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SUBJECT:
Response of the Department of Natural Resources and Parks’ Office of Rural and Resource Programs to budget proviso requiring a report on work program, staffing, accomplishments, and projected staffing. 

SUMMARY:  During consideration of the 2003 county budget, the Council was interested in assuring that the programs and services of the Office of Rural and Resource Programs were meeting the purposes for which they were established.  The Council included a proviso in the 2003 county budget to address this concern, as follows: 
In addition, the water and land resources division shall submit to the council a report by May 30, 2003, which shall include actual and projected staffing levels, 2002 accomplishments, and 2003 work program for the office of rural and resource lands as described in K.C.C. 2.16.045.C.12.  This report should demonstrate, through proposed work program and actual staffing levels through April 2003, how the division will provide a staffing level in 2003 for the office of rural and resource lands of no less than 24 FTEs.  The report shall also include a summary of the number of applications for the public benefit rating system, the average time needed to process them, and the frequency of public benefit rating system site visits for 2001 (actual), 2002 (actual) and 2003 (projected).  The report shall further provide a recommendation for future staffing levels for the public benefit rating system program based on the service trends for 2001 through 2003.  


If the report is not submitted by May 30, 2002, $100,000 from this appropriation may not be expended or encumbered from that date until such date as the report is filed with the clerk of the council.


Any report or plan required to be submitted by this proviso must be filed in the form of 16 copies with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will forward copies to each councilmember and to the lead staff for the natural resources, parks and open space committee and the utilities committee or their successors.

The cover letter for the report is dated June 9, 2003.

Summary and Analysis

Below are provided excerpted report requirements from the budget proviso above, followed by report materials which attempt to respond to those requirements.  
“…actual and projected staffing levels”
Consistent with the budget proviso, actual staffing levels are provided; there is little included which speaks to projected staffing levels.  In conversation with agency personnel, it is pointed out that budget discussions internal to the executive are not complete, and that recommended staffing levels are appropriately indicated pursuant to that process.
“…2002 accomplishments, 2003 work program”

The report delineates the five programs—Forestry, Agriculture, Natural Resource Lands, Noxious Weeds, and Public Benefit Rating System/Timberland Program, as well as program administration, and provides background information on each.  Information provided includes

· Staffing level:  FTE/TLT count and positions; 

· 2003 Work Program

· 2002 Accomplishments

“…a staffing level in 2003…of no less than 24 FTE…”
The report does indicate a staffing level of 24 FTE, and 7.28 TLT.  One of those FTE’s—the Forestry Program lead—is indicated as vacant.
“…a summary of the numbers of applications for PBRS, and the average time needed to process them… ”
In the PBRS work program discussion, it is reported that 49 applications were submitted by the end of 2002; an attached table indicates that an average of 13 hours is needed to process applications on hand.

“…and the frequency of PBRS site visits…”
Frequency of PBRS site visits is reported at 196 (2001); 113 (2002); and 104 (2003 projected) respectively.  

“…and a recommendation for future staffing levels…”
The report includes a discussion of the benefits in work program accomplishment of adding one position to the program, indicating that almost one third of the properties could be monitored the first year.  It is noted that any proposed staffing changes will be included in the 2004 budget proposal.  

Work Program
The central component of the report, as requested by the budget proviso, is the work program element for each of the programs.  
To the extent that the Council is seeking a listing of the functions and services which are encompassed within each of the programs of the Office, the report does effectively provide such a service listing.  For example, the Natural Resource Lands program lists functions such as:

· carry out the volunteer program, completing natural resource projects on natural lands and parks;

· Manage Park Ambassador and Adopt-A-Park Programs
· Complete Site Management Plans or Site Management Guidelines for each NRL site

· Direct long-term management of NRL and on-going maintenance

· Coordinate with Parks Division, reviewing and monitoring site maintenance plans and the work of the Parks maintenance staff.

· Provide oversight of SWM funding for Parks Resource Program

This functional listing does provide a rough picture of the work of the individual programs—in essence, a program description.
However, if the Council is seeking a means by which to assess the extent to which the program is accomplishing desired outcomes; or meeting goals; or the strategies by which those goals will be met; or the relative allocation of resources and the need to consider reallocating such resources—there is little information provided in most of the work program summaries to so indicate.  There is little description of desired outcomes for the programs, or strategies or work efforts to achieve those outcomes.  The Agriculture program description does include a summary of goals/outcomes, and names those programs intended to address those goals.  Beyond the program names, however, it provides little detail on specific activities, or numbers of those activities.  Neither do most of the other work programs provide information regarding numbers of given activities, as a means to judge whether given objectives are being met.  
For most of the programs, there is also little or no linkage between listed activities and staffing or levels of effort.  This leaves the reviewer with little ability to know the relative emphasis being placed on one project or activity versus another—and little opportunity to reflect on whether the distribution of resources is consistent with Council intent.  

An exception is the work program of the Public Benefit Rating System/Timberland program, which does included a broader discussion of the application process,  the review process, the need for a monitoring effort, and the requirement for reassessment of the pre-PBRS current-use assessment parcels.  
It is noted that the greater level of information included for PBRS/Timberlands is consistent with the budget proviso language, which specifically sought more extensive information about that program.
The PBRS/Timberland work program summary identifies the number of properties enrolled in the program (700), and specifies the need for monitoring them regularly for compliance.   The attached Table 3 indicates that only 30 of the 700 enrolled properties can be monitored annually at current staffing levels; at such a rate, it would be over 20 years before staff could get around to all such properties.  The report indicates, however, that given current staffing limitations, monitoring is in response to complaints only.  So for those properties that don’t come to the attention of a neighbor or other community member, the extent to which property owners are clearing or building in a way that is inconsistent with the program requirements, is unknown.  Because of this, it is not possible to say whether the program is meeting its purpose, and whether the open space goals of the program are being met.  

The report does indicate that a reconsideration of program priorities is underway, and any appropriate staffing changes will be proposed in the 2004 budget proposal.    
The program is also charged with reassessing those properties approved for open space current use taxation before the start of the PBRS program (1992), using PBRS criteria.  22 properties have been reassessed to date; 88 more remain to be reassessed.  

INVITED:  Jerry Balcom, ORRP Manager, Department of Natural Resources and Parks

ATTACHMENTS:  Response to Budget Proviso:  Office of Rural and Resource Lands, Water and Land Resources Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks
