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Our work is of the highest quality and integrity resulting in significant improvements in
accountability, performance, and efficierinycounty government, and it promotes public trust.

The King County Auditor's Office
was created in 1969 by the King County
Home Rule Charter as an independent
agency within the legislative branch of
county government. Under the provisions of
the charter, the County Auditor is appointed
by the Metropolitan King County Council.
The King County Code contains policies and
administrative rules for the Auditor's Office.

The King County Auditor's Office
provides oversight of county government

through independent audits and other
studies regarding the performance and
efficiency of agencies and programs,
compliance with mandates, and integrity of
financial management systems. The office
reports the results of each audit or study to
the Metropolitan King County Council.
The

performs its work in accordance with

King County A

applicable Government Auditing Standards.

Audit and study reports are available on our Web site (www.kingcounty.gov/operations/auditor.aspx) in two

formats: entire reports in PDF format (1999 to present) and report summaries (1992 to present). Request
copies by mail at 516 Third Avenue, Rm. W-1033, Seattle, WA 98104, by phone at 206-296-1655, or by

email: KCAO@kingcounty.gov.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

King Countyés Medic One/ Emer ge
system provides internationally recognized out-of-hospital patient
care, including life-saving medical assistance, to the 1.9 million
residents throughout the county. The EMS system is funded
principally by a voter-approved, six-year EMS Levy. The 2008 to
2013 EMS Levy provides an average of approximately $63 million
annually for advanced life support (ALS), basic life support (BLS),

regional services, and strategic initiatives.

This 2010 Emergency Medical Services Financial and Compliance
Audit focuses on the third year of the EMS Divi si on 6 s
implementation of the 2008 to 2013 EMS Levy. The primary
purpose of the audit is to ass
practices and compliance with the Council-adopted 2010 EMS
Levy policies and financial plan; review the costs of EMS dispatch
services provided primarily by two independently operated
dispatch agencies, and determine whether the increased dispatch
costs can be funded by the EMS Levy for the duration of the six-
year levy cycle. In addition, the audit includes a peer survey
comparing the costs of dispatch services with King County EMS

dispatch providers.

General Conclusions

EMS Levy Managed in The audit concludes that the EMS Division managed the EMS
Compliance with Levy resources and financial activities in 2010 in accordance with
Financial Plan and the EMS Levy financial plan and policies. The EMS Division also
Policies established a designated reserve in the EMS Levy financial plan to

ensure continued funding for dispatch services through the
duration of the levy cycle. Due to the complexity of the new

dispatch fee schedule adopted by the one of the primary dispatch
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Executive Summary

EMS Financial Review
Findings and

Recommendations

service providers, however, the audit determined that EMS
Division should develop and implement policies to strengthen the
accounting and transparency of dispatch services.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

EMS managed its financial operations in accordance with the EMS
Levy financial plan and policies. Actual revenues exceeded the
adopted budget by $2.2 million and expenditures were less than
the budget by $1.9 million resulting in a $4.1 million positive
operating variance. EMS did not use a substantial amount of the
$7.6 million budgeted contingencies. The millage reduction
reserve was reduced by $4.6 million in accordance with the
reserves established in the adopted budget. The EMS Levy ending
undesignated fund balance was $21.3 million, which was $12.6
million more than the adopted 2010 budget and well above the six
percent minimum ending fund balance required by the EMS Levy

financial plan.

The EMS Division effectively responded to significant cost
increases for EMS dispatch services resulting from new dispatch
cost allocations policies. In addition to using Provider Balances
carried forward from the 2002 to 2007 EMS Levy to cover
$250,000 in dispatch cost increases in 2010, the EMS Division
established a $870,000 designated dispatch and communications
reserve in 2011 that can be accessed to cover the higher than
planned dispatch expenses forecasted for the remainder of the
levy period (2011 to 2013).

We also determined that the dispatch fee schedules established
by both North East King County Regional Public Safety
Communications (NORCOM) and Valley Communications Center
(Valley Com) were based on acceptable accounting practices.

However, the allocation of costs based on a 50-50 percent split of
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Executive Summary

the NORCOM expenses to EMS/fire agencies and police agencies
may result in a benefit to police agencies that use NORCOM for
dispatch services. This allocation method was originally adopted
by N O R C O Mdireipal user agencies in Appendix A, User Fee
Formulas, to the Interlocal Agreement establishing NORCOM to
reflect higher staffing costs for EMS/Fire dispatch services.
Appendix A of the Interlocal Agreement is also cited in the Notes
Section, Revenue Rate Calculation, of NORCOM6 2010 budget
adopted by its Governing Board. The 2010 budget includes one
more dispatcher for EMS/Fire agencies than the two dispatchers

for police agencies.

The EMS Division did not have detailed information on-site from
ALS Providers to support the reimbursement requests for dispatch
services. Documentation of EMS dispatch services and costs was
later provided to EMS and audit staff by ALS Providers and
dispatch agencies for audit purposes. Invoices from the dispatch
agencies did not separate costs between ALS and other services.
Therefore, we were unable to verify what types and levels of
dispatch services were provided by the two dispatch agencies to
the ALS Providers based on the invoices. We were therefore
unable to confirm that the actual amounts billed to the ALS
Providers and reimbursed by the EMS Division were consistent

with the dispatch services received by the ALS Providers.

The audit recommends that the EMS Division ask the ALS
Providers to obtain additional documentation directly from the
dispatch agencies that identifies both annual capital and
operating dispatch costs. The EMS Division should also ask the
ALS Providers to submit itemized invoices to clearly show
expenses that are solely attributable to ALS to ensure billing data
and services received are properly accounted for in their quarterly
reimbursement requests. The EMS Division should regularly

review dispatch invoices received by ALS Providers to verify that
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Executive Summary

the actual amounts billed are consistent with the dispatch
services received, and use this information as part of any

dispatch reserve analysis.

Summary of Executive Response

The County Executive concurred with the audit findings and
recommendations, and implementation of the audit

recommendations is planned for September 2012.

Acknowledgement s

TheKi ng Count yfficAdsinderety appréctates@he
assistance received by the Emergency Medical Services
Division, the Advance Life Support (ALS) Providers, the North
East King County Regional Public Safety Communications
(NORCOM), and Valley Communications Center (Valley Com)
during the audit process. T h e A u d ffide appréciatehe
professional services provided by Miller & Miller, P.S., in
conducting the independent 2010 EMS Levy financial review,

including the financial review of dispatch services.
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1 INTRODUCTION

King County Council

Mandates

Background

EMS Levy Audit Mandates

King Council Ordinance 15862, which adopted the EMS Levy
financial policies in 2007, requiresthe Ki ng Count yfficA
to conduct an annual audit of the 2008 to 2013 EMS Levy. Council
Motion 13440adopting the 2011 Audit «
also mandates the 2010 EMS Levy Audit. The primary purpose of
thsaudit is to review the EMSdD
compliance with the Council-adopted 2010 EMS Levy policies and
financial plan. In addition, the audit assesses the costs of EMS
dispatch services provided primarily by two independently
operated dispatch agencies, and determines whether the dispatch
fee schedules are based on an acceptable methodology. The audit
also confirmed whether annual dispatch costs can be funded by

the EMS Levy for the duration of the six-year levy cycle.

In 1979, the Washington State Legislature authorized the use of a
regional EMS Levy to fund emergency medical services. Pursuant
to the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 84.52.050, King
County passed six countywide levies from 1979 to 2007. The most
recent six-year levy funds Medic One/EMS services from 2008 to
2013. Appendix 1 contains the EMS Levy Financial Plan attached
to Ordinance 15861.

The Medic One EMS Levy is a countywide, voter-approved levy at
a rate of $0.30 per $1,000 of assessed property value. The EMS
Levy was based on planned expenditures of approximately
$622.2 million during the six-year period. Approximately $207.6
million was allocated directly to the City of Seattle to finance

Seattle Medic One, and $379.4 million was allocated to King
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Introduction

King

County to finance four major Medic One/EMS programs shown in

Exhibit A. The remaining $35.2 million was designated in the King
County EMS Levy Fund as reserves for Seattle ($15.1 million) and
King County ($20.1 million).

Exhibit A summarizes the portion of the EMS Levy Fund that was
planned to support the regional county EMS system and
programs, exclusive of the City of Seattle system. Due to the
economic downturn, both revenues and expenditures are forecast

at $21 million less than the original plan.

EXHIBIT A

Summary of King County EMS Levy Funding by Program

20082013
King County

EMS Fund
$379.4 million

Advanced Life Basic Life

$236 million

Regioral Strategic
Support Services Initiatives
$93 million $42 million $8 million

SOURCE: 2009 Update of the 2008-2013 Emergency Medical Services Strategic Plan.

County

The EMS Levy adopted by the King County Council and approved
by the voters provided an average of approximately $63 million
annually for advanced life support, basic life support, regional
services, and strategic initiatives. This is currently forecasted at
$60 million a year. The four programs are described in the EMS

Strategic Plan as follows:
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Four Major EMS Advanced Life Support (ALS) Services: Funding ALS services is

Programs the priority of the Medic One/EMS Levy. ALS service is provided
by six major paramedic providers who offer out-of-hospital
emergency medical care for critical or life-threatening injuries and
illnesses. ALS Providers respond to approximately 30 percent of
all EMS requests for services. The EMS Levy fully funds ALS
services, including full funding of ALS dispatch services, through
the ALS unit allocation model.

