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SUBJECT

An ordinance relating to the provision of regional animal services, authorizing the Executive to enter into an interlocal agreement, enhanced control services contract, and enhanced licensing support services contract with partner cities and towns in King County for the provision of regional animal services (RASKC).

SUMMARY

The proposed ordinance would allow the Executive to enter into an interlocal agreement (ILA) with cities and towns in King County for the provision of regional animal services (RASKC) including animal control (field response) services, shelter services, and licensing services. Additionally, partner cities and towns could request to contract with the County for enhanced animal control services and enhanced licensing support services by separate agreement. The current regional animal services ILA, as extended, continues through 2017.

The term of the new ILA would be five years (2018-2022), starting January 1, 2018, with conditional provision for an automatic five-year extension (second term). Cities could not terminate the ILA for convenience. Twenty-four cities and towns, including all current ILA partners except the City of Kirkland, have indicated to the County their confirmed commitment in continuing in the RASKC program after the current ILA ends. It is estimated that County support for regional animal services for the 2017-2018 biennium will increase by a total of $75,271.

BACKGROUND 

King County has provided animal services to much of the County since King County Animal Control (RASKC’s predecessor) was established in 1972. For years, animal services focused on animal control and yielded a high annual animal euthanasia rate. However, policy changes beginning in 2007 aimed at improving animal services efficiency and outcomes have corresponded with a significant decrease in the annual animal euthanasia rate and substantial increase in the number of animals rehomed or adopted each year.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  For context, the County’s annual animal euthanasia rate decreased from approximately 83 percent in 1993 to approximately 40 percent in 2006 to approximately 11 percent in 2016. ] 


It was during this period that the model for providing animal services in King County also changed. In 2010, Regional Animal Services of King County (RASKC) was formed as a partnership between King County and more than two dozen cities and towns to maintain the provision of regional animal services and improve animal welfare. RASKC currently provides regional animal services, including animal control (field response) services[footnoteRef:2], shelter services[footnoteRef:3], and licensing services[footnoteRef:4], to unincorporated areas of the County and twenty-five contract cities and towns via interlocal agreement (ILA). The current ILA, as extended, continues through 2017. [2:  Animal control services include the operation of a public call center, the dispatch of animal control officers in response to calls, and the handling of calls in the field by animal control officers, including the collection and delivery of animals to the Kent shelter or other shelters as the County may utilize per the ILA.]  [3:  Shelter services include the general care, cleaning, and nourishment of owner-released, lost or stray dogs, cats, and other animals. Shelter services are provided seven days per week, 365 days per year at the County’s animal shelter in Kent or other shelter locations utilized by the County per the ILA. Of note, four partner jurisdictions contract separately with PAWS for shelter services. Exhibit A to the new ILA (Description of Services) is updated to reflect inclusion of other animal care providers beyond PAWS in relation to shelter service contracting, which is in alignment with negotiations strategies identified in Motion 14605.]  [4:  Licensing services include the operation and maintenance of a unified system to license pets in contracting jurisdictions.] 


The RASKC regional partnership comprises a total service area of more than 1,100 square miles with over one million residents. RASKC’s stated mission is to provide the County with sustainable, cost-effective services that protect people and animals while providing humane animal care. Benefits of a regional animal services system as identified by the Joint Cities-County Work Group on Animal Services in 2010 (2010-B0095) include:
· Public health and safety (ability to track animal public health issues regionally, like rabies, and handle multi-jurisdictional animal control cases);
· Animal welfare (reduce pressure on non-profit shelters, create regional capacity for emergency response and large volunteer groups, and avoid competition between jurisdictions for shelter space);
· Customer service (single point of contact for lost pets or citizen complaints, uniform pet licensing program and database management for better customer service, such as returning animals to owners); and
· Efficient services (regional spay and neuter program, economies of scale, and a consistent approach to animal care and control countywide).

RASKC Revenues and Expenditures.[footnoteRef:5] Animal license fees[footnoteRef:6] provide a major source of revenue for animal services, with payments from contract jurisdictions (for animal services not covered by their licensing revenue) and the County accounting for the other main revenue sources. Income from donations, enhanced services to contract jurisdictions, fines, and other fees also contribute to animal services revenue.  (See Table 2 in the Analysis section below for a summary of revenue sources). [5:  For historical context, under the service arrangement preceding RASKC, King County had been providing animal services on a regional basis on behalf of several cities solely in exchange for keeping their animal licensing revenue which yielded an unsustainably widening gap between system revenue and cost.]  [6:  More than 100,000 cats and dogs are licensed annually with RASKC. RASKC works with more than 450 contract sales partners including city halls, licensing agencies, pet stores, veterinary clinics, animal shelters and grocery stores.] 

