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Metropolitan King County Council
Budget & Fiscal Management Committee 
2012 Budget
BUDGET RECONCILIATION



	Analyst:
	Kendall Moore



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME - REAL ESTATE SERVICES 

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$3,667,229
	$3,798,707
	4%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	26.0
	23.0
	-12.5%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Estimated Revenues
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund 



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – THE EFFECT OF THE ANTICIPATED REDUCTION OF ROAD SERVICES DIVISION (RSD) WORK IN THE OUT YEARS 

The Roads Services Division (RSD) is the custodian of approximately 256 properties. Currently 86 properties of various sizes and types have been surplussed by RSD.  Real Estate Services (RES) is currently working with RSD on liquidating 40 of these surplussed properties.  RSD expects that most of these 40 properties will be out of County ownership by the end of 2012.  RSD also expects to enter into a facilities master planning process (FMP) in 2012 that will assess the potential viability of liquidating the other 46 surplussed properties.  The FMP will also assess the remaining assets under Roads control for the potential of liquidating other properties that are no longer necessary to carry out the revised mission of RSD, envisioned in the adopted Strategic Plan for Road Services (SPRS).  RSD staff expect that RES services through 2013 will remain at the status quo level.  However from 2014 moving forward, there will be little real estate transaction work being generated from RSD. 

RSD has been shifting its focus for several years to prioritize maintenance of existing assets rather than building new roads and facilities. This shift has a direct correlation to the services it will require from RES in the future. In order to ensure that RES and Roads were planning for this change, the Council included the following proviso in the 2011 adopted budget:

This proviso requires the manager of the facilities management division to report on the projected annual revenue, workload and staffing needs of the real estate services section in 2011 and through 2015.  The report shall be prepared with input from the manager of the roads services division to ensure that the impacts of the enacted 2011 mid biennial budget supplemental appropriation ordinance are accurately reflected in the real estate services projections.  The roads services division has transmitted for council consideration a roads strategic plan and staffing plan, which shall also be reflected in the projections.

	The manager of the facilities management division shall meet with council staff to develop a template for reporting the projections that includes, but is not limited to:  
	(1) 2011 revenue projections that identify revenues by appropriation section number, low org unit, account number, and account title; 
	(2) staffing projections that identify staff by group, which are administration, acquisitions, permits and leasing, by position title, by salary, by benefits and by percentage billed to non-general fund sources; and 
	(3) workload projections that identify activities sorted by group except that the administration group shall be sorted by position, and for each activity identify frequency, hours of staff time, billable hours if applicable, non-general fund revenue and general fund revenue.
	The executive must transmit to the council the report, template and motion required by this proviso by March 18, 2011, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the budget and fiscal management committee or its successor.

RES submitted a report responsive to the proviso, providing information on its workload that considered its work for Roads. However, while the report's narrative acknowledged the anticipated reduction in Roads work, the report did not specifically discuss or identify the impact from the anticipated reduction in Roads work from 2012 through 2015.

As shown in the chart below, 25 percent of RES' operating costs in 2011 were backed by anticipated revenues from Roads.  However, in future years, RES simply reduces the assumed revenue from Roads by $180,000 in years 2012 through 2015 without providing information that supports this level of reduction.
RES Revenue Details
Facilities Management Division Section 27 Proviso Response
	Appro - Year priation #
	Low Account
Org	#	Account Title
	2011
Adopted
Revenue
	Contribute
to RES
Operating
Costs
	2012
Estimated
Revenue
	2013
Estimated
Re venue
	2014
Estimated
Revenue
	2015
Estimated
Revenue

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	34187	COSTS-REAL PROP SALES
	45,000
	1.4%
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	34192	PROP MGMT SERVICES
	22,500
	0.7%
	130,000
	130,000
	130,000
	130,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	34919	OTHER GENERAL GOVT SRVCS
	12,000
	0.4%
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	44942	OTH GEN GOVT-HUMAN SVCS
	5,000
	0.2%
	5,000
	5,000
	5,000
	5,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	44968	LEASING SUPPORT SERVICES
	18,500
	0.6%
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	48124	OTH GEN GOVT-RIVER IMP
	35,000
	1.1%
	90,000
	90,000
	90,000
	90,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	48128	OTH GEN GOVT-ROAD CONSTR
	820,000
	25.0%
	640,000
	640,000
	640,000
	640,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	48129	OTH GEN GOVT-SW CIP
	57,500
	1.8%
	60,000
	55,000
	55,000
	55,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	48138	OTHER GEN GOVT-DDES
	2500
	0.1%
	3,000
	4,000
	5,000
	6,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	48177	OTH GEN GOV - DCFM
	3,500
	0.1%
	4,000
	4,000
	4,000
	4,000

	2011
	0440.1520
	1520	48178	OTH GEN GOV-WATER QUALIT
	7,500
	0.2%
	5,000
	5,000
	5,000
	5,000

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	32192	FRANCHISE FEES
	30,000
	0.9%
	10,000
	12,500
	17,500
	12500

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	32193	WEIGHT/HOUSE MOVING FEES
	52,300
	1.6%
	52,300
	58,100
	58,100
	58,100

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	32194	R/W CONSTRUCTION PERMITS
	600,000
	18.3%
	540,500
	565,100
	565,100
	565,100

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	32196	SPECIAL USE PERMIT
	78,000
	2.4%
	121,000
	111,200
	104,400
	104,400

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	34582	OTHER LAND USE FEES
	10,000
	0.0%
	
	
	
	

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	36291	PROPERTY EASEMENTS
	15,000
	0.0%
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000

	2011
	0440.1527
	1527	46203	TELECOM LAND USE FEES
	360,000
	0.0%
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	34187	COSTS-REAL PROP SALES
	163,000
	5.0%
	150,000
	185,000
	165,000
	210,000

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	34919	OTHER GENERAL GOVT SRVCS
	250,000
	7.6%
	258,750
	267,806
	277,179
	286,881

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	36250	EXT L-T SPACE/FAC RENT
	10,189,614
	0.0%
	10,495302
	10,810,161
	11,134,466
	11,468500

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	36258	WIRELESS ANTENNA SITE RNT
	318,270
	0.0%
	334,184
	350,893
	368,437
	386,859

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	36280	CONCESSION PROCEEDS
	9,637
	0.3%
	10,000
	11,000
	11,000
	11500

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	44120	WIRELESS MANAGEMENT FEES
	120,657
	3.7%
	126,690
	133,024
	139,676
	146,659

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	48101	CS-PROP MGMT-AIRPORT OP
	60,000
	1.8%
	60,000
	70,000
	70,000
	75,000

	2011
	0440.1528
	1528	48129	OTH GEN GOVT-SW CIP
	76,767
	2.3%
	78,686
	80,653
	82,670
	84,736

	
	
	Revenue Appropriation Total
	13,362,245
	75.3%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less: Non RES Revenues
	(10,892,884)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Revised Total
	2,469,361
	75.3%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	CX Subsidy
	809,412
	24.7%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Total
	3,278,773
	100.0%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	RES Expenditure Appropriation Total
	3,667,229
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less: CIP Financial Advisor - Charged to CIP
	(153,646)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less: 90% of PPM III - Charged to CX Overhead Plan
	(112,847)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less: Communications Manager - Reimbursed from
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	other sources
	(121,963)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Revised RES Appropriation Total
	3,278,773
	
	
	
	



In the report, RES states that to backfill this loss of Roads revenue, it plans to increase its participation in other activities such as assisting with major real estate projects (such as the now defunct sale of Summit Pit, a Roads asset), providing contract services to other jurisdictions, and providing annexation support work.  

However, these activities may not have the potential to sustain RES in the long term:

(1)  The number of Roads assets to be liquidated is finite and according to Roads should be completed by the end of 2013.

(2)  No large, complex sale transactions (such as Summit Pit or North Lot) are expected at this time.  

(3)  Marketing its acquisition services to other jurisdictions is an untested strategy at this time and could avoid right-sizing the agency to fit the County's evolving needs. This approach could lead to overstaffing and ultimately would be a budgetary and policy decision for the Council.

(4)  In the short term there are only two potential annexations: Burien's annexation of North Highline and Renton's annexation of West Hill. These should be completed no later than the first quarter of 2013.  

With the adoption of SPRS, which fundamentally redirects Roads’ mission, RES needs more fully analyze its projected body of work from Roads, which is its current largest single customer. This review should focus on the expected workload generated specifically by Roads.  Determining what other sources of revenue that may fill that shortfall should be explored, but the response needs to demonstrate that these additional revenue sources are likely to materialize and are not simply speculative.  

Because this review is across departments and is specifically related to strategic planning and performance, participation by the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget and Roads should also be required.  

