BOARD OF ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MINUTES OF MEETNG  338
AUGUST 12, 2009 – WORK SESSIONS


The County Commissioners met during Chairman’s portion of Work Session on Wednesday, August 12, 2009, at 10:00 a.m., in the Island County Annex Building, Commissioners’ Hearing Room, B-102, Coupeville, WA.  

Present were:

County Commissioners:   John Dean, Chair 


Staff:  Pam Dill




        Helen Price Johnson, Member  



 




        Angie Homola, Member 

Staff Present:  Elaine Marlow       

Others Present:   Karen Bishop, Karen Krug, Erin Borden, Ron Shultz, Washington State Conservation Commission, Marianne Edain,

Subject:   Whidbey Island Conservation District Assessment (WICD)

Attachments:   none 

Information:  Karen Bishop noted that the Board received the Special Assessment Proposal Package on July 30, 2009.   The package includes:

· The WICD/SCD Assessment Proposal

· WICD 2010 Work Plan and 2010 Budget 

· The WICD/SCD Assessment Roll

· A Special Benefits Analysis Report prepared by Dr. Carolyn Henri of Resource Consulting, LLC

· Copies of support letters from stakeholders and citizens 

· Public outreach documentation 

Karen Krug noted that RCW 89.08.400 requires the Board to hold a public hearing on the proposed system of assessments. After the hearing, the Board may accept, or modify and accept, the proposed system of assessments, including the number of years during which the special assessments shall be imposed, if it finds that both the public interest will be served by the imposition of the special assessments and that the special assessments to be imposed on any land will not exceed the special benefit that the land receives or will receive from the activities of the conservation district. Notice of the public hearings shall be posted conspicuously in at least five places throughout the conservation district, and published once a week for two consecutive weeks in a newspaper in general circulation throughout the conservation district, with the date of the last publication at least five days prior to the public hearing. 

Commissioner Homola said she was hopeful that there is an ongoing relationship between the various entities in Island County that are trying to achieve similar goals. She thought that perhaps the Conservation District could start out with a smaller assessment and build up to the 5.00/per parcel over time.   

Ron Shultz, Washington State Conservation Commission, said part of his role with the Commission is helping Districts across the state with their assessments. He noted that the legislature has asked the Governor to take a look at natural resource agencies and help find ways to improve the work those agencies do. The Commission is encouraging county governments to think about how conservation districts can help accomplish some of their objectives. 

The Commission is developing a new program, as part of the Natural Resource Reform, called Landowner Incentive Programs Service Delivery. The program is designed to improve how incentive programs from state agencies are delivered to landowners. The Commission works with conservation districts to bring together people at the local level to find out what the natural resource needs are and how best to accomplish those objectives.  One of the advantages of the Commission working with   conservation districts is they can direct state and federal dollars  into local programs to help bring everybody together to become  more effective and efficient with the limited money that everyone has.  

Karen Bishop said the Conservation District is generally involved with anything related to natural resources. They are aware of their efficiency and resources and feel that there is no duplication happening rather they are enhancing each other by all being at the table. They have a key role in Low Impact Development (LID) activities and have the ability to work on the ground with individual landowners.  

Erin Borden said the Conservation District works with all groups to enhance their programs whether it is agriculture, natural resources or water quality.   

Commissioner Homola felt it was important since the Conservation District is asking for public money to figure out what is public information and what is not, such as the farm plans which are currently not public information.  

Ron Shultz noted that Clark County’s critical area ordinance has a 35’ no touch buffer that is complaint based enforced. The landowner is referred to the Clark County Conservation District who helps them put together a plan to address any impacts to the critical area.  The District works with the landowners to implement incentive programs that are available from a variety of sources. The end result would be feedback for policies that work at the county level. 

Marianne Edain, WEAN, said if Island County is going to rely on farm plans, submitted by landowners to the Conservation District to meet critical area requirements, then Island County needs to be able to evaluate those plans. She also felt that Conservation District elections should be put on the ballot.   

Follow up: Okay with Board to place on agenda to schedule public hearings.    

The County Commissioners met during Chairman’s portion of Work Session on Wednesday, August 12, 2009, at 10:30 a.m., in the Island County Annex Building, Commissioners’ Hearing Room, B-102, Coupeville, WA.  

