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Prepared By:  Sean Bouffiou






Date:  October 3, 2007
  Yes     No     N/A
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

NEED:  Does the proposed regulation respond to a specific, identifiable need?  The cost of providing animal control services are driven by the cost of labor, supplies, utilities and equipment.   The revenue associated with the proposed penalty and corresponding increase in licensing compliance will help balance the cost of animal care and control services and reduce the impact on the Current Expense Fund.  The percentage of licensed pets (cats and dogs) compared to the estimated population of pets (cats and dogs) in King County is less than 32%.  If costs are expected to be offset by associated revenue, it seems unreasonable to increase fees when approximately 70% or more of the population is unlicensed and out of compliance with the law.   Increasing compliance to a rate of 50% would result in 97,600 additional licenses (a 70% increase over 2006) and nearly $2.0M in additional revenue.  A clear “zero tolerance” policy would facilitate greater compliance.




 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

If so, is county government the most appropriate organization to address this need?  The county currently provides animal control services to unincorporated King County and, through interlocal service agreements, to 33 incorporated cities.

 [  ]  [  ]  [X]

ECONOMY & JOB GROWTH:  Has the economic impact of the proposed regulation been reviewed to ensure it will not have a long-term adverse impact on the economy and job growth in King County?




The proposed fine is not expected to materially impact the economy or job growth.

 [X]  [  ]  []

PURPOSE:  Is the purpose of the proposed ordinance clear?
Yes, it clearly establishes a zero tolerance policy for failing to license a pet (cat or dog). 

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Are the steps for implementation clear?




The proposed penalty is proposed to effect beginning January 1, 2008.  Enforcement will ramp up following a public awareness campaign to inform the public about the licensing requirements and the new “zero tolerance” policy.
 [  ]  [  ]  [X]

EVALUATION:  Does the proposed ordinance identify specific measurable outcomes that the proposed regulation should achieve?



Yes, although the percentage of pets licensed is based on relatively soft numbers, clearly the number of licenses sold on an annual basis will demonstrate the effectiveness of the policy.  The ordinance does not specify a measurable outcome, but REALS tracks the number of licenses sold as a routine course of business and for statistical purposes.
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  Yes     No     N/A
 [  ]  [  ]   [X]

Is an evaluation process identified?
 [  ]  [X]   [  ]

INTERESTED PARTIES:  Has adequate collaboration occurred with all those affected by the proposed regulation (including the public, the regulated and the regulators)?  The proposed penalty has not been shared with special interest groups or the general public.  They are generally consistent with similar charges imposed by neighboring jurisdictions.  

 [X]  [  ]   [  ]

COSTS & BENEFITS:  Will the proposed regulation achieve the goal with the minimum cost and burden?

The infrastructure of field officers is already in place so implementation costs are minimal.  The REALS Division will monitor implementation, enforcement and appeal volume impacts to evaluate the impact.

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Has the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation been considered?
Yes, the proposed penalty is necessary to help offset the cost of providing related services throughout King County.  In addition to being more representative of the cost to provide the service, the additional revenue will help reduce the level of CX subsidy.
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Do the benefits of the proposed regulations outweigh the costs?
 [  ]  [X]  []

VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE:  Does the proposed ordinance inspire voluntary compliance?  King County Code as it currently exists does not inspire voluntary compliance with pet licensing requirements.  Although the current civil penalty authorized by KCC Title 11 would allow the director to impose a penalty, this is an opportunity for the Executive and Council to establish clear policy direction and incorporate a “zero tolerance” policy into law.
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

CLARITY:  Is the proposed ordinance written clearly and concisely, without ambiguities?
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

CONSISTENCY:  Is the proposed regulation consistent with existing federal, state and local statutes?  The proposed penalty is consistent with the City of Seattle.
