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SCA Public Issues Committee Minutes
February 11, 2009– 7:00PM Renton City Hall

Approved March 11, 2009
	
	· Welcome, Roll Call and Introduction of Guests

PIC Chair, Linda Kochmar, called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.  25 cities were represented.  (Attachment 1 to these minutes)  Guests De’Sean Quinn, King County Executive staff; A. J. McClure, City of Seattle were welcomed.


	MSP


	· Approval of Minutes
To approve the minutes of the January 14, 2009 PIC meeting. 


	MSP
MSP

MSP

MSP

	· Presentations/Updates

1. Legislative Priorities-  Joint Resolutions Committee (JRC)
David Baker reviewed both the State and Federal JRC legislative priorities (Attachments 2A and 2B to these minutes). Karen noted that the JRC is sharing these priorities as a matter of information and request for support as it does every year. She encouraged each city to send similar letters to their State legislators and their Congressional delegation.
2. Response to Municipal League Report, Sub area Equity- Regional Transit Committee (RTC)
David Baker reported:  

a.  The Municipal League Report on King County Transit services made the following recommendations: 

· Performance measurement and reporting needs to be strengthened through systematic published standards and greater transparency.
· Policymakers and the public need to begin a dialog about the current 40-40-20 service allocation policy.  New service hours should be based on ridership demand and growth management goals, not geographic subareas.
· The 2007-2016 Strategic Plan for Public Transportation needs clearer priorities for service development, greater focus on management and monitoring, and strengthened financial policies.
· Public information on transit trends, agency meetings, and budget needs greater clarity and accessibility.
b. At the January 24, 2009 Suburban Cities Regional Transit Caucus meeting, members decided it was important that SCA respond to this report, specifically targeting the service allocation (40-40-20) finding in the event the Muni League findings are discussed and/or considered in the Comprehensive Planning process. The Plan is where the subarea allocation policy is found.  The Comprehensive Plan may be updated later this year

c. Members of the SCA/RTC Caucus and staff from SCA and member cities have drafted a response for consideration by the SCA Board of Directors.
d. The full Muni League report and Transit Division’s response can be found at www.munileague.org .
Discussion followed regarding the methods, formulas, scheduled maintenance, and density comparisons to arrive at funding percentages.   It was agreed that SCA should formulate very specific questions.  
3. MVET Briefing and recommendation

Dave Baker reported that:

a. The SCA/RTC caucus also discussed the ramifications of the proposed Motor Vehicle Excise Tax or MVET funding option for the Alaskan Way Viaduct at its meeting on January 24th.  The caucus decided it was important to formulate a policy recommendation for consideration by the Public Issues Committee, 
b. The proposed position (Attachment 3 to these minutes), recommended SCA remain neutral on proposed MVET funding/mitigation of the Alaska Way Viaduct, but members felt strongly about two points:
1) Recommending that SCA oppose and not remain neutral about King County gaining legislative authority, and
2) If King County does get authority, would hope an MVET would go out as a voter-approved ballot measure with distribution of new service hours consistent with the 40-40-20 formula.

To move the following motion forward to the next meeting of the PIC for possible action: “To recommend to the SCA Board of Directors that the Suburban Cities Association oppose King County’s legislative proposal to gain statutory authority to levy a Motor Vehicle Excise Tax to fund transit services in part to help mitigate impacts of the replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct, as well as to fund Transit Now projects beyond 2009 and additional new service as funds permit.  If King County gains this statutory authority, SCA supports a voter-approved approach to levy the MVET with the distribution of new service hours based on the 40/40/20 subarea allocation formula.”
4. Economic Recovery transportation projects Transportation Policy Board  (PSRC TPB)
Don Gerend reported that this is a fast moving process. Funding options keep changing.  The PSRC website provides updated information.  Lists of the regional projects should also be found on the website.

a. Attachment 4 to these minutes contains information on the economic stimulus/recovery bills, but things keep changing, so it’s important to just make sure member cities, if vying for transportation money, monitor the work being done at the evaluation committees at PSRC

b. Background:  the individual county evaluation committees (King, Kitsap, Snohomish, and Pierce counties) have been compiling lists of those transportation projects best eligible to gain funding. Recently the Executive Committee of PSRC, including Sue Singer from Auburn, formulated a draft policy framework (Attachment 4b to these minutes) for selecting economic recovery projects.  This highlights the criteria that had been negotiated and discussed for the last several weeks at the Project Evaluation Committee.  PSRC will be focused on Option 2 - 100% Regional Selection.  The rationale for this option assumes that funding for the PSRC region @ $60 million for programs and $120 million for Transit is inadequate to meet the needs and that it would be easier to select projects that would benefit the entire region, instead of giving an advantage to the large-city projects.
There is also a draft schedule (Attachment 4c to these minutes) but timelines are changing quite rapidly and PSRC is moving quickly.  The PSRC Exec Board is expected to sign off on the methodology for prioritizing the proposed transportation list by the end of the month.

Additionally, the process for the regular transportation funding competition has started.  PSRC has sent out notes and reminders to cities and staff.  Karen has also forwarded the PSRC reminder to most of you.  For more information go to http://psrc.org/projects/tip/index.htm .
Karen noted that the TPB will be reviewing these options tomorrow and PIC needs to have a conversation tonight to provide our representatives with the views of 25 cities.  
Jean Garber inquired if projects must go through National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) review prior to funding allocation.  NEPA charges a fee of $8,000 for project review and sets a deadline for project completion.  Cities are required to send the check with project and that shouldn’t be as small cities, in particular, can’t afford this expense.
Sonny questioned why it is necessary to have a new process for project selection when the old one was just adopted.  Pete Lewis said that concerns should be voiced at tomorrow’s TPB meeting regarding the proposed deviation from the adopted policies; that cities want their projects considered; and when will a firm amount of money be decided on for PSRC?  Straw poll taken.  Unanimous.  
5. Update on 520 Tolling Study (PSRC TPB)
Don Gerend noted that this report is not a recommendation but a PSRC analysis of ten different scenarios for tolling SR 520.  He noted the following:

a. Attachment 5 to these minutes outlines the findings of the 520 Tolling Implementation Committee. The committee’s final report can be found at http://build520.org . It was forwarded to the legislature at the end of January. In the end, the committee reviewed ten different kinds of scenarios on how to raise revenues, fund mitigation, etc.

b. Key findings include:

· People are overwhelmingly supportive of using tolls to fund a portion of the 520 bridge.

· Phone survey results indicate a 2:1 margin in support of using tolling as a funding mechanism.

· Respondents like the idea of electronic toll collection and variable tolls.  Nearly ¾ of the respondents don’t like stopping at toll booths and 70% are supportive of variable tolling.

· People are favorable of early tolling when they realize it reduces the toll rates and financing costs.  It’s a pocketbook issue for most people.

· Support for tolling in 2010 goes down, but it there is still over 50% support if it makes 520 faster, even though it slows down traffic on I-90.

Dave Asher stated SCA needs to take a position on this, the earlier the better, because this is an important issue.  For the interest of SCA, he thinks the earliest tolling is the best.  Bob Vogt and David Baker agreed.  Mike Cero opposes SCA taking a position.  Further discussion ensued regarding various options.
To move forward to the next meeting of the PIC for possible action the motion “to recommend to the SCA Board of Directors that SCA support early tolling on both bridges with provisions providing for use of tolls to pay for mitigation for both north and south diversions”. Motion carried (19 ayes, 6 nays).  
Linda Kochmar advised representatives to take this issue back to their councils and prepare to vote next meeting. 