Present were:

County Commissioners:   John Dean, Chair 


Staff:  Pam Dill




        Helen Price Johnson, Member  



 




        Angie Homola, Member 

Staff Present:  Elaine Marlow, Kerry Graves, Aaron Henderson    

Others Present:    Jacque Klug, DOE, Don Lee, WRAC 

Subject:   WRAC – Rain water harvesting/water rights 

Attachments:   handouts 

Discussion: Jacque Klug, DOE, noted that DOE is re-evaluating the legal status of rainwater collection. DOE is looking in depth at the water code, common law and legislative history to re-examine the legal issues associated with rainwater catchment. DOE will describe its interpretation of rainwater catchment in an interpretative policy statement.    

Don Lee noted that in the meantime, the WRAC would like to keep the momentum going to address water right issues with rainwater catchment in Island County. The WRAC established a rainwater catchment subcommittee and they have identified a strategy for addressing rainwater catchment issues and implementing the Water Resource Management Plan recommendation. The strategy includes three paths based on water storage thresholds:

· Small-scale rainwater catchment is considered de minimis and is exempt from tracking. As a staring point, the rainwater subcommittee will assess if less than 5,000 gallons of storage is de minimis. 

· Up to 25,000 galloons of roof-top rainwater storage – uses would be covered under a general permit 

· Greater than 25,000 gallons – uses would require individual water right 

The WRAC has reserved some of the watershed planning grant funding to contract a technical consultant to evaluate the hydrologic impacts from rainwater catchment under these scenarios. The results of these technical studies would shape the requirements of the general permit and are necessary to meet the legal requirements of water right decisions. The WRAC will wait to proceed for a few months to see if Ecology’s review of rainwater catchment will address the water right issues associated with rainwater catchment. The WRAC would like to resolve this issue by the end of the year regardless of what the state does.  

Don noted that the WRAC would like to also include consideration of a “gray water” policy, primarily to modify the state plumbing code. Commissioner Homola noted that she was a member of the State Building Code Council and would be glad to help pass along to them any modifications. 

Jacque Klug noted that the Washington legislature cut water right processing in the recent biennial budget. As a result, the staff person assigned to process water right applications in Island County has been eliminated and DOE will no longer be able to support water right processing in Island County.  When the WRAC and DOE developed the Early Action Water Rights Processing Plan in 2001 there were 105 new applications and 33 change applications on file. Presently there are 33 new applications and 1 change application on file for Island County. This progress is a direct result from the hard work of the WRAC and the excellent technical work from the hydrology program in Island County. There are a few steps that Island County can take to enhance water right processing options for applicants in Island County, one is a fully functioning Water Conservancy Board and the other is a Cost Reimbursement Process.  

A Cost Reimbursement Process refers to a contract developed between a water right applicant and DOE under which the applicant agrees to reimburse the state for the cost of hiring a private consultant to review their water right application plus any senior (in line ahead) applications from the same source of water. The consultant does the same work that DOE staff does for water right decisions, including completing hydrogeologic evaluations and preparing a report with findings. DOE staff makes the final decision on the application. The technical work conducted for the development of the Island County Water Resource Management Plan will be beneficial to water right applicants entering into cost reimbursement and may be able to reduce some steps in the process. 

The Water Conservancy Board operates as a separate unit of local government. Presently, the Island County Water Conservancy Board is not fully functioning under the Water Conservancy Board Law. There has been recent activity to reconstitute the Board and DOE is willing to work with the BICC to get the Water Conservancy Board running and authorized to process water right transfer applications. 

Don Lee noted that the WRAC will be discussing the Water Conservancy Board with the BICC at their September 9th work session and non-point pollution in October.  

The County Commissioners met during Chairman’s portion of Work Session on Wednesday, August 12, 2009, at 10:50 a.m., in the Island County Annex Building, Commissioners’ Hearing Room, B-102, Coupeville, WA.  

Present were:

County Commissioners:   John Dean, Chair 



Staff:  Pam Dill




     Helen Price Johnson, Member  



 




     Angie Homola, Member 

Staff Present: Elaine Marlow, Sylvia Fairfax, Greg Banks, Cathy Caryl, Debbie Thompson, Paula Bradshaw        

Others Present:    Marianne Edain 

Subject:  Public Records Act/email procedures   

Attachments:   yes 

Discussion: Debbie Thompson noted that this issue came up when a member of the public filed a Public Disclosure request and requested electronic versions of any documents available in that format. The requester was informed by County staff that they could not be provided with the documents electronically and instead paper copies were provided at a cost of .25 cents per page.  The County does not have the technology to provide “kiosk” access to e-mail without providing access to the network. The requester was also informed that they could not scan the copies that were provided.    

