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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:


Before you today are four pieces of legislation related to the Major Maintenance Reserve Fund (MMRF).  They are:

Proposed Ordinance No.  2003-0144 amending the 2003 Budget Ordinance 01547, Major Maintenance Reserve Fund approved projects list to create emergent need contingency projects for the Courthouse Seismic Project and a general facility project.

Proposed Motion No. 2003-0154 approving the 2003 Budget Ordinance 14517 Major Maintenance Reserve Fund proviso response.

Proposed Ordinance No. 2003 0146 amending Ordinance 12076, King County Code 4.08.250 and adding a new section to King County Code 4.04, to implement a flexible response budgeting policy for the Major Maintenance Reserve Fund.

Proposed Ordinance No. 2003-0147 amending the 2003 Budget Ordinance 14517 to transfer Major Maintenance Reserve Fund budget authority to be consistent with flexible budgeting policy.

BACKGROUND:
The 2003 Budget restricted by proviso expenditure authority on $9.2 million of Major Maintenance Reserve Fund (MMRF) projects until the council approved by motion a report including:

1. FMD Reorganization Report:  Executive’s department of executive services Facilities Management Division (FMD) reorganization report as outlined in Ordinance 14199;

2. Carter Burgess Building Evaluation Report:  The 2002 Budget proviso required an assessment of the MMRF program.  In response to this requirement an independent consultant (Carter Burgess Company) was hired to evaluate the status of all building systems in the MMRF program.  The final Carter Burgess evaluation report was not complete at the time of the 2003 Budget.  Therefore, final submittal of this report and an assessment of its implication for the major maintenance reserve fund program was included in the 2003 Budget proviso;

3. Evaluation of noncompliance with County Code:  An evaluation of the MMRF program as proposed in the Executive’s 2003 Budget relative to compliance with K.C.C 4.08.250.  If the evaluation required under subsection 3 of the proviso identified any areas of noncompliance the executive was to transmit proposed ordinance seeking authorization to remedy noncompliance.

The 2003 proviso is a continuation of a similar 2002 Budget proviso which restricted expenditure authority on the 2002 MMRF projects.  A copy of the complete 2003 Budget proviso text is included in Attachment #7.  On August 28, 2002 the Budget & Fiscal Management Committee reviewed a partial response to the 2002 budget proviso and based on a good faith effort by FMD in responding to the proviso recommended partial release of expenditure authority.  On September 30, 2002 the Council approved a release of expenditure authority of $3.3 million on 24 priority MMRF fire and life safety projects as part of the 3rd Quarter Omnibus Capital Improvement Ordinance (Ordincnce14489).  The Council further released an additional $4.0 million in expenditure authority for two 2002 MMRF King County Corrections Facility (KCCF) projects as part of the 2003 Approved Budget (Ordinance 14517).

On February 3, 2003 the Executive transmitted the FMD reorganization report (requirement #1 of the 2003 budget proviso).  On March 18, 2003 the Executive transmitted all remaining 2003 budget proviso requirements (#2 and #3).  In response to a request by the Executive and based on an evaluation of the completeness of the transmittal the Council revised the 2003 budget proviso on April 30, 2003 (Ordinance 14628) to achieve the following:

1. Decouple FMD Reorganization Report:  Changed the requirement for approval of the FMD reorganization report to receipt of the report.  This change eliminated redundant concurrent reviews of the FMD reorganization report required under two separate provisos.

2. Partial Release of Funding:  The Executive requested partial release of appropriation authority restrictions ($4.6 million) in order to move forward on numerous time sensitive projects concurrent with review of the remaining proviso requirements.

