	
Local Services Excellence Panel
Week 1 Written Responses from Executive staff

Formation of Department of Local Services and Levels of Service in the 2019-2020 Budget – Executive Staff Key Presenters: Dwight Dively
1. What are appropriate levels of service to meet local service needs? Focus on roads, permitting, alternative services, and sheriff.
Answer
The creation of the Department of Local Services provides the County with an opportunity to begin to better define the levels of services provided in unincorporated King County. Through the use of product catalogs, the new department will begin to better understand the quality and quantity of the various services delivered, and how they may vary between urban and rural delivery models.  This is a new approach to managing service delivery and will result in a new conversation about service delivery and resource allocation that will focus more on the quantity and quality of services delivered than the dollars allocated to those services.  

When considering appropriate levels of service, it is important to distinguish among four concepts in considering levels of service: 
1) what levels of service are desired by residents; 
2) what levels of service are residents willing to pay for; 
3) what levels of service are appropriate under the Washington State Growth Management Act and other current policies; and
4) what levels of service can be supported using existing funding sources.  

For some services, the County can collect revenues sufficient to cover the desirable service levels.  This is typically when the County has the ability to set user charges at appropriate levels, such as for surface water management and permitting.  For other services, constraints imposed by the State on revenue sources mean that desirable levels of service cannot be achieved.  This is the case for the Sheriff’s Office, roads, and code enforcement which are subject to the limits imposed by the State, such as the 1% cap on property tax growth regardless of underlying property values.  

For the Sheriff’s Office, desirable service levels are probably different in urban and rural areas.  A good approximation for desirable service levels in urban areas would be the services provided by a smaller suburban city, such as Burien or Shoreline.  For rural areas, desirable (and affordable) service levels could be estimated based on similar counties, such as Pierce and Snohomish.  

For Roads Services, the County currently has consultant reports that indicate the funding levels needed to maintain the infrastructure.  Few jurisdictions fully fund this level of service, so an appropriate service level is probably one that fully maintains major roads and bridges but allows some of the system to gradually deteriorate.  

The County established a four year pilot program for alternative services delivery for Metro Transit services with the 2015-2016 Biennial Budget (Ordinance 17941). The ordinance directed Metro Transit to prioritize alternative service projects based on three parts:  a) Service reduction mitigation, b) Complete alternative service delivery plan for the two outstanding areas identified in the Five-year Alternative Services Delivery Plan, and c) complementary service. The pilot program was baselined in the proposed 2019-2020 budget.
 . 

One of the functions of the Department of Local Services will be to understand the level of service desired by residents and leaders through community outreach and meetings, resident surveys, and an enhanced customer service approach that continuously collects data from residents.  Currently, this information is maintained by different agencies within the County.  The Department of Local Services will aim to aggregate this information to better understand the level of service desired and continuously seek insight into customer needs. 

In addition, the Department of Local Services will aim to understand what residents are willing to pay for services and whether different areas (such as rural or urban) are willing (or able) to pay for different levels of service.  This information will be gathered through the same forums mentioned previously.

Finally, the Department of Local Services will need to ensure delivery of an appropriate level of service in rural King County, given King County Comprehensive Plan and Washington State Growth Management Act direction to protect and enhance rural character and resource lands.

One of the challenges to funding local services is the constraint on the different revenues streams.  Constraints include limits to what can be collected as well as what the revenues can be used for.  For example, permitting fees cannot be used to support animal services and surface water management fees cannot be used to support sheriff or district court services.  The most flexible revenue sources such as the Roads property tax levy and the General Fund are constrained by state imposed limits and already don’t meet the levels of services desired by residents.  In future budgets, the Department of Local Services will highlight where current revenue streams can be used more flexibly and develop concepts to generate new revenue options for consideration of County leadership and residents.  

2. What does the Executive’s proposed budget set for levels of service for local services? 
Answer
The Product Catalogs documented in the 2019-2020 Budget Book estimate the level of service funded for 21 services provided in unincorporated King County across six separate county service providers.  The Department of Local Services and the service providers will use these product catalogs as a starting point to better understand and improve the quality and quantity of programs, services, and facilities provided. This is a more formal approach to tracking services than the County has used in the past, and the list of programs, services, and facilities tracked, as well as the product catalogs themselves, will evolve over time.  

3. What was the rationale for the LOS chosen? 
Answer
For services where the County controls revenue generation, the level of service is set at what was thought to be an appropriate level of service.  For example, Permitting estimates the demand and level of service expected in the coming biennia and then determines the amount of revenue that will be required to pay for it. The County works to contain costs as much as possible, while ensuring that the program has the resources needed to meet the identified demand. For services where revenues are constrained, such as the King County Sheriff’s Office and Road Services, the level of service is set based on how much the estimated revenue is able to support. 
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4. What can the County do to improve levels of service where they are deficient (more resources, reprioritize, efficiencies)?
Answer
The Executive, and County Agencies will continue to work in consultation with the County Council to improve the levels of service where they are deficient through multiple efforts.  One of the benefits of the products catalogs and the service agreements is that they articulate King County’s services provided for in the unincorporated areas.  The delineation of services between regional and local will be further developed by the DLS in 2019.

