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Metropolitan King County Council

Budget & Fiscal Management Committee 
2011 Budget
Budget Reconciliation

	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista


Division/Program Name - Development and Environmental Services
Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: 3400 Directors Office
	$836,170
	$1,071,250
	28.1%

	          FTE:
	8
	8
	-0-

	     Section: 3408 Administrative Services
	$7,408,099
	$6,844,697
	(7.6%)

	          FTE: 
	20
	16
	(20%)

	     Section  3424 Building Services
	$5,004,100
	$6,258,027
	(20%)

	          FTE:
	46.5
	52.5
	13%

	     Section  3450 Land Use Services
	$7,700,290
	$5,102,816
	(33.7%)

	          FTE:
	65
	39
	(40%)

	     Section  3427 Fire Marshal
	$945,326
	-0-
	(100%)

	          FTE:
	8
	-0-
	(100%)

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$21,893,985
	$19,276,790
	(11.96%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	147.5
	115.5
	(21.69%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	4
	3.17
	(21%)

	Estimated Revenues
	$18,819,673
	$18,591,364
	(1.2%)

	Major Revenue Sources
	Permit Fees and General Fund


panel follow up
1. The following is the response to the concern Councilmember Lambert raised regarding the about the rates charged for Boundary Line Adjustments and Final Short Plat applications, as compared to other jurisdictions.  She noted that these fees are proposed at rates about 2 to 2.5 times higher than some other jurisdictions.

	 
	Basic Boundary Line Adjustment
	Residential Forest Practices Class 4 General
	Final Short Plat, <5 Lots, Simple
	Innocent Purchaser
	Variance

	Thurston County
	$1,150 
	$800 
	$1,645 
	$3,300 
	$1,935 

	Pierce County
	$1,210 
	$570 
	$2,890 
	$630 
	$1,260 

	Snohomish County
	$600 
	 NA
	$2,400 
	 NA
	$1,200 

	DDES - Current
	$580 plus $140/hour after four hours
	$140/hour
	$140/hour
	$140/hour
	$140/hour

	DDES - Proposed
	$2,228 
	$595 
	$4,250 
	$629 
	$170/hour

	Bellevue*
	$137/hour
	 NA
	$137/hour
	 NA
	$137/hour

	Seattle
	$250/hour
	 NA
	$250/hour
	 NA
	$250/hour

	*Includes 60% subsidy from General Fund

NA – Not Addressed


Answer – According to Executive staff, the proposed DDES fees are based on the labor cost and overhead per FTE and the average time DDES expects will be required to complete processing of these applications.  

Executive staff report that the higher costs and fees for these permits are driven by two main factors:

· Complexity of Regulatory Codes:  King County's land use and subdivision regulatory requirements have a greater level of complexity than the other jurisdictions in the table, thus increasing the amount of time and involvement by permitting staff, thus resulting in greater costs.

· Cost Recovery Models:  The jurisdictions shown on the table have not adjusted their fees since 2004.  Executive staff opine that these jurisdictions are pricing these services at levels less than the cost of providing them.  According to Executive staff, these jurisdictions (like DDES) have been drawing down operating reserves in order to close the gap between the cost of providing services and the fees being charged. Council staff believes that due to the 20 percent inflation that has occurred since 2004, this explanation is not unreasonable to assume that the respective cost recovery models are no longer valid.
	Analyst:
	Paul Carlson


Division/Program Name – Executive Offices  
panel follow up
Council staff was directed to evaluate the proposed reductions in the budgets controlled by the Executive.  These include: 

· County Executive (Section 14);

· Office of the Executive (Section 15);

· Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget (Section 16); and

· Office of Labor Relations (Section 18).

Background - The direct reporting relationship of the three offices identified above to the Executive is established in the Code.
  Pending as part of this budget process is Proposed Ordinance 2010-0543,
 which would create Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget (“PSB”).  While, the PSB is at this point only a proposed agency, if created it will be a combination of the Office of Management and Budget (“OMB”) and most of the Office of Strategic Planning and Performance Management (“OSPPM”).  This analysis presumes the creation of PSB.  

The General Government Week 2 staff report noted that three staff positions are assigned to work for the Executive, but funded by other agencies.  Two of these positions are funded by the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (“DNRP”) – Administration budget, and the other is funded by the Department of Transportation (“DOT”) Director’s Office budget.  In addition, a grant-funded Term Limited Temporary (“TLT”) Program Coordinator position in OSPPM, proposed to be moved into PSB, is paid for through the Grants budget section and revenue-backed by the MacArthur Foundation.  All four positions are subject to the Leadership Salary Freeze.  However, the savings of those salaries are not linked to the Executive's budgets, but rather the appropriation units that fund these positions.  

Table 1 shows the PSQ and 2011 request for the agencies, with the dollar and percentage reductions.
  Previous staff reports summarized the specific actions taken to produce savings (FTE reductions, travel/consulting/printing budget reductions, etc.).  By focusing on the PSQ and the budget request, this analysis shows the overall budgetary impact of the proposed changes.

Table 1.  Proposed Budget Reductions for Agencies Reporting to the Executive

	Section
	2011 PSQ
	2011 Request
	$ Difference
	% Difference

	Executive

	$4,098,746

	$3,609,277
	($489,469)
	(11.9%)

	DNRP-DOT Funded FTEs
	$383,878

	$383,878
	0
	(-0%)

	Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
	$7,397,407

	$6,521,872
	($875,535)
	(11.8%)

	Grant-backed TLT
	$103,426

	$101,725
	($1,701)
	(1.6%)

	Office of Labor Relations
	$2,046,305

	$2,077,697
	$31,392
	+1.5%

	Total
	$14,029,762
	$12,694,449
	$1,335,313
	(9.5%)


As Table 1 indicates, taken together, for those offices to be controlled by the Executive, the aggregate percentage reduction is 9.5%.
Issue 1 – budget transparency for staff to the county executive
For 2011, three staff positions reporting to the Executive are proposed to be funded through other departments, two from DNRP and one from DOT.  Councilmembers noted that the budget documents do not clearly disclose this practice or discuss its effect on the Office of the Executive and the departments that fund the positions.  Council staff has identified the following options to address this issue.

Option 1:  Direct staff to develop an ordinance to require the annual budget to disclose the amount of salary and benefits for any staff working for the Executive who are funded by other departments.

Option 2:  Direct staff to draft a proviso requiring the Executive to transmit an ordinance to require the annual budget to disclose the amount of salary and benefits for any staff working for the Executive who are funded by other departments.

Option 3: Adopt as proposed. 

	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


Issues

Issue 1 –print shop

As a "full cost" recovery agency, the Print Shop intended to be self-sufficient.  In 2010, the Print Shop's expenses continue to outpace its revenues, with a projected shortfall of $140,000.  The General Government Panel directed staff to develop options related to the Executive's proposal to institute in 2011 a 5% fee assessed on the gross cost of printing jobs placed by County agencies to external vendors.  The new fee is expected to generate an additional $200,000 in revenue and provide a greater incentive for County agencies to use the County’s Print Shop (and comply with the Executive Order, ACO 8-16 (AEO), requiring them to do so).  The Executive anticipates that this added measure will allow the Print Shop to achieve solvency in 2011.

According to Executive staff, agencies are outsourcing print jobs due to past practices and relationships built with outside vendors.  While there are occasional specialized jobs the Print Shop cannot provide, these instances are rare.  The Procurement and Contract Services Section reports on agency requests for outside vendors to the Print Shop but this is a simple notification and has not been used in tandem with any enforcement mechanism.  Executive staff acknowledge that without enforcement, agencies are likely to continue to use outside vendors.
Option 1:
Adopt as proposed, instituting a 5% surcharge fee on all contracts for print jobs with outside vendors.  (However, this option would not ensure that the Print Shop will recover its expenditures.)
Option 2:
Direct staff to prepare 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.  (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.)

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
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


panel follow up 

At the Week 3 General Government panel meeting, the panel directed staff to work with OMB and OIRM to get a more specific understanding of the impacts of additional reductions across all technology budgets if total technology budget was reduced by 6, 9, and 12 percent from 2011 Adjusted PSQ.  Such targets would require additional reductions of $567,000,
 $1.7 million, and $2.8 million.  
The effective 2011 PSQ for OIRM is 9.5 percent less than its proposed 2011 budget.  

However, to effectively evaluate OIRM's reductions, it is appropriate to include those technology budgets that OIRM oversees as well, and distinguish between discretionary reductions and reductions as a result of central rate and COLA changes.  

The following table compares the proposed 2011 budget and 2011 PSQ budget and indicates how much of the reduction is from discretionary cuts that OIRM identified and those reductions that are the result of central rate reductions a reduction in the calculation of COLAs.

	OIRM Budgets 
	2011 PSQ
	Proposed 2011 Budget
	Discretionary Reduction
	Central rates & COLA 
	Total % Change

	Operations 
	$4,464,081

	$4,039,792
	(4.3%)
	(5.2%)
	(9.5%)

	Tele-communications
	$3,238,641
	$2,837,271
	(6.7%
	(5.6%)
	(12.4%)

	Technology
	$27,504,995

	$26,775,621
	(1.8 %)
	(.8%)
	(2.7%) 

	I-Net 
	$3,100,680

	$2,924,237
	(3%)
	(2.7)
	(5.7%)

	Total OIRM Budgets
	$38,308,397
	$36,577,371
	(2.6%)
	(1.9%)
	(4.5%)


Staff asked OMB why a 12 percent reduction was not made to OIRM given the fiscal crisis. OMB responded: 

“Further reduction to the information technology budget will impair the County’s ability to provide technology innovation and solution that is crucial to the County’s effort in gaining business efficiencies and savings.  Technology changes rapidly to help businesses operate more efficiently and technology is the backbone of business operations.”

In addition, OIRM is “absorbing” additional work related to Open Data initiatives and IT Enterprise architecture.  OIRM reports that the value of this additional work is $300,000. OIRM also notes that it has been able to save departments $140,000 in reduced telecom charges by negotiating a better price for contracts. 

Panel Direction: Understand Impacts of Additional Technology Reductions - Council staff requested information from the Chief Information Officer ("CIO") and OMB to assess the impact of reductions 6, 9 or 12 percent.  The CIO reports a cut of any magnitude to OIRM would have an impact to service delivery of key technology infrastructures. Council staff has included the full response below from OIRM detailing the impacts of each level of reduction. 

	Response from OIRM - 
"A cut of any magnitude to OIRM will have an impact to service delivery of key technology infrastructure services.  IT service organizations like OIRM have traditionally communicated the impact of budget cuts in two distinct methods: elimination of services and programs, and or an overall reduction in service levels. Realistically OIRM cannot propose to eliminate services that are critical to county operations unless the budget cut is so drastic that there is no choice but to eliminate services. What is represented below is a realistic picture of how OIRM would implement the cuts outlining the theme of an overall degradation of service within key technology infrastructure areas (network, application services, telephony, etc.) and the impact and cost to the customer and the county.  The larger the budget cut the more service levels will have to decrease and the more impact it will have on department productivity and efficiency which ultimately will cost the county more money in lost employee productivity and impact customer service.   The 12 percent cut scenario would actually require the elimination of key services in addition to a dramatic decrease in service levels.   To achieve the 3 percent efficiency goal the county will need to rely heavily on technology innovation.  Another result of the budget cut scenarios below is the loss of key resources to help the county achieve efficiency goals.  In tough economic times IT should be a valued investment that pays for itself many times over in business efficiency and savings."
Additional reduction of 6% - $567,000

Reduce the overall IT service level agreement availability metric from 99% network availability to 97%.  This may mean potential outages/network failure from 1 hour per month up to 3 hours per month (every 1 hour idle time is $125,000 loss of productivity based on 5000 employees at $25/hr).  The following impact to business operations due to the decrease in service levels could occur as examples: 

· No wireless and computer access, no email access, employees will be idle unable to perform their work

· Impact to mobile device availability / services such as email and voice

· Orca card for buses may no longer work

· No access to King County data will not be available

· No access to King County web site

· Paychecks cannot be processed, property taxes cannot be collected and processed, computers will be down, email can't be accessed, employee Some voice communication may be impacted

· No jail booking/tracking

Additional reduction of 9% - $1.7 million

Network system starts to fail - potential outages between 5 - 7 hrs per month – losing county productivity up at a minimum of $625,000/month (please see above for example of impact)

In addition:

· Drastically reduce or eliminate 24x7 response

· Slow computer processing due to network issues that cannot be corrected in a timely manner,

· Slow response to computer and telecom problems (high risk for emergency management), 

· I-Net cannot meet its current contract obligation of network uptime affecting schools, libraries, fire departments, cities

· High risk of project failures and delays, high risk to security and privacy (spams, computer viruses, computer breach)

· No immediate response to update the web site with critical information

· No support to participate in County's effort to innovate and improve inhibiting further business and IT efficiencies

· Critical high visibility projects would be at risk due to staffing reductions and the inability to put qualified project managers and critical IT staff on projects to ensure success

· Drastically reduce or eliminate ability to be proactive in applying resources toward standardization and IT maturity

Additional reduction of 12% - $2.8 million

In addition to the impact descriptions above: 

· Network failures and outages can be one week or more; due to minimum staff and inability to bring vendor to fix immediate problems (eg. security breach) - this can result in not only loss of productivity, but also expose liability to the county.

· Oversight to the network will be very minimum; response time will be very slow and sporadic; 

· No business continuity program

· Very minimum maintenance for the web

· Very minimum blackberry support (break or fix only - may lose services for one week or more)

· Business interruptions and interruption to emergency responses may be frequent and unpredictable. Very expensive to maintain and restore to the normal state

· An overall unsatisfactory IT service to all employees in the county that would also impact citizens ability to interact and transact with Government over the web and within other alternate service delivery channels."



Council staff analysis - If the Council determines that additional reductions from the technology budgets are warranted, Council staff believes that a reduction to a total of 6 percent of the total technology budgets, or an additional reduction of $547,000 from the proposed 2011 technology budgets could be achieved in a way that would not lead to the cascading effects described by the department. This would result in about a $164,000 saving to the General Fund.  This reduction combined with the existing reductions of $194,000, the additional work OIRM is proposing to absorb, and the reduction in technology services fund balance to be discussed in the next issue, constitutes a reasonable contribution to expect from technology budgets. 