Basic Life Support (BLS) Services: BLS services are only partially

funded by the EMS Levy, and are provided by more than 4,000
Emergency Medical Technicians (EMTs) employed by 30 different
fire agencies located throughout King County to help ensure
standardized patient care and enhanced BLS services. Based on
the volume of calls for BLS services and assessed property values,
the EMS Levy provides an annual allocation to county fire agencies
to help offset the costs of providing BLS services, including

dispatch services.

Regional Support Services: Core regional Medic One/EMS

programs and services support critical functions essential to
providing out-of-hospital emergency care. These include uniform
training of EMTs and EMS dispatchers, regional medical control,
regional data collection and analysis, quality improvement
activities, and regional finance and administrative management by
the King County EMS Division.

Strategic Initiatives: Strategic initiatives are new programs

designed to improve the quality of Medic One/EMS services and
manage the growth and costs of the system. Successful strategic
initiatives are generally incorporated into Regional Support

Services as ongoing core programs.
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Introduction

King

County

In the original levy plan, approximately $20.1 million of the EMS
Levy revenues were allocated to contingencies and an additional
$8.5 million to reserves and designations managed by the EMS
Division. Currently, there are $3.7 million in contingencies and
$17.3 million in reserves and designations. Ordinance 15740 states
that designated reserves program balances were added to
fencourage cost efficiencies a
patterns.0 Appendix 2 contains a copy of the Council-adopted 2010
EMS financial plan identifying the designated reserves, including
the newly established designated reserve for EMS dispatch and

communication services.

EMS Dispatch Services

Dispatch organizations serve as the traditional access point for
King County emergency medical services and help ensure that the
right resources are dispatched in response to an emergency
medical incident. Professional dispatchers are trained to triage calls
to determine the most appropriate level of care needed. Emergency
Medical Dispatchers (EMDs) are also trained to provide pre-arrival
instructions for most medical emergencies, and guide callers
through life-saving steps, such as instructing in the use of
Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation (CPR) and Automated External
Defibrillators (AED), stopping life-threatening bleeding, etc., until
EMS personnel arrive. They also give EMS responders a clear and
accurate picture of what to expect at the scene of emergency

incidents.

Four agencies receive and dispatch calls for emergency medical
services in King County outside the City of Seattle: North East
King County Regional Public Safety Communications (NORCOM),
Valley Communications Center (Valley Com), the Port of Seattle
Police, and the Enumclaw Police Department. NORCOM and

Valley Com serve as the primary EMS dispatch providers that
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Chapter 1 Introduction

receive and dispatch responders to a large majority of the
emergency medical calls in King County. Both dispatch agencies
also dispatch calls for police and fire suppression services.

Audit Scope and Objectives

The audit scope was to determine whether the EMS Division
managed its financial operations in accordance with the 2010 EMS
Levy financial plan and policies. In addition, we assessed the
reasonableness and impacts of dispatch services operating and
capital cost increases on the policy of full funding of ALS services
and partial funding of BLS services, and on the EMS Levy financial
plan for the remainder of the 2008 to 2013 levy period. The specific
audit objectives were to:

1. Review the EMS Division practices in managing the EMS Levy
revenues and expenditures, and in ensuring compliance with
the 2010 EMS policies and financial plan. The review also
addresses the EMS Divisionoés
EMS Levy funds set aside in various reserve and contingency
accounts. The status of the millage reduction reserve balance
at the end of 2010 is also assessed.

2. Review the dispatch fee schedules established by the
independently owned and operated dispatch agencies to
determine whether the schedule and amount of fees are
reasonable and based on an acceptable methodology.

3. Determine the impact of the dispatch cost increases on the
EMS Levy policy of full funding of ALS services and patrtial
funding of BLS services, and on the EMS Levy financial plan for
the duration of the six-year levy.

4. Conduct a peer survey of comparable EMS agencies to identify

the cost of dispatch services.
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King

County

The Aud ffide engayed Miller & Miller, P.S. through a
competitive solicitation process to conduct the 2010 financial
review. Au d i t flige étaff p&dformed the dispatch analysis in
conjunction with Miller & Miller, P.S. and the peer survey and
analysis.

Methodology

The financial review, conducted by Miller & Miller, P.S., included a
comparison of the financial plan to actual results for the year
ending December 31, 2010. It included a comparison of revenues,
expenditures, and budget for all four EMS programs. A sample of
2010 transactions was drawn from the ALS Providers, BLS
Providers, and the EMS Division. In addition, the budget,
expenditures, fund balances, and cost escalation factors used to
project costs and reserve requirements were reviewed in relation to
the mandates contained in attachments to Ordinance 15861 that
adopted the EMS 2008-2013 EMS Levy.

Audit staff obtained information on dispatch services from
interviews with the EMS Division, NORCOM and Valley Com
management and staff; and review of select contracts with other
EMS providers to complete the analysis required to meet the audit
objectives. EMS documentation reviewed and analyzed included
the contracts with NORCOM and Valley Com for dispatch services,
dispatch performance standards and requirements, financial data,
and billing data. Supporting EMS, NORCOM and Valley Com

budgets, financial reports, and annual reports were also reviewed.

Best EMS dispatch service practices were also researched and a
peer agency survey was conducted that focused on cost trends and

financing of dispatch services.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Scope of Work on Internal Controls

We assessed internal controls relevant to the audit objectives. We
satisfied these objectives by performing comparative analysis,
testing selected transactions, and obtaining support for revenue,
expenditure, and reserve balance calculations. We also reviewed
relevant ordinances, financial policies, plans and procedures

related to and controlling the use of the EMS Levy funds.

Statement of Compliance with Government Auditing
Standards

We conducted this financial and compliance audit in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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2 2010 EMS LEVY FINANCIAL REVIEW

2010 EMS Funding and

Financial Plan

EMS Managed 2010
Levy Funds in
Compliance with

Financial Plan

Chapter Summary

This chapter focuses on the third year, 2010, oft he EMS Di
implementation of the 2008 to 2013 EMS Levy financial plan. As
mandated by County Ordinance 15862, the primary objective of the
audit is to review the 2010 EMS Levy financial activities and compare
the annual revenues, expenditures, and reserve and contingency
balances to the amounts identified in the annual financial plan
adopted by the King County Council. The financial analysis included
testing a limited sample of transactions to verify that all funds were
used for the purposes intended.

King Countyédés regional E Vear levyy Ia t
2010, the budgeted revenues were $63,599,001 and budgeted
expenditures were $59,020,705, not including contingencies or
reserves. The reserves include a millage reduction reserve used to
track the unused ALS salary and wage contingency and other
positive fund balances so that the Council may consider a potential
millage reduction in the later years of the levy or to offset the rate
needed for the next levy. A minimum EMS Levy End Fund Balance of
six percent of annual revenues is required. (Appendix 2 contains a

copy of the adopted 2010 EMS Levy financial plan.)

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Our results indicate that the EMS Division managed its financial
activities in 2010 in accordance with the EMS Levy financial plan and
policies. Actual revenues exceeded the adopted budget by

$2.2 million and expenditures were less than the budget by $1.9

million resulting in a $4.1 million positive operating variance. EMS did
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Chapter 2

2010 EMS Levy Financial Review

not use a substantial amount of the $7.6 million budgeted for
contingencies. The millage reduction reserve was reduced by
$4.6 million in accordance with the reserves established in the
adopted budget. The EMS Levy 2010 ending undesignated fund
balance was $21.3 million, which was $12.6 million more than the
adopted 2010 budget and well above the six percent minimum
ending fund balance required by the EMS Levy financial plan. This
funding level allows EMS to manage forecasted reductions in
property tax revenues in the last three years (2011-2013) of the
current levy.

FINDING 1: USE OF EMS LEVY FUNDING CONFORMED TO 2010 ADOPTED EMS
POLICIES AND FINANCIAL PLAN

King

County

The audit determined that the use of EMS Levy funding complied
with the 2010 Adopted EMS Policies and Financial Plan based on a
comparison of the financial plan contained in Ordinance 15861, the
2010 annual adopted budget, actual results from the King County
ARMS financial system, and schedules prepared by EMS
management to calculate reserves and designations. Exhibit B
below presents a summary comparing the 2010 EMS Levy
operations to the 2010 adopted budget and financial plan.

Audi toro6s Of f i{10-e
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2010 EMS Levy Financial Review

EXHIBIT B

Financial Comparison of 2010 EMS Operations to Budget and Financial Plan

BEGINNING FUND BALANCE
EMS REVENUES

Taxes

All Other Revenues

TOTAIEMS REVENUE
EXPENDITURES

Advanced Life Support Services
Basic Life Support Services
Regional Support Services

Strategic Initiatives
TOTALEXPENDITURES

Total Exces of Revenues Over
Expenditures

Other Items Affecting Fund Balante

ENDING FUND BALANCE

TOTAL RESERVES AND DESIGNAT

ENDING UNDESIGNATED FUND

BALANCE

2010 Proposec 2010 Adopted

(15861) Difference Budget Difference 2010 Actual
$9,530,36! $16,399,05! $25,929,42:  $4,059,38 $29,988,811
65,813,74¢ (2,827,847 62,985,90: 1,794,97( 64,780,871
892,42: (279,322 613,10C 413,017 1,026,117
66,706,17( (3,107,169 63,599,00: 2,207,98" 65,806,988
($37,869,114  $2,193,85¢  ($35,675,256 $402,66( ($35,272,596,
(15,333,319 299,514 (15,033,805 998 (15,032,807)
(6,838,366 (16,422, (6,854,788 902,15t (5,952,633)
(1,253,878 (202,978 (1,456,856 623,66( (833,196)
(61,294,677 2,273,97: (59,020,705 1,929,47: (57,091,232)
5,411,49: (833,197 4,578,29¢ 4,137,46( 8,715,756
(2,643,000 (4,921,869 (7,564,869 7,487,69" (77,172)
12,298,85¢  10,643,99: 22,942,85.  15,684,54: 38,627,395
(8,169,921 (6,098,865 (14,268,786 (3,081,505 (17,350,291)
$4,128,93°  $4,545,12¢ $8,674,06!  $12,603,03! $21,277,104

*QOther Items Affecting FundaBanceincludes annual audit expenses amdcognition of unrealized l10SSAAP & Journal Entry

from CAFR

SOURCE: EMS Levy 2010 Adopted Budget and Financial Plan and EMS Division financial documents.