At the present time there are three projects that still remain under the 2002 Budget proviso restriction:

	341004
	Courthouse Chiller Replacement
	$647,696

	342006
	KCCF Chiller Replacement Phase 1
	$957,012

	342702
	RJC PE Switches & VFD Capacitors
	$50,870


The March 18, 2003 transmittal letter claimed that the 2002 proviso requirements have been satisfied and that the expenditure authority restrictions on these projects should be lifted (Attachment #5).  Council staff concur that all 2002 proviso requirements have been satisfied, however legislation has not been transmitted.  According to executive staff legislation to release expenditure authority on these 2002 projects will be transmitted as part of the 2nd Quarter CIP Omnibus Ordinance.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 3

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO.  2003-0144

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144 will provide for creation of two MMRF emergent need contingency projects for 2003 (Attachment #1).  The first is intended to cover projects at the King County Courthouse ($500,000) and the second is to cover general building contingency projects ($139,086).  The total 2003 approved MMRF budget will be unaffected by these proposed changes as budgets for these two new projects will be offset by disencumbering several other projects.  The need for a Courthouse emergent need project was first discussed at the March 5, 2003 BFM Committee briefing on the Courthouse Seismic Project where it was noted that:  

“…some mechanism be considered to reimburse the Courthouse Seismic Project for repair or replacement of deferred maintenance work.”
FMD has estimated that a budget of $500,000 for both 2003 and 2004 will be necessary to cover emergent maintenance projects discovered during construction of the Courthouse Seismic Project.  The general building emergent projects is intended to provide more flexibility by combining three building specific contingency projects into a single general building contingency project.  A summary of the proposed adjustments to the 2003 MMRF Budget is shown in the following table:

	Project
	Description
	2003

	342011
	King County Correctional Facility (KCCF) Repair Replacement Contingency
	($50,000)

	344002
	Outlying Buildings Repair/Replacement Contingency
	($50,000)

	342705
	Regional Justice Center Repair/Replacement Contingency
	($50,000)

	341606
	Department of Youth Services (DYS) Steam Heat Exchanger Replacement
	($49,775)

	341005
	Courthouse Window Repair
	($179,127)

	341006
	Courthouse Electrical Services Distribution
	($127,047)

	342802
	Yesler Building Electrical Panels
	($133,137)

	341299
	General Building Emergent Projects
	$139,086

	341008
	Courthouse Seismic Project Emergent Projects
	$500,000

	
	3421 Total
	$0


The DYS Steam Heat Exchanger Replacement Project was cancelled because the Building Services Group was able to repair the equipment this last winter which eliminated the need for the project.  The remaining three disencumbered non-contingency projects (the Courthouse Window Repair Project, the Courthouse Electrical Services Distribution Project and the Yesler Building Project) will be rescheduled for 2004 as noted in the review of the proposed flexible response budgeting Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146.  

Establishment of these two emergent need contingency projects is a precursor to the subsequent proposed ordinances to establish a flexible response budgeting policy for the MMRF.  Inclusion of contingency projects is assumed in proposed Ordinances 2003-0146 and 0147.  The proposed flexible response budgeting ordinance includes contingency project requirements in Attachment #2 SECTION 2 F, lines 120 – 123 as follows:  

The proposed contingency amount is intended to be no more than ten percent of the current year CIP fund budget or one million dollars whichever is less.  

This proposed contingency language was copied from the Water and Land Resources Division flexible response budgeting ordinance.

The current year MMRF adopted budget is $9.2 million.  Two line items included in the 2003 MMRF project list are not directly related to CIP projects.  The first is for a transfer to parks for $500,000 which has been used over the last four years as a budgeting exercise to avoid the need to carry multiple parks projects in the MMRF program.  The Second is an annual debt service repayment of $747,143 to cover payments on borrowing that occurred in 2001.  Therefore the net MMRF adopted budget for 2003 related directly to CIP projects is $8.0 million.  

The two proposed contingency projects noted above represent a percent of the net 2003 CIP adopted budget and the 2004 through 2008 projected budgets are shown in the following table. 

	Description
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Contingency Projects % of net CIP Total
	7.9%
	11.3%
	5.6%
	5.4%
	5.3%
	5.1%

	Courthouse Contingency
	$500
	$500
	
	
	
	

	General Building Contingency
	$139
	$500
	$500
	$500
	$500
	$500

	Total
	$639
	$1,000
	$500
	$500
	$500
	$500


Table figures are in thousands

Executive staff was asked to comment on their recommendation for a contingency project budget assuming the MMRF program adopted a flexible budgeting strategy.  Executive staff proposed that $500,000 or 5% of the total net CIP annual appropriation, whichever is less, might be appropriate for the MMRF program.  

