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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:  These Proposed Motions would approve the King County Sheriff’s Office (KCSO) and Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) reports regarding police service levels and the costs of those services to unincorporated King County and contract entities.  The reports are in response to provisos contained in the 2004 Budget Ordinance (No. 14797).

SUMMARY:
Four provisos were included in the adopted 2004 budget which required KCSO and OMB to work together to produce reports containing the following information regarding the Sheriff’s budget and finances:

Regarding the unincorporated areas:
· Identification of each service provided
· Levels of services provided

· The direct and indirect costs of each service

Regarding contracting cities and other entities:

· Levels and uses of regional services

· Levels and uses of local optional services

· Identification of whether or not full cost recovery is met by the contracts
· If full cost recovery is not met, the Sheriff and OMB are to study the viability of revising the contracts or scaling back services
These provisos embargo a total of $150,000 in the Sheriff’s 2004 Budget and $50,000 of the OMB Budget.
In response to the provisos, the KCSO and the OMB have submitted two reports:

· Police Services for Unincorporated King County (Attachment 3 to this staff report)

· Review of Sheriff’s Cost Book and Allocation Methodology (Attachment 7 to this staff report)
BACKGROUND:

The Sheriff has responsibility for four separate budgets.  Below are the 2004 adopted budgets for these four along with the estimated revenues to support them.
Table 1

Sheriff’s 2004 Budget and Estimated Revenues

	Fund
	Appropriations
	Budgeted Full-

Time Equivalents


	Current Expense – Sheriff
	$102,231,659
	951

	CX Overhead/Indirect Costs Applicable to Sheriff

	1,215,921
	-

	Criminal Justice – Sheriff
	2,595,846
	47

	Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS)
	11,901,759
	89

	Drug Enforcement Forfeits
	620,799
	2

	    Totals
	$118,565,984
	1,089

	Sources of Funding
	Estimated Revenues
	% of Total

	City Contracts
	$32,093,881
	27.1%

	Other Contracts
	7,062,701
	6.0%

	AFIS Levy
	12,074,256
	10.2%

	Drug Forfeits
	651,097
	.5%

	Road Levy Diversion
	3,134,015
	2.6%

	Criminal Justice Sales Taxes
	2,595,846
	2.2%

	Other Revenue/Fees
	3,319,588
	2.8%

	    Total Estimated Revenue
	60,931,384
	51.4%

	Current Expense Fund Support
	57,634,600
	48.6%

	    Total Sources of Funding
	$118,565,984
	100.0%


The Sheriff’s Office provides law enforcement services to unincorporated King County and, through contracts, to Metro Transit, King County Airport, King County Housing Authority, some schools, the Muckelshoot tribe, U.S. Forest Service and thirteen cities.  In October of 2001 the council approved Motion 11322 (Attachment 9) authorizing the County Executive to enter into interlocal agreements with the thirteen contract cities. 

The Sheriff provides police services to cities according to the contract provisions with the individual cities for specific levels of service, selection of city police chiefs and officers (from KCSO personnel), and the option of selecting city uniforms and markings for patrol vehicles.  Cities also specify what types of specialized services their residents require (marine unit, for example).
The city contracts were substantially revised in 1995 in an effort by the County to recover the full costs of providing police services.  Since then, the contracts were further refined to take into account the costs of overtime and officer vacancies.  The 2001 contracts were negotiated to include technical changes to provide a better understanding of service delivery, workload demand, and cost issues related to provision of public safety services.  The new contracts also simplify the long-term contract negotiation process and annual cost adjustments,  and clarify the assignment of deputies to cities.  

