King Couty Executive
RON SIMS

November 30, 2000

The Honorable Pete von Reichbauer, Chair
Metropolitan King County Council

Room 1200

COURTHOUSE

Dear Chair von Reichbauer:

It is with great disappointment and regret that I veto in its entirety and return to the Klng Council
its adopted 2001 budget; Council approved Ordinance 2000-0580.3 (13999). In addition, I am
also by separate letter vetoing in its entirety Ordinance 2000-0598.2 (13988), the County’s
regular property tax levy and Emergency Medical Services Property Tax Levy, due to mistakes
in the levy calculation.

During my term as King County Executive, my staff and I have demonstrated that we are
capable of doing the work necessary to collaborate across party lines, make tough decisions and
work with colleagues to build a consensus budget. Iam vetoing the budget today, however,
because it is out of balance. Expenditures are appropriated without corresponding revenues to
support them. In its current form, the Council’s budget is $54 million out of balance, a violation .
of the Washington State Constitution, which requires a balanced budget, in which funds spent are
supported by actual approved revenues. o

I am utilizing the powers of my office as King County Executive to fulfill my legal obligation to
build a balanced budget that provides vital services for the health, safety and welfare of all
County residents. We must preserve King County’s conservative financial policies, continued
prudent spending philosophy and overall fiscal integrity. Iam asking the Council to work
together with me and build a budget that is balanced and fiscally responsible.

Since I have been King County Executive, balanced budgets have been created with the Council
through a cooperative, bi-partisan effort that took into account different philosophies and goals.
Last year, Councilmembers Jane Hague and Greg Nickels were able to successfully address
Initiative 695°s potentially devastating impact and work with the Executive branch and all their
Council colleagues to develop a spending plan that received the support of 11 councilmembers.
As Budget Chair in 1997, Councilmember Chris Vance received the unanimous support of all 12
of his colleagues and the County Executive for the Council’s budget. King County does not
have a history of dissention between the County Executive and the County Council on matters as
serious as our fiscal integrity.
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I want to acknowledge that I share some of the Council’s policy and budget priorities that were a
part of the Council’s budget debate this year. We agree that we must protect public safety, as
well as vulnerable County residents such as the poor,-children and seniors, who rely on our
human service safety net. We share a commitment to provide adequate parks and open space for
future generations, and to provide traffic congestion relief through public transit services and
support for key arterial road projects. However, these shared principles and goals are
undermined by a budget that does not include sufficient revenues to match expenditures for these
and other services. '

Another major concern in this budget is the property tax collection methodology as passed by the
Council. The Budget Chair’s decision not to use the state Department of Revenue’s
recommended methodology in the property tax levy for the Current Expense (CX) Fund and
Emergency Medical Services (EMS), resulting in a $5.7 million CX budget shortfall and a $1.1
million EMS revenue shortfall. As a result, revenues are less than expenditures in the budget.

. This major policy decision regarding calculation methodology was never before the Council for
debate or decision. The impact of the Council’s decision to calculate a lower property tax means
that the County and our regional partners will have to cut critical public services in order to
reduce spending levels to match the lower revenue levels approved by the Council. This error in
calculation must be corrected and the lost revenue from excluding tax collection on 2000 new
construction must be restored to ensure both our CX and EMS budgets are in balance as required
by law.

Further, I will not allow the County’s budget to be balanced at the expense of our employees.
They work hard to provide critical services to the people of this County, and I will not jeopardize
. our standing as a premier employer, attracting and retaining the best employee talent in the
region. The Council budget “cuts” more than 87 vacancies that do not exist. The report the
Council used to identify vacancies is one not intended to represent up to date County vacancy
information. The Council budget chair and staff were advised that it was inappropriate for
estimating vacancies prior to budget adoption. Council, however, chose to ignore this. The
Council claims there will be no layoffs. Reality is quite different. This budget would eliminate
87 positions that are filled with real people providing vital services to County residents.

I'have heard from other elected officials in King County, fire district officials, various cities, the
King County Bar Association, and many diverse constituencies and residents requesting I veto
this budget. The Prosecuting Attorney, District and Superior Court judges, the Sheriff and the
County Assessor have requested I veto the Council budget. The City of Renton requested a veto
because “the budget seems to create more problems than it attempts to solve.” T have had
teachers contact me regarding the “quality programs the parks department offers to supplement
existing programs and provides hands-on experiential learning opportunities.” Citizens have
asked me to “please veto the portion of the budget relating to the Conservation Futures Fund, so
that these appropriations will be done in a fair and orderly manner, consistent with the process
outlined by the County Council and yourself” of these funds. Child care providers and advocates
urge a veto because of cuts to Public Health Child Care Team nursing staff, saying “I don’t know
what I would have done without them, as they were the only resource that was reasonably
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accessible for a particular child’s issues.” And from our employee groups, I have heard “It
appears that some of the Council is indifferent to the safety of staff members...the budget is in
direct conflict of runining safe and secure facilities... This is a direct attack on the employees of
King County.” '

To complete a final budget as expediently as possible, I directed my staff and departments to
carefully review this budget. A detailed analysis resulting from this review is attached and
provides additional reasons for my veto.

It is time to work together. I respectfully invite and urge all Kin g County Councilmembers to
join me in a renewed effort to meet King County’s challenges by developing a balanced budget.
The budget needs to pay for and provide services to King County residents. We need to resolve
the outstanding issues outlined above and adopt a balanced spending plan that best serves County
residents.

King County Executive
Attachments

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: John Chelminiak, Chief of Staff
Rebecha Cusak, Lead Staff, BFM Committee
Shelley Sutton, Policy Staff Director
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
Pat Steel, Director, Office of Budget



ATTACHMENT 1
TO THE NOVEMBER 30, 2000 LETTER
VETOING ORDINANCE NO. 13999
ADOPTING THE 2001 ANNUAL BUDGET

This Attachment is a supporting document to my veto in its entirety of Ordinance
#13999, including all attachments. In this Attachment, I have outlined the areas of
primary concern regarding the majority of the sections contained in the Council’s budget.

Of particular concern is the fact that we have been forced to show numerous unexplained
differences in agency budgets. The Budget Office has not received a report detailing the
differences between the Proposed budget and Council’s version of the budget as is
customary. This report was not made available to the Budget Office on the grounds that
it should not be shared until a final budget is adopted.

Other areas of concern include:

Section 4. Pages 2 through 3, lines 27 through 54.

The vacancy restriction imposed on Current Expense departments is based on an
inaccurate payroll report, and therefore the analysis and reductions in appropriations are
not appropriate based upon the information used to develop the restrictions. Reductions
have been made for FTE positions that are not currently vacant. These positions are filled
with FTEs or back-filled, and are performing bodies of work necessary to fulfill the
departmental missions. The staffing reduction has the impact of severely limiting each
affected department's capacity to provide core services to County constituents. As the
Executive of this County, it is my prerogative to impose a hiring freeze as a means of
controlling expenditures and to avoid exceeding authorized appropriations. I reject the
notion that vacancy management resides within the policy-setting body of this
government. Ireserve my right as the Chief Executive Officer of this government to
manage human resources to achieve the goals of the County.

The appropriations in the Proposed budget included staffing levels necessary to
implement the services planned for each department in 2001. A requirement to seek
supplemental appropriations is an inefficient process and runs the risk of expenditure
before appropriation as we experienced in prior years.

Section 5. COUNTY COUNCIL: Pages 3 through 4, lines 55 through 79.

Council’s appropriation of $5,356,243 is $347,484 higher than the Proposed budget and
$540,667 higher than the 2000 funding level for this agency. These increases are
unexplained. In light of the level of reductions requested and submitted by other Current
Expense agencies, it is only equitable that all King County agencies, including Council
agencies, accommodate reduced funding in 2001.



Section 6. COUNCIL ADMINISTRATION: Pages 4 through 5, lines 80 through 94.

