Amend the Executive-proposed budget to reflect the lower SWM fee increase and implement offsetting budget reductions.
Issue 2 – Distribution of Ecosystem Restoration funds

Previous staff reports have provided information about the distribution of funds across the WRIAs in response to Councilmember questions about the distribution of capital funds across the WRIAs.  If a fee other than what the Executive transmitted is adopted, this will affect the breakout of capital investments.  When the staff report was prepared, updated information was not available.

	Analyst:
	Beth Mountsier and Clif Curry


Division/Program Name-  Wastewater Treatment Division (4616)
Operating Budget

Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: WTD Administration
	$38,836,000
	$33,836,000
	(12.9%)

	          FTE:
	60.00
	58.00
	(3.3%)

	     Section: WTD Operations
	58,735,000
	64,277,000
	9.4%

	          FTE: 
	308.00
	312.00
	1.3%

	     Section: WTD Environmental &

                   Community Services
	10,623,000
	11,660,000
	9.8%

	          FTE: 
	64.00
	62.50
	(2.3%)

	     Section: WTD CIP Planning & 

                   Delivery
	614,000
	1,271,000
	107.0%

	          FTE: 
	140.70
	141.70
	0.7%

	     Section   Brightwater (CIP)
	65,000
	96,000
	47.7%

	          FTE:
	21.00
	21.00
	0.0%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	108,873,000
	111,159,000
	2.1%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	593.70
	595.20
	0.3%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	29.00
	20.43
	(29.6%)

	Estimated Revenues
	329,159,706
	342,095,303
	3.9%

	Major Revenue Sources
	· Customer Charges

· Investment Income

· Capacity Charge

· Rate Stabilization reserves

· Other Income


Issues

Issue 1 – 1.5 FTE for Brightwater Environmental Education Community Center - $360,306
In September 2011, WTD plans to officially open the new Brightwater Environmental Education Center (EECC) to coincide with the new school year and start up of wastewater treatment at the site.  The EECC is envisioned to be a meeting and learning place to make connections between science, the environment and human impacts.  Through tours, lectures and use of the on-site laboratory facilities, the EECC is intended to connect community members, schools and organizations with the wastewater utility function and its real life examples of science, environmental protection and sustainable development in action.

The settlement agreement with Snohomish County (regarding mitigation for the project) requires that King County provide the EECC or ‘Community Resource Center’.
  In addition to its educational function, the facility is also intended to act as a community gathering place as a replacement for the Grange that was located on Route 9.  There is no other major community facility in this area of Snohomish County.  It is expected to be used in the evenings and on weekends by various community groups.  It will also be available for rent by private groups.  

When it opens the EECC will offer:

· Treatment plant tours for school groups and community members 

· Wheels to Water field trip transportation for some schools wishing to take tours 

· Three rooms that can be combined into a conference space for up to 250 people and catering kitchen available for rent 

· An exhibit hall with display posters 

· Publicly accessible grounds with interpretive signage

The settlement agreement is silent on specific staffing for the facility but stipulates there will be no charge for use by government agencies and nonprofit organizations.  If sufficient staffing is not assigned to the facility, Wastewater may not be able to meet the intent of the agreement.  Therefore, WTD has proposed 1.5 FTE in administrative staff (a new director and a new facility manager/administrator) to manage the day-to-day operation of the facility and ensure that the facility is fully utilized as intended and opportunities for revenues are maximized.   

The Executive’s transmitted budget includes $360,306 to fund the additional 1.5 FTE and educational materials.  (Note that previous staff reports included a typo and indicated that the cost was $306,306.)
· The director (0.75 FTE) would be responsible for external communications and outreach as well as overall operation of the Brightwater EECC.  Specifically, the director would be responsible for developing and implementing the business plan, monitoring the facility budget, developing partnerships and managing fund raising while providing overall leadership and acting as decision-maker for scheduling and use of the facility.  