In 2004 KCSO will provide the cities with services for the following contract amounts.
Table 2

Contract Cities
	City
	Contract Amount


	1. Beaux Arts
	$11,726

	2. Burien
	5,924,391

	3. Carnation 

	309,527

	4. Covington
	1,816,046

	5. Kenmore
	2,116,683

	6. Maple Valley
	1,781,890

	7. Newcastle
	1,080,354

	8. North Bend
	877,455

	9. Sammamish
	3,182,757

	10. SeaTac
	6,137,441

	11. Shoreline
	7,004,951

	12. Skykomish
	20,335

	13. Woodinville
	1,534,701

	Cities Total
	$31,798,257


The County provides services under three contract models: the Shared Supervision Model, the Flexible Services Model, and the City Department Model.

· The Shared Supervision Model has officers specifically selected by and assigned to the city with supervision and support services allocated based on the number of officers dedicated to the city.  Patrol officers are supervised by precinct-based County patrol sergeants and managed by the command staff of that precinct.    This model allows operational flexibility and financial efficiency in supervision and management with a high level of local control and identity.  All deputies wear city uniforms and drive cars with city insignias.  Burien, Carnation, Covington, Kenmore, Maple Valley, Newcastle, Sammamish, SeaTac, and Woodinville use this model.
· The Flexible Services Model has deputies and other precinct command and support personnel provided in proportion to the city’s share of the workload.  Patrol officers are supervised by precinct-based County patrol sergeants and managed by the command staff of that precinct.  This model allows operational flexibility and financial efficiency in supervision and management but with less local control and identity than under the other models.  All deputies wear King County uniforms and drive Sheriff’s vehicles. Kenmore, Skykomish, and Beaux Arts share this model.
· The City Department Model has all precinct level services.  All staff, including supervisors and managers (command staff and sergeants) as well as patrol officers, are assigned exclusively to the city.  All deputies wear city uniforms and drive cars with city insignias.  This model allows for less flexibility and financial efficiency, but the highest level of local control and local identity.  Only the City of Shoreline uses this model.
ANALYSIS:
The requirements of the provisos are largely but not entirely met.  

Proposed Motion 2004-0301 (provisos 13-P5 and 16-P3 regarding the unincorporated areas) – the report:

· Details the services provided to the unincorporated areas
· Details the levels of services provided

· Gives an estimated figure of the direct and indirect costs of each service in the unincorporated area.  Precision on the actual costs is considered impractical by KCSO and OMB due to the inadequacies of the County’s current financial systems and the high labor costs of manual calculations.  Furthermore, the actual costs are determined based on policy decisions of what is and isn’t a valid overhead charge for services such as those from the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO).  Staff discussed with Sheriff Office representatives the advisability of coordinating their cost accounting needs with the on-going efforts to replace the County’s financial systems.  A new financial system may be capable of reproducing the Sheriff’s cost book as opposed to the labor intensive effort that must now be used to prepare this document.
Proposed Motion 2004-0300 (provisos 13-P4 and 16-P2 regarding contracting cities and other entities) - the report:

· Details levels and uses of regional services
· Details levels and uses of local optional services

· Addresses the full cost recovery issue.  Actually, the approach taken by OMB and the Sheriff was not an effort to determine if full cost recovery was being met.  Instead, OMB and the Sheriff used the framework developed in the mid-1990’s in a process involving the Executive, cities, the Sheriff and the Council to determine costs.  OMB was involved in that process.  Changes to the framework would need to involve the Oversight Committee (discussed later in the issues section of this staff report).  There is some question whether or not full cost recovery as recommended by the Budget Advisory Task Force
 is being met or if other potential financial efficiencies such as reverse contracting have been considered.  The Sheriff and OMB are of the opinion that reverse contracting would likely have greater costs than savings.
· Does not address the issue of the Sheriff and OMB considering revising the contracts or scaling back services if full cost recovery is not met.  However, revising contracts and levels of services presents a potential challenge to the County due to the contractual process of termination and renegotiation.  (See Analysis section).  The Sheriff and OMB are not currently considering revising the contracts or scaling back services because they believe full cost recovery is being realized.
Council Motion 11322