Council’s appropriation of $6,984,078 is $563,904 higher than the Proposed budget and
$512,660 and 0.5 FTEs higher than the 2000 funding level for Council Administration.
These increases are unexplained. In light of the level of reductions requested and
submitted by other Current Expense agencies, it is only equitable that all King County
agencies, including Council agencies, accommodate reduced funding in 2001. '

Section §. COUNCIL AUDITOR: Page 5, lines 99 through 102.

Council’s appropriation of $1,367,024 is $147,232 higher than the Proposed Budget and
$167,774 higher than the 2000 funding level for the Council Auditor. This increase is
unexplained. In light of the level of reductions requested and submitted by other Current
Expense agencies, it is only equitable that all King County agencies, including Council
agencies, accommodate reduced funding in 2001.

Section 9. OMBUDSMAN/TAX ADVISOR: Page 5, lines 103 through 106.

Council’s appropriation of $755,580 is $39,805 higher than the Proposed budget and
$59,073 higher than the 2000 funding level for the Ombudsman/Tax Advisor. This

~ increase is unexplained. In light of the level of reductions requested and submitted by
other Current Expense agencies, it is only equitable that all King County agencies,
including Council agencies, accommodate reduced funding levels in 2001.

Section 10.  KING COUNTY CIVIC TELEVISION: Page 5, lines 107 through 115.

Council’s appropriation of $486,787 is $28,213 and 1.00 FTE higher than the Proposed
budget and $34,287 and 1.00 FTE higher than the 2000 funding level for the King

- County Civic Television. In light of the level of reductions requested and submitted by
other Current Expense agencies, it is only equitable that all King County agencies,
including Council agencies, accommodate reduced funding levels in 2001.

Section11.  BOARD OF APPEALS: Page 6, lines 116 through 129.

Council’s appropriation of $493,535 is $47,342 higher than the Proposed budget and
$24,620 higher than the 2000 funding for the Board of Appeals. In light of the level of
reductions requested and submitted by other Current Expense agencies, it is necessary
that all King County agencies equitably share in cost reductions.

Section 13~ DEPUTY COUNTY EXECUTIVE: Pages 6 through 10, lines 134
through 225.

Council’s appropriation of $2,647,719 is $37,844 lower than the Proposed budget.
Additionally, the Council provisos add a significant body of work to this agency while at
the same time restricting the expenditure of approximately 33% of the total agency




budget. This represents the restriction of approximately $900,000 out of a $2.6 million
budget.

The vacancy restriction will require a cut of 1.2 FTEs for 6 months, which represents 5%
of this agency’s workforce. This reduction would be in addition to the 1.0 FTE cut in the
Proposed budget. The Deputy County Executive cannot perform or adhere to the

provisos without sufficient staffing and resources to perform the required bodies of work.

The Budget Development Task Force proviso is inappropriate because it is not supported
by any appropriation for the Deputy County Executive to carry out the extensive
elements of this proviso.

/

Section 14.  BUDGET OFFICE: Pages 10 through 15, lines 226 through 346.

Council’s appropriation of $3,061,412 is $255,450 below the Proposed appropriation,
which already includes a 6% target reduction taken by the Budget Office. This

- appropriation identifies the reduction as a vacancy restriction, which by our analysis
translates to 8.0 FTEs over a 6-month period. This will reduce the number of budget
analysts by 22%. This reduction in workforce will severely limit the ability of the Budget
Office to provide core services to all County departments and will reduce the volume,
quality and level of review that will be possible, while at the same time an increased body
of work is being required by the ten provisos in the Council’s budget ordinance.

In the current revenue environment, more work and analysis will be needed to find
efficiencies and balance the budget. With an out-year deficit of over $40 million, the
financial picture will only worsen which will increase the workload while the Budget
Office personnel resources are being limited by a vacancy restriction.

Not only will the Budget Office not be able to provide the aforementioned services, but it
will be difficult to comply with any of the provisos specified in the Council’s budget
ordinance. The Vacancy Restriction proviso represents a cut to the Budget Office
appropriation based on speculative analysis, and is not based on fact. The vacancy
restriction is computed from an inaccurate payroll report. The restriction does not
accurately represent the capacity of the Budget Office to absorb the described reductions.

The Current Expense Financial Plan proviso is unnecessary in that the Proposed budget
already provides the requested elements.

The Payroll Vacancy Report proviso requires the Budget Office to be responsible for a
payroll report that it does not control. The ARMS system is operated and controlled
entirely by the Finance Department. The Budget Office is a user of that system and does
not control the accuracy of the information in the reports produced. For the Budget
Office to produce an additional vacancy report concurrently with the ARMS report would
be a duplication of effort and therefore inefficient as well as adding work to a department
severely hampered by vacancy restrictions.



The Actuals in Essbase proviso would require significant additional work and FTE
resources, and no appropriation was provided to pay for the additional costs. Essbase is
not the budget book of record for the County financial system. The ARMS/IBIS general
ledgers are the budget books of record for King County. Essbase is only a budget
preparation system used in preparing the budget, and it is not a database containing actual
expenditures. ARMS and IBIS General Ledgers are the County's financial books of
record for budget, supplements and actuals. The ARMS and IBIS systems already
contain the information described in the proviso. The Budget Office balances all
appropriations and supplements to ARMS/IBIS at end year for this very reason. The
financial systems already exist to track informational needs. Specifically, ARMS/IBIS
and BOSS (Budget Online Status System) are these tools and are funded in the internal
service rates that Finance charges to County departments.

The List Databases proviso is unnecessary in that we already provide database
information, rate and cost allocation methodology to Council staff as requested. MBase
and Essbase are made available as soon as the Proposed budget is prepared and
transmitted to Council. Internal service rate methodologies and cost allocation models
have always been provided to Council staff as requested and needed. Database
information should be provided to Council to support policy development rather than
policy implementation.

The Council included three criminal justice-related provisos for which the Budget Office
is required to complete in-depth analyses, but fails to provide the Budget Office with the
resources necessary to complete the work. The vacancy reductions included by the
Council eliminate a vacant criminal justice policy analyst position while dramatically
increasing the Budget Office’s criminal justice workload through the provisos.
Moreover, the second of these three provisos creates an additional financial strain on the
County’s criminal justice agencies by requiring them to generate savings in their existing
budgets to be applied to prevention programs. The criminal justice agencies are required
to do this at the same time that the Council budget reduces fundmg for these agencies to
provide basic services.

Finally, the third criminal justice-related proviso creates a significant liability for the
Current Expense Fund by encouraging the County’s criminal justice agencies to request
mid-year supplemental appropriations to accommodate workload increases. As with the
previous proviso, the Council budget allows for this while reducing funding for the basic
services provided by these agencies, making the possibility of mid-year supplemental
appropriation requests very likely. Even more concerning is the lack of reserves provided
by the Council budget to accommodate these future funding requests. In fact, the costs of
restoring all Council reductions to criminal justice agencies would exceed the $2 million
reserved in Executive Contingency.

Section 15.  FINANCE - CX: Page 15, lines 347 through 349.

Council’s appropriation of $2,619,733 is $40,110 less than the Proposed budget. This
reduction will directly impact treasury services, which provides property tax collection



services for the County's Current Expense Fund and other taxing jurisdictions. One
minor impact of this reduction is the elimination of the use of overtime; however, the
inability to utilize overtime during the peak property tax collection periods will cause
delay in payment processing, which will result in the loss of interest revenue to the
County of at least $71,592. In addition, this delay may interfere with the King County
Treasurer's ability to fulfill its responsibility to the cities and other taxing jurisdictions.
This situation could cause the cities and other jurisdictions to sue the County for
unearned interest.

Section 16.  OFFICE OF REGIONAL POLICY AND PLANNING: Pages 15 through
17, lines 350 through 385.