Commissioner Price Johnson said the crux of this issue is the inability to redact electronic records. Copies have to be made, confidential information redacted, and it is a policy question whether or not to charge the public for those records. The requestor might take only 5 pages out of a 500 page file that has been created and can only be charged for those 5 pages.   

Cathy Caryl explained that each employee has a PST file and that is where their email resides. The County does not have the technology to provide the entire PST file. Someone would have to search for the information requested and print it out.  The PST file is not in a format that is readable. 

Sylvia Fairfax, Records Manager, noted that there have been some recent discussions about the usefulness and ability of PST files to deliver an integrated record. The professional opinion is no because it changes the metadata. Unless that email has been saved as a message file, not a PST component, you don’t actually have access to the metadata in the record and that may make a difference in terms of what a requester is intending to use that email for.    

The ability to provide email without creating additional records is a question that arises in the Public Records Act. You are not required to create records for requestors that you don’t ordinarily create in the normal course of business. That does not mean you can’t provide information to the public, but it does allow you to take a balanced approach about what is possible for you to provide within the framework of the technology available.   

Commissioner Homola noted the need for Island County to have some sort of policy for saving and purging emails.  

Sylvia pointed out that the use of emails and the classifications of email using subject line headings have been presented every six months by the state archives. She has provided that type of training for the last five years. It is very rudimentary and part of the problem is that elected officials and department heads do not release their staff to come to the trainings. Her ideal training scenario would be web based. The second option would be a classroom setting with computers. 

One of the requirements that the state places on us currently is that any software that is being used within county or municipal structure has to be capable of identifying records by record series which is the core and foundational element of constructing a records retention schedule. There are many exceptions for why you shouldn’t automatically purge according to the retention schedule. One of those has to do with archival appraisal.   The greatest bulk of interest needs to be toward those non-potentially archivable files, which make up approximately 95% of all electronic documents. One of the ways to address this is to go with an electronic document management system that has built in retention software and recording capability. The County has a pilot Laserfiche program in the Clerks office which is capable of doing that. It does have an email component so that the email actually becomes part of that management system; however it is a very expensive system.  Cathy Caryl estimated a county wide system would cost $600,000.   

Commissioner Price Johnson said if the County’s goal is to have standardized use of electronic records and filing of electronic records Human Resources should be a part of the training. An overview of what is expected as an organization to comply with state law would be helpful. 

Greg pointed out that every department is going to have different filing and retrieval needs.  

Sylvia noted that there are basically 4 types of files in any given department, 1.) housekeeping; 2.) mission-related; 3.) rights and interests files, and; 4.) reference files. 

Commissioner Homola said if that information could be included in new employee orientation it would then be incumbent upon the department head or elected official to augment those 4 types of files for their department.  

Sylvia said the initial contact with a new employee is relatively easy. She has the information available and can provide it to Human Resources. Follow up training will need to be initiated.  The state archives staff is having a training session next month for records managers in the state on the issue of cheap and effective email management and their big banner is using subject headings appropriately and a filing scheme. 

Commissioner Price Johnson suggested that after Sylvia comes back from that training she make a presentation at the next roundtable.    

Sylvia suggested starting with some training for the Board of Commissioners and if they find it workable then move on to the department heads. 

Commissioner Dean pointed out that they still need to address whether they are going to allow requestors to bring their own flash drives and scanners. 

Commissioner Price Johnson said until their technology improves they will have to continue with the way they have been doing it. 

Work Session was held between the County Commissioners and the Budget Director on Wednesday, August 12, 2009, at 1:00 p.m., in the Island County Annex Building, Commissioners’ Hearing Room, B-102, Coupeville, WA.    Present were:

County Commissioners:  John Dean, Chair


Staff:   Pam Dill




        Helen Price Johnson, Member  



 




       Angie Homola, Member  

Staff Present: Elaine Marlow, Budget Director    

Subject:   Budget discussion 

Attachments:    

Information:  The Budget Director reviewed with the Board the County’s major sources of revenue. 