Council staff disagrees with OIRM’s assessment of the impacts of a reduction of $547,000.  OIRM reports that with such a reduction, network reliability would be reduced from from 99 to 97 percent.
  While this is considered a significant reduction in network reliability by industry standards, OIRM did not provide what actions or cuts it would take that would result in such a loss of network reliability.  

The Council may wish to direct OIRM to reduce expenditures in such a way as to minimize service impacts.  OIRM could be directed to take the reduction by cutting management or administrative positions or other non-critical expenses.  In addition, OIRM currently has 7 vacant FTE funded positions that the CIO could consider as an option to achieving the reduction.  While such reductions will likely reduce the resources of the CIO to deliver technology services, it represents a better alternative than reducing network reliability.  Such direction could be provided through a proviso as outlined in the options below. If direction is provided to the CIO to make reductions in a way that minimizes service impact, the Council may wish to consider not identifying specific positions or expenditures reductions in order to allow the CIO flexibility. 

Council staff do not have sufficient information to know whether cuts above the proposed 6 percent could be done at this point without jeopardizing the County’s technology infrastructure.  The CIO’s response clearly suggests it cannot be done at this point. 
Complete technology budget information lacking - As noted earlier, the CIO as well as the Council are limited in their ability to evaluate the appropriate level of staffing and funding for technology services in the Executive branch because technology costs for departments are contained within departmental budgets and not identified as such. (Technology budgets outside of OIRM are estimated to be about $52.5 million - more than half of the total estimated technology costs for the County.) As a result of decentralized budgeting, the CIO neither has the information on the full technology costs within the Executive branch nor the authority to make technology budget adjustments within departments.

A consolidated technology budget was one of the primary objectives of IT Reorganization.  Much of the work to make the necessary code changes for such a consolidated technology budget has been done, but the ordinance has not been transmitted.  If the Council wishes to have a consolidated technology budget for 2012, the ordinance should be transmitted early in 2011 to allow time for the Executive branch to build a budget using this new model.  A proviso to encourage the transmittal of such an ordinance is included below.
Option 1: 

· Direct staff to make an additional $547,000 reduction in technology budgets such that the total reduction over 2011 Adjusted PSQ is 6 percent.  Additionally, direct staff to draft a proviso language directing that such reductions are to be made in such a way as to minimize service disruptions. 

· Direct staff to draft a proviso requiring the transmittal of an ordinance consolidating all of the executive branch technology budgets within the technology services budget.

Option 2: 

· Direct staff to make an additional $1.7 million reduction in technology budgets such that the total reduction over 2011 Adjusted PSQ is 9 percent.  
· Direct staff to draft a proviso requiring the transmittal of an ordinance consolidating all of the executive branch technology budgets within the technology services budget.

Option 3: 

· Direct staff to make an additional $2.8 million reduction in technology budgets such that the total reduction over 2011 Adjusted PSQ is 12 percent.  
· Direct staff to draft a proviso requiring the transmittal of an ordinance consolidating all of the executive branch technology budgets within the technology services budget.

Option 4: 
Approve OIRM budget as proposed.

Issue 2 – maximizing investment in sabey data center
The County made a $17 million investment in establishing a world class data and server center at the Sabey facility.  Currently, the County’s operations at Sabey Data Center are at about 50 percent capacity (507 servers).  There are about 470 other servers located throughout the County that are in facilities that are not designed to meet the electrical, HVAC, fire and security requirements of a data center.  In addition, as will be discussed below, maintaining these decentralized server room results in operational and capital costs that could be avoided by consolidating servers to Sabey. Thus, maintaining decentralized server space is not cost effective because the County is paying for unused server space at the Sabey facility and then again across multiple departments. 
There is no specific proposal in the budget to move more servers to Sabey so the General Government Panel directed Council staff to work with the Executive staff to develop a proposal.

Why are not more servers at Sabey - Those agencies not currently at Sabey expressed some of the following concerns about moving to the centralized data center:
· Lack of information on the services, costs, and benefits of moving servers to Sabey and until recently a lack of a coordinated and concerted effort to get more severs to Sabey. 

· The level of customer service provided by OIRM.

· Cost to move to Sabey and ongoing costs

· Impacts to a departmental operations of having servers at Sabey

Proposed Plan to Move More Servers to Sabey - Council and Executive staff worked together to develop a plan that would address all four of the concerns listed above. Some of the key components of the plan have already been addressed by Executive staff, whereas for other components the Council may wish to establish specific proviso requirements to ensure they are completed.  The options at the end of this issue include those proviso requirements for Council consideration.
Establish foundation of customer service - The first priority is to establish a high level of customer service with visible commitments to address the operational concerns raised by prospective departments.  Because a high level of customer service is essential, the Council may wish to adopt a proviso requiring that OIRM develop a standard, service level agreement that addresses the concerns about access and response times for service at Sabey. The proviso should also establish a requirement that OIRM develop an information packet for prospective clients which clearly presents information on the benefits of moving to Sabey. 
Prioritize servers to be moved based on status of existing facility and business and technical needs - The Executive has formed a team composed of OIRM and FMD staff to develop a comprehensive approach to moving more servers to Sabey.  Almost all agencies have some servers which could be moved to Sabey.  The servers to be moved first will need to be prioritized depending upon the condition of the facility where they are currently located. In other words, those facilities needing upgrades to accommodate servers will be prioritized. 

It will not be appropriate in all cases for servers to move to Sabey.  For example, Wastewater has equipment which requires a direct connection to a server. However, in the majority of situations, it makes sense to move servers to Sabey.  OIRM and FMD have met with almost all agencies for an initial meeting on their needs.  Given the importance of this initial prioritization, the Council may wish to direct Council staff to draft a proviso requiring OIRM submit a workplan detailing when each agency will move servers to Sabey. 

Use Existing Funding to Offset the Costs of Moving and First Year Fees - In order to encourage as many departments as possible to move to Sabey, the Executive has proposed using $699,000 of the Technology Services rate stabilization reserve of $753,179 to offset the rate that would be otherwise be charged for agencies to be in Sabey.  The Executive has also proposed using the remaining appropriation in the CIP Project ($616,000) to cover the costs of servers moving in 2011.  (During the initial build-out of servers, HP charged about $1000 per server to move, but OIRM is hoping to negotiate a lower rate and in some cases have County staff move the severs.)

The 2012 rates should be lower than what customers would have paid since it is expected that the majority of servers will be at Sabey, doubling the number of servers. Thus, the rate per server will be reduced to about $430 per rack unit. (A rack unit is the unit measurement used to describe the height of equipment intended for mounting.) 
Cost savings and cost avoidance - In considering whether the move of additional severs to Sabey makes sense for the County financially, it is important to look at overall cost savings to the County rather than individual costs in an agency budget.  While it may not save money to a specific agency budget since in 2012 all tenants will be paying rent for their Sabey space, moving servers from decentralized locations makes sense because it reduces the costs for maintaining and upgrading spaces throughout the County to accommodate server needs. FMD notes the total cost of existing and emerging CIP projects related to server upgrades to be $1.6 million. For example, during the 2011 budget review, the General Government panel has already identified a savings of $472,776 in General Fund by eliminating an HVAC upgrade CIP project that was intended to make improvements to accommodate servers in the Administration Building. 
OMB also anticipates there should be additional savings in energy usage when servers are moved to Sabey of about $100,000 to $200,000 a year.  Council staff do not recommend including a specific budget reduction in the 2011 budget because servers will be moving throughout the year.  However, it would be appropriate to require FMD to provide a report of energy savings at the end of 2011 based on actual moves that occurred in 2011.

While the County should expect savings from centralizing servers, the costs shown to an agency's budget in 2012 will increase if it moves to Sabey because that agency will then begin to pay a rate that covers its proportionate share of the operating costs.  However, the increase in departmental charges expected in 2012 will not be an overall increase to the County since the County is already paying the operating costs of the Sabey Center.  It will also have the effect of reducing capital improvement costs as projects slated to improve cooling in server rooms are eliminated.  

Option 1:
Direct staff to develop proviso to ensure that the move to Sabey initiative moves forward in a timely manner.  The proviso would require the OIRM to complete a customer service level agreement identifying specific customer service expectations for Sabey and an information packet for prospective clients, and OIRM submit a workplan detailing when each agency will move servers to Sabey, and for those servers not moving to Sabey, an explanation of why such a move is not required. 
Option 2:
Direct staff to develop a proviso requiring FMD report on the energy savings achieved and the dollar value of that savings. 

Option 3:
Accept both options 1 and 2. 

Option 4:
Take no action. 
Issue 3 – consolidating service centers in 2011
The help desk/service center project was one of the key deliverables of IT Reorganization, but has taken longer than expected to roll out.  For example, there are seven technology help desks that service employees in the Chinook building.  Follow up from the Week 3 General Government panel has not added any more clarity as to how  much progress the Council can expect on this project in 2011.  Based on recent meetings with Executive staff on this issue it appears that there is a significant amount of work remaining to do in this area than had been previously reported.  The Executive's optimistic expectations of cost savings are not reflective of the actual progress on this project. 

Progress in this project is also complicated by the fact that most of the staffing for the  service centers is outside the budgetary oversight of the CIO, so making adjustments to those staffing levels is not within the budget authority of the CIO.  Establishing an Executive branch technology budget as discussed under Issue 1 above should provide the budgeting tools the CIO needs to make changes to Executive branch technology service budgets.  Given the high priority of this effort, the Council may wish to direct staff to draft a proviso on the budgets of each of the departments within the Chinook building that have service centers restricting a portion of their budget until completion of specific deliverables that show progress on this project.

Option1:
Direct staff to draft a proviso on the budgets of each of the 4 departments (DPH, DES, OIRM, DCHS) within the Chinook which have service centers.  The proviso will restrict the expenditure of funds until completion of specific deliverables related to the consolidation of service centers.
Option 2:
Approve the budget as proposed. 

	Analyst:
	Jenny Giambattista


Division/Program Name - technology cip
Budget Table
Total County Technology Expenditures 
Adopted 2010 and Proposed 2011

	 
	       2010

     Adopted
	       2011

    Proposed
	   % Change

  2011 v. 2010

	New
	$12,649,728
	$19,833,626
	57%

	Existing
	$12,886,779
	$3,519,492
	(71%)

	Equipment Replacement  
	$5,472,149
	$3,427,690
	(25%)

	Total 
	$31,008,656
	$26,780,808 
	14%


Issue 1 – Countywide Telephony System Replacement ($18,585,050 debt financing)
During Week 3 the Budget Leadership Team asked staff to provide further information on the risks of delaying this project by one year due to the County’s fiscal conditions.

Background - King County has a disparate mix of telephone systems that provide services to over 14,000 phones at sites throughout the County.  There are currently 43 sites that have County-owned systems.  Much of the County’s telecom infrastructure consists of obsolete technology and continued maintenance support for the oldest equipment is becoming increasingly difficult to obtain. 

The 2010 adopted budget included $175,000 for a consultant to evaluate the best replacement options for the telecom equipment.  That work has been completed and the budget proposal accounts for that evaluation.  Because the scope of this project includes every County site and involves a tremendous amount of work, it requires a phased roll-out that will take about four years to complete.  The budget proposal is for year one funding of $4.2 million with subsequent year requests anticipated to total $18.4 million over five years.

The CIO considers the telephone system project to be one of the critical projects in 2011 because of the system failure risk and the need to spend money to “patch” the existing system.  In a response to Council staff, the CIO noted that putting money into outdated equipment is not effective when the County should be migrating to current technology. The proposed new telephone system would also integrate with other technology contained within the Microsoft Enterprise Agreement to provide business efficiencies in integrating all communication channels (phone, mobile device, email, video conferencing, instant messaging, voicemail) to the desktop/laptop for a more efficient work environment.
Replacing the old infrastructure with Internet Protocol Telephony will be a large capital investment, but is projected to yield long-term cost savings of $4.3 million annually by 2016.  These cost savings come from reduced maintenance costs, reduced telephone company charges, and reducing the costs associated with moving and adding phone lines. 

This project will be debt financed and as now scheduled debt service payments would begin in 2012 and would be $2.24 million.

Impact of Telephone Service Disruption to County Operations - To illustrate the impact of service disruption to operations, OIRM provided information from the base supervisor at the Atlantic Transit Base.   The base is an integral part of the communication system that includes the Transit Control Center, Vehicle Maintenance, Service Quality and Customer Service. Dependence on the phone system is also integral to supporting Transit's emergency coach dispatching.  The base supervisor reports that telephone service is often interrupted, resulting in dropped or missed calls, directly affecting the ability to dispatch work to the transit dependent public.  
Risks and costs of delaying this project - OIRM reports that an expenditure of $152,000 in 2011 and $600,000 in 2012 would need to be made to keep the current system operational and meet service contract requirements for Nortel systems.  In addition to the known costs that would be incurred, there is also a risk that the telephone systems could fail given that the majority of the County’s telephone systems are between 18-28 years old. Such failures, as described below can lead to significant costs and as noted in the example above significant operational issues.

While it is not possible to predict with certainty when the systems could fail, OIRM has identified the ten sites most likely to fail. The table below shows the ten sites, the level of risk for failure of the main components parts, and estimated amount of down time. However, the repair time could be much greater depending upon parts availability and the specific failure. .Depending upon the particular combination of failure, the down time could be several days. Also, if the particular systems needed to be replaced, the replacement time depending upon the system ranges from 1 to 6 weeks and the cost to install replacement service should such a complete failure occur is on average $77,900 per site with a monthly service cost of $2,804.  