The appropriation of $5,946,713 fails to provide adequate resources for the Office of
Regional Policy and Planning (ORPP) to comply with the mandatory requirements of the
State Growth Management Act. The number of FTEs combined with the vacancy
restriction represents a 68% reduction in staffing for six months, and an on-going

- reduction of 53%. Furthermore, since there are currently no vacancies in ORPP's budget,
these requirements would result in total layoffs of 18.5 FTEs at the end of 2000.

In addition, Council included a proviso which adds $175,000 of unfunded special projects
to ORPP's budget, and a proviso restricting expenditure of $300,000 pending submission
of a plan to provide long-term funding sources for Emergency Medical Services (EMS).
This is not currently a work plan item contemplated in ORPP's 2001 budget. With only
the limited remaining programmatic funding level and FTEs, ORPP will be unable to
fulfill the following work plan items for 2001: preparation of 2001 and 2002
comprehensive plan amendments, implementation of the 2000 Comprehensive Plan
which includes rural strategies and Endangered Species Act implementation, compliance
with the State Buildable Lands requirements, management of the Transfer of
Development Credits Program, implementation of economic development programs such
as the Southwest King County Economic Development Strategy, the Brownfields
program, and the King County Jobs Initiative, staffing the Growth Management Planning
Council, and negotiation with cities and preparation of interlocal agreements relating to
GMA compliance, capital projects, and service delivery.

Section 17.  SHERIFF: Page 17, lines 386 through 405.

Council’s appropriation of $86,223,976 fails to provide the Sheriff with sufficient funds
to ensure public safety for residents of unincorporated King County. The Council budget
reduces funding to the Sheriff by $794,672 from the Proposed level. Reductions of this
magnitude will likely create future funding liabilities to the Current Expense Fund for
which the Council budget fails to account. The Sheriff, along with the other criminal
justice agencies, indicates that a mid-year supplemental request is likely in order to
continue basic operations. Supplemental appropriations to restore the Sheriff’s
reductions, along with those of the other criminal justice agencies, will more than exhaust
the $2 million reserved in Executive Contingency.



Specifically, the Council budget requires the Sheriff to generate $135,717 in savings
through vacancy reductions. A cut of this magnitude would require the Sheriff to
eliminate 6 deputies for six months, reducing the number of officers that the Sheriff can
deploy to protect residents of unincorporated King County. Further reductions of
$46,309 are required to eliminate temporary positions that are not vacant.

The Council budget reduces the funding to the Sheriff’s 53000 accounts by $76,144.
This reduction could jeopardize officer safety by reducing the money the Sheriff has
available for officer training.

Finally, the Council budget assumes that the Sheriff will extend the amount of time for
the replacement of patrol vehicles from the current 6 years to 7 years generating a savings
of $536,502. Unfortunately, this will not generate a net savings to the Sheriff or the
Current Expense Fund as the savings will be entirely shifted to increased maintenance
costs. Moreover, the existing replacement schedule already exceeds national standards.
The Council budget assumes that this change will not adversely affect the safe operation
of the Sheriff’s vehicle, but fails to formally document this as the case.

Section 19.  OFFICE OF CULTURAL RESOURCES: Pages 18 through 19, lines 410
through 443. '

- The Office of Cultural Resources is supported by the Current Expense Fund, and the
Council’s appropriation is approximately 25% higher than the total in the Proposed
budget. In view of the many competing demands on the Current Expense Fund and the
likelihood of supplemental requests from other Current Expense agencies in 2001 if the
Council’s budget were approved, all such expenditures must be subject to close scrutiny.
The task of re-evaluating the Current Expense budget and rebalancing the Current
Expense financial plan requires therefore that all proposed Current Expense expenditures
be considered in the light of the County’s highest priorities.

Section 20. PARKS AND RECREATION: Pages 19 through 23, lines 444 through
549.

Council’s appropriation of $24,459,138 for Parks and Recreation fails to provide
sufficient funds for the County’s 2001 Parks and Recreation programs.

Specifically, the Council budget requires the Parks and Recreation Department to
generate $315,776 in savings through vacancy reductions. A cut of this magnitude would
require the Parks and Recreation Department to eliminate 8.0 positions from its
workforce for six months. The reduced staffing levels will negatively impact King
County residents by restricting hours at Forward Thrust pools and disrupting programs
and activities for children and families. Further, the staffing reduction inhibits
administrative activities such as collection of budgeted revenue and suspends
maintenance of department software that provides on-line scheduling of park facilities
and programs to parks users.



In addition, the Council budget requires Parks and Recreation to appropriate $538,395 of
its funding for Council added special programs. However, Council does not provide
revenue for the expenditures. Consequently, Parks and Recreation will need to reduce or
eliminate core programs and services within its base budget in order to fund these
Council-added special requirements. Two of the Council-added special programs
necessitate additional FTEs, yet no additional FTE authority nor revenue is provided to
support the additional work of the Council requirements.

The council proviso withholding critical funding for the department’s maintenance
division severely cripples the department’s maintenance activities Countywide.
Specifically, the mowing of parks will be reduced, more facilities maintenance will be
deferred and there could be possible layoffs of maintenance workers. Parks and
Recreation supports presenting a list of all maintenance projects to the council on or
before June 1, 2001 therefore, the withholding maintenance budget appropriation is
unnecessary.

The proviso mandating the transfer of Juanita Beach Park to the City of Kirkland is in
conflict with County Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan adopted by Council in June
1996. The plan retains regional parks such as Juanita Beach Park as County parks. This
Council requirement directs the department to transfer a park via the budget process and
withholds $150,000 of maintenance funds to ensure compliance with the Council
directive. When this park is redeveloped following the County master plan now
underway, it will return a positive revenue stream to the King County Park System.

In addition, requiring Parks and Recreation to develop a proposal to expand and assume
responsibility for North Sea-Tac Park is in conflict with an existing agreement with the
City of Sea-Tac. Under the current agreement, the City of Sea-Tac has responsibility for
the facility. Further, there is no funding available for Parks and Recreation to undertake
this new requirement. This action places the County on an expensive path to incur
millions of dollars in new capital costs, in addition to the $6 million already spent at this
park when it was operated under County supervision. Expenditures exceeding $300,000
per year in maintenance costs could be expected.

The Council budget further reduces the Parks and Recreation budget by $140,000. It is
assumed that this cut is to come from reduced expenditures in the department’s 53000
accounts. Such reductions could further jeopardize the Parks Department’s ability to
successfully maintain its properties and would likely result in the closure of facilities and
severely reduce programs for system users.

Section 21.  RESOURCE LANDS & OPEN SPACE: Pages 23 through 24, lines 550
through 570.

Council’s appropriation for Resource Lands and Open Spaces (RLOS) — a Current
Expense Fund agency - includes expenditures for which the revenue sources were not re-
authorized. As a result of Council’s failure to re-enact the Rural Drainage Program (RDP)
fee and the KCD assessment, there are revenue holes in this appropriation unit. These



include $292,600 from loss of RDP revenues for 3.6 FTEs (one Livestock Coordinator,
one Forester, 0.4 Agriculture Specialist and 0.2 Fish and Ditch Coordinator), and about
$150,000 from KCD revenues for another livestock position, 0.5 Farmbudsman and 0.3
Agriculture Specialist. Absent these revenue sources, Council has attempted to restore
funding to program areas by drawing on a number of problematic sources. On October
16, 2000, I transmitted an ordinance to the Council which would have extended the
existing KCD $5/parcel fee. This is a more appropriate source of funding for the ongoing
activities I proposed to fund with this revenue source.

Without the RDP and KCD fees, this agency will lose a great deal of its ability to help
rural landowners respond to changing environmental regulations. Finally, the vacancy
restriction calculated for this small agency was based on inaccurate data and would affect
its ability to provide needed services.

Section 22.  INFORMATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, ADMIN.:
Pages 24 through 25, lines 571 through 580.

Council’s appropriation of $1,284,167 will result in reduced service levels in the Office
of Civil Rights Enforcement (OCRE) and will directly impact case processing time.