In 2001, the Council approved Motion 11322 (Attachment 7) which authorized the County Executive to enter into interlocal agreements with cities relating to law enforcement services.  The motion provided that the interlocal agreements with the cities would be “substantially in the form attached to this motion.”  The interlocal agreement was based in large part on the findings of Public Administration Service in their “Final Report Regional-King County Public Safety Contract Services and Financial Review” that was issued early in 1999.  This report was reviewed at meetings of the Regional Policy Committee and the Law, Justice & Human Services Committee during 1999 and 2000.  OMB and KCSO staff informed Council staff that they considered this motion as being the Council’s approval of policy issues that are embodied in the interlocal agreements with the individual cities.
Section 1.3 of the interlocal agreement provides as follows:

1.3 Administrative Services. Administrative services include legal advisor, planning and statistics, subpoena control, training, weapons permits, accounting, payroll, personnel, labor relations, media relations, fleet control, radio maintenance, purchasing, records, inspections/internal investigations, and other services provided by other County Agencies in support of the KCSO. Such services do not include legal services of the King County Prosecuting Attorney relating to enforcement of municipal criminal and traffic codes or prosecutions arising thereunder.

1.3.1 For purposes of this agreement, administrative services shall be required, except as otherwise noted in Exhibit A, which is incorporated herein by reference.

Section 17 of the interlocal agreement provides for oversight of the agreements by establishing an Oversight Committee.  Section 17.1 provides as follows:
17.1 Oversight Committee. The City and the County agree to establish an Oversight Committee consisting of the chief executive officers, or their designees, of the cities that contract with the County for law enforcement services, the King County Sheriff, one person designated by the County Executive, and one person designated by the chair of the King County Council’s Law, Justice and Human Services Committee, or its successor.

Section 10 of the interlocal agreement provides for the term of the agreement:  “The agreement period shall continue until December 31, 2002, and may be extended until December 31, 2004 by consensus of the Oversight Committee.  After the original or extended agreement period has elapsed, the agreement shall renew automatically from year to year unless negotiations for a new contract are initiated by the Oversight Committee, those negotiations are completed and a new contract is adopted, or unless either party initiates the termination process outlined herein.”
ISSUES:
Renegotiation:

On page 2 of Attachment A to proposed motion 2004-0301 it is noted that the current city contracts date back to January 1, 2001 and have been extended to December 31, 2004.  At that time, the contract will automatically renew unless the Oversight Committee calls for renegotiation of the contracts.  As noted above, the composition of the Oversight Committee consists of a representative from each contract city, a representative of KCSO, a representative of the King County Executive, and a representative designated by the King County Council’s Chair of the Law, Justice & Human Services Committee.  Disputes and amendments to the contracts can be accomplished via quorum vote by the Oversight Committee.  However, with the cities represented by thirteen members and the County represented with three members, the County is at a disadvantage to influence decision making by the Committee.
It appears that, should the County wish to renegotiate any terms of the agreement, such as compensation, such renegotiation could only take place if initiated by the Oversight Committee.  The County is thus left with proposing termination of the contracts as the only way to effectively force negotiation of changes to the agreements absent action by the Oversight Committee.  To terminate an agreement, a written notice of intent must be given, followed forty-five days later by an eighteen month written notice of termination.
Full Cost Recovery:

The Sheriff’s Cost Book is the “costing model” that is used to determine costs that will be charged to the cities for law enforcement services under the interlocal agreements.  In the report “Review of Sheriff’s Cost Book and Allocation Methodology” on page 4 is an explanation of how the costs are developed.  “For 2004 the Sheriff’s adopted budget is $117.4 million.  This amount is then adjust (sic) by subtracting $2.9 million in expenditures not to be allocated to the city contracts, adding $1.7 million in expenditures to be included in the allocation which are not in the Sheriff’s budget representing a portion of the County overhead attributed to the Sheriff’s office and then subtracting $11.9 million in revenues received from grants and other contracts which directly offset the expenditures included in the city contracts.”  (Emphasis provided).
Note that only a portion of County overhead attributed to the Sheriff is included in the Cost Book.  Table 3 provides details of overhead costs that included in city contracts and those that are excluded from city contracts.
Table 3
Overhead Costs from Sheriff’s Cost Book