 
County General Fund Support for the RASKC Program. King County, through its 2017-2018 adopted budget (Ordinance 18409), has appropriated approximately $2.55 million in annual General Fund support for RASKC, totaling $5,090,441 for the 2017-2018 biennium, which is a decrease in General Fund support of $171,559 from the 2015-2016 biennium.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Of note, the RASKC operating fund financial plan (Attachment 4 to this staff report) cites a one-time RASKC fund balance reduction in 2016 related to General Fund support underspend in the years 2013-2015. To explain, Executive staff indicate that there hasn’t been a mechanism to refund the County General Fund when costs allocated to the General Fund are less than budgeted. Executive staff further indicate that, going forward, the second quarter General Fund transfer in year two of the biennium will be adjusted by an amount that reflects the actual cost versus the budget estimate.] 


Regional Animal Services Financial Sustainability Report (Motion 14605). The 2015-2016 biennial budget (Ordinance 17941) included a proviso directing the Executive to submit a financial sustainability report (Report) to Council, for approval by motion, addressing principles and strategies for the 2018 ILA contract negotiations that includes how to lead the County closer to full-cost recovery and decrease reliance on the General Fund. Motion 14605, accepting the Regional Animal Services Financial Sustainability Report in response to Ordinance 17941, Section 87, Proviso P1, was passed by Council on April 4, 2016. The Report, organized in line with the RASKC 2014 Operational Strategic Plan goals of financial sustainability, service excellence, and regional leadership, included negotiations principles related to:
· Lowering costs to the County General Fund on an on-going basis, plus increase revenues and control/lower operating costs; 
· Providing equity and social justice (ESJ) support to areas needing it while working with all partners to improve animal licensure rates;
· Maintaining or improving quality of animal outcomes currently being achieved by RASKC;
· Maintaining or improving service levels for public and contract partners;
· Including additional cities, ensuring outcomes and services are maintained and cost impacts can be mitigated; and
· Utilizing other facilities to enhance effectiveness, efficiency, or capacity of animal care and sheltering in King County.

ANALYSIS

As noted in the background section of this staff report, the County currently provides regional animal services to unincorporated areas of the County, and to contract cities and towns via interlocal agreement (ILA). The ILA for regional animal services identifies factors such as the scope of services to be provided, district service boundaries, a formula for establishing the cost of the services, responsibilities of the Parties, and duration of the contracts. The current ILA, as extended, continues through 2017. 

Proposed Ordinance 2017-0175 would authorize the Executive to enter into a successor (new) ILA with cities and towns in King County for the provision of regional animal services (RASKC) including animal control (field response) services, shelter services, and licensing services. Additionally, partner cities and towns could request to contract with the County for enhanced animal control services and enhanced licensing support services by separate agreement. 
                               
Twenty-four cities and towns, including all current RASKC partners except the City of Kirkland, have indicated to the County their confirmed commitment in continuing in the RASKC program after the current ILA ends. Table 1 below provides a comparative summary of RASKC program participation per the current ILA (expiring at the end of 2017) and the successor (new) ILA (beginning 2018). 

Table 1. RASKC Partner Jurisdictions by District per the Current ILA (All Listed) and the New ILA (Identified in Bold Font)
NOTE: All the districts include the surrounding unincorporated King County area
	District 200
(Northern District)
	District 220
(Eastern District)
	District 500
(Southern District)

	Carnation
	Bellevue
	Black Diamond

	Duvall
	Clyde Hill
	Covington

	Kenmore
	Issaquah
	Enumclaw

	Kirkland
	Mercer Island
	Kent

	Lake Forest Park
	Newcastle
	Maple Valley

	Redmond
	North Bend
	SeaTac

	Sammamish
	Snoqualmie
	Tukwila

	Shoreline
	Town of Beaux Arts
	

	Woodinville
	Yarrow Point
	



Regional Animal Services Successor (New) ILA for 2018-2022

Some changes have been made in development of the successor (new) ILA, as noted in the transmittal letter for the proposed ordinance (Attachment 2), such as a simplified cost allocation model, in order to better align with the County’s negotiations principles and strategies per Motion 14605, to respond to city interests, and to support continuation of the animal services system. Key provisions of the ILA are described below and identify alignment with County negotiations principles and strategies included in Motion 14605. An overview table of highlighted changes for the new ILA (as compared to the current ILA) has been added to this staff report as Attachment 6.