Information in this table is from data provided by NEC, the vendor responsible for supporting the switches at the first seven sites listed below.
Summary of Risk for Ten Mostly Systems to Fail 

	Site
	CPU Fail
	Power Card

 Failure
	Circuit Card

 Failure
	Repairable
	Part Availability
	Estimated down time-CPU Fail
	Estimated down time- power fail

	South Transit Base
	HIGH
	MED
	HIGH
	Yes*
	QUESTIONABLE
	12 HRS
	8-24 HR

	Central/ Atlantic Transit Base
	HIGH
	MED
	HIGH
	Yes*
	QUESTIONABLE
	12 HRS
	8-24 HR

	DNR Nickerson Building 
	HIGH
	MED
	HIGH
	Yes*
	QUESTIONABLE
	12 HRS
	8-24 HR

	Jameson Building 
	HIGH
	MED
	HIGH
	Yes*
	QUESTIONABLE
	12 HRS
	8-24 HR

	East/Bellevue Transit  Base
	HIGH
	MED
	HIGH
	Yes*
	QUESTIONABLE
	12 HRS
	8-24 HR

	DNR Environmental LABS
	HIGH
	MED
	HIGH
	Yes*
	QUESTIONABLE
	 12 HRS
	8-24 HR

	Ryerson Transit Base
	LOW
	LOW
	LOW
	Yes*
	PROBABLE
	8 HRS
	8-24 HR

	King County Courthouse
	HIGH
	Information not available from vendor

	Public Health - Columbia
	MEDIUM
	

	Public Health - Federal Way
	MEDIUM
	
	
	
	
	
	


This project appears to be a necessary investment for the County to make given the age of the existing system, increasing lack of support and maintenance costs, and risk to operations if the telephone system fails.  Furthermore, this project is debt financed and no debt payments are planned for 2011; thus the project will have no impact on county funds until 2012.

Option 1:  Approve as proposed.

Option 2:  Eliminate funding for the Countywide Telephony System Replacement ($18.5 million debt financing)

Week 3 follow on
Last week, the General Government Panel approved this project and directed staff to develop a proviso and an expenditure restriction.  Council staff also identified a technical budgeting issue.  This new information is presented below. 
Health Information Technology Improvement Project ($1,076,023)

This request funds planning for the replacement of Public Health’s ("PH") patient care systems, which include a module to register and process patient visits and billing, and a pharmacy management tool.  The project would also fund planning for an electronic medical records system.  The current patient visit and pharmacy systems are legacy systems, which vendors will no longer support beginning in 2013. 

The 2011 budget for this project includes carryover ($174,000) of unspent federal recovery act grant funds.  PH plans to also utilize other federal grants and incentives to help support the purchase and implementation of the system.  For example, Medicaid incentives will provide additional revenue when PH uses a certified Electronic Health Records system.  These additional incentives are expected to make up the difference between the $174,000 in carried-over federal grants already in hand and the $1.1 million appropriation request.  Council staff would note that these additional grants and incentives have not yet been awarded.  Furthermore, the $1.1 million request would not support future additional costs for customization, full implementation and training.
PH indicated that it is exploring potential use of program revenues and state revenues to help support the project through the procurement process.  PH is not expecting that the General Fund would be supporting this project.  Further, the department is working to identify grants to help support the financing of the electronic health record project and may establish a reserve in the public health fund with any fund balance in excess of the minimum fund balance required.  

There is compelling need to replace these legacy systems since vendors will no longer support them beginning in 2013.

Last week, the General Government Panel approved this project and directed staff to:

· Draft a proviso prohibiting Public Health from expending funds from this project until the Council has approved a financing plan. 

· Draft an expenditure restriction, prohibiting the use of General Fund dollars to support this project.

The first draft proviso is shown below and would apply to the General Government Capital Improvement Program budget:

Of the appropriation for CIP project 377234, health improvement technology (HIT), $902,023 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits and the council adopts a motion that references the proviso's ordinance, section and number and states that the executive has responded to the proviso.  This proviso requires a financing plan for the procurement of a health information technology system.  The financing plan shall identify 1) all revenue sources that will support the procurement of the software, 2) the timeline for anticipated receipt of revenues dedicated for the project, and 3) all requirements that must be met by the county to satisfy receipt and expenditure of external revenue sources such as grants.

The executive must transmit to the council the financing plan and motion required by this proviso by February 28, 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 budget and fiscal management committee or its successor. 

Note that this draft proviso is subject to legal review.
Also note that the proviso, as drafted, allows PH the expenditure authority to spend the $174,000 that is backed by federal recovery grants that must be expended by June 30, 2011.  This amount will be used to continue working with PH's consultant to develop the financing plan required by the proviso.
Option 1:  Approve draft proviso.

Option 2:  Direct staff to modify the proviso. 

The second panel directive was to draft an expenditure restriction, which is provided below:
Of this appropriation for CIP project 377234, health improvement technology (HIT), no general fund revenues shall be expended to support the project.
Note that this draft expenditure restriction is subject to legal review.
Option 1:  Approve draft expenditure restriction.

Option 2:  Direct staff to modify the expenditure restriction.
Staff identified a new, primarily technical issue with this project.  The Executive’s proposed General Government Capital Improvement Program attachment would appropriate $4,485,600 to the HIT project – however, as discussed in panel, the appropriate amount is $1,076,023.  According to the Office of Management and Budget, the $4.5 million figure is an error and should be reduced.

Option 1:  Direct staff to reduce the project budget to the appropriate amount - $1,076,023.

	Analyst:
	Kendall Moore


Division/Program Name - general government cip
Building Repair & Replacement (3951)

Budget Table 
	
	2009

Adopted
	2010

Proposed
	% Change 2010 v. 2009

	Budget Appropriation
	$529,432
	$1,585,591
	299%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund, unobligated fund balance 

in existing bond funds, energy rebates

and bond funding.


Issues

Issue 1 – lack of continuity

As reported in the Week 1 staff report, FMD currently has no transparent way of tracking Building Repair and Replacement ("BRR") projects that may require multi-year funding to complete.  Unlike the Major Maintenance Reserve Fund ("MMRF") that has a six year plan in which projected spending can be seen, BBR does not even have this rudimentary planning tool.  Thus, there is no current way to track these projects that may be partially funded year to year and left partially complete for a long hiatus.  The information provided during budget is not enough to analyze the effectiveness of the FMD's management of the BRR appropriations since from one year to the next projects may be in the budget for appropriation or not and there is no consistency in identifying multi-year BBR projects.  While FMD acknowledges this deficiency and offers that it will be working with its agency-clients in next year's budgeting to account for hold over projects, it is not clear how many existing BRR projects are in this category and whether FMD has managed them effectively.    
As reported last week, Council staff and Executive staff have been refining the final quarterly report FMD is required to provide to the Council responsive to a proviso in last year's budget.  This proviso was an attempt to gather in one report the historical information of all current projects FMD manages.  Unfortunately, the information contained in products received in the first two reporting periods was disjointed and not usable for program-wide analysis.  

Council and Executive met in late summer to revise the reporting format to ensure that the Council would, in the third and last report, receive the information the proviso was designed to elicit.  Council staff worked with OMB staff to develop a template Excel spreadsheet into which FMD could load data that would then be searchable.  The parties agreed on the template and in early October OMB delivered a "draft" of the Excel spreadsheet. 

While the draft document provided is a significant improvement over the two previous reports, all of the requested information has yet to be provided.  Without this information, analysis of project management costs to a project cannot be measured.  In addition without the information one cannot determine how FMD is performing with respect to managing overall costs.  Council staff continue to work with Executive staff on obtaining the data requested for the final report for this year. 

In conjunction with analyzing FMD's management of the MMRF program, Council staff propose the following options:

Option 1:
Direct staff to refine the proviso from last year to require the revised categories of information in the format developed collaboratively with Executive staff. 

The first draft proviso is shown below and would apply FMD's Internal Service budget:

Of this appropriation, $750,000 shall not be encumbered or expended contingent upon the following:  the executive preparing and transmitting to the council, in the format acceptable to council staff and based on the templates previously prepared and submitted by council staff to the facilities management division, quarterly reports on all capital projects managed by the facilities management division including parks, building repair and replacement and major maintenance reserve fund projects.  Each report should include, but not be limited to: 1) project scope, including project description and any explanation of scope changes; 2) project budget, including life to date appropriations, estimate at completion, and project baseline; 3) project schedule, including current phase, project status, and phase start and end dates; and 4) project management hours, including name of project manager, project management hours expended on the project to date, and total projected project management hours.  Each quarterly report should identify any milestone or work item that was to be completed in the quarter and whether the milestone was missed or not completed.  The first report, reporting on the last quarter of 2010 and first quarter of 2011, is to be delivered no later than April 10, 2011; the second report, reporting on the second quarter of 2010, no later than July 10, 2011, and the third report, reporting on the third quarter of 2010, no later than October 10, 2011.  Upon transmission of each of the first two quarterly reports, one-third of the original expenditure restriction amount will become available for encumbrance or expenditure.  For the third quarterly report, the final $250,000 of the expenditure restriction will be available for encumbrance or expenditure after the executive transmits and the council adopts a motion that references the proviso's ordinance, section and number and states that the executive has responded to the proviso. 

If any report is not transmitted by the dates required in this proviso, $250,000 in appropriation authority shall lapse for each such untimely report.

The quarterly reports required to be submitted by this proviso must be 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 committee or its successor.
Note that this proviso is subject to legal review.
Option 2:
Direct staff to develop a work item to recommend for inclusion to the Capital Projects Oversight work program for 2011.  The work item would be a study of how FMD manages project delivery.  The study would also include whether FMD it has sufficient tools by which to measure performance and whether those tools are effectively utilized.
__________________________________________________________________________

major maintenance reserve fund (3421)  
Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change
 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	$10,290,752
	$15,611,834
	34%

	Estimated Revenues
	$11,621,473
	$14,081,253
	20%

	Major Revenue
Sources
	Rents and contributions from General Fund & Non General Fund Agencies, long term obligation bonds  


	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011

 v. 2010

	GF Contribution
	$ 8,567,303* 
	$7,628,072

$3,587,465**
	23.6%

	Non-GF Contribution
	$ 2,946,170 
	$2,865,711 
	(3%)

	Total
	$11,621,473 
	$14,081,248
	17%


*The General Fund Contribution in the adopted 2010 budget consisted of a transfer from the General Fund of approximately $5.6 million and limited tax general obligation (“LTGO”) bond proceeds of $3 million.   

**This number represents the amount of the proposed water pipe replacement project for the King County Jail that the Executive proposes to use LTGO to finance.  The bonds will be paid out of the appropriation authority for MMRF in future years.

Issues

Issue 1 – using bonding and requiring the mmrf fund to pay for that debt service

According to Executive staff, the proposed LTGO financing is for a $3.5 million domestic water pipe replacement at the King County Correctional Facility. While the project is reported to be completed by mid-2012, repayment of the bonds will be over ten years.  As proposed the LTGO debt service will be paid out of the MMRF.  

Using the mechanism of shifting debt service to an appropriation unit that receives the bulk of its revenues from the General Fund raises the issue of whether this violates the spirit of the County self-imposed debt cap on the General Fund.  According to Executive staff, the County is near the self-imposed debt cap now and will meet or exceed it in 2012 and 2013.  Shifting the debt financing out of the General Fund and into MMRF may help forestall the reaching of that cap, but could be viewed skeptically by credit rating agencies, thereby discounting the benefit of the County's historically conservative use of debt to finance General Fund programs.  

The history of this water pipe replacement project in the Jail, dating back to 2002, was detailed in the Week 3 staff report.  All told, over $1.6 million has been appropriated to this project.  In this year's proposed budget, the Executive is requesting another $3.5 million to actually construct the recently completed second set of design documents.    Therefore, a project that was estimated in 2004 to take $2.5 million and 2 years to complete has been postponed over 6 years and the costs are now escalated at $5.1 million to complete.  
Council staff presented four options to the panel.
  Options 3 and 4 were selected by the panel for further staff analysis. 

Option 3:
Direct staff to work with Executive staff to reprioritize existing projects that may be of a less critical nature. 
Option 4: 
Reject the project until such a time as the Executive presents a financing plan or a restructuring of MMRF appropriations that allows for completion of the project without exceeding the General Fund debt cap. 
panel follow up
According to the draft quarterly report prepared by FMD of its current projects, there are 95 active MMFR projects.  Of those 95 projects, 18 were reported to be "on hold."  The balances for these "on hold" projects total $3.1 million.  At the time of the draft report, FMD provided reasons for the "on hold" status.  In the Building Repair and Replacement appropriation (3951) also a General Fund appropriation unit, FMD identified 9 projects on hold, totaling almost $4.4 million.  

When Council staff and Executive staff met last week, these on hold projects were specifically discussed as potential temporary funding for the pipe replacement project.  Executive staff cautioned that not all of the identified projects could be eligible.  As reported some were bond financed and some were to start soon.  

Council staff requested that Executive staff review all of the currently funded projects (not just those on hold) for additional money that could be used for this pipe replacement.  Council staff also expressed that Executive staff could use Option 4 as a vehicle to also review the current items in the General Fund Debt Service for potential release or reprogramming, thereby freeing up General fund debt to finance the rest of this project.  

Executive staff came back with a list of nine projects totaling approximately $860,000 that could be cancelled or delayed indefinitely.  No additional information of how the Executive would plan to fund the remaining $2.7 million needed to complete the project has yet been provided.  Council staff intend to pursue this matter with Executive staff as the jail water-pipe-replacement project itself should be started and more importantly completed.  
	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


week 3 follow on 
At the Week 3 panel meeting, Councilmembers asked for options to find savings in the Real Estate Services ("RES") budget.  Council staff re-examined the RES proposed budget with a focus on Administration positions and further examining the workload of the Acquisitions group, including clarifying the impact of South Park Bridge and the Roads Division on RES services.  

1. Administration
There are six administration positions.  Unlike the other groups within RES (Acquisitions, Permits, and Leasing), each person within the Administration group performs a unique function.  Excluding the manager, the next three highest salaries are discussed below.

Capital Projects Financial Advisor (salary $117,000) - Upon further inquiry from Council staff regarding this position, Facilities Management Division ("FMD") has revised its estimate for the Capital Projects Financial Advisor, previously reported at zero percent General Fund support in 2011, to an estimated 40 percent General Fund support.  This position's salary is charged out to capital projects, so it is not a direct General Fund appropriation, but rather the cost for services rendered will be billed against that capital project's budget.  