Option 1: Direct staff to develop a proviso that requires the Executive to report on the specific loss of revenue and body of work attributable to the restructuring of Roads. This report should include: 

· Projections of revenue from Roads for years 2012 through 2017 (RSD's six year CIP planning period); 
· A description of the specific types of work anticipated in each year for Roads and the RES group performing the work and the estimated number of FTEs to perform the work for each year; 
· A six year overview analysis of the number of FTEs necessary for each section, based on reduced activities for and revenue from Roads; and  
· A detailed description of all projects anticipated by year, including the number of projects, type of project, project name if known, user/customer and anticipated revenue that RES asserts could sustain the agency at its proposed FTE level for each year.  

Option 2: Direct staff to conduct further analysis to ensure that the Real Estate Services budget is consistent with any Council changes to the Roads budget. 


Option 3: Option 1 and Option 2. Staff will include a proviso while continuing to monitor this budget for any changes made to the RSD budget.


 

	Analyst:
	John Resha
Paul Carlson




DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME-ROAD SERVICES DIVISION  

BUDGET TABLE

	BIENNIUM BUDGET – Table does not include changes adopted via mid-biennium ordinances
	2010-2011
Adopted
	2012-2013
Proposed
	% Change 2012-13 v. 2010-11

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: Administration
	$53,280,028
	$50,370,521
	-5.5%

	          FTE:
	43
	48
	11.6%

	     Section: Engineering Services
	$11,736,343
	$13,218,829
	12.6%

	          FTE: 
	147
	125
	-15%

	     Section: Maintenance
	$84,056,776
	$67,069,106
	-20.2%

	          FTE: 
	295.85
	240.25
	-18.8%

	     Section: Traffic Engineering
	$25,645,577
	$24,369,300
	-5%

	          FTE: 
	84.1
	70.5
	-16.2%

	     Section:  CIP
	$4,667,564
	0
	-100%

	          FTE:
	18.6
	0
	-100%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$179,386,288
	$155,027,751
	-13.6%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	588.55
	483.75
	-17.8%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	9.75
	3.45
	-64.6%

	
	
	
	

	Roads Construction Transfer
	$72,397,784
	$59,396,833
	-18 %

	Stormwater Decant Program
	$1,236,737
	$724,719
	-41.4%

	Roads CIP
	$246,818,243
	$91,759,000
	-62.8%

	Estimated Revenues
	$255,554,511
	$213,534,463
	-16.3%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Road levy, share of state gas tax receipts, reimbursable fees for services, grants, mitigation payments



ISSUES

Previous staff reports focused on two major issues for the Road Services Division (RSD):  (1) concerns about revenue projections that do not align with estimates by the Office of Economic and Financial Analysis (OEFA) and (2) a detailed analysis of the proposed staff reorganization.  The Panel directed staff to work with PSB and RSD on both issues.

With respect to revenue, the panel’s direction was to ensure that revenue projections be consistent with the OEFA estimates and annexation assumptions.  Staff is working with PSB to address this technical issue, with an emphasis on including the potential annexations by Burien and Renton and their financial impact in the 2012-2013 biennium. 

The panel directed staff to continue analysis and refinement of the span of control issue in the RSD proposed budget.  As a result of this work, potential opportunities for further consolidation of the RSD organization should also be explored. The panel also recognized the concern of the shifting balance among management, administrative, and operations staff as this agency moves from constructing large capital projects and moves closer to its role as exclusively a rural road maintenance organization.  Staff is working with the Department of Transportation Director’s Office, PSB and RSD on this issue.

As the impacts of these two issues will affect all parts of the RSD operating and capital budgets, staff plans to factor in these impacts once threshold decisions about revenue and staff organization are made by Councilmembers.

Later in this week’s presentations, motions concerning RSD financial policies and implementation of the Strategic Plan for Road Services will intersect with these budget decisions and could influence the decisions made with respect to the RSD budget.  As such, staff is taking a global approach to all of these elements to craft options that will have the result of comprehensively implementing the Council's policy directions.  


	Analyst:
	Mike Reed
Mike Huddleston



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME SOLID WASTE - OPERATING

BUDGET TABLE


	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: Solid Waste Services
	$29,180,168
	$33,788,649
	15.8%

	          FTE:
	54.8
	47.8
	-12.8

	     Section: Recycling/Env. Serv.
	$8,525,770
	$8,902,170
	4.4%

	          FTE: 
	23.75
	23.75
	0%

	     Section: Engineering
	$5,457,809
	$5,081,364
	-6.9%

	          FTE: 
	35.7
	35.7
	0%

	     Section: Operations
	$47,706,667
	$48,959,578
	2.6%

	          FTE: 
	274.32
	262.3
	-4.4%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$90,870,414
	$96,731,761
	6.5%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	388.57
	369.55
	-4.9%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	
	
	

	Estimated Revenues
	$83,561,177
	$94,790,888
	13.4%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Waste Disposal Fees



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – RENTON TRANSFER STATION PROPOSED CHANGE IN HOURS

The Executive's proposed budget assumes a reduction of the Renton Transfer Station operating hours, which are currently 7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m. Monday-Friday, and 8:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Saturday/Sunday.  The new hours would be 7:30 a.m.-3 p.m. Monday-Friday, and closed on weekends.  This proposed action would reduce expenditures by $278,652 and result in eliminating 3 FTEs.   

At the second and third meetings of the Physical Environment Panel, staff reported on concerns raised by City of Renton officials regarding the proposed reduction in service hours at the Renton Transfer Station.  The City's Public Works Director advised the County of its opposition to the proposed service hours reduction in a letter distributed to members. 

Since last week’s panel meeting, Executive Staff have recommended a revised approach towards this matter.  In light of these concerns, the Solid Waste Division now proposes conducting a system-wide review of utilization patterns and trends at transfer stations in the regional network in order to identify appropriate opportunities for reductions in service hours.  Pending completion of this review, operations at the Renton Transfer Station would not change.  

The Physical Environment Panel directed staff to draft a proviso requiring this study and also determine how the Solid Waste budget would need to be adjusted to maintain the status quo of hours of operations pending completion of the review process. 

In response to staff's inquiry, Executive staff reported that to keep operations at the Renton Transfer Station the same for at least the six month period needed to complete the review and implement any changes would cost $150,000.  Executive staff and Council staff have confirmed there is sufficient fund balance to support this expenditure.    

Staff have prepared the following options: 

Option 1:  Direct staff to increase Solid Waste's operating budget by $150,000 to be used to keep Renton Transfer Station's operating hours at their current levels through June 2012.  

Option 2:  Approve the budget as proposed.  



	Analyst:
	Wendy Soo Hoo



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME – CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY/4CULTURE

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$9,996,530
	$13,030,396
	30.3%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	NA
	NA
	

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	NA
	NA
	

	Estimated Revenues
	
	
	

	Major Revenue Sources
	Hotel/Motel Tax, 1% for Art



ISSUE 1 – DIVERSITY AND GEOGRAPHIC EQUITY IN ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

Last week, the panel directed staff to draft proviso language to ensure that (1) outreach occurs in areas of King County that do not have local city arts commissions and (2) workshops on 4Culture application processes take place throughout King County.

Staff has drafted the language below to address the first issue and requests feedback from the committee. (Note: This language has not yet been through the legal and quality assurance review and is subject to change.):

Of this appropriation, $75,000 may not be expended or encumbered until 4Culture transmits and the council adopts a motion that references the proviso's ordinance, section and number and states that the executive has responded to the proviso. This proviso requires the 4Culture to certify to the council that it has conducted outreach to unincorporated areas and cities in King County that are not represented by a city arts commission. Along with the certification, the 4Culture shall prepare a report that identifies the areas where outreach was conducted and what outreach activities were conducted, and provide documentation of the outreach efforts.
	
4Culture must transmit the motion, certification and report required to be submitted by this proviso by September 1, 2012, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the government accountability and oversight committee or its successor.

With regard to the issue on workshops conducted outside its office in downtown Seattle, 4Culture indicated that it currently holds 60- to 90-minute workshops all throughout King County. A sampling of the workshops is summarized in below:

4Culture 2011 Workshops
	4Culture Award Program
	2011 Workshop Locations

	2011 Landmark Challenge Grants

Arts, Heritage & Preservation Workshops
	· Auburn City Hall - SOCO Culture (January 12th)
· Issaquah Library (January 19th) 
· Des Moines Library (January 26th)
· Richmond Beach Library (February 9th)
· Redmond Regional Library (February 16th)

	Cultural Facilities Workshops
	· Lake Forest Park Commons (March 9th)
· Redmond Regional Library (March 16th)
· Renton Library (March 23rd) 
· Tukwila Heritage Center (August 17th)
· EMP (August 24th)
· Studio East (August 31st)
· Shoreline Historical Museum (September 7th)



In addition to the workshops, 4Culture staff regularly attends Eastside Arts Coalition and South County Cultural Coalition meetings, at which they provide information on application processes.