Council’s budget creates a total reduction of $22,752 and 1.2 FTEs affecting one Civil
Rights Specialist and printing, postage and contract services. If the Council’s budget is
implemented, OCRE would be forced to reduce its investigation and/or disability access
resources for 6 months. Assistance to County departments regarding disability access
would be reduced by 25%, and investigation of discrimination complaints would be
reduced by nearly 20%. Case processing time and general response time would
significantly increase.

Section 23.  OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT: Page 25, lines 581
through 589. '

Council’s appropriation of $947,816 for the Office of Emergency Management (OEM)
will negatively impact an already limited staff. The total reduction of $48,447 and 2.0
FTEs, with cuts to operating accounts and cuts to two positions: 1.0 Emergency
Management Program Coordinator who conducts internal and external training in
emergency management disciplines and public education in disaster preparedness, and
1.0 Emergency Management Program Coordinator who analyzes Emergency Operations
Center (EOC) operations and operational readiness. The Office of Emergency
Management is a critical part of our public safety environment.

The operations position is the most critical in the OEM structure since it is the position
that maintains operational readiness for the EOC and normally serves as the Supervisor
during EOC activations. By not filling the Training/Public Education position, there will
be no public education efforts in disaster preparedness in the unincorporated areas, no
participation in public education activities conducted by the suburban jurisdictions, no



training offered to internal County agencies in disaster preparedness and emergency
management, and no participation with suburban jurisdictions in this training.

The impact of cuts to the operating accounts will result in the elimination of printing,
distribution, and mailing of emergency preparedness education materials. This includes
updates to the County's Emergency Management Plan, training materials, and public
education materials.

Section 24.  LICENSING AND REGULATORY SERVICES: Page 25, lines 590
through 598.

Council’s appropriation of $6,342,263 is insufficient and fails to recognize the need for
Licensing and Regulatory Services to: (1) provide animal control field services and
enforcement to the public; (2) achieve full cost recovery of the animal control program;
and (3) provide timely services to the residents of King County.

With only the funding level in the Council’s budget, Licensing and Regulatory Services
will be forced to make a significant reduction in animal control field services and
enforcement efforts. This reduction will result in longer response time for service calls,
the elimination of dead animal retrievals, and a reduction in the number of traps provided
to citizens for feral cats.

Second, the limited funding level will impact the ability to achieve full cost recovery for
the animal control program as mandated by the Council. The elimination of TLTs will
directly result in reduced revenue levels for pet license cost recovery efforts. The
reduction may result in the closure of the East Side Adoption Shelter in order to meet the
Council’s staffing restriction. It also poses a risk to the County’s relationships with the 31
contracting cities.

Third, the reductions on postage will impact the licensing service level to the public.
Vehicle license tabs, pet licenses, and license plates are currently mailed to the
customers, but without sufficient funding, citizens will be forced to travel to downtown to
pick up licenses or visit subagency offices to pick up renewal vehicle tabs.

Section 25.  OFFICE OF HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT: Pages 25
through 27, lines 599 through 636.

Council’s appropriation of $6,601,127 reduces the Proposed budget by $647,245. This
reduction consists of $321,669 in vacancy restrictions and $307,448 of undetermined
budget items. Inadequate funding will impact training programs and the ability to retain
consultants. OHRM will also have problems maintaining service levels in labor relations
and negotiations, recruitment and hiring support, organizational development, consulting,
and support in diversity services.

With the Council’s funding level, OHRM will not be able to provide a report on the Body
of Work review and TLT positions as required in the provisos due to lack of resources.



The inability to fill the vacant programmer positions will severely restrict OHRM's
ability to maintain and modify key database applications, such as the Temporary
Employee Tracking system, the interim database used for the
Classification/Compensation Project and other uses, the annual Body of Work review
process, and Open Enrollment. As a result, OHRM will have difficulty meeting reporting
requirements such as the use of temporary and TLT positions. OHRM will also be
unable to implement the Clark lawsuit settlement due to inability to fill restricted TLT
positions.

Section 26. CABLE COMMUNICATIONS: Page 27, lines 637 through 640.

The Council’s budget restores the I-Net low org to Cable Communications. This low org
had been transferred to the I-Net Operations Unit in the Department of Information and
Telecommunications Services (ITS) in the Proposed budget. However, Council’s budget
did not fund the I-Net Operations Unit, and consequently moved 6.00 FTEs back to Cable
Communications from the proposed I-Net Operations Unit low org. These FTEs will be
‘retained to install the remaining I-Net core equipment and work with the Council’s
consultant to determine the future of the County’s I-Net involvement. The I-Net low org
in the Office of Cable Communications would thereby be restored with a reduced staff.
The remaining 8.00 FTEs and 3.00 TLTs that had been working to complete the
installation of I-Net equipment (funded in previous years through the I-Net capital
project) have not been included in this budget, and would therefore be eliminated. This
cut also relates to the I-Net Operations section which follows Section 100 - Radio
Communications Services in this document, as well as the I-Net Capital Project (fund
#3482), where Council’s budget included a sizeable disappropriation pending its
determination of future options with regard to the I-Net.

Section 27.  PROPERTY SERVICES: Page 27, lines 641 through 649.

The proviso would require the Property Services Division to leave three positions vacant
for the first six months of 2001. Two of the positions are revenue-backed through the
work they perform for the Roads Division of the Department of Transportation. Leaving
those positions vacant results in a net loss to the Current Expense Fund rather than a
savings because those two positions are fully reimbursable including overhead. In effect,
the County Council has programmed their assumed savings for other purposes when there
is really no money to fund that action. Permit fees, paid by utility companies among
others, support the third position, a franchising officer. Not filling this position will
significantly reduce the Division’s ability to process permit applications in a timely
manner and will hamper the Division’s efforts to negotiate a new franchise with Puget
Sound Energy, a negotiation that will have significant issues to address. Without the
revenue-backed FTE authority necessary to perform the Roads Division and the utility
permit work, the Division may need to contract out for acquisition services to meet its
responsibilities and shift staff resources within the Division to deal with the highest
priority work.
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Section 29.  RECORDS AND ELECTIONS: Page 28, lines 654 through 674.

Council’s appropriation of $8,836,744 is insufficient and fails to recognize the need for
Records and Elections to: (1) provide timely customer service; (2) begin the 10-year
census redistricting project beginning in July; and (3) provide full support for the primary
voter’s pamphlet.

First, the vacancy restriction imposed by Council will compromise the customer service
level in the Recorder’s Office and the Voter Registration division. The corresponding
reductions to operating accounts will impact the ability to mail absentee ballots, voter
registration notices, and recorded documents to the public.

Second, the Proposed budget included 3.0 TLTs to work in the GIS area to begin the 10-
year census redistricting project in July as required by federal law. With the restriction
placed on these positions, the ability to comply with the redistricting schedule will be
seriously jeopardized.

Third, the Council added a proviso that in effect reduces the funding for primary voter’s
pamphlet by $83,955. With only the Council’s funding level, Records and Elections
cannot absorb the $83,955 cost to produce and mail the primary voter’s pamphlet. In
order to provide full support for a voter’s pamphlet instead of a postcard version, full
funding of $186,473 would be required. Without additional funding and removal of the
funding restrictions, the voter’s pamphlet cannot be mailed to registered voters in Klng
County.

Section 30. PROSECUTING ATTORNEY: Pages 28 through 29, lines 675 through
686.

Council’s appropriation of $37,229,752 fails to provide the Prosecuting Attorney with
sufficient funds to prosecute criminal cases. The Council budget reduces funding to the
Prosecuting Attorney by $396,529 from the Proposed level. Reductions of this
magnitude will likely create future funding liabilities to the Current Expense Fund for
which the Council budget fails to account. The Prosecuting Attorney, along with the
other criminal justice agencies, indicates that a mid-year supplemental request is likely in
order to continue basic operations. Supplemental appropriations to restore the
Prosecuting Attorney’s reductions, along with those of the other criminal justice
agencies, will more than exhaust the $2 million reserved in Executive Contingency.