Courthouse Contingency Project

According to the Courthouse Seismic Project (CSP) March 2003 monthly report dated April 17, 2003 the estimate for MMRF and regular maintenance emergent Courthouse projects is $414,000, which represents the first six-months of work on the seismic project. Executive staff have agreed to evaluate all emergent maintenance projects to ensure that only projects meeting MMRF definition would be assigned to the MMRF contingency project.  CSP Project staff noted that the project experienced the highest frequency of emergent maintenance projects in the basement level of the Courthouse and expressed confidence that the proposed MMRF emergent project budgets for 2003 and 2004 will be adequate to support the Courthouse Seismic Project.

Changing MMRF Contingency Policy

Prior to 2002 the MMRF included a minimum fund balance of $1 million to cover emergencies and to cover tax revenue shortfalls etc.  In the 2002 budget process this projected fund balance was transferred to the Current Expense Fund.  In response to concerns regarding the need to reassess a reasonable fund balance the MMRF 2002 Budget proviso required the Executive to evaluate the minimum fund balance policy, make recommendations and if necessary to transmit legislation to change the code.  In May 2002 the Executive recommended a zero ($0) fund balance based on the premise that the Current Expense Fund continues to ensure full funding of the MMRF model.  

“This funding methodology ensures adequate resources without the need to tie up fund balance to achieve the same end result.” (Major Maintenance Program Status Report; May 2002; page 12).  

FMD clarified the recommendation at the August 28, 2002 BFM Committee briefing as follows:

“…the level of required emergency contingency funding can be kept to a minimum if the Council establishes capital budgets at the program level thereby allowing a shifting of resources between individual projects to address emerging critical repairs.” (BFM staff report, August 28, 2002; page 9).

In October 2002 the Executive transmitted the 2003 Proposed Budget which included a reduction of $1.5 million of Current Expense funding to the Major Maintenance Reserve Fund.:

“Limited current expense fund resources led to a $1.5 million reduction from the projected transfer necessary to fully fund to the MMRF program.  The 2003 reduction will be accommodated in the MMRF by 1) excluding low priority infrastructure categories such as carpet and paint, and 2) extending the intra-fund repayment period.”  (2003 proposed budget; page GGii).

Reasonableness:  

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144:






Ready for Action

(Contingency projects)
· The Proposed Ordinance is consistent with earlier committee briefing on the need to provide a funding mechanism for:

· General emergency projects

· Emergent MMRF projects discovered during the Courthouse Seismic Project.

· The recommended $500,000 or 5% of total CIP total annual appropriation appears reasonable

(not withstanding the unique 2003 – 2004 Courthouse contingency Project)

· Based upon this analysis, passage of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144 appears to constitute a reasonable business decision.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 6

PROPOSED MOTION NO. 2003-0154
Proposed Motion 2003-0154 would approve the 2003 Budget proviso response and release the remaining $4.6 million in expenditure authority on the approved 2003 MMRF projects (Attachment #4).

This section includes an evaluation of the proviso requirements #2 and #3 contained in the 2003 Budget proviso:

1. FMD Reorganization Report – Not Included.  This report was reviewed as part of a separate FMD proviso which was heard in BFM Committee on April 2, 2003 and April 30, 2003.  The next BFM Committee review of the FMD Reorganization report is scheduled for June 2003 and will focus on resolution of team cleaning, leadership and decision process for the proposed real estate and major capital projects oversight committees and major franchises.
2. Carter Burgess Building Evaluation Report:  Submittal of the Carter Burgess Report and an assessment of its implication for the major maintenance reserve fund program.

3. Evaluation of noncompliance with County Code:  An evaluation of the major maintenance reserve fund program as included in the executive’s proposed 2003 budget relative to its compliance with K.C.C.4.08.250.

