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SUBJECT:  
A MOTION acknowledging receipt of a report on the equitable geographic distribution of funds received by the King County Historic Preservation Program from the Historical Preservation and Historical Programs Fund.
SUMMARY:  
The 2011 adopted budget included a $100,000 proviso requiring a report from the director of the King County Historic Preservation Program (HPP) by March 1, 2011, identifying how HPP would use its best effort to expend funding received from the Historical Preservation and Historical Programs Fund with an equitable geographic distribution of program resources among Council districts.  The proviso required that the proviso response be adopted by motion.  The report was submitted on time and contained the elements required by the proviso.  

BACKGROUND:
The King County Historic Preservation Officer is charged under county code with staffing the King County Landmarks Commission, which was formed in 1980 (K.C.C. 20.62.030).  The Landmarks Commission regulates the designation of landmarks in unincorporated King County.  In addition, the King County Historic Preservation Program (HPP) provides landmark designation and preservation services to eighteen incorporated areas with which the county has an interlocal agreement.

HPP also engages in other activities such as incentive-based programs and initiatives.  As a couple of examples, the Barn Again Program included grants to support stabilization and restoration of significant heritage barns. The Historic Cemetery Program will inventory and prioritize cemeteries for restoration and stabilization work. 

The other main activities of HPP include archaeological site protection work which in the past has been supported largely by grants, environmental review of county and federal projects for compliance with federal, state and local cultural resource laws, and technical assistance to cities and unincorporated areas.

The King County Historic Preservation Program's main source of funding for 2011 is the Historical Preservation and Historical Program (HPHP) Fund.  The revenue in the fund is raised from a state-imposed $1 surcharge for recording public documents.  Approximately $456,000 is projected to be collected from the surcharge in 2011.  HPP also estimates $152,500 in grant money and $55,000 from Interlocal Agreement revenues and other fees, for total projected revenues of $663,500 in 2011.
The document recording surcharge is assessed on recorded public documents countywide.  However, in 2010 and the budget deliberations for the 2011 budget, Councilmembers were presented with staff reports showing that the Historic Preservation Program spent more staff time in some Council districts compared to others.  One reason for this is that one of the primary functions of HPP is to staff the King County Landmarks Commission which regulates designation of landmarks in unincorporated King County.
In its 2011 adopted budget, the Council chose to adopt the Executive's proposal to fund HPP at a level that could be supported by the revenue expected to be generated by the $1 document surcharge.  The Council also, however, placed a $100,000 proviso on the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (where HPP resides) subject to receipt of a report on how HPP would employ its best efforts to expend HPHP funds equally across Council districts.

The HPP proviso states:


Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits and the council adopts a motion that references the proviso's ordinance, section and number and states that the executive has responded to the proviso.  This proviso requires the director of the King County historic preservation program to prepare a report that identifies how the King County historic preservation program will use its best effort to expend funding received from the historical preservation and historical programs fund with an equitable geographic distribution of historic preservation program resources among council districts.  Distribution of resources can include, but is not limited to, any combination of staff time, activities, services or direct expenditure of funds.


The executive must transmit to the council the report and motion required by this proviso by March 1, 2011, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the budget and fiscal management committee or its successor.

On March 1, 2011, the Executive transmitted the report and draft motion required by the proviso.  
ANALYSIS:
Required Elements of Report

The proviso directed that HPP identify how it would work towards equitable geographic distribution of program resources.  Resources could include, for example, staff time, activities, services or direct expenditure of funds.  
Areas covered by the proviso response include the following:
· The proviso response summarizes HPP’s services and narratively describes outreach activities that it will undertake in order to distribute HPHP funds more equally among Council districts.  That narrative addresses the "how" of how HPP will achieve equitable distribution.  

· The proviso response also attaches a 2011 work plan that identifies in which Council districts HPP's services and specific programs occur, which provides a general overview of the geographic distribution of program resources.
· Finally, the proviso response quantifies the anticipated allocation of staff time for each product or service by Council district.  
The HPP report covers the elements required by the proviso and was submitted by the due date of March 1, 2011.  It would be reasonable for the Council to approve the motion stating that the Executive has responded to the proviso.  The remainder of this staff report discusses the content of the report.