Specifically, the Council budget requires the Prosecuting Attorney to generate $348,000
in savings through vacancy reductions. A cut of this magnitude is the equivalent of the
salaries and benefits of 14 positions or 3% of its workforce for six months. These -
reductions come at a time when felony caseloads are increasing by approximately 15%.
The reduced staffing levels will extend the time it takes to prosecute criminal cases and
could lead to increased inmate populations at the King County Correctional Facilities.
The Proposed budget added 6.0 FTEs and $313,397 for workload-based additions to the
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Criminal Division. The Council’s reductions more than offset this addition and provides
no relief for the Prosecuting Attorney’s record workload levels.

The Council budget also requires the Prosecuting Attorney to take reductions of $48,529
to its 53000 and other accounts. It is assumed that this cut is to come from reduced
expenditures in the department’s 53000 accounts. Important services such as witness
expenses are paid for out of these accounts. Such reductions could further jeopardize the
Prosecuting Attorney’s ability to successfully prosecute cases and protect the safety of
the citizens of King County.

Section 32.  SUPERIOR COURT: Page 29, lines 690 through 701.

Council’s appropriation of $31,447,233 fails to provide Superior Court with sufficient
funds to adjudicate felony and civil cases generated in King County. The Council budget
reduces funding to Superior Court by $263,931 from the Proposed level. Reductions of
this magnitude will likely create future funding liabilities to the Current Expense Fund
for which the Council budget fails to account. Superior Court, along with the other
criminal justice agencies, indicates that a mid-year supplemental request is likely in order
to continue basic operations. Supplemental appropriations to restore Superior Court’s
reductions, along with those of the other criminal justice agencies, will more than exhaust
the $2 million reserved in Executive Contingency.

Specifically, the Council budget requires Superior Court to generate $107,897 in savings
through vacancy reductions. To achieve a reduction of this magnitude, the Court will
eliminate over 5 positions for six months, reducing the ability of the Court to efficiently
adjudicate cases at a time when felony caseloads are increasing approximately 8% per
year during the last four years.

The Court’s ability to efficiently adjudicate cases is further jeopardized by $156,034 in
reductions to 53000 and other accounts. Cuts of this magnitude will require the Court to
reduce the level of legally mandated services it provides. Such service reductions will
include limiting the funding available for legally required jury fees and postage for jury
summons. The Council reductions will also limit funding for interpreters, limiting or
delaying access to non-English speaking users of the Court system. Additionally,
Council reductions will limit the number of guardians ad litem (GALSs) that the Court can
appoint. GALSs are appointed in cases involving the elderly, individuals with
developmental disabilities and children when they are at risk of others taking financial,
health and/or emotional advantage of their situation. The Council reductions with also

~ reduce the Court’s funding for pro tem judges, which would extend the time it takes the

- Court to process cases. Finally, the Council reductions will reduce funding for secure
visitation and stay-in-school programs.

Section 33.  DISTRICT COURT: Pages 29 through 30, lines 702 through 712.

Council’s appropriation of $20,767,176 fails to provide District Court with sufficient
funds to adjudicate misdemeanor cases generated in unincorporated King County and in
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the contracting cities. The Council budget reduces funding to District Court by $196,245
from the Proposed level. Reductions of this magnitude will likely create future funding
liabilities to the Current Expense Fund for which the Council budget fails to account.
District Court, along with the other criminal justice agencies, indicates that a mid-year
supplemental request is likely in order to continue basic operations. Supplemental
appropriations to restore District Court’s reductions, along with those of the other
criminal justice agencies, will more than exhaust the $2 million reserved in Executive
Contingency.

Specifically, the Council budget requires District Court to generate $147,000 in savings
through vacancy reductions. To achieve a reduction of this magnitude, the Court will
eliminate 8 positions or 3% of its workforce for six months, reducing the ability of the
Court to efficiently adjudicate cases at a time when the State is mandating more stringent
penalties in cases such as Driving Under the Influence. These new guidelines extend the
time it takes to process cases as the ramifications of the outcome become more serious
for the defendant.

Finally, the Council budget requires District Court to make $49,245 in reductions to its
53000 and other accounts. Reductions of this magnitude will limit funding for the
Court’s performance measurement project, the dispute resolution center, and the Court’s
Failure to Appear Pilot Project. The Failure to Appear Pilot Project is particularly
important as it is thought that phone reminders will increase the likelihood of defendants
showing up for their court hearings and reducing the likelihood of increased jail time
resulting from defendants who fail to appear.

Section 34.  JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION: Page 30, lines 713 through 723.

Council’s appropriation of $12,002,938 fails to provide Judicial Administration with
sufficient funds to provide court clerk support to Superior Court. The Council budget
reduces funding to Judicial Administration by $233,591 from the Proposed level.
Reductions of this magnitude will likely create future funding liabilities to the Current
Expense Fund for which the Council budget fails to account. Judicial Administration,
along with the other criminal justice agencies, indicates that a mid-year supplemental
request is likely in order to continue basic operations. Supplemental appropriations to
restore Judicial Administration’s reductions, along with those of the other criminal justice
agencies, will more than exhaust the $2 million reserved in Executive Contingency.

Specifically, the Council budget requires Judicial Administration to generate $200,000 in
savings through vacancy reductions. In order to achieve this level of savings, Judicial
Administration will reduce six positions or 3% of its workforce. Eliminating these
caseflow and customer service positions will translate into drastic increases in the amount
of time it takes Judicial Administration to process documents for the Court’s and public’s
use. For instance the customer service reductions will lead to longer lines, file access
delays, longer waits on the phone, and reductions in service levels to victims of domestic
violence who are seeking the Court’s assistance in securing domestic violence protection
orders.
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The Council budget also requires Judicial Administration to take reductions of $33,591 to
its 53000 and other accounts. Judicial Administration’s 53000 accounts hold all contract
monies related to King County’s highly successful Drug Court program. Reductions
included in the Council budget will mean fewer defendants will have access to the
treatment services provided by Drug Court. Also included in these accounts is funding
for legally-mandated services such as service to parents in dependency cases, payment of
witness expenses in criminal cases, and postage for mailing legal notices on Juvemle
offender cases to parents and defendants.

Section 39. SALARY AND WAGE CONTINGENCY: Pages 31 through 32, lines
737 through 756.

Council included a proviso in this section which requires submission of a report on
Classification/Compensation implementation by February 15, 2001. The data will not be
available by February 15 in order to compile a report with a broad scope as outlined in
the proviso.

Section42.  ASSESSMENTS: Pages 32 through 33, lines 763 through 779.

Council’s appropriation of $15,852,325 is insufficient, and will limit the agency’s ability
to carry out its mandated functions due to staffing restrictions equivalent to 3.0 FTEs for
six months.

The Council’s proviso requiring the consideration of all appeals prior to the mailing of
subsequent year’s assessments being mailed to residents does not offer a practical
solution to the area of concern intended to be addressed. In the Assessor's opinion, it
would be extremely difficult to conduct all appeals hearings prior to the mailing date of
new valuations. Numerous appeals (especially commercial appeals, i.e., Boeing)
continue for several years because they move from the local level to the State Board of
Appeals. Additionally, the proviso is poorly worded because (1) "tax" is used
interchangeably for "valuation," (2) "Board of Appeals" is used for King County's "Board
of Equalization," (3) tax statements are sent and taxes collected by the Finance
Department, and (4) the proviso, in some cases, contradicts agency (Board of
Equalization/Appeals, Finance, and Assessor) duties and responsibilities as specified in
the RCW.

Most importantly, without sending out valuation notices, the County cannot collect
property taxes.

Section43.  CX TRANSFERS: Page 33, lines 780 through 782.

