[bookmark: _GoBack]Highlighted Changes in the New ILA – as Compared to the Current ILA
	Brief Description
	Change from the Current ILA

	Definitions
	· Includes updated definitions and references utilized throughout the agreement (as further described throughout this table).

	Services Description
	· Updates Description of Services (Exhibit A) to update references and reflect inclusion of other animal care providers beyond PAWS in relation to shelter service contracting. 
· Updates Service Districts and Map (Exhibit B) to reflect participation for the new ILA and the move to a single pool cost allocation for animal control (field services).
· Updates the optional, separate agreements for Enhanced Control Services (Exhibit E) and Enhanced Licensing Support (Exhibit F) to provide clarity and make technical adjustments.

	City Obligations
	· Provides clarity regarding responsibilities of cities who do not adopt County Code by reference regarding animal regulatory codes.
· Updates references relating to the County’s administrative appeals body.
· Requires partner jurisdictions to remit pet license sale proceeds to the County on at least a monthly rather than quarterly basis.

	Term
	· Five-year term (first term), spanning 1.1.18 through 12.31.22, with conditional provision for an automatic five-year extension (second term).
· Specifies that the Agreement may not be terminated for convenience during either the first or second term.

	Latecomers
	· Updates latecomer city onboarding language (for adding new partners after the ILA starts) to indicate that such additions cannot increase existing partner payable costs or decrease their County-provided existing service levels.

	Compensation and Reconciliation (including Exhibits C & D, respectively)
	· Updates references and calculation of estimated payments to reflect the departure of the City of Kirkland from the RASKC program, as well as the move to a single pool cost allocation for animal control (field response) services.
· Eliminates preliminary cost estimating.
· Uses three-year rolling averages for calculating usage and cost rather than a load factor.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  For context, annual cost determination for partners subsequent to the initial year (2013) of the current ILA has been based on adjustment of the 2013 base cost reflective of their respective proportionate share of net allocable system costs (adjusted for the Annual Budget Inflator Cap of CPI plus population growth), with each partner’s proportion remaining the same throughout the term aside from the exception of adjustment to account for population changes due to annexations over 2,500 or the addition of latecomers – meaning jurisdictions joining the partnership after the start of the ILA.] 

· Makes partner jurisdiction payments due to the County on an annual rather than bi-annual basis.
· Retains shelter and transition funding credits at their current level in the new ILA, though the shelter credit will now be calculated annually as part of the final estimated payment calculation provided prior to the service year. Any excess collected licensing revenue is applied first toward reducing the credit to zero. (For context, these credits are allocated to largely high per capita shelter intake jurisdictions to assist them to participate in the RASKC partnership).
· Reinvests revenues in excess of partner jurisdiction net costs in the program to reduce the County’s contribution for costs not included in the allocation to partner jurisdictions and to improve service delivery.

	Regional Revenue Generation and Licensing Revenue Support 
	· Removes licensing support credit language and references throughout the agreement. Partner jurisdictions may continue to request enhanced licensing support services from the County (per Exhibit F, which is streamlined into a single document), and the County may implement licensing support services for partner jurisdictions receiving transition or shelter credits.
· Removes references to new regional revenue throughout the agreement.

	Joint City-County Collaboration Committee
	· Clarifies Committee focus on RASKC program services, revenues, and costs.

	Amendments
	· Allows each partner jurisdiction to determine for itself the level of authority it has or needs for approving a non-substantive impact amendment agreed upon by a supermajority of the Contracting Parties.

	Terms to Implement Agreement
	· Deletes this section.

	Mutual Covenants/ Independent Contractor; Indemnification and Hold Harmless; Dispute Resolution; Reporting; General Provision; and Administration
	· Technical or no changes.
	