· The facility manager/administrator (0.75 FTE) would be responsible for day-to-day management of the facility.  Specifically, this person would be responsible for event coordination, scheduling and setting up rentals, acting as the lead for room monitors, developing Web/social media and other written materials, and preparing grant applications.

Other Brightwater EECC staffing would be comprised of existing and new staff as follows:
· 1 existing education coordinator responsible for education and tours, lead for intern tour guides, other treatment plants and DNRP support, written materials

· 2 existing intern tour guides 

· TLT room monitors who are partially funded by renters

· Maintenance and janitorial resources - shared with Brightwater Operations at no additional cost to the facility.

Because of the dual nature of the center—education and community center—WTD expects it will need the two proposed positions to keep the center open on a regular schedule and with extended hours.  The existing education coordinator will continue to give tours and conduct classes.  The proposed director position is expected to frequently be in the community doing fundraising and partnership building while the facility manager is managing the daily operations of the facility.  The director and education coordinator will need to provide back-up for the facility manager to keep the doors open when the facility manager is out for vacation or sick leave.  (The Cedar River Watershed Education Center has a similar staffing model with an Educational/Cultural Manager, a Facility Coordinator, a front/visitors desk person who also manages a small retail operation and 3.5 FTE educators who lead tours and conduct classes.  It is unknown at this time how the level of activity at the EECC will compare to the Cedar River Watershed Education Center.)

The proposed new staff would continue to work on generating operating revenue for the Environmental Education Community Center on several fronts:
· Education partnerships to more fully utilize this space; 

· Maximizing donor recognition opportunities, such as plaques on the bridge to "North 40", exhibit room sponsors, etc. to support or endow leading-edge environmental education programming;
· Developing agreements with UW Bothell and Cascadia Community College which would allow rental of lab space in non-peak hours;
· Partnering with Parks and Recreation to utilize its booking software (and sharing some bookings revenue); and
· Working with Friends of the Hidden River stakeholder group, who have successfully written grants to support additional private capital investment in the facility (including a recently awarded SnoPUD grant to invest in a solar panel array for the Education Center - thereby decreasing WTD operating costs over time) as they transition to grant-writing and fundraising to support operating costs and curriculum at the center.

If the center is not staffed as proposed, WTD is concerned it will not be able to provide adequate educational services, create partnerships or obtain funding from other sources.  WTD does not believe it currently has sufficient staff, nor staff with the appropriate qualifications, to operate the EECC.  As noted above, WTD has only one staff member dedicated solely to education; the same person who currently conducts the tour program.  This staff member will be moved to the education center, but will be conducting tours at Brightwater and other treatment plants most of the time and is therefore not available to staff the EECC, develop partnerships or spearhead fundraising.  Even if this staff member were reassigned to staffing the center and was qualified to perform all of its functions, one person could not simultaneously keep the center open and run it, develop partnerships, raise funds and conduct tours. 

WTD also indicated that it needs the additional staff to work on developing programs and partnerships and start fundraising as early as possible in 2011.  WTD is concerned if it delays hiring, it will handicap the center’s ability to work with educators before they are out of school for the summer to provide programming and attract donors prior to the opening.  There is currently a high level of community interest in the center and in forming/expanding partnerships with groups such as Friends of the Hidden River, Islandwood, and Cascadia Community College.  

WTD indicated that it has managed its staff and found efficiencies enabling it to maintain the same overall staffing level for close to a decade, even as it has opened two new treatment facilities and will add another in 2011.  WTD also stated that the EECC facility has potential “to have a lasting impact” by educating students and community members regarding wastewater treatment and protection of water quality and the environment.  

Option 1:  Adopt position additions as proposed.                 

Option 2:  Adopt position additions and eliminate 1.5 FTEs elsewhere in WTD 
Option 3: Adopt position additions and make an unallocated $360,000 cut to the operating budget.