6. Brightwater Wastewater Treatment Update- Regional Water Quality Committee  (RWQC)
Bill Peloza provided an update on the Brightwater Project. The treatment plant will be open in July, 2011.  The project is on schedule except the central tunnels which are significantly behind planned schedules at this time due to difficult soil conditions, tunnel boring machine problems, and problems with the operation of the slurry separation plant serving both boring machines.  He said it is valuable for SCA cities to be kept informed so they know what is happening with the project.  He will be making another status report in a few months.  
Hank Margeson asked to be informed if there will be a tour of the project.  Sonny Putter asked if staff has projected over-budget impact on rate payers.  Bill responded that this issue is discussed all the time at the RWQC.  
Bill noted that Don Davidson was elected RWQC vice chair.
7. Strategies for Military, Tourism Industries- Economic Development District Board  (PSRC EDD Bd)
Denis Law reported that he had been appointed to this Board and asked members to look at Attachment 6 to these minutes.  Denis reviewed the Military initiatives and the tourism/visitors initiatives as outlined.  Mayor Wise attended the last meeting and voiced importance of small cities in this mix.  
8. Jail Planning- Regional Law, Safety and Justice Committee  (RLSJ)
Dave Asher reported that the RLSJC cannot come to agreement on one regional jail for King County. This is indicative of the cities and county. Unfortunately, multiple jails will be extraordinarily expensive. The general timing is in the report.  
9. Non-Supplantation position clarification- Regional Policy Committee  (RPC)
Sonny Putter reported he was absent from the November meeting of the PIC when the proposed non-supplantation position was discussed and the minutes seem ambiguous.  Sonny made a motion, seconded by Pete Lewis, to support the following recommendation: 
To recommend to the SCA Board of Directors that SCA oppose changes in non-supplantation language on existing and/or voter approved levies.  And, that SCA not oppose a King County request to the State legislature to amend the enabling language for county mental illness and drug dependency (MIDD) funding to allow a small change in the tax to provide funding for existing Mental Health and Drug Courts.

Attachment 7 to these minutes provides a briefing on the State Legislative agenda. 
10. Solid Waste Issue/SWIF (RPC)
Attachment 8 to these minutes provides the background and the recommendation that MSWMAC replace RPC as the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum (SWIF).  
To move forward to the next meeting of the PIC for possible action “to recommend to the SCA Board of Directors that SCA support the proposal that Metropolitan SW Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) replace RPC as the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum, while recognizing RPC’s role as the policy review body for solid waste and other regional issues.”
11. MSWMAC Update
Jean Garber reported on the progress at MSWMAC noting that it continues to review sections of the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan and will do so through their April meeting.  In May and June the Solid Waste Division will finalize the plan.  A draft plan will be ready in July for a 120-day review period and the final plan issued in early 2010.  She also reported that the Governance Committee has been considering issues related to interlocal agreements, and that a number of solid waste projects are scheduled to begin in 2009.

	
	· Reports
1.  Small Cities Sub Committee Report
Katrina Asay reported.  The guest speaker was Lucy Auster from King County Solid Waste Division with information on how to win grants to help clean up cities’ contaminated and/or brownfield sites. Land is valuable and Lucy explained how to bring some contaminated, unusable land back to use, as well as grants and programs offered through the County.  Lucy Auster: lucy.auster@kingcounty.gov at 206-296-8476 and Emery Bayley: emery@eccos.org at 206-767-0432
2.  Executive Director’s Report 
Karen reported that the 2009 event schedule has been attached to the agenda packet.  She asked that everyone pay attention to dates when scheduling, meetings.  The AWC conference is next week and the SCA networking dinner  is March 25 with confirmation that  Scott Noble will be the speaker.  A brochure will be sent out when Alice returns.  SCA has been approached by organizations on a regular basis for time on the PIC agenda and/or for SCA support on various issues.  This month we received four requests for presentations.  One of the requests was from Judge Linde on the mental health oversight committee, mental health strategy work group, and KC district court. Karen suggests that in lieu of presentations that Judge Linde provide handouts for the members of the PIC.  If cities have questions about these requests, please contact the numbers provided directly. 


	
	· For the Good of the Order
1. Pete Lewis referred to Criminal Justice and Sales Tax bill #5960. Part of the bill refers to an unincorporated county utility tax. Part of the bill refers to a sales tax of 3/10 of 1%, the cities benefit from 40% of the revenue generated. After July 1st, counties would be able to have Councilmanic levies.  He encouraged everyone to look at the bill to see if it impacts small cities.

2. Sonny Putter recognized the value of SCA through its contributions to the revision of the King County Charter, today’s elections of suburban vice-chairs of the Regional Committees, and the importance other organizations place on gaining the views of SCA.
3. Kathy Hougardy stated that the Tukwila City Council asked her to mention Tukwila’s opposition to HB 1296/SB5495, prohibiting local jurisdictions from requiring an inspection of dwelling units and from assessing the cost of an inspection against the landlord.  It is the consensus of Tukwila that this a major issue and would like the support of other suburban cities. (See Attachment 10 to these minutes)
4. Networking Dinner – March 25, 2009 at Embassy Suites with King County Assessor, Scott Noble
5. Next PIC Meeting – March 11, 2009, Renton City Hall 7 pm.  Small Cities at 6pm.


	
	· Adjourn

Meeting was adjourned at 9:00 pm.  


Attachment 1 to the February 11, 2009 PIC Minutes

2009 Roll Call –Public Issues Meeting February 11, 2009
	City
	Representative
	Alternate
	Other
	Staff

	Algona
	Dave Hill
	Lynda Osborn
	
	

	Auburn
	Pete Lewis
	Sue Singer
	Bill Peloza
	

	Beaux Arts
	
	
	
	

	Black Diamond
	
	
	
	

	Bothell
	Tris Samberg
	Patrick Ewing
	
	

	Burien
	Kathy Keene
	Sue Blazak
	
	Lisa Clausen

	Carnation
	Jeff Lim
	
	
	

	Clyde Hill
	Barre Seibert
	George Martin
	
	

	Covington
	Jeff Wagner
	Mark Lanza
	
	

	Des Moines
	Ed Pina
	Susan White
	
	

	Duvall
	Will Ibershof
	
	
	

	Enumclaw
	John Wise
	
	
	

	Federal Way
	Linda Kochmar
	Jeanne Burbidge
	
	Scott Pingel

	Hunts Point
	Fred McConkey
	
	
	

	Issaquah
	Eileen Barber
	Ava Frisinger
	
	

	Kenmore
	David Baker
	Allan Van Ness
	
	

	Kent
	Debbie Raplee 
	Suzette Cooke
	
	

	Kirkland
	Dave Asher
	Bob Sternoff
	
	

	Lake Forest Pk
	Sandy Koppenol
	Dave Hutchinson
	
	

	Maple Valley
	Glenn Smith
	Layne Barnes
	
	

	Mercer Island
	Mike Cero
	Jim Pearman
	
	

	Milton
	Katrina Asay
	
	
	

	Newcastle
	Sonny Putter
	Lisa Jensen
	Jean Garber
	

	Normandy Pk
	Clark Brant
	George Hadley
	
	

	North Bend
	Ross Loudenback
	
	
	

	Pacific
	Nicole Hagestad
	
	
	

	Redmond
	John Marchione
	Hank Margeson
	Richard Cole
	

	Renton
	Denis Law
	King Parker
	
	

	Sammamish
	Nancy Whitten
	Don Gerend
	
	

	SeaTac
	Tony Anderson
	Mia Gregerson
	
	

