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METROPOLITAN KING COUNTY COUNCIL

COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE

STAFF REPORT

AGENDA ITEM:  6

DATE:  August 20, 2001

PROPOSED NO:  2001-0288

PREPARED BY:  Shelley Sutton

SUBJECT:  Proposed Ordinance 2001-0288, AN ORDINANCE relating to the reorganization of the executive branch.

BACKGROUND:
The Executive has forwarded to the Council a reorganization proposal for certain executive departments and functions as a first step in addressing the projected $36 million shortfall in the Current Expense (CX) Fund for 2002.  The context for the proposal is best understood by reviewing a paragraph in the Executive’s May 15, 2001 transmittal letter:

In February, I sent a letter asking the Council to work with me by thinking creatively and making tough decisions to address the projected $36 million shortfall in our Current Expense Fund facing King County next year, and projected shortfalls in subsequent years.  It is imperative we demonstrate to the public that we have the discipline to reduce our ongoing management and administrative costs before reducing funding for direct services.  To that end, we have prepared a reorganization plan for certain executive departments and functions, and boards and commissions for the primary purpose of achieving efficiencies and reducing administrative costs.  

…These reductions, though difficult, will be much easier decisions than the reductions I describe later in this letter.  My staff continues to work on the budget reductions, as part of my proposed 2002 budget development.  I wanted, however, to give the Council the opportunity to consider the reorganization ordinance in advance of the Council’s fall budget deliberations.

Along with the reorganization proposal, the Executive forwarded budget reductions that will be proposed in the 2002 budget to implement the reorganization, help balance the CX Fund budget and address revenue constraints in the Water and Land Resources Division.  The Executive estimates that the combined impacts of the reorganization and budget reduction proposals would result in the net reduction of 132 FTEs and 31 TLTs and a net savings of approximately $12 million for all funds.

Of this amount, about $6.2 million would be CX Fund savings.  When the reorganization impacts are considered separately, it appears that about $2.5 million in CX savings would be achieved.  Therefore, the remaining $3.7 million is related to budget and service reductions.

Only the reorganization decisions (i.e., whether to consolidate departments and divisions) are before the Council at this time.  Nothing in the ordinance commits the Council to agreeing with the budget and service reductions the Executive has previewed in advance of his 2002 proposed budget.  These decisions will not be made until the Council reviews and approves the 2002 budget later this year.  Because the information on cost savings was transmitted as a package, however, it has been difficult to separate the effects of the reorganization.

For easy reference, there is an addendum to the staff report that contains background materials on the reorganization.  There is a one-page summary of the reorganization, summaries of fiscal and FTE impacts, and organization charts depicting how the new departments would be formed from the existing departments.  The reorganization would be effective on January 1, 2002.  

At the July 30, 2001 COW meeting, a question was raised whether other county elected officials were developing reorganization plans for their agencies.  A letter from the Chair and Vice-Chair was sent to the separately elected officials on July 30, 2001 inviting them to attend the August 20, 2001 COW meeting to provide information to the Council on any reorganization plans under consideration.  The Sheriff, the Prosecuting Attorney, the Assessor and the presiding judges of Superior Court and District Court have all indicated that they plan to attend the meeting.

ISSUES:

The central reorg staff team have attempted to address issues raised by the Council in the “policy and implementation” amendments presented below.  The amendments, among other things, make clear that the Council is not approving service reductions as part of the reorganization and hold the Executive accountable for documenting cost savings and evaluating the impacts on customer services. 

The last two COW discussions have focused on the service reductions the Executive has previewed for the 2002 budget. There has been less focus on the Executive’s rationale for the reorganization and the intended benefits.  Accordingly, executive staff have been asked to address the following questions at the COW meeting on August 20:

· What is the overall purpose of the reorganization?

· What efficiencies will be achieved by the reorganization?

· What policy goals are achieved by merging natural resources and parks functions?

· What policy goals are achieved by combining internal service functions in one department?

· How will county department directors and managers, who for the most part will take on additional functions, be able to provide the level of oversight needed to ensure departmental missions are accomplished?

In making the decision on reorganization, the Council must balance the anticipated cost savings, efficiencies and benefits that will be achieved against the reality that county managers and supervisors will be stretched thin and some county programs and services will receive less oversight. 

POTENTIAL AMENDMENTS:
Five sets of amendments have been prepared by council staff.  Executive staff have agreed to all of the amendments, with the exception of the “non-consent” amendments described last.

· “Technical” amendments prepared by the Clerk to correct errors and make minor editorial changes (Amendment #1).

· “Consent” amendments to correct substantive errors and make other changes.  The amendments:

· Clarifies that the new Records, Elections and Licensing Division is responsible for selling copies of the King County Code and issuing permits for charitable solicitations.  (Amendment #2)
· Change the assignment of taxicab regulations from DDES to the Records, Elections and Licensing Division. (Amendment #3)
· Change the responsibility for the management of the Airport Construction Fund from DES to DOT. (Amendment #4)
· Change the number of members on the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) from 17 to 20 to reflect the ordinance recently adopted by the council adding labor representatives to the SWAC. (Amendment #5)
· Clarifies that: (1) the Finance and Business Operations Division within the Department of Executive Services is responsible for collecting and reporting on revenue and expenditure activities to both the executive and the council; and (2) the Budget Office is responsible for monitoring and reporting on revenue, expenditures, work program and performance indicator data to both the executive and the council. (Amendment #9)
· “Policy and Implementation” amendment to address some of the questions and concerns that have been raised by members or identified by staff  (Amendment #6).