Option 4: Adopt positions and direct staff to draft a budget proviso requiring OMB and WTD to report on numbers of visitors to the EECC, as well as the effectiveness of positions in securing external funding and developing partnerships.
Option 5:  Do not adopt position additions – direct staff to reduce the Wastewater budget by $360,306 and develop an expenditure restriction prohibiting the use of funds to support the new positions or education materials.
� This reduction is largely due to a technical budget correction of $1,964,124. This is simply an accounting adjustment and does not represent a dollar savings.





� Department of Public Health, Department of Executive Services, Office of Information Resource Management and  Department of Community and Human Services


� 6.2 *Community Resource Center. The parties agree that the sum of $2.95 million, represented as Community Resource Center funding in Exhibit B, shall be spent by King County for the benefit of Snohomish County for the use of a community center on the Brightwater plant site located at Highway 9 in unincorporated south Snohomish County. King County agrees to provide the use of the Community Resource Center that shall be constructed on the Brightwater treatment plant site for use by government agencies and bona fide nonprofit organizations located within Snohomish County at no charge, in perpetuity, when the Center is to be used by such government agency or nonprofit organization to provide services that will benefit the public, in accordance with King County Code Section 4.56.150(E)(1)(d).
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		Adult Secure ADP		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011 (est.)

		Budget Projection		2,397		2,505		2,584		2,771		2,430		2,259

		Actual		2,391		2,465		2,324		2,179		2,151

		Difference (%)		0.3%		1.6%		10.1%		21.4%		11.5%

				6		40		260		592		279
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Adult Secure ADP  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010


Budgeted Projection  2,397            2,505           2,584             2,771             2,430            


Actual 2,391            2,465           2,324             2,179             2,151            


Difference (%) -0.3% -1.6% -10.1% -21.4% -11.5%
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			Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention


			Adult Projected vs. Actual/Projected Secure Adult ADP


			Projections Prepared in 1999 for 2000 Budget


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2004			2005			2006			2007			2008			2009			2010


			Projected (1999)			2,922			3,039			3,161			3,287			3,418			3,555			3,698			3,846			3,999			4,159			4,326


			Actual/Projected (Actual through 2009)			2,953			2,908			2,510			2,216			2,246			2,395			2,397			2,465			2,324			2,179			2,255


			Difference (%)			1.1%			-4.3%			-20.6%			-32.6%			-34.3%			-32.6%			-35.2%			-35.9%			-41.9%			-47.6%			-47.9%


																																							Total


			Difference in ADP			(31)			131			651			1,071			1,172			1,160			1,301			1,381			1,675			1,980			2,071


			Savings (Based on $95 per day)			$   (1,085,000)			$   4,585,000			$   22,785,000			$   37,485,000			$   41,020,000			$   40,600,000			$   45,535,000			$   48,335,000			$   58,625,000			$   69,300,000			$   72,475,725			$   439,660,725


			Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention


			Juvenile Projected vs. Actual/Projected Secure Adult ADP


			Projections Prepared in 1999 for 2000 Budget


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2004			2005			2006			2007			2008			2009			2010


			Projected (1999)			191			208			227			247			270			294			320			349			381			415			452


			Actual/Projected (Actual through 2008)			148			128			118			119			105			109			105			95			90			90			90


			Difference (%)			-22.5%			-38.5%			-48.0%			-51.9%			-61.1%			-62.9%			-67.2%			-72.8%			-76.4%			-78.3%			-80.1%


																																							Total


			Difference in ADP			43			80			109			128			165			185			215			254			291			325			362


			Savings (Based on $95 per day)			$   1,935,000			$   3,608,550			$   4,901,720			$   5,775,774			$   7,407,544			$   8,319,473			$   9,689,675			$   11,436,996			$   13,076,076			$   14,617,423			$   16,297,491			$   97,065,722


			Adult Secure ADP			2006			2007			2008			2009			2010


			Budgeted Projection			2,397			2,505			2,584			2,771			2,430			2,259


			Actual			2,391			2,465			2,324			2,179			2,151


			Difference (%)			-0.3%			-1.6%			-10.1%			-21.4%			-11.5%


						(6)			(40)			(260)			(592)			(279)
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		Adult Secure ADP		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011 (est.)