	Shoreline
	Chris Eggen 
	Cindy Ryu
	
	

	Skykomish
	Henry Sladek
	
	
	

	Snoqualmie
	Matt Larson
	Kingston Wall
	
	

	Tukwila
	Jim Haggerton
	Kathy Hougardy
	
	

	Woodinville
	Bob Vogt
	
	
	

	SCA
	
	
	
	Karen Goroski

Michael Hubner

Sabrina Kang
Margaret Pullar


Electeds Present are highlighted in yellow.  Cities represented are bolded
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P.O, Box 1307, lssaquah, WA 98027

Ava Frisinger, Mayor
(125) R37-3020 / FAX (425) 837-3029
i issaquab.wa. s

Suburban Cities Association
6300 Southcenter Blvd.,, #206
Tukwila, WA 98188

Dear SCA Members:

I am writing to request your support in advocating for the state legislative priorities adopted by the Joint
Recommendations Committee (JRC) for 2009. The interjurisdictional JRC provides specific funding
recommendations and advice on guidelines and procedures for King Connty and its CDBG, ROME and
Regional Aflfordable Housing Program consortia city partners on a wide range of aifordable housing and
community development issues.

As you know, our region has suffered from the current economic downturn. At the same time, most local
and federal housing and community development fund sources have remained stagnant or decreased, In
the last year alone, our Regional Affordable Housing Program revenue has been drastically reduced due
to the slowdown in housing activity and property documents recorded. We request your support for the
foltowing State Legislative Priorities.

1. Housing Trust Fund: ‘Maintain the existing State Housing Trust Fund (HTF) appropriation of $200
miltion for the 2009 — 2010 biennium, The Housing Trust Fand provides support for rental,
ownership, transitional and special needs housing and is a criticat source of leverage for affordable
housing production in King County.

2. Use Existing Local Taxes for Expiring Stadium Bonds to Provide a Dedicated Local Funding
Source for Homelessness and Atfordable Housing in King County, with consideration of
obligations to Safeco Field Maintenance and the Arts: Our current local funding source has been
reduced by half due to declining real cstate sales, while requests for funding continue to exceed
demand. The legislature should dedicate $15 million of stadium bond tax revenuc for affordable
housing annually.

3. Give Local Governments Additional Revenue Tools as Supported by The Association of
Washington Cities (AWC) and Washington State Association of Counties (WSAC): Inorder to
implement Ten Year Plans to End Homelessness and other housing plans adopted at the local levet
throughout Washington State, local governments are undertaking significant housing and human
services obligations. At the same time, however, limits on revenue sources and caps on budget
increases require steady and extremely debilitating cuts to the very services that are most needed to
achieve success in ending homelessness. Support efforts of AWC and WSAC to address revenue
issues related to ending homelessness, and providing affordable housing and related social services.

4. Maintain Expansion Gained Last Session in the Transitional Housing, Operating and Rent
(THOR) Program: The THOR program provides a quick exit from homelessness, and in many
cases, prevents bomelessness, by providing short-term rental assistance in the form of rent vouchers
and funding for support services. Last session we sought an additional $10 miflion in THOR funding,
and secured an additional $2.5 million 1o expand eligibility beyond families with children to include
single adults and youth. We recommend maintenance of the expansion of this program at curront
{unding levels as a minimum.
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5. Require State Institutions to Create Informed and Responsible Discharge Practices: The lack of
housing and support services for populations discharging out of state mental health institutions, the
foster care system, and the Department of Corrections is a recipe for recidivism and homelessness.
State agencies should be required to develop plans calculated to reduce the discharging of persons
from state care into homelessness. Such plans should be completed by 2011.

6. Make it Easier for Local Governments to Waive Impact Fees for Affordable Housing: Eliminate
the current requirement that focal governments must identify alternative public fund sources when
waiving impact fees for affordable housing development.

7. Facilitate Development of Low-Income Housing: A number of groups, including the Washington
Low Income Housing Alliance, the Seattle-King County Housing Development Consortium, the
Committee to End Homelessness in King County, and the Prosperity Partnership of the Puget Sound
Regional Council, are working on strategies to create incentives for the creation of more housing that
is affordable to lower income and middle-income households. JRC recommendations include a sales
tax waiver on the costs of low-income housing construction; a prioritization of state infrastructure
funds to support projects that are committed to affordable housing; tax incentives and targeted
investments that spur the creation of low and middle-income housing, and that reward furisdictions
that are promoting higher residential densities for a mix of incomes in urban centers and mixed-
income housing in transit oriented communities,

8. End Source of Income Discrimination; After waiting months to secure a housing voucher or a
government subsidy to help make ends meet, low-income households can often face source of income
discrimination and be unable to secure a rental unit, All too often this sogrce of income
discrimination victimizes families of cotor. The state should ban discrimination against families who
use a subsidy to help make ends meet and secure housing.

Thank you for considering these priotities.

Sincerely,

Ava Frisinger
Mayor

Chair, Joint Recommendations Committee
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billion a year. The first pot of money comes from funds from the Government Sponsored Enterprises,
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The second source of funds comes from expansion of the Federal
Housing Administration’s home equity conversion mortgage product. To reach the goal of 1.5
million affordable housing units in 10 years, other dedicated sources of funding will have to be added,
which the bill anticipates and allows. The JRC recommends supporting the expansion of this
important new funding source.

4. Increase the HOME Investment Partnerships Program: The HOME Program is a primary
funding source for the King County Consortium’s affordable housing investments and is consistently
oversubscribed every year. Over the last three annual affordable housing capital funding rounds we
have been left with an $11 million backlog of housing projects that arc ready for development in King
County, but are stalled due to lack of adequatc public funding available, As with the CDBG
program, the HOME Program is in a unique position to deliver immediate impact for an economic
stimulus proposal.

5. Provide Full Funding for Section 8 Vouchers: The cutrent HUD Appropriations Bill is a great
improvement over the President’s budget for Section 8 vouchers, but falls short of need.
Unfortunately, HUD has not provided Congress with an accurate estimate of the amount needed to
renew Section & project-based assistance contracts, and this has resulted in a budget that may fall an
estimated $2 billion short of the actual amount necded to renew these contracts, The JRC
recommends supporting ful funding for this essential housing resource that serves families with
extremely low incomes and a very high risk of falling into homelessness.

Thank you for considering these priorities.

Sincerely,

Mo Foy,

Ava Frisinger
Mayor, City of Issaquah
Chair, Joint Recommendations Committee
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Suburban Cities Association "
6300 Southcenter Bounlevard, #206 nger, Mayor
. 5) 837-3 FAX (425) 837-3029
ila, WA 98188 muyor@al,imaqualt.wans

Dear SCA members:

I am writing to request your support in advocating for the lederal legislative prioritics adopted by the
Joint Recommendations Committee (JRC) for 2009. The interjurisdictional JRC provides specific
funding recommendations and advice on guidelines and procedures for King County and its CDBG,
HOME and Regional Affordable Housing Program consortia city partners on a wide range of atfordable
housing and community development issues.

President-Elect Obama has stated his infent to sign into law a stimulus bill, perhaps on the order of $500
billion or more to counter the loss of jobs and tightening of credit across the nation. Existing housing and
community development programs are uniquely suited to deliver an immediate fmpact due to the backlog
of projects awaiting ever decreasing pubtic and private financing.

Your supportt is requested for the following Federal Priorities in 2009 to create new jobs and affordable
housing for families in King County and across the nation.