For one, through community engagement and an open dialogue with County leadership, DLS will strive to gather data and continuously understand and highlight where services are deficient.  Taking this objective view will be one of the key functions of DLS and will help the organization prioritize efforts for improvement across all County services.  In addition, DLS will emphasize collaboration and communication in addressing service issues.  In some cases, DLS will act as a convener of multiple County agencies in an effort to work as a team to tackle issues that may span across departments.  

The introduction of product catalogs will also lead to better tracking the quantity, cost, and quality of service delivered.  DLS intends to collect data on service levels on a quarterly basis and use this information to make sure there is a common understanding of the level of service delivered for each product.  Eventually, specific products may be identified for efficiency and improvement actions that could result in lower costs or higher quality.  The product catalogs could also lead to discussions of tradeoffs between different services where the underlying funding source is flexible. 

DLS will also begin to explore revenue options that will increase the resources available to deliver service in the unincorporated area.  This could include changes to state law to increase flexibility of current revenue sources, the consideration of new fees or taxes that are commonly used in incorporated areas, continuing efforts to charge for rent for use of the county’s right of way, utilizing financing tools such as tax increment financing, and or even proposing tax measures to the public.     

There are a few examples of how these efforts have taken place in the past.  Roads has done extensive work to reprioritize its resources.  Between 2010 and 2016 Roads pursed a business “reset” strategy which included strategies currently in place such as focusing on core services, consolidating facilities, leveraging technology to improve efficiency and reliability, and decreasing overhead costs.

Within the Permitting Division, the code enforcement process is extremely cumbersome and should be streamlined based on analysis done a few years ago.  This will require significant changes through legislation and will be complex and potentially contentious.  The Department of Local Services Director’s Office and the Permitting Division will prioritize this work and will work with PSB staff on a process improvement project aimed at improving the customer experience and potentially reducing cost.



Department of Local Services Configuration – Executive Staff Key Presenters: John Taylor
5. Where will DLS employees be physical located?  
Answer
The DLS employees will stay in their existing spaces with minimal moves and consolidation of existing work space where practical. The physical location was informed by functional planning that focused on how to align staffing decisions with the objectives of the new Department. This became the base for the proposed DLS organizational structure and budget.  

The DLS DO, with the CSA Program, will be located on the 8th floor of the King Street Center. Roads Division leadership and staff offices are located on the 3rd floor of KSC, with field maintenance and service shops/staff also located in Vashon, Renton, Cadman, Skykomish, Fall City, and Diamond. The Permitting Division, both staff and leadership, are primarily located in Snoqualmie with a field office also on Vashon.

6. What was the rationale for the physical configuration? 
Answer  
The creation of the DLS effort focused on minimizing costs, while optimizing the efficiency and effectiveness of services, and limiting disruptive impacts to the DLS workforce.  With the broad geography and population densities of UKC, the current location at King Street Center offers a central base of operations.

The DOT and the LSI Transition Team completed a work space consolidation plan for King Street Center that maximize efficiency of space utilization while meeting the broader needs of the reorganization effort. The resulting smaller DLS Director’s Office consolidated footprint is reflected in the 2019-2020 budget proposal.  

Future decisions on the configuration and location of DLS offices will be informed by customer and service delivery needs. Funding for relocation of the DLS Director’s Office is not included the 2019-2020 Proposed Budget. 

7. Are there way to improve coordination and consistency of local services (both within DLS and with other County agencies) by physically configuring DLS differently?
Answer
Working with the County Council, DLS staff will continually look at ways improve coordination and consistency in provision of local services.  This could include selectively co-locating DLS resources with relevant partner agencies.  For example co-locating Public Health / Environmental Health staff for on-site septic and sewer permitting in the Snoqualmie offices of DLS’ Permitting Division.