EMS 2010 Excess
Revenues Over
Expenditures Were
$4 Million Higher than

Planned

The results indicate that the actual 2010 EMS Levy revenues were

higher than the 2010 adopted budget by $2.2 million, and actual
expenditures were less than the budget by $1.9 million. Actual

excess revenues over expenditures equaled $8.7 million during

2010 compared to the budget of $4.6 million. Factors contributing to

the $4.1 million positive budget variance included approximately

$1.8 million in tax revenues collected above the projected amount

and approximately $1.9 million in under-spending in all four major

EMS program areas.

-11-
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2010 EMS Levy Financial Review

Total 2010 Re serves
and Designations Were
$1.9 Million Less than
the 2009 Total

Also, as shown in Exhibit B above,t h e i I@msAffecting Fund
Balancedwas substantially unused. This category is largely
comprised of EMS contingencies, including the ALS Salary and
Wage Contingency ($1.5 million), and the Disaster Response
Contingency ($5 million), which were budgeted but not needed
during 2010. The category also includes funding for the audit.

The EMS Division partially reduced the combination of the $4.1
million positive operating variance, the $4.1 million positive
variance in beginning fund balance, and the $7.5 million in
unused contingencies by transferring $3.1 million over the
amount planned in the adopted budget to reserves and
designations. The remaining positive variances increased the
ending undesignated fund balance. The changes in reserves
and designations from 2009 to 2010 included:

$0.4 million of the reserve for encumbrances was used,;

2. $0.2 million was added to designations for King County Medic
One (KCM1) equipment bringing the total to $2.0 million;

3. $0.2 million was added to designations for ALS Providers
bringing the total to $3.0 million;

4. $0.5 million was added to the Regional Support program
balances bringing the total to $2.3 million;

5. $2.2 million was added to a new reserve for outstanding ALS
Retirement liability in conformity with the adopted budget; and

6. The reserve for millage reduction was reduced by $4.6 million in
conformity with the adopted budget bringing the total to
$5.0 million.

The total 2010 reserves and designations were $1.9 million less
than the 2009 total.
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2010 EMS Levy Financial Review

These changes (and other reserves in the budget offset by additions

to provider loan balances), when combined with the prior year

balances, allocate approximately $17 million of the ending fund

balance ($38.6 million) resulting in an ending undesignated fund

balance of $21.3 million.

Exhibit C provides a more detailed comparison schedule related to

the year-end balances for the reserves and designations based on

an EMS Division worksheet.

EXHIBIT C
Comparison of Year-End Fund Balances for Reserves and Designations to
Adopted Financial Plan and Budget

RESERVES AND DESIGNA
Encumbrance
Reappropriatiol

Designation
Prepaymer
Provider/Program Balanc
ALS Provider Loz
KCM1 Equipment Replacem
Designations from 2062007 Lev

Reserves for Unanticipated Inflatic
Diesel Cost Stabilizati
Pharmaceuticals/Medal Equipmer
Call Volume/Utilization Reser

Reserve
Medic Unit/Chassis Obsolesce
Risk Abatemet
Outstanding ALS Retirement Liab
Millage Reductio

TOTAL RESERVES AND DESIGN/

2010 Propose 2010 Adopte

(15861 Difference Budge Difference 2010 Actue

$ (977,521 $(1,160,995 $ (2,138,51€ $ 2,020,19' $ (118,317
(25,000 25,00( - - -
(1,022,90C (203,496 (1,226,39€ (3,974,589  (5,200,98E

- 328,43¢ 328,43¢ 375,94( 704,37¢

- (769,910 (769,910 (1,272,212 (2,042,122

- - - (230,842 (230,842

(2,457,00C 1,707,001 (750,000 - (750,000
(828,000 - (828,000 - (828,000
(732,000 - (732,00) - (732,000
(562,500 201,75: (360,749 - (360,749
(565,000 - (565,000 - (565,000
(2,185,00C (2,185,00C
(1,000,00C (4,041,654 (5,041,654 - (5,041,654

$ (8,169,921 $(6,098,865 $ (14,268,78¢ $ (3,081,505 $(17,350,291

SOURCE: EMS Levy 2010 Adopted Financial Plan and Budget and EMS Division Financial

Documents.
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EMS Levy Ending Fund
Balance Well Above Six
Percent Threshold
Required by Adopted

EMS Financial Policies

The comparison in Exhibit C indicates that EMS managed the
reserves and designations as required by the adopted 2010
policies and financial plan. EMS management also used the King
County financial systems to track all reserves and designations, as
recommended in the 2009 Emergency Medical Services Financial
and Compliance Audit published in 2010, which improved
transparency in accounting for these EMS accounts.

The ending undesignated fund balance of $21.3 million was
approximately $12.6 million more than the adopted 2010 budget
and $17.2 million more than the original proposed 2010 budget in
County Ordinance 15861. The actual ending undesignated fund
balance as a percent of annual revenue was also well above the six
percent threshold established by the EMS Levy financial plan. The
higher than projected ending undesignated fund balance at the end
of 2010 helps ensure sufficient funds are available to offset
reduced property tax revenues forecasted for the remainder of the
EMS Levy period.
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3 2010 EMS LEVY DISPATCH SERVICES

Dispatch Services
Provided Primarily by
Two Independent

Agencies

Chapter Summary

This chapter focuses on dispatch costs incurred during the third
yearof t he EMS Divisionds i mpl e
EMS Levy financial plan. The primary objective of this portion of
the audit is to review the dispatch fee schedules established by
independently owned and operated EMS dispatch centers to
determine whether the fees are reasonable and based on
acceptable methodologies. We also assessed the impact of
increased dispatch fees on the annual Advanced Life Support
(ALS) unit allocations, Basic Life Support (BLS) allocations, and
the EMS Levy financial plan through 2013.

Four agencies receive and dispatch calls for emergency medical
services in King County outside the City of Seattle. The North
East King County Regional Public Safety Communications
(NORCOM) and the Valley Communications Center (Valley Com)
serve as the primary EMS dispatch providers that receive and
dispatch responders to a large majority of the emergency medical
calls in King County. The Port of Seattle and Enumclaw Police
Department provide dispatch services for the remaining EMS calls
in King County. Both of the primary dispatch agencies receive
E9-1-1 calls for police, fire suppression and emergency medical

services.

NORCOM and Valley Com are both public corporations
independently owned and operated as private, not-for-profit
agencies. The agencies are primarily financed by fees assessed
to user agencies. The two dispatch agencies have developed

different financial models to apportion costs to user agencies for
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Chapter 3 2010 EMS Levy Dispatch Services

various emergency dispatch services, but both charge operating

expenses to user agencies on a cost-per-call basis.

ALS Providers in King County receive full and direct
reimbursement from the EMS Levy through the EMS Division for
all dispatch expenses. Dispatch services are included as a cost
category used in the development of the ALS unit allocation
model. BLS Providers receive an annual distribution of levy
revenue from the EMS Division based on a combination of the
volume of responses to calls for EMS services and assessed
property values withi n tohelp offsetr
the costs of providing EMS services, including BLS dispatch

services.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

The cost of EMS dispatch services significantly increased during
the 2008 to 2013 EMS Levy, due in part to significant investments
in new technologies. NORCOM was created as a new dispatch
agency in 2009 serving north and east King County and
purchased a new upgraded Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)
system. Valley Com is in the process of upgrading to a new CAD
system. NORCOM has higher operating and capital expenses
than the former dispatch agency, although the cost differential

was not analyzed as part of this audit.

The EMS Division The EMS Division effectively responded to the significant dispatch
Effectively Responded cost increases to continue providing full funding of ALS dispatch
to Dispatch Cost services and indirect support of BLS dispatch services for the
Increases remaining years of the levy. The dispatch fee schedules

established by both NORCOM and Valley Com were based on
acceptable cost allocation practices, but NORCOM developed an
allocation policy that results in a higher distribution of costs for

EMS/fire user agencies than police user agencies.
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Because NORCOM does not differentiate between EMS and fire
suppression calls and has adopted a complex cost allocation
model, the ALS Providers did not have detailed documentation to
support the reimbursement requests for dispatch services
submitted as part of their invoices to the EMS Division. The EMS
Division and ALS agencies were unable to verify the types and
levels of dispatch services provided by the dispatch agencies,
except for King County Medic 1, based on the invoices received.
As a result, neither the EMS Division nor audit staff were able to
confirm that the amounts billed to and reimbursed by the EMS
Levy were consistent with the services received from the dispatch

agencies.

The audit recommends that the EMS Division and ALS
Providers require additional documentation directly from the
dispatch agencies that identifies both annual capital and operating
dispatch costs. The ALS Providers should also require dispatch
agencies to itemize invoices to clearly show expenses that are
solely attributable to ALS to ensure that the dispatch services
received are properly accounted for in the ALS quarterly billings.
The EMS Division should regularly review dispatch invoices and
documentation received by ALS Providers to verify that the actual
amounts billed are consistent with the dispatch services received,

and use this information as part of the dispatch reserve analysis.