1. Increase the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG): Since fiscal year 2001,
CDBG formula funding has declined from $4.41 billion to $3.71 billion annually, yet the need for
CDBG funds has not declined, and, in fact, has increascd over the same time period. The King
County Consortium uses CDBG funds for homeless prevention, emergency shelters and other
emergency assistance to very low-income households, housing repair, low-income housing
devclopment, infrastructure improvements, the development and rehabilitation of nonprofit human
service facilities, and economic development. CDBG is the Consortium’s largest single source of
funds, as well as its most flexible. It is vital to restorc funding to this important program to atleast
$4.1 billion annually, and to support efforts to use the CDBG program as a preferred vehicle for
economic stimulus in emergent legislation responding to the current economic crisis,

2. Increase McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Grants: Representatives overwhelmingly passed
the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act (HEARTH), HL.R. 7221.
The Bill consolidates the separate McKinney-Vento homeless assistance programs and increases
funding to $2.2 billion for the programs over the next 2 years, Advocates in Washington State and
across the nation have long argued over the bill’s definition of who would be considered homeless
under the program, and the HEARTH represents compromise between the two views, making great
strides in moving important program amendments forward, The bill is currently stalled in the Senate
by Senator Coburs, who has often held up housing and spending related bills.

3. Support the National Housing Trust Fund: The U.S. House of Representatives recently approved
H.R. 2895, the National Affordable Housing Trust Fund Act of 2007, a bill to increase the supply of
rental housing that very low and low-income houscholds can afford. The National Housing Trust
Fund would work in a similar manncr as Washington State’s Housing Trust Fund and the HOME
program, leveraging other funding sources to create new affordable housing. Federal funds would be
awarded to entitlement areas for the creation of very low and low-income housing, primarily serving
households with incomes of 30% median and below.

The House has already passed two sources of funding for the National Affordable Housing Trust
Fund, which the Congressional Budget Office estimates have a combined value of $800 miltion to $1
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Attachment 3 to the February 11, 2009 PIC Minutes
A proposal for a One-percent MVET authority for King County

David Baker, Public Issues Committee, February 11, 2009

The Regional Transit Committee recommends the following position regarding the MVET issue:

"To recommend to the SCA Board of Directors that the Suburban Cities Association remain neutral (final motion inserted OPPOSE) on King County's legislative proposal to gain statutory authority to levy a Motor Vehicle Excise Tax to fund transit services in part to help mitigate impacts of the replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct, as well as to fund Transit Now projects beyond 2009 and additional new service as funds permit.  If King County gains this statutory authority, SCA supports a voter-approved approach to levy the MVET with the distribution of new service hours based on the 40/40/20 subarea allocation formula."

This is the background the RTC was given prior to its January 28, 2009 meeting. Metro staff promised to provide RTC members updated information at the next RTC meeting February 25, 2009. 

The following was prepared from King County: 

Transit service in King County must grow — steeply — to support the recent agreement on replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct, to meet soaring public demand, and to play a critical role in a regional transportation system that will sustain the region’s economy, environment and quality of life.

The recent agreement on replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct portion of State Route 99 adds to the need for increased transit. Improved bus service during construction and enhanced ongoing service are integral parts of the proposed solution for this critical transportation corridor. Improved local bus service is also needed to support the growing regional public transportation network—especially Sound Transit’s regional rail and bus services.

Recognizing the important role local transit must play to keep people moving and help our region thrive, Governor Christine Gregoire, Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels and King County Executive Ron Sims recommend that King County levy a one percent Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) to fund transit services. King County is seeking authorization from the 2009 Washington Legislature to levy this local MVET. 

Why does King County need the one-percent MVET?

· To make the bored tunnel replacement for the Alaskan Way Viaduct work. The State of Washington, King County and the City of Seattle have reached consensus on a groundbreaking vision for replacing the Alaskan Way Viaduct with a four-lane bored tunnel along with improved bus service. While the tunnel is being built, the MVET would fund additional Metro bus service to mitigate the impacts of construction. After the tunnel is completed, the downtown segment of SR 99 will be a through route that will no longer have ramps linking the highway with mid-downtown streets. Ongoing additional transit service is an essential element of the tunnel hybrid solution. Buses will provide nearly 40 percent of all peak-period trips to downtown. 

· To create a new, stable revenue source for Metro. Metro is facing an annual revenue shortfall of more than $60 million due to the economic downturn and Metro’s heavy reliance on the sales tax. If a new revenue source is not found, the funding gap could result in a reduction of Metro’s planned system size by as much as one-sixth. Service reductions as soon as 2010 would be very likely.

· To meet current voter commitments and provide more bus service to more people and places throughout King County. Metro has increased service as promised by nearly five percent since the Transit Now initiative was approved by voters in 2006, but has been unable to keep up with higher-than-projected growth. Over the past three years, Metro’s ridership has grown nearly 20 percent. 
How would the MVET work?

The Motor Vehicle Excise Tax is based on the value of a vehicle and is paid at the time of registration. King County is seeking legislative authority for the Metropolitan King County Council to levy a one percent MVET on all vehicles in the county (medium- and heavy-duty trucks would be exempt). In 2007, a one-percent King County MVET would have yielded almost $120 million from about 1.6 million taxable vehicles (average approximately $75 per vehicle).

What will the public get for the MVET?

More transit, more often, to more places MVET funds could allow Metro to create new routes where buses would arrive every 15 minutes or better, allowing people to simply “show up and go” without consulting a timetable. These frequent routes could serve 50 percent or more of King County residents. Metro could also improve service quality by adding trips on heavily used routes. Today, buses on Metro’s popular corridors are often crowded and fall behind schedule because of high demand and roadway congestion. Added service on these routes would enhance the quality of bus travel and attract more people to transit.

Metro could use MVET funds to partner with WSDOT and Sound Transit to provide more bus service connections or more park-and-ride spaces along crowded freeway corridors. And Metro could provide more connections to growing communities in King County. Many cities are expanding, and Metro is committed to offering them fast, reliable service.

Metro also could expand and build on technological advancements such as GPS-based bus locator systems already under development to give people information that will help them use the system, plan trips, and find out when the next bus will arrive. 

How King County will use MVET revenue to support the viaduct solution

According to the agreement between the State of Washington, King County and the City of Seattle, the county will make the following improvements to make the bored-tunnel hybrid work:

· Enhance bus service during tunnel construction.

· Add a new RapidRide corridor between Burien and downtown Seattle.

· Enhance the new West Seattle, Ballard and Aurora RapidRide service.

· Enhance ongoing express and local bus service during peak periods.

· Make roadway modifications to improve transit speed and reliability.

· Expand park-and-ride capacity in Burien.

· Invest in transit base capacity.
For more information contact David Baker, RTC caucus chair, Dbaker@ci.kenmore.wa.us

Attachment 4 to the February 11, 2009 PIC Minutes
The Region Prepares for Economic Recovery Package

Don Gerend, Public Issues Committee, February 11, 2009

Overview of Congressional Action on Economic Recovery Legislation for Transportation Programs as of 1/29/09. Information provided by PSRC staff. 

The US House of Representatives passed an $819 Billion Economic Recovery bill on 1/28/09.  The Senate started debating its version of the bill.  After Senate action, the bills will need to be reconciled.  President Obama has set a deadline of February 16th for final approval.

US House: Transportation components of the House bill includes:

· FHWA—Highway & Bridge $30 billion

· FTA—Transit Formula Grants $7.5 billion 

· FTA—Transit Rail Modernization $2 billion

· FTA—New Starts $2.5 billion 
The USDOT’s total in all areas (including FAA and FRA) is $46.1 billion.