Council’s appropriation of $31,024,125 is insufficient and the following programs will be
impacted by the Council reductions:
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The Council arbitrarily reduced the payments to the Major Maintenance Fund by

- $2,206,000. This has the effect of deferring $2 million of existing building safety and
repair needs. Further, this deferral does not result in a savings, but rather a transparent
borrowing from the Major Maintenance Reserve Fund. This skipped $2 million payment
is analogous to skipping a mortgage or a car payment. The obligation is not reduced but
rather increases in future years due to the accrual of “interest” on the foregone payment.

The Council’s budget cut $400,000 from the transfer to Public Health. If the reduction is
to be met, Public Health will be forced to take a direct service reduction in the Child Care
program, which would cause a significant reduction in services provided. This program
provides services to approximately 28,300 children at many sites throughout the County,
and the reduction will affect low-income families disproportionately due to their more
limited childcare choices. This reduction will also have an impact on other medically
related areas of concern, such as communicable diseases, infectious disease program
elements, and aspects in employability for low income women.

The Council’s budget included a cut of $145,000 cut from the transfer to the Department
of Development and Environmental Services (DDES). This reduction should be restored
in order for DDES to carry out the body of work required by the proviso in Section 84,
page 54, lines 1317 through 1322 of the Council’s budget. Without the $145,000, DDES
has an unfunded mandate to which they cannot respond by the prescribed date of April
15, 2001.

Council cut $1,000,000 from the ITS PC Replacement project, even though this is one
element in the ITS Strategic Plan the Council has indicated in public testimony they
supported. ITS has already started the process with a tech bond expenditure in 2000 of
approximately $1,000,000. By skipping any further Current Expense Fund PC
replacement efforts in 2001, we will see effects in the out-years when we have numbers
of machines needing replacement that exceeds the expected 25% of the inventory. The
result may be reduced services levels in Current Expense agencies due to increased PC
maintenance costs and down times.

$1,236,480 was cut from the Building Repair/Replacement transfer to the General
Government CIP. The cuts in the General Government Capital Program would result in
the reduction of 11.5 highly skilled and difficult to replace, staff positions. These
positions include carpenters, electricians, painters, plumbers and project managers.
Council specifically cut the King County District Court Disabled Access Projects. These
projects fund the work necessary to insure that disabled persons have access to the
District Court's courtrooms and offites through compliance with the requirements of the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Given the nature of the business transacted at
the District Court offices, it is imperative that these facilities are accessible to everyone.

Several security projects were also eliminated. The appropriation included funds for
design, construction documents, installation of the initial wiring and head-end equipment
for the parking garage, installation of security cameras and other improvements in the
vehicles and vessels licensing area and the installation of five security cameras in and
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around the Yesler Building. These cameras are necessary for the safety of the temporary
courtrooms that will be located in the building during the Courthouse renovation project

Lastly, the Council also eliminated the County Assessor's 8th floor remodel project. The
project, when completed, would free up approximately 4,000 square feet of office space.
This space would be used to house a portion of the Prosecuting Attorney's operation,
which is currently leasing privately owned space.

Section 44. ADULT AND JUVENILE DETENTION: Pages 33 through 34, lines 783
through 809.

Council’s appropriation of $102,029,726 fails to provide Adult and Juvenile Detention
with sufficient funds to operate safe, secure, and humane King County correctional
facilities. The Council budget reduces funding to Adult & Juvenile Detention by
$359,617 from the Proposed level. Reductions of this magnitude will likely create future
funding liabilities to the Current Expense Fund for which the Council budget fails to
account. Adult & Juvenile Detention, along with the other criminal justice agencies,
indicates that a mid-year supplemental request is likely in order to continue basic
operations. Supplemental appropriations to restore Adult & Juvenile Detention’s
reductions, along with those of the other criminal justice agencies, will more than exhaust
the $2 million reserved in Executive Contingency.

Specifically, the Council budget requires Adult & Juvenile Detention to generate
$656,716 in savings through vacancy reductions. A cut of this magnitude would require
the Adult & Juvenile Detention to eliminate 32 positions or 3% of its workforce for six
months. The analysis upon which the Council based this vacancy reduction plan was
faulty in that some of the vacant positions in the department had already been reduced
during the Proposed phase of the budget. Other positions are backfilled on overtime to
meet basic service requirements.

The Council budget also requires Adult & Juvenile Detention to generate $300,000 in
population reduction savings and $141,162 in unexplained savings. At the same time the
Council budget provides Adult & Juvenile Detention with $738,261 in additional funding
to re-establish Third Shift Booking operations at the Regional Justice Center. This
operation had been closed earlier this year in response to 1-695.

While providing funding for restoration of discretionary new services, such as Third Shift
Booking, the Council budget jeopardizes Adult & Juvenile Detention’s ability to
satisfactorily maintain existing services. The total reductions to Adult & Juvenile
Detention threaten the County’s ability to operate its jails within the terms of the
negotiated settlement of the Federal District Court Hammer lawsuit. The reductions
- would result in additional mandatory overtime expenditures at time-and-a-half,
completely offsetting any savings. Finally, the reductions will likely result in a less
efficient classification system, which could result in the need to double bunk additional
beds at a cost of $350,000 per unit per year.
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Section45. COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION: Pages 34 through 43, lines 810
through 1049. '

Council’s appropriation of $11,978,366 for the Community Services Division fails to
provide sufficient funds for the County’s 2001 human services programs. While the
Council budget increased funding for community contracts in the 2001 appropriation,
sufficient funding for staffing to support the administration of those contracts was not
included with the Council appropriation.

Specifically, the Council budget requires the Community Services Division to generate
$150,106 in savings through vacancy reductions. A cut of this magnitude would require
the Community Services Division to eliminate 4 positions or 11% of its workforce for six
months. The reduced staffing levels will extend the time it takes to process child care
vouchers for families, make payments to contractors, write and implement special
programs contracts and perform other administrative functions in a timely manner.

The Council budget further jeopardizes services to the citizens of King County by
requiring the Community Services Division to shift $160,000 of funds allocated in the
Proposed budget to accommodate an unexplained Council directive regarding work
crews. Not only does the directive lack legislative intent, but also this restriction compels
the Community Services Division to reduce programs to accommodate this new,
unfunded program.

Section 46. PUBLIC DEFENSE: Pages 44 through 45, lines 1050 through 1076.

Council’s appropriation of $27,218,895 fails to provide Public Defense with sufficient
funds to provide indigent public defense services. The Council budget reduces funding to
Public Defense by $254,327 from the Proposed level. Reductions of this magnitude will
likely create future funding liabilities to the Current Expense Fund for which the Council
budget fails to account. The Office of Public Defense, along with the other criminal
justice agencies, indicates that a mid-year supplemental request is likely in order to
continue basic operations. Supplemental appropriations to restore the Public Defense’s
reductions, along with those of the other criminal justice agencies, will more than exhaust
the $2 million reserved in Executive Contingency.

Specifically, the Council budget requires Public Defense to eliminate 2.5 positions for six
months to achieve the $85,568 vacancy reduction. This reduction includes an indigency
interviewer that is currently being backfilled. Public Defense will eliminate one
additional interviewer for 6 months to achieve the full vacancy dollar reduction. The
Interviewer positions assess a defendant’s eligibility for public defense services. The loss
of these positions would double the waiting time for defendants to be screened for
eligibility. In addition, this cut would decrease - or completely eliminate - indigency
interviewers in many of the District Court Branches. The Council budget additionally
cuts the Public Defense’s Assistant Administrator position. This position was held
vacant by Public Defense assuming adoption of the two administrative positions included
in the Proposed budget based on a professional recommendation by The Spangenberg
Public Defense Study. Council cut these positions along with the Assistant Administrator
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position, thus crippling the agency’s ability to properly manage indigent defense services
in King County.

The Council budget also includes a proviso for which it fails to reserve implementation.
The Council budget eliminates $207,725 in funding that had been included in the
Proposed budget to implement the administrative recommendations of the Public Defense
Study and uses the money elsewhere. Meanwhile, the Council budget establishes its
intent on ultimately implementing these recommendations by requiring the Budget Office
to develop a plan for doing so. Unfortunately, this would create a future funding liability
on the Current Expense fund for which the Council budget does not reserve.