FINDING 2: THE EMS DIVISION RESPONDED EFFECTIVELY IN USING EMS LEVY
FUNDS TO COVER SIGNIFICANT COST INCREASES FOR EMS DISPATCH SERVICES
As the primary EMS dispatch providers in King County, NORCOM
serves north and east King County and Valley Com serves south
King County. Both agencies dispatch emergency responders to calls
for police, fire suppression, and emergency medical services. As

shown in Exhibit D below, the dispatch service costs fluctuated but
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trended upward during the 2002 to 2007 EMS Levy period, and
significantly increased in the 2008 to 2010 EMS Levy period.

$1,400,000
$1,200,000
$1,000,000
$800,000
$600,000
$400,000
$200,000
5_

EXHIBIT D
ALS Dispatch Fees Funded by EMS Levy
2002 to 2010

NORCOM

m Valley Comm

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Note: NORCOM began providing dispatch services in July, 2009.

SOURCE: King County EMS Division, 2010.

Annual Dispatch Costs
Increased by 78
Percent from 2002 to
2010

As shown above, ALS dispatch service fees charged to the EMS
Levy were $652,013 in 2002, but increased to $795,260 by 2007 for
an average increase of four percent per year. In 2008, the dispatch
fees increased to $929,593 (a 17-percent increase over 2007) and
escalated to approximately $1.2 million in 2010. The $1.2 million
represents a 78-percent increase in annual dispatch costs from
2002 through 2010. The total dispatch service cost for the 2008 to
2013 EMS Levy based on calculations used to establish the
dispatch reserve is projected at $6.65 million, or $2.2 million higher
than the $4.4 million for the 2002 to 2007 EMS Levy period (51
percent increase overall) while inflation rates were lower than
projected during the levy period and lower than the rates in the
2002-2007 levy period.
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2002 to 2007 EMS Levy To respond to the significant dispatch cost increases, the EMS

Provider Balances and Division all owed f or-2007hesignatede o f
New Dispatch and reservesoduring 2010 to fund the dispatch service costs in excess
Communications of the original and revised levy financial plans. In addition, the EMS

Division established a designated reserve to fund dispatch and
communications costs in its 2011 budget. Of the total $870,000

Reserves Established

to Fund Increased
required to fund dispatch and communications during the 2008 to

2013 levy period, $250,000 is accounted for under the 2011 use of
reserve fund balance line item and the remaining $620,000 is

Dispatch Costs

established as a reserve for future years. The financial information
and calculations used to establish this reserve are consistent with

our assessment of potential levy cost increases in future years.

FINDING 3: THE EMS LEVY REIMBURSEMENTS FOR NORCOM DISPATCH SERVICES

WERE HIGHER THAN THOSE FOR VALLEY COM DISPATCH SERVICES.
The EMS Levy is affected by costs from two dispatch service
centers, NORCOM and Valley Com. Despite the fact that dispatch
agencies have organizational and staffing variations, cost-per-call is
an accepted benchmark for comparison according to a 2009 study
conducted by 9-1-1 SME Consulting. Cost per call based on call
volume is also commonly used to budget and bill user agencies for

dispatch services.

Due to the nature of the operat
driven by two main components: 1) investment in infrastructure
(structures and technology) and 2) personnel costs to operate and
administer the programs. Personnel costs are by far the most
significant, representing approximately 80% of costs for Valley Com
and approximately 70% for NORCOM. The annual depreciation
and/or lease costs represent approximately 6% of costs for Valley
Com and approximately 10% for NORCOM.
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Dispatch Costs Were

Based on Acceptable

Methodologies

King

County

A common practice in developing cost allocation or fee-setting
methodologies includetheuseofa fisurr ogat eo .me
The best surrogate measure of effort is one that appropriately
balances the need for preciseness of the measure to mimic the
effort involved in the activity and the cost to obtain such surrogate
measure. We believe that the call for service is an adequate
measure of effort since it is the main driver of activity by the

dispatch providers. However, with the advent of the CAD dispatch
systems that are currently being deployed, better surrogate

measures may be available now or in the future.

Both NORCOM and Valley Com use acceptable methodologies to
allocate costs to user agencies based on the cost per call and call
volume. NORCOM and Valley Com divide the total budgeted annual
costs of dispatch operations (less the E9-1-1 levy subsidy) by the
call volume to determine the total costs to distribute to user
agencies. Generally, a cost per call rate is then determined by
dividing the total operating costs by the total volume of dispatched
calls. The cost-per-call servesasthefisur r ogat ed me
dispatch agencies commonly use because it is quantifiable and

mimics the level of effort devoted to each participating agency.

Valley Com uses a cost-per-call rate based on its total operating
expenses and 100 percent of its call volume to allocate costs to all
EMS/fire and police. Valley Com6 s  of a ®urrogate measure is
reasonable and equitable, because Valley Com charges the same
cost per call to all ALS, BLS, fire suppression, and police user

agencies.

Although NORCOM also allocates its full operating expenses to
user agencies, it has also developed three different cost-per-call
rates for its ALS, EMS/fire, and police user agencies. NORCOM
divides its total operating expenses to form two billing pools, each

representing 50 percent of its total annual expenses, one for
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EMS/fire suppression dispatch services and the second pool for
police dispatch services. This results in higher costs per call for
EMS/fire than police agencies, unless both ALS and BLS units are
dispatched to the same medical emergency as discussed below.

To develop the cost per call rate for EMS/fire calls, one billing pool
is divided by the total volume of EMS/fire calls. The police cost per
call rate is determined by dividing the second pool by the total
volume of police calls. The cost per call for EMS/fire suppression
dispatch services is $72.66 compared to a $36.63 cost-per-call for
police dispatch services. The allocation of N O R C O Migspatch
costs using the 50-50 percent split was adopted by NOR COMO s
Principal User Agencies in Attachment A to the Interlocal Agreement
that established NORCOM in 2009.

NORCOM Governing In 2010, NORCOM adopted a third call rate for ALS dispatch
Board Reduced Fee for services that offsets the higher EMS/fire services cost since both
ALS Dispatches ALS and BLS units are dispatched in the same call. When both units

respond, the ALS and BLS user agencies each pay one-half of the
full cost-per-call rate for EMS/fire suppression services. In the event
that only a BLS unit is dispatched, the BLS responding agency is
responsible for 100 percent of the $72 dispatch cost.

In 2010, Valley Com charged the same cost per call and the full cost
per call regardless of whether only one or multiple ALS and BLS
units were dispatched. In the event both an ALS and BLS unit were
concurrently dispatched, the cost per call was doubled or $55.34
total for both units. Exhibit E below provides a summary of the
actual 2010 Valley Com and NORCOM call rates charged for the
different categories of emergency dispatch services provided to user

agencies in King County.
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EXHIBIT E
Comparison of 2010 Dispatch Service and Costs

Dispatch Agency |

Unit Coss | Percent ofTotal Costs Allocatec

FireSuppressioispatch Services

NORCOM $72.66 100%
Valley Com $27.67 100%
EMS Dispatch Serviee8oth ALS and BLS Units Dispatched
NORCOM $36.33 50%for ALS
NORCOM $36.33 50%for BLS
Valley Com $55.34 100% each 0$27.67 for ALS
and for BLS
EMS Dispatch Serviee®©nlyBLS Unit Dispatched
NORCOM $72.66 100%
Valley Com $27.67 100%
Police Dispatch Services
NORCOM $36.63 100%
ValleyCom $27.67 100%

SOURCE: Valley Communications 2010 Adopted Budget, p. 28, and 2010 NORCOM
Adopted Budget, p. 31.

Volume of ALS/BLS
Dispatch Calls
Considerably Less than
Volume of Police Calls

for Dispatch Services

As shown in Exhibit E above, the NORCOM EMS/fire suppression
cost-per-call is almost twice as high as the NORCOM police call
rate. This i s pri mar i | y hiheeannuad opdading)C C
cost as well as the 50-50 percent spilt of its operating expenses into

two separate cost pools before the cost-per-call rate is calculated.

N O R C O Mstated basis for the 50-50 percent split is a higher
number of dedicated dispatch staff and call volumes. NOR COM®&
police call volume, however, is approximately 66 percent of the total
NORCOM call volume compared to 33 percent for EMS/fire
suppression call volumes. From a cost allocation perspective, this

50-50 split is not supported by call volume data.

NORCOMOG s mu kpericgl tates were algdo higher than Valley
Comds si pag-tabratewfst$27. 67 because
total call volume is mor e voluaen
In addition, Valley Com also used accumulated reserves to help
increased operating expenses in 2010, which contributed to its

lower costs per call rate.
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Exhibit F below displays a comparison of Valley Comd s d a n

N OR C OM6 spercallgates based on total operating expenses
and dispatch call volume for 2010. It also shows that the actual cost
per call for NORCOM to recover net expenses without the 50-50
percent split in the 2010 adopted NORCOM budget was $44.61.

