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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:
A MOTION approving the executive response to a 2003 budget proviso regarding reorganization of the Facilities Management Division.  The reorganization report is  entitled “An evaluation of organizational structure and business practices.”
BACKGROUND:

The Facilities Management Division (FMD) Reorganization Report is in response to the Properties Expert Review Task Force (PERT) recommendations, as well as King County Council requests in the Department of Executive Services (DES) reorganization ordinance (Ordinance 14199) and in provisos included in the 2003 adopted budget.  An extensive background was provided in the April 2, 2003 staff report and is available upon request.  
The Council’s Direction

Ordinance 14199 included council direction to prepare and submit a report on the organization of FMD.  The report was to “identify different organizational structures, including but not limited to, splitting the building services section from the asset management and development sections, creating two separate divisions, and integrating other like functions into the asset management and development section.”  The report was to identify different organizational structures and to evaluate each structure using the specific criteria above.  The council reiterated this request in the 2003 budget provisos and further expanded the council request by asking for (1) an evaluation of the team cleaning concept recently begun by the executive and (2) a staffing plan “showing the deployment of building security guards in county buildings
The Executive’s Response
The executive augmented the council’s request.  The FMD reorganization report examines not only different organizational structures for the division, as required, but was expanded by the executive to include section level analysis and changes in business practices.  Therefore, by addressing both section level analysis and best business practices, the report encompasses a larger amount of data and issues than requested by council proviso.  The report includes five specific areas of response:
· 4 Options for Reorganization Structures 
· An examination of Real Property Management

· An evaluation of Custodial Services 
· An evaluation of Security Staffing

· Best Business Practices Recommendations

Reorganization Options Proposed for Facilities Management Division
The Executive Approach to Organizational Structures
The executive chose to address not only the request of the council to examine the FMD organization at the division level, but also to examine performance objectives and efficiency goals which were evaluated on the section level.  The FMD report was also expanded by the executive to include best business practices recommendations.  The executive’s approach was intended to be used as a tool to evaluate FMD functions regardless of organizational structure.  The executive began by:  
1. identifying the division’s lines of business, 
2. examining other jurisdiction organizations, and
3. developing criteria for analysis.
The executive used three lines of business and three specific criteria to investigate other jurisdictions’ organizational structures and to analyze each organizational option forwarded for consideration.

Lines of Business

The executive considered the identification of lines of business critical in determining how best to provide the services within a specific organizational structure.  Beyond service provision, FMD felt that coordination along the lines of business could achieve cost efficiencies and improve accountability.  FMD identified three major lines of business:
· Capital planning and development - provides planning, design and project management services to other county agencies so that capital projects are consistently developed, managed, and completed, as well as oversight for major projects such as the courthouse seismic project (CSP), and manages the major maintenance program.
· Property/real estate services - acquires and manages real estate inventory, leases, and disposal of all King County real property (excluding acquisition of open space, trails, parks, agricultural lands, public transportation, and water pollution abatement properties), as well as oversight for permitting and franchises, and space planning
· Building operations and maintenance - provides for on-going maintenance, housekeeping, parking and building security of county general government buildings and provides construction services to other county agencies upon request.

Executive Criteria for Analysis
In Ordinance 14199, the council iterated specific criteria for analysis and included cost efficiencies, management oversight, development of decision making models for policy makers, effective and strategic planning for buildings and land assets, and the overall coordination of other related services.  The executive consolidated these criteria into three areas:  cost savings, effective coordination, and accountability.  Additional management goals were added for the operation of the major maintenance program, major capital projects and franchising agreements.  
Other Jurisdictional Organizations
In order to gain perspective on how facilities management should be structured in King County, FMD compiled information from a number of other jurisdictions in the Puget Sound region and from other metropolitan areas of the country
.  The organizations reviewed included Snohomish and Pierce Counties, the City of Seattle, Multnomah County in Oregon, the City of Los Angeles, five counties in California, and one each in Arizona, Texas, Colorado, Georgia, and Illinois.  FMD’s lines of business (Capital Planning and Development, Property/Real Estate Services, and Building Operations and Maintenance) are organized in a variety of ways in the other jurisdictions.  However, these lines of business are closely related and the organizations of these other entities in general reflected this close relationship.  The conclusions the executive reached were:

1. King County’s current organizational alignment of facilities-related functions is found in many other places.  King County’s alignment of facilities management-related business lines in the Department of Executive Services is a relatively common configuration.  This underscores the importance of certain organizational factors:
· Links among facilities-related functions

· Efficiencies from co-location of functions within organizational units

· Integration of efforts.

2. King County and many other jurisdictions are alike in degree of vertical division of authority in facilities management-related functions.  In King County, direct management responsibility for these functions is two to three layers from top management (County Executive).  The Director of Executive Services has general management authority and is only one step removed from top management.  The FMD is two layers removed.  Direct responsibility for Building Services and Asset Development and Management occurs at three levels down from the executive.

Staff noted that the City of Seattle’s Fleets and Facilities Department has responsibility for the three lines of business that reside in FMD at King County.  However, Seattle includes motor pool fleet, warehousing, and printing under the Fleets and Facilities Department.

In some of the other organizations, property/real estate services are more closely aligned with financial services (City of Los Angeles for example).  In some cases, capital planning and development as well as facilities maintenance are responsibilities of a public works department.

The creation of a public works department, inclusion of property/real estate services in the finance and business operations division, or inclusion of development and environmental services within FMD are options that the executive could have proposed but did not.  In general, the executive’s preferred Option D is comparable to how these lines of business are organized in other similar metropolitan governmental agencies.

