
CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 

Date: March 1, 2007 

Subject: FINANCIAL OVERVIEW, COMMUNICATING FINANCIAL CONDITION TO THE PUBLIC, AND 
LONG-TERM CAPITAL PLANNING

The purpose of the memorandum is to provide an overview of the materials included in the Council Retreat packet 
related to the financial topics.  Since the Financial Overview and Communicating Financial Condition to the Public 
discussion on the first day and the Long Term Capital Planning topic on the second day are closely linked, this 
memorandum provides the framework for the financial topics on both days.   

Introduction to Framework for the Financial Discussions 

Both of the financial-related retreat topics focus on the City’s longer-term financial outlook and, as a result, the 
information related to the financial overview and communications on the first day of the retreat provides a foundation 
for the more detailed discussion of long-term capital planning.  The overall framework for the topics addresses: 

First Day – Financial Overview and Communications 
Brief Recap of Where We Are 
The Gap and What it Means to Existing Service Levels and CIP 
How Can We Enhance Service Levels and CIP? 
How Do We Get the Public Engaged? 

Second Day – Long-Term Capital Planning 
What Were the Priorities Set during the last Long-term CIP Process (2003)? 
What Progress Have We Made? 
How Do We Prioritize the CIP Projects Now? 
How Can We Make More Progress? 
How Does this Relate to the 2008-2013 CIP Budget Process? 

The discussion materials consist of presentation slides (Attachment 1) and related research materials as described 
below.

First Day – Financial Overview and Communications 

To provide context for the discussion of the City’s longer-term financial situation, the presentation begins with a 
snapshot of the year end financial situation and highlights of the budget results, followed by a description of the 
financial gap and how it developed.  Information describing tools to address the gap and potentially enhance service 
levels is provided, leading to the discussion of how to present this information to the public and engage them in 
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charting the course of action.  Attachment 1 contains the presentation slides for this element.  Specific materials 
include:

Brief Recap of Where We Are 
Slides summarizing the 2006 Year End results and 2007-08 Budget highlights (slides 4-10)  
Year End 2006 Financial Management Report (FMR) – Attachment 2 

The Gap and What it Means to Existing Service Levels and CIP 
Slides describing the events that led to the current financial situation and how it has changed over time 
(slides 11—20) 

How Can We Enhance Service Levels and CIP? 
A discussion of the tools available to address the gap (slides 22-28) 
Slides 29-30 describing examples to funding enhanced service levels supported by: 

o Levy Lid Lift description (Attachment 3 describing the process and materials related to the City of 
Redmond’s recent attempt),

o Increased Utility Tax on Private Utilities (Attachment 4 summarizing the City of Olympia’s recent 
vote)

o Operating Levies (2002 Kirkland Parks Bond) 

How Do We Get the Public Engaged? 
Slides 31-41 posing a variety of policy questions necessary to chart a strategy. 
Examples of approaches used by other jurisdictions: 

o AWC Calculator (Attachment 5A) 
o Menlo Park, CA (Attachment 5B) 
o Cambridge, MA (Attachment 5C) 
o California Budget Challenge (Attachment 5D) 
o Kirkland - Beard’s Guide to Municipal Taxes (Attachment 5E) 
o IAP2 Public Participation Toolbox (Attachment 5F) 

A discussion of potential “Forward Thrust” strategies: 
o Phoenix case study information (Attachment 6) 
o Dade County, FL and State of California (Attachment 7C). 

Day 2 - Long-Term Capital Planning  

The long-term capital planning discussion is a recap of the results of the Long-term CIP Committee process, 
completed in 2003 and a summary of the progress made to date on the priorities set through that process.  A review 
of the current criteria for prioritizing capital projects is provided, followed by a discussion of the current CIP funding 
and options for the future, including discussion of voted debt.  This discussion is expected to provide policy guidance 
for the 2008-2013 CIP Process.

What Were the Priorities Set during the last Long-term CIP Process (2003)? 
Slides 42-46 review the recommendations developed in 2003 by the Long-Term CIP Committee regarding: 

o Revenue sources 
o Prioritization

A summary memorandum of the 2003 recommendations is included in Attachment 7B. 

What Progress Have We Made? 
Slides 47-51 describe the progress made to date on long-term capital funding sources. 
Additional information regarding the Kirkland Parks Bond Process is included in Attachment 7D. 
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How Do We Prioritize the CIP Projects Now? 
Slide 52 provides an overview of how projects are currently prioritized.  
Attachment 8 contains a discussion of the Public Works prioritization process.  
Attachment 9 summarizes the current criteria by department and cross category criteria developed by the 
Long-Term CIP Committee. 

How Can We Make More Progress? 
Slides 53-57 summarize the current unfunded CIP and discuss non-voted and voted revenue options. 
Attachment 7A contains additional information provided in the Long Term Bond Financing Issue Paper 
developed during the 2007-08 budget process. 
Further discussion from Day 1 of how the public can be engaged in the decision-making process. 

How Does the Relate to the 2008-2013 CIP Budget Process? 
Slides 58-66 summarize CIP questions requiring policy direction: 

o Inflation assumptions, 
o Current funding allocations 
o Use of reserve balances 
o Prioritization options 
o Neighborhood CIP 
o Related issues 

Summary of Major Discussion Questions 

In the course of dialog related to the financial topics, the following major discussion questions are expected to be 
addressed:

Do we want to set a longer-term strategy for closing the fiscal gap? 

Should voted revenue sources be considered as part of a strategy? 
o For operating needs? 
o For capital needs? 

What are some of the critical factors to consider if voted sources are pursued (why do measures pass or 
fail)? 

What do we want to accomplish with community outreach? 

Which elements of the examples have a particular appeal? 

Is there a comfort level with the current CIP prioritization process? 

Do we want to consider voted debt to pursue major projects? 

How do we want to determine which projects and gauge public sentiment? 

What are the key priorities that we want to reflect in the upcoming CIP budget process? 

What are the next steps? 



 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 1 
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City Council Retreat 

Financial Overview & 
Communicating Financial 
Condition to the Public

March 2007
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Framework for Financial Discussions

First Day – Overview & Communications
Brief Recap of Where We Are
The Gap and What it Means to Existing 
Service Levels
What are the Tools to Maintain and Enhance 
Service Levels and CIP?
How Do We Get the Public Engaged?



2

3

Second Day – Long Term Capital Planning

What Were the Priorities Set during the last 
Long-term CIP Process (2003)?
What Progress Have We Made?
How Do We Prioritize the CIP Projects Now?
How Can We Make More Progress?
How Does this Relate to the 2008-2013 CIP 
Budget Process? 

Framework for Financial Discussions

4

Financial Overview
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How did we do in 2006?

Economic conditions continue to 
improve

Selected revenues are increasing
Sales tax
Utility taxes
Development fees
Interest earnings

These are some of the more variable 
pieces of the revenue picture

6

How did we do in 2006?
But, there are still concerns about 
revenues keeping pace with expense 
growth given:

Increases in gasoline prices
Increases in utility and commodity costs 
Higher than expected inflation figures 
(June to June CPI-W 4.62%)
Increases in benefit costs
Need for human service and housing 
funding
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What does that mean for 2007-2008?
Cash balance available at the end of 2006

Replenish reserves that helped provide a cushion 
during the bad economic times in 2002-2003
Provide funding for some one-time service 
packages

Since revenue growth is in variable 
categories, such as sales tax, set aside part 
of the construction-related portion in 2007-
2008 for one-time activities

Annexation evaluation

8

2007-2008 Adopted Budget

Progress on City Council priorities
Economic Development
Neighborhoods
Housing
Environmental Stewardship
Communications
Emergency Preparedness

Replenish reserve levels toward 
target levels
Maintain service levels
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Risks and Opportunities

Risks
Diverging Lines “the Gap”
Health care premiums
Retirement rates
Mediation/Arbitration 
Inflation rates
Fire station consolidation
Major unfunded investments 
in City infrastructure
Space needs in City facilities
Slow down in new 
development
Human services/Housing 
needs

Opportunities
Lower inflation
Health care benefits
Economic development
Process improvements
Streamlined Sales Tax 
(SST)?

2007 – 2014 General Fund Forecast

45,000

50,000

55,000

60,000

65,000

70,000

75,000

80,000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

$
 T

h
o

u
sa

n
d

s

Total Resources (000's) Total Expenditures (000's)

(6,216)

75,170

68,954

2014

(4,978)

70,905

65,927

2013

(3,878)(2,907)(2,049)(1,287)(1,827)1,827Net Resources (000’s)

66,92363,20859,73856,48754,93852,330Total Expenditures (000’s)

63,04560,30157,68955,20053,11154,156Total Resources (000’s)

201220112010200920082007



6

11

The Gap and What it Means to 
Existing Service Levels

12

Events since 1999 that have 
impacted revenue and expenditure 
growth
Revenue fluctuations due to 
economic conditions
Expenditure growth rates
Property tax increase limitations 

Why Do We Have a Gap?
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Events That Caused Revenue Impacts
1999:

Passage of Initiative 695 (repealing motor vehicle excise 
tax and requiring voter-approval of all tax and fee 
increases).  Estimated loss of $660,000 per year.  Later 
declared unconstitutional, but legislature approved 
reduced vehicle license fees 

2000:
Passage of 722 limiting property tax increases to 2%; 
later ruled unconstitutional.

2001:
Passage of Initiative 747 limits property tax increase to 
1% as of 2002.

2002:
General economic downturn begins mid-2002; also loss of 
Home Base, Apple Computer and Kirkland Nissan.
Initiative 776 ($30 car tabs) passed by voters.   Ruled 
unconstitutional in 2003, but reversed (upheld) in 2004.  
Estimated annual loss of $400,000 for CIP moved planned 
projects to unfunded

14

Optional City Property Tax Increases
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Property Tax Rates per $1,000 AV 
1995-2007

$1.25
$1.32$1.31$1.35$1.37

$1.31
$1.43

$1.59
$1.66

$1.83$1.86

$1.98
$1.88

$0.00

$0.50

$1.00

$1.50

$2.00

$2.50

1995 1997 1999 2001 2003* 2005 2007

*First year of Parks Maintenance Levy

Sales Tax 1990-2006 Percentage Change 

-10.0

-5.0

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

%
 c

ha
ng

e

6% projected annual 5.87% actual annual

2000-2006
actual 4.32%



9

17

Events That Caused Expenditure Impacts

Added staff between 1997 and 2007 
averaging 13 FTE’s per year addressing 
service level needs (e.g., public safety, 
development services, and technology) and 
adding programs such as economic 
development and neighborhood traffic control 

Health-care related benefit premiums have 
essentially doubled since 1998 

18

Benefit Fluctuations
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1999-2005

Forecast Evolution 1997-2007
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What Does This Mean to Existing Service 
Levels and CIP?

Revenue increases are needed just 
to maintain existing service levels
If revenue increases cannot keep 
pace with expenditure growth, 
service levels will decline
On-going service level increases can 
contribute to a wider gap
Capital projects generally add 
operations and maintenance costs 
on an on-going basis
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What are the Tools to Maintain 
and Enhance Service Levels?

22

What are the “Fiscal Balancing Tools”
to Close the Gap?

1.Development-related revenue
new construction property tax
sales tax

2.Tax policy revenue
property tax
utility tax
business tax

3.Expenditure management
level of service – staffing levels
efficiency/productivity
compensation
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Discussion of the Tools
Development-related revenues may be 
influenced over the long-term, but will be a 
volatile resource
Voted revenue sources may present a 
challenge if they are simply to maintain 
existing service levels
In general, non-voted revenue will be a more 
likely resource for closing the gap (banked 
capacity, public utility taxes, business taxes, 
etc)

24

Council Approved Revenue Tools

Optional 1% property tax
Banked property tax capacity 
(about $190,000 remains)
Utility tax on City utilities
Business taxes
Fees and charges
Utility rates
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Voter Approved Revenue Tools

Property Tax
Levy Lid Lift
Excess Levy for Capital
Special Operating Levy (e.g., Parks 
Maintenance)

Utility tax on private utilities (over 
6%)

26

Discussion of the Tools
Key concept – If additional revenues 
are intended to close the gap, they 
cannot be used to fund additional 
services

Expenditure management is always a 
priority, but some aspects are more difficult 
to implement given collective bargaining 
agreements, etc.
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How Has the Gap Been Closed in the Past?
Past Strategies to Address the “Diverging Lines” 

Strategy < 1999 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005-06
New revenue source:

Surface water management fee X X
Revenue generating regulatory license fee X
Surface water utility tax X
Cost of service interfund charge X

Increased tax rate or fee:
Increased property tax rate X X X X X
Increased utility tax rate X X
Increased parking fines X X
Increased development fees X X X

Changes to sales tax:
Reduced CIP allocation X
Reduced sales tax lag to 1 year X

Used one-time revenue source:
Sales tax audit proceeds X
Interest income X

Planned use of Rainy Day reserve X X X
Expenditure reductions X X X
Other strategies:

Used new construction growth X X
Reduced budgeted benefit rate to   citywide average X X
Reduction in state retirement rates X

28

How Do We Deal with the Gap in the Future?

We don’t need to close the gap for the 
whole time period - Council always 
balances the budget during each budget 
cycle
The tools applied to balance the budget 
vary based on economic conditions and 
needs at the time each budget is adopted
Some projected gap in future years is 
acceptable to recognize the conservative 
assumptions that are prudent given the 
variability of revenues and costs over time



15

29

How Can We Enhance Service Levels 
and CIP?

To the extent that existing on-going revenue 
sources can be increased beyond the level 
necessary to address budget gaps, those 
additional revenues can be applied to enhanced 
service levels

Voted revenue tools may be an option to enhance 
service levels (see attachments for examples):

Levy Lid Lift (Attachment 3)
Increased Utility Tax on Private Utilities 
(Attachment 4)
Special operating levies related to new capital 
projects should become a standard feature with 
voted capital projects

30

What About Capital (to be discussed in 
detail on Day 2)?

Some projects will lend themselves better 
to voted debt (example: Kirkland Fire 
Bonds)
Non-voted sources should be preserved 
for the other projects
A variety of options on how to structure a 
vote:

Individual topics or major projects (example: 
Kirkland’s Parks Bonds)
A slate of projects (all or nothing)
A menu of projects (the voters choose)

More on capital planning on Day 2
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How Do We Get the Public 
Engaged?