The position's responsibilities include performing financial and economic analysis to inform decision-making regarding real estate for capital projects, primarily managed by FMD.  Examples include financial analysis of real estate transactions, financial and economic components of development agreements, analysis of the county's real estate portfolio, and working on space planning initiatives and the moving parts associated with transactions such as selling the Aukeen Courthouse to Kent. 

FMD reports that the number of projects this position expects to work on in 2011 is similar to the number of capital projects worked on in 2010.

FMD staff report that the position provides capabilities in economic analysis and financial structuring that either do not reside in another agency because they are project responsibilities specific to FMD, or that require an independent analysis for the Executive.  It is unclear from FMD's response why these functions could not or should not be absorbed by OMB.  
Project Program Manager (salary $92,000) - The Project Program Manager has the largest General Fund component of any position within RES, at 90 percent.

The Project Program Manager position is primarily dedicated to providing support to the FMD’s strategic initiatives manager, who is responsible for developing the County’s Space Plan.
 FMD staff have stated that the staff person in this position possesses expertise necessary for the timely completion of the upcoming Countywide Space Plan.    

This position's duties also include (1) data collection and database management related to building occupancies and leases, (2) modeling FMD charges through the Long Term Lease Fund, (3) assessing emerging space needs, finding space location and configuration solutions to changing space needs, and (4) coordinating moving County agencies to new or modified space.  For example, this position assisted with Green River Flood Planning in 2010.

Communications Manager (salary $86,000) - As a result of additional questioning regarding this position, FMD, which previously reported this position as 13 percent General Fund supported, revised that estimate to 47 percent General Fund supported.  This position is billed out 60 percent to FMD and 40 percent to Department of Executive Services administration.

The position handles communication functions for RES, FMD, and DES, including all internal communications to staff
 and external communications to the public and city partners.  The position serves as the RES, FMD, and DES public information officer and responds to media inquiries.  Communication work has included issues such as PCB remediation work at the Alder Youth Services Center, ongoing special use permit issues, Green River flood planning and response, and emergency building operations.   Position responsibilities also include being the web master for the RES, FMD and DES, which includes listing tax-title and County-owned properties for sale.  

FMD views this position as critical to the internal and external communications of RES, FMD, and DES.  

Administration Summary - In sum, each of the three positions are reported to have full workloads.  Each performs some functions that FMD reports it does not have alternative staff available to perform.  Each position also performs functions that serve FMD as a whole.  Moving these positions or reallocating their workloads to other locations such as OMB or DES Administration appears possible given the broad functions of these positions.  Whether OMB and DES Administration have the capacity to absorb these positions would require additional analysis.
2. Acquisitions Group
FMD staff state that the estimated workload for RES as a whole and for the Acquisitions group in particular are both slighter higher in 2011 than in 2010.  The table of acquisition activities presented below is updated with 2011 figures.  Based on the percentage of time RES reported it takes staff to perform each of these activities, the amount of work does appear to be higher in 2011 compared to both 2010 as well as compared to a six-year average.

Table of Acquisition Activities 2005-2009 Actuals and 2010-2011 Projected

	
	'05
	'06
	'07
	'08
	'09
	'10
	6-yr. Avg
	2011
	2011 vs. Avg

	Parcels
	162
	98
	69
	61
	123
	85
	100
	113
	13%

	Appraisals
	84
	15
	21
	27
	44
	31
	37
	44
	19%

	Appraisal Reviews
	96
	14
	19
	23
	42
	31
	37
	42
	14%

	Rights of entry
	79
	34
	20
	88
	65
	20
	51
	40
	(22%)

	Appraisal contracts
	11*
	10*
	17*
	17*
	15
	9
	13
	15
	15%

	Relocations
	10*
	6*
	5*
	7*
	10
	53
	15
	15
	0%


*Estimates based on RES's limited historical project review, augmented by RES staff memory.
RES staff also clarified the impact that South Park Bridge activities have on RES in 2011.  As shown in the table below, the South Park Bridge work in 2011 is significantly lower than in 2010.  Other activity, primarily from Roads, still leads RES to expect slightly increased workload in 2011.
Table of Acquisition Activities for Roads versus other Agencies
	
	Total 2011 projected
	# that are South Park Bridge
	# that are other Roads
	# that are Other Agencies

	Parcels
	113
	2
	81
	30

	Appraisals
	44
	-
	30
	14

	Appraisal Reviews
	42
	-
	30
	12

	Rights of entry
	40
	-
	40
	-

	Appraisal contracts
	15
	-
	5
	10

	Relocations
	15
	5
	4
	6


There is also additional information from RES regarding Acquisition staffing.  It was reported in Week One's Panel that there were three vacancies in 2010, of which all three received Executive waivers from the hiring freeze to refill, two were filled, and the third position had a final offer in progress. The candidate was not hired.  RES indicated that if this position were not filled, RES would continue to adjust existing staff workload and resources to handle this position's work.  The position is a Real Property Agent IV position at Range 67 with a Step 2 salary of $82,000, supported by about 21 percent General Fund.  Eliminating the position would result in a savings of about $23,000 to the General Fund counting salary and benefits.
Roads Services Division ("RSD") – RSD is one of RES's major revenue sources, particularly in the area of acquisitions.  Therefore, the level of RES staffing is directly connected to RSD's needs.  As the Executive noted in his transmittal of the mid-biennial supplemental and strategic plan for RSD:

"Like the General Fund, the Road Fund is continuing to struggle with a structural deficit that is further exacerbated by annexations and low assessed value in 2010 and 2011.  Analysis conducted in the development of the SPRS demonstrates that the amount required to adequately maintain the current road system far exceeds current revenues; this analysis is included in the report.  This is exclusive of any increase in road capacity.  Because of these financial challenges, the completion of the SPRS, and staffing analysis directed by a budget proviso, the Road Services Division has developed a detailed budget proposal.  This includes requested supplemental adjustments that eliminate functions and positions that are no longer supportable with a rapidly shrinking Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and no future capacity projects.  This proposal includes a reduction of 30.4 FTEs and 2.2 TLTs in RSD.  The proposal also includes significant reductions to the RSD CIP." 

The Council will adopt RSD's mid-biennial supplemental after the 2011 budget is adopted.  Depending on the contents of the mid-biennial supplemental that is adopted, there could be a decreased need for RES services from RSD in 2011.  Since RSD is one of RES's main revenue sources, the Council may wish to place a proviso on RES's budget that restricts funding contingent upon a report from FMD that analyzes the effect of the approved mid-biennial budget for RSD on the 2011 workload of RES.
Acquisitions Summary - Present RES workloads appear to support their current staffing levels.  Because RES has been working with an ongoing vacancy, it appears that RES is able to absorb a staffing reduction within their Acquisitions group without adversely impacting RES's significant revenue-generating functions.  

For the future, it is uncertain whether RES workloads will continue to support present-day staffing levels given the likely decline in Roads projects. 

Option 1:
Approve as proposed.

Option 2:
Direct staff to reduce the RES appropriation by the salary and benefits of the vacant Lead Appraiser position (approximately $110,000) and eliminate 1.0 FTE, resulting in General Fund savings of $23,100.  

Option 3:
Direct staff to draft a proviso prohibiting the expenditure of $100,000 until the Council approves a report from RES on the impact of Roads' budget on RES's staffing needs in 2011 and future years. 

Option 4: 
Accept both options 2 and 3. 
Budget Reconciliation

	Panel:
	Law and Justice  


	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: Service Reductions and Non-Mandated Services

Reductions to Regional Direct Services - ($1,565,385) Expenditure / ($165,678) Revenue / (14.0) FTEs

This budget proposes to reduce KCSO participation in non-mandated regional task forces in lieu of impacting direct 911 responses.  As a result, 2.0 Sergeants and 12.0 Deputies are reduced from regional functions such as the Eastside Narcotics Task Force, the Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms Task Force, the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas task force and Regional Intelligence activities, and subsequently reducing a net of $1.4 million in General Fund expenditures.

King County has a long history of partnering with local and federal law enforcement agencies to extend the County’s capacity to investigate special crimes such as drug crimes.  These investigations, while important to the citizens of King County, are not mandated law enforcement services. As such, the Sheriff has proposed eliminating participation in law many enforcement task forces resulting in reduced capacity throughout the region for investigating and stopping major criminal activity.  Some minimal participation in US Marshal, regional intelligence and drug task forces will remain, however, King County will not be in a significant role. 

Reductions to Unincorporated Direct Services - ($3,732,315) Expenditure / ($793,113) Revenue / (35.0) FTEs

This budget proposes a number of staffing reductions, primarily of investigative roles. Within the unincorporated areas of the County, this proposed reduction translates into no follow-up investigation of property crimes.  Patrol officers will respond to 911 calls, take reports for property crimes, but no investigation will be performed.  The exception for property crimes is if a subject is apprehended, appropriate in-custody investigations will take place.  

School Resource Officers (-8.0 FTE) and most storefront deputies (-4.0 FTE of 5.34 FTE) in the unincorporated areas are eliminated through this budget.  Storefront deputies are eliminated from the East Precinct in Kenmore and Maple Valley, and in the West Precinct in Burien are reduced to 1.34 FTE. These deputies meet with the public to hear and address/follow-up on concerns, provide education and awareness, and generally create "good will" relationships with the communities.  This community based approach is part of a proactive approach to reducing criminal activity.  

In an effort to meet target reductions within each division in KCSO from the Criminal Investigations division, the Sheriff proposes to reduce 1.0 FTE (Fire Investigator), providing arson fire inspections.  This proposed reduction maintains 5.0 FTE in the unit.
In whole, 4.0 FTE Sergeants, 27.0 FTE Deputies, 1.0 Fire Investigator and 3.0 FTE Communication Specialists, and a net of $2.9 million in General Fund expenditures are reduced through this budget proposal.

Non-Mandated Services -  22.0 FTE / $3.39 Million Expenditure / $1.31 Million Revenue

This budget proposes reducing the Marine operations by 2.0 of 7.0 FTE, and combining two Critical Incident Response units into a single unit and reduce 4.0 of 7.0 FTE.

Critical Incident Response TAC-30 (SWAT) – Like many other jurisdictions, KCSO has and proposes to maintain a unit of specialists dedicated to responding to crises.  These are experienced, highly trained, elite paramilitary law enforcement specialists ready for major incidents ranging from high hazard searches and arrests, terrorist activity, explosive threats through hostage-related hostile activity. Supporting the dedicated staff, 20.0 FTE have primary roles in patrol and contract positions.  This unit does generate contract city revenue as the service is deemed by the Sheriff to be a critical component of patrol support.  After proposed reductions, this unit will have an appropriation of 2.0 FTE and $404,000. 

Marine Support – KCSO provides 911 response on the waters of unincorporated King County; patrols of Lake Washington and Lake Sammamish; and provides Search and Rescue through the unincorporated area's many waterways.  Due to the complex nature of jurisdictions in King County, many agencies have law enforcement jurisdiction in and on these lakes, some of which contract with King County for 911 response services. While 911 response is a responsibility/mandate of the County, regular patrol is not. After proposed reductions, this unit will have an appropriation of 5.0 FTE and $782,000.

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. 
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.  The 2011 budget presents three changes, two of which remain in panel deliberation:
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The $5.57 million cost of the service, including cost savings measures noted in issue 2 below, is proposed to be funded via a new internal service rate, being charged to the tenants of each of the King County court facilities based on square footage/occupancy.  These are new charges to largely General Fund agencies as follows:
2. As a cost savings measure, the lowest volume entrance to the King County Courthouse (the Tunnel entrance connecting the Administration building to the Courthouse) is proposed for closure.  This proposal reduces 6.0 FTE and saves $389,000.

Concerns have been raised regarding the closure of this third entrance.  Staff is working with KCSO and the Executive regarding an operational solution to this issue.  A building tenant meeting was held and KCSO and budget staff are exploring a variety of scheduling options.  Staff continues to work with the Sheriff and budget staff regarding options to maintain some access via the tunnel entrance. More information will be available during reconciliation panel deliberations.
	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, the department determines the number of staff it will need based on the estimated number of living units needed for the projected number 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 savings 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. 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 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. 

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.

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. 
Issue 3 – Reductions in Community Corrections programs
The executive is proposing to eliminate or reduce four adult Community Corrections Division (CCD) programs that serve as alternatives to secure detention or support offender re-entry into the community.  The budget estimates that the reductions will achieve savings of $699,416 and eliminate 5.0 FTEs.  The following programs have slated for elimination or will be reduced:
1. Eliminate Helping Hands (HHP) Program – ($184,825) / (2.00) FTE. This proposal will eliminate the CCD program that assists persons ordered to complete court-ordered community service hours.  

2. Eliminate The Learning Center – ($142,528). This proposal will eliminate the contract with the South Seattle Community College for the provision of educational services to individuals referred from CCD and the secure detention Re-entry Case Management Service program.  These services are provided in Seattle at the Yesler Building, adjoining the Center for Community Alternatives Programs (CCAP). 

3. Eliminate DAJD Re-Licensing Program Support – ($100,000). This proposal will eliminate the contract with a community social service organization (Legacy of Equality, Leadership and Organizing LELO project) for services that assist individuals regain their driver’s licenses after suspension.  
4. Community Work Program (CWP) Reduction – ($272,063) / (3.00) FTEs. This proposal eliminates three work crew supervisor positions, motor pool expenses for three vans, and miscellaneous operating expenses associated with the Community Work Program.  

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.

Issue 4 – Reductions in Juvenile Alternative to Secure Detention programs.
The executive is proposing to eliminate four Alternatives to Secure Detention Programs for juvenile offenders, resulting in General Fund savings of $255,396 and reducing 2.0 FTEs. This proposal would eliminate four of the five juvenile alternatives to secure detention programs administered by the department’s Juvenile Division.  

The executive is proposing to eliminate:

·  Day and Evening Reporting.  The Superior Court, and the court’s juvenile probation counselors, use this program to sanction probation violations by having juveniles attend supervised programs during the day or after school rather than returning the youth to secure detention.  