Division Organizational Structure Options:

With the passage of Ordinance 14199, Facilities Management became a division within the Department of Executive Services.  Four reorganization options for the division were forwarded in the FMD report.  They are as follows:

· Option A – Retain the current structure  

· Option B – Create two divisions, Building Services and Asset Management

· Option C – Split into three divisions, Building Services, Real Estate Services and Capital Planning and Development

· Option D – Retain one division, but with three sections, Building Services, Asset Development, and Real Estate Services
Attachment 3 shows FMD’s most likely estimated costs of each option considered.  As shown by the executive, Options B and C would eliminate the salaries of the FMD Director, Assistant Director, and Confidential Secretary and would absorb their work in the new divisions.  However, additional costs are estimated for salary increases (differentials) for current section managers and assistant managers to assume division managerial positions.  Estimates also include additional clerical and administrative staff, payroll staffing, analytical staff, and LAN administration.  As presented by the executive, the move to two or three divisions would most likely increase costs and would require additional FTE authority.  (The executive’s estimated costs and FTEs required to change from the current structure are listed below in the discussion of each option.)  
It should be noted that council staff analysis has determined that these cost estimates are conservative and are underestimated.  The costs were discussed with FMD staff, who agreed with the analysis.  Option B would most likely increase by at least $20,000 (from $115,000 to $135,000) and Option C by at least $30,000 (from $575,000 to $605,000).  
The executive’s preferred option would most likely have a net zero benefit.  The executive proposes movement of existing staff to new positions and using salary savings from vacant positions to fund any increases in salaries.  However, it should be noted that the implementation of the proposed best business practices would most likely require supplemental appropriation authority.  These changes will be discussed in the best business practices section on page 18 of the staff report.
Option A – One division in DES
$35,938,396 and 309.80 FTE
Two Sections:  Building Services and Asset Development and Management
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Option A reflects the current organizational structure.  When the 2001 reorganization of the Department of Executive Services (DES) consolidated FMD into the current organizational structure, it was estimated that the county saved $797,323.  The move from department level to division level also eliminated 12.50 FTE positions.  
FMD is currently organized with two sections, Building Services and Asset Development and Management.  Although all lines of business are included in one division, enhancing coordination, the Asset Development and Management Section artificially combines two of the major lines of business - asset development (capital improvements) and real property management.  Major maintenance is a responsibility generally shared between the Building Services Section and project managers and/or architects in the Asset Development and Management Section.  The construction crafts group, managed in Building Services, charges for its services on a fee-for-services basis.  The charges are for major maintenance projects managed by the Asset Development and Management group.  
In addition, oversight for certain major projects, such as the Courthouse Seismic Project, and building security screeners, which are managed by the Sheriff, is administered directly from the division director’s office.  (The FMD responsibilities for these daytime screeners are limited to processing payroll and coordinating recruitment for the screeners.)  Reminder:  Building Services is responsible for after hours, weekend and holiday weapons screening.
Option B - Two divisions in DES
$36,053,396 and 312.80 FTE

Building Services Division / Asset Development Division
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FMD’s estimated fiscal impact of creating two divisions is an increase in cost of $115,000 and the addition of 3.00 FTEs over the current organizational structure.  Staff analysis shows that the additional cost associated with Option B would most likely be at least $135,000 rather than the $115,000 executive estimate.  The scenario assumes that some level of staffing resources would need to be added to the new divisions to address the added administrative burden of budgeting and accounting for a new internal service fund, complying with divisional reporting requirements and other administrative tasks, and responding to other special informational requests.  
As noted in Option A, major maintenance is a shared responsibility of the Building Services Section and project managers and/or architects in the Asset Development Section responsible for capital planning.  Creating two divisions would most likely make coordination between the two areas more difficult to achieve.  
Option C – Three Divisions in DES
$36,513,396 and 318.80 FTE

Building Services / Real Estate Services / Asset Development and Management
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Similar to the two division analysis, Option C would incur additional costs and FTEs for administrative oversight.  FMD’s cost estimates for three separate divisions would add 9.00 FTEs and $575,000 over the current organizational structure.  Staff analysis indicates the cost increase of Option C would likely be at least $605,000 rather than the $575,000 executive estimate.  Because the two major lines of business (asset development and real estate services) within the current Asset Development and Management Section are at least as distinct as the Building Services line of business, it might make more sense to split the FMD into three divisions rather than two.  
Option D – One Division, three sections
$35,938,396 and 309.80 FTE

Building Services, Real Estate Services, and Asset Development
Option D is the executive’s preferred option.  The executive assumes no increase in costs to implement this option.  Although this structural move by the executive to three sections would most likely not increase costs, the executive’s recommendation for implementation of best business practices to be used within this model would require additional expenditure authority.  The council would most likely be asked to approve supplemental appropriations for this purpose.  (The executive’s proposed best business practices will be discussed on page 18.)
Option D would reflect the division’s three major lines of business within three sections and would accurately reflect the managerial relationship between the division and the security screeners.  This proposed structure would also reflect the strategic nature of major capital projects, such as CSP.  This structure would include the creation of a Major Capital Projects Unit and Major Franchising Unit to encourage close coordination with other county agencies and the private sector.  Each area reflected in the organization chart below will be discussed individually.
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· 
· 
· 
AREAS PROPOSED FOR DIRECTORS OFFICE OVERSIGHT:




Daytime Courthouse Security Screeners – Option D portrays the managerial relationship between the division and courthouse security screeners.  The screening personnel and daytime screening activities are managed by the Sheriff’s Office.  The FMD responsibilities for these daytime screeners are limited to processing payroll and coordinating recruitment for the screeners.  (As discussed on April 2, FMD is responsible for after hours, weekend, and holiday weapons screening that is budgeted in the Building Services Section.)  
Major Franchising Unit – Option D also includes a new Major Franchising Unit reporting to the FMD Director’s Office.  This unit would be created to perform high-level negotiations with large franchise holders, such as Puget Sound Energy and the Bonneville Power Administration.  The unit would also perform liaison functions between the FMD, other county agencies, elected officials, and interested parties from the private sector.  (Smaller utility franchise and right of way agreements will continue to be handled in the Asset Development Section.)
The Information Technology Services (ITS) Division currently handles negotiations for cable communication franchises.  The executive is presently studying whether to move this Cable Franchising Group into the new FMD Major Franchising Unit.  The Cable Communications Office is budgeted with 2.00 FTEs and $192,531.  The office has overseen the Millennium and ATT Comcast cable franchises.  Cable public, education and government channel grants (PEG) are also negotiated as part of granting or renewing cable franchises to cable operators in exchange for the use of the county’s rights-of-way.  These PEG fees are paid by cable television subscribers and support King County’s Institutional Network (I-Net) which is a fiber optic network built for the County by AT&T as a condition of its cable franchise agreements.  (The county leases the I-Net fiber from AT&T who maintains the shared network.)  