Term. Per Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 2017-0175 (2018 Regional Animal Services Interlocal Agreement), the new ILA would have an initial (first) term of five years, spanning January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2022, with provision for an automatic five-year extension (second term), as described below. Of note, the ILA could not be terminated for convenience during either the first or second term.

Automatic Extension. The ILA would automatically continue for a second five-year term, through December 31, 2027, unless one or more of the contracting partners provides written notice by June 30, 2021 of their intent to opt out of a second term, notice of which would be provided to the County, who would subsequently notify the other partners.

Contingent Extension. If one or more contracting partners provides written notice to the County of its intent to opt out of a second term, the ILA would continue for a second term, through December 31, 2027 if:
· The resulting cost to any remaining partner is not estimated to increase by more than ten percent; and
· No later than March 1, 2022, the remaining partners agree in writing upon terms that substantially carry forward the cost and service levels in the initial term. If the partners do not reach agreement on the revised terms by March 1, 2022, then the automatic extension is not effective, and the ILA would terminate at the end of the initial term. 

Latecomers. The new ILA, like the current ILA, allows for the addition of new partners (latecomers) after the ILA starts. The new ILA adds criteria to this provision to indicate that such additions cannot cause an increase in partner payable costs or a decrease in the level of services provided by the County to the partners. This provision is in alignment with the negotiations strategy of working to ensure that equity of service and animal care is provided across the County.

Services. The new ILA would continue the provision of animal services including animal control (field response) services, shelter services, and licensing services to unincorporated areas of the County and to contracting partner jurisdictions. Additionally, partner cities and towns may request to contract with the County for enhanced animal control services (per Exhibit E to the ILA) and enhanced licensing support services (per Exhibit F to the ILA - which is streamlined into one document in the new ILA) at additional cost and by separate agreement. As noted by Executive staff, and in alignment with Motion 14605, service levels and quality outcomes are intended to be maintained or increased with the new ILA.

Service Districts. Under the current ILA, the RASKC program includes three animal control (field response) service districts, which does not change for the new ILA. Figure 1, located on the next page, shows the geographic boundaries of the three animal control service districts.





Figure 1: RASKC Animal Control Service Districts Map
(2018-2022 ILA: for operational purposes only)
[image: ]

Cost Allocation. As noted in the title for Figure 1, the service districts map is only for operational purposes under the new ILA. To explain, under the new ILA, animal control (field response) services cost allocation will be based on a single cost pool rather than by the three service districts (as per the current ILA)[footnoteRef:8], aligning with the cost allocation methodology for both shelter services and pet licensing services.[footnoteRef:9] As indicated in the transmittal letter for Proposed Ordinance 2017-0175, this change was made to help mitigate the financial impact resulting from the City of Kirkland’s upcoming departure from the RASKC program, as well as to ensure equitable benefit to all RASKC partners (in alignment with Motion 14605) should an additional (latecomer) jurisdiction join the RASKC program after the start of the new ILA. [8:  For context, the current ILA calculates costs for animal control services as shared by the three geographic service districts, with 25% allocated each to Districts 200 and 220, and 50% to District 500.]  [9:  Shelter service costs and licensing service costs are allocated among all the Contracting Parties based on their relative population (20 percent) and usage (80 percent) - no change from the current ILA. Of note, however, the shelter service cost allocation differs for the four partner jurisdictions that separately contract with another animal service provider for shelter services. Shelter service costs for these partner jurisdictions only entail the population-based charge – no change from the current ILA.] 


Additionally, under the simplified cost allocation model for the new ILA, three-year rolling averages will be used for calculating usage, preliminary cost estimating is eliminated, and payments from partner jurisdictions become due to the County on an annual rather than bi-annual basis.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Cost allocation model simplification was a negotiations strategy identified in Motion 14605.] 


Program Credits. Shelter and transition funding credits are retained in the new ILA, though the shelter credit allocation will now be calculated annually based on the rolling three-year average of shelter intakes (similar to the shelter cost allocation methodology). References to licensing support credit language are removed in the new ILA, but partner jurisdictions may continue to request enhanced licensing support services from the County as an optional fee for service, per Exhibit F, and the County may implement licensing support services for partner jurisdictions receiving transition or shelter credits. For context, these credits are allocated to largely high per capita shelter intake jurisdictions to assist them to participate in the RASKC partnership, and is in alignment with Motion 14605 and the ILA negotiations principle of providing equity and social justice support to areas needing it, while working with all partners to improve licensure rates. 