·  Weekend Reporting. This program is used in the same way that Day and Evening Reporting are used: an intermediary sanction.  
·  Work Crew. This program is an alternative to secure detention where offenders are sentenced to supervised work crews to provide hours of services. 
·  Group Home Care. This program is used as option for placing juveniles in a secure setting when they cannot return to their home, but do not belong in secure detention.    
The following table shows that use of these programs in 2009.

Juvenile Alternatives to Secure Detention Programs Proposed 

For Elimination in 2011--2009 Utilization

	Program
	Admissions
	ADP

	Day & Evening Reporting
	57
	3

	Weekend Reporting
	41
	3

	Work Crew
	366
	31

	Group Home
	55
	2


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. 

Issue 6 – 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.
At the direction of Budget Leadership Team, staff are developing proviso language to address the issues related to department contracting.  Council members may wish to consider proviso language that requires the executive develop a new contracting methodology for its city and state contracts that ensures the county is appropriately compensated for the services it provides, but allows for more competitive contract costs that provide cities with a degree of certainty for their long-term planning purposes.

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. 

	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), focusing on inmate patients with the following characteristics: 

· Adolescence (Note:  Some adolescents are housed in adult detention and are considered a high priority for release planning)                              

· Frail or elderly

· Chemical Dependency

· Mental Illness (chronic/acute)

· Emergent/Chronic Medical Conditions

· HIV positive

· Pregnant

· Developmentally Disabled

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 also indicated that it does not agree with the PAO determination that HOF funds can be reprioritized – staff is continuing to follow up this issue.  
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.
	Analyst:
	Nick Wagner


Division/Program Name- District Court
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation: District Court
	
	
	

	     Section: 0530.6696



Court Administration1
	$8,814,096
	$10,142,593
	15.07%

	          FTE:
	59.50
	56.00
	(5.88%)

	     Section: 0530.6697



Court Operations
	$11,624,417
	$11,451,156
	(1.49%)

	          FTE: 
	149.25
	151.75
	1.68%

	     Section: 0530.6695


Probation Division
	$1,746,613
	$1,300,084
	(25.57%)

	          FTE: 
	18.00
	12.00
	(33.33%)

	     Section: 0530.6700


Judicial Division
	$4,057,933
	$4,516,205
	11.29%

	          FTE: 
	25.70
	25.70
	0.00%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$26,243,059
	$27,410,038
	4.45%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	252.45
	245.45
	(2.77%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	N/A

	Estimated Revenues
	$16,616,534
	$17,823,775
	6.77%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund, contract revenue, fines, fees


1 The $2 million increase is largely associated with the adjustment for security screeners included in the section equaling about $1.5 million.
Issues

Issue 1 – Reduction of Probation Services; Elimination of Probation Fee Waiver

The provision of probation services by District Court is not mandated by law. To reduce costs, District Court intends to reorganize its probation services, reducing FTEs by five probation officers and one probation manager. The court will retain ten probation officers, four of whom will be reserved for contract city cases. The remaining six probation officers will continue to supervise county-responsible offenders on active probation. Active probation is ordered most frequently in domestic violence and DUI cases. This change is expected to save about $643,000 in 2011.

In August 2010, the District Court judges agreed to change their probation services fee policy. In the past, judges waived probation fees in approximately 65 percent of cases. Under the new policy, judges will initially charge probation fees in all cases and will consider waiving them only after a probation officer has assessed the client’s ability to pay and made a recommendation to the court that the fee be waived. This policy change is expected to increase revenue by $425,552 in 2011, despite the decrease in the number of probation officers due to the reduction described above. 

The combined net effect of these changes is a projected reduction of costs by $1,068.553, assuming the expected increase in revenue occurs. 

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.
	Analyst:
	Polly St. John


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

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	SC Administration1
	$4,881,718
	$6,950,368
	42.38%

	FTE:
	33.50
	33.50
	0

	Court Ops Civil & Criminal Support Services
	$13,443,744
	$12,767,631
	(5.03%)

	          FTE: 
	111.70
	110.50
	(1.07%)

	Court Operations Interpreters
	$1,031,095
	$1,053,775
	2.2%

	          FTE: 
	7.50
	7.50
	0

	Court Operations Jury Services 
	$2,717,332
	$2,342,289
	(13.80%)

	          FTE: 
	5.00
	4.00
	(20%)

	Family Court Dependency CASA
	$1,661,258
	$1,176,980
	(29.15%)

	          FTE:
	17.35
	12.55
	(27.67%)

	Family Court Support Services 
	$3,374,657
	$1,610,551
	(52.28%)

	          FTE:
	38.25
	14.50
	(62.09%)

	Juvenile Court Support 
	$1,549,751
	$1,615,627
	4.25%

	          FTE:
	17.60
	17.60
	0

	Juvenile Court Diversion 
	$509,129
	$411,943
	(19.09%)

	          FTE:
	4.00
	3.00
	(25%)

	SC Judicial FTEs 
	$6,262,584
	$6,358,397
	1.53%

	          FTE:
	64.80
	64.80
	0

	Juvenile Court Probation 
	$7,279,513
	$6,760,409
	(7.13%)

	          FTE:
	77.75
	68.35
	(12.09%)

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$42,710,781
	$41,047,970
	(3.89%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	377.45
	336.30
	(10.90%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	$4,207,093
	$4,611,231
	9.61%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund, fees/charges, grants, federal and state sources


1 The $2 million increase is largely associated with the adjustment for security screeners included in the section equaling $1,877,883.

Issues

Issue 1 – Reductions to Juvenile Offender Supervision  ($679,614 and 8.00 FTEs)
The Executive proposes to close one of four juvenile probation units, reducing the budget by $679,614 and eliminating 8.00 FTEs.  Six juvenile probation counselors, a juvenile probation supervisor, and an administrative specialist would be eliminated.  This reduction will increase the caseload for the remaining juvenile probation counselors by approximately 28%.  In addition to the $679,614 savings in salary and benefits, this change will save $65,456 in lease costs that are included in central rates.  

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.
Issue 2 – Reductions in Family Court Operations  ($1,202,120 and 25.75 FTEs)
The proposed budget reduces or eliminates three programs within Superior Court’s Family Court Operations:  Family Court Services, Facilitators, and Early Case Resolution.  In addition to managers, supervisors, and clerical staff, the 25.75 FTE reductions include 8.75 social workers, 6.00 facilitators and facilitation intake specialists, and 2.00 early case resolution managers.  Family Court Operations services are based upon a fee-for-service model.  Consequently, the expenditure reduction of $2,099,645 is offset by $897,525 in lost revenues from fees that are charged for services or a net reduction of $1,202,120.  

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.
Issue 3 – Reductions in Dependency CASA  ($616,583 and 5.80 FTEs)
Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASAs) are citizen volunteers who advocate for the best interests of abused children in dependency actions.  Superior Court supports these volunteers, who rarely have any legal background, with attorneys and volunteer supervisors in its Dependency CASA unit.  This proposal eliminates all of the attorneys who support the volunteers (3.80 FTEs), along with two CASA volunteer supervisors.  

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.

Issue 4 – Eliminate Funding for Eight Court Reporters  ($724,081)
This proposal eliminates funding for eight court reporter FTEs.  (FTE authority will remain to satisfy RCW requirements.)  Court reporters make an accurate record of the proceedings that take place in court, and upon request, produce a typed transcript of the proceedings.  (Certain types of court proceedings, such as death penalty cases, require use of a court reporter.)  In many cases, proceedings are now recorded electronically with the FTR system and are transcribed on an as-needed basis.  Elimination of these positions could create the need for technology investment in lieu of a court reporter.  
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.
	Analyst:
	Polly St. John


Department of Judicial Administration
Budget Table
	
	2010
Adopted
	2011
Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	DJA Administrator*
	4,573,330
	4,603,231
	0.65%

	FTE:
	22.50
	19.00
	(15.56%)

	DJA Satellite Sites
	4,766,700
	4,761,583
	(0.11%)

	          FTE: 
	66.50
	61.50
	(7.52%)

	DJA Records and Finance
	4,599,333
	4,273,251
	(7.09%

	          FTE: 
	61.50
	52.50
	(14.63%)

	DJA Caseflow 
	4,642,509
	4,738,913
	2.08%

	          FTE: 
	68.00
	64.00
	(5.88%)

	DJA Law Library* 
	157,000
	149,109
	(5.03%)

	          FTE: 
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	18,738,872
	18,526,087
	(1.14%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	218.50
	197.00
	(9.84%)

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	12,455,605
	12,608,453
	1.23%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund, fees/charges


*In 2010, the law library was budgeted in the administrator section.  This table has made the $157,000 adjustment for the law library from the 2010 administrator section.  It also shows it in the new section for comparison purposes. 
Issues

Issue 1 – Elimination of Domestic Violence Program/Support  ($368,864 and 3.50 FTEs)
1. Elimination of the Step Up Program – ($239,139) / (2.50) FTEs – Step Up is a domestic violence program that addresses youth violence against parents.  Program elimination will result in the reduction of 2.50 social worker FTEs.  Step Up social workers provide group counseling for youth who have been arrested for using violence against their parents, work with the parents of these youth to develop safety plans so that youth can return home, and provide families with follow-up and resource referrals.
2. Eliminate Law, Safety, and Justice (LS&J) Domestic Violence Program Manager – ($129,725) / (1.00) FTE – This proposal eliminates a program manager position that develops and implements all components of the County's Domestic Violence Comprehensive Plan, coordinates service delivery among LS&J agencies, develops and implements policy, and manages the Step Up Program.
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.
	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 – Allocation of Funding Among PAO Sections

The Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) allocation of resources among its sections affects the number of criminal cases filed in 2011. In turn, the number of cases filed affects the caseload and funding of the public defender agencies. For example, if the PAO allocates a smaller reduction to (i.e., keeps more attorneys in) its Violent Crimes section than is assumed in the Executive’s proposed budget, the PAO’s decision to retain more attorneys to handle violent crimes would necessitate an increase in the OPD budget (which is the subject of a separate staff report) based on the assumption that more attorneys will generate an increased caseload.
The Executive’s proposed budget book, based on information provided by the PAO,  indicates that the PAO will eliminate 31 FTEs (20 attorneys and 11 support staff) from its Criminal Division and two FTEs (both attorneys) from its Civil Division, for a total reduction of 33 FTEs (22 attorneys and 11 support staff). Late in Week 2 of the budget process, the PAO indicated to council staff that it is now proposing to:

1.
Eliminate 17 attorney positions, rather than 20 positions, from its Criminal Division and five attorney positions, rather than two positions, from its Civil Division.
2.
“Buy back,” with savings generated by the COLAs foregone by PAO attorneys and staff, five attorney positions in the Criminal Division (all in the Violent Crimes section) and one attorney position in the Civil Division, which would leave a net reduction of 12 attorney positions in the Criminal Division and four attorney positions in the Civil Division.
The net effect of these changes would be an increase of eight attorneys (5.8%; 146.8 attorney positions vs. 138.4 attorney positions) in the PAO’s Criminal Division, compared with the allocation upon which the Executive based the proposed budgets for the PAO and the Office of Public Defense. 
Based on information provided by the PAO, executive budget staff has provided the revised figures listed in the tables on the following pages for allocating attorneys, total FTEs, and funding among the PAO sections.

ATTORNEY ALLOCATION


[image: image4.emf]PAO Section

2010 

Adopted

2011 

PSQ

2011 

Proposed

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

After 

PAO 

revision

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

PAO 

requested 

add backs

PAO 

requested 

final budget

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

Administration 1.00         2.00         2.00           0.0% 2.00         0.0% 2.00              0.0%

Economic Crimes 23.00       26.00       25.00         -3.8% 26.00       0.0% 26.00             0.0%

Special Victims -           -           -            -           -               

Violent Crimes 91.80       96.40       80.40         -16.6% 79.40       -17.6% 5.00           84.40             -12.4%

Juvenile 15.60       13.60       13.60         0.0% 13.60       0.0% 13.60             0.0%

District Court 12.00       10.40       9.40           -9.6% 10.40       0.0% 10.40             0.0%

Appellate 11.00       11.00       9.00           -18.2% 11.00       0.0% 11.00             0.0%

Criminal Div. Admin. 3.00         1.00         1.00           0.0% 1.00         0.0% 1.00              0.0%

Subtotal 156.40      158.40      138.40       -12.6% 141.40      -10.7% 5.00           146.40           -7.6%

General County Services 13.00       13.00       13.00         0.0% 13.00       0.0% 13.00             0.0%

Litigation 28.40       27.40       25.40         -7.3% 22.40       -18.2% 1.00           23.40             -14.6%

Property/Environment 11.00       10.00       10.00         0.0% 10.00       0.0% 10.00             0.0%

Subtotal 52.40       50.40       48.40         -4.0% 45.40       -9.9% 1.00           46.40             -7.9%

Family Support 16.70       16.70       16.70         0.0% 16.70       0.0% 16.70             0.0%