32

Communicating Financial Condition to 
the Public

What Do You Want to Achieve by 
communicating with the public 
about the City’s financial 
circumstances?
Strategy will vary depending on 
whether you are:

Addressing operating, capital, or both,
Inform, Consult, Involve, Collaborate, 
Empower
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There are Many Examples to Learn From

AWC Calculator (Attachment 5A)
Menlo Park, CA (Attachment 5B)
Cambridge, MA (Attachment 5C)
California Budget Challenge (Attachment 5D)
City of Kirkland, including:

Beard’s Guide to Municipal Taxes (Attachment 5E)
Budget workshops
Neighborhood U

IAP2 Public Participation Toolbox (Attachment 5F)
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How Do We Get the Public Engaged?
Who are the stakeholders we are trying to 
reach:

Voters,
Special Interests,
Others?

When do we want to engage them?
Periodically (e.g., expand involvement in 
budget process)
On-going (e.g., establish an advisory panel)
One-time (e.g., as voted measures are brought 
forward)
A combination of all of the above?

36

How Do We Get the Public Engaged?

How do we motivate participation 
across a wide cross-section of the 
community?
What do we want them to tell us?

Inform, Consult, Involve, Collaborate, 
Empower?

All of the above?
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How Do We Know What We Need?

Depending on the desired outcome, a 
variety of tools are available:

Workshops
Interactive exercises
Community-based strategic planning
Directed mailings
Targeted meetings
Advisory panels
Additional formal meetings (public hearings, 
etc.)

Role of the Communications Coordinator 
will be key to crafting the desired message

38

How Does this Apply to Capital?
A “Forward Thrust” approach involves a 
high degree of Public input
For a fixed slate of projects (all or 
nothing), strong feedback on what 
projects will garner widespread support
For a menu approach, clear articulation of 
the benefits or consequences of the 
decisions
In either case, a willingness to accept the 
outcome based on the vote (Safeco field 
example)
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How Does this Apply to Capital?

First question:  Do you provide 
choices?
The key to success from the 
experiences of others:  Grass roots 
support and campaigning

Phoenix, AZ (Attachment 6)
Dade County, Florida (Attachment 7C)
State of California (Attachment 7C)

40

Impact of Debt Service on Average Home

$36.61Impact of Debt Service on Avg. Home

$450,000Assessed Value of Average Home

0.08Levy Rate (per $1,000 AV)

$9.86 billion2006 Total Assessed Value (AV)

$802,426Estimated Debt Service Payment

5%Rate

20Period (Years)

$10,000,000Bond Amount
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What’s Next?

Feedback on where we go from here
More in-depth discussion of long-
term capital tomorrow
Policy direction related to the CIP 
budget process

42

Day 2:
Long-Term Capital Planning
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Overview

What priorities were set during the last 
long-term CIP process (2003)?
What progress have we made since 2003?
How do we prioritize CIP projects now?
How can we make more progress towards 
funding more projects?
How does the long-term picture relate to 
the upcoming 2008-2013 CIP process?

44

2003 LT CIP Process

Results of LT CIP subcommittee 
work:

Funding Recommendations and 
Priorities
Cross-function Prioritization 
Criteria
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Funding Recommendations & Priorities

Inflated revenue projections to 
reflect historical growth
Application of Preferred Funding 
Sources:

Voted Debt
Non-voted Debt
Additional REET
Allocation of Surface Water Utility 
Rates to Transportation CIP Projects

46

Cross-Function
Prioritization Criteria

Funding sources legally dedicated or set 
by Council policy to CIP category 
Indirect prioritization of projects by 
designation of funding levels between 
project categories
Broad-based criteria to be employed to 
evaluate projects across categories for 
purpose of prioritizing funding needs
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Progress Made Since 2003
Surface water rate increases 2005-06 
($1.74 million)

Transportation projects with surface water 
impacts
Surface Water CIP program increase
Surface Water depreciation funding

Increased annual allocation of REET funding
Increased from $800,000 to $1.2 million per year 
for REET 1 ($400,000 allocated to Transportation)
Increased from $1 million to $1.2 million per year 
for both REET 2 ($200,000 allocated to 
Transportation)

48

Progress Made Since 2003
Sidewalk bond measure

2 surveys - May & October 2005
Multiple factors adversely affecting support
Other opportunities for sidewalk construction & 
maintenance

Sidewalk maintenance program
Construction of sidewalks with all new single 
family residential infill projects
Grant programs 

Committee recommendation
Bond measure should be deferred for 
reconsideration under more favorable 
economic conditions
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Progress Made Since 2003

Parks Bond
Last bond measure November 2002
Survey April 2002

Tested voter tolerance for total bond 
funding amounts
Ascertain sense of voter project priorities

Survey May 2002
Tested revised list of project finalists with 
companion M&O levy
Sampled messages that may lend support

50

Progress Made Since 2003
Parks Bond Timeline

2009

2007

2006

2007

2009

1989 Park Bond
Debt Service

2002 Park Bond
Project Completion

Indoor Recreation
Study

Comprehensive
Park Plan Update

Possible
Annexation

Implementation

Completion
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Progress Made Since 2003
Impact Fees for Roads and Parks

Update of program and fees currently in process

Key Dates
March 27 - Draft study findings to Finance 
Committee
March 29 - Present draft results to Transportation 
Committee
April 3 – Briefing at Council meeting
April 11 – Present draft results to Park Board
April 16 – Public outreach
April 24 – Recommendations to Finance Committee
May 1 – Public Hearing
May 15 – Council adopt new Impact Fees and set 
effective date

52

Current Project
Prioritization Criteria

Transportation
Concurrency requirements for LOS
No concurrency requirements, “non-motorized”
improvements

Water/Sewer Utility
Projects and prioritization part of Comp Plan

Surface Water Utility
Projects and prioritization part of Comp Plan

Parks
Projects evaluated with 10 specific criteria addressing 
issues such as safety, project readiness, maintenance 
impacts, and conformance with City plans/masterplans

Information Technology
Projects evaluated by multiple factors including strategic 
plans, staff resources, and timing of department needs
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Can We Make More Progress?
Total Funded/Unfunded Revised 2006-2011 CIP

264,581,800180,555,00084,026,800Grand Total

37,852,00012,048,00025,804,000Utilities Subtotal

8,767,60008,767,600Surface Water

29,084,40012,048,00017,036,400Water/Sewer

226,729,800168,507,00058,222,800Subtotal

18,851,9005,163,50013,688,400General Gov’t

2,373,000747,5001,625,500Public Safety

39,012,10033,600,0005,412,100Parks

166,492,800128,996,00037,496,800Transportation

Total CIPUnfunded CIP
6-year

Funded CIP

54

Can We Make More Progress? 
Major Facility Needs Not Addressed in CIP

Cost Ranges

Major Facilities Needs*

257,843,200206,744,200Total Estimated Unfunded Needs

(3,374,800)(3,374,800)Less: Existing CIP Projects Replaced by Major 
Projects (i.e. PD & IT dept. space 
improvements)

180,555,000180,555,000Plus: Unfunded CIP

80,663,00029,564,000Subtotal Additional Needs

7,763,0004,564,000Maintenance Center Space Needs

28,900,000Included aboveCity Hall Space Needs

44,000,000Included abovePublic Safety/Jail Facilities

See below25,000,000City Hall Expansion (including Public Safety)

With
Annexation

Without
Annexation

* List of projects does not include:  additional parking facilities, purchase and/or 
improvements of the Cannery Building, Transportation Master Plan projects not in 
the CIP, or annexation related projects
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Existing Funding Tools

Projects that do not lend themselves to 
debt will need to rely on existing tools:

REET
Impact Fees
Sales Tax
Interest Income
Gas Tax
General Fund Transfers
Grants

56

Highlighted Projects with Debt Options
Local Improvement Districts (LID) for 
localized improvements
Project Categories:

Transportation
Sidewalks - voted
Other large unfunded projects - non-voted

Facilities
Public Safety Building (with annexation) –
voted?
City Hall Expansion (with & without 
annexation) – non-voted
Maintenance Center – non-voted
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Projects with Debt Option
Parks - voted

Juanita Beach Park
McAuliffe Park
Heritage Park Phase 3 and 4
Waverly Beach Park Renovation
Neighborhood Park renovations
Lee Johnson Field Synthetic Turf & Lighting
Natural Areas/Open Space Acquisition 
Opportunity Fund
Indoor Recreation Facility
City/School Partnership projects
Green Kirkland (forest restoration)

58

2008-2013 CIP Direction

Project Cost Inflation Rate
Options

Continue with 3% across the board
Increase to higher rate based on CPI or 
commodities index
Apply different inflation rates by CIP 
project type based on industry 
experience
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2008-2013 CIP Direction
Current annual funding allocations (in thousands)

10,0291,2002507752,3851,3889503,081Total

67575600Impact Fees**

800550250Interest Income

1,2001,200REET 2**

1,200700500REET 1**

4,1031501,6151,388950Utility Rates***

770770Util. Conn. Charges***

770500270Sales Tax

511511Gas Tax**

Total
General 
Gov’t*

Public 
SafetyParksUtilities

Surface 
Water

Surf. 
Water/
Transp.

Transpor-
tation

Revenue Source

* General Government section includes the Technology and Facilities categories and the Neighborhood 
Connection program.
** Indicated revenue sources that are legally restricted to capital purposes.
*** For utility capital purposes only; utility funding in General Government category is for utility portion of GIS 
project.

60

2008-2013 CIP Direction
Funding Options

Impact Fees
Annual budget increases for roads and parks 
CIP based on program update recommendations
Additional funding has to be spent in same 6 
year time limit
More funding = more projects 
Requires staff resources to be dedicated to CIP
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2008-2013 CIP Direction
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET)

Should we increase REET annual budget amount per 
year for both REET 1 & REET 2?

Actual REET Revenue for each component
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2008-2013 CIP Direction
Capital-related Reserve Balances

Additions

2,364,2870604,8781,759,409Building & Property 
Reserve

1,121,498001,121,498Street Improvement 
Reserve

2,000,0000794,9001,205,100Facilities Expansion 
Reserve

21,540,195394,1741,399,77819,746,243Total

6,067,898006,067,898REET 2

6,673,678006,673,678REET 1

3,312,834394,17402,918,660General Capital 
Contingency

Revised 
2008 Ending 

Bal.
2007-08

Contributions
2006 YE 
Transfer

Prelim. 2008 
Ending 
Balance

Reserve
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2008-2013 CIP Direction

Reserve Balance Options
One-time use of capital reserve 
balances

Pro - Provides additional funding 
for CIP projects
Con – Unavailable for future facility 
space needs or unplanned capital 
opportunities (e.g. land purchases)

64

2008-2013 CIP Direction

Project Prioritization Options
Continue to use current criteria
Review and adjust criteria through 
commissions, boards and committees
Create formal criteria to prioritize 
projects across categories
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2008-2013 CIP Direction

Neighborhood CIP Program
Current annual allocation of $100,000

$25,000 per neighborhood
4 neighborhoods per year
Cycle through City in 3 years

Should program continue at current 
funding level?

66

Other LT CIP Issues
Operating costs associated with new CIP 
projects

Increased annual O&M as a result of new CIP 
projects come on-line
Need to include operating levies with bond 
measures

Staffing needs for expanded CIP programs
Increased impact fees and time limits
Bond proceed time limits
Dedication of CIP staff to capital projects 
versus operating activities
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Wrap-Up – Major Discussion Questions

Do we want to set a longer-term strategy 
for closing the fiscal gap?
Should voted revenue sources be 
considered as part of a strategy?

For operating needs?
For capital needs?

What are some of the critical factors to 
consider if voted sources are pursued 
(why do measures pass or fail)?
What do we want to accomplish with 
community outreach?

68

Wrap-Up – Major Discussion Questions
What do we want to accomplish with community 
outreach?
Which elements of the examples have a particular 
appeal?
Is there a comfort level with the current CIP 
prioritization process?
Do we want to consider voted debt to pursue 
major projects?
How do we want to determine which projects and 
gauge public sentiment?
What are the key priorities that we want to reflect 
in the upcoming CIP budget process?
What are the next steps?



 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 2 



Attachment 2 

I 
AS OF DECEMBER 3 1,2006 

The Financial Management Report (FMR) is a high-level status report on the City's financial condition that is produced three 
times a year (as of April 3On, September 30m, and December 319. It is comprised of five sections: 

Economic Environment Update 

Budget to Actual Comparison 

Sales Tax Revenue Analysis 
1 Investment Summary 
i 

1 Reserve Summary 

The Economic Environment Update provides a brief look at the key economic indicators for the Eastside and Kirkland 
such as inflation, unemployment, office vacancies, residential housing prices, sales tax revenue, development activ~ty, and 
lodging tax receipts. 

The Budget to Actual Comparison report provides a summary look at year-todate revenues and expenditures for all 
operating funds. Also included are more detailed reviews of the City's General Fund, Other General Government Operating 
funds, Water/Sewer Operating Fund, Surface Water Management Fund, and Sol~d Waste Fund. 

The Sales Tax Revenue Analysis report takes a close look at the City's largest and most economically sensitive revenue 
source. Comparisons are made with the prior year's sales tax receipts on a year-tcdate, monthly, business sector, and 
business district basis. 

The Investment Summary report includes a brief market overview, a snapshot of the City's investment portfolio, and the 
City's year-Mate investment performance. 

The Reserve Summary report highlights the uses of and additions to the City's reserves in the current year as well as the 
projected ending reserve balance relative to each reserve's target amount. 

Tables and graphs are provided with brief narratives to explain or highlight significant trends, issues, and anomalies. 
Our objective in preparing this report is to provide a brief overview of the City's financial condition and to highlight those 
areas of greatest significance to Kirkland's citizens, elected officials, and City staff. 

Th~s report compares actual to budget performance on an annual basis (2006 only). With the adoption of the second 
b~ennial budget, we will change the report in 2007 to compare results on a twoyear basis (2007-08 to 2005-06). 