Carter Burgess Evaluation Report

The Carter Burgess building evaluation report is an evaluation of the status of building systems for the 32 county buildings included within the MMRF program.  The final report was completed in October 2002 in response to the 2002 Budget Proviso but had never been transmitted to council for review.  The MMRF financial model Evaluation Report by Wright Runstad & Company and a preliminary draft version of the Carter Burgess Building Evaluation Report were both part of the Executive’s response to the 2002 Budget proviso.  The Wright Runstad Report recommended the following five areas to improve the effectiveness of the MMRF model (August 28, 2002 BFM Committee briefing, staff report page 6):

1. Expand Building Systems

2. Improve project scope definitions

3. Expand building wide assessment

4. Account for unique operational situation

5. Establish mechanism to address emergency repair projects

The final Carter Burgess building evaluation report addressed recommendations #1 through #4 and recommendation #5 is addressed by proposed Ordinance 2003-0144.

Expand Building Systems:  The Carter Burgess building evaluation process compiled a detailed and consistent survey of 32 county-owned buildings within the MMRF program.  The process utilized an industry standard building element system based on UNIFORMAT
 and an evaluation system developed by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA).  The UNIFORMAT level selected provided for 79 building elements compared of 7 components used in the previous MMRF model.  A comparison between building elements used in the old VS new MMRF models is shown in Attachment #8.  The building evaluation system was based on a visual assessment of the condition of each building component conducted by Carter Burgess architects and engineers.  The evaluation process utilized a scoring system that accounted for components initial replacement cycle.  The final list of components varied for each building but the number included in the model averaged 34 components per building.  The total number of building components surveyed was 1,078.

Unique Operational Situations:  The evaluation system was further refined to adjust for unique life cycles based on usage factors.  Component life cycles in buildings with extended hours such as 24/7 operations in police precincts were adjusted accordingly.

Cost Estimates:  System component replacement cost estimates were upgraded and refined to reflect building types utilizing R.S. Means, a recognized industry standard estimating guide.  These estimates are based on full system replacement in new buildings.  A further discussion of factors used in the financial model to adjust for partial systems replacement is addressed in another section of this staff report.

Level of Maintenance VS Available Revenues:  The new model projects the replacement budgets and corresponding life cycles over a twenty-year period to the year 2022.  Assuming every component in the Carter Burgess model was used an annual funding requirement of approximately $20 million would be required.  Given the current and long term financial condition projected for the County, the likelihood of obtaining additional funding for the maintenance was seen as a low probability.  The revised financial model was based on the assumption that the current funding levels would remain relatively constant with the number of building components as the only variable.

The current funding level assumption in the revised financial plan was based on the 2003 Adopted Budget of $9.2 million ($8 million direct CIP) which does not represent a fully funded MMRF model due to a $1.5 million current expense reduction in the Executive’s 2003 Proposed Budget.  The following table summarizes the actual 2002 and 2003 adopted MMRF budgets and projected budgets from the 2003 proposed budget and the proposed flexible budgeting Ordinance.

	Description
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	2003 Proposed Budget
	$10.5
	$9.2
	$9.6
	$10.0
	-
	-
	-

	Proposed Flexible Budgeting
	
	$9.2
	$9.5
	$9.7
	$9.9
	$10.2
	$10.5


Note: table figures in millions

The figures above indicate an annual escalation of approximately 3% which confirms the assumption that tenant finishes have not been fully restored in the out years.  Executive staff have confirmed that if the $1.5 million in CX reductions had not occurred then tenant finishes (i.e. carpet and paint) would not have been reduced.  The current model includes carpet and paint in only the common areas (i.e. 25% of total buildings GSF).  Several test runs of the model confirm that replacement of the $1.5 million in the new model would represent the replacement of finishes within the tenant areas (i.e. 70% factor of the total buildings GSF).

Adjustments and refinements to the building components list became the basis for the revised financial model.  A process of non-critical component reductions and elimination was initiated to reconcile the system to projected revenues.  This process resulted in the following strategies:

· Elimination of all building components with life cycles greater than 50 years (consistent with the 50 year life cycle limit included in the original MMRF program)

· Elimination of specialty equipment and furnishings (i.e. moveable equipment, refrigerators ranges etc.)

· Elimination of hazardous waste remediation. (typically done as part of CIP projects)

· Reduction of certain systems not requiring full replacement (for example lighting replacement is included but not the conduit and wiring).