Reconciliation.[footnoteRef:11] As indicated in the new ILA, revenues in excess of partner jurisdiction net costs will be reinvested in the program to reduce the County’s contribution for costs not included in the allocation to partner jurisdictions and to improve service delivery. For jurisdictions receiving program credits, any excess collected revenue is applied first toward reducing the credit to zero. [11:  These provisions are consistent with the ILA negotiations principle identified in Motion 14605 of lowering costs to the County General Fund on an on-going basis, plus increase revenues and control/lower operating costs.] 


Financial Considerations. Tables 2 and 3 below provide a comparative overview of RASKC revenues and expenditures as projected in the adopted 2017-2018 biennial budget (Ordinance 18409) and the new ILA (reflecting the City of Kirkland’s upcoming departure from the RASKC program).

Table 2. RASKC Revenue Sources 
(2017-2018 Adopted Budget compared to 2017-2018 Estimated ILA)
Note: The transmitted fiscal note (Attachment 3) cites the estimated ILA projections 
	Revenue Source
	2017-2018
Adopted Budget
	2017-2018 Estimated ILA

	Pet Licensing Revenue
	$6,073,416
	$5,781,207

	Pet Licensing Late Fees
	$160,000
	$157,000

	Animal Adoption Fees
	$150,000
	$145,000

	Animal Business Licensing
	$3,000
	$3,000

	Civil Penalties/Pet License Fines
	$220,000
	$215,000

	Miscellaneous Fees
	$240,800
	$239,800

	City Payment for Services
	$1,658,000
	$1,848,000

	City Rebate 
	($12,000)
	($12,000)

	Enhanced Services
	$511,226
	$511,226

	General Fund
	$5,090,441
	$5,165,712

	Animal Bequest Fund (Donations) 
	$380,000
	$380,000

	Total Revenues
	$14,474,883
	$14,433,945





Table 3. RASKC Program Expenditures 
(2017-2018 Adopted Budget compared to 2017-2018 Estimated ILA)
Note: The transmitted fiscal note (Attachment 3) cites the estimated ILA projections 
	Expenditure Category
	2017-2018
Adopted Budget
	2017-2018 Estimated ILA

	Wages, Benefits, and Retirement
	($8,926,914)
	($8,926,913)

	Capital
	($60,000)
	($60,000)

	Direct Services
	($2,244,064)
	($2,228,064)

	Intergovernmental Services
	($3,414,517)
	($3,289,517)

	Total Expenditures
	($14,645,495)
	($14,504,494)



County General Fund Contribution for the RASKC Program per the New ILA. As previously noted, the County appropriated $5,090,441 for RASKC for the 2017-2018 biennium through its adopted budget (Ordinance 18409). Under the proposed ordinance, which reflects the new ILA and the upcoming departure of Kirkland from the RASKC program, it is estimated that the 2017-2018 biennial County contribution for regional animal services will increase to $5,165,712 (a net biennial total increase of $75,271), allocating as follows:[footnoteRef:12] [12:  For comparative purposes, the 2015-2016 biennial County General Fund Contribution of $5,262,000 allocated as follows: approximately $840,000 a year for animal services in unincorporated areas of the County; $900,000 a year for credits to assist largely high shelter intake partners participate in the RASKC program; and approximately $900,000 a year for items not included in the RASKC partnership model to enhance shelter outcomes and cover cost increases outside of the model.] 

· Net cost allocation for RASKC services provided in unincorporated King County[footnoteRef:13], estimated at $937,122 for 2018; [13:  Unincorporated areas account for approximately one-third of total animal services provided in King County.] 

· Credits to assist largely high shelter intake jurisdictions participate in the RASKC partnership, totaling $900,000 for 2018; and
· Items not included in the RASKC partnership model to enhance shelter outcomes in support of a “model” program and cost increases outside of the ILA cost allocation model, estimated at $745,734 for 2018.

Of note, the transmittal letter and fiscal note for Proposed Ordinance 2017-0175 (Attachments 2 and 3) indicate that RASKC fund balance monitoring[footnoteRef:14] will continue to have a key role in future biennial budget processes to avoid potential ending fund balance short-falls.  [14:  Executive staff indicate that, as part of the biennial budget development process, the financial plan is updated for the most current revenue and expenditure information.  If changes are needed, they would be addressed as part of budget development.  In the off-cycle year, for higher risk funds, the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget (PSB), formally meets with the agency to review fund status and identify any issues and/or risks, to determine if follow up action is needed.] 