226.50      227.50      205.50       -9.7% 205.50      -9.7% 211.50           -7.0% TOTAL

Administrative Division

Criminal Division

Civil Division

Family Support Division



FTE ALLOCATION

[image: image5.emf]PAO Section

2010 

Adopted

2011 

PSQ

2011 

Proposed

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

After PAO 

revision

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

PAO 

requested 

add backs

PAO 

requested 

final budget

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

Administration 18.0 18.0 18.0 0.0% 18.0 0.0% 18.0 0.0%

Economic Crimes 30.6 34.6 33.6 -2.9% 34.6 0.0% 34.6 0.0%

Special Victims 24.3 30.3 29.3 -3.3% 30.3 0.0% 30.3 0.0%

Violent Crimes 170.0 172.5 150.5 -12.8% 144.5 -16.2% 8.0 152.5 -11.6%

Juvenile 36.2 30.6 30.6 0.0% 30.6 0.0% 30.6 0.0%

District Court 21.9 21.0 16.0 -23.8% 21.0 0.0% 21.0 0.0%

Appellate 13.0 13.0 11.0 -15.4% 13.0 0.0% 13.0 0.0%

Criminal Div. Admin. 15.0 13.0 13.0 0.0% 13.0 0.0% 13.0 0.0%

Subtotal 311.0 315.0 284.0 -9.8% 287.0 -8.9% 8.0 295.0 -6.3%

General County Services 18.0 18.0 18.0 0.0% 18.0 0.0% 18.0 0.0%

Litigation 52.4 50.4 48.4 -4.0% 45.4 -9.9% 1.0 46.4 -7.9%

Property/Environment 18.0 17.0 17.0 0.0% 17.0 0.0% 17.0 0.0%

Subtotal 88.4 85.4 83.4 -2.3% 80.4 -5.9% 1.0 81.4 -4.7%

Family Support 65.4 64.4 64.4 0.0% 64.4 0.0% 64.4 0.0%

482.8 482.8 449.8 -6.8% 449.8 -6.8% 9.0 458.8 -5.0% TOTAL

Administrative Division

Criminal Division

Civil Division

Family Support Division


FUNDING ALLOCATION

[image: image6.emf]PAO Section

 2010 

Adopted  2011 PSQ

2011 

Proposed

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

 After PAO 

revision 

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

 PAO 

requested 

add backs 

 PAO 

requested 

final budget 

% change 

from 2011 

PSQ

Administration  $  7,101,146  5,967,531 $     6,504,211 $     9.0% 6,504,211 $    9.0% 6,504,211 $    9.0%

Economic Crimes  $  3,344,042  4,097,534 $     3,967,610 $     -3.2% 4,097,534 $    0.0% 4,097,534 $    0.0%

Special Victims  $  1,739,740  2,387,066 $     2,325,248 $     -2.6% 2,387,066 $    0.0% 2,387,066 $    0.0%

Violent Crimes  $ 18,193,460  20,053,487 $   17,228,032 $   -14.1% 16,721,665 $  -16.6% 712,660 $    17,434,325 $  -13.1%

Juvenile  $  3,098,102  2,840,088 $     2,840,088 $     0.0% 2,840,088 $    0.0% 2,840,088 $    0.0%

District Court  $  2,007,812  2,160,854 $     1,808,618 $     -16.3% 2,243,717 $    3.8% 2,243,717 $    3.8%

Appellate  $  1,697,153  1,821,175 $     1,522,179 $     -16.4% 1,821,175 $    0.0% 1,821,175 $    0.0%

Criminal Div. Admin.  $  1,744,392  1,590,290 $     1,588,513 $     -0.1% 1,588,513 $    -0.1% 1,588,513 $    -0.1%

Subtotal  $ 31,824,701  34,950,494 $   31,280,288 $   -10.5% 31,699,758 $  -9.3% 712,660 $    32,412,418 $  -7.3%

General County Services  $  2,489,590  2,638,367 $     2,638,367 $     0.0% 2,638,367 $    0.0% 2,638,367 $    0.0%

Litigation  $  6,239,908  6,397,139 $     6,057,592 $     -5.3% 5,638,122 $    -11.9% 135,740 $    5,773,862 $    -9.7%

Property/Environment  $  2,331,716  2,342,384 $     2,342,384 $     0.0% 2,342,384 $    0.0% 2,342,384 $    0.0%

Subtotal 11,061,214 $   11,377,890 $   11,038,343 $   -3.0%  $10,618,873  -6.7% 135,740 $     $10,754,613  -5.5%

Family Support  $  6,428,103  6,783,881        6,767,938        -0.2% 6,767,938 $    -0.2% 6,767,938 $    -0.2%

56,415,164 $   59,079,796 $   55,590,780 $   -5.9% 55,590,780 $  -5.9% 848,400 $    56,439,180 $  -4.5% TOTAL

Administrative Division

Criminal Division

Civil Division

Family Support Division


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.
Issue 2 – PAO Reporting to County Agencies

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 makes it possible for agencies to track 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 improve agencies’ accountability for 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.

Option 1:  Close this issue.

Option 2:  Direct staff to draft a proviso directing the PAO to prepare and distribute monthly reports to each county agency regarding the matters for which the PAO has provided legal services to the agency, in addition to the annual reports that the PAO already provides.
	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 –Payment Model Calculations and Case Weighting Study Implementation
The Office of Public Defense (OPD) provides payment for indigent defense services to four contract defense agencies on a credit basis that is based on the defense payment model
, which limits the ability to respond to budget reductions.  The County is obligated to pay for cases as they are filed and a caseload increase is projected for 2011, which is included in the base budget.  As discussed below, the current proposal for agency contracts is not sufficient to ensure that these services are fully funded by the payment model.
In developing OPD’s budget, the budget office (OMB) began by increasing the budget $2,253,366 for costs related to caseload increases associated with assigned counsel, misdemeanor caseload, felony complex litigation, expert witnesses, contempt of court caseload, interim felony case weighting adjustments, Becca shortfall, and administrative overhead.  The resulting amounts are shown in the table below as the 2011 revised base that corresponds to the amount calculated by the OPD payment model for agencies’ contracts.
After establishing the revised base budget
, OMB then applied a reduction equal to the anticipated 9.1% reduction in the PAO’s criminal division.  This reduction - totaling $3,211,015 - was applied to the revised base less dedicated revenue (i.e., funding for the involuntary treatment caseload provided by MHCADS).  Of note, the Prosecutor has indicated that he may wish to allocate his proposed reduction differently than what has been proposed by the Executive.  If the PAO allocates less of a reduction to the criminal division, and the Council decides to follow the Executive’s policy of treating OPD similarly, that increase to the criminal division would also necessitate an increase to the OPD budget. 
	 
	2011 Revised Base
	Proportional Reduction
	2011 Executive Proposed

	Agency Contracts
	32,093,005
	(2,790,418)
	29,302,587

	Assigned Counsel
	3,064,932
	(278,580)
	2,786,352

	Expert Witnesses
	1,645,625
	(142,017)
	1,503,608

	Legal Services Total
	36,803,562
	(3,211,015)
	33,592,547


Staff analysis of the effects of the 9.1% cut upon the OPD payment model is on-going.  The proposed budget methodology subtracts $2.79 million from the payment model calculations for defender contracts.  A proposal from defender agencies to work with the PAO on how family support contempt of court (COC) cases are processed could potentially reduce the effects of the proposed $2.79 million reduction in funding for defender contracts.  The COC process and options is being analyzed with input from OPD, defender agencies, the PAO, and the budget office.  Analysis also continues to ensure that any changes in PAO allocations will be considered as part of the OPD payment model.  
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. 

Budget Reconciliation

	Panel:
	Health & Human Services


	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
In the Health and Human Services Panel, Councilmembers raised questions about the filling of vacant administrative positions at the same time $1.1 million in General Fund support of the Children and Family Commission has been proposed to be eliminated.  Staff provided some information on vacant positions primarily focused on the Assessment/Policy Development/Evaluation (APDE) and Policy, Community Partnerships & Communication (PCPC) units, both within the Administrative Services Division.  Executive staff indicated that information on those positions transmitted earlier during the budget process contained errors – staff work continues on resolving those errors.
Another way to consider this issue is to focus on the overall General Fund support of APDE and PCPC.  The APDE Unit, comprised of 13.5 FTEs, is responsible for developing innovative community health assessment activities; data collection and analysis; sharing best practices; monitoring health indicators; developing evidence-based health policy and evaluating programs. The Policy, Community Partnerships, Communications Unit (9.7 FTE) is responsible for coordinating communications, government relations, staffing the Board of Health, and development of public/private partnerships.
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.


As shown above, the total proposed funding for APDE in 2011 is $2.5 million, including $1.1 million in General Fund support.  Of the total $2.5 million, approximately $1.7 million is staff costs.  The remaining $800,000 is made up of:

· Public Health overhead ($192,152)

· Public Health internal information technology services ($143,410)

· Contracts and professional services ($109,682)

· County central rates ($203,673)

· Miscellaneous office expenses ($107,140)

· Salary and wage contingency ($26,726)

In contrast to APDE, most of the funding for the PCPC unit is from non-General Fund sources.  The total budget for 2011 is proposed at $1.7 million with slightly less than $300,000 from the General Fund.  

In this unit, the majority of the unit’s budget is composed of staff costs ($1.3 million).  The remainder of the unit’s budget is divided among the following types of expenditures:

· Contracts and consulting services ($36,800)

· Miscellaneous office expenses ($106,378)

· County central rates ($120,100)

· Public Health overhead ($149,125)

· Salary and wage contingency ($21,756)
Council may wish to make a flat reduction in General Fund from this unit in order to reprioritize those dollars for direct public health services or services outside of Public Health.  Public Health has indicated that this approach rather than eliminating specific FTEs would allow the department to better manage a reduction.
Option 1:  Approve as proposed.

Option 2:  Direct staff to develop a proposal to reduce General Fund dollars within the APDE and PCPC units.
Option 3:  Direct staff to continue analysis of vacant positions to eliminate specific positions in lieu of a flat reduction of General Fund dollars.
Panel Follow Up

Last week, the panel asked whether front-desk staffing covered sufficient hours at the Eastgate public health center to request all patients to make payments on the required sliding scale or to make donations.  Eastgate management affirmed that all clerks at the public health center are trained to ask for donations at any of the center’s check-in and check-out windows.  According to Public Health, between three and six clerks staff the center from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., and clerks are present during all hours that patients visit the center.

	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 13 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.

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 – Agricultural Ditch Assistance Program  

The 2011 Executive Proposed Budget proposes to consolidate management of Agriculture Drainage Assistance Program (ADAP) by eliminating project management staff dedicated to the ADAP ($114,737 and 1.00 FTE) from the Agriculture program and incorporating this body of work into the Stormwater Services Unit.

In proposing this change, Executive staff notes that their work in the past few years with area farmers, the Agriculture Commission, King Conservation District, and other stakeholders has streamlined the agricultural permitting process, allowing for a reduction in the staff needed to support landowners navigating the permit process.

Two concerns were raised about the Executive’s proposal.  The first is that eliminating staff support until the streamlining process has been proven to be consistently successful would harm the interests of the farmers, especially those new to the county.  The second is that the strong level of rapport and trust between farmers and Agriculture Program staff that has developed over the years would be lost, again at a detriment to the interests of farmers.  A briefing by Executive staff has been requested and is scheduled for October 26. 
Option 1:  Adopt as proposed.

Option 2:  Work with staff and members of the Budget Leadership Team to amend the proposed level of funding or allocation of that funding.  Following direction from the Chair of the Budget Committee, any proposal that would result in a budget increase requires detailed plans for where offsetting budget reductions would take place.  Such a proposal could be developed by respective Councilmembers and presented for discussion at next week’s panel meeting.
	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

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.

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:

Snoqualmie Watershed Forum (WRIA 7):

· Snoqualmie Watershed Coordinator. 

· Project Coordinator. 

· Technical Specialist and Program Development Lead.

· Administrative Coordinator. 

(WRIA 8):

· Watershed Coordinator

· Actions and Funding Coordinator

· Technical Coordinator

· Project Assistant
· Administrative Coordinator, (half time, shared with WRIA 9)

(WRIA 9):

· Watershed Coordinator 

· Habitat Projects Coordinator 

· Public Outreach/Stewardship Coordinator 

· Administrative Support (half time, shared with WRIA 8) 

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 within the base budget and is not dependent upon the proposed SWM fee increase.  See the following table for details:

	2011 Executive Proposed Budget Request

	Water and Land Resources Division

	WRIA Coordination (Operating Funds)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WRIA 7 ILA
	
	
	WRIA 8 ILA
	
	
	WRIA 9 ILA
	

	FTE's
	3.0 
	
	FTE's
	3.0 
	
	FTE's
	3.0 

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

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

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Revenues
	
	
	Revenues
	
	
	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 


In the Week 3 panel, Councilmembers inquired about the criteria used in deciding to remove WRIA 7’s Coordinator from the base budget, making the position dependent on approval of SWM fees, while the coordinators in WRIA 8 and 9 were not similarly placed at risk of elimination.

According to Executive staff, the decision 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.

The Executive also indicated that the position was reduced as an efficiency measure, as fewer partners with common goals could be managed with fewer staff. 
The Executive recognizes 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 loss of the Coordinator to be less than it would be in WRIAs 8 and 9 which have lead entity responsibilities; larger numbers of jurisdictions (27 and 16 respectively); and greater complexity due to the more urban geography, which requires more coordination and management.  

Executive staff also indicated that none of the WRIA services were affected by loss of area-specific SWM services and all are equally able to achieve Strategic Plan goals. Furthermore, none of the services provided are legally mandated services.

In the future, with continued decline of SWM revenues due to annexations and especially if the proposed rate increase is not approved, King County may have difficulty funding its cost shares in WRIAs 8 and 9.  However, staff reductions and hence cost share reductions would be evaluated based on WRIA specific service needs.

Option 1:  Adopt as proposed.

Option 2:  Councilmembers may select to work with staff and members of the budget leadership team to amend the proposed level of funding or allocation of that funding.  Following direction from the Chair of the Budget Committee, any proposal that would result in a budget increase requires detailed plans for where offsetting budget reductions would take place.  Such a proposal could be developed by respective Councilmembers and presented for discussion at next week’s panel meeting.
Issue 2 – Cedar River Council Coordinator Funding
This Executive-proposed budget eliminates the Cedar River Council Coordinator position from the base budget.  However, as with the Snoqualmie Forum Coordinator, this position could be added back if a proposed increase to SWM fees is approved.  

Cedar River Council is an advisory body for water-related issues within the Cedar River basin, much like those addressed by the WRIAs.  Council staff notes that the Cedar River basin is part of WRIA 8 and it is unclear that if there is a sufficient difference in the stated missions of the two groups.  

Option 1:  Adopt as proposed.