· Reduction of “finishes” such as carpet and paint (replacement in common areas is included but not in tenant areas)

The net result of this process is a revised financial model proposed by FMD that:

1. Includes all critical elements necessary to maintain each facility.

2. Captures essential building elements, which were not included in the previous financial model.

3. Does not include every element in the Carter Burgess building evaluation.

4. Includes partial reductions of certain systems such as finishes

5. Tracks eliminated or reduced building elements for possible inclusion should funding become available.

A complete list of the adjusted building components included in the revised financial model is shown in Attachment #9.  

Partial Reductions:

Building systems unit costs used in the Carter Burgess Report represent complete systems costs for new construction.  Many of the percentage reductions shown on Attachment #9 are intended to account for partial systems replacement which is usually all that is needed in a maintenance replacement scheme.  For example; HVAC Boxes (VAV, mixing…) shown on Attachment #9 indicates 75% of total system cost is included in the new model.  The intent of this percentage adjustment is that the VAV box replacement represents 75% of a total system replacement.  Associated components such as ductwork, power, control wiring and fire dampers etc. would not need to be replaced.  The 75% figure is not intended to mean that only 75% of the HVAC Boxes in the system would be replaced.

Revised Financial Model:

The 2002 Budget Proviso included an evaluation of the MMRF financial Model.  Independent consultant review of the model was conducted by Wright Runstad and reported to BFM Committee on August 28, 2003. Wright Runstad report that the model was structurally sound and provided generally positive comments.  Several comments worth noting were that the program should be converted to a relational database, that the model should be expanded to include subsystems and that the life cycles should be adjusted to accommodate unique usage factors.

The financial model is in the process of being revised for the following reasons:

1. Recommendations contained the 2002Wright Runstad Report

2. Inclusion of the Carter Burgess Building Evaluation results

3. Conversion of the model to a relational database

4. Introduction of proposed flexible response budgeting policy

Budget staff have only had time to briefly review the revised financial model to date however at this time the basic methodology appears justifiable (Cihak).  Additional clarification and review time is recommended.  A summary narrative of the revised financial model transition to include the Carter Burgess structure and a building by building reconciliation effort currently underway is included as Attachment #10.

MMRF Expenditure Recovery Concept

Staff to staff discussions regarding a concept to partially recover the cost of MMRF CX expenditures from non-CX agencies are on-going.  This concept has the potential to recover significant CX expenses which to date have not been recovered from non-CX agencies.  Apparently, the primary reason this has not been considered in the past was due to the complexity of the accounting process.  The revised MMRF data base and financial model has the capability to greatly simplify the accounting process and facilitate the process.  The Committee may wish to postpone one or more of the proposed ordinances being considered for action today in order to allow time to prepare an amendment requesting the executive to investigate this concept further and make recommendations.

Reasonableness:  

Proposed Motion 2003-0154:






Not Ready for Action
(Motion to approve 2003 Budget Proviso response)
This Motion is a Discussion Only item today.  

· The Committee may wish to consider an amendment requiring the executive to explore the potential for partial recovery of MMRF expenditures from non-CX agencies.

· Committee may wish to revisit the policy of reductions to the tenant finishes in the program.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 4

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 2003-0146

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146 amends the King County Code SECTION 4.08.250 to adopt a flexible response budgeting policy for the MMRF and provide a mechanism for mid-year response to unforeseen circumstances subject to council notification and review (Attachment #2).  This proposed Ordinance will also change the fund authorization from a capital improvement project (CIP) level to a fund total.  

Under this proposed flexible budgeting proposal the complete list of 2003 Adopted Budget approved projects and proposed projects spanning five years from 2004 through 2008 are located in proposed companion flexible budgeting legislation, attachment B to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0147; (Attachment #3).

Flexible budgeting for the MMRF was first proposed as a possibility during the BFM Committee briefing on August 28, 2003.  During that briefing it was noted that Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) and Water and Land Resources Division (WLR) transitioned to a flexible budgeting strategies in 2001 and 2002 respectively and flexible budgeting has been in place at the Roads Division since 1998.