The bill contains strict “use it or lose it” timeline provisions based on the date the legislation is enacted.  Of note, House bill puts 50% of FHWA’s $30 billion under a 90 day deadline for obligation by states. With the unobligated amounts, FHWA would redistribute to higher obligating states. MPOs have less time to obligate funds. MPOs, like PSRC, have 75 days to “obligate” 50% of the funds.  The remaining 50% of funds must obligate within one year, or be lost to states which can obligate. The bill also includes priorities for project selection, including “projects that can award contracts within 90 days.”  All projects receiving funding must be completed within three years.

Of interest to PSRC, 55% of the FHWA money (less some set-asides) will go to the states directly – the state has discretion over these funds.  The other 45% mimics the current Surface Transportation Program (STP) structure:

· 10% for Enhancements (state discretion)

· Of the remaining 90%, 62.5% is sub-allocated by population to PSRC and other MPOs in the state, and 37.5% is for the state discretion.   (It is estimated that PSRC would receive roughly $60 million for project selection.)

PSRC would also have project selection responsibilities for FTA Transit Formula and New Start programs.  Amounts aren’t certain, but for planning purposes, expect roughly $120 million for PSRC project selection for FTA programs.

Olympia In total, Washington state could be expected to receive roughly $515 million in FHWA funding from the House bill.  Under the House bill, the state has discretion in three areas:  55% of total funds, the 10% for Enhancements, and 37.5% of STP funds.
The Governor’s staff is working with leadership in the state legislature to propose how the state will proceed with transportation funds the state has discretion over. Local projects are eligible for these funds. Leaders in the House and Senate have indicated interest in providing local projects access to portions of these funds. How much, and the methods for project selection, have not been worked out. City and County associations are advocating for access for local projects.

US Senate The Senate bill is still being analyzed, but contains significant differences from the House bill. Transportation components of the Senate bill include:

· FHWA–Highway & Bridge (STP) $27 bln  

· FTA - Transit Formula Grants $8.4 bln 

· USDOT Competitive Program (New) $5.5 bln 

· Ferry Grants $60 mln

The USDOT’s total in all areas (including FAA and FRA) is $45.6 billion.

The Association of Metropolitan Planning has reviewed a copy of the text and is highlighting the items below that are of importance to MPOs. Some of the language and intent is not yet clear and we’re working to understand it.  (Clarification is required because amounts available for projects selection to places like PSRC could be significant.)

· $27 billion for highway investments, using the existing STP formula. 
· $8.4 billion for investments in public transportation
· $5.5 billion for competitive grants to state and local governments for surface 
(The Federal Highway Administration requested an urgent one day tally of projects in Washington State that could be eligible for this proposed new grant program 1/28/09 - $7.4 billion in state and local projects were found.)

Olympia Our very rough calculation of total FHWA funding available to Washington State from the Senate bill is about $500 million, a little less than the House. The state is still trying to understand how the Senate bill would work here, just like us. Once significant details are clarified, expect that the Governor’s staff would confer with legislative leadership to fashion a proposal. 

PSRC action from November on:
The PSRC Regional Project Evaluation Committee and the four different county wide evaluation committees have set up criteria and to help pare down a list of recommended regional projects to forward to the state. The big focus was prioritizing projects that were ready for construction. This meant those projects that had all environmental and federal permits ready and were estimated to finish construction in 90 days were given first priority. 
For more information contact Karen Richter, PSRC staff, 206-971-3289 or KRicther@psrc.org

Draft Policy Framework for Selecting Economic Recovery Projects at PSRC

Core Framework Policies

1. Ready to go – project sponsor certification required

a. Environmental Process complete

b. Right of way certification complete

c. Ad ready (depending on federal deadline)

d. Completes a project or a project phase

e. Project must be completed in 3 years

2. Job Creation

a. Direct job creation 

b. Supports Regional Growth, Transportation andeconomic Strategies through projects that reflect local priorities

3. Zero Tolerance to maximize overall return to the region

a. Use it or lose it policy for managing funds

4. Projects must meet federal eligibility requirements

a. Surface Transportation Program (STP) and the Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), Transit or whatever restrictions defined by Congress

5. Projects must meet federal process requirements

a. In or able to be added to the Transportation Improvement Program or Statewide Trans Improvement Program (TIP/STIP)

b. In and/or Consistent with Destination 2030

c. Meets Air Quality Conformity

d. Complete National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) process

6. Open and Transparent selection process by PSRC Boards

7. Balance

a. Geographic

b. Mode and Project Type

OPTIONS FOR SELECTING PROJECTS TO RECEIVE ECONOMIC RECOVERY FUNDS
	
	Description
	Highway Program
	Transit Program
	Pros
	Cons

	Option 1
	Split Regional and Countywide/Earned Share Selection (adopted PSRC policy for project selection)
	50% Regional ($30m)

50% Countywide

- King $15.55m

- Kitsap $2.04m

- Pierce $6.65m

- Snohomish $5.76m
	86% Earned Share (total $103.7m)

14% Regional ($16.3m)

-Bremerton  $ 2.4 m

-Marysville $1.2 m

-STE  $100.1m
	Adopted policy from 2009 Policy Framework – familiar to region
	Hard to do large projects either regionally or at Countywides

	Option 2
	100% Regional Selection
	$60m for regional competition 

to be recommended by Regional Project Evaluation Committee (RPEC)
	$120 m for 100% Regional
	May be easier to select larger projects
	Smaller projects that might be considered at Countywide level might fall off of the list; larger projects might be harder to achieve geographic balance

	Option 3
	100% Countywide/Earned Share Selection
	Countywide Competition ($60m), Split by Population:

- King $31.1m

- Kitsap $4.1m

- Pierce $13.3m

- Snohomish $11.5m
	$120 m for 100% Earned Share

-Bremerton $2.8m

-Marysville $1.4m

-STE $115.8m
	Easier to get geographic balance
	Harder to fund larger regional priority projects

	Option 4
	Merge Regional Economic Recovery funding with Regular 2011/2012 Regional Pot
	50% of funding ($30m)  for Countywide selects now:

- King $15.5 

- Kitsap $2.04 

- Pierce $6.65m 

- Snohomish $5.76m

- $30m regional merged with $42.61m regular STP/CMAQ Competition for a $72.61 m combined pot
	- $103.7m Earned Share selected now

-$16.3m Regional reserved to combine with regular $32.2 m FTA regional competition for total $48.5m
	Achieves geographic balance through countywide process, and creates larger regional pot so that regional selections could also meet geographic balance.
	Combining funding might lead to a delay that might not meet economic recovery timelines; Could lose focus on economic recovery funds and the jobs they are to create


Assumptions for PSRC Region: Highway Program $60 million & Transit Program $120 million
DRAFT SCHEDULE FOR ECONOMIC RECOVERY FUNDS AND THE PSRC TIP AND PLAN PROCESSES
February 6, 2009:
Regional Project Evaluation Committee (RPEC) meeting to discuss next steps on prioritization

February 12, 2009:
Transportation Policy Board (TPB) meeting

February 20, 2009:
Anticipated date of bill 

February 26, 2009:
Executive Board (EB) meeting
February 27, 2009:
Anticipated date for allocation of funds to WA State

March 2, 2009:
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) finalizes its list for PSRC region
March XX, 2009:
Possible out-of-cycle EB meeting
March 12, 2009:
TPB meeting

March 26, 2009:
EB meeting
Option 1 – FAST TRACK
February 20, 2009:
All Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) applications, plan approval/amendment requests for anticipated Economic Recovery projects submitted to PSRC; 