EXHIBIT F
Comparison of Valley Com and NORCOM Expenses, Calls and Rates

Valley Com Cost per call Norcom Cost per cal

Total calls 417,470 184,972
Salaries and Benefits 10,432,074 2499 6,738,371 36.43
Other O&M 1,526,332 3.66 2,311,293 12.50
Depreciation 666,437 1.60 589,369 3.19
Total Operating Costs 12,624,843 30.24 9,639,033 52.11
Less Other Revenue (2,617,504) (6.27) (1,387,186) (7.50)
Net cost to recover from rates 10,007,339 23.97 8,251,847 44.61

Budgeted Allocation Rates for 2010:
Police $ 27.67 $ 36.63
Fire/EMS $ 27.67 $ 72.66

SOURCE: Valley Communications 2010 Adopted Budget, p. 28; 2010 NORCOM Adopted
Budget, p. 31

Better Tracking of the Given the differing cost-per-call rates charged for various

Type and Duration of categories of di spat che spercadll @R GoOIMhots
9-1-1 Calls May Lead to provide a consistent or transparent surrogate measure for the level
More Precisely Defined of effort required to dispatch emergency calls. Ideally, the cost per
Dispatch Fees call should be linked to the level of effort required to complete

various types of emergency calls. However, neither NORCOM nor
Valley Com currently differentiates between the different types of
EMS/fire calls, and has neither a procedure nor process in place to
provide an objective measure of the average processing times for

the different types of ALS, BLS/fire suppression, and police calls.

-23- King County Auditords



Chapter 3

2010 EMS Levy Dispatch Services

CAD Systems Can
Generate Discrete  Call
Taking and Dispatch
Times to Measure
Performance and to

Establish Fees

With the advent of Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) systems that
are currently being deployed, better surrogate measures may be
available in the near future. For example, a more precise measure
for call taking and dispatching calls could be based on the actual
time segments required after the call takers answer the telephone
and enter the initial information about the nature, location, and
other particulars of the call into the CAD system to the time that a
responding agency is dispatched. After the initial information is
entered, most CAD &etime required far the
dispatcher to transfer the call to a dispatcher, or the time required
for the dispatcher to dispatch the call to the correct responding
agency. While the entire telephonetimec annot be AfAc
the dispatch agency, the discrete call taking and dispatching time
segments captured by the CAD can be identified, and average
times developed to serve as more precise surrogate measures of
the differing levels of effort involved in dispatching various types of

emergency calls.

Another more precise surrogate measure could also be derived
from dispatched calls for the King County Medic One data that is
tracked by Valley Com. King County Medic One is the primary
ALS Provider that is located in the Valley Com service area and
only responds to ALS calls. As a result, Valley Com can easily
track the number of calls and related call data. The Valley Com
CAD system has the capacity to track time segments for
dispatched calls after the initial information is entered into its CAD
system.Based on the Val | e yossihternod s
develop an average ALS dispatch processing times that could
more precisely approximate the level of effort for ALS calls and

provide an objective basis for allocating EMS dispatch costs.
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Peer Agenci e s 0 To assess how the cost peh cal
Dispatch Cost Per Call agencies compared to peer agencies, we contacted four EMS
Generally Lower than dispatch agencies that the EMS Division previously identified as
King County Dispatch comparable agencies for benchmarking purposes. As shown in
Costs Exhibit G, the dispatch cost per call for the two King County

dispatch agencies were in the range of the costs per call for four
peer agencies, and the weighted average based on volume of the
dispatch costsforKi ng Countyods t wowemi sp
higher than those for the four peer agencies.

EXHIBIT G
Peer Comparison of 2010 EMS Call Volumes and Cost Per Call
Total Call Cost Per Call
Volume
King County Dispatch
Agencies
Valley Com 89,770 $27.67
NORCOM 62,002 $72.66
Weighted average cost per call $46.05
Peer EMS Agencies
Hennepin County, MN 124,198 $27.72
San Francisco, CA 87,440 $41.78
Spokane County, WA 43,158 $77.50
Thurston County, WA 24,156 $21.50
Weighted average cost per call $39.29
SOURCE: Ki ng Count yPe& Suhvey, dunedlaly 201f1.f i c e

Based on the different cost allocation methodologies, EMS/fire
agencies within the NORCOM service area pay more per call than
those in the Valley Com service area. The cost per call for

EMS/ fire agencies in NORCOMOGs
$27.67 in Val |l eya T@eocostper-calleatevsialsoe
higher than the previous cost charges for emergency dispatches in
north and east King County. The factors contributing to the cost
differences include differences in organization and staffing, as well
as the NORCOM Interlocal Agreement that requires a 50-50 split
of costs between fire/EMS and police user agencies. The effect of

this agreement is that even though police agencies receive a
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majority of calls, they are only allocated 50 percent of the costs.
Also, NORCOM processes approximately 185,000 calls per year,
which is approximately half the number of Valley Com6 417,000

annual calls.
Costs Will Increase Another factor to consider related to future dispatch cost growth is
More than Expected NORCOM6s use of smoothing techni
Inflation and More process. NORCOMuses two fismoothingo
than Planned Bellevue cost savings and another for the change in counting calls

for ALS agencies. The f Becbstsavuagso techn
designed to benefit both non-Bellevue fire/EMS and police

a g e n cfeegly &dding a fixed amount to Bellevue, which
declines over a seven-year period and therefore increases the
costs to all other participants over the same period. The

isaot hi ng r lechtedt7@ perceintgo fie/EMS agencies
and 30 percent to police agencies. This allocation appears
consistent with the call volumes noted above.

As t he 0 Bmololtehvimneggos ef fect will
actual EMS Levy costs for dispatch services will increase. In
addition to normal cost increases, the EMS Division estimates that
dispatch costs paid for by the EMS Levy will increase by
approximately $620,000 over the remaining two to three years of
the levy period.

FINDING 4: THE EMS DIVISION LACKS PRODUCTIVITY STANDARDS FOR EMS CALL
ANSWERING AND DISPATCH TIME PERFORMANCE AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
FOR EMS DISPATCH SERVICES.
Recently, the EMS Division entered into contracts directly with
dispatch agencies to provide incentives for improving dispatch
services. TheEMSDi vi si ond6s current cand
NORCOM funded by the EMS Levy strategic and regional initiative

programs focus on the implementation of ALS dispatch
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performance standards in the amount of $136,740 and $98,233,

respectively.

The EMS Divisiond &LS Dispatch Performance Standards require
NORCOM and Valley Com to demonstrate compliance with the
Medical Dispatch Performance Standards by reporting on specified
data entered in the CAD systems in order to be eligible for

quarterly reimbursement of services:

Incident Address (100% compliance)

¢ Initial Dispatch Codes (98% compliance)

e Alarm Time (100% compliance)

e Aid/Medic Dispatch Time (100% compliance)

e Geocode or Latitude/Longitude (98% compliance)

Both dispatch agencies are in compliance with these dispatch

performance standards and reporting requirements.

Dispatch Productivity To date, however, the EMS Division does not require use of a
Standards Could productivity standard based on the time requirements to provide
Promote Transparency dispatch services. A productivity standard for dispatch processing
and Would B e times can provide greater transparency that calls are answered

Consistent with Best expeditiously and are aligned with best practice time standards

Practices developed by national organizations. Other agencies that respond
to emergencies have developed time standards. For example, the
King County Enhanced 9-1-1 Program has developed a call-
answering standard that requires 90 percent of 9-1-1 calls to be
answered within 10 seconds in 80% of the hours in each quarter.
This standard is consistent with the National Emergency Number
Associ ati onds perceatof®d-l dallstsHoadbe 9 0

answered within 10 seconds during the busiest hours.
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Dispatch Agencies

Already Provide

Performance R eports

to EMS Division

King

County

Similarly, American Medical Response (AMR) has developed some

key dispatch processing time indicators that are reported monthly to

the National Academy of Emergency Dispatch (NAED) and user

agencies. AMR6s di spatch time/ produc

J Phonepi ck up to dispatcherds q

J Phone pick up to incident dispatch

J Phone pickup t o di spatcherds queu
threatening emergency incident dispatch: Queue to Assign
Times

o Dispatch delays

o Medical Priority Dispatch System Compliance (EMD Medical
Dispatch Scores)

o Percentage of Wrong Addresses entered in Call Entry
compared to total system volume of calls entered

o GIS Failures due to correct address being entered but
geography data is incorrect

This data is trended quarterly with a larger report being generated
and distributed to each EMS agency and AMR operations. The
AMR Quality Improvement Unit meets monthly to review the data
and identify action items and training to address the Quality

Improvement portion of the quality assurance relationships.

NORCOM and Valley Com have the capability to code and
generate some, if not all, of the information needed to monitor and
report on its dispatch processing times. For example, NORCOM
already reports on its call answering times based on the King
County standards, and has established and reported on five

different priority codes for emergency police calls.

Recommendations: The EMS Division, in collaboration with the
dispatch agencies, should develop timeliness standards for EMS
dispatch services. The EMS Division should also consider

incentivizing the implementation of the productivity standards
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through the EMS Levy funded strategic initiatives or regional
initiatives to promote ongoing compliance with the standards, and
quarterly reporting of timely performance consistent with ALS
Dispatch Performance Standards Strategic Initiative discussed
above.

FINDING 5: THE EMS DIVISION NEEDS TO ESTABLISH REIMBURSEMENT POLICIES
FOR EMS DISPATCH SERVICES TO IMPROVE THE TRANSPARENCY OF ALLOWABLE

DISPATCH COSTS.