Finally, the Council budget includes a proviso that designates $40,000 of the savings
generated by eliminating funding for implementing the administrative recommendations
of the Public Defense Study towards information technology improvements. Because the
previous proviso suggests Council still plans on implementing the administrative
recommendations, spending this money on technology improvements represents a
potential double allocation of these funds.

Section 68.  RIVER IMPROVEMENT: Page 48, lines 1150 through 1153.

Funding for this activity is not adequately provided for in Ordinance 2000-598.2 which
sets property tax revenues lower than necessary to support this expenditure.

Also, with the failure to adopt an ordinance reauthorizing the Rural Drainage Program
(RDP) fee, certain expenses related to necessary river maintenance projects in rural areas
may have to be funded from the River Improvement Fund (RIF) instead of from the RDP
where they were appropriately budgeted for 2001. Moreover, the revenue assumptions
embodied in the Council’s budget for this fund mean that with the Council’s level of
expenditures, RIF’s financial plan cannot meet its target fund balance.

Section 69.  VETERANS PROGRAM: Page 48, lines 1154 through 1157.

Funding for this activity is not adequately provided for in Ordinance 2000-598.2 which
sets property tax revenues lower than necessary to support this expenditure.

Section 70. DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES: Page 48, lines 1158 through 1161.

Funding for this activity is not adequately provided for in Ordinance 2000-598.2 which
sets property tax revenues lower than necessary to support this expenditure.

Section 74. MHCADS — MENTAL HEALTH: Page 49, lines 1174 through 1177.

Funding for this activity is not adequately provided for in Ordinance 2000-598.2 which
sets property tax revenues lower than necessary to support this expenditure.
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Section 76. EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES: Page 49, lines 1189 through
1192.

Funding for this activity is not adequately provided for in Ordinance 2000-598.2 which
sets property tax revenues lower than necessary to support this expenditure.

Section 77.  WATER & LAND RESOURCES (SWM): Pages 49 through 51, lines
1193 through 1227.

~ Council’s budget for the Surface Water Management (SWM) section of Water and Land
Resources (WLRD) includes expenditures added by Council that leaves the WLR/SWM
Fund financial plan about $415,000 below its target minimum fund balance of
approximately $850,000. Further, this section includes revenues that form part of
Council’s attempt to replace King Conservation District revenues with funds from other
sources. This section of the budget also includes an unmanageable proviso that would
limit WLRD’s expenditures to 17% of its annual appropriation pending adoption by
Council of an ordinance establishing financial policies for this agency.

Section 78. RURAL DRAINAGE: Pages 51 through 52, lines 1228 through 1249.

With the failure to adopt an ordinance reauthorizing the Rural Drainage Program (RDP)
fee, this appropriation cannot be collected or spent by the RDP, the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR), the Water and Land Resources Division (of DNR), or King
County.

The entire RDP operating and capital programs would be eliminated, including 13.09
FTEs, currently appropriated in Section 77, Water and Land Resources (7.49 FTEs);
Section 84, DDES (3.0 FTEs); and Section 71, Resource Lands and Open Space (2.6
FTEs). WLRD would also lose the opportunity to recover overhead costs of $366,000
from the RDP through loan-out labor. $334,000 in RDP revenue was also budgeted to
support drainage facility maintenance costs and WRIA 7 commitments, which would
need to be covered through the reallocation of River Improvement Fund (RIF) Ordinance
Section 68, or other DNR funding sources.

King Conservation District Funding

Council has constructed a one-time King Conservation District (KCD) fee replacement
funding model drawing on a number of County funding sources in addition to RDP
funding of $164,000 from cancelled rural (RDP) capital spending. There are serious
questions about the appropriateness of this funding model. Included in this model are
contributions from the following funds:

Fund source Amount

Conservation Futures Levy $ 787,643
Cancelled WLR/SWM CIP projects 255,000
Wastewater Treatment Division (Culver I1I funds) 691,129
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WLR/SWM Operating funds 70,000

DNR Administration contributions* 215,016
REET funds, from a reduced Parks CIP project 20,000
RDP funds; from rural capital spending (above) 164,000
Total KCD fee replacement “patch” $ 2,202,788

* DNR Admin. Derives its “revenue” by allocating its costs across
the various divisions within DNR: Solid Waste, Water and Land
Resources (including SWM, RIF and ICRIF), Wastewater
Treatment (WTD) and the Solid Waste Marketing Commission.

This KCD fee replacement funding model presents numerous problems. In the first place,
itis a one-time, temporary, solution to ongoing programmatic and service needs. There
are also funding restrictions on each of the funding sources included in this revenue
“patch”. Conservation Futures may only be spent on qualified open space acquisitions.
WTD and WLR/SWM have limited service areas within which their revenues are to be
expended for programs and projects related to the transmission and processing of sewage
and the monitoring and control of surface water, respectively. WTD may contribute to or
make expenditures on some programs or projects outside its core business only ifa
“nexus” (a legal and logical connection) can be established with WTD’s core business
and mission. Each of the two REET funds has restrictions on its use, which is limited to
projects located in the unincorporated area of King County or which have benefit to the
unincorporated area. The RDP fee, not re-authorized by Council, should not have been
included as a source of funding.

Another potential issue concerns the $499,145 or 23% of the proposed funding flowing to
the King Conservation District for administrative costs, farm management plans, and
other KCD programs and projects. Made up of a variety of funding sources, each of
which is restricted in particular ways, this one-time KCD revenue “patch” would be
complex and difficult to manage, and it is not clear that it would be workable at all. The
recommended method of funding the King Conservation District work program would be
to extend the KCD $5.00 per parcel fee.

Section 79. AUTOMATED FINGERPRINT IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM (AFIS):
Page 52, lines 1250 through 1267.

Funding for this activity is not adequately provided for in Ordinance 2000-598.2 which
sets property tax revenues lower than necessary to support this expenditure.

Section 80. MHCADS — ALCOHOLISM AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE: Page 52
through 53, lines 1268 through 1284.

Council’s appropriation of $20,597,455 to the alcohol and substance abuse fund fails to
provide sufficient funds for the County’s 2001 alcohol and substance abuse programs.

Specifically, the Council budget eliminates $197,000 in revenue from the Washington
Center defeasance Current Expense Subfund but did not reduce corresponding
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expenditures. This brings the fund out of balance, jeopardizing the ability of the County’s
Cedar Hills Alcohol Treatment Center to continue to provide services to substance
abusers.

Section 84. DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES (DDES):
Pages 54 through 55, lines 1303 through 1322.

The Council Budget places DDES in a difficult financial situation, in that its revenues
have been reduced by approximately $1.4 million. $720,000 is lost since the fee
ordinance language allowing the department to charge current hourly rates when working
on “old” permits was excised from the DDES fee ordinance that passed as part of the
Council’s budget deliberations. $145,000 is lost as part of the vacancy hiring restriction.
$215,000 of proposed funding is unavailable since the proposed funding source is
Wastewater and the $215,000 is outside the funding criteria established for the use of
Wastewater funds. Finally, $350,000 of proposed funding is not available. Since the
proposed funding source is Rural Drainage Program (RDP) funds, Council needs to
reauthorize the RDP fee to make these funds available.

A potential source of additional revenue for selected DDES work program areas would
be the extension of the King Conservation District fee, which Council has also chosen not

to approve.

The first DDES proviso inhibits the department from having the non-permit revenue to
carry out the mandate of the proviso that appears on lines 1317 through 1322. The
department wishes to support preparation of public rules for the agricultural drainage
program (a.k.a. fish and ditch) and needs the $145,000 in Current Expense support to
accomplish this.

Section 87. PUBLIC HEALTH: Page 55, lines 1329 through 1337.

Council’s appropriation of $168,363,663 for Public Health fails to provide sufficient
funds for the County’s 2001 health programs.