The policy and implementation amendment contains the following new ordinance sections.  These sections would be effective upon enactment of the ordinance.

NEW SECTION TITLES
CONTENT

SECTION 1.  Policy Direction to the Executive.
Includes policy direction to implement the reorganization, including considering eliminating management and administrative positions prior to direct service positions and following provisions of collective bargaining agreements in layoff decisions.

SECTION 2.  Relationship between Reorganization and Budget
States that the Council’s adoption of the reorganization ordinance does not include the approval of service reductions.  Council reserves the right to examine the impacts of service reductions and make informed decisions in the 2002 budget review and adoption process.  

SECTION 3.  Classification and Compensation Policy
States the Council’s expectation that the reorganization shall not create countywide classification disparities; recognizes need to adjust salaries on a case-by-case basis.

SECTION 4.  Budget, and Customer Service and Natural Resource Reports
Requires the Executive to submit certain information with the 2002 budget proposal; requires the Executive to submit a customer service report with the 2002 budget proposal outlining how the transition to the new organization structure will be smooth; requires the Executive to submit a plan for managing natural resource lands along with the budget.

NEW SECTION TITLES
CONTENT

SECTION 5.  Post-Implementation Evaluation
Requires the Executive to submit an evaluation of the reorganization on August 1, 2003.  Evaluation will include, among other things, customer service measures, accounting of cost savings, impact on overtime and use of temporary employees.  Also requires the Executive to transmit preliminary results of the evaluation and the criteria for performance measures on August 31, 2002.

SECTION 6.  Post Implementation Audit
Requires the county auditor to conduct a post-implementation audit as part of its 2004 work program.

SECTION 7.  Ongoing Review
States the Council’s intent to continue its evaluation of the reorganization and make changes as necessary.

SECTION 8.  No Private Cause of Action
Includes language to prevent new causes of action.

· A “title” amendment to correct an error in the title and reflect the changes in the technical and consent amendments  (Amendment T1).

· There are two “non-consent” amendment generated by councilmembers: 

· Amendment #7 makes changes to the organizational structure of the Department of Construction and Facilities Management (DCFM) within the new DES.  Under the Executive’s proposal, DCFM would become the Facility Management Division, one of five divisions reporting to the County Administrative Officer (CAO) in DES.  Under Amendment #7, DCFM would be split into two divisions reporting to the CAO—the Facilities Management Division and the Capital Projects and Asset Management Division.  The stated objectives of the amendment are to: (1) provide greater visibility and accountability for capital project management; and (2) improve efficiency by eliminating a layer of management.

· Amendment # 8 moves the Board of Ethics from the new Office of Civil Rights and Ethics to the CAO’s office.

NEXT STEPS:

The options for the Council are to:

· Defer action on the proposed ordinance until the 2002 proposed budget is transmitted.  Under this option, the Council would consider the proposed ordinance and amendments in October and November and adopt the proposed ordinance along with the 2002 budget.

· Adopt the proposed ordinance now.  Under this option, the Council would adopt the proposed ordinance, with at least the technical and title amendments.

Deferring action until the 2002 budget process has both advantages and disadvantages.  First, it would allow more time to analyze the implications of the reorganization.  Second, this approach would enable the council to evaluate the reorganization along with the executive’s final proposal for FTE and expenditure reductions.  Finally, it would allow the council to evaluate the reorganization proposal in the context of the Executive’s 2002 budget proposal and possibly make other expenditure reduction choices in lieu of the reorganization.  On the downside, deferring action until the budget would put additional burdens on the Council and Council staff resources, during a time when many other difficult decisions will need to be made to balance the CX budget and possibly implement Initiative 747.

Taking action today or very soon thereafter has several advantages.  First, it would provide a degree of certainty for the employees directly affected by the reorganization.  Second, it would provide certainty for the Executive in preparing the 2002 proposed budget.  Third, it would provide the opportunity for the government to shift its focus away from reorganization and on to finding solutions to the rest of the CX budget problem.  Specifically for the Council, it would allow for preparation for the next budget forum, scheduled for September 12, at which the budget committee leadership has asked staff to present revenue and expenditure options for addressing the $36 million CX shortfall.  Again, it should be noted that taking action on the reorganization proposal would not commit the Council to agreeing with any of the budget and service reductions previewed by the Executive.

INVITED:

1. Paul Tanaka, Deputy County Executive

2. Dave Reichert, Sheriff

3. Brian Gain, Presiding Judge, Superior Court

4. David Steiner, Presiding Judge, District Court

5. Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney

6. Scott Noble, Assessor

7. Sheryl Whitney, Assistant County Executive

8. Steve Call, Acting Budget Director

9. Pam Bissonette, Director, Department of Natural Resources

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Amendment Package































� Other Sections of the Ordinance will take effect on January 1, 2002.
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