A comparison between the features of these three flexible budgeting programs to the proposed MMRF flexible budgeting program is summarized in the following table:

	Flexible Budgeting Comparison
	Water & Land Resources Division
	Wastewater Treatment Division
	Roads Division
	Proposed MMRF

	CIP Appropriation at fund level, not project level


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Individual project funding requirement must be specified in budget
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Changes to individual projects specified in reallocation report
	Annual
	Annual
	Annual
	Quarterly

	Reallocation report due to Council


	05/15
	03/15
	05/01
	02/15, 05/15, 08/15, 11/15

	Details in reallocation report
	
	
	
	

	· Explanation of significant changes to scope of projects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	· Changes only allowed to projects within current 6-year plan
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	· Requires identification of new emergency projects


	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	· Requires justification for each project change


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	· Identification of which projects are ready for implementation in current year
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	· Requires identification of project substitutions, restricted to projects in 6-year CIP
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	· Specifies that differences in budget allocation between delayed projects and substituted projects will be allocated to or from the contingency appropriation
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	· Length of time for Councilmember objection to project changes
	14 days
	14 days
	14 days
	14 days

	· Specifies that contingency is no more than 10 percent of current year budget (or $1 million whichever is less)
	Yes
	Not specified
	Not Specified
	Yes

	· Contains grant appropriation authority allowing grants to be expended in the same year received
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No


Reporting Requirements

The reporting requirements of the MMRF program as defined in King County Code 4.08.250 is a key element in the monitoring and oversight of this complex fund.  Monitoring and oversight will become even more important under a flexible response budgeting scenario.  Therefore, a comparison between these reporting requirements is summarized in the table below:

	
	King County Code 4.08.250
	
	Proposed MMRF Flexible Budgeting

	Annual Reporting
	
	
	

	
	May 30th
	
	May 15th

	
	Status of scope
	
	Status of scope

	
	Status of schedule
	
	Status of schedule

	
	Status of expenditures
	
	Status of expenditures

	
	Sorted by building, project status, building system category
	
	

	
	
	
	

	a.
	Each project name and number
	f.
	Each project name and number

	b.
	Project location
	g.
	Project location

	c.
	Current status of project 
	h.
	Current status of project

	d.
	Life cycle or deferred
	
	

	e.
	Year project first identified
	
	

	f.
	Year project first received appropriation authority
	i.
	Year project first received appropriation authority

	g.
	Initial year of construction
	
	

	h.
	Initial estimate of project’s duration in years, or expected completion date.
	j.
	Initial estimate of project’s duration in years, or expected completion date.

	i.
	Original estimate of project’s total cost
	k.
	Original estimate of project’s total cost

	j.
	Any revisions to original estimate of project total cost
	l.
	Any revisions to original estimate of project total cost

	k.
	Current budget, expenditures encumbrances spanning projects existence
	m.
	Total budget, expenditures encumbrances spanning projects existence

	l.
	For each fiscal year of existence, the appropriation amount, the beginning balance, the summary totals of expenditures and encumbrances and the carryover at year end
	n.
	For each fiscal year of existence, the appropriation amount, the beginning balance, the summary totals of expenditures and encumbrances and the carryover at year end

	
	
	
	

	Quarterly Reporting
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Feb 15th, May 15th, Aug 15th, Nov 15th

	
	
	a.
	Identification of any new emergency projects that are proposed to receive funding allocated for emergencies

	
	
	b.
	An explanation of significant change to scope, schedule or budget since the last budget approval

	
	Documentation of all proposed changes to the program plan and the reasons for those changes, including but not limited to changes that alter project appropriation levels as indicated in the program plan, scope or scheduling of listed projects, or by adding or deleting projects from the program plan
	
	

	
	
	c.
	A reallocated major maintenance reserve fund six-year CIP, including a revised financial plan, all changes to projects, estimated costs, schedules and copies of work to be pursued for  the current year, and programmed in the remaining years of the six-year program

	
	
	d.
	A justification for each project postponement or acceleration and substitution

	
	
	e.
	Identification of which project will be ready for implementation in the current budget year with the constraints of the total current year fund appropriations