Billings for ALS
Dispatch Services Do
Not Differentiate
Between Types of EMS
Calls

As discussed earlier, ALS Providers in King County receive full and
direct reimbursement from the EMS Levy for all dispatch service
expenses. Dispatch services are included as a line item in the ALS
unit allocation model. BLS Providers receive an annual distribution
from the EMS Levy based on a combination of the volume of
responses to calls for EMS services and assessed property values
within the fir ensalgus,the EMSdévy indirectly
supportsthe BLSPr ovi der s6 di spatch exg

Although the EMS Division directly contracts with Valley Com for
dispatch services for King County Medic One, the other fire
agencies contract directly with NORCOM for ALS and BLS
dispatch services. As such, the EMS Division is not directly
involved in the financial or contract management of those dispatch
services. In addition, the EMS Division and the dispatch agencies
do not routinely exchange information regarding estimated call
volumes, annual fees and amounts that will be allocated to the ALS
and BLS Providers. In addition, the billings submitted to the EMS
providers by the dispatch agencies do not always differentiate
between the type of calls, or amounts billed for operating versus
capital costs. As a result, the EMS Division and the ALS Providers
do not receive the information that would enable them to verify

what services were received, and that the actual amounts the ALS
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Improved
Documentation of
Dispatch Services
Needed from ALS
Providers and Dispatch
Agencies for
Reimbursement

Purposes

Providers were billed was consistent with the dispatch services

received.

Because the type of emergency calls are generally not segregated
by the dispatch agencies, ALS Providers are unable to adequately
document call volume for the EMS Division when requesting
reimbursements for dispatch services. According to the EMS
Division, ALS Providers have proportioned their bill to program
areas/lines of business (ALS, BLS, and fire suppression) based on
local agency understanding of the assumptions used by the
dispatch agencies. Without improved documentation, the ALS
Providers cannot ensure that requests for reimbursements are
solely attributable to ALS services. The EMS Levy provides full
support and reimbursement only for ALS services.

Recommendations: The EMS Division should establish a
communications protocol with NORCOM and Valley Com to ensure
a common understanding of the basis of the annual dispatch costs
that are allocated to EMS providers and the annual cost per call. In
addition, the EMS Division and ALS Providers should obtain
itemized invoices from the dispatch agencies to clearly show
expenses that are attributable to ALS and verify that
reimbursement requests are justified based on the actual volume
and costs of ALS dispatch services. The EMS Division should
regularly review dispatch invoices received by ALS Providers to
verify that the actual amounts billed are consistent with the
dispatch services received, and use this information as part of the

dispatch reserve analysis.
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APPENDIX 1
2008-2013 Emergency Medical Services Levy Financial Plan

(From Levy Ordinance 15861)

TheEMS Levyinancial plan identifies the estimated annual revenues generated from the levy, and allocates a large
percentage of funds to the four EMS programs. The remaining levy reesrare distributed to a series of contingencies,
reserves and designations. The financial plan also requires an undesignated fund balance equivalent to six percent of the

annual revenues.

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES LEVY FINANCIAL PLAN

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Actuals _ Estimated Proposed Proposed Proposed Prop i Prop d _Proposed
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 10,733,241 9,296,940 6,070,111 7,478,574 9,530,365 12,298,857 13,976,201 14,467,537
REVENUES
Property Taxes 38,112,894 39,324,643 62,349,590 64,085,620 65,813,748 67,630,570 69,508,371 71,460,527
State Grants 1,463 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intergovernmental Payment 278 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charges for Services 80,571 82,950 52,000 54,340 56,785 59,341 62,011 64,801
Interest Earnings/Miscellaneous Revenue 1,352,798 483,574 306,541 366,450 457,458 571,897 649,893 672,740
Other Financing Sources 9,059 5,040 4,503 3,567 3,179 2,831 2,621 2,457
Transfer from Current Expense Subfund 375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000
EMS REVENUE TOTAL 39,932,064 40,271,107 63,087,633 64,864,978 66,706,170 68,639,638 70,597,895 72,575,526
EXPENDITURES
Advanced Life Support Services (27,445,965) (27,945,082)  (34,558,361) (36,100,374) (37,869,114) (40,021,655) (42,274,793}  (45,408,597) (a)
Bellevue Fire Department (5,719,000) (6,210,085) (7,368,004) (7,602,457) (7,870,564) (8,237,859) {8,631,040) (9,048,314)
King County Medic One {12,456,489) (11,783,566)  (14,080,283) (14,795608) (15,189,092) (15,880,326) (16,620,212)  (17,405,389)
Redmond Fire Department (4,233,568)  (4,780,238) (6,345018)  (5,776,283)  (5,902,923)  (6,178,394)  (6,473,280) (6,786,235)
Shoreline Fire Department (3659,425)  (3,758,230)  (4,84D,864)  (4,689,502)  (4,919,102)  (514B,662)  (5394,400)  (5,655,196)
Skykomish/King County Fire District 50 ’ (60,000) {60,000) (170,058) (178,911) (187,592) (196,243) (205,509) (215,346)
Vashon Fire Department (1,317,393) (1,352,963) (1,603,505) (1,688,221) (1,770,877) {1,8563,518) (1,941,984) {2,035,871)
New Units/Unallocated N/A N/A (907,463) (837,800) (1,579,607) {2,058,465) (2,622,081) (3,755,693) (b)
Outlying Area Service Levels N/A NIA (243,167) (431,491) (449,356) (467,189) (486,285) (506,554) (c)
Basic Life Support Services (9.420,513)  (9,674,868)  (14,390,254) (14,886,717) (15,333,319) (15,738,118) (16,163,048) (16,599,450) (d)
Auburn Fire Department (360,914) (371,121) (574,226) (594,040) (611,863) (628,018) (644,976) (662,392)
Bellevue Fire Department (1,164,786)  (1,208,884) (1,862,757)  (1,927,035)  (1,984,852)  (2,037,257)  (2,092,268) (2,148,765)
Black Diamond Fire Department (48,770) (50,087) (63,976) (66,184) {68,170) (69,970) {71,859) (73,799)
Bothell Fire Department (190,302) (201,298) (316,243) (327,156) {336,972) (345,869) (355,208) (364,800)
Duvall Fire Department (110,372) (110,372) (145,444) (150,463) (154,977) (159,069) (163,364) (167,775)
Eastside Fire and Rescue (949,850) (949,850) (1,328,850)  (1,374,704)  (1,4159850) (1,453,334)  (1,492,578) (1,532,881)
Enumclaw Fire Department (230,549) (230,549) (285,744) (295,604) (304,473) (312,512) (320,951) (329,617)
Kent Fire and Life Safety (759,340) (775,056)  (1,190,773)  (1,231,863)  (1,268,823)  (1,302,323)  (1,337,489)  (1,373,605)
King County Fire District 2 (227,173) (239,292) (374,201) (387,114) (398,729) (409,256) (420,307) (431,656)
King County Fire District 20 (106,458) (112,317 (164,387) {170,059) (175,161) (179,786) (184,641) (189,627)
King County Fire District 27 (67.418B) (69,238) (92,176) (95,357) (98,218) (100,811) (103,533) (106,329)
King County Fire District 40 (210,667) (210,667) (299,191) (309,515) (318,801) (327,218) (336,054) (345,128)
King County Fire District 44 (252,271) (252,271) (324,765) (335,972) (346,052) (355,189) (364,780) (374,630)
King County Fire District 47 (18,705) (18,210) (23,051) (23,846) (24,561) (25,209) (25,890) (26,589)
King County Fire District 49 (51) {18,354) (18,850) (22,909) (23,700) {24,411) (25,056) (25,733) (26,428)
King County Fire District 50 (32,348) (33,221) (40,921) (42,333) (43,603) (44,754) (45,962) (47,203)
Kirkland Fire Department (495,286) (512,252) (789,132) (816,362) (840,855) (863,056) (886,361) (910,295)
Maple Valley Fire and Life Safety (304,293) (304,293) (409,441) (423,570) (436,278) (447,797) (459,889) (472,307)
Mercer Island Fire Department (235,416) (244,629) (376,189) (389,170) {400,846) (411,429) (422,539) (433,949)
Milton Fire Department (14,104) (14,889) (20,320) (21,021) (21,652) (22,224) (22,824) (23,440)
North Highline Fire Department (271,067) (280,748) (404,954) (418,928) (431,497) (442,890) (454,849) (467,131)
Northshore Fire Department (203,896) (211,148) (326,232) (337,489) (347,615) (356,793) (366,427) (376,321)
Pacific Fire Department (36,000) (36,972) (51,115) {62,879) (54,466) (55,904) (57,414) (58,964)
Pierce County Fire District 27 (1,500) (1,500) {1,500) (1,500) (1,500) (1,500) (1,500) (1,500)
Redmond Fire Department (539,880) (574,375) (863,640) (893,442) (920,248) (944,545) (970,050) {996,244)
Renton Fire Department (492,082) (514,465) (801,932) (829,604) (854,495) (877,056) (900,733) {925,061)
Sea Tac Fire Department {213,386) (221,407) (343,637) (355,495) (366,161) (375,829) (385,977) (396,399)
Shoreline Fire Department (376,181) (380,055) (580,829) (600,872) (618,900) (635,240) (652,393) (670,008)
Snoqualmie Fire Department (52,033) (53.702) (82,646) (85,498) (88,063) (90,388) (92,829) (95,336)
South King Fire and Rescue (772172} (787,067) (1,210,071) (1,251,827) (1,289,386) (1,323,429) (1,359,165) (1,395,866)
Tukwila Fire Department (224,182) (231,283) (357,958) (370,310) (381,420) (391,490) (402,061) (412,918)
Vashon Fire Department (129,619) (129,619) (180,435) (186,661) (192,261) (197,337) {202,666) (208,139)
Woodinville Fire and Life Safety District {311,139) {324,180) (480,561) (497,144) (512,060) (525,580) (539,772) (554,347)
Regional Services (3,826,680)  (4,798,846) (6,102,144)  (6,478,134)  (6,838,366)  (7,197,262)  (7,578,964) (7,945,012)
Strategic Initiatives (674,484) (B67,040) (1,246,580) (1,491,275) (1,253,878) (1,239,355) (1,195,153) (1,114,543)
Encumbrance Carryover 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ALS Salary and Wage Contingency 0 0 (2,104,452) (2,199,152) (2,298,114) (2,401,529) {2,509,598) (2,622,530) (e)
EMS 2002-2007 Reserves (723) (212,100) 0 0 0 4] 0 0
Disaster Response Contingency 0 0 (3,216,379) (4,809,156) (5,085,682) (5,378,109) {5,687,350) (6,014,373) (9)
Prior Disaster Response Underexpenditure Q 0 0 3,216,379 4,809,156 5,085,682 5,378,109 5,687,350 (h)
.King County Auditor's Office (61,000) (64,759) (68,360) (71,947) (75,763) (79,822)
EMS EXPENDITURE TOTAL (41,368,365) (43,497,936)  (61,679,170)__ (62,813,187) (63,937,677) (66,962,294) (70,106,560)  (74,096,976)
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EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES LEVY FINANCIAL PLAN

APPENDIX 1 (cont.)