Additional Analysis for Second Hearing. As summarized in Table 4 below, with regards to how the new ILA addresses RASKC fund balance in future biennia, the 2019-2020 ending RASKC fund balance is currently projected at $403,828 in reflection of the terms of the new ILA, which is a positive variance of $426,381 from the estimated ending fund balance at the time of the adopted 2017-2018 biennial budget. 

As reference context, ending fund balance is a reflection of beginning fund balance and revenues less expenditures and other fund transactions, and is not the same as ending undesignated fund balance, which additionally accounts for reserves. As indicated in the RASKC fund financial plan (a current copy of which is attached to this staff report as Attachment 4), cash flow reserves set aside some of the ending fund balance to offset fluctuations in revenues or expenditures that result in periods of negative fund balance. As such, this reserve helps avoid negative fund balances. Table 4 below provides a brief biennial summary of both ending fund balance and undesignated ending fund balance for the RASKC operating fund. 

Table 4. RASKC Fund Biennial Ending Fund and 
Ending Undesignated Fund Estimated Balances, as of March 6, 2017 
 
	Biennium
	Ending Fund Balance
	Undesignated Ending Fund Balance

	2013-2014 (Actuals)
	$936,937
	$786,937

	2015-2016 (Adopted budget – Ordinance 17941)
	$414,415
	$264,415

	2015-2016 (Estimated, as of 3/6/17)[footnoteRef:15] [15:  As noted in Footnote #7, the RASKC operating fund financial plan (Attachment 4 to this staff report) cites a one-time RASKC fund balance reduction in 2016 related to General Fund support underspend in the years 2013-2015. To explain, Executive staff indicate that there hasn’t been a mechanism to refund the County General Fund when costs allocated to the General Fund are less than budgeted. Executive staff further indicate that, going forward, the second quarter General Fund transfer in year two of the biennium will be adjusted by an amount that reflects the actual cost versus the budget estimate.
] 

	$864,839
	$714,839

	2017-2018 (Adopted Budget – Ordinance 18409)
	$492,762
	$342,762

	2017-2018 (Estimated – per new ILA)
	$794,290
	$644,290

	2019-2020 (Projected – per Ordinance 18409)
	($22,553)
	-

	2019-2020 (Projected – per new ILA)
	$403,828
	$253,828

	2021-2022 (Projected – per Ordinance 18409)
	($1,064,349)
	-

	2021-2022 (Projected – per new ILA)
	($513,115)
	-



As indicated in Table 4, for the 2021-2022 biennium, there is an estimated potential ending fund balance shortfall, which, in reflection of the terms of the new ILA, has decreased by approximately 52 percent from an estimated ($1,064,349) to a currently estimated ($513,115). Executive staff note this shortfall projection will continue to be monitored through the fund balance monitoring process, and that the current projection is subject to further change over time in accordance with the structural changes included in the new ILA to help offset County General Fund program support, including excess pet licensing revenue (meaning net positive balance) from cities being used to help offset General Fund support of the program, and excess revenue for cities receiving shelter credits being prioritized to reduce the shelter credit rather than result in a refund.

ILA Negotiations Timeline. As indicated in the matrix of principles, strategies, and associated outcomes for the new ILA, Attachment 5 to Proposed Ordinance 2017-0175 (attached to this staff report as Attachment 5), the County actively negotiated with a core group of cities and extended an open invitation to all jurisdictions to attend such meetings, which were held monthly between January 2016 and January 2017. The City of Burien participated in meetings as a potential new RASKC partner, but decided not to join the program. 

An Agreement in Principle for the new ILA was transmitted to all meeting participants on September 1, 2016, with the draft ILA subsequently provided at the end of December 2016. The final draft ILA was provided to jurisdictions at the end of January 2017, requesting jurisdictions to provide confirmation of their intent to contract by March 31, 2017, and to execute and return the final contract documents to the County by June 1, 2017. Of note, jurisdictions could choose to approve the ILA at the same time as providing their contracting commitment to the County (one-step authorization) or separately (two-step authorization) and by June 1, 2017. As previously noted, all current partners except the City of Kirkland have indicated their interest and commitment in continuing their participation in the RASKC program beyond the current ILA.

Update for Second Hearing. All of the twenty-four partner jurisdictions have approved the new ILA.