It would appear reasonable to move all franchise negotiations into one unit, enabling those with expertise and familiarity in these types of negotiations to focus on that specialty.  However, the I-Net oversight function that currently resides in the Cable Office is outside the purview of franchise negotiations and would most likely remain in the Information Technology Services (ITS) department.
The FMD report states that the executive’s decision regarding the organizational placement of cable franchising may be made by the end of 2003.  Council staff have questioned why the decision to move cable franchising was not finalized at the time of the reorganization proposal.  FMD stated that although the move of the Cable Office personnel would meet the “lines of business” criteria, the decision to physically move the office would require the necessary time to coordinate a change with the ITS division, to develop reasonable reporting relationships, to provide office space, and to shift workloads.  
Major Capital Projects Unit – The discussion of this unit will occur on page 18 in the best business practices section of the report; however the unit will be managed from the director’s office.  Establishment of this unit and its position in the management structure is a demonstration of FMD’s recognition of the significance of major capital projects.  
AREAS PROPOSED FOR MANAGEMENT AT THE SECTION LEVEL:



Building Services Section – This section is responsible for operating county buildings and includes such services as 
· custodial
· landscaping
· moving
· security
· HVAC
· routine maintenance
· craft work
· parking
· pest control
· recycling
· major maintenance implementation
The responsibilities of the Building Services Section would not change under Option D.  All responsibilities for maintenance and building operations are included in this section which includes 238.25 FTEs and has a budget of $25,705,327.  However, the executives report details significant changes in operations in this section.

The Building Services Section is currently organized into five branches, each with a supervisor, who assigns tasks in each area as requested.  The five current branches are as follows:  

1. courthouse complex and non-detention outlying facilities, 

2. construction crafts and Youth Services Center, 

3. housekeeping and maintenance, 

4. security, and adult detention facilities, and
5. Regional Justice Center (RJC) court building.  
The proposed organizational structure would move from this function based system of management to one in which lines of accountability are established and tracked by individual buildings or groupings of buildings.  Attachment 4 is an example of how the building groupings could be structured.  Each group of buildings would then be the unit of accountability for building services
.  The supervisory structure, annual maintenance work program, and budget would relate to each building group.  Performance and expenditure documentation would be available for other major building complexes as well.  Supervisors will also be responsible for making sure that the major maintenance plan is appropriately developed and updated for their respective buildings.  This is discussed further in the MMRF Management section of this staff report.  The maintenance plan is discussed in the best business practices section on page 18.
The executive plans to implement the switch in management style in two phases.  Phase 1 would identify the building groups, determine supervisors for building groups, and appropriate staffing assignments.  Phase 2 would concentrate on operational efficiencies and recommended staffing adjustments.  FMD assures council staff that the crafts crews support the change from function management to building management.  





Asset Development (Capital Planning and Development) Section – This section would assist with planning for other county agencies and be responsible for:

· architectural
· mechanical
· electrical design services
In the current FMD structure, the Asset Development and Management Section combines asset development (capital planning) and real property management into one section.  Under Option D, these two lines of business will be separated into two distinct sections.

Currently, services are structured around the client agency.  Each unit has a particular client (or set of clients), and is responsible for all phases of its client’s projects, from project planning, through construction, and to completion.  Some limited in-house design is currently undertaken.  The FMD report recommends retaining the current structure.  FMD managers will monitor trends in the overall size and scope of capital and major maintenance projects and will make shifts in staffing, as needed, for smaller in-house projects.  The coordination of large major projects – particularly in the area of MMRF projects – is discussed below.
MMRF Management – The FMD report recommendations to structurally separate the real property management line of business into a separate section will not materially change the management of the MMRF program.  

Management of the MMRF program will continue to reside within the Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) Group.  However, under the recommended reorganization, the CIP manager has been elevated to be organizationally on an equal status with the manager of the Building Services Section.  Similarly the General Government (GG) CIP Supervisor has been organizationally elevated to be on an equal status with the Building Trades Supervisor.  

This realignment is important, as it will address earlier concerns with accountability between the GG/CIP Supervisor who manages the MMRF program and the Building Trades Supervisor who is assigned to perform some of the work.

A new MMRF Business Manager position has been created to provide MMRF database management tracking support to the GG-CIP Supervisor.  This position, which is a transfer from an existing FTE vacancy within the division, was first proposed as part of the 2002 MMRF proviso response and discussed at BFM Committee briefing on August 28, 2002.  The FTE position (Administrative Services Officer IV) was filled in March 2003.

Additionally, FMD has proposed the implementation of procedures to ensure effectiveness and accountability of the Major Maintenance Program.  The recommended plan for database tracking is similar to the system used in the county’s Roads Division.  A further discussion of the proposed database system for tracking for maintenance projects is included in the best business practices section of this staff report on page 18.
The key link in coordinating the capital and maintenance work will be the Building Superintendent.  The Capital Planning Group will manage and implement the Major Maintenance Model and each year will propose a set of projects for each facility as determined by the financial model for the current and six year period.  This list will be reviewed by the Building Superintendents and adjusted, if required, based on specific knowledge and actual condition of the facility.  After their review, the final Major Maintenance project list is then developed.  The Building Superintendents are responsible for coordinating the preventative maintenance program for each facility with the major maintenance project list.

The annual Major Maintenance plan will then be integrated into a proposed maintenance management system (MMS).  The proposed MMS is discussed further in the Best Business Practices section of this staff report.  
In addition, FMD proposes that the Capital Planning group and Building Services section will meet twice a month to coordinate activities.
Real Estate Services Section – This section will focus on real estate portfolio management to improve coordination between multiple agencies performing real estate management functions.  This section is responsible for 
· real estate acquisition

· small permits and franchises

· surplus sales

· space planning

· leasehold management
Portfolio management would include a detailed real estate inventory, establishment of portfolio goals, real estate records keeping, leasing activities, space planning, and administering the real property surplus process.  To provide a clear point of accountability for these functions, a Real Estate Management Unit should be created by merging the leasing and real estate sales groups.  Responsibilities of this unit would include leasefee management, which includes managing the County’s Financial Investment Properties (county as a landlord), leasehold management (managing the county as a tenant), managing allocation of space in and occupancy of county-owned buildings by county agencies, stewardship, surplus real estate sales, and space planning. 

Evaluation of Real Property Management
Property management currently has 30 full time equivalent positions and a 2003 budget of $2,475,198.  This is an agency of the Current Expense Fund and is not part of the Facilities Management Internal Service Fund.  Note, however, that reimbursements for services provided will fund all but approximately $186,000 of the expenditure budget in 2003.
Ordinance 14106 called for the convening of a properties expert review task force (PERT).  The PERT was charged with proposing criteria for decision making for the council with regard to county owned real property.  Later, the work plan for PERT was expanded to include delivery of a policy-level framework and recommendations relating to King County’s capital asset management system.  The PERT framework and recommendations were to cover acquisitions, management, and dispositions, as well as advising the council about Code changes, staffing resources, and potential contracting that might help the county implement an improved system.  PERT completed their report in October 2001.