Respectfully submitted, 

4-m 
Tracey Dunlap 

'?I!+-- 
Sandi Hines 

Director of Finance &Administration Financial Planning Manager 



At a glance: 

I ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT UPDATE 

The Puget Sound region experienced strong economic growth in 2006. The revenue forecast report from the Washington 
State Economic and Revenue Forecast Council predicts continued employment growth due to improvements in the 
aerospace and software industries.' Global economic conditions are expected to create positive growth in Washington 
exports and therefore contribute to Puget Sound area's growth rate. Additionally, the recent local economic growth created 
the largest workforce gain in eight years, adding 24,000 households in the region last year.z Local economist Dick Conway 
notes that by their vely presence, these new arrivals boost demand for goods and services and their demand for housing is 
expected to help sustain the real estate market in contrast with the slump in much of the rest of the country. Two local 
economic confidence indices reflect increased confidence in the economic health of the region as well. Local executives' 
confidence levels measured by the Hebert Research-Business Journal Business Confidence lndex improved to 64 for the 
third quarter of 2006, compared to 58.5 for the same period in 2005 and almost 10 points above the historical mean of 
55.5.' Another local economic index that uses information from a survey by local purchasing managers (Western 
Washington Chapter of the National Purchasing Managers) also increased to 70.9 in December, up 9.2 points from the 
previous month.' Washington is performing better than the national index, which was 51.4 in December. (It should be 
noted that a score of more than 50 points signals an expanding economy, while a score of less than 50 points indicates a 
shrinking economy.) 

I Selected economic indicators are reviewed below. They include inflation, unemployment, office vacancies, residential 
housing prices, development activily, sales tax revenue, and lodging tax revenue. 

As measured by the Consumer Price lndex for Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W), the following chart and table 
track inflation for the U.S. and the Seattle metropolitan area from December 2005 through December 2006 on a bi-monthly 
basis. For each month, the annual change in Inflation with respect to the same month of the prior year is noted. What 
stands out is that inflation in the Seattle metropolitan area was considerably lower than the national average through May 
2006, passed the national average in June, and spiked above it as of August. 

CPI-W: December 2005 -December 2006 
Seattle Metro vs. U.S. 

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

All of the City's labor contracts are tied to the CPI-W for the Seattle metropolitan area. As of December 2006, one contract 
was in negotiation. For all contracts, "cost of living allowances" (or COLAS) were set at a percentage of either the prior 
year's June CPI-W or the prior year's average for the first six months, many with varying "floors" (i.e. minimums) 
established. Given a June 2005 CPI-W (Seattle) of 2.3 percent and a first half 2005 CPI-W (Seattle) of 2.9 percent, the 

I Washington Economic and Revenue Forecast Council, December 2006 
'Glenn R. Pascall, findnggoodnewsas economythroiYles back, Puget Sound Business Journal, January 19,2007 
Peter Neurath, hecs feelmore confidentabout the economy, Puget Sound Business Journal, November 6, 2006 
Purchasingmanagers'indexjumpedin December, Puget Sound Business Journal, January 8,2007 - 



2006 COLA for closed contracts ranged from 2.08 percent to 2.58 percent depending on the bargaining unit. Several 
I contracts are open next year; 2007 COLAS for the closed contracts range from 4.16 percent to 4.62 percent (based on 90 

to 100 percent of the June 2005 to June 2006 CPI-W of 4.62 percent). 

Unemployment rates for King County, Washington State, and the U.S. from December 2005 through December 2006 
are noted in the table below: 

October 2006 

November 2006 
l)~rpmhpr 7006 

In 2003, the average statewide unemployment rate was significantly higher than the average U.S. unemployment rate. 
Since then, the rate has declined significantly both locally and nationally and the gap has also narrowed over the last three 
years, with the Washington State annual 2006 average rate of 5.1 percent compared to the national annual average 2006 
rate of 4.6 percent. Employment levels in King County have also improved considerably, with the local average annual 
2006 unemployment rate of 4.2 percent less than the national average annual 2006 rate. The Seattle-Tacoma metropolitan 
area added over 75,000 jobs between January 2005 and ~ecember 2006.' 

2006 Average I 4.2% 

Eastside office vacancy rates remain low a1 9.3 percent as of the end of the fourth quarter of 2006 compared to a high 
of 24 percent in the first quarter of 2003. Kirkland's vacancy rate is lower than the Eastside average at 6.6 percent and the 
vacancy rate in downtown Bellevue is below 6 percent. These rates have not changed much compared to the fourth quarter 
2005. The Eastside market currently has over 2.7 million square feet of office space under construction. Despite the 
economic slowdown in the nation, the Puget Sound region has maintained a health economy and stable employment growth 
and the office market is responding accordingly. As a result, the Puget Sound office investment market also had a record- 
breaking year in 2006 with over $3 billion in transactions. Recently Pricewaterhousecooper named Seattle the number one 
investment market in the country. While 2006 was an active year for the Eastside market, 2007 is expected to be more 
exceptional as many companies have scheduled move-in dates during the first part of the new year and Microsofl and Eddie 
Bauer will move to downtown Bellevue with the completion of Lincoln Square in mid-2007." 

3.8% 

4.5% 
4 1% 

In contrast to the concerns at the natronal level regarding the housing "bubble bursting," local housing prrces are expected 
to grow, but at a lower pace than in the recent past.' The primary reason is the Puget Sound region's growing employment 

5.1% 

Wash~ngton State Department of Employment Secur~ty Labor Market Information 
CB Richard Ell~s Real Estate Sew~ces, Market View Puget Sound Office, Fourth Quarter 2006 

, Elizabeth Rhodes, Look~ngahead: TheSky~sn'tfal~ngforthe PugetSoundmarket. The Sea~le Tlmes, December 30,2006 
3 

4.2% 

5.0% 
5 0% 

4.6% 

4.1% 
4.3% 
4 3% 

5.1% 2005 Average 
Source: Washingon Depafiment of Employment Securip 

4.8% 5.5% 



I market combined with growth management restrictions, which will continue to apply upward pressure to local home prices. 
According to the Northwest Multiple Listing Services, the median residential housing price for closed sales of single- 
family homes and condominiums on the Eastside rose to $513,495 in December, up 15.4 percent compared to December 
2005 even though the number of closed sales were down over 20 percent (possibly due to unusually adverse weather 
conditi~ns).~ 

Development activi€y through December 2005 and 
2006, as measured by the valuation of new construction, Valuation of Building Permits 

alterations, and additions, is illustrated in the chart on YTD Through December 2005 and 2006 
($ Million) 

the right. While overall building permit valuation of $206 
million for 2006 is down compared to 2005 building 
permit valuation of $297 million, this reflects the record- 
breaking performance of development-related activity in 
2005, rather than weakness in 2006. However, activity 
in the single and multi-family sectors in 2006 is ahead of 
2005. Public activity is down dramatically in 2006 
reflecting the major construction projects at Evergreen 
Hospital that were permitted in 2005. Commercial 
activity has also slowed compared to 2005, but remains 
relatively strong. A discussion of development-related' ' 
revenue is included in the General Fund budget-to-actual 
revenue section later in this report. single-family ~u~ti-family Mixed Use Commeraal Public 

The upward trend in sales tax revenue continued in 2006, up 14.8 percent compared to the same period in 2005. Most 
of this galn relates to strong performance in construction-related areas. A more detailed analysis of sales tax revenue 1s 
included later in this report. 

~ o d g i n ~  tax revenue through December 2006 is up 13.5 percent compared to the same period in 2005. The 150-room 
Marriott in Totem Lake opened in August 2006 and the 91-room Heathman Kirkland under construction in downtown is 
expected to open in the spring of 2007. The additional hotels should increase lodging tax revenue in the future. 

= NWREporter, Market Update December 2006 



BUDGET TO ACTUAL COMPARISON 
As of December 31,2006 

SUMMARY OF ALL OPERATING FUNDS 

All of the City's operating funds are grouped into the following two categories: 

1. General Government Operating Funds, which account for tax and fee supported services and include the 
General Fund. 

2. Utility Funds, which account for water, sewer, surface water, and solid waste operations and maintenance 
services. 

Resources: Summary 

General Gov't Operating 

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 

Surface Water Management Fund 

* Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and include interfund transfers. 

Comparlflg actual to budgeted revenues, each TOTAL REVENUES BY OPERATING FUND TYPE OR FUND 

operating fund or fund type ended 2006 as follows Actual to Budget as of 12/31/2006 
Summary of All  Operating Funds 

(see chart on the r~ght): 

The General Fund was 10.6 percent ahead of General Fund 

budget, primarily due to strong sales tax and 
development-related fee revenues. Other General 

GovY Oper Funds 
The Other General Government Operating 
Funds were 3.3 percent ahead of budget Water/Sewer 

pr~marily due to strong cable and lodging tax OperatlnsFund 
growth and higher than normal revenue from 

SumceWater 
surplus vehrcles and insurance recover~es. ~ g m t  Fund 

The WaterISewer Operating Fund was 2.4 
percent behlnd budget due to lower than Sol'dwaSteFund 

normal water sales. 
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 

5 $Million 



The Surface Water Management Fund was 2.0 percent ahead of budget primarily due to an understated 
budget for engineering charge revenue resulting from the capital projects added with the implementation of the 
surface water master plan. 

The Solid Waste Fund was right at budget at 99.8 percent. 

Expenditures: Summary 

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 

Surface Water Management Fund 

* Budgeted and actual expenditures exclude working capital, operating reserves, capital reserves, and include interfund transfers. 

Comparing actual to budgeted expenditures, each 
operating fund or fund type ended 2006 as follows TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY OPERATING FUN0 TYPE OR FUND 

Actual to Budget as of 12/31/2006 
(see chart on the right): Summary of All Operating Funds 

The General Fund was 3.3 percent under 
budget primar~ly due to posit~on vacancies, 

uncompleted projects (i.e. Economic 
Development), tlming of service contract 
payments (e.g. youth services contract and ARCH 
project payments), and savlngs in election and ja~l 
costs. 

The Other General Government Operating 
Funds were 9.8 percent over budget almost 
entirely due to the timing of vehicle purchases and 
desp~te uncompleted projects, such as GIs 
mapping and web interfaces in the Information 
Technology Fund. 

General Fund 

Other General 
Gov't Oper 

WaterISewer 
Operahng Fund 

Surface Water 
Mgmt Fund 

Soltd Waste Fund 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 4550 55 

$ Million 

The WaterfSewer Operating Fund was just 
slightly under budget by 0.6 percent. 



The Surface Water Operating Fund was 7.2 percent under budget primarily due to position vacancies and 
uncompleted projects relating to Shoreline Inventory and ESA regulations. 

The Solid Waste Fund was 1.4 percent over budget primarily due to an increase to the Waste Management 
contract and a change to the King County hazardous waste rate. 

It should be noted that 2006 is the second half of the 2005-2006 Biennial Budget. No carryover process was 
necessary to allow for budgeted 2005 expenditures to occur in 2006. As a result, expenditures budgeted in 2005 
may have occurred in 2006 and the annual 2006 budget does not reflect this situation. 



The General Fund is the largest of the General Government Operating funds. It is primarily tax supported and 
accounts for basic services such as public safety, parks and recreation, and community development. About 355 of 
the City's 447 employees are budgeted within this fund. 

Resources: General Fund 

Taxes: 
Retail Sales Tax: General 
Retail Sales Tax: Criminal Justice 
Property Tax 
Utilitv Taxes 
Rev Generating Regulatory License 
Other Taxes 

Total Taxes 

- I I I I 

Total Intergovernmental 1 4,866,326 1 4,887,766 1 21,440 1 100.4% 

Licenses & Permits: 
Building, Structural & Equipment Permits 
Business LicensesIFranchise Fees 
Other Licenses & Permits 

Total Licenses & Permits 

Intergovernmental: 
Grants 
State Shared Revenues & Entitlements 
Fire District #41 
EMS 
Other Inter~overnmental Services 

900,000 
464,800 

29,935,182 

Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and Include Interfund transfers. 

1,850,742 
1,184,775 

128,020 

3,163,537 

207,017 
590,033 

3,141,052 
489,685 
438.539 

Charges for Services: 
Internal Charges 
Engneenng Sew~ces 
Plan Check &Development Fees 
Recreatton 
Other Charges for Sewtces 

Total Charges for Services 
Fines & Forfeits 
MisceIlaneous 
Total Revenues 

Other Financine Sourcer 

978,003 
432,061 

34,164,605 

2,107,060 
1,375,333 

226,338 

3,708,731 

126,047 
543,723 

3,069,978 
495,286 
652.732 

3,531,586 
400,000 

2,022,336 
74,000 

668,144 

6,696,066 
1,157,550 

596,546 
46,415,207 

78,003 
(32,739) 

4,229,423 

108.7% 
93.0% 

114.1% 

256,318 
190,558 
98,318 

545,194 

(80,970) 
(46,310) 
(71,074) 

5,601 
214,193 

3,291,789 
625,331 

1,855,807 
77,977 

687,969 

6,538,873 
1,133,701 

890,981 
51,324,657 

113.8% 
116.1% 
176.8% 

117.2% 

60.9% 
92.2% 
97.7% 

101.1% 
148.8% 

(239,797) 
225,331 

(166,529) 
3,977 

19,825 

(157,193) 
(23,849) 

294,435 
4,909,450 

93 2% 
156 3% 
91.8% 

105.4% 
103 0% 

97.7% 
97.9% 

149.4% 
130.6% 



Comparing actual to budgeted revenues, the General Fund ended 2006 10.6 percent ahead of budget, which 
represents almost $5 million. Looking at specific revenues, the following are particularly noteworthy: 

Sales Tax revenue was 26.4 percent ahead of budget (as opposed to the 14.8 percent increase over the prior 
year) primarily due to strong performance in construction-related sectors (see "Selected Taxes" chart below 
right). A more detailed analysis of general sales tax 

SELECTEDTAXES revenue follows in the Sales Tax Revenue Analysis 
Achlal to Budget as of 12/31/2006 

report. General Fund 

Utility Taxes were 10.6 percent ahead of budget 
General primarily due to natural gas and electric utility taxes 

as result of higher rates and weather conditions. 
Utlllty Taxes 

Business Licenses were 11.5 Dercent and 
Revenue Generating Regulatory License 
revenue was 8.7 percent ahead of budget primarily Revenue 

Gen Reg 
due to higher than expected business license fees License 
from new businesses and businesses located 0 5 10 15 20 
outside the city limits. Franchise fee revenue $ Million 

was 18 percent over budget primarily due to higher 
than expected cable franchise revenue. DEVELOPMENT-RELATED FEES 

Other Licenses and Permits were 76.8 percent Actual to  Budget as of 12/31/2006 
General Fund 

ahead of budget because of collection of street use 
permit revenue from past years and higher than 
anticipated alarm registration fees. &Equipment 

Development-related fees collectively ended Plan Check & 

ahead of budget by 7.4 percent; however Deveio~mentFees 

performance was mixed this year (see 
"Development-Related Fees" chart on the right). Engineering 

Building, structural and equipment permit Charges 

fees were 13.8 percent ahead of budget and o 1 2 

engineering development fees were 56.3 $ Million 

percent ahead of budget due to the high level of 
building activity as previously mentioned in the Economic Environment section. However, plan check and 
development fees were 8.2 percent behind budget. This may be due to the timing of planning fees received 

possibly indicates a cooling of development activity. It is important to note that the increase in revenue over 
budget is already committed in future years to fund temporary development positions that were made 
permanent FTE's during the mid-biennial budget process. 