	Type of Expenditure
	Total Cost
	Amount Included
	Amount Excluded
	
	
Explanation

	General Government
	$1,717,979
	$      0
	$ 1,717,979 
	
	Costs would exist without the contracts:   Executive, Deputy Executive, Executive Administration, Council and Administration, Board of Ethics, and Emergency Services 

	Bus Pass Subsidy
	93,134
	0
	93,134 
	
	An optional benefit not provided to contract city employees

	Budget Services
	335,027
	0
	335,027 
	
	Costs would exist without the contracts

	Countywide Mail Services
	24,779
	0
	24,779 
	
	Costs would exist without the contracts; KCSO has own mail delivery system to precincts that cities pay for in their contracts

	Personnel Services
	612,542
	554,812
	57,730 
	
	Represents a portion of the overhead related to countywide lay off recall and the development of a HR database

	Financial Management
	591,628
	452,379
	139,249 
	
	Represents the LEOFF Disability Board Support 

	Ombudsman & State Auditor
	39,646
	0
	39,646 
	
	Costs would exist without the contracts 

	Records Management
	36,063
	0
	36,063 
	
	KSCO has its own records management system

	Business Relations and Economic Development 
	116,831
	0
	116,831 
	
	Costs would exist without the contracts 

	Building Occupancy
	657,477
	657,477
	
	
	City amount is based on square footage occupied in downtown Seattle buildings and buildings outside Seattle that are applicable to city services.

	   Totals
	$4,225,106
	$1,664,668
	$ 2,560,438 
	
	 


The explanation for excluding many of these costs from the city contracts is that the “costs would exist without the contracts.”  There is some question about the merit of this basis for excluding these costs.
  
The Sheriff’s Office notes that the agencies represented by these costs would exist in their same size and structure independent of a Sheriff’s Office contracting program.  And, these are costs that the cities would not incur if they had their own police department.  For example, each city has their own city council and mayor/manager and the cost of those agencies would not increase simply because a city chooses to have its own police department rather than contracting with King County.  Therefore, including the cost of the County Council and Executive in the contracts would represent a duplication of these types of costs.  The cities also argue that their citizens pay a share of the cost of the Council and Executive through their regional taxes and should not be charged again for these costs.
Staff noted that costs of the Prosecuting Attorney applicable to the Sheriff are also excluded from the city contracts.
Collections:

The Sheriff’s Cost Book can be finalized only after the Council adopts the annual County budget.  The Sheriff’s Office typically completes preparation of the Cost Book by the end of March.  No billings are sent to the cities until the Cost Book is completed.  Therefore, no cash for contract services is received each year until after the end of the first quarter.  Typically, payment in April or May by the cities would be for two or three months of service.  Monthly payments would be received thereafter until the end of the year.  No provision was made in the interlocal agreements for estimated billings for the first quarter of the year until the Cost Book is completed.  At current interest earnings rates, the County is “losing” approximately $170,000 annually by not receiving payments from the cities during the first three months of the year.
Staff noted that the cities generally pay their bills on time.  The interlocal agreements provide that payment shall be made within 30 days after invoicing by the County.
Costs of Law Suits:

Staff noted that the costs of recent settlements of law suits were borne entirely by the County with none of these costs being recovered through the contracts with the cities.  For example, the more than $7 million cost of the recent Covey class action lawsuit settlement was borne entirely by the County.  However, payments made by the Sheriff into the Risk Abatement Fund (budgeted at $2.1 million for 2004 in the Sheriff CX budget) are included in the costs allocated to city contracts.
Support Services:

Under the interlocal agreements, the cities have the option to choose certain services classified by the Sheriff as support services.  Staff analyzed the support services that cities chose for 2004 and compared the charges for these services to the total cost of the services as determined in the “Police Services for Unincorporated King County” report.  The percentage of support services purchased by the cities ranged from a low of zero percent to a high of 47%.  The following table shows the various support services and the percentages of each purchased by the cities for 2004.