The most significant recommendation in the reorganization report is that the current Asset Development and Management Section of the FMD be broken into two sections: Capital Development and Real Estate Management.  This would elevate real estate management to section level and align with FMD’s core businesses.
In addition, PERT made seven major recommendations.  The recommendations and the executive’s response in the reorganization report are summarized below:
1) Plan Departments’ Operating Needs.  Other than having a consultant assist in developing a template for departments to use in planning their long-range real estate needs, the report does not address this recommendation.
2)
Hire an Independent Expert to Help the County.  The report recommends hiring an independent expert to help the County revamp its real estate management.  The expert would also assist in determining the feasibility of purchasing a real estate management software system with an automated interface to the County’s accounting system and GIS system. 
3) Manage the Asset and the Portfolio.  The report recommends implementing an appraisal procedure for surplus properties as well as an annual valuation of properties considered underutilized.  Baseline valuation data should be updated for material changes to market conditions or other factors affecting the value of the property.

4)
Make Property Decisions.  The report suggests convening a real estate oversight committee to ensure appropriate levels of coordination between real estate functions in the county and consistent policy execution by the various real estate groups.  This committee should include representatives of the Executive Office, Department of Executive Services, Department of Natural Resources, Department of Transportation, the Budget Office, and volunteer industry experts as deemed necessary.  This committee would also review and approve any recommended changes to the King County Code or portfolio goals before the County Executive’s transmittal to the County Council
.
5)
Surplus or Sell Property.  The reorganization report does not address this PERT recommendation as a separate issue.
6)
Revise Decision-Making Criteria to Identify and Weigh Public Benefits.  The report recommends performing a comprehensive review of current King County Code and real estate policy and recommend necessary changes.
7)
Begin Rewriting County Code.  The report recommends that the Chief Administrative Officer undertake a review of the Code and recommend changes.
Analysis:

The major issues and staff analysis of each follows:

1.
Does the proposed reorganization address the recommendations in the PERT report?
Staff has prepared a table, Attachment 5, to summarize the PERT recommendation, the FMD response, and staff’s analysis.  In general, the reorganization is a beginning to implementation of the PERT recommendations.
The PERT report noted that the County’s inventory lacks the quality or depth of information necessary to facilitate an effective system of property management.  As a basic starting point, the county needs a workable data base of information on the real estate owned.  The information should be standardized in form and content so that the information necessary for proactive portfolio management is readily available.

The reorganization report recommends hiring an outside consultant to assist in this process.  A supplemental appropriation estimated at $215,000 will be needed but a formal request has not been transmitted.  The supplemental would cover the cost of the consultant, the acquisition of software, and an interface to the Geographic Information System.  This would be funded through a cost allocation to all funds based on the number of parcels owned.  Using this method, the Current Expense portion of the $215,000 estimated cost would be approximately $29,000.  It appears that FMD intends to submit supplemental spending requests as part of the third quarter Omnibus.
The executive’s preferred reorganization option separates real estate management from the asset development and management section, making it a separate section.  This will align the organization with its primary lines of business.  In reviewing the organization of many similar entities, staff found it to be a widespread practice to have real estate management as a separate unit.  However, staff also found that real estate management in similar organizations tends to be at either the division or department level.  PERT noted that decision-making on real property tends to occur at a level in the organization that lacks the resources and clout to fully coordinate decisions portfolio-wide.  Having real estate management as a section under a departmental division places it much further below top management than in similar organizations.  This may not solve the “clout” problem noted by PERT.

PERT recommended elevating complex real estate decisions to the executive level to help resolve interdepartmental issues and coordinate department-level decisions.  To address this, PERT recommended creation of a Real Estate Cabinet.  This body would include council representation, would be a major component of the decision-making process, and would be a way to ensure No Surprises for the council.  Too often, real estate decisions have progressed too far before the council is aware of the actions being considered.  PERT noted further that when the council is brought into the information loop on these occasions, it has been too late to address issues and problems or reverse the decision.

Real Estate Advisory Committee - The reorganization report recommends a Real Estate Advisory Committee which is Attachment 7 to the staff report.  This committee would not have council representation.  Staff suggest that this may not address the No Surprises issue.  After staff to staff discussions, FMD proposed creation of a Joint Conference Committee to deal with the legal framework of real estate/asset management.  This committee would only take on the role of a real estate cabinet if a streamlined legislative process is created for dealing with real property issues.  Again, PERT recommended creation of a Real Estate Cabinet with council representation in order to address the No Surprises issue.  Staff analysis suggests a Real Estate Cabinet would promote cooperation and collaboration between the Executive and Legislative branches to the benefit of the county as a whole and would lead to a smoother and faster legislative process.  As currently proposed by FMD, the Joint Conference Committee does not fulfill the need to have early council representation in the consideration of complex real estate transactions or proposed actions.

2.
Does the preferred reorganization option make the real estate function more efficient or less?

Staff suggests the real estate function can only become more efficient if the following is done:

· Create an effective and complete real estate inventory.

· Set portfolio management goals.

· Make sure the real estate staff have the required skills.

· Streamline decision making so that real estate management staff are empowered to make “simple” decisions while “complex” decisions are elevated to top management.

· Provide flexible decision-making criteria that gives proper recognition to the concept of public benefit.

· Create a Real Estate Cabinet to facilitate an entity-wide focus on real estate decision making.

3. How does the preferred reorganization option for real estate services compare to other similar organizations?

As previously noted, similar organizations reviewed by staff in almost all cases set out real estate management as a separate organizational unit.  The functions under real estate management at King County are nearly identical to those found in the other jurisdictions.  In most cases, real estate management is at a higher level than the section level recommended by the executive.  Also, real estate management is quite frequently more closely aligned with financial services rather than with facilities.  In some instances, facilities as a whole, including real estate management, are part of a public works department.

The executive has not proposed creation of a public works department, inclusion of property/real estate services in the finance and business operations division, or inclusion of development and environmental services with FMD.  All of these are options that could have been considered and evaluated but there is no evidence in the report that they were.

Evaluation of Custodial Services - Team Cleaning Concept
The 2003 budget proviso included a requirement for the executive to submit an evaluation of the efficacy of the team cleaning concept.  Team cleaning is defined as a cleaning approach that provides janitorial services in which specific tasks are assigned to janitors, as opposed to assigning staff to specific areas or zones of a building.  The janitors work as “teams” altogether, one building floor at a time, as opposed to spreading throughout the entire building.  The reorganization report included in Section 5 an “Evaluation of Custodial Services”.  