As noted above, during Week 2, the Physical Environment Panel directed staff to prepare a proviso requiring that workshops be conducted regularly around King County. Again, staff requests feedback on the draft proviso language below. (Note: This language has not yet been through the legal and quality assurance review and is subject to technical changes.):

Of this appropriation, $75,000 may not be expended or encumbered until 4Culture transmits and the council adopts a motion that references the proviso's ordinance, section and number and states that 4Culture has responded to the proviso. This proviso requires 4Culture to certify to the council that it has conducted workshops and plans to conduct workshops on at least a quarterly basis in multiple locations outside of downtown Seattle. Along with the certification, 4Culture shall prepare a report that identifies the locations where workshops have been held outside of downtown Seattle in 2012, a summary of attendance at each workshop, and any additional workshops planned through December 31, 2012. 
	
4Culture must transmit the motion, certification and report required to be submitted by this proviso by September 15, 2012, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the government accountability and oversight committee or its successor.

Option 1:	Approve provisos as drafted (subject to additional changes as a result of quality assurance and legal review).

Option 2:	Direct staff to modify the provisos.

In addition to directing staff to draft the provisos discussed above, the Physical Environment Panel also requested information on the allocation of 4Culture funding for the last several years. Specifically, the panel expressed interest in the geographic distribution of funds, as well as how funds were allocated to support ethnic and cultural diversity.

Because of I-200, 4Culture does not require applicants to provide information about ethnic diversity, so 4Culture could not provide any data showing the specific allocations to projects supporting ethnic and cultural diversity. However, 4Culture conducts outreach with a number of agencies that can help it comply with the County’s equity and social justice goals, including, but not limited to:
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· Center for Children and Youth Justice
· South Park Neighborhood Association
· The Avanza Project
· Seattle Office of Civil Rights
· Association of American Cultures
· King County Veterans Affairs Program
· King County Juvenile Detention
· Korean American Historical Society
· Langston Hughes Cultural Arts Center
· Vedic Cultural Center
· White Center Community Development Association 
· King County Library System
· American Jewish Committee
· Arab Center of Washington
· Brazil Center & Show Brazil
· Burien Artists with Disabilities
· El Centro de La Raza
· Eastside Nihon Matsuri Association
· Gay City Health Project
· Te Fare O Tamatoa
· East African Arts & Culture
· La Sala



30


To respond to Council questions about the geographic distribution of funding, staff analyzed three years of funding awards. A summary is shown in the table below.

4Culture Funding Allocations by District, 2008-2010
	Council District
	Year
	 Total 

	1
	2008
	 $                  327,300 

	 
	2009
	 $                  190,425 

	 
	2010
	 $                  269,467 

	District 1 Total
	 
	 $                  787,192 

	2
	2008
	 $                  928,844 

	 
	2009
	 $                  499,537 

	 
	2010
	 $                  778,694 

	District 2 Total
	 
	 $               2,207,075 

	3
	2008
	 $                  366,985 

	 
	2009
	 $                  280,649 

	 
	2010
	 $                  294,953 

	District 3 Total
	 
	 $                  942,587 

	4
	2008
	 $               1,798,849 

	 
	2009
	 $               1,089,749 

	 
	2010
	 $               1,440,555 

	District 4 Total
	 
	 $               4,329,153 

	5
	2008
	 $                  236,609 

	 
	2009
	 $                  139,476 

	 
	2010
	 $                  140,465 

	District 5 Total
	 
	 $                  516,550 

	6
	2008
	 $                  314,750 

	 
	2009
	 $                  177,032 

	 
	2010
	 $                  274,575 

	District 6 Total
	 
	 $                  766,357 

	7
	2008
	 $                  200,800 

	 
	2009
	 $                  186,340 

	 
	2010
	 $                  155,409 

	District 7 Total
	 
	 $                  542,549 

	8
	2008
	 $                  513,616 

	 
	2009
	 $                  305,318 

	 
	2010
	 $                  408,925 

	District 8 Total
	 
	 $               1,227,859 

	9
	2008
	 $                  252,333 

	 
	2009
	 $                    44,300 

	 
	2010
	 $                  136,350 

	District 9 Total
	 
	 $                  432,983 

	Grand Total 2008-2010
	 
	 $             11,752,305 



As noted above, the allocations reflect where artists or institutions receiving awards are located rather than where art was ultimately installed or performed. All awards require that artists provide a “public benefit” – specifically, a public performance or art installation. 4Culture indicated that it directs artists to locations outside of Seattle for installations and performances. Therefore, according to 4Culture, while the allocations appear to heavily favor Seattle, many of the final installations and performances occurred elsewhere in the County. While 4Culture does not currently track where all of the installations and performances occur, the 4Culture Director indicated it could do so in the future. 

Option 1:	Direct staff to conduct further analysis. 

Option 2:	Close this issue.

Finally, the Physical Environment Panel directed staff to determine whether 4Culture could include information on its website showing the geographic distribution of 4Culture’s investments. As noted above, while 4Culture currently has information on funding allocations by district, it does not reflect where art was installed or performed. From a technical standpoint, the funding allocation information could be included on the website. However, the Director indicated that the website is a resource for people to find information about cultural opportunities and funding allocation information would not be relevant to most people who use 4Culture’s website.

Option 1:	Direct staff to conduct further analysis. 

Option 2:	Close this issue.
[bookmark: _GoBack]


	Analyst:
	David Layton



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME - PARKS CIP

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$18,657,719
	$17,042,076
	-8.65%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Expansion Levy, REET 1, REET 2.



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – EAST LAKE SAMMAMISH AS A HIGH RISK PROJECT 

The East Lake Sammamish Trail Project was added to the list of High Risk projects in the Fall of 2010, and as such it is subject to the constraints of Ordinance 16764.[footnoteRef:1]  Pursuant to that legislation, High Risk projects are to receive appropriations tied to what phase the project is in.  Council staff raised a compliance concern during the Physical Environment Panel review because the Executive's proposed budget included multiple phase appropriations for this project. [1:  The High Risk Capital Projects Ordinance.] 


Multi-phase appropriation requests for High Risk projects are allowed under the High Risk Project Ordinance when the Executive submits supporting data explaining the cost and schedule factors necessitating appropriation for more than one phase.  It was noted in the Physical Environment Week Two Panel meeting that the supporting documentation for this project would be transmitted on October 20, 2011.  This documentation is required in order for the project to be in compliance with the ordinance.

The documentation was transmitted to Council staff on October 20, 2011 and a meeting with Executive staff was held to review the completeness of the documentation and to confirm if the project is in compliance.  A final version of the Executive’s transmittal will be filed with the clerk of the Council for distribution to the Council shortly.

Compliance with (High Risk) Ordinance 16764 -  The necessity for multiple phases appropriations for the East Lake Sammamish Lake Trail Project is based on the fact that this project has seven segments and each segment is its own "mini" project with its distinct preliminary design, design, implementation and close out phases.  Each segment is put out for construction bids separately.   Funding limitations dictate that appropriation requests be spread out over a ten year period.  As such, segments are in various design and construction phases, which are staggered to meet the funding schedule.[footnoteRef:2]  This in turn dictates the need for multiple phase appropriation requests.   [2:  Permitting and environmental uncertainties also impact scheduling and require the Parks Division to be flexible with the timing of bidding and construction decisions.] 


The supporting documentation reviewed by Council staff prior to its official transmittal confirms that the East Lake Sammamish Trail Project is in full compliance with the requirements of the High Risk Ordinance.

The supporting documentation is a substantive 21-page document that addresses all of the required submittal data in the High Risk Capital Projects Ordinance (16764) subsections F through H and Section 4.  

Staff analysis of the supporting documentation included a meeting with Executive staff to address questions and requests for clarifications and to review each of the items listed in the ordinance of items.  Executive staff responded with additional information and further clarifications.  Staff has completed its analysis and concurs with Executive staff that the project is in compliance with the ordinance.

Option 1:  Adopt the East Lake Sammamish Trail Project as proposed.

Option 2:  Leave this issue open until the Executive formally transmits the documentation supporting the multi-phase appropriation for the East Lake Sammamish Trail Project in compliance with the High Risk Capital Projects Ordinance. 