Table 4

Optional Support Services Purchased by Cities

	Service
	% Purchased by Cities – 2004
	City Contract Amount
	Total Cost of Service
	Full-Time Equivalents

	Air Support
	0.03%
	$208
	$679,182
	2.50

	Criminal Profiteering Investigative Unit
	0.00%
	0
	1,732,469
	9.00

	Canine Unit
	18.41%
	224,600
	1,219,998
	8.00

	
	
	
	

	Domestic Violence Intervention Unit
	9.02%
	102,974
	1,141,743
	6.00

	Driving While Intoxicated
	1.00%
	8,619
	861,854
	6.00

	Fraud and Computer Forensics Unit
	18.53%
	215,872
	1,164,917
	7.00

	General Traffic
	0.00%
	0
	909,034
	6.00

	Hostage Negotiations
	39.41%
	1,615
	4,098
	0.03

	Major Crimes Detectives
	47.14%
	1,702,281
	3,611,244
	22.00

	Marine Patrol
	4.44%
	49,754
	1,119,563
	7.00

	Major Accident Response & Reconstruction
	21.47%
	185,472
	863,686
	6.00

	Motorcycle Unit
	0.00%
	0
	262,486
	2.00

	
	
	
	

	Tactical Unit (SWAT)
	28.92%
	85,972
	297,318
	1.50

	Precinct Facilities and Maintenance
	32.68%
	218,454
	668,511
	0.00

	   Totals
	19.23%
	$2,795,821
	$14,536,103
	83.03


Any costs of these support services not covered by reimbursement from the cities become a cost to be covered either by the County or by other revenue sources.  Thus, out of $14.5 million of support services available for optional purchase by the cities , only $2.8 million, or just over 19%, was purchased.  The Sheriff’s Office noted that many of these costs are covered by a combination of grants, invoices to cities for these services on a case by case basis, or other contracts (such as with Metro Transit)
.  Of the remaining costs borne by the County, an undetermined amount
 would be applicable to unincorporated services.  This still leaves some amount that is in effect paid for by the County but available “in reserve” should the cities need the service.  Therefore, the program level and cost of these services that are necessary for the unincorporated area of the County is decided not on the basis of need but on the basis of what is left over.  It may be possible to downsize some of these program areas without causing any reduction in service to either the cities or the unincorporated areas.
The Sheriff’s Office points out, however, that personnel assigned on paper to these support services will actually work in other areas if their services are not required for these specific specialty areas.  For example, officers who comprise the Tactical Unit will be busy doing traffic control or some other service until the need arises for a Tactical Unit response.
Finally, staff noted there appears to be some disagreement within the Sheriff’s Office and with the cities as to whether or not all of the services listed are ones that the contract cities should pay for separately.  There may be services that are more regional in nature that the County should provide to all of King County with King County being responsible for all of the costs.


Non-Chargeable Services:
The report “Review of Sheriff’s Cost Book and Allocation Methodology” identifies some forty-seven separate services of the Sheriff’s office.  Each of these is designated as local, regional, or contract (or combinations of the three).  Generally, if a service is identified as regional, the cost of the service is borne by the County through either the Current Expense Fund or through County-wide taxes such as the property tax for the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS) or the Criminal Justice (CJ) sales tax.  Services identified as local are those that are applicable to unincorporated King County and are provided at solely the County’s expense or those that are provided by contract to the cities.  A number of regional services and a number of local services have been identified by the Sheriff as being “non-chargeable,” meaning that these services are provided on a regional basis or to unincorporated King County residents or to a non-city contract agency.  Table 5 below shows the non-chargeable services and the reasons for excluding these services from the city contracts.
Table 5
Non-Chargeable Services
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Non-Chargeable Services
	Regional/ Local Service Designation
	Cost
	Service Description