		Budget Projection		2,397		2,505		2,584		2,771		2,430		2,259

		Actual		2,391		2,465		2,324		2,179		2,151		2151

		Difference (%)		0.3%		1.6%		10.1%		21.4%		11.5%

				6		40		260		592		279

		Residential Adult		41304122		45786157		41864000		50574000		50753000		48659000

		Inmate Management		20526774		21643844		30392000		33323000		30738000		31919000

				61830896		67430001		72256000		83897000		81491000		80578000

				25,795		26,918		27,963		30,277		33,535		35,670		38.3%

				25,860		27,355		31,091		38,503		37,885		37,461		44.9%
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		Facility		Felony		Misdemeanor		Investigation		Subtotal		Average Daily Bookings

		KCCF		10,524		20,878		5,175		36,577		100.00

		MRJC		3,586		4,198		437		8,221		31.62

		Total		14,110		25,076		5,612		44,798		131.62
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Adult Secure ADP  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010


Budgeted Projection  2,397            2,505           2,584             2,771             2,430            


Actual 2,391            2,465           2,324             2,179             2,151            


Difference (%) -0.3% -1.6% -10.1% -21.4% -11.5%
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			Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention


			Adult Projected vs. Actual/Projected Secure Adult ADP


			Projections Prepared in 1999 for 2000 Budget


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2004			2005			2006			2007			2008			2009			2010


			Projected (1999)			2,922			3,039			3,161			3,287			3,418			3,555			3,698			3,846			3,999			4,159			4,326


			Actual/Projected (Actual through 2009)			2,953			2,908			2,510			2,216			2,246			2,395			2,397			2,465			2,324			2,179			2,255


			Difference (%)			1.1%			-4.3%			-20.6%			-32.6%			-34.3%			-32.6%			-35.2%			-35.9%			-41.9%			-47.6%			-47.9%


																																							Total


			Difference in ADP			(31)			131			651			1,071			1,172			1,160			1,301			1,381			1,675			1,980			2,071


			Savings (Based on $95 per day)			$   (1,085,000)			$   4,585,000			$   22,785,000			$   37,485,000			$   41,020,000			$   40,600,000			$   45,535,000			$   48,335,000			$   58,625,000			$   69,300,000			$   72,475,725			$   439,660,725


			Department of Adult & Juvenile Detention


			Juvenile Projected vs. Actual/Projected Secure Adult ADP


			Projections Prepared in 1999 for 2000 Budget


						2000			2001			2002			2003			2004			2005			2006			2007			2008			2009			2010


			Projected (1999)			191			208			227			247			270			294			320			349			381			415			452


			Actual/Projected (Actual through 2008)			148			128			118			119			105			109			105			95			90			90			90


			Difference (%)			-22.5%			-38.5%			-48.0%			-51.9%			-61.1%			-62.9%			-67.2%			-72.8%			-76.4%			-78.3%			-80.1%


																																							Total


			Difference in ADP			43			80			109			128			165			185			215			254			291			325			362


			Savings (Based on $95 per day)			$   1,935,000			$   3,608,550			$   4,901,720			$   5,775,774			$   7,407,544			$   8,319,473			$   9,689,675			$   11,436,996			$   13,076,076			$   14,617,423			$   16,297,491			$   97,065,722


			Adult Secure ADP			2006			2007			2008			2009			2010


			Budgeted Projection			2,397			2,505			2,584			2,771			2,430			2,259


			Actual			2,391			2,465			2,324			2,179			2,151


			Difference (%)			-0.3%			-1.6%			-10.1%			-21.4%			-11.5%
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