	Analyst:
	Beth Mountsier & Clif Curry



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME - WASTEWATER TREATMENT DIVISION – OPERATING (4610)

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: WTD Administration
	$33,836,000
	$33,643,060
	-5.6%

	          FTE:
	58
	49
	-15.5%

	     Section: WTD Operations
	64,277,000
	67,690,653
	5.3%

	          FTE: 
	312
	310
	-1%

	     Section: WTD Environmental &
                   Community Services
	11,660,000
	13,134,783
	12.6%

	          FTE: 
	62.5
	65
	4%

	     Section: WTD CIP Planning & 
                   Delivery
	1,271,000
	2,104,085
	6.5%

	          FTE: 
	141.7
	154.7
	9.2%

	     Section   Brightwater (CIP)
	96,000
	47,622
	-50%

	          FTE:
	21
	7
	-66%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	111,115,816
	116,620,203
	4.9%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	594.7
	585.7
	-1.5%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	20.43
	8.75
	-57.2%

	Estimated Revenues
	342,095,303
	379,127,263
	11%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Customer Charges; Investment Income; Capacity Charge; Rate Stabilization reserves; Other Income



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – WATER QUALITY MONITORING   

As noted in previous staff reports, WTD contributions to water quality monitoring has changed over the last several years including  decreases in some monitoring activities as a costs savings measure for the overall operating budget for the Wastewater Treatment Division.  Councilmembers and several other jurisdictions have raised concerns regarding the loss of this water quality data.  WTD leadership had approached other jurisdictions regarding potential cost-sharing to continue collection of this data, but no commitments were secured in 2010 or 2011.   

Council staff is still working with Executive staff to clarify the operating and capital budget changes since 2009 and the actual monitoring activities that have been reduced and added in lakes, rivers, streams and Puget Sound.  Some monitoring activities now seem to have been picked up through SWM fee revenues and capital projects.   At the direction of the Physical Environment Panel, staff is still analyzing the costs and offsets to potentially restore some or all water quality monitoring activities that are below 2009 levels.

ISSUE 2 - WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS FUNDING  

A recent trial court ruling upheld the use of sewer rate revenues for water quality improvement projects as legally appropriate.  Additionally, the Regional Wastewater Services Plan policy calls for up to 1.5% of WTD’s operating budget to be expended on water quality improvement projects.  This raises the policy question whether, at this juncture, it is now appropriate to reinstitute sewer rate funding for water quality projects.  Doing so is not without risk.  Since the trial court's decision is on appeal, if it were overturned by an appellate court, it is possible that County could be exposed to the risk of being required to reimburse the Water Quality Fund from the General Fund the amount of rate revenues newly spent on water quality projects, in addition to prior expenditures and prejudgment interest.  Therefore, the policy choice is whether to begin spending sewer revenues for water quality purposes again pending the outcome of the appeal process. 
 
Council staff has identified potential capital projects that could be delayed until 2013 (see below) if the Council directs some percentage of the WTD operating budget be invested in water quality improvement projects.  Alternatively, with Council direction, staff could analyze the operating budget for funding sources.  

Option 1:  Approve as proposed, no investment in Water Quality Improvement Projects. 

Option 2: Direct staff to continue analysis regarding funding Water Quality Improvement Projects, looking at both the capital and operating budget sources.   


	Analyst:
	Beth Mountsier & Clif Curry



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME - WASTEWATER TREATMENT DIVISION – CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BUDGET (4610)

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation
	$231,755,571
	$211,932,145
	-8.6%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Parity bonds; Variable Debt Bonds; Grants & Loans; Transfers from Operating Fund; Capacity Charge Revenues



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – REINSTATEMENT OF EIGHT CAPITAL PROJECTS

As noted in previous staff reports, the proposed WTD CIP budget includes eight capital projects that have been slated for postponement through 2012.  The Executive proposes to reinstate them in the 2012 budget with the following appropriations:  

· One project: Fremont Siphon ($2 million expenditure in 2012, total project costs $47 million), 
· Two projects: West Point Solids and Liquids Control System Replacement ($5.6 million expenditure in 2012, total costs $27.5 million), 
· One project: North Creek Interceptor ($2.9 million expenditure in 2012, total project cost $65.8 million); and 
· One project: Sunset/Heathfield Pump Station Replacement and Forcemain Upgrade ($1.5 million expenditure in 2012, six-year CIP costs $81.3 million)
· Three projects: South Treatment Plant to assess and refurbish or replace various pumps (3.2 million expenditure in 2012, six-year CIP $21.8 million)
 
Council staff requested the Executive staff to prioritize the project for re-instatement.  The table below is the hierarchy preferred by the Executive:  


	Priority
	Proj. No.
	Project Title
	Brief Project Scope
	2011
expenditure
	2012
expenditure 
	2013 – 2018
expenditure 
	2012
appropriation 

	1
	423639
	Fremont Siphon
	Replace 100 year old cast iron siphon in an enclosed in a utility tunnel that passes under the Lake Washington Ship Canal.
	$1,957,199 
	$2,018,437 
	$42,747,393 
	$4,427,324 

	2
	2012-002
	West Point Solids Control System Replacement
	Replacement of obsolete Forney and S3 control systems in the WP Solids processing system that are unreliable and costly to maintain.
	$0 
	$2,651,785 
	$12,025,428
	$8,679,548 

	3
	2012-003
	West Point Liquids Control System Replacement
	Replacement of obsolete Forney and S3 control systems in the WP Liquids processing system that are unreliable and costly to maintain.
	$0 
	$3,062,398 
	$15,013,587
	$11,679,339 

	4
	2012-001
	North Creek Interceptor
	Replace 14,400 linear feet of the existing North Creek Interceptor (NCI) serving Snohomish County to increase capacity to accommodate planned growth.
	$0 
	$2,924,315 
	$62,347,885 
	$2,924,315 

	5
	2007-011
	South Plant Assess & Replace Raw Sewage Pumps, Motors and Drives
	Raw Sewage Pumps 1, 4, & 6 were installed in 1965 and at the end of their useful life. Implement a multi-year replacement program for these pumps and associated ancillary equipment to meet future flows demands.
	$0 
	$367,838 
	$12,860,275 
	$367,838 

	6
	2012-019
	South Plant ETS Peaking Pumps VFDs, Asses & Replace
	Assess and replace 4 obsolete and no longer supported ETS Peaking Pump VFDs at South Plant.
	$0 
	$412,000 
	$4,259,513 
	$1,412,000

	7
	2012-020
	Assess and Refurbish or Replace Duty Pump's VFDs at South Plant ETS
	Assess and replace/refurbish 23 year old ETS Duty Pump VFDs at South Plant
	$0 
	$412,000 
	$3,619,791 
	$1,412,000

	8
	423627
	Sunset/Heathfield Pump Station Replacement and Forcemain Upgrade
	The Sunset Heathfield project will increase the pumping capacity of the stations from 18 to as much as 31 million gallons per day (mgd) and make improvements to the forcemains at Vasa Park
	$664,070 
	$1,520,536 
	$78,149,547 
	$1,611,633 



Should the Council decide that it wishes to defer some of these projects, resulting in delaying debt service on them to free up money to fund other proposals in either WTD's operating or capital programs, below is staff analysis which projects (shaded above) could be deferred.  For ease of reference the numbering and name of the projects from the table above are used.     

Projects 2 & 3 - West Point Solids & Liquid Controls Systems Replacement (potential 2012 expenditure reduction = $5.6 million): Council staff would note that a systems control projects replacement is being completed at the South Treatment Plant in 2012-13.  A similar replacement of the control systems has been planned at West Point for both the solids and liquids operations at a total cost of $25.3 million at completion.  The upgrades will make all of the control systems at the primary treatment plants (including Brightwater) compatible.  

The planned accomplishment for 2012 is to reach the 60 percent design completion for the West Point project – but the appropriation request assumes contracting for the delivery and installation of the equipment during the six year CIP.  This project will replace equipment that is reportedly "unreliable and costly to maintain;" however, WTD has not provided what the actual "cost savings" will accrue to WTD by replacing this equipment at this time.  Delaying this project would not appear to jeopardize operations at the West Point Treatment Plant.  

Project 4 North Creek Interceptor (potential 2012 expenditure reduction = $2.9 million): The North Creek Interceptor project has been on the Conveyance System Improvement program’s priority list for a while because this area of the conveyance system does not meet the 20- year storm design standard – based on modeling.  One segment of the conveyance is also in poor condition and needs to be replaced.  However, when queried about the number and frequency of overflows in this area, WTD did not report any verified overflows.  Additionally this project is intended to provide capacity for 20-year peak flows through 2050.  This project may not be necessary or could be downsized dependent upon the RWSP plan review and update and/or contracts and legal review is conducted.  Delaying this project by a year to initiate this review would appear to not jeopardize the WTD functions. 

Project 8 Sunset/Heathfield Pump Station Replacement and Forcemain Upgrade (potential 2012 expenditure reduction = $1.5 million): The Sunset and Heathfield Pump Stations and Vasa Park Forcemain conveyance system were designed to a capacity of up to 24 million gallons per day (mgd).  The current peak capacity of approximately 18 mgd is below the 20-year peak flow design standard.  The South Lake Sammamish Planning Basin is made up of areas served by the Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District, the City of Issaquah, and the southeast portion of the City of Bellevue.  This project may not be necessary or could be downsized dependent upon the RWSP plan review and update and/or contracts and legal review is conducted.  Delaying this project by a year to initiate this review would appear to not jeopardize the WTD functions.