(an abbreviated version taken from the 2004 proposed Sheriff’s Manual)
	Sworn/Non-Sworn FTEs
	FTEs Cost (Salary, Benefits, Overtime and Special Pay)

	AFIS
	Regional
	$13,060,696
	Automated Fingerprint Identification System - funded through a separate County levy. 
	94.50
	$11,993,008

	KC Airport
	Regional/ contract
	2,270,482
	The King County Airport Police and Aircraft Fire Fighters (ARFF) unit is responsible for primary emergency response at King County International Airport.
	18.00
	1,775,499

	Bomb Disposal
	Regional
	469,071
	The unit is responsible for the removal and disposal of suspected bombs and explosive components.  The unit is also involved in VIP protection and works with federal agencies
	3.47
	355,594

	Child Find
	Regional
	242,838
	The unit specializes in custodial interference and parental kidnapping incidents.
	2.00
	182,436

	Civil Warrants
	Regional
	2,382,450
	This unit carries out the Sheriff’s Office statutory responsibilities to the County Superior Court including serving civil and criminal subpoenas and summonses on victims, witnesses and defendants. 
	22.55
	1,831,367

	Community Policing Specialists
	Local
	610,492
	Community Policing involves deputies, private citizens and social and health service providers working together. Federal grant monies provide funding for 11 deputies who are assigned to unincorporated community storefronts, school districts and high crime areas. 
	5.00
	447,474

	Performance Measures
	Local
	116,289
	A management system which uses data related to the Department’s stated mission and goals to evaluate the effectiveness of the organization’s efforts to fulfill its mission, goals, and related objectives. 
	1.00
	88,192

	Court Protection
	Regional
	3,367,373
	Staff include fully-commissioned deputies in the District Courts and Security Assistant IIs who are limited-commission officers for the Superior Court
	32.50
	2,468,517

	Criminal Warrants
	Regional
	2,240,184
	This unit is the collector and distributor of all criminal warrants filed in King County by District and Superior Courts.
	19.20
	1,558,651

	Dignitary Protection
	Regional
	77,758
	This unit provides security for national and foreign political figures and others who might be the target of an attack.
	0.62
	57,351

	Homicide Unit
	
	464,414
	Investigation of serious crimes against persons, including homicides, suspicious deaths, serious assaults.
	3.50
	326,955

	Homeland Security
	Regional
	1, 360,873
	Anti-terrorism protection, preparedness, and response.
	10.99
	1,004,756

	Violent Crimes Review Team
	Regional
	508,928
	This unit is responsible for the follow-up investigation of serious crimes against persons
	4.00
	390,999

	HUD – Contracts
	Contract
	122,099
	King County Housing Authority contracts with the Sheriff to provide deputies to operate community policing storefront operations. 
	1.00
	89,494

	LEOFF I Medical
	Regional
	1,737 ,026
	The Washington Law Enforcement Officers’ and Firefighters’ Retirement System Act (LEOFF I) provides that reasonable charges for medical services shall be paid by prior employer. 
	2.20
	146,385

	Metro Security
	Contract
	3,751 ,474
	The Metro Transit Police Section provides management, supervision, and policing services to King County Metro. 
	34.00
	2,985,459

	Search and Rescue
	Regional
	674,186
	The Sheriff’s Office is responsible under Sate Law to provide search and rescue services within King County. 
	3.98
	476,405

	Sexual Predator
	Regional
	593,299
	Since passage of the Community Protection Act of 1990, all convicted felony sex offenders, meeting specific criteria, must register with the Sheriff of the county in which they reside.
	6.00
	457,283

	Sheriff's Office
	Regional
	932,842
	The Sheriff’s Office administration provides overall direction and establishes policies for the Sheriff’s Office.  The Media Relations Officer, Manual Revision Unit and Internal Investigations Unit report directly to the Sheriff. 
	6.00
	694,483