Grant revenue was 39.1 percent behind budget due to the timing of project completions and payment (revenue 
is received after projects are completed). 

Other Intergovernmental Services was 48.8 percent ahead of budget due to receiv~ng FEMA 
reimbursement in 2006 for our firefighters working during the Hurricane Katrlna rel~ef efforts in 2005 and 
additional revenue from the Mercer Island dispatch contract. 

Internal Charges were 6.8 percent beh~nd budget due to the number and t~ming of engineering projects 
charged to the capital improvement project funds. 

Miscellaneous revenue was 49.4 percent ahead of budget primarily due to higher than expected interest 
income and facilities and moorage rentals. 



Expenditures: General Fund 

City Manager's Office 

Human Resources 

City Attorney's Office 

Parks &Community Services 

Public Works (Endneering) 

Finance and Administration 

Planning & Community Development 

Interfund Transfers 

Budgeted and actual expenditures exclude work~ng captal, operatrng reserves, captal reserves and the year-end transfer. 

Comparing actual to budgeted expenditures, the General Fund ended the year 3.3 percent under budget, whlch 
represents almost $1.7 million in expenditure savings. Of note are the following departments: 

The Non-Departmental Division was 12.3 percent under budget, primarily due to savings in LEOFF 1 retiree 
medical costs and timing of contract payments to outside agencies. 

e City Manager's Office was 3.1 percent ahead of budget primarily due to the timing of regional projects 
at were budgeted in 2005, but completed in 2006. On a biennial basis, this department is 7.6 under budget 

primarily due to uncompleted projects in economic development and neighborhood services. 

The Human Resources Department was 1.3 percent ahead of budget primarily due to the timing of projects 
(budgeted in 2005, but completed in 2006). On a biennial basis, this department is 4.7 percent under budget 
primarily due to uncompleted projects, such as healthcare benefits review and savings in training. 

The City Attorney's Office is 5.5 percent under budget due to savings in outside legal counsel expenses. 

The Parks & Community Services Department was 3.9 percent under budget primarily due to position 
vacancies and timing of youth services contract payments. 

The Public Works Department was 7.9 percent under budget due to a position vacancy and uncompleted 
projects, such as traffic counts, impact fee study and Totem Lake perm~t review consultant. 



The Finance & Administration Department was 6.9 under budget due to a position vacancy and election 
costs savings. 

The Planning & Community Development Department was 4.6 percent under budget primarily due to the 
timing of payments to the regional housing coalition (ARCH). 

The Police Department is 6.6 percent under budget primarily due to the timing of hiring the new pr@active 
unit and jail costs savings. 



The Other General Government Operating Funds (which exclude the General Fund) account for two types of services: 
1) those that have external revenue sources that are restricted for specific uses (i.e. tourism, street maintenance, 
cemetery operations, parks maintenance, and recreation programs); and 2) those that assess internal user charges 
to support other City departments (i.e. facilities maintenance, fleet services, and technology services). Approximately 
56 of the City's 447 employees are budgeted within this group of funds. 

Resources: Other General Government Operating Funds 

* Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and include Interfund transfers. 

Cemetery Operating 

Parks Maintenance 

Recreation Revolving 

Comparing actual to budgeted revenues, the 
Other General Government Funds collect~vely 
ended the year 3.3 percent ahead of budget, 
representing about $507,000. Rev~ewrng 
~nd~v~dual funds, the follow~ng are worth 
not~ng (see chart to the right): 

Total Other Financing Sources 
Total Revenues-& ofher ~inancing.~ourc$s 

The Lodging Tax Fund was 40.0 
percent ahead of budget due to higher 
than expected lodging tax revenues from 
existing businesses and the opening of a 
new hotel in Totem Lake. 

TOTAL REVENUES BY FUND 
AEtual m Budget as of 12/31/2006 

Wler General Government Operating Funds 

Cemetery Opemtln 

Faclittles Ma~nt. 

0.0 0 5 1.0 1 5 2 0 2.5 3.0 3 5 4.0 

12 $Million 

1,221,571 
: :'1.5&8,0.80 

1,237,771 
, 1,5;?65;038 

.. . 
16,200 

. 506,958 
101.3% 
103.3%- 



The Parks Maintenance Fund was 2.1 percent of budget due to higher than expected facility rental fees. 

The Facilities Maintenance Fund was 2.4 percent ahead of budget primarily due to higher than expected 
cable utility tax revenue. 

The Equipment Rental Fund was 10.7 percent ahead of budget due to higher than expected sales of surplus 
vehicles and insurance recoveries. 



Budgeted and actual expendlures exclude working capital, operating reserves, and capital reserves. 

Cemetery Operating 

Parks Malntenance 

Recreation Revolving 

Facilities Malntenance 

Comparing actual to budgeted expenditures, the Other General Government Operating Funds collectively ended the 
year 9.8 percent ahead of budget primarily due to timing of expenditures over the biennium. As previously noted, 
2006 is the second half of the 20052006 Biennial Budget. No carryover process was necessary to allow for 
budgeted 2005 expenditures to occur in 2006. As a result, expenditures budgeted in 2005 may have occurred in 

Interfund Transfers 

Total Other Financing Uses 

Total Expenditures & Other Uses 

2006. Looking at each individual fund, the 
following are noteworthy (see chart below): 

The Lodging Tax Fund was 40.6 
percent under budget due to 
uncompleted tourism projects and 
savlngs in tour~sm consulting expenses. 

The Parks Maintenance Fund was 
15.6 percent under budget due to a 
pos~tion vacancy and expenditure savings 
related to maintenance supplies, utility 
servlces and repairs and maintenance 
servlces. 

1,206,880 

1,206,880 

14,912,945 

EXPENDITURES BY FUND 
Actual to Budget as of 12/31/2006 - . . 

Other General Government Operating Funds 

1,315,411 

1,315,411 

16,376,630 

Lodging Tax 

Street Operating 

Cemetery Operating 

Equipment Rental 

(108,531) 

(108,531) 

(1,463,685) 

Information 
Technology 

109.0% 

109.0% 

109.8% 



The Recreation Revolving Fund was 5.5 percent over budget due the cost of additional recreation classes 
that was partially offset by additional class revenue. 

The Facilities Maintenance Fund was 7.9 percent under budget primarily due to a position vacancy, savings 
from City staff accomplishing more repairs and maintenance rather than using outside contractors, and despite 
higher than expected utility costs caused by higher utility rates and increased use of City facilities for after-hour 
meetings and programs. 

The Equipment Rental Fund was 72.7 percent over budget due the timing of vehicle purchases (budgeted in 
2005 and purchased in 2006) and the purchase of the leased street paver for the CIP street overlay program. 

The Information Technology Fund was 6.8 percent under budget primarily due to position vacancies and 
unfinished projects such as the document management system implementation. 



The Water/Sewer Operating Fund accounts for all administrative, operating, and maintenance costs of the City's 
Water/Sewer Utility. The infrastructure operated and maintained includes water and sewer mains, sewer lift 
stations, water reservoirs, pressure-reducing stations, and fire hydrants. Also included are the purchase of water 
from Cascade Water Alliance (CWA) and the contracting of sewage treatment services with METRO. The water and 
sewer systems serve approximately 11,000 and 9,000 customers respectively. This fund is managed like a 
business with customer charges fully supporting all costs. About 20 of the City's 447 employees are budgeted 
within this fund. 

Resources: WaterISewer Operatine Fund 

Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and include ~nterfund transfers 

Comparing actual to budgeted revenues, SELECTED CHARGES FOR SERVICE 

the Water/Sewer Operating Fund ended the Adual to Budgetas of 12/31/2006 
Water/Sewer Operating Fund 

year 2.4 percent behind budget primar~ly 
d ~ e  to lower than normal warer sa.es (see 
cnan to the ngnt). Water 

Cnarger I I 
Sewer 

Charges 

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4 5  5 5.5 6 6.5 7 7.5 8 8.5 



Expenditures: WaterISewer Operating Fund 

Salaries & Wages 

Benefits 

Supplies 

Other Services 

Water Purchase (CWA) 

Metro Sewer Charge 

Regional Water Connection Charges 

Taxes 

Capital Outlay 
I I I I 

Total Expenditures 1 12,354,852 1 12,240,241 1 114,611 1 99.1% 
I I I I 

Other Financing Uses: 

Interfund Transfers 1 3,138,091 / 3,161.808 / (23,717)) 100.84 

Budgeted expenditures exclude working capital and an operahng reserve 

Comparing actual to budgeted expenditures, TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY 

the Water/Sewer Operating Fund ended the h a 1  to Budget as of 12/31/2006 
WaterISewer Operating Fund 

year 0.6 percent under budget. Savings 
occurred from a position vacancy and timing Salaries & Wages 

of payments for regional connection charges. 
Benefits 

Higher than expected costs included interfund 
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The Surface Water Management Fund accounts for all administrative, operating, and maintenance costs of the City's 
Surface Water Utility. The infrastructure operated and maintained includes storm drain mains, manholes, and catch 
basins. This utility serves all residential, multi-family, and commercial customers within the City. Like the 
Water/Sewer Operating Fund, this fund is managed like a business with customer charges fully supporting all costs. 
About 15 of the City's 447 employees are budgeted within this fund. 

Resources: Surface Water Management Fund 

Charges for Services: 

Storm Drainage Fees - Residential 
Storm Drainage Fees - Commercial 
Other Charges for Services 

Ofher Financing Sources: 

lntetfund Transfers 

Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and include interfund transfers. 

Comparing actual to budgeted revenues, the Surface SELECTED CHARGES FOR SERVICES 

Water Management Fund ended the year 2 percent Actual to Budget as of 12/31/2006 

ahead of budget due to an understated budget for 
Surface Water Management Fund 

engineering charges (reflected in "other charges for 
services") resulting from the capital projects added ~ees-~es iden t ia~  

with the implementation of the surface water master 
plan (see chart on the right). Storm Drainage 
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Expenditures: Surface Water Management Fund 

Salaries &Wages 

Benefits 

Supplies 

Other Services 

Intergovernmental Services & Taxes 

Capital Outlays 
I I I I 

otal Expenditures 2,313,742 1,956,443 357,299 84.6% 

Other Financing Uses: 

Interfund Tmnsfen 

Budgeted expenditures exclude working capital and an operating reserve 

Comparing actual to budgeted expenditures, 
the Surface Water Management Fund ended 
the year 7.2 percent under budget primarily 
due to position vacancies, benefit savings and 
pending projects for various environmental 
studies outlined in the recently adopted 
Surface Water Management Plan (see chart 
on the right). Benefits are budgeted using a 
city-wide average demographic for all 
employees, but the average demographic for 
the employees in the Surface Water 
Management Fund is lower than the city-wide 
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The Solid Waste Fund accounts for all administrative and operating costs of the City's Solid Waste Utility. The 
collection and recycling service is currently provided through a contract with Waste Management and serves 
approximately 11,600 customers. Of the City's 447 employees, 1 employee is budgeted in this fund. 

Resources: Solid Waste Fund 

Charges for Services: 

Residential Collection 

Multi-family Collection 

Commercial Collection 

' Budgeted and adual  revenues exclude resources forward and include interfund transfers. 

SELECTED CHARGES FOR SERVICES 
Comparing actual to budgeted revenues, the Solid Achlal to Budget as of 12/31/2006 
Waste Fund ended the year at budget (see chart to Solid Waste Fund 

the right). Other charges for service primarily 
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Expenditures: Solid Waste Fund 

* Budgeted expenditures exclude working capital and an operating reserve. 

King County Hazardous Waste Fee 

Interfund Transfers 

Comparing actual to budgeted 
expenditures, the Solid Waste 
Fund ended the year 1.4 
percent ahead of budget due to 
increased rates for the disposal 
contract and King County 
hazardous waste fees, which 
are passed through to solld 
waste customers (see chart to 
the right). 
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SALES TAX REVENUE ANALYSIS
Through December 31, 2005 and 2006

BACKGROUND 

Sales tax is the single largest revenue source in the General Fund as well as the City’s primary funding source for 
general government services.  In addition, sales tax is a dedicated funding source for transportation capital projects 
($270,000), neighborhood capital projects ($100,000), and technology capital projects ($400,000).  

State law defines those transactions that are subject to retail sales tax.  Most notably, the sale of most consumer 
goods (except most food products) is taxable.  Also, certain types of services, such as recreational activities and the 
improvement of real or personal property, are taxable.  Due to changes in the economy, buying habits of consumers, 
and construction activity within Kirkland, sales tax revenue 
received by the City fluctuates from year to year.  

Kirkland’s sales tax rate is 8.8 percent, with an additional 0.5 
percent imposed by King County for food and beverages sold 
by restaurants, taverns, and bars and an additional 0.3 
percent imposed on vehicle purchases or leases.  Of the 8.8 
percent collected from regular sales tax, the City receives 1 
percent of which 0.15 percent is remitted to King County for 
collection administration costs for a net sales tax to Kirkland of 
0.85 percent.  The remaining 7.8 percent is distributed to the 
State and other public agencies as depicted in the chart on the 
right.