The initial focus of Service Partnership Agreements includes services provided by DNRP (SWM and Parks), DES (Animal Services) and PHSKC (OSS and Plumbing and Gas Piping Inspections). As such, coordination with these Departments is enhanced by consolidating staff at King Street Center.  In 2019-2020 further SPAs will be added with additional service providers – most with offices in downtown Seattle.
Department of Local Service Director’s Office and Proposals – Executive Staff Key Presenters: Harold Taniguchi and John Taylor
8. What are the expected activities/goals/outcomes of the Economic Development FTE and funding? 
Answer
The transition team worked with the Executive’s Office and a cross departmental team to develop a work plan outline and potential list of economic development activities to be addressed in 2019-2020.  Working in collaboration with the County Council, a UKC Inter-Departmental Team (IDT) will be formed to weave together ideas, talents and resources across functional working relationships, coordinating programs projects and other opportunities. These could include:
· Supporting small business, start-ups and other business in unincorporated King County through providing small grants or helping to identify other resources.
· Providing technical assistance to local chambers of commerce or business groups in unincorporated King County. This could include providing direct linkages to other King County Agencies, assisting with marketing plans such as “buy local” or “Savor Snoqualmie” campaigns or help identifying other resources such as the Port of Seattle’s Economic Development Grants.
· Work through the UKC-IDT to coordinate activities among programs already providing economic development services (e.g. agriculture and forestry) in the rural area.
· Partnering with economic development organizations throughout the county such as the Greater Seattle Partners and the Port of Seattle.
· Supporting unincorporated area business district improvement activities (e.g. Main Street programs) to support economic development in unincorporated King County. This support could include issuing small grants or help identify other resources and grants.
· Working with the Community Service Area Subarea Planning Program (specifically the West Hill-Skyway and North Highline communities in 2019-2020), to identify the potential economic development impact of proposed land use changes in those communities.
This request also provides an opportunity to create a long term strategic approach to economic development in UKC. Developing a long term strategic approach would:
· Support and enhance DLS’s role as the primary representative of UKC interests by bringing an informed economic development perspective to King County budget processes, funding prioritization decisions and advocating for funding streams such as REET, tourism funding, and state and federal grants on behalf of the unincorporated area.
· Identify and implement strategies that might broaden economic opportunities for UKC residents, reinforce ESJ goals and increase the sales and property tax base in unincorporated King County consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.




9. Why was this prioritized over other potential adds (such as those that provide direct service to residents)?   
Answer  
Motion 15125 and the enabling legislation, Ordinance 18791 direct the DLS to pursue innovative funding strategies. This package is in response to that direction.  

The proposed Economic Development decision package is in response to feedback from resident and community groups.  Multiple organizations have expressed the desire for direct economic development support to build vibrant, thriving, diverse and sustainable businesses in unincorporated King County.  This is a service often provided by local governments and there is currently not a resource dedicated to local economic development in King County.  This proposal changes that.       

10. How will the 2 additional subarea planner FTEs (plus 1 existing) be utilized in the subarea planning process?  
Answer  
Each Subarea plan is expected to require two years to formulate and adopt. Three (3) sub-area planners allow the County to formulate 1 subarea plan per year, with 2 plans in the pipeline at any one time, and to maintain ongoing implementation of previously adopted plans. The request for the two additional Subarea Planners was built off of a work plan for 2019-2020 which includes the following expectations and is representative of future subarea plan cycles:
· Implementing the 2017 Vashon-Maury Island CSA Subarea Plan
· Finishing development of the Skyway-West Hill CSA Subarea Plan and supporting the Council’s review and approval process
· Starting implementation of the Skyway-West Hill CSA Subarea Plan
· Developing the North Highline/White Center CSA Subarea Plan and supporting the Council’s review and approval process
· Starting development of the Snoqualmie Valley/NE King County CSA Subarea Plan

The matrix below illustrates what can be accomplished with different levels of staffing.
	
	Three Total FTEs
	Two Total FTEs
	One FTEs

	Scope of Program
	Per Motion 15142 and 2018 Comprehensive Plan amendments
	· Narrowed stand-alone subarea plans
· Scope solely focused on land use issues (zoning, land use, P-Suffix, Special District Overlays)
· No policies
· No implementation actions
· No review of existing subarea policies in subarea plans or Comprehensive Plan
	· Further narrowed stand-alone subarea plans
· Scope solely focused on highest priority land use issues (only the most critical zoning, land use, P-Suffix, Special District Overlay issues)
· No policies
· No implementation actions
· No review of existing subarea policies in subarea plans or Comprehensive Plan


	Public Outreach and Engagement
	Same as above
	· Outreach primarily focused on parcels and nearby surrounding area where land use changes are being considered and analyzed
	· Outreach focused solely on parcels and nearby surrounding area where land use changes are being considered and analyzed


	Interdepartmental Coordination
	Same as above
	· Limited Coordination
	· Limited Coordination

	Support during Council Review and Adoption
	Same as above
	· Yes
	· Yes

	Implementation and Monitoring
	Same as above
	· Limited Implementation and Monitoring Support
	· Limited Implementation and Monitoring Support



If two planners are resourced rather than three, even with narrowed stand-alone subarea plans, there may be periods of insufficient coverage for vacations, illnesses or long term leave (including parental leave), and may create a need for a future request to provide funding for mandated coverage.
If less than three planners are resourced, the scope of the subarea planning program as described in the 2018 Comprehensive Plan currently before Council for adoption on October 29, 2018 should be amended to reflect the levels of service and type of planning function that will be offered, consistent with the matrix description above, and Motion 15142 adopting the Subarea Planning Program should be amended or rescinded. 