Specifically, the Council budget requires Public Health to generate $400,000 in Current
Expense savings through vacancy reductions. Public Health has determined that a cut of
this magnitude would require a reduction of services instead of achieving this amount of
savings through salary savings or position freezes. To achieve savings of this magnitude,
Public Health will either reduce funding for the Child Care Program or community
clinics.

A reduction in the Child Care Program will mean a significant reduction in services
provided to the children and families who live in King County. 200 fewer centers and
870 fewer family home providers will have access to on-site nursing, nutrition and mental
health consultation, training, screening for special health needs and referral assistance in
2001 than in 2000. The County childcare sites that receive program services served
approximately 28,300 children in 2000. After taking this budget reduction, 13,000 less
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children will receive services in 2001 than in 2000. These impacts will disproportionately
affect low-income families due to their more limited child care choices. The infectious
disease control, nutrition, safety and early special needs screening and referral expertise
available to child care centers will be drastically reduced, and the potential impact of
inadequate child care on employment sustainability for low income women will be
significantly increased

A reduction in funding to the community clinics would decrease primary care, dental
care, obstetrical care, outreach and access services to low income uninsured families and
individuals in King County. Although the Council fully restored Proposed reductions to
the community clinics, this is the most viable alternative second to the childcare program
reduction.

Section 94. NATURAL RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION: Pages 58 through 59,
lines 1396 through 1442.

The Council added two items to this budget that are inappropriate uses of administrative
overhead funds charged to the three utilities administered by the department (Solid
Waste, Wastewater, and the Surface Water Utility) — both of which would have been
funded through my proposed reauthorization of the King Conservation District
assessment. These two items are a $140,016 transfer to the King Conservation District to
prepare farm management plans, and a $75,000 transfer to Resource Lands and Open
Space for a livestock management ordinance staff position. Utility fee revenues are not
an appropriate funding source for these activities, even if they are funneled through an
overhead allocation formula.

Section 99.  STADIUM OPERATIONS: Page 62, lines 1503 through 1505.

Council’s budget of $230,000 for the Stadium does not provide sufficient expenditure
authority to discharge all the estimated final transition and closing costs. The only
alternative funding available to fill a shortfall in the Stadium budget is the Current
Expense Fund. It is necessary and appropriate to fully fund the Stadium budget in 2001
and transfer any residual funds to the Current Expense Fund in 2002.

I-NET OPERATIONS (Not Included in the Council’s Version of the Budget; Section 100
in the Proposed Budget). » :

Eliminating the I-Net Operations Unit will prevent bringing key customers such as the
~ King County Library System, the City of Seattle Public Utilities and County agencies
onto the I-Net in the first half of 2001 in a pre-production phase, and thereby prevent
going into revenue-producing operations scheduled for July, 2001.

The I-Net Operations Unit is being eliminated resulting in cuts of ($737,490) and (6.0)
FTEs and moving the 6.0 FTEs back to Cable Communications. The staffing retained is
only enough to do limited work on the I-NET core and support the study of alternate
operational models. The 6.0 FTEs are being moved back to Cable Communications from

22



the Proposed I-Net Operations Unit low org. The I-Net low org in the Office of Cable
Communications would thereby be restored with a reduced staff. The remaining 8.0
FTEs and 3.0 TLTs that had been working to complete the installation of I-Net
equipment (funded in previous years through the I-Net Capital project) have not been
included in the Council’s budget, and would therefore be eliminated.

Essentially what the Council has done in the budget is cut all expenditures from the
capital project except for a limited amount to support the installation of final core
equipment and a management team while further study is done. This will prevent ITS
from completing work in the first months of 2001 that would bring the network into
operational status. The Council also declined to allow the operational organization to
exist until the further study is done and an operational plan is approved. Council has
further indicated its intent to hire its own consultant to do this work, instead of ITS hiring
a consultant to review the work and recommendations on their behalf.

Section 101. WASTE WATER TREATMENT: Pages 62 through 65, lines 1510
through 1573.

This section contains two significant problems. First, it contains a transfer of $215,000 to
DDES for code development work that was added by the Council and which I believe is
an inappropriate use of Wastewater funds. Second, it reprograms the Culver budget in a
way that I cannot support. '

Wastewater funds continue to be carefully scrutinized by component sewerage agencies
with which Wastewater contracts, making it imperative that a legal nexus is established
with the Wastewater Fund before any such appropriations are made. We understand that
the Council’s intent was that the $215,000 transfer to DDES was to fund code
development work made necessary by recent ESA listings. DNR has obtained advice

~ from the Prosecuting Attorney's Office on the subject of appropriate use of sewer
revenues for County ESA work. Based on their advice, it has been determined that
Wastewater is not a primary and significant beneficiary of the DDES code development
work included in the Council Budget, and Wastewater should pay no more than it's
proportionate share of the costs, which is what was included in my Proposed budget.

The Council’s proposed Culver budget eliminates the WaterWorks grant program that
has been a successful way of leveraging other public and private dollars to promote water
quality throughout the region. In its place, the Council uses the funds to plug the hole left
by the Council’s failure to enact the ordinance re-authorizing the King Conservation
District (KCD) assessment which I transmitted on October 16™. I will not support the
use of Culver funds to replace the KCD revenues that were to be used for WRIA salmon
recovery planning and projects in my proposed re-authorization of the KCD.

Section 104. TRANSIT: Pages 65 through 67, lines 1580 through 1617.

The Council Transit budget authority is inconsistent with the authorized revenue
collection amount. This inconsistency is due to the decision to postpone consideration of
the Fare Ordinance and the Sales Tax Imposition Ordinance corresponding to the voter-
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approved 0.2% Sales Tax. The Council remedy that makes the excess budget authority
contingent upon passage of the revenue ordinance is likely to require Transit to postpone
plans to implement new service delivery. All or part of this postponement will be made
permanent if the terms of the fare ordinance result in significantly less revenue than
anticipated in the Proposed budget.

The 0.2 % Local Option Sales Tax Transit Operating Budget proviso language restricting
expenditure authority is not an acceptable method of balancing expenditures to revenues.
Similarly, the proviso that restricts expenditures equal to the proposed Fare Ordinance
not passed by the Council, results in an unbalanced Transit service plan.

The implementation difficulties associated with the Adopt-a-Stop proviso have been
reported to Council in a 2000 proviso response. The implementation difficulties include:
(1) volunteer maintenance work will raise body of work labor issues, (2) local
governments in King County are resistant to the advertising component of the proviso,
and (3) the pilot program will not be revenue-backed without sufficient advertising
revenue.

Furthermore, the Transit Bellevue Leasing research proviso presents an implementation
problem because the lease issue will be considered as part of the six-year plan update
scheduled for completion in 2001. This plan update is to include an evaluation of the
Transit property near the Meydenbauer Center. The lease options suggested in the
proviso will be considered in the plan update.

Section 110. FINANCE — INTERNAL SERVICE: Pages 68 thrbugh 70, lines 1642
through 1694.

The number of FTEs included in Council’s budget and the provisos fail to recognize the
immediate need for permanent FTEs to operate the new Human Resources/Payroll
system. The daily operations of both the PeopleSoft and MSA payroll systems, which
produce biweekly and semimonthly payroll for up to 18,000 employees, are currently
maintained by consultants, contractors and temporary employees.

The restriction of $1,686,820 and 14.00 FTEs will seriously delay and prevent a smooth
transition and greatly impair an effective knowledge transfer process from current staff
contractors and consultants to permanent County employees. The Council’s own
consultants recognize this risk in their most recent report which states:

“The County is at serious risk of not having County employees in key positions to operate
the new system and may have to continue relying on TLT and consultants to operate and
_ maintain the system.”

Without adequate funding and resources, there would be a significant increase in the risk
that a major problem in preparing and issuing PeopleSoft and MSA payroll will be
encountered. The inability to hire requested staff and provide training could very likely
result in various problems, such as: (1) missing payroll deadlines, which would lead to a
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