This report analyzes sales tax revenues through December 31, 
2006 and compares them to the same period in 2005.  Year-
to-date, monthly, business sector (according to categories established by NAICS or “North American Industry 
Classification System”), and business district (according to geographic area) comparisons follow.  

SUMMARY COMPARISON 

The improving local economy and the opening of significant new 
businesses over the last few years (e.g., two automobile 
dealerships and Costco Home) contributed to the positive sales tax 
performance that the City has enjoyed since 2003.  However, 
construction-related revenue is almost completely responsible for 
the growth in 2005 and 2006.  2006 sales tax receipts are up 
14.8 percent compared to 2005 as illustrated in the chart to the 
right.  Assuming a more typical 6 percent growth in construction-
related receipts would reduce the year-to-date increase over last 
year to 5.6 percent. 

Sales Tax Receipts 
through December 2005 & 2006
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When analyzing monthly sales tax receipts, there are two items of special note: First, most businesses remit their 
sales tax collections to the Washington State Department of Revenue on a monthly basis.  Small businesses only 
have to remit their sales tax collections either quarterly or annually, which can create anomalies when comparing the 
same month between two years.  Second, for those businesses which remit sales tax monthly, there is a two month 
lag from the time that sales tax is collected to the time it is distributed to the City.  For example, sales tax received by 
the City in December 2006 is for sales actually made in October 2006.  Monthly sales tax receipts through 
December 2005 and 2006 are compared in the following table and chart. 

Dollar Percent

Month 2005 2006 Change Change

January 1,074,628        1,116,572        41,944             3.9% 

February 1,265,274        1,821,021        555,747           43.9% 

March 1,036,353        1,126,328        89,975             8.7% 

April 998,836           1,061,134        62,298             6.2% 

May 1,309,116        1,309,595        479                  0.0% 

June 1,081,910        1,311,259        229,349           21.2% 

July 1,059,853        1,285,154        225,301           21.3% 

August 1,337,976        1,749,896        411,920           30.8% 

September 1,351,158        1,457,353        106,195           7.9% 

October 1,270,456        1,400,232        129,776           10.2% 

November 1,362,604        1,478,235        115,631           8.5% 

December 1,161,634        1,311,365        149,731           12.9% 

Total 14,309,798 16,428,144 2,118,346 14.8% 

Sales Tax Receipts

Looking at both years, the seasonal pattern is mostly the same, with a sales tax spike in February (for sales in 
December) followed by a decline in March and April.  The monthly trend for 2006 mostly follows 2005 but generally 
at a higher level.  The unusually large spikes in February and August 2006 are due to construction-related receipts, 
including installation of technology equipment.  The “flatness” in May is skewed by one-time events in both years; 
May 2006 would be up about 9 percent over 2005 factoring these events out. 

BUSINESS SECTOR COMPARISON 

Kirkland’s sales tax base is comprised of a variety of businesses which are grouped and analyzed by business sector 
(according to NAICS, or “North American Industry Classification System”).  The following nine business sector 
groupings were used to compare 2005 and 2006 year-to-date sales tax receipts in the following table and chart:  1) 
Services, 2) Contracting, 3) Communications, 4) Automotive/Gas Retail, 5) General Merchandise/Miscellaneous 
Retail, 6) Retail Eating/Drinking, 7) Other Retail, 8) Wholesale, and 9) Miscellaneous. 

2005 - 2006 Monthly Sales Tax Receipts 
January - December
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Business Sector Dollar Percent Percent of Total
Group 2005 2006 Change Change 2005 2006

Services 1,516,943 1,728,503 211,560 13.9% 10.6% 10.5% 
Contracting 2,315,820 3,278,515 962,695 41.6% 16.2% 20.0% 
Communications 689,152 791,023 101,871 14.8% 4.8% 4.8% 
Auto/Gas Retail 2,791,766 2,938,600 146,834 5.3% 19.5% 17.9% 
Gen Merch/Misc Retail 2,384,674 2,527,871 143,197 6.0% 16.7% 15.4% 
Retail Eating/Drinking 1,183,017 1,231,760 48,743 4.1% 8.3% 7.5% 
Other Retail 1,774,957 1,794,145 19,188 1.1% 12.4% 10.9% 
Wholesale 984,807 1,356,143 371,336 37.7% 6.9% 8.3% 
Miscellaneous 668,662 781,584 112,922       16.9% 4.6% 4.7% 
Total 14,309,798 16,428,144 2,118,346 14.8% 100.0% 100.0% 

Jan-Dec

Most of the 14.8 percent increase in 2006 sales tax receipts can be traced to the following five business sectors 
comprising over 72 percent of the City’s total sales tax receipts: 

1. Contracting, which accounts for 20 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is up 41.6 percent due to the 
continuing high level of construction activity in Kirkland.  Contributing to this phenomenal growth are large 
commercial and public projects, such as Evergreen Hospital, three large condominium projects in the downtown 
area, two hotels, the new Lee Johnson Chevrolet/Mazda showroom, the re-building of Ben Franklin Elementary 
School, and the Sound Transit 405 Transit Center/Access project, as well as strong single-family construction 
activity.

2. Wholesale, which accounts for over 8 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is up 37.7 percent primarily 
due to construction-related equipment and technology systems installations. 

3. Services, which accounts for more than 10 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is up 13.9 percent
primarily due to growth in construction-related services (technology and software). 

4. Auto/gas retail, which accounts for almost 18 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is up 5.3 percent due 
to the consistent performance of key retailers and despite the impact of consumer concerns over higher gas 
prices.

5. General merchandise/miscellaneous retail, which accounts for more than 15 percent of the total sales tax 
receipts, is up 6.0 percent primarily due to technology-related retail. 

In reviewing the proportion of total sales tax receipts generated by each business sector group, two changes are 
worth noting.  First, “contracting” increased from 12.5 percent in 1999 to 20.0 percent in 2006. This shift is 
troubling since this sector is by nature economically-sensitive and therefore can’t be fully relied on to support on-

2005-2006 Sales Tax Receipts by Business Sector
January -  December
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going services.   Second, the share of sales tax receipts from all “retail” categories declined from 60.1 percent in 
2004 to 51.7 percent in 2006 illustrating the generally flat performance in the retail sector and more importantly, 
the impact of construction-related receipts.  The high level of construction activity is not only impacting the 
“contracting” sector this year, but also in the “wholesale,” “services,” and “communications” sectors.  As 
mentioned previously, removing the exceptional construction-related growth in these four sectors and assuming a 
more typical 6 percent growth rate would reduce the overall 2006 year-to-date increase over 2005 to 5.6 percent 
instead of 14.8 percent.  Also, each business sectors’ shares of total sales tax receipts in 2006 would also be more 
similar to 2005. 

BUSINESS DISTRICT COMPARISON  

Kirkland’s sales tax base is further broken down by business district (according to geographic area) as follows:  1) 
Totem Lake, 2) NE 85th Street, 3) Downtown, 4) Carillon Point & Yarrow Bay, 5) Houghton & Bridle Trails, 6) Juanita, 
and 7) Unassigned or No District (comprised of the contracting sector, businesses with no physical presence in 
Kirkland, and unassigned small businesses in Kirkland).  Year-to-date sales tax receipts through December 2005 and 
2006 are compared in the following chart and table.  

2005 - 2006 Sales Tax Receipts by Business District 
January - December
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Dollar Percent
Business District 2005 2006 Change Change 2005 2006

Totem Lake 4,552,763 4,705,523 152,760 3.4% 31.8% 28.6%

NE 85th St 2,250,246 2,350,639 100,393 4.5% 15.7% 14.3%

Downtown 976,319 1,051,285 74,966 7.7% 6.8% 6.4%

Carillon Pt & Yarrow Bay 537,496 483,689 -53,807 -10.0% 3.8% 2.9%

Houghton & Bridle Trails 536,124 544,401 8,277 1.5% 3.7% 3.3%

Juanita 247,544 256,340 8,796 3.6% 1.7% 1.6%

Unassigned or No District:

   Contracting 2,320,753 3,280,092 959,339 41.3% 16.2% 20.0%

   Other 2,888,553 3,756,175 867,622 30.0% 22.0% 24.5%

Total 14,309,798 16,428,144 2,118,346 14.8% 100.0% 100.0%

Jan - Dec Receipts Percent of Total
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When reviewing sales tax receipts by business district, it’s important to point out that almost 45 percent of sales tax 
revenue and over 86 percent of the revenue gain achieved in 2006 is in the “unassigned or no district” category.  
This is a result of the significant growth in the “contracting” sector, as well as strong performance related to 
construction in the “wholesale” and “business services” sector, and “other retail” (mostly on-line and catalog 
retailers).  Contracting is not assigned to a specific business district because of its one-time nature and difficulty in 
identifying the location of the activity. 

Reviewing the performance of the City’s business districts: 

1. Totem Lake, which accounts for over 28 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is up 3.4 percent, primarily 
due to strong performance in “auto/gas retail,” “other retail,” and “business services” and despite the closure 
of a major supermarket. There was a fairly large one-time recovery in 2005 that skews the comparison to 2006.  
Factoring out this one-time impact improves this business sector’s performance to about a 4 percent increase 
comparing 2006 to 2005.    

2. NE 85th Street, which accounts for over 14 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is up 4.5 percent primarily  
due to the “retail automotive/gas” sector and despite weak performance in the “general 
merchandise/miscellaneous retail” sector.  There was a correction to this business sector’s receipts in 2006 
that skews comparison between the years.  Factoring out this one-time impact improves this business sector’s 
performance to an almost 6 percent increase comparing 2006 to 2005. 

3. Downtown, which accounts for over 6 percent of the total sales receipts, is up 7.7 percent due to strong 
performance in the “retail eating/drinking” and “auto/gas retail” sectors and despite the closure of a furniture 
retailer.

4. Carillon Point & Yarrow Bay, which accounts for almost 3 percent of the total sales tax receipts, is down 
10.0 percent primarily due to the performance volatility of large software/technology companies. 

5. Houghton & Bridle Trails, which accounts for more than 3 percent of the total sales receipts, is up 1.5 
percent almost primarily due to the “other retail” and “retail eating/drinking” sectors. 

6. Juanita, which accounts for 1.6 percent of the total sales receipts, is up 3.6 percent largely due to 
“services” and the “retail eating/drinking” sectors. 

2006 OUTLOOK 

2006 sales tax receipts continued on the positive trend the City has experienced since 2003.  However, the current 
extraordinary growth is almost entirely due to the high level of construction activity in the city. The retail sectors are 
up collectively only 4.4 percent over the same period in 2005, partially due to the impact of the Woodinville Costco 
store.  Contracting and construction-related receipts in other sectors contributed an estimated 86 percent of the 
sales tax growth in 2006.  

Opportunities for growth exist from the redevelopment of Totem Lake Mall, the current major expansion at two key 
automobile dealerships, and the new hotels currently under construction.  The economic recession a few years ago 
and the current reliance on construction-related sales tax growth serve as reminders that sales tax is an economically 
sensitive revenue source.  In good times, sales tax growth easily outpaces the rate of inflation and is an attractive 
funding source for service packages.  However, when a downturn occurs, the City’s financial ability to maintain 
existing services can be quickly threatened.  Additional volatility is created by gaining or losing significant businesses, 
shifts in construction activity due to economic conditions, and one-time field audit recoveries. 
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2006 INVESTMENT REPORT
As of December 31, 2006

MARKET OVERVIEW 

Gross domestic product, GDP, growth is projected to be  
3.3 percent in 2006. CPI Inflation is expected to average 
2.4 percent.  Short term interest rates rose with the Fed 
Funds moving from 4.25 percent at the beginning of the 
year to 5.25 percent by year end.  The year ended with a 
slightly inverted yield curve.  Short term rates rose 
slightly while the longer term rates remained fairly stable.   

CITY PORTFOLIO 

An outside review of Kirkland’s Investment Policy was 
conducted in 2006.  Revisions were made so that the 
policy would be consistent with current investment 
practices. The City Council approved the revised policy in 
September and Certification from the Washington 
Municipal Treasurer’s Association was received in 
November.   It is the policy of the City of Kirkland to 
invest public funds in a manner which provides the 
highest investment return with maximum security while 
meeting the City’s daily cash flow requirements and 
conforming to all Washington state statutes governing the 
investment of public funds. 

The primary objectives for the City of Kirkland’s 
investment activities are: legality, safety, liquidity and yield.  Additionally, the City diversifies its investments according
to established maximum allowable exposure limits so that reliance on any one issuer will not place an undue 
financial burden on the City. The City’s portfolio increased $13.3 million in 2006 due to increased fund balances in 
capital funds, real estate excise tax funds and utility funds, finishing the year at $97.9 million compared to $84.4 
million on December 31, 2005.  

Diversification 
The City’s current investment portfolio is composed of Government 
Agency bonds, State and Local Government bonds, US Treasury notes, 
the State Investment Pool and an overnight bank sweep account.  City 
investment procedures allow for 100% of the portfolio to be invested in 
US Treasury or Federal Government obligations. 

Liquidity
The target duration for the City’s portfolio is based on the 2 year 
treasury rate which increased from 4.41 percent on December 31, 
2005 to 4.82 percent on December 31, 2006. The average maturity 
of the City’s investment portfolio decreased from 1.24 years on 
December 31, 2005 to .99 years on December 31, 2006.  The 
maturity duration is lower than the targeted duration as a larger 
portion of the portfolio has been left in the State Investment Pool 
which is earning a higher rate of approximately 5.2 percent. 

Treasury Yield Curve
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Agency Target Max % Actual 

FAMC 50% 2% 
FFCB 50% 17% 
FHLB 50% 18% 
FHLMC 50% 15% 
FNMA 50% 18% 
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Yield
The City’s portfolio returns continued to rise with the 
rising Fed Funds interest rates.  The City Portfolio 
yield to maturity increased from 3.88 percent on 
December 31, 2005 to 4.51 percent on December 
31, 2006. 

Through December 31, 2006, the City’s annual 
average yield to maturity was 4.25 percent, which 
performed under the State Investment Pool annual 
average yield to maturity at 4.9 percent and was 
below the 2 Year Treasury note annual average for 
2006 at 4.81 percent.  

The City portfolio’s cash yield for 2006 at 3.99 
percent was an increase over the 2005 yield of 2.82 
percent.  Total interest earnings for 2006 were $3.6 
million, $1.26 million over 2005 earnings of $2.34 
million.

