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SUBJECT

Preliminary briefing on Proposed Ordinance 2011-0228, which would authorize the Executive to execute an amended interlocal agreement with the City of Seattle regarding Public Health – Seattle & King County. 
SUMMARY

The proposed interlocal agreement would supersede the existing agreement, which dates back to 1996, between King County and the City of Seattle regarding public health. The agreement focuses on the city’s voluntary contributions for enhanced services in Seattle. The agreement sets forth roles and responsibilities around public health-related policy development and implementation, as well as public health department management, financing and accountability. 
BACKGROUND

Since 1951, the City of Seattle and King County have jointly financed and operated a public health department pursuant to Revised Code of Washington sections 70.05 and 70.08. The existing interlocal agreement dates back to 1996 and focuses on the city’s voluntary contributions to the operation of Public Health to enhance services to its citizens. The proposed agreement would supersede the 1996 agreement. 

In 2010 and 2011, the city contributed about $14.2 million from its General Fund and from the Families and Education Levy to support enhanced public health services in Seattle, including: 

· $6.3 million for Community Health Center Partnerships

· $1.6 million for the Health Care for the Homeless Network
· $540,000 to support the Nurse-Family Partnership, which provides intensive public health nurse visits for high-risk pregnant or parenting teens

· $228,000 for HIV/AIDS case management services

· $4.0 million for school-based health services

ANALYSIS
Under the proposed agreement, Public Health would continue to be managed by the Director of Public Health-Seattle & King County, who is jointly appointed by the King County Executive and the Mayor of the City of Seattle. King County would continue to exercise its powers and duties to assess, protect and promote the health of all county residents, including residents in Seattle. 

The agreement sets forth principles of operation, which maintain that the county is ultimately responsible for delivery of public health services, including in the city, while the city has responsibility over its own financial contribution, but also has a strong advisory influence on overall policies that impact public health activities in Seattle. The principles of operation also reaffirm that the city’s contributions are voluntary and must be used to enhance services in Seattle. 

Law, Justice, Health & Human Services Committee Member Follow-up

During the first hearing on this item, the committee requested that staff provide a summary of changes from the 1996 interlocal agreement. Attachment 3 includes a full itemization of changes proposed in the updated agreement. Some of the highlights include:
· Department Purpose: The Department Purpose section is updated to better reflect the mission of Public Health (i.e., assessment, protection and promotion of health of all county residents). The previous agreement focused on implementation, enforcement and administration of laws, regulations, etc. 

· Policy Development & Implementation: The proposed agreement updates this section to eliminate references to a Joint Executive Committee (Mayor, County Executive, Public Health Director) that meets monthly. The proposed agreement instead calls for an annual meeting of the Executive, Mayor, Board of Health Chair and Director. This section in the proposed agreement also calls for the Executive and Mayor to invite Public Health to work with other agencies whose work may affect public health. 

· Department Management: The proposed interlocal agreement specifies that responsibility for financing “core” services as defined by the County or by statute, rests with the County. Language in the previous agreement was less clear. 

· Department Financing: While the previous agreement stated that County current expense funds (or General Fund) could not be used to support primary care services for patients residing in Seattle, this did not reflect actual practice. Current practice is for the County General Fund to support facility costs associated with the public health clinics, some of which provide primary care, including in Seattle. As such, the proposed agreement is silent on this issue.

· Duration: The earlier interlocal agreement continues until adoption of a new agreement, though the agreement could be terminated upon six months written notice by either party. The proposed agreement may be terminated at the end of any calendar year upon six months written notice by either party. The proposed agreement would last for five years with an automatic annual rollover thereafter – this is intended to encourage a shorter timeframe before the next review and update of the agreement, while allowing flexibility to continue the terms of the agreement if both parties are satisfied.
· A number of other changes were made to eliminate outdated or unnecessary language, such as requiring an indirect cost allocation plan to be approved annually by the Joint Executive Committee.

Again, a full listing of changes is shown in Attachment 3.

Amendment

During the first hearing, staff noted that legal review was pending. At this time, that review has been completed and several changes were made as a result. Note that these proposed changes have been negotiated with City of Seattle staff. The City plans to have its first hearing on July 13th. An amendment updating the interlocal agreement is provided as Attachment 4 and a track-changes document is provided as Attachment 5 displaying each of the changes to the interlocal agreement. The changes are summarized in the table below:
	
	Proposed Agreement
	Proposed Amendment
	Comments

	Section 4(a)
	“The Board of Health is a federated body…”
	“The Board of Health is presently a federated body…”
	Per King County Council legal review

	Section 7
	“Responsibility for preparing the Department budget rests with the County.”
	“Responsibility for preparing and adopting the Department budget rests with the County.”
	Per King County Council legal review

	Section 8(c)
	“…City’s contributions to the Department shall be used only for their intended purposes and not subsidize expenses for which the City is not responsible”
	“…City’s contributions to the Department shall be used only for their intended purposes and not subsidize expenses for other purposes which the City is not responsible.”
	Per King County Council legal review

	Section 8(d)
	“As part of its contributions to the Department, the City may allocate or contract funds to the Department to fund the community health system to support primary care medical, dental and health-access services.  The lead City health policy advisor shall represent the City in the Department’s leadership of the community health system/health safety net planning efforts to improve quality and access, and to plan for the implementation health care reform.”   
	“As part of its contributions to the Department for enhanced health services, the City voluntarily funds primary care medical, dental and health-access services provided by Seattle’s community health centers and the Department.  The lead City health policy advisor shall represent the City in Department- or County-led community health system/health safety net planning efforts to improve quality and access, and to plan for the implementation of health care reform.”
	Change requested by City of Seattle to improve clarity.

	Sections 9-11
	Incorrect numbering of Sections 9-11
	Corrects numbering 
	Technical change

	New Section 9
	“This Agreement may be modified… and approved by both parties.”
	“This Agreement… may be modified… and approved by both parties and their respective councils.”
	Per King County Council legal review

	New Section 11
	Silent on third party beneficiaries and no guarantee of specific funding
	Includes a “No Third Party Beneficiaries and No Guarantee of Specific Funding” clause.
	Per King County Council legal review


REASONABLENESS
Staff analysis of Proposed Motion 2011-0228 is complete. As such, it would be a reasonable and prudent business decision for the committee to take action on Proposed Motion 2011-0228 at this time.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2011-0228
2. Transmittal Letter, dated May 12, 2011
3. Comparison of 1996 Interlocal Agreement and Executive Proposed Agreement
4. Amendment 1
5. Updated Interlocal Agreement in Track Changes

1 of 4
Page 2 of 4

[image: image1.png]