Economic Recovery amounts to PSRC possibly determined
February 26, 2009:
EB meeting to determine prioritization process and finalize project list; action taken on any required D2030 approvals,

amendments, etc. for Economic Recovery projects

March 6, 2009:
PSRC submits amendment to WSDOT including Economic Recovery projects

March 27, 2009:
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) amendment approved, projects can obligate funds

Option 2– EXTENDED PROCESS 
February 20, 2009:
Economic Recover amounts to PSRC possibly determined
February 26, 2009:
EB meeting to determine prioritization process

February 27, 2009:
All TIP applications for anticipated Economic Recovery projects submitted to PSRC

March XX, 2009:
Special EB meeting on any required D2030 approvals, amendments, etc. for Economic Recovery projects; final selection of projects
March 20, 2009:
PSRC submits amendment to WSDOT including Economic Recovery projects

April 10, 2009:
STIP amendment approved, projects can obligate funds

Option 3– HYBRID
February 20, 2009:
All TIP applications for anticipated Economic Recovery projects submitted to PSRC
February 26, 2009:
EB meeting to review proposed prioritization; Economic Recover amounts to PSRC possibly determined
March 6, 2009:
Submit “illustrative” list of anticipated Economic Recovery projects to STIP
March XX, 2009:
Special EB meeting on any required D2030 approvals, amendments, etc. for Economic Recovery projects; final selection of projects

March XX, 2009:
Notify WSDOT of final Economic Recovery projects
March 27, 2009:
STIP amendment approved, projects can obligate funds

Attachment 5 to the February 11, 2009 PIC Minutes
Update on the 520 Tolling Implementation Committee

Don Gerend, Public Issues Committee meeting, February 11, 2009

Information provided by Tolling Implementation Committee staff David Hopkins 

520 Tolling Implementation Committee:

· Bob Drewel, Executive Director, Puget Sound Regional Council 

· Paula Hammond, Washington State Secretary of Transportation
· Dick Ford, Washington State Transportation Commission
The 520 Tolling Implementation Committee was created by the Washington State Legislature in 2008 to:

· Evaluate tolls as a means of financing a portion of the new 520 Bridge.
· Engage citizens and regional leadership in the understanding of tolling alternatives.
· Provide recommendations on potential mitigation measures for toll diversion, where needed. 

· Report to the Governor and Legislature in 2009.
The committee’s role is NOT to recommend a specific toll or solution for funding the bridge. That is a legislative decision and responsibility. 

Overview of Work Completed: The committee conducted two rounds of public engagement based on technical analysis of ten tolling scenarios where it looked at tolling rates, the year that tolling could begin, either 2010 or 2016, travel speeds, potential diversion rates, tolling 520 only and tolling 520 and I-90. 
In the end, the committee reviewed 10 scenarios
Introduction to Findings

Revenues: The legislature gave the committee a funding target to achieve through tolls of $1.5 to $2 billion. 
· The scenarios investigated raised between $654 million and $2.4 billion.

· One 520 only scenario met the low end of the target at $1.5 billion. The others were less than that.

· All two-bridge scenarios met or exceeded the legislative target.


Toll rates: Toll rates investigated ranged from an average of $1.70 to $2.92 one way. The lowest toll looked at was $1.64 and the highest was $5.35 one way.  The tolls will vary by the time of day.  
Electronic Tolling: Tolls will be collected electronically using transponders or video tolling, with no toll booths
Early Tolling: Tolling in 2010 raises more funds and reduces the cost of borrowing compared to tolling beginning in 2016. It would also, if the state legislature approves, enable use of $154 million in Federal funds from the Urban Partnership Agreement. $86 million of that would go directly to the 520 bridge to pay for tolling and traffic management infrastructure. 
Traffic conditions

· With tolls in place, volumes decrease as speeds increase on the facility and the approaches to that facility. 

· Speeds decrease on alternate routes. The decrease is less than the increase on the tolled routes.

Diversion: The committee considered four types of diversion:
· To another route

· To transit or carpooling

· To another time of day

· Changing destinations

I-90 sees the most diversion when you toll 520. However, existing congestion throughout the system reduces diversion. Transit ridership in the 520 corridor goes up about 35 percent if service is added. 

Public engagement and feedback: The committee conducted an extensive public outreach effort through its website, public meetings, media coverage and web and phone surveys. The committee engaged over 16,000 people during this six month effort, receiving comments from communities all around the lake. It also conferred with local elected leaders and the business community from all around Lake Washington, receiving feedback from about 20 communities. 
Diversion and Mitigation Local communities are very concerned about the potential for tolls to cause traffic to divert to local arterials and roadways. The legislature specifically tasked the Committee to confer with locals and to recommend potential mitigation strategies.
The committee is taking a two-pronged approach to this effort.

1) Keep as much traffic on 520 as possible. The intent is to manage the toll levels to keep traffic on the bridge and to meet revenue expectations. 

2) The second step is to target mitigation efforts to the five areas most likely to be affected – 522, I-90, I-405, I-5 and the University area. Measures could include: 

a. Adding traffic monitoring, electronic driver information signs, new traffic management technology where there are gaps in the system. 

b. Working with Sound Transit and Metro to allocate new service hours in the corridor. 
Committee’s Feedback to the Legislature:

· People are overwhelmingly supportive of using tolls to fund a portion of the 520 bridge

· Phone survey results indicate a 2:1 margin in support of using tolling as a funding mechanism

· Respondents like the idea of electronic toll collection and variable tolls. Nearly ¾ of respondents don’t like stopping at toll booths and 70% are supportive of variable tolling. 

· People are favorable of early tolling when they realize it reduces the toll rates and financing costs. It’s a pocketbook issue for most people. 

· However, support for tolling in 2010 goes down, but is still over 50% if it makes 520 faster, but slows down I-90
Next steps: The draft report is out now. You can find it at Build520.org.  The report has been submitted to the state Legislature. These decisions include whether to authorize tolling on 520 and whether to begin toll collection when the bridge is under construction. 
For more information contact David Hopkins, Tolling Implementation Committee, hopkida@wsdot.wa.gov, 206-464-1194
Attachment 6 to the February 11, 2009 PIC Minutes
Update on the Approval of the Tourism/Visitors and Military Cluster Strategies 
at the PSRC EDD Board
Denis Law, Public Issues Committee, February 11, 2009

AT ISSUE

At its November 12, 2008 meeting, the EDD Board provided preliminary approval of the recommendations of the Prosperity Partnership's Tourism/Visitors Industry Working Group and Military Working Group. These Working Groups — charged with developing strategies to better support and enhance these industry clusters in our region — each proposed four initiatives for the region and state to undertake. Since the November 2008 EDD Board meeting, staff has been working with Berk and Associates — the consultant on the project — to finalize the strategy, including the creation of a final report summarizing the process and participants; the data collected and analyzed; and the activities, responsibilities and timeline for carrying out the proposed initiatives. 

DISCUSSION

The Military Working Group — co-chaired by Rear Admiral James Symonds of the U.S. Navy and Carol Evanoff of Lockheed Martin — met four times to identify ways to not only better support the military bases in the region and the businesses that work with them, but also military spouses, children and veterans.

The Tourism/Visitors Working Group — co-chaired by Carla Murray of Starwood Hotels and Bob Aylward of the Seattle Mariners — met five times to determine how to grow opportunities to bring both business and leisure travelers to the central Puget Sound, particularly in months currently considered "shoulder seasons." The Tourism/Visitors and Military working groups each identified four main initiatives, which guided the selection of specific action items and implementation strategies.