Team cleaning represents a departure from the current assigned space approach, which usually assigns one janitor to one or two floors to provide all custodial services for the assigned areas.  The team cleaning concept is a new industry standard.  The concept achieves the following benefits which is why the executive initiated the concept:  

· A safer working environment – one in which staff are not working alone
· Cleaner buildings – due to specialists in specific areas
· More efficient staffing – due to increased productivity
· Energy and equipment savings
 – due to the ability to extinguish lights as each floor is cleaned and to use specific tools for jobs
· Accountability –clearly defined roles and direct feedback
Staff internet research on the team cleaning concept confirms that the following benefits should be achieved over time:

· Worker productivity should be increased, allowing for more square footage coverage by the team.
· Responsibility, training, and replacing a cleaning specialist (when one is out ill) should be streamlined through job specialization and cross training.
· Equipment expenditures should be reduced because each specialist needs only a few specific tools for use throughout the building, as opposed to zone cleaning in which each worker needs a complete set of equipment for each zone. 
· Team cleaning simplifies supervision and quality control.  Each worker’s job is clearly defined making monitoring workers and providing feedback direct, accurate, and effective.
The Building Owners and Managers Association International (BOMA) is a widely recognized source of information regarding costs and resources needed for building maintenance.  The FMD report notes that the custodial staffing level is below averages and that the cost of cleaning per rentable square foot in King County is significantly higher in the courthouse complex buildings.  A benchmarking report reference in the FMD report cites that the Seattle All Downtown area staffing costs are $1.37 per square foot compared to the courthouse complex costs at $1.90 per square foot.  These differences are mainly due to the county’s wage scale.  In addition to wage scales, the following factors result in higher janitorial costs:

· The overall condition of aging public buildings makes them more difficult to clean than private sector office buildings.

· Many of the county facilities are 24/7 operations, resulting in higher custodial services workloads.

· Due to high traffic volumes, and the nature of some county services (such as detention and police services), the public and/or tenants using some county spaces tend to create the need for more cleaning than in private office buildings.

· Outlying county facilities require significant travel time for janitors.

Although cleaning costs are higher, the staffing levels by area cleaned are lower.  The courthouse complex averages 28,733 square foot of coverage per staff compared to BOMA averages at 24,408.  These differences are a major factor in FMD efforts to more efficiently use staff.
FMD employs 88.30 FTEs to provide janitorial services for all county buildings, including correctional facilities, the Airport, District Court buildings, courthouse complex buildings, the RJC, and Public Health facilities.  (Most of the personnel are managed in the Building Services Section housekeeping and maintenance branch which includes one supervisor, one specialist and 64.30 custodians, as well as 7.50 maintenance staff.  However, RJC staff - 9.00 FTEs - are managed in the adult detention facilities and RJC court building branch.)  
A portion of the custodial staff have been transitioning to the use of the team cleaning concept that was initiated at the RJC in early 2000, at the Administration Building in January 2002, and at the Courthouse in March 2002.  The RJC uses one crew of 6.00, the courthouse uses two crews of 6.00 each, and the Administration building uses one crew of 6.00.  
As noted above, team cleaning in the courthouse complex has only been underway since early 2002.  The evaluation included in the FMD report is preliminary and the executive is requesting more time for a final evaluation of the efficacy of the model.  The report states that the team cleaning concept is “still too new to make a final determination on its efficiency and effectiveness” and that inspections by FMD management and private consultants have showed that “there is not yet an appreciable difference between the quality of housekeeping services at any one of the three buildings currently using team cleaning (Courthouse, Administration Building, Yesler Building
).  
Council staff met with five janitorial staff who are participating in team cleaning.  The staff who contributed input included one supervisor, two courthouse janitors, one administration building janitor, and one RJC janitor.  Of the five representatives interviewed, four support team cleaning and one does not.  Janitorial staff acknowledged that they have been resistant to the change from one person per floor to team cleaning.  However, those who do not prefer the concept also admit that if absences do not occur and that if communication between members is easily accomplished, the system can work well.  

Staff also did an informal telephone poll of courthouse and administration building tenants including the Assessor, the Sheriff’s Office, the Superior Court, the District Court, the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office and the King County Council.  (Tenants that were not interviewed were Human Services, Finance, Records and Elections, and Public Health.  All are housed in the Administration Building.)
Staff encountered an array of tenant responses to the informal survey, which reflected the subjective nature of defining and determining “what is clean”.  However, most tenants suggested that they have seen very little change in cleaning and that their areas appear to be no better, but also no worse since the change in cleaning methods.  

It also appeared that a large number of tenants were not aware of the general procedures and guidelines for custodial staff.  For instance, all tenants interviewed stated that vacuuming was not done regularly.  However, the defined guidelines recommend that a complete vacuum be scheduled only once a week.  It would appear that communication between FMD and its tenants could be improved in the area of understanding the guidelines used by the janitorial staff.  
As a result of council staff interviews with RJC janitorial staff and Superior Court, it appears that team cleaning at the Regional Justice Center is well accepted by both tenants and janitorial staff.  FMD agrees that the program is successful at the RJC.  However, after a year of implementation in the courthouse and the administration building, “growing pains” associated with program startup are still being experienced, as noted in the interviews by council staff.  HDR, Inc., the consultant hired by FMD to review team cleaning, noted that when team cleaning has been implemented by others it is not initially well received by either janitorial staff or tenants.  According to the consultant, team cleaning ends up being widely accepted.
The FMD report states that the team-cleaning program, training, and production criteria are in their formative stages.  The report further states that recent inspections of the Courthouse and Administration buildings by both FMD management and private consultants (Wright Runstead) indicated that there is “not yet an appreciable difference between the quality of housekeeping services at any one of the buildings”.  

After one full year, the program should be well established and training should be complete.  Production criteria should also be established and well formulated to evaluate whether the program is successful.  Building Services supervisors have begun inspections which are being conducted to measure changes in cleaning levels.  Attachment 6 shows a draft form used to rate levels of cleaning.  

Council staff has suggested and FMD agrees that formal surveys should be instituted to measure the results of team cleaning.  Two surveys should be conducted.  One survey should measure tenant satisfaction in specific areas, which would be helpful in further developing work programs for the cleaning crews.  A second survey would offer an anonymous evaluation of janitorial staff satisfaction with the new program.  Such structured surveys should offer valuable, measurable input to help FMD improve and further manage the concept.  A possible range of three to six months should be a sufficient amount of time to determine whether measurable performance standards are being met.  