11. Why was this specific number chosen (are there time estimations for the various tasks for the subarea planning program that are the basis for this)?  
Answer  
The tasks of the three subarea planning staff are described in Motion 15142, which was adopted by the County Council on May 7.   As noted in section C.4. Subarea Plan Program Staffing, the motion states: 
"To maintain an adequate level of service, the following is proposed:
· Increase Staffing to Three Full Time Positions: Staffing for the first two subarea planning processes was insufficient to manage the scope and schedule.  The Executive proposes to retain the existing position and add two additional planners – one senior and one junior – for a total of three full time staff.  This level of staffing would allow for program continuity, allow for rotating the lead in subsequent planning processes, and more staff support for internal and external coordination, collaboration, and plan implementation monitoring. It also allows for staff coverage in case of illness, parental leave, or family medical leave.  The two additional positions would be considered as part of the 2019-2020 Biennial Budget.  If approved, the hiring process would start quickly, and the positions would likely be filled in the spring of 2019." (emphasis added)
Also, as noted in section E. Relationship between Restructure Plan and Ordinances 18602 and 18427, by establishing and maintaining adequate staffing levels, capacity and accountability is created to improve policy consistency, budget consistency, to support coordination between DPER and PSB, to support coordination among departments through an Interdepartmental Team that has a new and clarified role, and to support program monitoring, development of performance measures, and budget integration.
During the time when the two senior planners are working with the community on potentially three subarea plans at any given time (one undergoing plan development, one undergoing Council review and adoption, and one undergoing plan scoping), the third planner will support the aforementioned coordination, implementation and monitoring. 
Motion 15142 also includes Attachment B (shown on the subsequent page) that describes the various tasks and timelines and approach for developing Subarea Plans.
Last, attached is a calendar that illustrates the Roles and Assignments for each of the Subarea Planning staff starting in 2018 and continuing through 2031 (see attachment).  This supplements the material included in Motion 15142.

12. The Permitting Division has a large backlog of legislation that is overdue to the Council.  Could these positions be used to supplement the single position dedicated to legislative drafting? 
Answer  
The subarea planning program would need two additional full FTEs in order to implement the proposed subarea planning restructure that is currently pending at Council (PO 2018-0153, scheduled for final action on 10/29).  Should some or all of these two additional FTEs be reallocated to support the Permitting Division’s legislative work program, the scope of the subarea planning program would need to be reduced in order to reflect the decrease in resources.  See the attached staffing matrix for more information.
Additionally, the skillset for a subarea planner is significantly different than the skillset for a legislative/policy analyst, making a split role challenging.
In 2019, Permitting will work with the DLS Director’s Office, and the Executive’s Office to develop a work plan to address the legislative backlog.  

13. Should subarea planning/legislative policy positions be in the DLS Director’s Office, or in the Permitting Division?
Answer  
Subarea planning positions: These positions should stay in the Permitting Division, due to the following:
a. King County Code 2.16.055 (as amended by the ordinance creating the Department of Local Services, Ordinance 18971 adopted on September 17), states that subarea planning is a required duty of the Permitting Division.  Additionally, due to subarea plans being an element of the King County Comprehensive Plan under state Growth Management Act statutes, the Code also requires the Regional Planning Unit of PSB and the Permitting Division to coordinate with each other in the development and implementation of subarea plans and the Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan also identifies the Permitting Division as the lead agency for development of subarea plans.  If these subarea planning positions were moved into the DLS Director’s Office, the County would either 1) not meet the requirements of the code or the Comprehensive Plan, or 2) need to amend the code and the Comprehensive Plan to reflect this change in roles and responsibilities.
b. The subarea planning program restructure has defined these kind of subarea plans as “land use plans”.  Given the Permitting Division’s oversight of local land use issues, development regulations, and land use proposals, there is a benefit to housing these positions in the agency that is directly responsible for these issues.
Legislative/policy position: The Executive’s 2019-2020 Biennial Budget transmittal would maintain this FTE in the Permitting Division.  There has not been any proposal or interest in moving this position into the DLS Director’s Office.
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(Excerpted from Motion 15142)
Attachment B: Illustrative Planning Approach for Subarea Plans
The following provides a high-level illustration of how subarea plans would be developed by both the Executive and Council.  It displays a linear sequence, however, many of the phases and tasks could overlap and both branches might vary from what is illustrated below.
	Months
	Phase
	Tasks

	Apr – June, calendar yr. 1

	Pre-plan internal scoping
	· Public: Public notification that process is beginning
· Collaboration: departments, Council
· Technical: Background research, website development, data development, land use research

	Executive plan development process

	July – Sep
	Public scoping, Initiate plan development
	· Public: Convene stakeholders, meet with interested and relevant property-owners, Public Forum #1: land use and key issues identification
· Collaboration: departments, Council
· Technical: Research issues, develop data

	Oct – Dec
	Develop draft plan
	· Public: Meet with stakeholders, property-owners
· Collaboration: departments, Council
· Technical: Research, formulate options, begin to develop internal draft plan

	Jan – Mar, calendar yr. 2
	Refine and release draft
	· Public: Meet with stakeholders, property-owners, Public Forum #2: issue refinement
· Collaboration: departments, Council
· Technical: finalize draft, Release Public Review Draft Subarea Plan

	Apr – Jun
	Finalize and transmit draft plan
	· Public: Public Forum #3: review and input on Public Review Draft
· Collaboration: stakeholders, departments, Council
· Technical: revise draft, transmit Executive Recommended Plan

	Council review and adoption process (illustration of potential Council approach)