The City’s practice of investing further out on the 
yield curve than the State Investment Pool results in 
earnings higher than the State Pool during declining 
interest rates and lower earnings than the State Pool 
during periods of rising interest rates.  This can be 
seen in the adjacent graph and chart.  Over the last 
six years the interest earned, calculated by using the 
annual average interest rate earnings and the 
average portfolio size, is approximately $2 million 
greater than the earnings would have been if the 
entire portfolio had been left in the State Investment 
Pool.

2007 ECONOMIC OUTLOOK and INVESTMENT STRATEGY

The most recent Federal Reserve Survey of Professional Forecasters indicates that the U.S. economy will continue to 
remain steady in 2007 with GDP growing 2.6 percent in 2007 and GDP inflation at 2.3 percent.  The unemployment 
rate forecast is 4.8 percent in 2007.  Beyond the very short term, the forecasters see little threat of accelerating 
inflation.  CPI inflation is projected at 2.6 percent in 2007. Over the longer run, the forecasters see inflation 
averaging 2.6 percent over the next five years and 2.5 percent for the five years following that.  The Fed Funds rate, 
currently at 5.25 percent is expected to remain steady through the 2nd quarter with possible movements downward 
later in the year depending on the economy.  

Currently the portfolio duration is shorter than the benchmark as funds in the State Investment Pool are earning a 
higher rate of 5.2 percent, closely following the Fed Funds rate.  Investments beyond 2 and 3 years will be 
purchased as opportunities are available to obtain a return above the State Pool. We will continue to watch the 
economy closely and lengthen the duration as interest rates level off.  Total budgeted investment income for 2007 is 
$4 million.  

Benchmark 
Comparison

December
31, 2005 

December
31, 2006 

City Yield to Maturity (YTM) 3.88% 4.51% 
City Average YTM 3.26% 4.25% 
City Year to Date Yield 2.82% 3.99% 
State Pool Average Yield 3.17% 4.90% 
2 yr Treasury Note Avg YTM 3.91% 4.81% 

Investment Interest Rate Comparisons
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2006 RESERVE SUMMARY
As of December 31, 2006

Reserves are an important indicator of the City’s fiscal health.  They effectively represent “savings accounts” that are 
established to meet unforeseen budgetary needs (general purpose reserves) or are otherwise dedicated to a specific 
purpose (special purpose reserves). 

Following this narrative is a summary schedule detailing all Council authorized uses and additions to each reserve through 
December 2006.  Also provided is a separate schedule of all City reserves reflecting the 2005-06 ending balance and 
corresponding target for each reserve. 

GENERAL PURPOSE RESERVES 

General purpose reserves are available to meet a wide variety of contingencies.  They are funded by excess general purpose 
revenues, which have no restrictions on the public purpose for which they are spent. 

General Operating Reserve

For the City’s “Rainy Day” fund, the target is established by fiscal policy at five percent of the operating budget (excluding 
utility and internal service funds).  Each year, the target amount will change proportional to the change in the operating 
budget.  To maintain full funding, the increment between five percent of the previous year’s budget and the current budget 
would be added or subtracted utilizing interest income and year-end transfers from the General Fund.  It is a reserve to be 
used for unforeseen revenue losses and other temporary events.  If the reserve is utilized by the City Council, the 
authorization should be accompanied by a plan for replenishing the reserve within a two to three year period. 

Revenue Stabilization Reserve 

The Revenue Stabilization Reserve was approved by Council in July 2003 and was created by segregating a portion of the 
General Operating Reserve.  The purpose of this reserve is to provide an easy mechanism to tap reserves to address 
temporary revenue shortfalls resulting from temporary circumstances (e.g. economic cycles, weather-related fluctuations in 
revenue).  Council set the target at ten percent of selected General Fund revenue sources which are subject to volatility (e.g.
sales tax, development fees and utility taxes).  The Revenue Stabilization Reserve may be used in its entirety; however, 
replenishing the reserve will constitute the first priority for use of year-end transfers from the General Fund. 

Contingency Fund 

The Contingency Fund was established pursuant to RCW 35A.33.145 to “provide monies with which to meet any municipal 
expense, the necessity or extent of which could not have been foreseen or reasonably evaluated at the time of adopting the 
annual budget.”  State law sets the maximum balance in the fund at $.375 per $1,000 of assessed valuation.  This reserve 
would be used to address unforeseen expenditures (as opposed to revenue shortfalls addressed by the Revenue 
Stabilization Reserve).  The fund can be replenished through interest earnings up to the maximum balance or through the 
year-end transfer if needed.

General Capital Contingency 

This reserve is available to fund general capital projects when the scope or cost of the project exceeds the budgeted 
amount.  The target established by fiscal policy is ten percent of the funded six-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
less utility projects.  Funding is received from the General Fund year-end transfer and interest income.  Use of the General 
Capital Contingency is secured through a request to Council.  Typically, this reserve has covered changes in project scope, 
unanticipated costs that arose out of the bid process, or unavoidable change orders.  Council granted limited administrative 
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authority to the City Manager to fund small project overruns (e.g. up to $100,000 per year each for the general and utility 
capital reserves and up to $25,000 for any single project). 

Building and Property Reserve  

This reserve is used for property purchases, building improvements and other property-related transactions.  It has also 
been used as a general purpose reserve to fund Council-approved unanticipated expenditures. 

Council Special Project Reserve 

This reserve is available to the City Council to fund special one-time projects that were unforeseen at the time the budget 
was prepared.  When the reserve is used, it is replenished from the General Fund year-end transfer. 

SPECIAL PURPOSE RESERVES  

Special purpose reserves are dedicated either by Council policy or by state or local laws that govern their use.  Following are
descriptions of a few of the larger and more important special purpose reserves. 

Excise Tax Capital Improvement Reserve 

There are two reserves in the Real Estate Excise Tax Capital Improvement Fund -- one for the first quarter percent real 
estate excise tax (REET 1) and one for the second quarter percent real estate excise tax (REET 2).  These cash balances 
must be kept separate due to the dedication by City policy of REET 2 to transportation capital projects.  The REET 1 reserve 
is used primarily as a general CIP grant match reserve and/or for significant project scope changes.  The target should be 
reviewed periodically against potential grants. 

Equipment Rental Fund 

The Equipment Rental Fund is one of two internal service funds.   There are two capital reserves maintained in this fund.  
One relates to the replacement of vehicles and the other is for the replacement of 800 MHz radios.  Vehicle replacement 
rates, based on the estimated useful life and replacement cost of each vehicle, are assessed monthly to each user 
department.  The radio replacement reserve was funded previously via the year-end transfer from the General Fund; 
however, future funding will come from radio replacement rates which will be assessed in the year after a radio is replaced. 

Information Technology Fund 

The Information Technology Fund is the second internal service fund.  There are two reserves within this fund.  The 
Personal Computer (PC) replacement reserve in this fund is for the replacement of personal computers.  PC replacement 
rates, based on the estimated useful life and replacement cost of each type of PC, are assessed monthly to each user 
department.  The Technology Major Systems Replacement Reserve was initiated by Council in July 2003 by reallocating a 
portion of the General Capital Contingency.  The reserve will be used to fund projected major system replacements that 
cannot be covered through the current CIP funding allocations.  An initial amount of $1 million was reallocated from the 
General Capital Contingency to start the reserve which will be funded in future years by replacement charges to department 
users.

Facilities Maintenance Fund 

The Facilities Maintenance Fund accounts for the costs of maintaining and repairing City buildings.  The fund operates 
much like an internal service fund whereby revenue to the fund is derived primarily from user charges to other funds.  Two 
types of reserves are budgeted in this fund – an operating reserve and a sinking fund reserve.  The operating reserve is set 
at $550,000 ($50,000 for each of the City’s eleven facilities), and is used to pay for major, unanticipated repairs.  It is 
replenished, if necessary, from the General Fund year-end transfer. 
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The sinking fund reserve is used to pay for each City facility’s twenty-year life cycle costs related to the repair or 
replacement of major architectural, mechanical, and electrical components.  A facilities sinking fund charge is assessed to 
each operating fund and is in addition to the annual facilities rental charge, which covers the basic annual maintenance 
costs for each facility.  In 2001, a 20-year facilities life cycle analysis was completed to determine what the annual sinking 
fund charges should be for each facility.  A significant gap was identified, which the Council decided to bridge over five years
from 2002 through 2006 by implementing an “additional sinking fund charge” in 20% increments, supplemented by the 
General Fund year-end transfer.  To facilitate the phased implementation of the sinking fund charges, the sinking fund 
reserve received a transfer from the General Fund in an amount equivalent to the amount that should have been transferred 
at the end of 2002 and 2003.  The full implementation of the additional sinking fund charge will be completed in 2007. 

Street Improvement Fund 

The Street Improvement Fund is dedicated to funding transportation CIP projects.  Included in this fund is the restricted 
portion of the gas tax which is a legally dedicated revenue source for transportation capital projects.  In addition, a portion of 
the sales tax received by the City is dedicated by Council policy to such projects.  The reserve is built from revenue collected
in excess of the annual amount dedicated to the CIP and from interest revenue. 

USES AND ADDITIONS HIGHLIGHTS 

RESERVE  AMOUNT  DESCRIPTION 
2006 Council Authorized Uses 
Contingency Fund $52,000 Funding for the purchase of water rights from King County 

Water District # 1. 
 $31,000 Funding for an assessment and update to the Downtown 

Strategic Plan (DSP). 
 $16,042 Funding for relocation of Hopelink to the South Rose Hill 

Building due to rodent and health condition issues at the 
current location. 

General Capital Contingency $150,000 Additional funding for Central Way corridor improvements 
due to design changes and subsurface conditions. 

 $69,200 Bridge funding for State Street undergrounding of utilities.  
Funds will be fully reimbursed when two concomitants are 
called upon completion of the project. 

Street Improvement Fund $57,000 Additional funding for the 2006 pavement marking project as 
the accepted bid was higher than estimated costs. 

Building/Property Reserve $215,000 Funding for purchase and sale of Plaza on State 
Condominium to retain unit as part of affordable housing 
stock.  Sale of the purchased unit will reimburse the 
reserve for an estimated $191,150, resulting in an 
estimated net cost to the City of up to $23,850. 

 $2,363 Funding for purchase of foreclosed property from King 
County to retain parcels as public right-of-way. 

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 2 
Reserve

$14,800 Additional funding to fully fund and close-out the Hazard 
Elimination Safety project. 

 $100,000 Funding for right-of-way acquisition for extension of NE 120th

Street originally planned for 2008.  Purchasing prior to 
2007 expiration of favorable terms in current purchase 
agreement.
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USES AND ADDITIONS HIGHLIGHTS (continued) 

RESERVE  AMOUNT  DESCRIPTION 
Water/Sewer Construction Reserve $130,000 Funding for Kirkland Avenue Sewer Main Replacement 

project due to sewer line break and subsequent 
inspection that revealed multiple broken pipe joints and 
other pipe deficiencies. 

 $139,000 Additional funding for Kirkland Avenue Sewer Main 
Replacement project due to timing of bid, higher than 
normal bid prices, and increase in manhole repair costs 
caused by the magnitude of needed repairs. 

Water/Sewer Capital Contingency $260,000 Additional funding for the 116th Avenue Non-motorized facility 
project (water/sewer portion) due to an unanticipated 
water main relocation and increased construction costs. 

 $83,545 Additional funding for the 116th Avenue Non-motorized facility 
project (water/sewer portion) as the current bids are 
higher than estimated costs. 

 $200,000 Additional funding for the water main replacement project at 
7th Avenue/114th Avenue in order to replace an additional 
water main scheduled for future replacement and 
increased construction costs. 

Surface Water Capital Contingency $3,000 Additional funding for the NE 47th Street Surface Water Outfall 
project due to an increase in the scope of the project with 
the discovery of a second outfall causing damage to the 
ravine.

 $248,000 Additional funding for the 116th Avenue Non-motorized facility 
project (surface water portion) due to unanticipated storm 
utility detention-related enhancements and increased 
construction costs. 

Facilities Maintenance Sinking $25,000 Additional funding for NKCC roof replacement project due to 
higher than estimated bid prices. 

 $47,500 Additional funding for the City Hall Direct Digital Controls 
(DDC) Replacement project due to escalating construction 
industry pricing which reflect increased energy and fuel 
costs.

2006 Council Authorized Additions 
Building/Property Reserve $159,311 Repayment to reserve from sale proceeds of the affordable 

housing unit (condo) on State Street. 
 $604,878 2006 year-end General Fund transfer. 

Development Services Reserve $530,000 2006 year-end General Fund transfer. 

Contingency Fund $860,798 2006 year-end General Fund transfer. 

Revenue Stabilization Reserve $82,380 2006 year-end General Fund transfer. 

Facilities Expansion Reserve $794,900 2006 year-end General Fund transfer. 