As these performance criteria are finalized, the proposed integrated maintenance management/work order system discussed in the best business practices section on page 18 will be able to track these standards.  The executive is also proposing in best business practices a one time deep cleaning of the courthouse complex buildings.  King County facilities tend to be older and more heavily used than in comparable private sector buildings.  The proposed deep cleaning should help with perceptions of cleanliness that can be skewed from years of embedded dirt.  
As the program continues, the executive plans to initiate formal “quality work circles” to evaluate and discuss the process.  Quality circles involve input from custodial staff, FMD managers, tenants and consultants to work through implementation issues.  It is anticipated that the first custodial quality circles meeting will occur in May 2003.  
The proposed team cleaning concept needs a measurable standard to determine and evaluate the level of cleanliness.  A plan to institute formal surveys (of tenants and custodial staff) within a prescribed time period would be an efficient method.  Council may wish to set a timeline for completion of the surveys and an evaluation of the results.  The best business practice proposal for deep cleaning would appear to be reasonable.  The following table lists goals the council may wish to consider:
	Goal
	Pro
	Con

	Improve tenant communications/ expectations
	· Would help determine expectations

· Would help FMD establish criteria for evaluation 
	· Would require more time for FMD to review standards

	Determine cleaning levels 
	· Provide tenants exact criteria to evaluate cleaning

· Provide FMD assurance that training is complete & production levels are appropriate
	· Would require more time for FMD to review standards

	Tenant survey*
	· Improve communication between FMD & tenants
	· Would require more time to institute and evaluate

	Anonymous janitorial staff survey*
	· Provide a safe method for employee input on the new system

· Provide FMD personnel input to make adjustments to the program
	· Would require more time to institute and evaluate

	One-time deep cleaning
	· Provide a clean base for janitorial staff
	· Could require a supplemental appropriation


* If surveys are recommended, an appropriate timeline should be determined

Evaluation of Security Staffing
The 2003 budget proviso included a requirement for the executive to submit an evaluation of the security staffing provided by FMD.  An extensive background on security staffing was provided in the April 2, 2003 staff report and is available upon request.  The briefing focused on an appropriations request that was included in the executive’s proposed first quarter omnibus package to provide an increase for building security staffing levels.  After the analysis presented on April 2, the BFM Committee directed staff to include appropriation authority in the first quarter omnibus for 6.00 FTEs and $292,566 to provide after hours, weekend, and holiday weapons screening.  Ordinance 14604 included the appropriation authority.  (Note:  Neither jail savings nor CX fund balance were used to support the appropriation.  The revenue source used was Executive Contingency.)
Best Business Practices
The FMD report recommends a number of management actions, including implementation of new management systems, to improve performance and accountability regardless of organizational structure.  These recommendations are generated to improve best business practices identified by the executive.  The executive has recommended that best business practices fall into three broad categories:

· Accounting and business systems

· Cost components of per-square-foot comparisons

· Resources dedicated to managing the county’s buildings

Many of the recommendations contained in the FMD report fall into the category of operational and management decisions and may not require council action.  However, some of the following items will most likely require supplemental appropriation requests to implement the executive’s recommendations.
One Time Deep Cleaning or “Spring Cleaning” of courthouse complex buildings - As noted earlier in the team cleaning section, King County facilities tend to be older and more heavily used than in comparable size private buildings.  The current state of the three core downtown buildings (Courthouse, Administration and Yesler buildings) has created a backlog of minor maintenance work and a build-up of conditions that cannot be corrected during a single custodial shift.  Broken or torn floor trim, buildup of old floor wax and dirt, and stained ceiling tiles are examples of conditions resulting in the appearance of poor custodial service.  FMD management feels that custodians cannot be expected to rectify this situation during their regular cleaning shifts, whether working under the team cleaning model or using the former approach.  

To solve this problem, the FMD report is recommending a one-time “deep cleaning”.  This deep cleaning will most likely require a supplemental appropriation as part of the executive’s best business practices recommendation.  It is anticipated that the request will be made to council upon completion of an in-depth inspection to define the scope of work needed to identify cost estimates parameters.  Such a cleaning would appear reasonable due to the years of build-up and because the work cannot be done within normal janitorial operations.  Although final costs have not been determined, FMD estimates that this one-time expense would be approximately $50,000.
Major Capital Projects Unit - An important feature of the proposed facilities Management Division reorganization plan is the establishment of a Major Capital Projects Unit.  Establishment of this unit and its position in the management structure is a demonstration of management’s recognition of the significance of major capital projects to the success of its mission.   This significance was noted in the reorganization report and is summarized as follows:

· High Profile:  Major Capital Projects are typically high profile publicly and politically and require the highest level of management attention.

· High Complexity:  Typically major capital projects exhibit a higher than normal physical complexity and usually include multiple departmental or agency involvement.

· High Capital Investments:  These projects involve significant capital investments for the County and deserve commensurate levels of management investment.

· High Risk:  Major capital projects represent higher than normal risks inherit with all large construction projects.  Managing these risks requires an investment at the highest levels of management.

Organizationally the Major Capital Projects Unit reports directly to the FMD Division Manager.  Operationally FMD is changing the way it delivers its major capital projects.  Capital project management staff reductions and a diminishing number of capital projects in recent years have limited the division’s capacity to dedicate resources to accommodate large fluctuations in work flow, and still meet its smaller project and other King County Code obligations (K.C.C. Chapter 4.04).  Consequently there has been a fundamental change in the way the division does business for its major capital projects.  The current trend is to outsource oversight and management functions to third parties and outside consultants and utilize alternate project delivery methods in order to transition away from the traditional staff intensive design-bid-build delivery methodology.  These methods are:

· GC/CM Project Delivery Method:  Recent examples include the Courthouse Seismic Project and the Harborview Bond Program.

· Development Manager:  This outside consulting role is utilized in conjunction with the GC/CM project delivery methodology used by the City of Seattle (Library Project).  Under this contract methodology the Development Manager becomes the Owner’s eyes, ears and hands.  The Courthouse Seismic Project GC/CM contract was modeled after the Seattle GC/CM format.

· Build to Suit / Lease to Own:  Developer delivered projects such as the “63-20” bond financed, build to suit, lease to own development structure as allowed by the IRS tax code.  Recent examples of this type of delivery methodology include the King Street Center Project and the 401-Broadway Project.

· Third Party Delivery Methodology:  Outsource project management and oversight to third parties.  A recent example is the Harborview Bond Project which transferred project management responsibilities to the University of Washington via a Management Services Agreement.