Delay of one or more of these projects could provide the funding for water quality projects funding.  NOTE: for every $13 million reduction in CIP expenditure, only approximately $500,000 would be available to fund an operating expense.  Eliminating funding for one or more of these projects could also fund the start of the RWSP plan review described below.


ISSUE 2 – FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS AND ALIGNMENT WITH REGIONAL WASTEWATER SERVICES PLAN OBJECTIVES AND CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS

The Physical Environment Panel gave direction to Council staff to identify the resources for reviewing and updating the Regional Wastewater Services Plan prior to the Executive’s planned work effort in 2017.   The Executive has responded that the timing of a 2012 review is premature.  As asserted by Executive staff, the challenge with completing a comprehensive review of the RWSP in 2012 is driven primarily by information needs.  KCC 28.65.128 directs WTD to conduct a comprehensive review of the RWSP[footnoteRef:3] every three to five years be based upon the availability of necessary information, the completion of key milestones, and the time needed to collect and analyze data.  Executive staff contend that fundamental information (ranging from Puget Sound Regional Council census analysis and population projections, system-wide flow monitoring data analysis and flow monitoring from the most recently completed Inflow and Infiltration project) needed to conduct a comprehensive review of the RWSP will not be available in 2012.   [3:  Topics the review is to cover include: 
assumptions on the rate and location of growth; 
the rate of septic conversions;
the effectiveness of water conservation efforts;
phasing and size of facilities; and
effectiveness of RWSP policies implementation, for infiltration and inflow reduction, water reuse, biosolids, CSO abatement, water quality protection, environmental mitigation and public involvement 
] 


While review of many elements may not be able to be started in 2012, underlying contractual and other legal obligations related to future capital investments should be studied and could be started in 2012.  Council staff estimates this effort to be on the order of $200,000 – $250,000 for a work group of Executive and Council staff, including costs for legal services, both from the Prosecuting Attorney’s office, as well as outside counsel.  This work effort should be treated as a capital project.

Option 1:  Direct staff to develop a proviso, including expenditure restrictions and/or capital plan adjustments to fund at a minimum review of contractual and legal issues regarding future capital planning. 

Option 2:  In addition to Option 1, bring back more information to the Reconciliation Panel regarding a review and update to the RWSP including, scope, schedule, budget, and staffing.

Option 3:  Approve Capital Budget as proposed.



	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME – WATER AND LAND RESOURCES
FLOOD CONTROL CONTRACT 

BUDGET TABLE - COMBINED

	Budget
Appropriation
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Total Appropriation 
	$34,602,422
	34,773,830
	-2.8%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	34
	40
	17.6%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0%

	Estimated Revenues
	$34,744,895
	$34,773,830
	0.09%



BUDGET TABLE - OPERATIONS

	Budget
Appropriation
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Total Appropriation 
	$7,106,958
	$8,418,689
	18.5%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	34
	40
	17.6%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Flood Control District, RIF



BUDGET TABLE - CAPITAL

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation
	$35,995,464
	$26,355,141
	-26.8%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Flood Control District, ICRIF, RIF Grants



ISSUES

There are no issues with this request, but it remains open to subject to final action on the 2012 Flood Control District budget by that District's Board of Supervisors. 



	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista



DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011
	2013
Proposed
	% Change 2013 v. 2011
	2012-2013
(Biennium)
Proposed

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Section: Directors Office
	$1,071,250
	$1,022,998
	-4.5%
	$1,107,314
	3.2%
	$2,130,312

	          FTE:
	8
	8
	0
	8
	0
	

	     Section: Land Use Services
	$5,102,816
	$4,332,449
	-15%
	$3,671,491
	-28%
	$8,003,940

	          FTE: 
	39
	35.6
	-8.7%
	28
	-28%
	

	     Section: Building and Fire Services
	$6,258,027
	$5,261,966
	-15.9%
	$4,475,575
	-28.5%
	$9,737,541

	          FTE: 
	53.5
	44
	-17.8%
	33
	-38.3%
	

	     Section: Administrative Services
	$6,817,677
	$4,842,283
	-28.9%
	$5,183,345
	-24%
	$10,025,628

	          FTE: 
	16
	8
	-50%
	8
	-50%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$19,392,436
	$16,284,457
	-16%
	$13,612,964
	-30%
	$29,897,516

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	116.5
	95.6
	-18%
	77
	-34%
	

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	3.17
	3
	-5%
	2.5
	-11%
	

	Estimated Revenues
	$16,327,366
	$15,738,000
	-3.6%
	$12,453,000
	-23.7%
	$28,191,000

	Major Revenue Sources
	Permit Fees and General Fund



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – IMPACT OF FEE REVISION LEGISLATION  

The Executive's proposed budget transmittal package includes legislation that will continue an on-going effort to convert DDES review activities from hourly fees to fixed fees (Proposed Ordinance 2011-0392).  There will be a detailed evaluation of the proposed fee ordinance during reconciliation. 

However, staff would note two aspects of proposed fee ordinance as relates to the DDES budget request:

· The fiscal note shows a zero fiscal impact for DDES relative to revenues, reflecting the revenue neutral effect of the migration to fixed fees, and
· As to effect on expenditures, the continuing movement to fix fees allows DDES to propose reductions in expenditures ($1,361,030) and in staffing (3 FTEs), due to efficiencies in staff processing time (e.g. reduced need to process hourly billings) and lower rate of customer appeals of billings based on hourly rates.
Option 1:  Approve the proposed budget, acknowledging that should Proposed Ordinance 2011-0392 not pass, adjustments will be necessary to the DDES budget. 

Option2:  Direct staff to do further analysis. 

ISSUE 2 – GENERAL FUND SUPPORT FOR THE ABATEMENT MANAGER

The DDES Code Enforcement Abatement Fund currently funds the Abatement Manager and prosecuting attorney staff supporting that program.  Under the proposed budget, funding for the Abatement Manager would move to the General Fund. 

A more detailed discussion of this proposal and options is contained in the staff report for the DDES Abatement Fund.  



	Analyst:
	Rick Bautista



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME – DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
ABATEMENT SUBFUND 

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted1
	2012
Proposed
	% Change
 2011 v. 2012
	2013
Proposed
	% Change 
2011 v. 2013
	2012-2013
(Biennium)
Proposed

	Budget Appropriation
	$370,000
	$250,000
	-32.4%
	$306,042
	-17.3%
	$556,042

	Estimated 
Revenues
	$305,000
	$328,000
	7.5%
	$263,000
	-13.8%
	$591,000

	Major Revenue Sources
	Abatement charges and Liens, Civil Penalties, Interagency Transfers, Investment Interest



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – FUNDING SOURCE CHANGE FOR ABATEMENT MANAGER 

The Abatement Fund budget proposes to pay for the Abatement Manager position using General Fund dollars.  For the 2012/2013 biennium this would be a $350,000 cost.  Council staff inquired as to why the Executive proposes to use the General Fund dollars versus retaining the current funding through the Abatement Fund.  Executive staff responded: (1) this allocation better aligns with the distinction that the General Fund pays for code enforcement, which arguably abatement is the ultimate result; and (2) reducing pressure on the Abatement Fund.

However, this creates an incongruity, since the Abatement Fund not the General Fund continues to pay for the prosecuting attorney services related to abatement cases.   Additionally, Council staff is concerned that the projections for General Fund revenues continue to go down, long term General Fund support for the Abatement Manager will become increasingly tenuous.  

Physical Environment Panel chair McDermott requested Council staff to look into the financial plan for the Code Abatement Fund to determine whether the fund balances would be enough to continue support of the Abatement Manager over the next biennium without limiting abatement actions on properties.

Council staff's review of the financial plan (below) indicates that there will be adequate fund balance over the 2012-2013 biennium.  This conclusion is reached by comparing the difference between the undesignated fund balance ($1,119,153) projected into 2014 and the target fund balance ($600,000).  This indicates that even with funding the Abatement Manager position for the next biennium, the Abatement Fund will continue to meet its target fund balance.
 