	July – Sep
	Initial review
	· Internal review, initial Councilmember review

	Oct – Dec 
	Budget process
	· During budget process, review of draft plan would likely be paused

	Jan – Apr
calendar yr. 3
	Committee review, develop draft
	· Council committee refinement of plan, engagement with public, release committee amendments, committee action

	May – Jun 
	Finalize and adopt plan
	· Public input, public comment period, public hearing, SEPA review, full Council review and adoption





Surface Water Management Fee – Executive Staff Key Presenters: Josh Baldi
14. What does the SWM fee pay for?  How are fees calculated? 	
Answer
Surface Water Management (SWM) fee pays for programs and efforts to manage surface water across Unincorporated King County (UKC).  It is a requirement of the federal Clean Water Act to protect water quality in compliance with the County’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
Here are some examples of the programs and efforts funded by the SWM fee. 
· Improving the condition of stormwater flow structures under county roads that carry runoff. 
· Managing stormwater assets, maintaining and replacing aging infrastructure.  By keeping infrastructure functioning properly through inspections, maintenance, repair, and replacement of aging facilities such as pipes, storage ponds, culverts, and catch basins, we can avoid the potential high costs and disturbances of emergency repairs.
· Maintaining the stormwater conveyance system in the County right-of-way to meet requirements of the NPDES permit.
· Restoring ecological habitat to improve water quality and help recover salmon populations.
· Supporting productivity of local farmers through the Agricultural Drainage Assistant Program (ADAP) and the Farm, Fish and Flood effort.
· Addressing chronic drainage, flooding, and beaver management issues.
· Assisting residents and communities in making water quality improvements through water quality grants.
· Assisting low-income, senior and disabled property owners mitigate the impacts of a SWM rate increases through discount programs. 
SWM Fees are assessed to property owners across seven rate classes as shown in the table below.  The first two rate classes are assessed a flat fee per parcel.   The fee for remaining five rates classes is based on percentage of impervious surface on the property, measured in acres.  In addition to the SWM Fee discount based on income and senior/disability, properties with flow control facilities or water quality treatment facilities also receive a discount. 
	Rate Classification
	Percent Impervious Surface
	2017-2018
Rate
	2019-2020 Proposed Rate
	Number of Billable
Parcels
	 Percent
Revenue Generated

	1 Residential
	N/A
	$240.44 / parcel
	$289.00 / parcel
	81,079
	72%

	2 Very Light
	 10% or less
	$240.44 / parcel
	$289.00 / parcel
	2,568
	2%

	3 Light
	10.1% - 20%
	$647.96 / acre
	$803.51 / acre
	475
	5%

	4 Moderate
	20.1% - 45%
	$1,251.59 / acre
	$1,504.04 / acre
	598
	6%

	5 Moderately Heavy
	45.1% - 65%
	$2,133.78 / acre
	$2,566.60 /acre
	955
	5%

	6 Heavy
	65.1% - 85%
	$2,955.98 / acre
	$3,575.37 / acre
	536
	5%

	7 Very Heavy
	85.1% - 100%
	$3,669.84 / acre
	$4,399.10 / acre
	481
	5%




15. What projects and programs will the current 20% fee increase proposal pay for?  
Answer
Proposed 20% fee increase is estimated to provide $13.2M in additional SWM fee revenues.  The proposals help avoid higher future costs by adequately funding asset management and preservation of stormwater facilities, restoring habitat to improve the ecosystem, and start addressing the need to remove fish passage barriers for improved aquatic health.   
· Eliminate backlog of failing Stormwater facilities – In addition to the $1.6M (DS_011) for Asset management from existing resources, additional $0.8M (DS_028) in surface water management capital investments will help achieve a sustainable level of service with reduced risk of failure.  
· Expand funding to Roads Services Division – In addition to $3.7M for ongoing drainage work, additional $4.5M (DS_030) is proposed, $0.5M of which is to address one-time catchup basin cleaning and $4M is for design and construction of Fish passage/culvert projects.  
· Removing Fish Passage barriers – A new program to address Fish Passage barriers is proposed, beginning with an overall inventory and condition assessment of up to 3,000 county assets.  The effort is estimated to cost $1.5M, costs include 4 TLTs (DS_013), and consulting along with a Fish Passage Program Manager (DS_001) and a Kokanee Program Manager (DS_014) with a more concerted effort to develop and implement a recovery program similar to the WRIA model. 
· Expanded funding for Salmon recovery – Additional investment of $1.7M (DS_028) to leverage up to $20M to support ecological habitat restoration and implementation of WRIA salmon recovery plans.  There is an additional $0.7M (DS_028) for planning and design phases for fish passage projects.
· Low income discount implementation - $0.25M (DS_010) is assumed as a reduction in revenue associated with implementing a Low Income Discount – offering a 50 percent discount to eligible households.  This discount lowers the available additional revenues to $12.9M.  
· Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program (ADAP) - $1.1M (DS_028) to support expanding the County’s successful program to assist farmers in addressing drainage issues. 
· To develop the proposed fee increase, the demand for resources was assessed through status quo costs, reserve levels, and program increases.  After using existing fund balance and projected revenues from the current fee the additional need for funding determined the rate at which the SWM fee was set.
· Additional investments are spread across various initiatives to advance the strategic initiatives and the County’s commitment toward regional efforts.  The detailed breakdown of decision packages included in the 20% proposal are listed in the table(s) below.
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16. How does the proposed fees compare to what other municipalities charge? 
Answer
SWM Fee structures vary across the region, which makes it challenging to do an accurate comparison across rate classes.  The following chart compares the current per parcel SWM fee assessed by cities and counties across the region.  Chart includes the current SWM fee of $240.44/single family parcel.
  [image: ]
The proposed fee of $289.00/parcel will shift the County to the right of all other jurisdictions, except for Seattle.  