· Oversight Monitoring Consultants:  A recent oversight strategy is the introduction of oversight monitoring consultants to the project delivery process.  Recent examples where oversight monitoring consultants are being utilized are the Courthouse Seismic Project and the Harborview Bond Project.

The above strategies allow the division to selectively devote the right resources to its major capital projects as needed, diminish the county’s construction risk exposure and provide for increased accountability.  This trend has caused a shift of the remaining capital improvement project (CIP) management staff toward management of the Major Maintenance Reserve Fund (MMRF) projects.

The following table provides a comparison of management costs related to overall project costs for several recent King County capital projects.  General rules of thumb for construction and project management percentages for average projects are indicated in the table.  The table indicates that the recent trend toward outsourcing of project management responsibilities has not appreciably increased project management costs over traditional design bid build methods.  It is worth noting however, that assuming these methods did cause an increase in management or oversight costs, it would more than likely be offset by a reduction of risk exposure.  Even one claim on a major capital project can have potentially disastrous consequences.

	Project Title
Project Delivery Method
	Construction % of Total Project Cost
	Project Admin. % of Total Project Cost

	Rule of Thumb
	70% or higher
	7% or less

	RCECC

(Design-Bid-Build)
	63.8%
	7.0%

	401 Broadway

(63-20)
	71.7%
	6.5%

	King Street Center

(63-20)
	70.5%
	7.7%

	Courthouse Seismic Project

(GC/CM)
	73.4%
	5.1%

	Harborview Bond Project

(GC/CM)
	64.8%
	6.8%


Note: Figures exclude land and FF&E costs
Major Projects Oversight Committee - In addition to the above, the executive has created a Major Projects Oversight Committee to provide general oversight and policy guidance to FMD and to facilitate coordination of major projects being implemented by the division (Reorganization Report page 94).  A proposed charter establishing this committee is included in the staff report in Attachment 8.  The proposed charter defines the following elements: 

· Establishes project criteria for consideration
· Summarizes the range of committee actions
· Identifies committee membership
· Establishes meeting schedule and materials 
This new committee is shown in the executive’s preferred option organization chart shown on page 7 of this staff report.
Conferencing Committee

Executive staff have proposed a conferencing committee process to coordinate policy issues on projects such as the proposed New King County Office Building where the policy debate has yet to be vetted publicly.  This process utilizes monthly “Large Capital Projects” coordination meetings between FMD and BFM chair and committee staff.  Additionally, the charter includes policy guidelines to ensure that decisions rendered are consistent with existing policy directives such as the adopted Space Plan and the Properties Expert Review Task Force (PERT) recommendations. 

One clear benefit of the Oversight Committee is that it provides direct project oversight and direction on major capital projects at the highest levels of executive leadership.
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Maintenance Management System (MMS)

An important first step to improving the maintenance and operations is to obtain and begin using an integrated maintenance management/work order system.  It is understood from staff to staff discussions with the FMD Director that integration of the MMS will be applicable to all three building maintenance programs (Building Maintenance, Major Maintenance Projects and Janitorial Services).  

The Reorganization Report noted on page 99 that implementation of these two systems is an absolute necessity regardless of the final FMD organizational structure approved by the council.  The King County Roads Division has successfully utilized a state-wide maintenance software system since 1983.  The Roads Division program is compatible with the county’s Accounting Resource Management System (ARMS) and efforts are currently underway to adapt this program to a buildings systems environment.  Similar adaptations of this program have occurred in other groups within the county such as Traffic Maintenance, Water and Land Resources and Parks.  

In addition to the software system described above FMD has embarked on a very aggressive work order tracking system that represents a fundamental change in the way FMD manages its building maintenance, MMRF projects and janitorial services.  Implementation of this plan will require a rigorous and disciplined approach to maintenance management not previously attempted at FMD.  FMD is currently working to educate staff on the cultural transition of how maintenance services will be provided in the future.  Elements of the plan include the following:

Planning

· Plan work quantities

· Calculate budgets, resources

· Establish monthly work calendar

· Assign work to supervisory units

· Establish work by building grouping

Work Management

· Schedule work

· Monitor/improve performance

· Monitor expenditures/production

Each supervisor will have both a preventative maintenance, and (if applicable) a Major Maintenance work program, by task, by month.  The work plan will include planned resources (labor, equipment, materials), and planned work accomplishments.  From this monthly plan, weekly schedules and daily assignments will be made.  Planned versus actual accomplishments and expenditures, by unit, by task, will be evaluated in monthly MMS meetings.  Building Superintendents, individual supervisors, project managers, and business managers will be in attendance.  Building Managers will review MMS reports prior to the meeting, and will identify areas of concern for discussion.  Any significant deviations from planned work – both preventive and major maintenance – will be discussed, and agreements will be reached regarding re-aligning actual work and expenditures with the plan.
If successful, this program will enable FMD to:

· Establish and monitor inventories of work tasks

· Define service levels

· Calculate annual work quantities by planning unit/building

· Establish performance standards by labor, equipment, materials, standard daily accomplishment rates

· Define annual crew days

· Calculate annual crew budgets

· Review planned VS actual performance

The implementation plan is comprehensive and will require leadership, careful planning and discipline if it is to succeed.  According to the DMD director, prior experience in other agencies has resulted in two staff related benefits:  
1. Improved Staff Perspective:  Because the program provides an organized approach to a complicated and otherwise disparate set of tasks it improves staff perspective on how their work fits into the larger program.  
2. Improved Work Crew Competition:  Because the program establishes measurable performance standards it creates a natural incentive to improve competitiveness between work crews.

Council staff expressed concern that the program may become too burdensome and time consuming to manage effectively.  However, the potential benefits of the MMS program to bring order and discipline to an otherwise chaotic body work are significant and FMD should be encouraged to try.  Successful implementation of the proposed MMS program has had a proven track record in other agencies and any alternative program would need to incorporate a similar level of disciplined investment to achieve the desired results.  
Order of magnitude, one-time only, costs to implement the MMS program has been estimated by FMD at $161,500.  It is anticipated that supplemental appropriation legislation may be transmitted by the executive in the near future to cover these costs.

The proposed MMS program appears to be a cost effective program particularly in view of its potential benefits to the County.  The proposal appears to support a reasonable business case and it appears reasonable to afford FMD every opportunity to succeed.  Council may wish to review the MMS program after a reasonable shakedown period.