	2012/2013 Proposed Financial Plan 

	 Development and Environmental Services/ Abatement Fund  1341/0525 

	 
	2010 Actual
	2011 Estimated
	2012 Proposed
	2013 Proposed
	2014 Projected
	2015 Projected

	 Beginning Fund Balance 
	        987,428 
	  1,149,195 
	    1,084,195 
	     1,162,195 
	  1,119,153 
	  1,119,153 

	 Revenues 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Abatement Charges 
	            7,325 
	 
	         10,000 
	          10,000 
	 
	 

	 Abatement Liens 
	 
	     150,000 
	       150,000 
	        150,000 
	     150,000 
	     100,000 

	 Civil Penalties 
	        191,606 
	     150,000 
	       140,000 
	        100,000 
	     100,000 
	     100,000 

	 InterAgncy 
	 
	 
	         25,000 
	 
	 
	 

	 Investment Interest net 
	            4,857 
	        5,000 
	           3,000 
	            3,000 
	 
	 

	 Total Revenues 
	        203,789 
	     305,000 
	       328,000 
	        263,000 
	     250,000 
	     200,000 

	 Total Biennial Revenues 
	 
	 
	                             591,000 
	                       450,000 

	 Expenditures 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	  Abatement Contract 
	         (42,021)
	    (100,000)
	      (150,000)
	       (150,000)
	    (146,000)
	    (150,000)

	 POA Support  
	 
	      (95,000)
	      (100,000)
	       (103,000)
	    (104,000)
	    (107,000)

	 DDES CE Support 
	       (175,000)
	    (175,000)
	 
	 
	             -   
	             -   

	 Central PAO Support 
	                 -   
	             -   
	 
	         (53,042)
	 
	 

	 Total Expenditures 
	       (217,021)
	    (370,000)
	      (250,000)
	       (306,042)
	    (250,000)
	    (257,000)

	Total Biennial Expenditures 
	 
	 
	                            (556,042)
	                      (507,000)

	 Ending Undesignated Fund Balance 
	        974,195 
	  1,084,195 
	    1,162,195 
	     1,119,153 
	  1,119,153 
	  1,062,153 

	Target Fund Balance 
	        600,000 
	     600,000 
	       600,000 
	        600,000 
	     600,000 
	     600,000 




Option 1:  Approve as proposed.

Option 2:  Direct staff to eliminate the proposal for the General Fund to support the Abatement Manager position in the 2012-2013 biennium, with the result that the Abatement Fund continues to fund the Abatement Manager position for the 2012-2013 biennium. 



	
Analyst:
	Kendall Moore



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME - HISTORIC PRESERVATION

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$456,339
	$461,500
	1%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	NA
	NA
	

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	NA
	NA
	

	Estimated Revenues
	$456,339
	$461,500
	

	Major Revenue Sources
	



PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE

The Historical Preservation and Historical Programs (HPHP) Fund is a Tier 1 fund[footnoteRef:4] created by Ordinance 16835 in June, 2010 (KCC 4.08.199).  Its purpose is to provide for the receipt of revenues and the disbursement of expenditures of a one dollar document recording fee collected pursuant to RCW 36.22.170.  Previously, revenues from the one-dollar document recording fee were placed in the General Fund.  Pursuant to state law, the one dollar recording fee funds can only be used to promote historical preservation or historical programs, which may include preserving historical documents.      [4:  Interest earnings from Tier 1 funds are credited back to the fund.  ] 


Chapter 20.62 of the King County Code governs the County's historic preservation program.  In the findings of this chapter, the Council declared as necessary, "in the interest of the prosperity, civic pride and general welfare of the people of King County" the need to preserve the tangible remnants of our past including:

· buildings, sites, districts, structures and objects of historical, cultural, architectural, engineering, geographic, ethnic and archaeological significance located in King County; and 

· historic and prehistoric materials, artifacts, records and information pertaining to historic preservation and archaeological resource management 

There are no FTEs associated with this fund.  There are 3.5 FTEs in Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) Administration that run the program.  The issue related to returning those positions to full FTE funding levels is described in the next issue.  

Option 1:	Direct staff to continue analysis. 

Option 2:	Approve budget as proposed.

ISSUE 2 – RESTORATION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM STAFF TO FULL FTE STATUS  IN THE DNRP ADMINISTRATION BUDGET

For 2011, three of the FTEs that run the Historic Preservation Program (HPP) were funded at 90%.  Because of an anticipated increase in the Document Recording Fee and new revenue from a service the group will be providing to capital projects in 2012, the Executive proposes to return the affected Historic Preservation Program staff to full FTE funding. 

HPP is primarily supported by revenues from the Document Recording Fee (estimated at $461,500), with additional revenue from landmarking and preservation services provided to cities ($7,000) and from grants (estimate at $24,200).  The Executive is developing an additional revenue source, involving reimbursement for services provided to County agencies for review of capital projects for impacts on historic and cultural resources.  

Revenue from the Document Recording Fee is derived from charges for recording a variety of documents by the Recorder’s Office, including real property legal documents, marriage applications and certificates, survey, condominium and plat maps, and similar documents.  The recording fee forecast for revenue of $461,500 for 2012 is derived from the July 2011 forecast by the County’s Office of Economic and Financial Analysis, adopted by the Forecast Council.  

A 2008 budget proviso directed the development of procedures for review of county capital projects for potential impacts on historic and cultural resources, to protect the region’s cultural heritage, and to protect the County from liability associated with potential damage to such resources.  HPP is finalizing procedures for review by County agencies that are potentially impacted.  While the HPP program currently conducts some level of review, the workload is expected to increase by 50% when these procedures are implemented.  Review is shared by a .5 FTE archaeologist and a staff planner.  If workload exceeds the capacity of staff for this body of work, the Roads’ Division archaeologist will provide backup review capacity.  Departments will be billed at hourly rates for each reviewer’s time.  Anticipated revenue for 2012 for historic/cultural resources review services by the program is $4,477.

All together these revenues support the 3.5 FTE at 100%.  Council staff has completed its review and has no further concerns with this issue. 

Option 1:  Approve as proposed.

Option 2:  Direct staff to continue analysis. 



	Analyst:
	Clif Curry



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME – ADULT AND JUVENILE DETENTION

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation 0910
	
	
	

	     Section: Administration
	$22,775,553
	$23,605,753
	3.6%

	          FTE:
	34.0
	28.0
	(17.6)%

	     Section: Juvenile Detention
	16,580,322
	16,621,728
	0.2%

	          FTE: 
	149.5
	147.0
	(1.7)%

	     Section: Community Corrections
	5,640,155
	5,459,278
	(3.2)%

	          FTE: 
	48.0
	49.0
	2.1%

	     Section: KCCF-Seattle
	49,057,819
	50,992,476
	3.9%

	          FTE: 
	440.0
	432.5
	(1.7)%

	     Section: MRJC-Kent
	32,817,634
	33,472,818
	2.0%

	          FTE:
	280.0
	280.0
	0

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$126,871,483
	$130,152,053
	2.6%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	951.5
	936.5
	(1.6)%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	0
	0
	0

	Estimated Revenues
	$35,486,016
	$33,249,561
	(6.3)%

	Major Revenue Sources
	General Fund (Revenues from city and state contracts paid to the GF)



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – DAJD Efficiency Savings Video Court Reduction

The department is proposing several reductions to achieve General Fund savings of $1.0 million and 10.5 FTEs for 2012 that are not directly related to declining detention populations. According to the department, these reductions are the result of broad review of jail operations and processes completed as a result of provisos adopted in the department’s 2011 budget. 

One of the department’s proposed reductions is the elimination of: 
 
· MRJC Video Court Corrections Officer Post 		  ($99,554) 	(1.00) FTE 

According to the department, with the opening of the SCORE facility in 2012, the jurisdictions using video court at the MRJC will no longer need those services. As a consequence, this proposal reduces 1.0 FTE Corrections Officer for video court.  The department reports that it does not have any current plans to use remote video hearings for any of its current inmates, allowing for this proposed reduction in staff.  

By way of comparison, the SCORE facility makes extensive use of remote video technology, both for court hearings and for video visiting (families, attorneys, probation, and treatment services staff).  The jail facilities in Kent and Snohomish County also use video technology to reduce court transports and reduce overall jail costs.  Because the county’s District Court provides municipal court services to several of the cities that use these other jail facilities, the court has begun using video technology for hearings and other uses.  The court has worked with the cities of Redmond, Woodinville, Shoreline, Kenmore, Burien and Covington to provide video capabilities for in-custody inmates.  To provide this service, the District Court is using remote video at its courthouses in Redmond, Shoreline and MRJC, and is planning to add video capabilities at its Burien Courthouse in October and Renton Courthouse in January.  The court uses video between the SCORE, Snohomish, and Kent jails for all First Appearance hearings and has added arraignment hearings at Redmond.  The court also envisions using remote video technology to allow its probation officers to interview inmates at these jails.  

There is, however, no use of video for “state cases” where the inmates are held at county facilities and are adjudicated by the District Court.  

Follow-Up: In reviewing the county’s use of video, council staff learned that the Superior Court also uses remote video technology for hearings.  The court uses video for its Involuntary Treatment Court at Harborview.  Hearings are held at the courtroom at the Ninth and Jefferson Building, but individuals that are being housed at hospitals other than Harborview are no longer transported to the courtroom for commitment hearings.  Instead, the patients and staff at the other hospitals provide their testimony via video link with the Harborview courtroom.  As a consequence, the court saves resources through more timely and efficient hearings, the cost of transport is eliminated, and patients are not made to wait for extended periods in hallways (on gurneys) for their hearings.   