17. How are SWM-funded projects prioritized? Are these the right priorities?  
Answer
Every two years, the Executive branch goes through a deliberative process to assess investment in the suite of goods and services funded by the SWM fee. This process takes many factors into consideration, including the following:
1. The importance of maintaining assets, which is reflected in buying down the risk of failure of Stormwater’s 1,100 facilities. The creation of the fish passage program can be thought of in similar terms. For all these assets, it is start a proactive informed approach or pay more at a later date if they fail or if it is legally mandated.
1. Feedback from residents and organizations on both regional and local services – such as WRIAs and CSAs.
1. Legal mandates, such as compliance with federal clean water law, which is achieved through consistency with the National Permit Discharge Elimination System.
1. Emerging opportunities, such as agricultural drainage, improving service in underserved communities, implementing the Bear Creek initiative and implementing a low income discount program.
1. Input from the legislative branch, such as investment in the maintenance of regional drainage infrastructure in the road right-of-way.
While some of these investments are required by law, the remainder is really a policy agreement between the executive and legislative branch about how best to spend limited resources on needs that far exceed the capacity of the SWM Fee.

18. What could SWM fees fund that we are not doing now?  
Answer
The proposed SWM fee will allow the condition of stormwater facilities to be updated to function at a sustained level over a 10 year period.  Several of the facilities were designed over 30 to 50 years ago and may not hold up to current performance standards.  SWS strategic plan is meant to address this concern through a long-term strategic plan.  As part of that plan, a cost-benefit analysis will help determine whether additional investment to further improve asset condition is essential to provide optimum performance on a sustainable basis.  
Ecological restoration projects have a substantial backlog that is estimated at $356M over a 10 year period.  Regional partnerships, WRIAs and limited grant funds are successfully leveraged against SWM funds to make incremental progress each year.  The salmon recovery efforts can be accelerated with additional SWM funding.
The proposed fish passage program will include inventory and condition inspection of up to 3,000 county assets to better estimate the true cost, which is anticipated to be significant.  The proposed budget also includes capital funding for design and construction work on high priority culverts.

19. What projects would not be funded or have reduced funding if the increase was not approved (or approved at a lower amount)?
Answer
If the proposed fee increase is reduced or not approved there will need to be difficult choices made about the levels of service and types of services provided within the biennium. The proposals included as part of the budget will need to be scaled back or eliminated as a result of any reduction in funding.


Roads Capital Program – Executive Staff Key Presenters: Dwight Dively
20. What options have been considered by the County to address the funding shortfall for Road Services capital necessary to maintain the County road system? 
Answer
The County has taken several actions over the past several years in an effort to help increase revenue and address road funding shortfall. These include the following.  
· 2010 – The County established an unincorporated area Transportation Improvement District (TBD), providing for the construction of certain transportation improvements (Ordinance 16724). Although the district was established, it did not approve a funding mechanism or implement any projects.
· 2014 – The County established a countywide transportation benefit district (King County Transportation District) in order to finance the acquisition, construction, operation, maintenance and preservation of public transportation facilities, services and programs, roads and any other projects (Ordinance 17746). The previous unincorporated area TBD created under Ordinance 16742 was dissolved (Ordinance 17754).
· 2014 – The King County Transportation District Sales Tax, Proposition 1 ballot measure was placed on the April 22, 2014 election ballot. The measure was defeated. If approved, the revenue from this measure would have been used to fund bus service, road safety and transportation improvements in King County. 

The Bridges and Roads Task Force discussed several other types of revenue options, and recommended further consideration of the following:
· A county-wide tax to be spent on city and county roads. For example, expanding the existing road fund property tax so that it is tied to inflation and not limited to the current one percent annual limit.
· An excise tax that is designed to fairly assess the value of vehicles and better addresses equity issues. For example, a Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) where a portion of the funds is dedicated to county road services.