Military Initiatives

· Understand and support the military mission in Washington state and at individual bases

· Enhance employment opportunities for military spouses and veterans

· Improve education opportunities for military personnel, spouses and children

· Use business attraction, retention and expansion strategies to expand the region's military industry cluster

Tourism/Visitor Initiatives

· Develop major events that draw people to the region

· Support expansion of the Washington State Convention & Trade Center

· Provide infrastructure and support to become known as an "International Region"

· Identify new niches and initiatives to promotion regional tourism

The full strategy is available for review and comment at:

http://www.prosperitypartnership.org/DraftMilitaryTourismVisitorClusterStrategy.pdf
For your convenience, an executive summary is found on the back. 
Prosperity Partnership Tourism/Visitor and Military Cluster Strategies

Tourism as an Economic Force in the Regional Economy

Tourism plays a significant role in the Puget Sound economy; measured in terms of jobs, it is the largest cluster in the region, with more than 108,000 jobs. The tourism and visitor cluster spans hospitality; culinary and recreation industries, including hotels, restaurants, and spas; guided tours and transportation; sports and recreation facilities; and cultural institutions. The tourism and visitor industry also creates substantial upstream and downstream benefits in related industries such as the wine, arts and culture, film, and music industries, thereby supporting the region's cultural community and quality of life.

While growth in this industry has been robust, a strategic approach to building on the cluster's strengths and addressing its challenges could be catalytic, enabling it to expand its geographic reach and job creation potential. The Prosperity Partnership's tourism and visitor industry cluster strategy is designed to:

· Attract more group and corporate travelers, for longer stays;

· Attract more visitors and tourists during the spring and fall "shoulder seasons";

· Help develop the supporting infrastructure to enable expanded visitor activities within the region;

· Provide a more satisfying and successful experience for visitors and tourists once they arrive here;

· Communicate the sector's economic reach and benefits to key audiences.

The Military has a Significant Role in Our Regional Economy

The military presence in the Puget Sound region includes major bases for the Army (Fort Lewis), Navy (Naval Base Kitsap and Naval Base Everett), and Air Force (McChord Air Force Base), as well as installations for the Washington National Guard and Coast Guard. Collectively, these installations directly support over 125,000 jobs in the region (more than 60,000 of which are held by non-military personnel) and provide more than $3 billion annually in total payroll.

In addition to economic activity generated by the operation of these bases, a wide range of Department of Defense contracts support many private sector contractors and subcontractors in the region. In 2006, defense contracting activity in the Puget Sound region (both base- and non-base related) totaled $3.7 billion.

The Working Group determined that as an overarching goal, the military cluster strategy must provide "mission support" for the military presence in the region. Mission support includes any activity that makes it easier for the military to achieve strategic national defense objectives and for individual bases to play their expected roles. In addition the strategy addresses:
· General awareness of military cluster benefits and challenges;
· The encroachment of non-military development into areas surrounding military installations is a major challenge for military operations in the region;

· Better facilitating the transfer of professional certifications and education requirements between states, better allowing for families of military members to quickly integrate into their new community.
For more information contact: Chris Strow at (206) 971-3051 or cstrow@psrc.org
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SUBJECT

A briefing on the State Legislative agenda: Proposed amendments to MIDD non-supplantation language
BACKGROUND

RCW 82.104.460

In 2005, the Washington State Legislature authorized counties to enact local sales and use tax of one tenth of one percent to fund the delivery of new or expanded mental health and chemical dependency programs and therapeutic courts. The RCW (attachment 1) that codifies the one tenth of one percent sales tax also includes specific language prohibiting the use of the funds to supplant existing funding for mental health, chemical dependency and therapeutic court programs. Lapsed Federal funding that previously provided for the operation or delivery of mental health, chemical dependency and therapeutic court programs was allowed to be supplanted by the one tenth funds. 

On November 13, 2007, the King County Council passed Ordinance 15949 implementing the additional tax as authorized under RCW 82.14.460. The tax increase became effective on April 1, 2008. Ordinance 15949 also specifies that the tax will expire on January 1, 2017. Ordinance 15955 established the mental health and drug dependency fund and describes and limits the purposes for which the money in this fund may be spent.  Both ordinances are consistent with the current statutory limitations on these funds found in RCW 82.14.460. 
RCW 82.14.460 was amended in 2008 to state that moneys collected under the county-authorized sales and use tax for mental health and chemical dependency services and therapeutic courts could also be used for housing that is a component of a coordinated chemical dependency or mental health treatment program or service. 

King County’s Mental Illness and Drug Dependency Activities

King County refers to the revenue generated under RCW 82.14.460 as the Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) funds. The MIDD funded programs and strategies are overseen by a 30-person advisory Oversight Committee. The committee provides recommendations on MIDD programs and services to the Executive and the Council for consideration and potential action. 

The MIDD programs and strategies are guided by the MIDD Implementation Plan which was adopted via Ordinance 16261. There are currently 37 discreet program activities that the MIDD funds. Examples of MIDD mental health programs include increasing access to mental health treatment providing school based suicide prevention services. Examples of chemical dependency services include chemical dependency professional education and training and prevention services to children of substance abusers. King County operates a variety of therapeutic courts that may be expanded by MIDD funds, including the award winning Mental Health Court and Adult Drug Diversion Court. The county’s other therapeutic courts include: Family Treatment Court, Juvenile Drug Court, Juvenile Treatment Court, and Dependency Court. In addition to funding the MIDD strategies, the MIDD will fund 335 units of supportive housing in 2009.

As noted earlier, the MIDD funds are restricted to the delivery of new or expanded mental health and chemical dependency programs and therapeutic courts; the funds cannot be used to support existing programs. The 2009 adopted budget estimates that the MIDD will bring in nearly $48.6 million in revenue.

2009 King County Budget

The 2009 budget required King County to manage an unprecedented general fund revenue shortfall of $93.4 million. The deficit necessitated that the county make significant reductions to services and programs considered “discretionary” or non-essential. Though therapeutic courts fell under the non-essential category, the 2009 budget restored funding to ensure the continuation of important and successful therapeutic court programs. The 2010 budget will bring another deficit and again call for the county to revisit funding of the remaining discretionary services, including therapeutic courts. 

SUMMARY OF HOUSE BILL 1147

Washington State Representative Sam Hunt and others have sponsored House Bill (HB) 1147 (attachment 2). HB 1147 modifies the provisions of the local option taxes and amends associated RCWs, including 82.14.460. Other RCWs are affected by HB 1147, but for the purpose of this briefing, the focus is on the effect of HB 1147 on King County’s MIDD tax as authorized under 82.14.460. If enacted as currently drafted, HB 1147 would:

1. Eliminate the non-supplantation restriction of 82.14.460;

2. Continue to restrict funds collected under 82.14.460 to be used solely for mental health, chemical dependency, and therapeutic court programs and services;

3. Eliminate the “new or expanded” requirement for mental health and chemical dependency services and programs funded with revenue collected under 82.14.460;

4. Continue the “new or expanded” requirement for therapeutic courts;

5. Effective retroactively to October 2008 as well as prospectively.

ANALYSIS OF HOUSE BILL 1147
If enacted, HB 1147 could have the following effects on King County’s MIDD revenue:

· Would allow the use of MIDD funds for any current, existing mental health or chemical dependency program or services, not restricting the fund to support only new or expanded mental health or chemical dependency program or services;

· Would not allow the use of MIDD funds for any current, existing therapeutic court programs or services and continue to restrict MIDD funds to support only new or expanded therapeutic court programs and services;

· MIDD funds would continue to be spent only on mental health, chemical dependency and therapeutic court services and programs, meaning MIDD funds could not be used to support non mental health, chemical dependency or therapeutic court services or for general government purposes.