The Wastewater Division flexible budgeting ordinance was amended on April 14, 2003 to improve reporting criteria for reallocation reports (Ordinance 14599).  The amendment required Wastewater division reallocation reports to include original project cost estimates in lieu of just changes since the last approved budget.  This change was not incorporated in the proposed MMRF proposed Ordinance and would apply to proposed item (b) above.  An amendment to the proposed ordinance is recommended to improve budget monitoring of projects that might change multiple times over several years.  Other minor differences between the existing MMRF reporting requirements and the proposed ordinance were noted but overall the differences do not appear substantive.

Proposed Amendment

Staff to staff continue to review of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146 and amendment is being drafted to address technical corrections and includes other adjustments to the body of the proposed ordinance.  One substantive recommended change is to attach the summary of Carter Burgess components used in the revised model (Attachment #9).  This summary includes the recommended life cycles of all components, percentage of systems and intent clarifications used in the new model.  This summary forms the basis for the new model is intended to replace the life cycle requirements of SECTION 2, K.C.C 4.08.250, which were deleted by Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146 in lines 148 through 158.

Recommendations:  

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146: 






Not Ready for Action
(Flexible response budgeting amendment to King County Code)

· Committee staff could use additional time to continue review of the financial model and to confirm that the proposed legislation will not result in any unintended consequences.

· Committee may wish staff to review minimum project contingency percentage and dollar  requirements

· Committee may wish to revisit the policy of reductions to the tenant finishes in the program

· Proposed draft amendment is underway to incorporate items noted above.
· Reallocation report template examples have been requested for review.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 5

PROPOSED ORDINANCE 2003-0147
Proposed Ordinance 2003-0147 will amend the 2003 Budget Ordinance 14517 to transfer Major Maintenance Reserve Fund budget authority to be consistent with flexible budgeting policy (Attachment #3).

This Proposed Ordinance deletes the entire MMRF fund 3421 project list from the 2003 Approved Budget (Attachment 1 to Ordinance 14517 Section 118) and substitutes a new project list which incorporates flexible response budgeting.  This new list includes forty-two (42) existing and one-hundred and thirty-nine (139) new MMRF component projects, which are scheduled for implementation over the next six years from 2003 through 2008.

The flexible budgeting project list for the out years deletes the transfer of funds to parks fund 3490 ($500k) which has traditionally been a part of the MMRF budget.  Although in year 2000 the transfer amount was $0 and in 2001 the amount was $295k.

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0147 is written as a stand alone ordinance that automatically incorporates the contingency projects recommended in Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144.  If the Committee wishes to approve both the contingency projects of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144 and Proposed Ordinance 2003-0147 then the simplest and most direct way is to let Proposed Ordinance 2003-1044 lapse and adopt 2003-0147.  

Once the Committee takes action either way on the contingency projects of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144 then an amendment will be required to revise either Attachment A or Attachment B to this ordinance.

Recommendations:  

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0147:






Not Ready for Action
(Flexible response budgeting amendment to 2003 Budget Ordinance)

· Action should be concurrent with approval of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146

· A draft amendment is being prepared

· Committee may wish to revisit policy to delete transfer to parks ($500k) in 2004 through 2008

INVITED:

· Kathy Brown, DES Facilties Management Division Director

· Jim Burt, DES Facilities Management Division General Government CIP Supervisor

ATTACHMENTS:


1. Proposed Ordinance 2003-0144.1

2. Proposed Ordinance 2003-0146.1

3. Proposed Ordinance 2003-0147.1

4. Proposed Motion 2003-0154.1

5. Transmittal Letter, dated March 18, 2003

6. Transmittal Letter March 26, 2003

7. MMRF 2003 Budget Proviso Text

8. Comparison of existing MMRF model components to Carter Burgess components

9. Reductions and eliminations of Carter Burgess components in new financial model

10. MMRF Financial Model Summary

� EMBED PBrush  ���








� UNIFORMAT is a building components based identification system used primarily in the specifications and cost estimating industry.  The UNIFORMAT system is subdivided into four levels of detail depending on need.
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