2006

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Actuals Estimated Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed

ENDING FUND BALANCE 0796040 6070111 7476574 0530365 12298857 13076201 14467537 12,946,087
RESERVES AND DESIGNATIONS

Encumbrances (977.521) 977,521 (977.521) 977,521 (977,521) (977 521) 977 521) (977,521}

Reappropriation (25,000) (25,000) (25,000 125,000 (25,000) 125,000 125,000 (25,000
Designations

Prepayment 0 ] 0 ] i] 0 0 0

ALS Provider Balances 0 (10228000 (10223000 (10229000 (10229000 (10229000 (10228000 (1.022.900)

ALS Provider Loans 0 ] 0 [ 0 0 0 0
Reserves for Unanticipated Inflation

Diesel Cost Stabilization 0 ] (56,0000 (15120000 (24570000 (2897541  (2933280) (1,613,304

Pharmaceuticals/Medical Equipment 0 ] (230,000) (506,000 (628,000 (1,047 000y (877 600) (447 578)

Call Volume/Utilization Reserve 0 ] (244 000) (485,000 (F32.0000 (11588000 (12200000 (832,000;
Reserves

Chassis Obsolescence 0 ] (375,000) (375,000) (562,500 (362 500) (562 500) (562 500)

Risk Abatement ] ] 0 (565,000 (565,000) (565,000 (565,000 (565,000;

Millage Reduction 0 ] 0 0 (1000000 (15000000 (20000000  (2,500,000)
TOTAL RESERVES AND DESIGNATIONS (1,002521)  (2025421)  (3630421) (5471421) (8,169.921) (9.807.262) (10,183.801)  (8,545,801)
ENDING UNDESIGNATED FUND BALANCE 8,204 419 4,044,690 3.848.153 4,058 944 4128936 4168939 4283716 4,400,286
Fund Balance as % of Revenue NIA NIA 6.10% 6.26% 6.19% 6.07% 6.07% 6.06%
EXCESS OVER/UNDER 6% MINIMUM NiA NIA 62,895 167,045 126, 566 50,561 47 862 45754
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APPENDIX 2
2010 Emergency Medical Services Levy Financial Plan

Attachment J - Emergency Medical Services

2008 Actuals | 2009 E. d | 2010 Adopted | 2011 Projectedt | 2012 Projected | 2013 Projected
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 6,242,796 19,686,011 25,929,424 22,942,851 22,968,354 18,741,350
REVENUES

Property Taxes 64,735,969 67,313,787 62,985,901 63,935,810 66,602,138 68,082,420
State Grants 29,526 0 0 0 0 0
Intergovernmental Payments 0 0 [+ 0 ] [1]
Charges for Setvices 196,351 202,208 196,690 196,690 196,690 196,690
Interest Earning/Miscellaneous Revenue 558,642 593,288 413,200 426,200 529,200 540,200
Other Financing Sources © 54,162 3,567 3210 2,889 2,600 2,340
Transfer from General Fund 375,000 0 ° 0 0 0

EMS REVENUE TOTAL 65,949,651 68,112,850 63,599,001 64,561,589 67,330,628 68,821,650

|EXPENDITURES )

Advanced Life Support Services (32,585,628) (36,221,927) (35,675,256) (38,564,700) 41,125,783) (44,424 249),
Bellevue Fire Department (6,567,661} (7,919,879) (7,523,036) (7,967,600) (8,361,268) (8,901,636)
King County Medic One (13,258,356)] {14,331,591) (14,559,981) (15,170,631} {15,911,064) (16,739,192)
Redmond Fire Department (5.462,933) (5,884,688) (5,642,277) (5.975,700) (6,270,951), (6,601,227)
Shoreline Fire Department (5,748,326) (5,796,989) (5.642.277) (5,975,700)] . (6,270,951) (6,601.227)
Skykomish/King County Fire District 50 (170,000) (182,360) (180,963) (191,248 (200,625) (211,146)
Vashon Fire Department ' (1,378,353) {1,743,560) (1,880,759) (1,991,900) (2,090,317, {2,200,409)
New/Units Unallocated [] {1,035,681) (1,754,982) {2,993.266)
Outlying Area Service Levels {362.860) {245,963) (256,244) (265,625) (276,146)

Basic Life Support Services (14,256,340) (15,281,661) {15,033,805) (15,573,249) (16,056,020) 16,609,953
Aubum Fire Department 0 0 . [ 0 1] 0
Bellevue Fire Department (1,880,258) {1,986,859) 1,970,874 (2,041,554) (2,104,883) (2,177,502)
Black Diamond Fire Department (70,413) (53,104), (52,838) (54,734) (56,431) (58,378)
Bothel! Firc Department (320,359) {338,080), (335,240) (347,269) (358,034) (370,387)
Duvall Fire Department (FD 45) (147,291 (152,964) (152,081) (157,538) (162,422) {168,025)
Eastside Fire and Rescue (1,313,186) (1,373,557) (1.364,429) {1,413,388) (1,457,203) (1,507.477)
Enumclaw Fire Department (282,663) (291,141) {289,834) (300,234) {309,541) (320,220)
Kent Fire and Life Safety (1,196,673) (1,212,191) (1,201,648) (1,244,765) (1,283,353) (1,327,629)
King County Fire District 2 (372,485) {393,128) (390,017) (404,012) (416,536) {430,906)
King County Fire District 20 (166,630) (175,698) (174,359) (180,615) (186,214) (192,639)
King County Fire District 27 (93,248) (97,182) 96,548) (100,012) (103,113) (106,670)
King County Firc District 40 (304,361) (200,364) (199,172) (206,319} Q12,715) (220,053)
King County Fire District 44 (322,013) (294,358) {292,398) (302,390) (312,279) (323,053)
King County Fire District 47 (22,876) (23,478) (23,374) (24,213) @4963) . (25825
King County Fire District 49 (51) (24,812) (25,711) (25,554) (26,471) (27,292) (28,233)
King County Fire District 50 (42,660) 43,904) 43,709) 5277 (46,681) (48,291}
Kirkland Fire Department (793.023) (838,397) (831,434) (861,267) (887,967) (918,602)
Maple Valley Fire and Life Safety (FD 43) (402,249) (417,923) (415.454) (430,361) (443,703) (459,010)
Mereer Istand Fire Department (376,175) (397.249) (394,091) (408,232) (420,887) (435,408)
Milton Fire Department . (22,861) (22,758) (24,899) (25,792) (26,592) (27,509)
North Highline Fire Department (FD11) (403,766) {422,851) {419,943) (435,011) (448,497) 463,970)
Northshore Fire Department (FD 16) (321,869) (339,127) (336,930) (349,020) (359.839) (372,254)
Pacific Fire Department 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pierce County Fire District 27 (1,500), (1,500), (1,500) (1,554) T {L602) (1657
Redmond Fire Department . (863,380), (909,826) {502,842) (935,238) (964,230) (997,496)
Renton Fire Department (805,254) (867,095) (860,223) (891,089) (918,713) (950,409)
SeaTac Fire Department (338,636)| (357,902) (354,935) (367,671) (379,06%) (392,146}
Shoreline — Fire District 4 (585,623), (618,422} {613,189) (6351911 - (654,882) {677.476)]
Snoqualmie Fire Department (84,677) (89.948). (89,144) (92,343) (95,205) (98,490}
South King Fire and Rescue (1,200,765) (1,297,811) (1,282,578) {1,333,779) (1,375,126), (1,422,568}
Tukwila Fire Department (358,505)| (378,105) (375,143) (388,604), (400,651)) (414,473)
Vashon Fire Department (44,637) (320,675) {185,462) 192,117 (198,072) (204,906)
Woodinvilte Fire and Life Safety District (FD 36) (477,339), (502,310} (498,412) (516,296), (532,301) (550,666)
Valley Regional Fire Authority (616,152) (734,245) (728,832) (754,984) (778,388) (805,243)
King County Fire District 25 (102,698) (101,719) (105,369) (108,635) (112,383)

Regional Services (5,294,071) (6.087.931) (6,854,788) (7,094,938) (7,385,831) (7,714,500)

Strategic Initiatives (591,206) (1,128,505) (1.431,856) (1.512,231) (1,374,479)| (1,524,704)

EMS Advisory Taskfosce (25,000) (199,020) (149,257)

Encumbrance Carryover 0 0 0 0 0 ]

ALS Salary and Wage Contingency 0 [} (1,500,000) (1,500,000) {1,000,000) (1,000,000)
EMS 2002-2007 Reserves ] (150.000) (250,000} 0 [ 0
Disaster Response Contingency ] . il {5,000,000) (5,000,000) {5.000,000) (4,500,000)
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APPENDIX 2 (cont.)