Option 2:  Councilmembers may select to work with staff and members of the budget leadership team to amend the proposed level of funding or allocation of that funding.  Following direction from the Chair of the Budget Committee, any proposal that would result in a budget increase requires detailed plans for where offsetting budget reductions would take place.  Such a proposal could be developed by respective Councilmembers and presented for discussion at next week’s panel meeting.
	Analyst:
	Amy Tsai


Division/Program Name-  Historic Preservation
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	N/A
	$460,000
	N/A

	          FTE:
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Estimated Revenues
	$550,000
	$460,000
	(16.4%)

	Major Revenue Sources
	One-dollar document surcharge


Panel Follow up

In Week 2, members received information they requested regarding distribution of Historic Preservation Program staff time and activities by district.  Historic Preservation was moved to Reconciliation with no further questions.  Staff has brought the issue back for direction on whether additional staff analysis is needed.  If not, final decisions on this appropriation will be made prior to closing of the budget and the agency will not be included in the subsequent Reconciliation staff reports.

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. 

	Analyst:
	Marilyn Cope


Division/Program Name-  Cultural Development Authority/4Culture
Budget Table
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Total Appropriation
	11,889,836
	10,033,530
	-15.61%

	Total FTEs
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Estimated Revenues
	11,889,836
	10,033,530
	-15.61%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Hotel/Motel Tax, 1% for Art


Issues

Issue 1 – Equity and Social Justice  

A request was made for a proviso that would address issues of equity in 4Culture’s programmatic review process.  Staff has developed the following proviso for consideration:

Of this appropriation, $50,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until 4Culture prepares a report detailing how 4Culture will evaluate grant applications for alignment with King County’s equity and social justice initiative.

4Culture shall file the report required to be submitted by this proviso by May 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 environment and transportation committee or its successor.

This draft proviso is subject to legal review and quality control review.

Option 1:  Approve proviso.

Option 2:  Direct staff to modify the proviso.

Panel Follow up

Sound Transit Public Art (STArt):  The Sound Transit Board is currently considering a resolution that would reduce their art allocation from 1.0 percent to 0.75 percent but has not taken action.  In Week 2, a question was raised regarding whether the state required Sound Transit to provide an art program.  Sound Transit is not required to provide an art program by the state or the federal government, although the federal government encourages transportation agencies to incorporate art into capital projects.  STArt was established at the discretion of the Sound Transit Board out of a desire to integrate art into transit capital projects.

1% for Art:  In Week 2, a question was raised regarding whether the state places a cap on the size of capital projects contributing to its 0.5 percent for art program.  All state capital projects contribute to the 0.5 percent for art program and there is no cap (minimum or maximum) on the size of the capital project contribution.

	Analyst:
	Beth Mountsier and Clif Curry


Division/Program Name-  Wastewater Treatment Division
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 (EECC)

The operating budget for Wastewater Treatment Division is increased by $306,306 to fund 1.5 additional FTE and educational materials, including a new 0.75 FTE director and a new 0.75 FTE facility manager/administrator for the Brightwater EECC.  The new director would be responsible for business planning, budgeting, cultivating partnerships, fundraising and decision-making for scheduling the facility.  The new facility manager/administrator would be responsible for event coordination, scheduling and setting up rentals, overseeing room monitors, developing materials for the Web and social media and assisting with grants.
The Brightwater EECC is not completed yet, but staffing would utilize 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 fully funded by renters

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

Operation of this facility during the day and evenings will be very different from the current limited educational tours offered at existing treatment plant facilities.  The EECC will be operational evenings and weekends and there will be frequent contact with the general public and media.  Daytime operations will include tours and use of the facilities by students and the general public.  The facilities will be available for use by both non-profit community groups and by private groups days and evenings. 

In addition, the settlement agreement with Snohomish County stipulated that King County would provide the EECC or ‘Community Resource Center’ for use by government agencies and nonprofit organizations located within Snohomish County at no charge.  WTD indicates that management and operation of the facility at this level of service cannot be accomplished with existing staff.  

Current and 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.

· 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).

· 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.

Option 1:  Adopt position additions as proposed.                 

Option 2:  Adopt position additions, and eliminate 1.5 FTE positions, elsewhere in WTD.

Option 3:  Direct staff to eliminate the additional EECC 1.5 FTEs, which would require WTD’s remaining EECC staff to absorb the duties and responsibilities to the existing education coordinator.  Wastewater indicates that elimination of the positions associated with the EECC could affect the educational services and ability of WTD to form additional public-private partnerships and ensure on-going operational funding from other sources.

Panel Follow up

During panel, Councilmembers asked for copies of the mitigation contracts with Snohomish County.  Staff has provided that information offline.
	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 – SWM Fee Transfer to CIP
As noted in the Week 2 Staff Report, the Executive’s transmitted SWM CIP’s outyear expenditures exceed anticipated revenue, even assuming Council approval of the proposed SWM fee increase.  

Council staff has worked with OMB and WLRD staff to identify a revised CIP that is aligned with reasonably anticipated revenues.  A draft revised CIP has been prepared based on the following assumptions:

· SWM fee revenues include the additional revenue from the SWM fee increase.

· The 2011 proposed appropriation remains the same.

· In 2012-2016, projected grants that require local matching funds from the SWM fee, have been scaled back to align with the available local match.

· Over the course of the six years, the SWM fee revenues are split evenly between Public Safety and Ecosystem Protection projects.

· If anticipated annexations are delayed, thereby making and additional SWM fee revenue available in a future year, the CIP appropriation for that year could be adjusted in the annual budget.

Table 1 compares the transmitted and draft revised CIPs.

Table 1 – Transmitted and Draft Revised CIP Comparison

	Year
	Transmitted
	Draft Revised
	Difference ($)
	Difference (%)

	2011
	$14,382,943
	$14,382,943
	$0
	0.0%

	2012
	$12,093,832
	 $8,544,474
	($3,549,358)
	(29.3%)

	2013
	 $9,434,230
	 $5,414,129
	($4,020,101)
	(42.6%)

	2014
	$10,071,331
	 $5,774,056
	($4,297,275)
	(42.7%)

	2015
	 $7,881,836
	 $2,335,981
	($5,545,855)
	(70.4%)

	2016
	 $6,408,500
	 $1,649,887
	($4,758,613)
	(74.3%)

	Total
	    $60,272,672   
	   $38,101,470
	($22,171,202)
	(36.8%)


Councilmembers may wish to wait for a decision on the SWM fee increase before considering specific changes to the CIP.  Because the draft revised CIP assumes approval of the SWM fee increase, a decision on that issue will affect the policy decision regarding the CIP revision.

Issue 2 – Distribution of Ecosystem Restoration funds

During week 3, the Health and Human Services Panel raised questions about Water Resource Inventory Area (“WRIA”) 7 funding.  For 2007-2010, the WRIA 7 Master Project (#P23000) received $7.3 million, which was the second highest amount behind only WRIA 9 ($10.4 million).  The draft revised CIP for 2011-2016 provides an additional $4.2 million for a total of $11.5 million over ten years.  The SWM fee contribution to WRIA 7 is less than a quarter of the total, meaning that WRIA 7 was successful in leveraging grants and contributions from other agencies.

By way of background, in response to the 1999 listing of the Puget Sound Chinook salmon under the Endangered Species Act, King County and other affected jurisdictions determined that WRIA-based salmon conservation planning was a critical and necessary step in promoting salmon recovery overall.  Each of the 14 Puget Sound WRIAs covers a different watershed.  The January 2007 federal approval of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan accepted the WRIA-centered approach to implementing actions including ecosystem/habitat restoration efforts.  

Four WRIAs are located partly or entirely in King County, and there is a Master Project in the SWM CIP for each of them
:

· WRIA 7 – Snohomish River Basin (partly in King County, partly in Snohomish County; includes the Snoqualmie and Skyomish watersheds) – CIP Master Project P23000.

· WRIA 8 – Lake Washington-Cedar-Sammamish (almost all King County, small part of Snohomish County) – CIP Master Project P24000.

· WRIA 9 – Green-Duwamish and Central Puget Sound (all King County) – CIP Master Project P25000.

· WRIA 10 – Puyallup-White (mostly in Pierce County) – CIP Master Project P26000.

WLRD is responsible for ecosystem improvements across the entire unincorporated King County area.  New projects are scored and prioritized by basin teams based on ecological benefit, effectiveness, readiness and urgency.  Projects are then sequenced to ensure a logical and steady flow of projects – at different capital phases over the six years of the plan.

The ecosystem capital work relies extensively on external grants.  These grants come from a variety of sources. Some grants are competitive across the state, while others are specific to an individual WRIA.  Because of the nature of the WRIA funding more money may be available in some WRIAs that is not transferrable to other WRIAs even if a project were ready to build.

Because of the differences in funding sources, the differences of readiness of projects, and the differences of ecological priorities, WLRD does not strive to equally distribute capital dollars across WRIAs 7, 8, 9, 10 in any given year.  WLRD does consider the geographic trends over time and whether critical improvements can be accomplished in each watershed.

WLRD and OMB prepared historical funding information for the WRIA capital projects, as shown in the table below.  

Table 2 - 2007-2011 Funding for WRIA Master Projects

	SWM Fee $
	WRIA 7
	WRIA 8
	WRIA 9
	WRIA 10
	Vashon

	2007
	 $393,000
	$431,620
	$453,620
	    $6,438
	$129,720

	2008
	-
	$270,000
	$260,000
	  $50,000
	$140,000

	2009
	$355,720
	-
	$396,995
	$181,300
	  $65,000

	2010
	$160,000
	$300,000
	$430,000
	  $37,500
	$100,000

	2011
	 $470,841
	$324,750
	$790,000
	$298,000
	$120,000

	Total
	$1,379,561
	$1,326,370
	$2,330,615
	$573,238
	$554,720

	
	
	
	
	
	

	All $*
	WRIA 7
	WRIA 8
	WRIA 9
	WRIA 10
	Vashon

	2007
	$2,112,951
	$1,618,403
	$1,593,273
	$217,811
	   $429,720

	2008
	$3,285,000
	   $460,000
	$4,250,000
	  $85,000
	   $765,000

	2009
	$1,621,720
	-
	$2,689,750
	$181,300
	$1,555,550

	2010
	   $270,000
	   $450,000
	   $530,000
	$112,500
	   $100,000

	2011
	   $806,021
	$2,724,750
	$1,295,000
	$598,000
	   $770,000

	Total
	$8,095,692
	$5,253,153
	$10,358,023
	$1,194,611
	$3,620,270


*Includes SWM fee revenues, contributions from other governments and other County agencies, and other miscellaneous revenues.

Table 3 shows the draft revised CIP funding for the WRIA Master Projects.  The upper part  of the table shows just the SWM fee revenue and the lower part shows all revenue including grants, contributions from other governments, and miscellaneous.

Table 3 – 2011-2016 Funding for WRIA Master Projects in Draft Revised CIP

	SWM Fee $
	WRIA 7
	WRIA 8
	WRIA 9
	WRIA 10
	Vashon

	2011
	 $470,841
	$324,750
	$790,000
	$298,000
	$120,000

	2012
	$334,506
	$416,555
	$410,244
	$126,229
	$127,175

	2013
	$184,678
	$321,417
	$324,140
	   $11,985
	  $71,638

	2014
	$207,434
	$257,419
	$288,409
	-
	  $40,737

	2015
	$232,536
	    $2,349
	$196,129
	-
	  $15,620

	2016
	$143,688
	-
	$130,278
	-
	    $2,203

	Total
	$1,573,685
	$1,322,489
	$2,139,199
	$436,214
	$377,373

	
	
	
	
	
	

	All $*
	WRIA 7
	WRIA 8
	WRIA 9
	WRIA 10
	Vashon

	2011
	    $806,021
	$2,724,750
	$1,295,000
	$598,000
	   $770,000

	2012
	$1,487,848
	$2,078,109
	   $622,955
	$221,722
	   $765,000

	2013
	   $284,678
	    $802,641
	   $374,140
	  $11,985
	$1,555,550

	2014
	   $735,680
	$1,413,910
	   $388,409
	-
	   $100,000

	2015 
	   $631,154
	     $76,658
	   $296,129
	-
	   $770,000

	2106
	   $224,693
	-
	   $330,278
	-
	       $2,203

	Total
	$4,170,074
	$7,096,068
	$3,306,911
	$831,707
	$1,143,776


*Includes SWM fee revenues, contributions from other governments and other County agencies, and other miscellaneous revenues.

	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista


King County Flood Control Contract  
Budget Table - combined
	Budget

Appropriation
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Total Appropriation 
	$35,587,657
	$34,602,422*
	(2.8%)

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	34
	34
	-0-

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	Estimated Revenues
	$35,597,142
	$34,744,895*
	(2.4%)

	*2011 total appropriation and estimated revenues reflects the inclusion of a potential $8.5 million contra to address potential impacts of levy suppression


Budget Table - operations
	Budget

Appropriation
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Total Appropriation 
	$6,499,520
	$7,106,958
	9.3%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	34
	34
	-0-

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	Major Revenue Sources
	Flood Control District, RIF


Budget Table - capital
	
	2010

Adopted
	2011

Proposed
	% Change 2011 v. 2010

	Budget Appropriation
	$29,088,137
	$35,995,464
	23.7%)

	Major Revenue Sources
	Flood Control District, ICRIF, RIF Grants


Issues

Issue 1 – Levy Suppression  

With the County and the District’s current uncertainty regarding revenues due to the potential levy suppression, the 2011 Executive Proposed Budget includes a placeholder of ($8,500,000) in expenditure and revenue to illustrate the potential reduction in revenues if the Flood Control District must buy out levy capacity from other taxing districts. 

The placeholder does not intend to imply that the council has a role in any decisions regarding programmatic reductions. Such reductions, if any, will be determined by the Flood Control District.
No analytical issues remain open in this budget.  Final decisions on this appropriation will be made prior to closing of the budget and the agency will not be included in the subsequent Reconciliation staff reports unless Councilmembers have any questions for staff to follow up.
Option 1:  Approve as proposed.

Option 2:  Direct staff to work with Budget Leadership Team for final action.  
� Provided at K.C.C. 2.16.025, the County Executive “shall manage and be fiscally accountable for the office of management and budget, the office of strategic planning and performance management and the office of labor relations.”  Earlier this year, the Council amended this Code section, at the Executive’s request, to establish the Office of Labor Relations (“OLR”) within the Office of the Executive (Ordinance 16808).