Revenue 

· County road levy – unincorporated Island County – subject to the 1% limit 

· Conservation futures levy – countywide – subject to the 1% limit

· Current expense levy – mental health services, developmental disabilities & veterans (combined two and one-half cents per thousand dollars)  

	· Veteran’s Assistance levy – one and one-eighth cents per thousand dollars – if the funds, less outstanding warrants, exceed the expected yield of one and one-eighth cents per thousand dollars of assessed value against the taxable property of the county, the county may levy a lesser amount. 


Current expense                     $7,000,000   (1% + value of new construction X last years levy rate)

Mental Health services          $  -190,000

Developmental Disabilities   $  -190,000                     

Veteran’s assistance levy      $  -160,000

Total                                     $   540,000

Current expense
          $6,460,000 

Banked Capacity 

Calculated as the difference between the highest allowable levy and what is actually levied.  

General fund  
 
$  70,000

County Road fund
$200,000 
Sales Tax 

Current Expense 

· Local sales tax - .015 on every dollar spent in unincorporated Island County – collected $6.3 million in 2008 – current expense 

· Criminal Justice sales tax - 1/10 of 1 % - current expense 

Separate funds 

· Juvenile Detention 1/10 of 1%

· Mental Health and therapeutic courts 1/10 of 1% 

· Rural County sales tax – [.09] - credit against the states portion - doesn’t raise local taxes - 2008  - $790,000 this year 10% less  

Additional sales tax options in the 3/10th of 1% - 60/40 split with the cities – 1/10 goes to Law & Justice 

Reimbursements 

$150,000 - $180,000 annually for housing prisoners from other jurisdictions (San Juan County)     

Total District Court reimbursement (Oak Harbor, Coupeville, Langley) $288,000 – Oak Harbor has given notice that they intend to pull out at the end of 2010 – net loss of approx $250,000 

Transfers 

County road, Public Health, part of the Budget Director, accounting/payroll staff and Records Manager salaries, Commissioners staff, Facilities, Central Services, Human Resources, Emergency Services, Civil Prosecuting Attorneys all get funded via transfers.  The amount is based on a formula that Elaine is currently working on revising. 

Balanced budget 

Fund balance (revenue minus expenditures) – what you are going to carry forward to the next year -   unreserved portion  

Additional options the Board can consider: County-wide shellfish protection district/local area improvement district 

Commissioner’s Priorities 
Commissioner Homola 

· Maintain the solvency of Island County; provide services and pay for them 

· Hydrogeology

· Land use – augment PA’s office to assist with land use policies    

· Employee pay/COLA’s 

· Technology

· Public records training

· Performance audit

· Fire inspections 
Commissioner Dean  

· Restore hydrology program 

· Fund septic program without $62.00 fee 

· Land use permits – restore staff

· Remove furloughs

· Communication/ education process to public/survey feedback, upgrade website/IT 

Commissioner Johnson 

· Preserving natural resources

· Preserving and strengthening the internal structure of the County – IT & financial management  

· Communication  - strong IT component to it 

· Permitting land use 

Commissioner Price Johnson provided a Power Point presentation on “Changing the Conversation” as it pertains to the upcoming budget process.  One way to achieve these priorities is shift from a target or line-item based budget to a performance/program based budget process. 

Budgeting Process

Set County-wide priorities

Revenue assumptions defined

Cost increases identified

Departmental meetings

Annual budget adoption 

Traditional target/line-item Budgeting 

Line by line allocation

Revenue driven 

Defined by scarcity

Measures = Expenditures less than Revenues  

Program/Performance Budgeting 

Defined by desired outcomes

Program based

Goal driven

Measures = Progress toward goals

Defining the desired outcomes in collaboration with Elected Officials and Department Heads provides for a shared vision and a means to measure success based on goals not just on dollars.   

Suggested Program Budget Process 

Set County-wide priorities

Revenue assumptions defined

Cost increases identified

Departmental goal setting

Annual budget adoption

Midyear progress assessment

Commissioner Price Johnson said the Board values collaboration, innovation and communication and those values should be used in the budget process and in measuring what they want to accomplish in 2010.     

In summary the Board feels that maintaining solvency and critical services is important. They are interested in forming workgroups to look at “clean water” and 3/10 of 1% tax. 
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