Legal Review.  Council’s legal counsel has reviewed the proposed ILA and did not identify any legal concerns.

RESPONSES TO MAY 23, 2017 GAO COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Question One: What, if any, factors contribute to RASKC program services usage rate variances across partner jurisdictions? Is there an equity and social justice nexus (please explain if so)?

Response: In a 2014 report[footnoteRef:16] prepared by RASKC, factors associated with higher animal care and control costs in the southern animal control district and unincorporated King County were identified that included societal, demographic, behavioral, and geographic factors such as: [16:  Motion 14211, accepting the RASKC 2014 Operational Strategic Plan and Technical Report in response to Ordinance 17476, Section 99, Proviso P1, was passed by Council on September 2, 2014. One of the requirements for the Report was analysis relating to factors driving high animal care and control costs in the southern animal control district and unincorporated King County, including but not limited to societal, behavioral, geographic, and demographic influences.] 

· Program cost allocation and impacts on higher services usage jurisdictions from changing to an 80:20 cost allocation (meaning cost is determined based 80 percent on use and 20 percent on population) from a 50:50 cost allocation (meaning cost is determined based 50 percent on use and 50 percent on population). Additional discussion of this topic is included in the response below for Question Two.
· Socio-economic impacts on pet owners (e.g. moving expenses, landlord issues, and general pet ownership costs). The Report identifies top reasons for surrendering pets (cats and dogs) to include factors such as moving or landlord issues, unanticipated time and/or cost of pet care, or too many pets in the home. 
· Variance in usage rates and costs in relation to geographic factors such as proximity to the RASKC shelter, availability of field animal control officers, and availability of other non-RASKC sheltering options in north and east King County. The Report (citing 2012 data) noted that sheltering costs accounted for just over half (52 percent) of the overall cost of the RASKC program. Stray animals were cited as the predominate source of shelter intakes, with the largest source of stray animals being citizen drop offs at the RASKC shelter in Kent.

Question Two: How does the RASKC program address cost-benefit balance for all participating jurisdictions in the cost allocation model, both currently and per the new ILA?

Response: As indicated by Executive staff, when King County and 25 cities negotiated the 2013 ILA, cost-benefit was a significant interest raised by cities in north and east King County. At that time, the cost allocation methodology was based 50 percent on usage and 50 percent on population. Low usage cities believed they were paying too much, and that higher usage cities were not paying enough, given their respective use. At that time, the methodology was changed in order to balance the interests of all of the participating jurisdictions. The methodology agreed to for use beginning in 2013 allocates cost based 20 percent on population and 80 percent on usage. With the change in methodology, and the associated cost shift to higher use jurisdictions, the County created the shelter credit to help off-set the higher cost allocation, and to help keep the regional program together. 

As further indicated, the issue of cost allocation was briefly discussed during negotiations for the new 2018 ILA, though there was no significant interest/support for changing the 80:20 allocation. However, to mitigate the impact to the other partners from the departure of the City of Kirkland from the program (particularly the jurisdictions most impacted in the same north-end animal control district) and to simplify the cost allocation model, the three animal control districts were consolidated into one cost pool for the purposes of field cost allocation. This change aligned with the method used for sheltering and licensing cost allocation, and reduced the impact to the north-end cities that share the same field district. In addition, this change is anticipated to help balance the impact should a city leave the RASKC program in the future, as well as more equitably share in the benefit if a new city joins the program.

Question Three: What are the elements of the $75,000 estimated cost increase for the County’s 2017-2018 RASKC program contribution? Also, is it anticipated this will require a supplemental budget request in the 2017-2018 biennium?

Response: The increase, as indicated by Executive staff and shown in the table below, is attributable to two factors, both of which relate to the availability of more current information since the (Executive) proposed 2017-2018 biennial budget was being finalized in August 2016. These factors include: 
· An updated estimate for the 2017 services cost allocation for unincorporated King County (an increase of approximately $8,000), and
· An updated estimate of the 2018 services cost allocation, reflective of the new ILA and upcoming departure of the City of Kirkland from the RASKC program, for unincorporated King County (an increase of approximately $67,000).

	Year
	August Estimate
	Current Estimate
	Difference

	2017
	$880,533
	$888,742
	$7,939

	2018
	$948,055
	$1,015,389
	$67,334

	2017-2018 Biennium
	$1,828,588
	$1,903,861
	$75,373



Executive staff indicate that a supplemental budget request is not contemplated at this time.
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