� This proposed ordinance would amend K.C.C. 2.16.025 to add a reference to PSB and delete references to OMB and OSPPM in this and many other parts of the Code.


� The development of a Proposed Status Quo (“PSQ”) budget is complicated by the fact that not all of OSPPM is moved into PSB.


� This category combines the County Executive and Office of the Executive budget sections (14 and 15).  OMB treated them as a single unit for the purpose of identifying budget savings.


� This PSQ figure represents the PSQ for County Executive ($224,559), the PSQ for Office of the Executive ($3,768,438), and adds back the Executive’s COLA that he is returning in 2011 ($5,749).


� Salary/benefit figures provided by OMB; PSQ amount is the same as the request according to OMB.


�This figure combines the OMB PSQ ($4,601,531) and the OMB-provided PSQ for the part of OSPPM proposed to be merged with OMB ($2,795,876).


� This is the 2011 request plus the estimated impact of the Leadership Salary Freeze on this position ($1,701).


� This is 2011 PSQ for salaries and benefits, the 2011 request for other expenses (which is 25.2% of the Human Resources Division PSQ amount), plus the add back of the COLA that the OLR Director is forgoing in 2011 ($6,793).


� 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.


� This amount represents the difference between the proposed the 4.5%, as indicated in the table below and 6.0%. 


� This includes the technical budgeting correction.


� This assumes the reduction of $825,147 of a technical double budgeting that occurred in the budget and that is corrected in the proposed budget. The transfer of 7 FTE from Technology Services to BRC proposed for 2011 is also included in the 2011 PSQ so that an accurate comparison can be made.  Lastly, the debt payment for Sabey is also added to the 2011 PSQ proposed.


� This was adjusted for technical accounting to include the transfer from operating fund balance to equipment replacement in each year.


� And could result in an increase of outages from the current average of 1 hour per month up to 3 hours per month.


� The DOT technology investments are included in 2010 totals, but not included in 2011 totals and will be transmitted separately as part of the Department of Transportation’s Biennial budget.


� Option 1: Accept as proposed.  Option 2: Direct staff to prepare a change to the budget eliminating LTGO financing from MMRF and move that LTGO debt financing obligation to the General Fund.








� Executive staff have indicated that the next strategic space plan will be transmitted in the first quarter of 2011.


� An example is communication to County employees for the opening of the Chinook Child Care Center.


� King County Council Motion 12160, as amended by Motion 13004


� The OPD budget does not include funding to switch to a case-weighting based payment model as proposed by the 2010 Spangenberg Report on Case Weighting due to the fiscal constraints of the General Fund.


� Note that on October 27, 2008, the Committee of the Whole was briefed on the salmon recovery effort and the work and priorities in WRIAs 7, 8, and 9.
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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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Sheet1


			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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FTE changes

				PAO Section		2010 Adopted		2011 PSQ		2011 Proposed		% change from 2011 PSQ		After PAO revision		% change from 2011 PSQ		PAO requested add backs		PAO requested final budget		% change from 2011 PSQ

		Administrative Division

				Administration		18.0		18.0		18.0		0.0%		18.0		0.0%				18.0		0.0%

		Criminal Division

				Economic Crimes		30.6		34.6		33.6		-2.9%		34.6		0.0%				34.6		0.0%

				Special Victims		24.3		30.3		29.3		-3.3%		30.3		0.0%				30.3		0.0%

				Violent Crimes		170.0		172.5		150.5		-12.8%		144.5		-16.2%		8.0		152.5		-11.6%

				Juvenile		36.2		30.6		30.6		0.0%		30.6		0.0%				30.6		0.0%

				District Court		21.9		21.0		16.0		-23.8%		21.0		0.0%				21.0		0.0%

				Appellate		13.0		13.0		11.0		-15.4%		13.0		0.0%				13.0		0.0%

				Criminal Div. Admin.		15.0		13.0		13.0		0.0%		13.0		0.0%				13.0		0.0%

				Subtotal		311.0		315.0		284.0		-9.8%		287.0		-8.9%		8.0		295.0		-6.3%

		Civil Division

				General County Services		18.0		18.0		18.0		0.0%		18.0		0.0%				18.0		0.0%

				Litigation		52.4		50.4		48.4		-4.0%		45.4		-9.9%		1.0		46.4		-7.9%

				Property/Environment		18.0		17.0		17.0		0.0%		17.0		0.0%				17.0		0.0%

				Subtotal		88.4		85.4		83.4		-2.3%		80.4		-5.9%		1.0		81.4		-4.7%

		Family Support Division

				Family Support		65.4		64.4		64.4		0.0%		64.4		0.0%				64.4		0.0%

		TOTAL				482.8		482.8		449.8		-6.8%		449.8		-6.8%		9.0		458.8		-5.0%
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Budget changes

				PAO Section		2010 Adopted		2011 PSQ		2011 Proposed		% change from 2011 PSQ		After PAO revision		% change from 2011 PSQ		PAO requested add backs		PAO requested final budget		% change from 2011 PSQ

		Administrative Division

				Administration		$   7,101,146		$   5,967,531		$   6,504,211		9.0%		$   6,504,211		9.0%				$   6,504,211		9.0%

		Criminal Division

				Economic Crimes		$   3,344,042		$   4,097,534		$   3,967,610		-3.2%		$   4,097,534		0.0%				$   4,097,534		0.0%

				Special Victims		$   1,739,740		$   2,387,066		$   2,325,248		-2.6%		$   2,387,066		0.0%				$   2,387,066		0.0%

				Violent Crimes		$   18,193,460		$   20,053,487		$   17,228,032		-14.1%		$   16,721,665		-16.6%		$   712,660		$   17,434,325		-13.1%

				Juvenile		$   3,098,102		$   2,840,088		$   2,840,088		0.0%		$   2,840,088		0.0%				$   2,840,088		0.0%

				District Court		$   2,007,812		$   2,160,854		$   1,808,618		-16.3%		$   2,243,717		3.8%				$   2,243,717		3.8%

				Appellate		$   1,697,153		$   1,821,175		$   1,522,179		-16.4%		$   1,821,175		0.0%				$   1,821,175		0.0%

				Criminal Div. Admin.		$   1,744,392		$   1,590,290		$   1,588,513		-0.1%		$   1,588,513		-0.1%				$   1,588,513		-0.1%

				Subtotal		$   31,824,701		$   34,950,494		$   31,280,288		-10.5%		$   31,699,758		-9.3%		$   712,660		$   32,412,418		-7.3%

		Civil Division

				General County Services		$   2,489,590		$   2,638,367		$   2,638,367		0.0%		$   2,638,367		0.0%				$   2,638,367		0.0%

				Litigation		$   6,239,908		$   6,397,139		$   6,057,592		-5.3%		$   5,638,122		-11.9%		$   135,740		$   5,773,862		-9.7%

				Property/Environment		$   2,331,716		$   2,342,384		$   2,342,384		0.0%		$   2,342,384		0.0%				$   2,342,384		0.0%

				Subtotal		$   11,061,214		$   11,377,890		$   11,038,343		-3.0%		$   10,618,873		-6.7%		$   135,740		$   10,754,613		-5.5%

		Family Support Division

				Family Support		$   6,428,103		6,783,881		6,767,938		-0.2%		$   6,767,938		-0.2%				$   6,767,938		-0.2%

		TOTAL				$   56,415,164		$   59,079,796		$   55,590,780		-5.9%		$   55,590,780		-5.9%		$   848,400		$   56,439,180		-4.5%
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				PAO Section		2010 Adopted		2011 PSQ		2011 Proposed		% change from 2011 PSQ		After PAO revision		% change from 2011 PSQ		PAO requested add backs		PAO requested final budget		% change from 2011 PSQ

		Administrative Division

				Administration		1.00		2.00		2.00		0.0%		2.00		0.0%				2.00		0.0%

		Criminal Division

				Economic Crimes		23.00		26.00		25.00		-3.8%		26.00		0.0%				26.00		0.0%

				Special Victims		- 0		- 0		- 0				- 0						- 0

				Violent Crimes		91.80		96.40		80.40		-16.6%		79.40		-17.6%		5.00		84.40		-12.4%

				Juvenile		15.60		13.60		13.60		0.0%		13.60		0.0%				13.60		0.0%

				District Court		12.00		10.40		9.40		-9.6%		10.40		0.0%				10.40		0.0%

				Appellate		11.00		11.00		9.00		-18.2%		11.00		0.0%				11.00		0.0%

				Criminal Div. Admin.		3.00		1.00		1.00		0.0%		1.00		0.0%				1.00		0.0%

				Subtotal		156.40		158.40		138.40		-12.6%		141.40		-10.7%		5.00		146.40		-7.6%

		Civil Division

				General County Services		13.00		13.00		13.00		0.0%		13.00		0.0%				13.00		0.0%

				Litigation		28.40		27.40		25.40		-7.3%		22.40		-18.2%		1.00		23.40		-14.6%

				Property/Environment		11.00		10.00		10.00		0.0%		10.00		0.0%				10.00		0.0%

				Subtotal		52.40		50.40		48.40		-4.0%		45.40		-9.9%		1.00		46.40		-7.9%

		Family Support Division

				Family Support		16.70		16.70		16.70		0.0%		16.70		0.0%				16.70		0.0%

		TOTAL				226.50		227.50		205.50		-9.7%		205.50		-9.7%				211.50		-7.0%
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FTE changes

				PAO Section		2010 Adopted		2011 PSQ		2011 Proposed		% change from 2011 PSQ		After PAO revision		% change from 2011 PSQ		PAO requested add backs		PAO requested final budget		% change from 2011 PSQ

		Administrative Division

				Administration		18.0		18.0		18.0		0.0%		18.0		0.0%				18.0		0.0%

		Criminal Division

				Economic Crimes		30.6		34.6		33.6		-2.9%		34.6		0.0%				34.6		0.0%

				Special Victims		24.3		30.3		29.3		-3.3%		30.3		0.0%				30.3		0.0%

				Violent Crimes		170.0		172.5		150.5		-12.8%		144.5		-16.2%		8.0		152.5		-11.6%

				Juvenile		36.2		30.6		30.6		0.0%		30.6		0.0%				30.6		0.0%

				District Court		21.9		21.0		16.0		-23.8%		21.0		0.0%				21.0		0.0%

				Appellate		13.0		13.0		11.0		-15.4%		13.0		0.0%				13.0		0.0%

				Criminal Div. Admin.		15.0		13.0		13.0		0.0%		13.0		0.0%				13.0		0.0%

				Subtotal		311.0		315.0		284.0		-9.8%		287.0		-8.9%		8.0		295.0		-6.3%

		Civil Division

				General County Services		18.0		18.0		18.0		0.0%		18.0		0.0%				18.0		0.0%

				Litigation		52.4		50.4		48.4		-4.0%		45.4		-9.9%		1.0		46.4		-7.9%

				Property/Environment		18.0		17.0		17.0		0.0%		17.0		0.0%				17.0		0.0%

				Subtotal		88.4		85.4		83.4		-2.3%		80.4		-5.9%		1.0		81.4		-4.7%

		Family Support Division

				Family Support		65.4		64.4		64.4		0.0%		64.4		0.0%				64.4		0.0%

		TOTAL				482.8		482.8		449.8		-6.8%		449.8		-6.8%		9.0		458.8		-5.0%
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Budget changes

				PAO Section		2010 Adopted		2011 PSQ		2011 Proposed		% change from 2011 PSQ		After PAO revision		% change from 2011 PSQ		PAO requested add backs		PAO requested final budget		% change from 2011 PSQ

		Administrative Division

				Administration		$   7,101,146		$   5,967,531		$   6,504,211		9.0%		$   6,504,211		9.0%				$   6,504,211		9.0%

		Criminal Division

				Economic Crimes		$   3,344,042		$   4,097,534		$   3,967,610		-3.2%		$   4,097,534		0.0%				$   4,097,534		0.0%

				Special Victims		$   1,739,740		$   2,387,066		$   2,325,248		-2.6%		$   2,387,066		0.0%				$   2,387,066		0.0%

				Violent Crimes		$   18,193,460		$   20,053,487		$   17,228,032		-14.1%		$   16,721,665		-16.6%		$   712,660		$   17,434,325		-13.1%

				Juvenile		$   3,098,102		$   2,840,088		$   2,840,088		0.0%		$   2,840,088		0.0%				$   2,840,088		0.0%

				District Court		$   2,007,812		$   2,160,854		$   1,808,618		-16.3%		$   2,243,717		3.8%				$   2,243,717		3.8%

				Appellate		$   1,697,153		$   1,821,175		$   1,522,179		-16.4%		$   1,821,175		0.0%				$   1,821,175		0.0%

				Criminal Div. Admin.		$   1,744,392		$   1,590,290		$   1,588,513		-0.1%		$   1,588,513		-0.1%				$   1,588,513		-0.1%

				Subtotal		$   31,824,701		$   34,950,494		$   31,280,288		-10.5%		$   31,699,758		-9.3%		$   712,660		$   32,412,418		-7.3%

		Civil Division

				General County Services		$   2,489,590		$   2,638,367		$   2,638,367		0.0%		$   2,638,367		0.0%				$   2,638,367		0.0%

				Litigation		$   6,239,908		$   6,397,139		$   6,057,592		-5.3%		$   5,638,122		-11.9%		$   135,740		$   5,773,862		-9.7%

				Property/Environment		$   2,331,716		$   2,342,384		$   2,342,384		0.0%		$   2,342,384		0.0%				$   2,342,384		0.0%

				Subtotal		$   11,061,214		$   11,377,890		$   11,038,343		-3.0%		$   10,618,873		-6.7%		$   135,740		$   10,754,613		-5.5%

		Family Support Division

				Family Support		$   6,428,103		6,783,881		6,767,938		-0.2%		$   6,767,938		-0.2%				$   6,767,938		-0.2%

		TOTAL				$   56,415,164		$   59,079,796		$   55,590,780		-5.9%		$   55,590,780		-5.9%		$   848,400		$   56,439,180		-4.5%
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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%
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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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