
REGULATORY NOTE


CHECKLIST OF CRITERIA

Proposed No.:  _____________
Prepared By:_Susan Eisele____________






Date:_October 1, 2007_________
FEE ADJUSTMENT: King County Medical Examiner’s Office (MEO) Medical Examiner’s Determination Fee 

  Yes     No     N/A
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

NEED:  Does the proposed regulation respond to a specific, identifiable need? If yes then explain.
The King County Council passed the Medical Examiner determination fee (King County Code 4.88.010 Sec. B) in 1994 which reflects the cause and manner of death.  The proposed fee supports the actual cost of the medical examiner’s record ($20.00). After 12 years, the fee of $10.00 has not increased and thus has created a financial burden for the Medical Examiner’s Office, affecting and reducing other projects and priorities.  For the past several years the fee has failed to recover one half of the actual expense.  

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

If so, is county government the most appropriate organization to address this need? If yes then explain.
Yes, King County maintains these reports in the normal course of business.  King County is required to provide these reports to requesting individuals.  
 [  ]  [  ]  [X]

ECONOMY & JOB GROWTH:  Has the economic impact of the proposed regulation been reviewed to ensure it will not have a long-term adverse impact on the economy and job growth in King County?




If yes then explain.

This regulation supports a fee that generates less than $3,000 per year for the MEO.  This regulation will have no net impact on the County’s overall economy and job growth.
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

PURPOSE:  Is the purpose of the proposed ordinance clear? Describe the purpose of the ordinance.
Yes. The purpose is to adjust an existing fee to fully pay for the MEO record of death costs.
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Are the steps for implementation clear? Describe the steps for implementation.
Because this is an adjustment of an existing fee, all that will be required is notification from the MEO’s office upon the date of implementation.  If permitted the MEO would like to post fee adjustment notices when the 2008 Budget is approved to notify those affected that a fee adjustment will occur on January 1, 2008.  The MEO will be able to collect and accept adjusted fee revenue commencing January 1, 2008.
 [  ]  [  ]  [ x ]

EVALUATION:  Does the proposed ordinance identify specific measurable outcomes that the proposed regulation should achieve? Describe the measurable outcomes.
The fee measurable outcome will be collection of revenue that will fully support the work required to develop a Medical Examiner’s record to those who request it.
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  Yes     No     N/A
 [  ]  [ ]   [X]

Is an evaluation process identified? Describe the evaluation process.
No evaluation process is identified however the fee adjustment is based on the estimated costs of staff time and supplies to generate the reports and the historical demand for the reports 
 [  ]  [  ]   [X]

INTERESTED PARTIES:  Has adequate collaboration occurred with all those affected by the proposed regulation (including the public, the regulated and the regulators)? Describe the level of collaboration that has been performed.
 [X]  [  ]   [  ]

COSTS & BENEFITS:  Will the proposed regulation achieve the goal with the minimum cost and burden?

The regulation will adopt fees that will fully reimburse King County for its costs and only those costs.
 [X ]  [  ]  [  ]

Has the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation been considered? Describe and quantify the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation.
Maintaining the current fee structure will force the County to pay for approximately $3,000 in unreimbursed production costs for Medical Examiner’s Record of Death for FY 2008. 
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Do the benefits of the proposed regulations outweigh the costs? Describe and the cost and benefits of proposed regulation.
There are no implementation costs as this is a fee adjustment for a fee that is in place.  Fees for a current and ongoing service provided by the County would increase.  King County would gain approximately $3,000 in additional revenue for 2008.
 [  ]  [  ]  [X]

VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE:  Does the proposed ordinance inspire voluntary compliance? Describe how voluntary compliance is anticipated to take place.
This is a fee collected by King County.  There is no compliance issue.
 [X ]  [  ]  [ ]

CLARITY:  Is the proposed ordinance written clearly and concisely, without ambiguities?
This is an adjustment of a fee that has been already adopted in ordinance.
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

CONSISTENCY:  Is the proposed regulation consistent with existing federal, state and local statutes?
The KCPAO has not provided draft language.
