
Metropolitan King County Council
Committee of the Whole
Staff Report

	Agenda Item No:
7
Ordinance No:
2009-0393

	Date:
July 29, 2009
Prepared by:
Wendy Soo Hoo



SUBJECT

Proposed Ordinance 2009-0393 sets forth requirements and restrictions regarding the ability of county agencies, offices, and employees ascertaining immigration status as it relates to the public health and safety of the residents of King County.
SUMMARY
Proposed Ordinance 2009-0393 would preclude King County offices, agencies, and employees from conditioning the provision of county services on the citizenship or immigration status of any individual, except as otherwise required by law.  The proposed ordinance also outlines specific requirements and restrictions for the Sheriff’s Office and the Seattle-King County department of public health in handling information pertaining to immigration status.
BACKGROUND 
The Pew Hispanic Center estimates that 140,000 to 210,000 undocumented immigrants reside in Washington state.  Enforcement of civil immigration laws have historically been a federal responsibility.  Since 2002, the Office of Immigration and Customs Enforcement, a section under the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, has been tasked with this responsibility.
In the July 1st briefing on Proposed Ordinance 2009-0393, staff provided a summary of each of the overarching county-wide policy statements, as well as provisions specific to the Sheriff’s Office and Public Health.  (Attachment 2) 

Councilmembers asked staff to look into the following:

· Is the legislation’s requirement that identification from an individual’s nation of origin be accepted without any additional scrutiny in lieu of a driver’s license consistent with requirements for obtaining a firearm or concealed weapon permit?
· Is it accurate that no fiscal impact is expected, given potential to increase service demand (e.g., for Public Health services)?  What is the potential avoided health care cost if preventive public health services are provided without excluding individuals based on their immigration status?
In addition to providing a response to these questions, this staff report will also describe a striking amendment drafted at the Chair’s direction.  The striking amendment “cleans up” some technical issues and also modifies several provisions to mitigate some potential unintended consequences.  

ANALYSIS
Follow up items include the following questions:

Is the legislation’s requirement that identification from an individual’s nation of origin be accepted without any additional scrutiny in lieu of a driver’s license consistent with requirements for obtaining a firearm or concealed weapons permits?

According to the PAO, it is a Class C felony under state law to possess a firearm in Washington unless the person is a lawful permanent resident or is a “non-immigrant alien” who has obtained an alien firearm license, processed by the sheriff’s office.  A non-immigrant alien is a teacher, student, diplomatic personnel, or other person visiting temporarily for business or pleasure.  To obtain a license, these individuals must provide a passport and visa.  Any person who is not a citizen of the United States has to comply with the same requirements, as well as some additional requirements, to obtain a concealed pistol license.

The section of the ordinance that states that identification from an individual’s nation or origin must be accepted in lieu of a driver’s license or other state identification provides an exception as otherwise required by law – therefore, adherence to state law would still be required in processing applications to obtain a firearm or concealed weapons permit.  
Is it accurate that no fiscal impact is expected, given potential to increase service demand (e.g., for Public Health services)?  
Unless Public Health’s budget was increased to accommodate an increase in service demand, there would be no fiscal impact.  Public Health serves as many clients as it can within its budget and this legislation would not change that practice.  

While the overall budget and service capacity would not change due to this legislation, Public Health could potentially experience a shift in the demographics of the client population if the ordinance were to dramatically increase the demand from undocumented immigrants.  However, Public Health does not expect this ordinance to cause any appreciable change to the population it serves.
What is the potential avoided health care cost if preventive public health services are provided without excluding individuals based on their immigration status?

Public Health provided the cost information below as representative examples of the costs of prenatal care and the potential costs of a pregnancy and delivery with significant complications.

Costs for prenatal care to avoid adverse health outcomes for mother and baby:
$2,000 = average cost of prenatal care (office visits with a doctor/midwife)

$980 = average cost of “wrap around” care (home or office visits, case management, education, providing information on family planning and baby care and development) 

$6,200 = vaginal delivery without complication


$9,180 for prenatal care, wrap-around services, and delivery without complication
Costs associated with pregnancy and delivery with complications and adverse outcomes:

$8,200 = vaginal delivery with complication

$15,500 = C-section with complication

$200,000 to $400,000 = average cost for two-month hospital stay for a premature infant

$1,000 to $3,000 = average daily cost of hospitalization for mother
$9,200 for vaginal delivery with complication and one day of hospitalization

Up to:

Approximately $425,000 for C-section, two-month hospital stay for a premature infant, and several days of hospitalization for the mother
It is important to note that the costs of prenatal care would be costs to Public Health, the emergency hospital delivery costs would likely be absorbed by the hospital treating the mother if she was an undocumented immigrant ineligible for Medicaid and without private insurance.  Therefore, these worst-case costs represent societal health care costs rather than direct costs to the county. 
Striking Amendment

The striking amendment makes the following changes based on feedback from Councilmembers, the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, the Sheriff’s Office, Superior Court, and Public Health.
1) Revises finding statement regarding population of undocumented immigrants and strikes reference to the Perryman economic impact study.

2) Revises finding statement regarding King County Superior Court resolution based on feedback from Superior Court.  

3) Removes provision that stated that the Sheriff’s Office does not have authority to investigate/detain/arrest persons suspected of immigration law violations.

4) References to “sheriff’s office” are amended to read “King County sheriff personnel” (technical change)
5) Deletes sentence specifying that immigration documents may be requested if related to an investigation into election law violations.

6) Allows for disclosure of citizenship or immigration status when assisting an individual access social/medical services at the direction of the individual.  Strikes sentence requiring signing of a waiver in order to disclose an individual’s citizenship status.

REASONABLENESS
Review of the proposed legislation is ongoing.  As such, this item is not yet ready for action.
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