In addition, other potential options that could be considered in the future include the following:
· Exempt the Roads levy from the 1% revenue growth limit, or provide a higher limit.
· Allow the County Council, perhaps with a super-majority vote, to increase the Roads levy to any amount up to the $2.25 rate limit.
· Allow an unincorporated area-only levy lid lift to increase the Roads levy to any amount up to the $2.25 rate limit.
· Create an authority for a countywide property tax for major unincorporated area roads that serve regional users (e.g., Issaquah-Hobart).  The analogy is the levy that supports the Marine Division.  Funds would be restricted to use on those roads.
· Change the county gas tax allocation authority to reflect what percentage of the overall tax base is in each county’s unincorporated area (other counties typically have a larger proportion of their tax base in unincorporated areas).
· Create an easier tolling mechanism for major unincorporated area roads using the same technology as SR 520, HOT lanes, etc.  Unincorporated area residents would have transponders that exempt them from the tolls.
· Revise the local gas tax option to be easier to implement by counties and to include an allocation formula weighted more heavily to unincorporated area uses.
· Continue to argue for collecting rent form the County’s right of way in the unincorporated area.

21. How is the Executive responding to the funding shortfall? 
Answer
Response to the funding shortfall has included:
· Strategic planning and prioritization of road services to keep the most vital components of the road system operational and safe users
· Implementation of a variety of efficiencies and innovations in the Road Services Division
· Establishment of a Bridges and Roads Task Force to explore solutions for maintaining and preserving the aging bridge and road system in unincorporated King County
· Partnering with the Sound Cities Association, and Puget Sound Regional Council to convene a Regional Transportation System Initiative in 2017 for all agencies with roads in the county to share challenges and partnering opportunities to solve problems on the regional road network. 

Strategic Planning and Prioritization
In July 2014, the council approved an update to the Strategic Plan for Road Services (originally developed in 2010). That plan, which includes a funding and needs analysis, policy framework, goals and strategies, alternate service delivery scenarios, and facilities planning guidance, serves as the strategic context for Roads business planning and budgeting, and informs ongoing division decision-making.
The strategic plan responds to the dilemma of significantly constrained resources by setting clear priorities to guide the division as it manages the road system. The plan outlines two types of goals as shown in the figure below. “What we deliver” goals articulate, in priority order, what the division intends to accomplish, and “how we deliver” goals articulate how the division intends to conduct its work. In general, “what” goals relate to the products and services provided to the public, and “how” goals speak to the internal aspects of services (such as cost-efficiency). 
[image: ]
Roads used these goals and priorities to build its biennial budget and six-year capital improvement program, which results in funding safety and regulatory work first and then, due to revenue constraints, a limited amount of preservation and maintenance activities. The division is unable to fund roadway capacity improvements and only a very small amount of mobility work associated with regional partnerships.
[bookmark: _Toc518040098]Innovations, improvements and efficiencies 
The county has made a number of drastic and significant steps to address the funding shortfall. Efforts included reducing staff, consolidating facilities, decreasing costs, leveraging technology, implementing process improvements, partnering with other agencies, and efforts to reduce road inventory. The financial situation is now at a point where significant changes are needed in revenue generation. 

Roads has been involved in an ongoing effort to evaluate all aspects of its business, work locations, tools, equipment and materials to continually innovate and achieve efficiencies. The interest in process improvement continues to grow at all levels of the organization, and Roads has embraced the use of continuous improvement/Lean methods and tools. Many key improvements have already been achieved, and more are underway. 

(More details can be found in the Road Services Division 2019-2020 Line of Business Plan, excepted in the appendix at the end of this response.) 

Bridges and Roads Task Force
In August, 2015, a panel of regional leaders and community members began meeting to explore solutions for maintaining and preserving the aging bridge and road system in unincorporated King County. The Bridges and Roads Task Force membership included neighbors, representatives from agriculture and recreation organizations, road experts and public policy leaders. Members studied the Road Services funding gap and the efficiencies that have been put in place to address the serious shortfall. The Task Force agreed on recommendations that address revenue, infrastructure, and areas of further study, efficiencies, and outreach. More information on these recommendations is outlined in the response to question 22 below.
Regional Transportation System Initiative
One of the recommendations of the Bridges and Roads Task Force was to work closely with the cities regarding the regional road and street network. Regional Transportation System Initiative was convened in 2017 for jurisdictions to share challenges and partnering opportunities to solve problems on the regional road network. King County, Sound Cities Association, and Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) invited all agencies with roads in the county to discuss declining funding and the long-term regional road network needs. More information on this work is outlines in the response to question 22 below. 

22. What steps have been taken by the County to implement the Bridges and Roads Task Force Report, primarily with regards to address the funding gap?
Answer
[bookmark: bookmark0]The following high-impact, long-term recommendations were identified by the Task Force, as those most likely to substantively and most effectively impact the financial gap for maintenance and operation of county bridges and roads.
Revenue
· A new county-wide revenue tool is needed that is tied to inflation, sustainable, long-term, provides a benefit to cities and the county, and is not regressive.
· The Task Force encourages the county, stakeholders, and the legislature to continue to work together to identify the specific tool or tools that meet the principles outlined in the first bullet.