Summary of Report Contents
HPP's primary function is the identification, documentation and protection of significant historic properties.  Landmark designation and regulation are limited by law to unincorporated areas, which naturally gravitates staff time towards unincorporated areas.  However, HPP notes that the county established a regional program in 1995 that invites cities to receive landmarking services via interlocal agreements.  Eighteen cities contract with HPP for a fee.
The HPP report groups activities performed by HPP into the following categories:
· Identification and documentation of historic properties 

(All districts)

· Landmark nominations 

(Districts 3, 5, 6, 8, 9 – limited to unincorporated areas and cities with which county has interlocal agreements)

· Landmark protection such as issuing permits  

(1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 – limited to unincorporated areas and cities with which county has interlocal agreements)

· Special programs such as the Barn Again Program, cemetery restoration workshops, Des Moines Memorial Drive Advisory Committee 

(All districts, including use of grant funding when available)

· Project review for State Environmental Protection Act review and county compliance with federal, state, and local cultural resource laws 

(All districts)

· Planning assistance in developing local preservation plans 

(All districts)

· Public education including an annual awards program, public workshops, presentations, an technical paper series
(All districts)

· Incentives administration administering special programs such as a low-interest loan program targeting property owners in historic business districts, special incentive grants, and special tax valuation program

(All districts)
The HPP report identifies specific efforts that HPP will target in order to distribute HPHP funds more equally across districts:
· Encouraging participation in the Regional Program, inviting city officials to enter into interlocal agreements with King County for landmark services

· Public presentations in Seattle and around the county to educate the public on archaeological resources and contacting HPP for potential sites

· Historic Downtown Revitalization Initiative targeting small to mid-size historic commercial districts throughout the county to promote downtown revitalization.
In Appendix B of the HPP report, it breaks out staff hours by program areas and Council districts planned for 2011.  The table below shows the percentage of staff time spent in each district in 2010 as reported by HPP during the 2011 budget adoption process, compared to staff time planned for 2011 as reported in the proviso response (rounded to nearest percent).  
Table 1.  Staff Time Allocations by District for 2010 and planned 2011
	DISTRICT

	% Time
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	2010
	8%
	4%
	32%
	5%
	13%
	6%
	9%
	10%
	13%

	2011
	8%
	7%
	19%
	7%
	16%
	9.5%
	8%
	12%
	14%


(Completely equal would be 11.1% per district)

Table 1 shows that although the planned 2011 distribution of staff time is not equal across Council districts, it is more equalized across Council districts than it was in 2010.

The report concludes:  "Overall, the 2011 Work Plan demonstrates that there is a reasonable distribution of the HPHP Fund to all council districts given the constraints imposed both by law and the structure of the overall program."  Where the percentages show an uneven distribution of resources, HPP services are being influenced by legal restrictions in HPP's landmarking jurisdiction and to some extent by the fact that other services provided by HPP occur by request so that HPP has less control over where the service is provided.  
Next Steps

The Council will adopt HPP's budget and FTEs during the 2012 budget process.  The Council will have the opportunity to decide whether to limit HPP's budget or FTEs based on the portion of revenue from the $1 document surcharge that the Council feels is appropriate to devote to HPP.  The Council could also adopt a 2012 proviso at that time.  
The BFM Committee would also have the option to hear a proposed ordinance before the 2012 budget directing use of the HPHP funds.  In 2010, Councilmembers introduced two separate pieces legislation on this topic which remained in the BFM Committee.  

AMENDMENTS:    
Yes, there is a Striking Amendment (S1) and Title Amendment (T1).  They both make wording changes to make the motion language more consistent with the wording used in the proviso.
REASONABLENESS:    

The HPP report met the elements required by the proviso.  It would be reasonable for the Council to approve the motion accepting the report.  Doing so would allow HPP to access $100,000 in appropriation authority held by this proviso from the 2011 budget.

INVITED: 

Christie True, Director, Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP)

Julie Koler, Historic Preservation Officer, King County Historic Preservation Program

Dwight Dively, Director, Office of Performance, Strategy & Budget

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Striking Amendment (S1) to Proposed Motion 2011-0115

2. Title Amendment (T1) to Proposed Motion 2011-0115

3. Proposed Motion 2011-0115, with Attachment A (proviso report)
4. Transmittal Letter
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