In summary, HB 1147 maintains the specific mental health and chemical dependency scope for revenue collected under 82.14.460. While the scope is maintained, HB 1147 also provides greater flexibility for the County to utilize MIDD funds for any mental health or chemical dependency service or program, regardless of whether the program or service is new or existing. As noted, HB 1147 does not extend this flexibility to the therapeutic court programs, as the bill maintains the restriction that only new or expanded therapeutic court programs could be supported with the funds. Finally, if the Legislature adopts this bill, the Council would need to revise the current County code restrictions on the use of MIDD funds.
SUMMARY OF SENATE BILL 5301

On January 20th, Washington State Senator James Hargrove has sponsored Senate Bill (SB) 5301 (attachment 3). Senator Hargrove is the author of the original legislation that became RCW 82.14.460. SB 5301 modifies RCW 82.14.460. If enacted as currently drafted, SB 5301 would:

1. Revise the non-supplantation restriction of 82.14.460 to allow for up to ten percent of monies collected under the RCW to be used to supplant existing funding for mental health, chemical dependency, and therapeutic court programs and services;

2. Requires that aside from the ten percent limit, all other funds are to be used for new or expanded mental health, chemical dependency, therapeutic court programs and services;

3. Continue to restrict funds collected under 82.14.460 to be used solely for mental health, chemical abuse, and therapeutic court programs and services;

4. Provide an end date for the revised supplantation restrictions of June 30, 2013.
ANALYSIS OF HOUSE BILL 5301
If enacted, SB 5301 could have the following effects on King County’s MIDD revenue:

· MIDD funds would continue to be spent only on mental health, chemical dependency and therapeutic court services and programs, meaning MIDD funds could not be used to support non mental health, chemical dependency or therapeutic court services or for general government purposes;

· Would allow the use of MIDD funds to supplant up to ten percent current, existing mental health, chemical dependency program or services and therapeutic courts funds;

· Would restrict 90 percent of MIDD funds to be used for new or expanded mental health, chemical dependency, and therapeutic court programs and services;

· Allows supplanting for only three years, ending in 2013.

In summary, SB 5301 maintains the specific mental health and chemical dependency scope for revenue collected under 82.14.460 while providing greater but still limited flexibility to fund mental health, chemical dependency and therapeutic court services and programs. SB 5301 specifies that up to ten percent of MIDD revenues could be supplanted to any existing mental health or therapeutic court program or service, while requiring that the 90 percent of remaining MIDD funds would be dedicated to the new and expanded programs called for under RCW 82.14.460. The revision to non-supplantation language would expire in 2013. Finally, if the Legislature adopts this bill, the Council would need to revise the current County code restrictions on the use of MIDD funds.
FISCAL IMPACT

· HB 1147 would allow any amount of MIDD funds to be used to supplant other dwindling revenues for existing mental health and chemical dependency services. Supplantation of MIDD funds to other non mental health, chemical dependency, or therapeutic court services or programs would not be allowed, prohibiting the use of MIDD funds for other purposes such as general government costs, parks, or elections. Finally, existing therapeutic courts services and programs would not be allowed to utilize MIDD funds to supplant other at-risk revenue streams. 

· SB 5301 would allow ten percent of MIDD funds to be used to supplant other dwindling revenues for existing mental health, chemical dependency, and therapeutic court services and programs. Supplantation of MIDD funds to other non mental health, chemical dependency, or therapeutic court services or programs would not be allowed, prohibiting the use of MIDD funds for other purposes such as general government costs, parks, or elections. 

OTHER OPTIONS

Other concepts that address the non-supplantation language of RCW 82.14.460 are being considered and drafted. Such options might include eliminating the “new and expanded” requirement for therapeutic courts or provide supplanting flexibility only for therapeutic courts. This committee will continue receive updates on MIDD related non supplantation language throughout the legislative process.

INVITED

· Kurt Triplett, Chief of Staff, King County Executive Office
· Julie Murray, Policy Director, Washington Association of Counties
ATTACHMENTS

1. RCW 82.14.460

2. House Bill 1147

3. Senate Bill 5301
Attachment 8 to the February 11, 2009 PIC Minutes
Recommendation that MSWMAC replace RPC as the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum

Issue:  In 1989 (and later for some cities), the cities and King County entered into interlocal agreements (ILAs) related to solid waste management.  One of these ILAs, called the “Forum ILA”, establishes a Solid Waste Interlocal Forum (SWIF) to advise King County on solid waste management planning and policy issues.  An addendum to the Forum ILA names the Regional Policy Committee (RPC) as SWIF.  In March 2007, the Interjurisdictional Technical Staff Group that supports MSWMAC issued a Governance Report that addresses various governance issues, such as dispute resolution and financial policies, including host city mitigation.  The report recommends, among other things, that MSWMAC replace RPC as SWIF (see Background below).  

At its January 2009 meeting, MSWMAC directed its chair to begin the process of implementing that recommendation by bringing the issue before the SCA Public Issues Committee (PIC) as a prelude to an official SCA policy position.  This would give non-MSWMAC cities an opportunity to weigh in.  Furthermore, an official SCA policy position would provide guidance to the SCA caucus of RPC when the proposal comes before them for action.

Background:  The Forum ILA defines the membership of SWIF as “representatives of unincorporated King County designated by the King County Council, representatives of the City of Seattle designated by the City of Seattle, and representatives of other incorporated cities and towns within King County that are signatories to the Forum Interlocal Agreement.”  Since the ILAs were originally signed, the City of Seattle has withdrawn from the county’s regional solid waste system, choosing to operate its own solid waste management system.  Yet Seattle continues to be a member of RPC, which functions as SWIF.  Representation for unincorporated King County residents is provided by county councilmembers on RPC.  

Although RPC meets regularly, the committee has convened infrequently as SWIF and has not had the dedicated time to focus on solid waste planning at the developmental stages.  This is primarily due to the broad purview of RPC, which meets monthly to evaluate policies of regional significance in the critical areas of public health, human services, housing, criminal justice, jails and district court services, and others.      

In response to the cities’ concerns about regional solid waste issues, MSWMAC was formed to provide a dedicated forum.  MSWMAC is open to all cities that have solid waste ILAs with the county.  Twenty-two cities are currently represented on MSWMAC, with 14 cities represented at an average meeting.  MSWMAC has established a regular monthly meeting schedule, created bylaws, and completed a considerable body of work, including collaborating with the Solid Waste Division (SWD) and Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) on four analytical planning reports that led to the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan adopted by the County Council in December 2007.  Currently, MSWMAC is reviewing draft sections of the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan update to be issued next year.

MSWMAC is seeking to have MSWMAC replace RPC as SWIF, because it would formalize the current roles of MSWMAC and RPC in solid waste management planning.  RPC would continue to provide policy review for solid waste and other regional issues.  Formal changes to SWIF would require an amendment to the ILA that each city and the county would have to approve.  There are also other governance issues that will likely be brought before PIC that would require amending the ILA, such as dispute resolution.  MSWMAC has not yet discussed with the county the process and schedule for amending the ILA.

Recommendation:  It is recommended that PIC support the proposal that MSWMAC replace RPC as SWIF, while recognizing RPC’s role as the policy review body for solid waste and other regional issues.

For additional information contact Jean Garber (jeang@ci.newcastle.wa.us or 425-277-9327)
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