In reviewing the use of remote video technology by both of the county’s courts, it is clear that the use of this technology can only be initiated through the cooperation among several agencies—including the court, prosecutor, and public defense--in addition to the jail.  Because of the need to ensure cooperation among all of the potential users of remote video technology, at the direction of members, staff has prepared a proviso that would charge the PSB with the responsibility for establishing a work group to complete a plan to implement remote video technology.

This proviso would require a work plan and report describing how the county can increase the use of remote video technology to reduce criminal justice agency costs and improve the provision of services.  The proviso would require that the PSB convene a work group of representatives of the Superior and District courts, the Department of Judicial Administration, the prosecutor, public defense, the jail, jail health services, Harborview Medical Center, the facilities management division, and King County Information Technology regarding the county's current use of remote video technology and how the use of this technology can be expanded for court hearings and other uses.  The report and work plan would, at a minimum, identify how remote video is currently being used by county law and justice agencies, describe options for the expansion of the use of video for court hearings and other purposes, and develop a work plan for the identification, evaluation and implementation of video for use by law and justice agencies.  

Option 1: Direct staff to develop a proviso that requires that PSB convene a work group that has as its goal the development of work plan for the identification, evaluation and implementation of video for use by county law and justice agencies.

Option 2:  Approve as proposed.




	Analyst:
	Wendy Soo Hoo



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME -  PUBLIC HEALTH

BUDGET TABLE

	
	2011
Adopted
	2012
Proposed
	% Change 2012 v. 2011

	Budget Appropriation
	
	
	

	     Section: Org Attributes: Cross-Cutting Business Services
	$1,201
	--
	-100.0%

	          FTE: 
	130.66
	77.26
	-40.9%

	     Section: Protection: Preparedness
	$4,479,776
	$4,466,712
	-0.3%

	          FTE: 
	17.96
	15.45
	-14.0%

	     Section: Provision: EMS Grants
	$1,566,862
	$1,841,771
	17.5%

	          FTE: 
	7.00
	8.50
	21.4%

	     Section: Promotion: Health Promotion & Disease/Injury Prevention
	$20,161,193
	$12,321,193
	-38.9%

	          FTE: 
	44.31
	27.30
	-38.4%

	     Section: Infectious Disease Prevention & Control 
	$30,769,235
	$31,033,293
	0.9%

	          FTE:
	117.34
	115.52
	-1.6%

	     Section: Provision: Regional and Community Based Programs
	$34,751,165
	$32,743,034
	-5.8%

	          FTE: 
	65.15
	54.99
	-15.6%

	     Section: Org: Attributes: Regional and Cross-Cutting Services
	$18,030,174
	$16,581,371
	-8.0%

	          FTE: 
	71.08
	71.42
	0.5%

	     Section: Protection: Environmental Health Field Based Services
	$19,749,980
	$18,260,737
	-7.5%

	          FTE:
	124.75
	121.00
	-3.0%

	     Section: Provision: Public Health Center Based Services 
	$77,552,205
	$79,721,914
	2.8%

	          FTE:
	601.21
	577.17
	-4.0%

	     Section: Promotion: Regional and Community Based Programs
	$404,154
	$604,620
	49.6%

	          FTE:
	2.00
	3.00
	50.0%

	     Section: Protection: Regional and Community Based Programs
	$1,078,757
	$1,343,534
	24.5%

	          FTE:
	6.00
	8.41
	40.2%

	
	
	
	

	Total Appropriation – All Sections
	$208,544,702
	$198,918,179
	-4.6%

	Total FTEs – All Sections
	1,187.46
	1,080.02
	-9.0%

	TLTs (for entire appropriation)
	53.85
	34.65
	-35.7%

	Estimated Revenues*
	$213.2 million
	$203.4 million
	-4.6%

	Major Revenue Sources
	Federal, state and private foundation grants; state and county general funds; contract with city of Seattle; permit fees


*Includes Public Health and Medical Examiner.

ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – PROPOSAL TO ADD 2.0 FTES FOR LEAN POSITIONS: $205,318

PH proposes to add 2.0 FTEs two Program Project Manager 3 positions that would work to improve processes in the public health centers through LEAN processes and quality improvement tools. The total cost of these two positions is $205,318. PH indicates that these positions are critical to improve quality of services and outcomes, to improve the efficiency of the health centers and to respond to further funding challenges. These positions would also help PH respond to changes that arise with healthcare reform and other regulatory or healthcare industry changes in the future. PH states: “If we do not improve our processes, maintaining our services will be at greater risk than they are now.”

Examples of the kinds of process improvements that these positions would assist with include:

· Centralizing intake to free up front-desk staff so they can provide better customer service;
· Centralizing charge data entry to improve accuracy of billing and timeliness of payments; 
· Implementing pharmacy bar-coding to free up staff time for direct services and improve accuracy of medication administration; 
· Implementing a new performance management system; and
· Implementation of an electronic health record system to improve patient experience and increase efficiency.

Panel members asked whether PH could quantify the savings that would be achieved from these positions. PH stated: 

“The goal of the two proposed CHS positions is to help meet the Triple Aims:

· Improving care quality and health outcomes, particularly for health care reform,
· Improving clients’ care experience, and 
· Reducing costs.  

The two positions are not solely focused on savings - one of these Triple Aims goals is to reduce costs, in the context of achieving process improvements, eliminating waste and enhancing efficiencies. These strategies will improve productivity and systems efficiencies, which will help maintain and eventually build capacity to serve vulnerable clients.  The outcome of this work will help mitigate further cuts in services as revenues drop, or as costs increase (particularly costs outside our direct control, such as labor costs.) If we do not improve our processes, maintaining our services will be a greater risk than they are now.” 

It is PH’s intent to utilize these positions to help preserve the current level of services and help mitigate the need for further reductions as state and federal revenues are further reduced in the future.
 
Option 1:	Direct staff to draft a proviso requesting a report on the performance of these positions, including, but not limited to their efforts to identify cost savings and expand direct service capacity

Option 2:	Direct staff to reduce or eliminate funding and FTE authority

Option 3:	Approve as proposed

ISSUE 2 – ANTICIPATED FUNDING FOR TOBACCO PREVENTION PROGRAM NOT AWARDED

The tobacco prevention program has been significantly impaired by state funding cuts in recent years. These cuts have been mitigated by the award of federal Communities Putting Prevention to Work (CPPW) grant funds specifically for tobacco prevention, but this grant will expire March 2012, leaving 1.0 FTE remaining. The budget proposal for 2012 includes an additional 2.25 FTE (to the existing 1.0 FTE), and assumes the award of $316,000 in Community Transformation Grant (CTG) funds to support the program and sustain the 3.25 FTEs. However, after transmittal of the proposed budget last week, PH learned it was not awarded the CTG grant. Therefore, there is now a $316,000 gap in the proposed budget for tobacco prevention. 

PH indicated that it has some remaining CPPW grant funding and will apply for an extension to continue using these funds beyond the March end date. PH believes it is likely to be granted an extension, which could continue to support the program through part of the year. PH also hopes to receive CTG funds in a later funding round in 2012 and believes there is a good chance it will receive funding to support the tobacco program. In the event the department does not receive the grant, it is committed to preserving the program at the proposed level and would shift resources to do so. However, because of the uncertainty about further state reductions, it is unable to say what other programs would be impacted by a shift in resources at this time.

Because of the lower revenues and the uncertainty about whether the grant extension will be approved and whether the CTG funds will be awarded, the Council may wish to remove the excess appropriation authority. This is a technical correction to reflect the loss of revenue. If the grant extension is approved or the grant awarded, the appropriation authority could be added back into the PH budget through a supplemental request in 2012. 

During Week 2, the Public Health and Safety panel asked for information on the status of state funding for the Quitline. As of July 1, state funding to the Quitline was reduced, with the result of excluding the service to all but Medicaid enrollees and individuals with insurance.

The state Department of Health (DOH) proposed a package of budget reductions to the Governor’s Office. In this package, DOH actually proposed an increase of $1.7 million for the Tobacco Quitline. This was DOH’s only requested increase. The Governor is now reviewing department proposals and intends to make her proposal public around October 24th. It is PH’s understanding that if the $1.7 million request is funded, access to the Quitline would be opened up to uninsured residents of Washington.

Option 1:	Direct staff to remove the $316,000 in appropriation authority. 

Option 2:	Approve as proposed.