General Government & Utility Reserves Summary

2005-06 Est 12/31/05 2006 2006 Revised 2005-06 2005-06 Over (Under)
End Balance End Balance Auth. Uses Auth. Additions End Balance Target Target

Contingency 2,115,677 2,049,384 99,042 860,798 2,811,140 2,952,182 (141,042)

General Capital Contingency 2,979,056 3,737,337 219,200 3,518,137 5,900,568 (2,382,431)

Park & Municipal Reserve:

General Oper. Reserve (Rainy Day) 2,712,836 2,712,836 2,712,836 2,676,890 35,946

Revenue Stabilization Reserve 1,493,480 1,493,480 82,380 1,575,860 2,082,380 (506,520)

Development Services Reserve 920,000 920,000 530,000 1,450,000 N/A N/A

Building & Property Reserve 1,817,461 1,817,461 217,363 764,189 2,364,287 N/A N/A

Council Special Projects Reserve 254,760 250,000 250,000 250,000 0

Total General Purpose Reserves 12,293,270 12,980,498 535,605 2,237,367 14,682,260 13,862,020 N/A

Excise Tax Capital Improvement:
REET 1 3,990,296 3,990,296 3,990,296 1,435,000 2,555,296
REET 2 2,033,112 2,357,891 114,800 2,243,091 6,033,700 (3,790,609)

Equipment Rental:

Vehicle Reserve 6,187,826 6,187,826 6,187,826 6,187,826 0
Radio Reserve 36,000 36,000 36,000 N/A N/A

Information Technology:

PC Replacement Reserve 429,835 429,835 429,835 429,835 0
Major Systems Replacement Reserve 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,025,000 (25,000)

Facilities Maintenance:

Operating Reserve 550,000 550,000 550,000 550,000 0
Facilities Sinking Fund 925,240 925,240 72,500 852,740 925,240 (72,500)

Impact Fees

Roads 1,045,991 1,045,991 1,045,991 N/A N/A
Parks 490,464 490,464 490,464 N/A N/A

Park Bond Reserve 18,150 18,150 18,150 N/A N/A

Cemetery Improvement 411,462 411,462 411,462 N/A N/A

Off-Street Parking 69,564 69,564 69,564 N/A N/A

Tour Dock 155,578 155,578 155,578 130,000 25,578

Street Improvement 1,901,759 1,627,781 57,000 1,570,781 N/A N/A

Firefighter's Pension 1,117,566 1,117,566 1,117,566 1,052,000       65,566

Park & Municipal Reserve:

Litigation Reserve 60,450 60,450 60,450 50,000            10,450
Police Equipment Reserve 43,883 43,883 43,883 N/A N/A
LEOFF 1 Police Reserve 621,650 621,650 621,650 863,000          (241,350)
Facilities Expansion Reserve 1,205,100 1,205,100 794,900 2,000,000 N/A N/A
Fire Engine (Forbes Creek F.S.) 350,000 350,000 350,000 350,000 0
Labor Relations Reserve 199,700 199,700 62,100 600 138,200 N/A N/A
Donation Accounts 113,207 113,207 113,207 N/A N/A
Revolving Accounts 115,168 115,168 115,168 N/A N/A

Water/Sewer Operating Reserve 1,436,674 1,423,248 1,423,248 1,436,674 (13,426)

Water/Sewer Debt Service Reserve 845,962 845,962 845,962 845,962 0

Water/Sewer Capital Contingency 1,766,520 1,519,020 543,545 975,475 1,766,520 (791,045)

Water/Sewer Construction Reserve 4,599,401 3,873,639 269,000 3,604,639 N/A N/A

Surface Water Operating Reserve 252,187 252,187 252,187 252,187 0

Surface Water Capital Contingency 569,490 525,490 251,000 274,490 569,490 (295,000)

Surface Water Construction Reserve 1,008,603 957,948 957,948 N/A N/A

Total Special Purpose Reserves 33,550,838 32,520,296 1,369,945 795,500 31,945,851 N/A N/A

GENERAL PURPOSE RESERVES

SPECIAL PURPOSE RESERVES

Reserves
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Reintroducing the Levy Lid Lift 
By Stacey Crawshaw-Lewis 

FINANCING WITHIN THE FORMER 106% LIMITATION DRAWING ON "BANKED" LEVY CAPACITY 
I n  light of recent tax initiative campaigns, cities and Because the cost of providing public services may rise 
other taxing districts are rediscovering an important tax more than one percent per year, the 101% levy l id places 
tool: the levy l id lift (RCW 84.55.050). Previously, taxing significant constraints on city and other jurisdictions' 
districts set their annual levy amount within the con- budgets. To keep pace with rising costs, some jurisdic- 
straints of the "106% levy lid." Under the 106% levy tions can draw on amounts that they "banked" under 
lid, taxing districts over 10,000' could increase the total RCW 84.55.092. Whether a jurisdiction with a popula- 
dollar amount of their regular property taxes annually by tion over 10,000 has banked capacity on which to draw 
the lesser of inflation or 106% of their highest levy in the depends, in the view of the State Department of Revenue, 
three previous years (plus an adjustment to reflect the on whether the jurisdiction previously adopted resolu- 
value of new construction, improvements, and State- tions or ordinances formally banking capacity. Although 
assessed property). With supermajority council or board Referendum 4 7  did not explicitly amend the levy banking 
approval and a finding of substantial need, these taxing statute, i n  1998 the Department of Revenue interpreted 
districts could increase their levy by an amount up to  the the referendum to  require taxing districts of 10,000 or 
ful l  106%. more population to  adopt a resolution or ordinance to 

The 106% levy l id gave most taxing districts sufficient bank capacity, with supermajority council or board 
leeway to raise taxes without having to ask voters for extra approval and a finding of substantial need. 
taxing authority. In  fact, political realities operated as a 

If you have any questions regardingthese options, or 
1 106%. Many jurisdictions "banked" their the form of an ordinance authorizing a levy lid lift vote, 
city under RCW 84.55.092. please call any of our public finance attorneys. 

i 

Initiative 7 4 7  reduced the 106% levy l id to  a "101% 
levy lid." Now, taxing districts with a population over 
10,000 can increase the amount of their regular property David 0. Thompson 
taxes annually by the lesser of inflation or 101% of the 
highest levy in the three previous years (again, adjusted 
to account for new construction, improvements, and 
State-assessed property). Inflation can be expected to  Sookane Office (509) 624-2100 
exceed one percent; consequently, the levy l id is typically Michael C. Ormsby 
a flat 101%. Taxing districts with a population less than 
10,000 are subject to a flat 101% limitation. Portland Office (503) 228-3200 

i Carol I. McCoog Ann L. Sherman 
1 Edward A. (Mac) McCullough Gulgun Ugur 
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Reintroducing the Levy Lid Lift (cont.) 

Likewtse. Initiative 747 did not repeal Pursuant to RCW 84.55.050, a simple 
the levy banking statute and, there- majority of voters can approve a "levy 
fore, jurisdictions can draw on banked l id lift," allowing the taxing district to 
amounts and can continue to bank ex- levy an amount approved by its voters 
cess capacity (although the amount that up to the applicable statutory rate 
can be banked in the future will be very limitations. An election must be held no 
l imited - no more than one percent longer than 1 2  months prior to the date 
per year). Jurisdictions that previously the levy l id l i f t  is to begin. The ballot 
used their capacity, or jurisdictions over t i t le must state the total dollar rate to  
10,000 or more population that did not be levied, which cannot exceed the 
adopt banking resolutions or ordinanc- maximum statutory dollar rate for the 
es, may need to seek voter approval. taxing district. 

The new base can apply for a limited 
EFFECT OF A LEVY LID LIFT or unlimited period (except that if the 
The effect of a levy l id l i f t  is to increase levy l id l i f t  was approved for the pur- 
the jurisdiction's tax levy "base" for the pose of payingdebt service on bonds, 
purposes of the 101% levy l id i n  the new base cannot apply for longer 
future years. than nine years). Voters can be asked 

to approve the increase in the levy for a 
specified or unspecified purpose. 

I f  the levy l id l i f t  was approved for 
a limited period or a specified purpose, 
upon expiration of applicable period or 
purpose, the new base will be computed 
as i f  the jurisdiction had levied the 
maximum under the 101% levy l id i n  
the interim period (not including the 
levy l id lift), unless the ballot proposi- 
t ion specifies that the levy shall be cal- 
culated based on the maximum amount 
including the levy l id lift. 

Prior to statutory amendments 
in 2003, the levy l id l i f t  could only 
approve a boost in the jurisdiction's 
base for the next levy year. Further 
increases in this base (beyond the 
permitted one percent increase) again 
required voter approval. The statute 
was amended in 2003, however, t o  
add a multi-year levy l id l i f t  option (see 
below). 

CONSECUTIVE MULTI-YEAR LID LIFTS 
As a result of the 2003 statutory 
amendments, counties, cities and 
towns can do consecutive lifts for up 
to  six years. With a majority vote of i ts 
electors, a taxing district may l i f t  its 
levy for the following year or for up to 
six consecutive years, within statutory 
rate limitations. In approving a multi- 
year (up to  six years) levy l id lift, voters 
may approve the amount of the initial 
l i f t  plus a growth factor (such as the 
consurher price index) for calculating 
the amount of increases in subsequent 
years. In  subsequent levy years, the 
new levy amount is subject to the 
l imi t  factor. 

After the expiration of any limited 
period or limited purpose specified in 
the levy l id lift, the levy is calculated 
as i f  the taxing district levied up to 
the l imit factor in the interim period 
unless the ballot proposition authorizing 
the l id l i f t  specifies that the levy shall 
be calculated based on the maximum 
allowable levy amount in the final year 
of the l id lift. 

Most Washington taxing districts 
face new financial challenges. Facing 
these challenges, taxing districts may 
determine to draw on banked capacity 
or may ask for voter approval in the 
form of a levy l id lift.2 

Notes 
For taxing districts with a population of less 

than 10,000, the limit factor was 106%. RCW 
84.55.0051211al. 

Note that the Oe~artment of Revenue has 
informally advised jurisdictions that they cannot 
save banked caoacitv and instead do a iew lid . . 
lift. Department of Revenue staff nas stated that 
a jurisdiction must first use its bankedcapacity 
before lifting to an amount above what was previ- 
ously banked. Several jurisdictions have asked 
voters to approve lid lifts for specific purposes, 
rather than using theirgeneral banked capacity 
This approach has not been formaily addressed by 
rule or court 



The following examples, explanations, and recommendations are intended to as- 
sist taxing districts in writing ballot titles authorizing increases over the levy limit 
outlined in chapter 84.55 RCW, also known as lid-lifts. Lid-lifts allow a district to 
increase its highest lawful levy by more than one percent. General statutory require- 
ments for all lid-lift propositions include the following: 

Propositions must be approved by a majority of the voters voting at the elec- 
tion. 
Elections must be held no longer than 12 months prior to the date the levy is 
to be made. 
The ballot title must state the total dollar rate to be levied, which cannot ex- 
ceed the maximum statutory dollar rate for the taxing district. 

Lid-lifts can be broken into two types-temporary and permanent. 

TEMPORARY LID-LIFTS 

A temporary lid-lift allows a district to increase its highest lawful levy by more 
than one percent for a particular purpose or a specific time period, or both. RCW 
84.55.050(1) requires that these conditions be stated clearly in the ballot title. Once 
the time period has expired or the limited purpose fulfilled, the levy is calculated as if 
the lid-lift had not been approved. 

Limited Purpose 
The following is an example of a ballot title for a temporary lid-lift for a specific 
purpose: 

The ABC County legislative authority adopted Resolution No ... concem- 
ing an increase in the County's regular property tax levy. For the purpose 
of obtaining the necessary funds to construct a juvenile detention facility, 
this proposition would allow ABC County to increase its current expense 
levy to $1.80 per thousand dollars of assessed value for collection in 2004 
and increase the levy each year thereafter as allowed by chapter 84.55 
RCW until said purpose has been accomplished. Should this proposition 
be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

RCW 84.55.050 does not require the ballot title to state the year the lid-lift will be- 
gin; however, the date is recommended for the purpose of clarity to anyone unfamil- 
iar with the time requirements for lid-lifts. The sample ballot title also states that the 
purpose of the lid-lift is to obtain the necessary funds for the construction of a juve- 

September 2004 



nile detention facility. This means that once the neces- 
sary funds have been obtained, the lid-lift expires, and 
the levy calculations will be recalculated for the 2004 
tax year, and every year thereafter, as if the lid-lift had 
not been approved. 

Limited Time Period 
A ballot measure for a temporary lid-lift that limits 
the time in which the lid-lift is to be in effect might 
appear as follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property 
tax levy. This proposition would allow the 
County to increase its current expense levy 
to $1.80 per thousand dollars of assessed 
value for collection in 2004 and increase 
the levy each year thereafter as allowed by 
chapter 84.55 RCW for each of the five suc- 
ceeding years. Should this proposition be: 

Approved Cl 
Rejected 

This sample ballot title clearly states that the lid-lift 
will be for six years beginning with the 2004 tax year. 
The last year the lid-lift will be in effect is the 2009 
tax year. The levy limit for the 2010 tax year will be 
calculated as if the lid-lift had not been approved. 

Limited Purpose and Time Period 
A district may also limit both the purpose and the 
time period for a lid-lift. The ballot title for this type 
of lid-lift might appear as follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property 
tax levy. For the purpose of obtaining the 
necessaw funds to construct a juvenile 
detention facility, this proposition would 
allow ABC County to increase its cur- 
rent expense levy to $1.80 per thousand 
dollars of assessed value for collection in 
2004 and increase the levy as allowed by 
chapter 84.55 RCW for each of the five 
succeeding years or until said purpose 
has been accomplished, whichever is first. 

Should this proposition be: 
Approved 
Rejected 

The language in the sample ballot title indicates that 
the lid-lift will expire either after the sixth year or 
when the county obtains the necessary funds for the 
detention facility, whichever is first. In this particular 
ballot title, the county could be even more specific by 
stating the dollar amount needed to be raised for the 
facility's construction. It might appear as follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property tax 
levy. For the purpose of raising $2,000,000 
to construct a juvenile detention facility, 
this proposition would allow ABC County 
to increase its current expense levy to $1.80 
per thousand dollars of assessed value for 
the 2004 tax year and increase the levy as 
allowed by chapter 84.55 RCW for each 
of the five succeeding years or until said 
purpose has been accomplished, whichever 
is first. Should this proposition be: 

Approved 
Rejected I7 

Once the $2,000,000 is raised or the six years expire, 
whichever is first, the levy will be calculated as if the 
lid-lift had not been approved. 

Counties, Cities, and Towns: Setting the 
Limit Factor 
For counties, cities, and towns, voters may also ap- 
prove lid-lifts allowing the limit factor used in calcu- 
lating the levy limit after the first year of the lid-lift 
to be greater than would otherwise be allowed under 
chapter 84.55 RCW. These temporary lid-lifts cannot 
be for more than six consecutive years and the ballot 
title must state the following: 

the rate to be levied in the first year 
the limit factor to be used each year after the 
first year of the lid-lift 
the purpose of the lid-lift 

A ballot title of this type of lid-lift might look like the 
following: 
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The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property tax 
levy. For the purpose of obtaining funds to 
construct a juvenile detention facility, this 
proposition would allow ABC County to 
increase its current expense levy to $1.80 
per thousand dollars of assessed value for 
collection in 2004 and authorize annual 
increases in the levy amount by 4 percent, 
thereby setting the limit factor at 104 per- 
cent, for each of the five succeeding years. 
Should this measure be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

In this example, although not required, the 
ballot title states that approval of the measure 
would authorize a four percent increase for 
each year's levy because many voters may not 
know what the phrase "limit factor" means. 