Possible Revenue Sources
· A county-wide tax to be spent on city and county roads. For example, expanding the existing road fund property tax so that it is tied to inflation and not limited to the current one percent annual limit.
· An excise tax that is designed to fairly assess the value of vehicles and better addresses equity issues. For example, a Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) where a portion of the funds is dedicated to county road services.
Infrastructure
· Incorporate county roads that are orphaned, islands of roads within a city or cities, and Potential Annexation Areas (PAAs) within the growth boundaries of cities into those jurisdictions. This may require additional authority from the state legislature and support for recipient cities.

Further Study
· Further study options for a future tax or fee based on various road pricing options including vehicle miles travelled (VMT) congestion pricing and/or tolling. This would directly tax utilization and addresses taxes declining because of fuel efficiency gains and reduced fuel consumption.

Outreach
· Enhance public outreach efforts to increase awareness about issues currently facing Road Services. Stakeholders to include elected bodies, other agencies, the media, and the public.
· Task Force members are invited to serve as ambassadors during implementation of these recommendations.

Implementation of Recommendations:

Following the Task Force recommendation, King County proposed legislation that would allow the county council to transfer orphan roads to the appropriate city. Additionally, it incorporated other Task Force ideas including language to modernize the functions of the county road engineer and the division’s record keeping, and allowed for a consideration of nonmonetary compensation and public benefit to allow for the vacation and transfer of unnecessary right-of-way. The legislature removed the request to transfer orphan roads to cities, but adopted the remaining provisions. 
One of the recommendations of the Task Force was to work closely with the cities regarding the regional road and street network. Regional Transportation System Initiative was convened in 2017 for jurisdictions to share challenges and partnering opportunities to solve problems on the regional road network. King County, Sound Cities Association, and Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) invited all agencies with roads in the county to discuss declining funding and the long-term regional road network needs. 
A technical committee of public works directors, engineers, transportation planners, and city managers met throughout 2017 to identify key roads that connect communities, quantify the revenue shortfall for maintaining these roads and accommodating increased traffic, and identify potential revenue sources. An Elected Officials Committee, comprised of mayors and councilmembers from most cities in King County, reviewed and approved the work of the Technical Committee. The Puget Sound Regional Council provided critical data and information used by both committees. 
Through the Regional Transportation System Initiative, King County, jurisdictions in King County, and the Puget Sound Regional Council accomplished the following: 
1) Defined the regional road network in King County. 
2) Identified costs and the unmet financial needs for roads on the regional network. 
3) Considered and discussed several revenue options and other ideas for addressing regional road network needs. 
Going forward, local agencies have committed to work together to find solutions for the large, long term unmet needs for the regional road network. The information from this collaboration will be valuable for participating agencies and for the Washington State Legislature’s consideration of next steps for the critical unfunded needs on local roads.


23. Should the Council address the potential loss of a Roads capital program in this biennium, and if so, how? If not when? And what steps should be taken in the meantime?
Answer
The proposed budget does not address the long-term viability of the Roads capital program.  Moving funds from other sources in the upcoming biennium will help temporarily but will not solve the long-term issue of fiscal sustainability.  However, in 2019 and 2020 the Executive and Council should work together to develop a path toward sustainability that approaches this issue from multiple angles, many of which have been discussed.  This could include pursuing roads funding as part of the State legislative strategy, considering specific revenue enhancement strategies that are at the County’s disposal, working with cities to share the burden of orphan roads and roads that benefit the region, and continuing the prioritization and efficiency work within the Road Services Division.     In reality, there may not be a single large action that can be relied on to turn the Roads Fund into a sustainable fund.  However, there are likely multiple smaller actions that can be implemented which will make the fund considerably healthier fiscally.
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DP No. Decision Title SWM Non-SWM

DS_001 Fish Passage Program Special Program Manager $344,239 1FTE

DS_002 Bear Creek Initiative $481,487 1FTE

DS_003 Floodplain Large Wood Management $171,650

DS_004 Equity & Social Justice Initiative Training & Internships $100,000

DS_005 Strategic Plan for Stormwater Services Section $240,000

DS_006 White Center Urban Renewal Initiative $100,000 $200,000

DS_007 Community Engagement Project Manager $239,761 1FTE

DS_008 Our Green Duwamish Initiative (incl Planner/PM) $496,471 1FTE

DS_009 Consultant support for Farm, Fish, Flood Commitments $200,000

DS_012 Lower Green River Corridor Plan Review $150,000

DS_013 Fish Passage Inventory Assessment $1,478,000 4TLT

DS_014 Kokanee Recovery TLT $332,113 1TLT

DS_028 SWM Capital Pay-As-You-Go Increase $4,225,000

DS_030 SWM Fee Increase to support Roads Drainage Programs $4,522,000

DS_031 Flood Hazard Management Plan  $100,312 $150,000

Sub-total - 20% Fee proposals $13,181,033 $350,000 9

DS_010 Reduced revenues - Low Income Discount SWM Fees  ($250,000)

Net Available $12,931,033

Personnel adds

Funding Source
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WLR - Capital Investments

2019-20 increase

Stormwater CIP $1,852,000

Ecological restoration CIP $1,773,000

Fish Passage Program $600,000

SWS & ERES CIP Total $4,225,000