	Analyst:
	Kelli Carroll



DIVISION/PROGRAM NAME- DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND HUMAN SERVICES

BUDGET TABLES

	Human Services Fund
	2010 Actual
	2011 Adopted
	2012 Proposed
	2011-2012 Change

	DCHS Administration
	$2,237,478 
	$6,461,293 
	$7,277,360 
	$816,067

	Developmental Disabilities
	$24,338,107 
	$28,379,501 
	$27,241,079 
	-$1,138,422

	Community Services Operating
	$5,995,941 
	$5,413,256 
	$4,772,840 
	-$640,416

	Empl. & Education
	$9,814,931 
	$10,361,128 
	$11,353,332 
	$992,204

	Federal Housing & Com Dev.
	$21,276,103 
	$20,868,971 
	$18,895,115 
	-$1,973,856

	Housing Opportunity Fund
	$23,074,377 
	$25,303,475 
	$36,740,776 
	$11,437,301

	Veterans Services
	$2,553,759 
	$2,767,183 
	$3,061,189 
	$294,006

	Veterans and Family Levy
	$9,085,830 
	$12,181,323 
	$9,863,770 
	-$2,317,553

	Human Services Levy
	$12,154,865 
	$10,709,151 
	$9,293,807 
	-$1,415,344

	Substance Abuse
	$18,425,348 
	$30,731,877 
	$28,226,707 
	-$2,505,170

	Mental Health
	$149,070,782 
	$174,417,973 
	$168,760,427 
	-$5,657,546

	Mental Illness/Drug Dep 
	$44,366,332 
	$56,286,332 
	$56,834,772 
	$548,440

	Human Services Total
	$322,393,853 
	$383,881,463 
	$382,321,174 
	-$1,560,289




	Human Services Revenue
	2010 Actual
	2011 Adopted
	2012 Proposed
	2010-2011 Change

	Total
	$316,184,756
	$360,461,286
	$368,428,732
	2.11%

	Major Revenue Sources
	State
	$210,111,797
	$211,053,560 
	0.45%

	
	Federal
	 $ 34,773,106 
	 $ 35,492,622 
	2.03%

	
	Property Tax
	 $ 23,716,540 
	 $ 24,091,434 
	1.56%

	
	Sales Tax
	 $ 45,609,259 
	 $ 49,653,048 
	8.14%

	
	General Fund
	 $ 626,283 
	 $ 2,006,283 
	68.78%


1 Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) figures include ten separate MIDD appropriation units across nine King County departments and agencies. 2 Does not include Fund balances.






DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND HUMAN SERVICES
FTE TABLE

	Division/Agency
	2011 Adopted
	2012 Proposed
	2010-2011 Difference

	DCHS Administration
	36
	15
	-21

	Developmental Disabilities
	16
	16
	0

	Community Services 
	15.5
	14.5
	-1

	Employment and Education 
	60.28
	55.28
	-5

	Federal Housing & Com Development
	35.5
	35.5
	0

	Veterans Services
	8
	7
	-1

	Veterans and Family Levy
	11
	11
	0

	Human Services Levy
	4.5
	4.5
	0

	MHCADS/Alcohol & Substance Abuse
	36.9
	32.7
	-4.2

	MHCADS/Mental Health
	73.5
	75.5
	2

	Mental Illness/Drug Dependency
	2.75
	2.75
	0

	Human Services FTE Totals
	299.93
	269.73
	-30.2



ISSUES

ISSUE 1 – $1 MILLION COMPETITIVE GRANT POOL FOR HUMAN SERVICES  

The Executive’s 2012 proposed budget includes $1.0 million in General Fund support for a human services competitive grant pool to be made available to community based organizations. The one time funds of less than $25,000 each would be made available to the County’s community based organizations through a competitive grant process administered by DCHS. 

At the week two Public Health and Safety Panel, members directed staff to develop options for revising certain components of the Executive’s proposal. Based on direction from members, the following possible criteria for expenditure of the onetime $1 million grant fund has been identified:

	Use of Funds
	· Technology, equipment, training related to organizational development 
· Technology, services, or equipment supporting basic needs which include regional food distribution and emergency services; programs that reduce criminal justice involvement
· Services or technology that facilitates greater access 
· Services or technology that position the organization to achieve greater results or enact efficiencies that have lasting impacts

	Priorities
	· Culturally competent organizations that are critical to the larger service system 
· Organizations that service one or more of the following populations:
· Low-income families or individuals
· Immigrants and refugees
· Vulnerable populations (such as youth or senior citizens)

	Allocation Parameters
	Funds will be allocated throughout the four sub regions of the county (north, south, east, central) based on:
· The sub regions’ share of total poverty in King County as reported by the Federal Poverty Level 05-09 (American Community Survey)
· Free and reduced lunch data from school districts throughout the sub regions

	Timeline
	· Application period will be open from four to six weeks, taking into consideration holidays, in order that applicant organizations have time to respond to the application process 
· Contracting should conclude by April 1

	Selection Process
	· Executive staff will develop and design the RFP and RFP processes, including establishing criteria and rating benchmarks in collaboration with council staff
· RFPs responses will numerically scored/rated 
· Four separate sub-regional rating panels will review and rate the RFP responses
· Panels will include representatives from:
· Four specific geographic sub-regions, selected by the existing sub-regional human services organizations
· Office of the Executive, Departments of Community and Human Services, Public Health, Council
· Providers will not be on the rating panels
· Final RPF decisions made by panel based on scoring
· In the case of a numerical tie, final decisions will be made by the Executive, in consultation with the Chair of the Council 
· RFP decisions jointly announced by Executive and Chair of the Council 

	Reporting
	Under development



Council staff are working with legal counsel to determine the appropriate vehicle for ensuring the above criteria are met, either via proviso or a standalone ordinance. A stand alone ordinance would be taken up concurrently with adoption of the 2012 annual budget.

ISSUE 2 – DCHS UNIFIED DATA PROJECT AND PROGRAM EVALUATION  

DCHS Administration’s 2012 proposed budget includes $272,000 to unify the department’s multitude of stand-alone data bases and to develop department wide program evaluation methodology that could utilize the unified data bases. Executive staff indicate that funding for this expenditure is one time DCHS Administration fund balance. The proposed project was not put through the County’s IT Project Review Board process. 
There are two components to this requested add to the DCHS Administration budget: Improved Evaluation and Unified Data. The following discussion first addresses the Improved Evaluation element and then the Unified Data piece.

Improved Evaluation: DCHS Administration proposes to utilize .2 of an existing Project and Program Manager IV (PPM IV) position from the Mental Health, Chemical Abuse and Dependency Services Division (MHCADSD) to oversee program evaluation activities to other parts of the department. Information from Executive staff indicates that the position would leverage existing staffing in the other divisions of the department to develop enhanced data analysis and reporting. Improved skill areas included
· Conceptualizing evaluations 
· Performing data analysis 
· Developing service recommendations
· Presenting data for various audiences and through various media 
The budget for this project is $33,802 for the .2 FTE PPM IV (salary and benefits). The funding will come from one-time DCHS Administration fund balance. Staff have not identified any issues with this component of the request. 

Unified Data: The department plans to build a centralized DCHS data repository for services and contracts that would provide a single, consolidated location for data storage, retrieval and analysis. The built system would provide a standardized mechanism for extracting data from the disparate source systems and for reporting for the department. As identified in previous staff reports, there are two areas of concern regarding this proposed addition: IT management and oversight and financial. 

IT Management and Oversight: On the technical side, are concerns that the proposed database unification project did not receive vetting at the Project Review Board (PRB). Similarly, that the project results in an in-house designed and built application raises questions of ongoing technical support and interfacing with other county systems. Finally, though the department notes that it will have its own oversight and investment board for technology projects, the fact that KCIT does not to have an official, ongoing technical oversight role raises concerns. Requiring appropriate KCIT oversight and PRB involvement would work to resolve the ongoing issues of lack of technology oversight and alignment with the County’s IT approaches. 

Financial Questions: At the October 12th Public Health and Safety Panel meeting, staff were directed to continue to work with DCHS and Executive staff to review this proposal. Noted at that meeting was the particular concern involving the state of the DCHS Administration fund balance, and whether it could adequately support the expenditure. 

Identifying the DCHS Administration fund balance has been challenging, as DCHS Administration shares a fund with Developmental Disabilities; the fund balance for both sections of the department are combined into one single fund balance figure in the financial plan. Though recently PSB provided information indicating that there may be enough fund balance to cover the database unification project expenditure for 2012 (assuming that there are no cost overruns), council staff remain concerned that the costs associated with the proposed data unification project will exceed DCHS Administration’s fund balance. Placing DCHS Administration into its own fund will enable policy makers and staff to track revenues and expenditures, and identify fund balance availability with greater certainty.

Given the lack of technical oversight and ongoing financial concerns, staff have developed the following options for consideration:

Option 1:	Approve the improved evaluation component of the proposed request only and do not fund the date unification piece (staff have not identified any issues with the improved evaluation request).

Option 2:  	In combination with option 1 above, direct staff to draft a proviso that requires the Executive 1) to establish DCHS Administration as a standalone fund; 2) to certify that the project has been reviewed by the Chief Information Officer and the CIO recommendations are incorporated into this project or its revisions; and, 3) that the appropriation for the project shall only be expended under the full PRB process.

Option 3: 	 Approve as proposed.
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