Attachment J - Emergency Medical Services

2008 Actuals 2009 Estimated | 2010 Adopted | 20131 Projected | 2012 Projected | 2013 Projectet
Prior Disaster Response Underexpenditure 0 1] 5,000,600 5,060,000 5,000,000
Use: of Diesel Reserves ' (171,903)
Use of Chassis Obsolescence Reserves' (201,751}
King County Auditor’s Office 0 (125,759) (68,360) (91,947 (95,763) (99,822)
Use of Designations * (746,509)
Outstanding ALS Retirement Liabilities (4,370,000)
EMS EXPENDITURE TOTAL {52,727,245) (61,869,437) (66,585,574) {64,536,085) (71,557,133) (70,873,227}
ENDING FUND BALANCE?® 15,686,011 25929424 22,942,851 22,968,354 18,741,850 16,690,273
RESERVES AND DESIGNATIONS
[Encumbrances (2,138,516) (2,138,516), (2,138,516) (2,138 515) (2,138,516), (2,133,516)
Reappropriation 0 0 Q 0 0
Outstanding ALS Retirement Liabilities (2,185,000) {4,370,000) [ 0
Designations .
Prepayment ' ] 0 0 0 ]
Program/Provider Balances ! (2,945,277) (3,652,882) (1,996,306} (2,244,451) {1,753,162) (1,244,882)
ALS Provider Leans 0 437,918 328,439 218,959 109,480 0
Reserves for Unanticipated Inflation
Diesel Cost Stabilization Reserve {756,000)| (1,512,000} (750,000) {750,000) (650,000) {440,000)
har 7 dical Bqui (230,000) (506,000) (828,000) (1,097,000) (877,600) (447,576},
Call Volume/Utilization Reserve (244,000) (488,000) (732,600) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (532,000 .
Reserves ’
Chassis Obsolescence (375,000) (173,249) (360,749) (360,749) (360,749) (210,749),
Risk Abatement 0 (565,000) (565,000) (565,000) (565,000 (565,000)
Millage Reduction . (4,562,096) {10,083,308) {5,041,654) (6,041,654) {6,741,654) (6,941,654),
| TOTAL RESERVES AND DESIGNATIONS {11,250,889) (18,681,037) (14.268,786) (18,348,411} (13,977,201) (12,520,377}
; ENDING UNDESIGNATED FUND BALANCE | 8,435,122 | 7,248,387 | 8,674,065 | 4,619,943 4,764,643 4,169,896
Fond Balance as % of Revenue | 12.79%] 10.64%] _ 13.64%] 7.16% 7.98% 6.06%
EXCESS OVER/UNDER 6% MINIMUM I 4,476,143 | 3,161,616 | 4,858,125 | 746,248 724,811 40,597
Financial Plan Notes: : -
! The Diesel Cost Stabifization and Chassis O Teserves were used in 2009 budget to cover higher than anticipated costs in 2008 and 2009,

# Appopriations for Designations allows for providers to use prior year balances 10 cover expenses and gives EMS flexibility to respond to financial needs.
* Exding fand balance includes GAAP sdjustmeats for jounal entry errors and impaired investocols.

“The EMS Strategic Plan adopted by council (erdinanee 15843) included both program and provider balances. The name of this desigeation is consistent with plan adopted by ordinance 15843 {page 64).

Program/Provider Balances inelude Designations from 2002-2007 Levy, Reserve for KCM1 Equipment Replacement, and Progran Balauces for ALS, RSS and SL

-123-
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LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS & IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

Recommendation 1a: The EMS Division, in collaboration with the dispatch agencies, should
develop timeliness standards for EMS dispatch services.

Recommendation 1b: The EMS Division should also consider incentivizing the implementation
of the productivity standards through the EMS Levy funded strategic initiatives or regional
initiatives to promote ongoing compliance with the standards, and quarterly reporting of timely
performance consistent with ALS Dispatch Performance Standards Strategic Initiative discussed

above.
Implementation Date: September 1, 2012

Estimate of Impact: Development of dispatch call timeliness standards and incentives for
implementing productivity standards for EMS dispatch services will ensure EMS dispatches
are completed efficiently within reasonable timeframes and will allow benchmarking of King
County EMS dispatch agencies to best practices developed by national organizations.
Completion of both efforts will aide in assuring taxpayer-supported EMS Levy funds are
spent as cost-effectively as possible.

Recommendation 2a: The EMS Division should establish a communications protocol with
NORCOM and Valley Com to ensure a common understanding of the basis of the annual
dispatch costs that are allocated to EMS providers and the annual cost per call.

Recommendation 2b: In addition, the EMS Division and ALS Providers should obtain itemized
invoices from the dispatch agencies to clearly show expenses that are attributable to ALS and
verify that reimbursement requests are justified based on the actual volume and costs of ALS
dispatch services.

Recommendation 2c: The EMS Division should regularly review dispatch invoices received by
ALS Providers to verify that the actual amounts billed are consistent with the dispatch services
received, and use this information as part of the dispatch reserve analysis.

Implementation Date: September 1, 2012
Estimate of Impact: Providing greater transparency and accountability for the cost of
dispatch services received by ALS agencies will help assure that taxpayer-supported EMS

Levy funds are spent only on allowable costs for EMS dispatch services and that EMS
dispatch services are delivered as cost-effectively as possible.
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EXECUTIVE RESPONSE

ki
King County

Dow Constantine
King County Executive

401 Fifth Avenue, Suite 800
Seattle, WA 98104-1818

206-263-9600 Fax 206-296-0194
TTY Relay: 711
www.kingcounty.gov

Cheryle A. Broom August 23, 2011
King County Auditor

Room 1033

COURTHOUSE

Dear Ms. Broom:

Thank you for your August 10™ letter and the opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed final report of the Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Levy 2011 Financial and
Compliance Audit. This is the third of a series of EMS financial reviews to be conducted, as
authorized by King County Council Ordinance 15862, on the 2008-2013 Medic One/EMS
levy.

The audit assessed the EMS Division’s financial practices and compliance with Council-
adopted levy policies and financial plan, It also reviewed the costs of EMS dispatch services
provided by the two larger dispatch agencies in King County, North East King County
Regional Public Safety Communication, referred to as (NORCOM), and Valley
Communications (Valley Com) to determine whether the EMS levy can accommodate the
increased dispatch costs for the remainder of this levy period.

I am pleased to note that the overall findings of the audit are favorable and supportive. The
review demonstrates that the financial operations were managed in accordance with the EMS
Levy financial plan and policies; the fee schedules that NORCOM and Valley Com use to
allocate costs to user agencies were based on acceptable methodologies; and the EMS Division
responded effectively by utilizing designated reserves to cover increased dispatch costs for
EMS services in 2010, and establishing a reserve to cover dispatch costs for the remainder of
this levy period.

We concur that the two recommendations from the 2010 EMS levy financial are reasonable
and feasible proposals, and once implemented will increase the management and transparency
of EMS costs.
Specifically, in response to these recommendations, we plan to:

»  Consult dispatch agencies to establish acceptable standards, including timeliness if

appropriate, for dispatch services;
= Consider methods to promote ongoing compliance;

King County is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
& and complies with the Americans with Disabilitites Act
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EXECUTIVE RESPONSE (cont.)

Cheryle A. Broom
August 23,2011
Page 2

» Develop a common understanding of the annual dispatch costs that are allocated to
EMS agencies and the allocation methodology;

» Request dispatch agencies provide detailed information related to dispatch invoices to
better identify and verify that amounts billed are consistent with the dispatch services
received; and

» Establish a practice for reviewing dispatch invoices.

Attachment A identifies the high-level timelines and products connected with our response to
the recommendations. Public Health - Seattle & King County, the EMS Division, and EMS
stakeholders will begin work on these recommendations immediately. The timely
implementation of these recommendations will provide EMS Stakeholders with information
needed for making key Medic One/EMS levy decisions during the upcoming EMS levy
planning process, slated to begin October 2011.

As always, I appreciate the great level of cooperation and support that occurred between the
King County Auditor’s Office, Public Health and EMS Division management and staff, and the
dispatch agencies. If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Jim
Fogarty, EMS Division Director, at 206-263-8579.

Sincerely,

Tolasbt—

Dow Constantine
King County Executive

Enclosure

cc: Ron Perry, Deputy County Auditor

Susan Baugh, Senior Principal Management Auditor, King County Council

Brian Estes, Senior Principal Management Auditor, King County Council

Fred Jarrett, Deputy County Executive, King County Executive Office (KCEO)

Rhonda Berry, Assistant Deputy County Executive, KCEO

Carrie Cihak, Director of Policy and Strategic Initiatives, KCEO

Dwight Dively, Director, Office of Performance, Management and Budget

David Fleming, M.D., Director and Health Officer, Public Health — Seattle & King
County (PHSKC)

Helen Chatalas, Program Manager, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Division,
PHSKC

Cynthia Bradshaw, Finance Officer, EMS Division, PHSKC

Michele Plorde, Program Manager, EMS Division PHSKC

Caroline McShane, Deputy Director, Finance and Business Operations Division,
Department of Executive Services
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EXECUTIVE RESPONSE (cont.)
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EXECUTIVE RESPONSE (cont.)
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