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	Prior-ity
	Depart-ment
	Item
	Description

	1
	Executive/

Council
	Preservation of Basic County Government Services

Preservation of Basic County Government Services, continued


	King County continues to increase internal efficiency and reorganize its functions in order to reduce its spending significantly.  In the last two years, the County has cut more than $90 million, totaling approximately 1/3 of its general fund, and eliminated nearly 10% of the staff positions in these service areas.  Despite these actions, the County cannot sustain its current service levels given an ongoing gap between the rate of growth of expenditures (5.5-6.5% per year) and general revenue growth (less than 2% per year). 

This reality has been recognized by experts and stakeholders throughout the state.  After an eight month review, the King County General Government Budget Advisory Task Force, co-chaired by former chair of the Greater Seattle Chamber Bob Wallace and former Boeing executive John Warner, concluded in June 2003 that without fundamental restructuring of the manner in which services are delivered and new revenues, the County will be forced to make service cuts every year in the future.  

For King County to continue delivering basic government services, it needs preservation -- if not expansion -- of state support.  If the State is not able to expand support to adequately fund the mandates upon local government, revenue tools should be provided to local governments to allow for fiscal home rule.  

Law, safety, and justice costs, now consuming over 70% of King County’s general fund budget, are growing much faster than the revenues to support them.  Many of these costs are due to state-imposed or statutory responsibilities.  Extraordinary criminal justice cases are also severely impacting county finances.   

Counties, as general governments, have the most limited set of tax options in the State and are bound by an antiquated tax structure.  County government is, by state law, dependent on property and sales taxes (unlike cities that have utility and business and occupation taxing authority).  Municipal annexations and incorporations have eroded the County’s sales tax base.  King County continues to support its request for increased councilmanic revenue options.  The County also seeks more flexibility in setting fees to recover the costs of service delivery.  

King County supports an allocation to local governments from the assistance provided in 2003 by the federal government as relief during the recession.  These funds are idle in state reserves while local governments are struggling. 

Finally, King County opposes the imposition of un/underfunded state mandates.  Legislative changes that increase county costs or responsibilities must be mitigated with increased state funding or reduced state mandates.  State budget cuts should not be accomplished by shifting costs to counties.

	2
	Executive/

Budget, Dept. of Develop-ment and Environ-mental Services, Dept. of Natural Resources & Parks
	Annexation Reform and Smart Growth

Management

Annexation Reform and Smart Growth

Mgt., continued

	The state Growth Management Act (GMA) defines cities as the appropriate urban service providers, and counties as the appropriate regional and rural service provider.  Despite significant success at implementing the GMA, King County is still the “local government” for nearly 350,000 residents living in unincorporated areas – nearly 220,000 of them in urban unincorporated areas that are slated for eventual annexation to cities.  

If annexations continue in King County at the rate that has been experienced over the last nine years, it will take another 25 to 30 years for annexations to be completed – far longer than the 2012 deadline that cities and the County have identified in Countywide Planning Policies.  

Lacking urban funding tools, and given its heavy dependence on property tax, the County is unable to maintain its regional and local service levels under current revenue constraints.  As part of its Annexation Initiative, King County continues to support its request for councilmanic authority to impose a utility tax in urban unincorporated areas.   

The County is making efforts to accelerate annexations -- but cities are rightfully concerned about the cost of assuming responsibility for remaining urban unincorporated areas that are largely residential in nature and thus not self-supporting.  Completion of annexations would not only be a major milestone in achieving the region’s growth management vision, it would also provide tremendous budget relief to King County: the County could then focus on its regional and rural service responsibilities. 

Consistent with the recommendation of the King County General Government Budget Advisory Task Force, King County has launched a major initiative to annex to cities its Potential Annexation Areas within the Urban Growth Boundary.  Over $20 million in County funding has been identified in King County’s 2004 budget for allocation to annexing cities, in recognition of the fiscal challenge posed by major residential annexations. 
King County seeks the following legislative changes in order to carry out this Annexation Initiative:

· Study the Means to Accelerate Annexation
King County supports a state-funded study, to be completed by December 2004, to assess progress in achieving key growth management goals in urban counties and identify strategies to accelerate the annexation of remaining urban unincorporated areas.  These could include strategies such as increased state funding and other financing options including more flexible use of the county road levy as well as potentially establishing a state-mandated deadline for implementation of the GMA or modifying the powers of the Boundary Review Boards. 

· Surface Water and Local Parks Facilities and Properties Automatically Transferred to Cities upon Annexation
King County supports an amendment to RCW 36.89 and/or 36.94 so that surface water management facilities and properties and local parks facilities and properties owned and/or maintained by counties become the responsibility of cities upon an annexation or incorporation.  RCW currently provides for county roads to become cities’ responsibility at the time of annexation/incorporation – this requested action would provide the same for surface water facilities and properties and local parks facilities and properties.  

· Increased Capital Funding for Infrastructure Needs

King County supports increased state support to cities to help with the capital transition costs of annexation.  

· Technical Fixes to the new Petition Legislation

King County supports technical changes to the new petition annexation law, SSB 5409, to convert the requirement to secure signatures from not less than 50% of the registered voters of the area to securing signatures from not less than 50% of those voting at the last general election.

	3
	Depart-ment of Transpor-tation (DOT)
	Transporta-tion Solutions and Regional Funding
Transporta-tion Solutions and Regional Funding, continued

	Congestion in the Puget Sound region threatens the economy of not only King County but of the entire state.  Although the five cents gas tax - statewide transportation package is helping the State make progress on critical projects, there is significant statewide need that has not been met.  Additionally, with the passage of Initiative 776, King County and the cities within the County lost more than $200 million over the next ten years (approximately $20 million each year) for county road improvements and city street maintenance.  King County supports legislative action to mitigate of the impact of Initiative 776.  

King County supports additional increases in both state and regional funding to improve the movement of people and freight.  King County also supports state funding of the critical road and infrastructure network as well as additional alternatives to automobile travel.  

King County supports the Regional Transportation Investment District (RTID) process already underway while recognizing that amendments to the RTID legislation need to be made.  These include state bonding authority, clarified tolling authority, and the expansion of project eligibility to encompass a blend of roads and transit, including high capacity transit.

	4
	Depart-ment of Community and Human Services (DCHS)
	Mental Health Funding

 
	Funding for King County’s mental health system was severely cut in the last three legislative sessions, resulting in significant reductions to critical services for at-risk and vulnerable populations.  As passed in the 2001 legislative session, because of a reallocation formula, the state budget reduced King County Regional Support Network (RSN) funding by $40 million over six years.  Budget reductions made during the 2002 legislative session to RSN reserve funds and inpatient rates cost King County an additional $10 million.  In 2003, the Governor's veto of an administrative cap reduction ($5.8 million statewide) will result in a ratable reduction cut to King County of approximately $1.7 million.          

King County supports use of the temporary increase from the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) to eliminate the ratable reduction, thereby allowing the state to earn federal match revenue.  Given the budget cuts in recent years, any additional federal dollars generated from mental health services should be earmarked for mental health to help stabilize the system. 

Finally, King County supports mental health rates that reflect variation in severity of need as well as the costs of providing the necessary level of care.  At a minimum, a regional rate structure is necessary to continue funding at a level that meets the needs of the severely and persistently mentally ill in King County.

	5
	Depart-ment of Executive Services
	Elections Write In Voter Intent Correction
	King County supports legislation that would address problems related to determining voter intent for write in candidates.
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