Reasonableness:  

The 2003 budget proviso stated:

“Of this appropriation, $500,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until after the executive submits to the council and the council approves by motion a report evaluating the potential reorganization of the facilities management division of the department of executive services.  If the report is not submitted by February 3, 2003, $500,000 of this appropriation shall lapse and be returned to fund balance.  The report shall identify different organizational structures including, but not limited to, splitting the building services section from the asset management and development sections, creating two separate divisions, and integrating other like functions into the asset management and development section.  Criteria for evaluation of proposed models shall include, but not be limited to: cost efficiencies; management oversight; and development of decision-making models for policy.  The report shall also include:  (1) an evaluation of the efficacy of the team cleaning concept; and (2) a staffing plan showing the deployment of building security guards in county buildings, including any assignments to parking facilities, and a workload analysis justifying the number of FTEs in the plan.”
It should be noted that $500,000 in appropriation authority has been specifically held by the council pending receipt of the FMD report.  Because the report includes not only a response to council requests for division level responses, but also section level and best business practices responses, the areas included in the report are listed below with the status of the response:
· Options for Reorganization Structures 

Status:
Substantial response - The reorganization proposed by the executive in Option D, the executive preferred approach, is arranged along the FMD lines of business which appears to be reasonable.  The executive’s preferred Option D also appears to be the most cost effective of the options forwarded and could enhance operational efficiency.  
· An examination of Real Property Management

Status:
Limited response – The proposal to elevate real estate services to section level is a first step.  Other recommendations in the PERT report will require time and additional dollars to implement.
· An evaluation of Custodial Services

Status:
Limited response – The evaluation forwarded in the report is preliminary and has not been finalized by the executive.  The executive has requested more time to complete an evaluation.  As noted earlier in the staff report, tenant and anonymous janitorial staff surveys have been suggested to further evaluate the success of team cleaning.  
· An evaluation of Security Staffing

Status:
Substantial response – Because of the response from the executive and based on council staff analysis presented on April 2, the BFM Committee directed staff to include appropriation authority in the first quarter omnibus for 6.00 FTEs and $292,566 to provide after hours, weekend, and holiday weapons screening.  Ordinance 14604 included the appropriation authority.
· Best Business Practices Recommendations
· Purchase and implement a business information and work order system (MMS, work orders)
Status:
Substantial response - The proposed best business practices should enhance management oversight for tracking of the real estate portfolio, maintenance management system, work order system, and permit system.  
· Continue to improve the MMRF financial model
Status:
Limited response – The upgrades to the MMRF model and a detailed discussion of the MMRF program will be covered under a separate MMRF proviso response scheduled for BFM Committee on May 14, 2003.
· One Time Deep Cleaning of courthouse complex buildings
Status:
Substantial response – The proposal for a one time deep cleaning of older county buildings (Courthouse, Administration Building and Yesler Building) appears reasonable.
· Major Projects Oversight Committee
Status:
Substantial response - The implementation of a Major Projects Committee appears reasonable.
· Major Capital Projects Unit
Status:
Substantial response - The implementation of a Major Capital Projects Unit appears reasonable.
· Major Franchising Unit
Status:
Limited response – The executive recommendation for the unit appears to be reasonable.  However, the movement of the Cable Office personnel into the unit has not been made and cannot be evaluated at this time.
Staff review of the FMD report has shown that the division is taking significant steps toward better coordination, oversight and management of its overall responsibilities.  However, as noted above, further analysis is needed in the areas of team cleaning and asset management.  
The following table lists possible options for council action:
	Options
	PROs
	CONs

	Approve Proposed Motion 2003-0155 
	· Allows the executive to proceed with preferred option
	· Releases the $500,000

· Approves report

· Leaves some questions unanswered

	Deny Approval of Proposed Motion 2003-0155
	
	· Does not approve the report 

· Does NOT release the $500,000



	Delay Approval of Proposed Motion 2003-0155
	· 
· Provides time for FMD to submit additional information 
· Allows council staff time for further analysis of team cleaning and asset management
	· Does not approve the report 

· Does NOT release the $500,000



	Rewrite the Proviso allowing for disbursal of a portion of the $500,000
	· Allows FMD to expend or encumber a portion of $500,000

· Provides time for FMD to submit addition information 
· Allows council staff time for further analysis of team cleaning and asset management 
	· Cannot be done without an appropriation ordinance

· Could be included in an existing piece of legislation already referred to BFM

	Approve an Emergency Ordinance to release a portion of the $500,000
	· Allows FMD to expend or encumber a portion of $500,000

· Provides time for FMD to submit addition information 
· Allows council staff time for further analysis of team cleaning and asset management
	· Not generally done

· Nine votes required

	Amend Proposed Motion 2003-0155, not accepting a portion of the report
	· Provides notice to executive that questions remain 
	· Releases the $500,000




INVITED:

· Caroline Whalen, Deputy County Administrative Officer, DES
· Kathy Brown, Division Director, FMD
· Dave Preugschat, Assistant Division Director, FMD
· Robin Bishop, Building Services Manager, FMD

· Larry Wright, Project/Program Manager IV, FMD
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1. Proposed Motion 2003-0155

2. Transmittal Letter, dated March 26, 2003

3. Executive’s Cost Estimates Table for Options A through D
4. Possible Building Groupings

5. Summary of PERT Recommendations

6. Custodial Inspection Form

7. Real Estate Advisory Committee Proposed Charter 
8. Major Projects Oversight Committee Proposed Charter
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� Appendix C of the reorganization report is a table that summarizes the features of the fifteen other organizations that were reviewed.


� The 2003 budget asked the executive to submit a report documenting the amount of funds budgeted for and the amount actually spent on inside and outside maintenance of the courthouse and administration building complex.  The proviso was written to address council concerns about the lack of cleaning and maintenance and the consequent health and safety risks.  The county’s ARMS system, while able to track actual expenditures, cannot currently track costs by individual project or cost center and does not currently have the capability to track costs by building or building group.  The executive’s best business practices proposal includes a database system that is capable of tracking in this manner.


� Staff’s preliminary review yields a disconnect between the model and that recommended by PERT.


� The FMD report anticipates that team cleaning should achieve cost savings in the areas of labor, energy, and equipment efficiencies.  Energy consumption savings are anticipated because lights can be turned off on floors that are not being cleaned by the team.  Lower utility bills for the Administration building have been realized, with a rough estimate of $20,000 annual savings.  Equipment and labor savings have not yet been measured.


� It should be noted that although the Yesler building is included in the report, team cleaning has not yet been initiated at that location.  It is scheduled to begin in May of this year.
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