	STEP/Roads Unit
	Local
	1,129,124
	Traffic Control
	9.05
	838,551

	Totals
	
	$36,111,898
	
	279.56
	$28,168,859


Classifying services as non-chargeable is to a great extent a policy choice.  AFIS as an example is paid for entirely with a voter-approved County-wide property tax levy.  Cities benefit from this service without paying for it through the interlocal agreements because AFIS has a dedicated funding source.  The inclusion of some other services as non-chargeable is not as clear-cut.  For example, Sheriff’s office administration is classified as non-chargeable but it may be appropriate to include these costs in a plan of full cost recovery.
NEXT STEPS:

Council staff are continuing with the analysis of the reports.  Based on that additional analysis, the reasonableness of the Council’s approval of the motions will be determined.  Thus, staff believes this legislation is not yet ready for action.






ATTACHMENTS:
1. 
2. Proposed Motion 2004-0300

3. Attachment A to Proposed Motion 2004-0300

4. Executive’s Transmittal Letter dated June 15, 2004

5. 
6. Proposed Motion 2004-0301

7. Attachment A to Proposed Motion 2004-0301

8. Executive’s Transmittal Letter dated June 15, 2004

9. Adopted Motion 11322 dated October 15, 2001
INVITED:
Steve Call, Director, Office of Management and Budget

Terri Flaherty, Senior Policy Analyst, Office of Management and Budget
Susan Rahr, Chief of Public Safety, Sheriff’s Office
Rebecca Cady-Connolly, Communications Specialist, Sheriff’s Office

Jason King, Project Program Manager, Sheriff’s Office
� Approximately 250 FTE’s are contracted to cities.


� This represents costs included by the Sheriff in overhead in determining contract amounts for cities and other agencies.  These costs are not included in the Sheriff’s budget nor does this amount include all CX overhead/indirect costs applicable to the Sheriff but only those amounts recovered through contracts.


� Contracts with cities are adjusted for changes during the year.  The amounts shown are as of July 6, 2004 and differ slightly from the estimated amount in the adopted 2004 budget.


� Carnation is terminating its contract with KCSO for services effective in September 30, 2004 in order to reduce their costs.  Carnation will be contracting after that date with the City of Duvall.








� On page 33 of the “Report of the King County General Government Budget Advisory Task Force to County Executive Ron Sims” the BATF made this recommendation:  “Secure full cost recovery on all contracts.  This should include not only overhead and operating, but capital costs as well. . . . It is illogical to undertake a major effort to annex areas in order to eliminate the subsidy of County local urban unincorporated area services – only to then continue to subsidize cities through contracts.” 


� Many overhead costs in all types of business or government endeavors are fixed in terms of their amount.  This means that the particular cost element does not vary if the activity level of the entity varies, but remains relatively the same i.e. fixed.  As an example, the costs of the Budget Office may not vary much at all strictly because of the Sheriff’s law enforcement contracts.  However, the Budget Office exists to prepare the annual County budget, including the budget for KCSO.  To exclude the cost of the Budget Office from the Cost Book is tantamount to saying that the Budget Office does not provide budget services to the KCSO.  The costs of the Budget Office are allocated to other County operations such as the Road Fund on the basis that budget services are provided that benefit the Road Fund.  Were the Budget Office not a centralized function, there would undoubtedly be costs incurred directly within the Sheriff’s budget for annual budget preparation and monitoring efforts.





� Staff requested a detail of these revenues but this information was not provided in time to be included in this staff report.


� The Sheriff and Budget Office did not attempt to calculate the cost of a theoretical program that would serve only unincorporated King County as if the regional and city contract efforts did not exist.  The cost of services to unincorporated King County cited in the report ($42.2 million) is arrived at as the remainder of costs after deducting the costs of regional services and services to contract agencies.
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