Instead of stating the limit factor, a ballot title may 
specify a particular index to be used in determining 
the limit factor. RCW 84.55.050 uses the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) as an example of such an index. In 
this case, a district might be tempted to write its ballot 
title as follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property tax 
levy. For the purpose of obtaining funds to 
construct a juvenile detention facility, this 
proposition would allow ABC County to 
increase its current expense levy to $1.80 
per thousand dollars of assessed value for 
collection in 2004 and authorize annual in- 
creases in the levy amount by the consumer 
price index (CPI), thereby setting the limit 
factor at 100 percent plus the CPI, for each 
of the five succeeding years. Should this 
proposition be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

The problem with this ballot title is that it doesn't 
explain how the CPI will be used in determining the 
limit factor. It is important that this type of ballot title 
states how the specified index will be used in deter- 

mining the limit factor. A correct ballot title might 
read as follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property tax 
levy. For the purpose of obtaining funds to 
construct a juvenile detention facility, this 
proposition would allow ABC County to 
increase its current expense levy to $1.80 
per thousand dollars of assessed value for 
collection in 2004 and authorize annual in- 
creases in the levy amount by the percentage 
change in the consumer price index (CPI), 
thereby setting the limit factor at 100 per- 
cent plus the percentage change in the CPI, 
for each of the five succeeding years. Should 
this proposition be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

For this type of ballot title, the limit factor does not 
have to be the same for each year of the lid-lift. A 
ballot title setting different limit factors for different 
years might read as follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property tax 
levy. For the purpose of obtaining funds to 
construct a juvenile detention facility, this 
proposition would allow ABC County to 
increase its current expense levy to $1.80 
per thousand dollars of assessed value for 
collection in 2004 and set the limit factor 
for 2005,2006,2007,2008, and 2009 at 102 
percent, 103 percent, 104 percent, 104 per- 
cent, and 104 percent respectively. Should 
this proposition be: 

Approved 17 
Rejected 

PERA4AN ENT LID-LIFTS 

Permanent lid-lifts are not limited by a particular 
purpose or time period; thus, the levy limitation is cal- 
culated each year after the first year of the lid-lift with 
a new base amount. A permanent lid-lift ballot title 
might read as follows: 



The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... conceming an in- 
crease in the County's regular property tax 
levy. This proposition would allow ABC 
County to increase its current expense levy 
to $1.80 per thousand dollars of assessed 
value for collection in 2004 and increase 
the levy each year thereafter as allowed by 
chapter 84.55 RCW. Should this proposi- 
tion be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

A ballot title for a permanent lid-lift may state a 
specific purpose; however, the purpose for the lid-lift 
should be ongoing. Such a ballot title might read as 
follows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property 
tax levy. This proposition would allow ABC 
County to increase its current expense levy 
to $1.80 per thousand dollars of assessed 
value for collection in 2004 and increase 
the levy each year thereafter as allowed by 
chapter 84.55 RCW for general county pur- 
poses. Should this proposition be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

Counties, Cities, and Towns: Setting the 
Limit Factor 
Voters may also approve a permanent lid-lift that sets 
multiple limit factors for counties, cities, and towns. 
The ballot title for such a lid-lift might read as fol- 
lows: 

The ABC County legislative authority 
adopted Resolution No ... concerning an 
increase in the County's regular property tax 
levy. For the construction, maintenance, and 
operation of a juvenile detention facility, 
this proposition would allow ABC County 
to increase its current expense levy to $1.80 
per thousand dollars assessed value for col- 
lection in 2004, authorize annual increases 
in the levy amount by 4 percent, thereby set- 
ting the limit factor at 104 percent, for each 
of the five succeeding years, and increase 
the levy each year thereafter as allowed by 
chapter 84.55 RCW for general county pur- 
poses. Should this proposition be: 

Approved 
Rejected 

The final phrase of this ballot title, which states that 
the levy for each year after the six-year period will 
be increased as allowed by chapter 84.55 RCW, turns 
what would be a six-year temporary lid-lift into a 
permanent lid-lift. 
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Levy Lid Lifts' 

With the passage of 2ESSB 5659 this year (Ch. 24, Laws of 2003, 1" Special Session), there are now two 
different approaches to a levy lid lift. They have different provisions and advantages. We will explain how 
to calculate how much you can raise from a levy lid lift and then discuss both types and how they work. 

How Much Revenue Can You Raise from a Levy Lid Lift? 

Start by calculating the difference between your current tax rate and the maximum guaranteed statutory rate. 
If you do not know your current rate, ask your assessor. 

Maximum Statutory Tax Rate: Cities, along with counties, are senior taxing districts and their maximum 
tax rates differ, depending on whether they have a firemen's pension fund or whether they are annexed to 
a fire district and/or a library district. 

The maximum regular property tax levy for most cities is $3.375 per thousand dollars assessed valuation 
(AV). RCW84.52.043(l)(d). Some cities have a firemen's pension fund. (If you do not know whether you 
have one, you probably do not.) Those cities can levy an additional $0.225 per thousand dollars assessed 
valuation, resulting in a maximum levy of $3.60 per thousand dollars AV. RCW 41.16.060. 

For cities that belong to a fire district and/or a library district, the rules are a little more complicated. 
Nominally they have a maximum rate of $3.60 per thousand dollars AV. But, they can never collect that 
much because the levy ofthe special districtsmust be subtracted fromthat amount. RCW27.12.390 andRCW 
52.04.081. The library district levy has a maximum rate of $0.50 per thousand dollars AV (RCW27.12.050) 
and the fire district levy can be as high as $1.50. RCW52.16.130, RCW52.16.140, and RCW52.16.160. 
Therefore, if a city belongs to both a fire district and a library district, and if these districts are currently 
levying their maximum amount, then the local levy can be no higher than $1.60 ($3.60 - .50 - 1.50 = $1.60). 

For counties, the maximumregular property tax levy rate that may be imposed on real and personal property 
is $1.80 per thousand dollars AV for its current expense or general fund, and $2.25 per thousand dollars AV 
for its road fund. However, a county can raise its general fund levy rate up to $2.475 per thousand dollars 
AV, provided the total of the levy rates for the general fund and road fund do not exceed $4.05 per thousand 
dollars AV and the increase in the general fund levy does not result in a reduction in the levy of any other 
taxing district. 

Multiply the difference between your maximum rate and current rate by your AV divided by 1000 because 
the tax rate is levied on each thousand dollars of assessed valuation, not each dollar. 

Example. A city has a maximum tax rate of $3.375 per thousand dollars. Its current rate is $2.90 and its 
assessed valuation is $100,000,000. 

We have a levy lid lift page on our Web site where we give examples of ordinances and other information 
http://www.mrsc.orglSubjects/finance/levylx 
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i $47,500 is the maximum amount of extra revenue the city could get in its first year after doing a levy lid lift. 
Its total levy, if the vote on the lid lift is successful, would be $337,500 compared to $290,000 without the 
lift. 

If the council is not be interested in that big an increase in the rate, multiply whatever rate increase they have 
in mind times your assessed valuation divided by 1000. 

If you think you want to explore the idea of a levy lid lift further, what are your options? 

Option 1: "Original flavor" lid l i t .  RCW 84.55.050, with the exception of new subsections (3)(b) and 
(e). 

1. Purpose. It can be done for any purpose and the purpose may be included in the ballot title, but need not 
be. You could say it would be for hiring more firefighters, for additional money for general government 
purposes, or say nothing at all. In the latter case, by default, it would be for general government 
purposes. Stating a particular purpose may improve your chances of getting the voters to approve it. 

2. Length of time of lid lift. If can be for any amount of time unless the proceeds will be used for debt 
service on bonds, in which case the maximum time period is nine years. Setting a specific time period 
may make the ballot measure more attractive to the voters. But, making it permanent means you can use 
the funds for ongoing operating expenditures without having to be concerned that you will have to go 
back to the voters for another lid lift. 

3. After the first year, the jurisdiction's levy in future years is subject to the 101 percent lid. This is the 
maximum amount it can increase without returning to the voters for another lid lift. 

4. If the lift is for a specific number of years, the base levy for future years after the lid lift ends will be set 
at what the base would have been, if the lid lift had not taken place. RCW 84.55.050(4). 

5. The election can take place on any election date listed in RCW 29.13.010. 

Option 2: Multiple year lid lift. RCW 84.55.050, as amended by 2ESSB 5659, Ch. 24, Laws of 2003, 
1" Special Session. See subsections (3)(b) and (e), in particular. 

1. Purpose. It can be done for any purpose, but the purpose must be stated in the title of the ballot measure 
and the new funds raised may not supplant current spending for that purpose. 

2. Length of time of lid lift. Six years maximum. 

3. The levy can be increased for each of those six years by some amount stated in the ballot title. This can 
be a dollar amount, apercentage increase amount tied to an index such as the CPI, or percentage amounts 
just arbitrarily set. Of course, if the amount of the increase for a particular year would require a tax rate 
that is above the maximum tax rate, the assessor will only levy the maximum amount allowed by law. 

4. The legislative body may choose to put language in the ballot title, saying that at the end of the period 
of the lift, the base for ikture year increases will be the base during the last year of the lid lift. This 
contrasts with the provision in the RCW 84.55.050(4) that puts the base back to what it would have been 
without the lift. 

5. The election date must be the September primary or the November general election. 



Budget Suggestions for 2004 

So, which is the best option? 

As usual, of course, it depends. The requirement in the 2ESSB 5659 legislation that the purpose must be 
stated makes it less flexible than the "original flavor" version. This may be true more in theorythan practice, 
however, because we know of only one city that has successfully passed a ballot measure where they did not 
specify the use of the funds. (We don't mention counties in this example because we do not know of any 
county that has done a lid lift other than King County's small recent lid lift for parks. Please let us know if 
you have done one.) 

The requirement that there be no supplanting in expenditures is more restrictive. It certainly is attractive to 
have the opportunity to do a levy lid lift for a popular program, such as public safety, and then use part of 
the money that would have been spent on that program for, say, a new computer system. One presumes, 
however, that citizens believe there will be no supplanting even when the statutes do not prohibit it and that 
they will require some accounting &om government officials. 

If you use the CPI as the inflator in a multi-year lid lift, which index should you choose? 

There are all sorts of consumer price indices. I t  is absolutely crucial that you correctly identify the one 
you want to use in your ballot measure. The considerations are the same as choosing a consumer price 
index for a labor contract. The Bureau of Labor Statistics has a Web site that will help you make that 
decision. htt~://www.bls.~ov/c~i/c~il998d.htm. Figure out when you will want the information for 
budgeting purposes on how much your property tax levy can be increased. Then make certain that the CPI 
index you have chosen will be available by that date. 

The U.S. CPI figures are available monthly with a lag of about two and a half weeks. For example, the April 
statistics are published around May 19 or so. The Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton CPIs are published bimonthly 
for even-numbered months. The February numbers are published in mid-March, to give one example. The 
Portland-Salem indices are only published twice a year. The second half of 2003 is published in mid- 
February and the first half of 2004 in mid-August. 

What election date should you choose? 

If you are doing a lid lift under the provisions of 2ESSB 5659, you are limited to either the September 
primary or the November general election. For lid lifts under the "old" provisions of RCW 82.55.050, you 
have more choices. 

There are a number of considerations here. Your election date will determine (assuming the ballot measure 
is passed) when you will get your first tax receipts. Taxes levied in November are frrst due on April 3 1 of 
the following year. Therefore, to receive taxes next year from a levy you are discussing during the current 
year, your election can be no later than November. We know of some councils that first began thinking of 
a levy lid lift in October 2002 last year, during budget discussions for 2003. By that time it was too late to 
get any measure on the November ballot. Your county auditor must receive your ordinance or resolution 45 
days before the date of the election. I t  pays to plan ahead. 

Councils and commissions should ask around to fmd out what other elections will be coming up during the 
coming year. You may not want to go head-to-head with a school levy election or a voted bond issue. 
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What are the rules for what can and cannot be done to support or oppose ballot 
propositions? 

You will probably find the information in following articles helpful 

"Use of Public Facilities to Support or Oppose Ballot Propositions." Prepared by MRSC Legal Staff. 
httv://www.msc.ordsubiects/finance/695/pubfac-pm.aspx. 

"What Can and Can't Local Government Officials and Employees Do to Support or Oppose an Initiative 
Measure." [Editor: the information applies to any ballot measure.] Prepared by MRSC Legal Staff. 
htt~://www.msc.ordsubiects/finance/695/aanda-vwm.asvx. 

It is very important that you be cautious in what you do. Our legal staff can give you some advice. In years 
past, the Public Disclosure Commission was willing to review any information pamphlets that municipalities 
produced. However, the commission is awaiting a decision in a lawsuit before the Washington State 
Supreme Court and they are currently not providing this service. 
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M a y  16, 2006 Special Election 

CITY OF REDMOND 

Simple Majority 

PROPOSITION NO. 1 
INCREASE I N  REGULAR PROPERTY TAX LEVY RATE 

To address critical needs by preserving current levels and avoiding cutbacks of basic city services (such as 
fire, police, parks, traffic improvements), shall the City of Redmond increase its current regular property tax 
levy rate to $1.88 per $1,000 of assessed valuation, beginning in 2007? 

- 

YES 

NO 

The City of Redmond relies on property taxes to provide basic services such as police, fire, 
parkslrecreation, streets, and other needed services. Currently 13% of your total property tax bill goes to the 
City of Redmond. This proposed increase only applies to that portion of your tax bill, not your entire property 
tax bill .. - 

Since the beginning of the decade, the City's revenues have not kept up with population growth, rising 
inflation and increasing service demands. 

Although property values have gone up, the City's portion of the average household's property 
tax bill is about the same today as it was 10 years ago, while inflation has risen more 
thl" '2nof. ...-. . -- ,". . Redmond's 2006 levy rate of $1.23 per $1,000 of assessed valuation is half the 1995 rate of 
$2.46 and about one third the 1987 rate of $3.33. - Between 2005 and 2006 the levy rate actually decreased from $1.58 to $1.23 per $1,000 of 
assessed valuation as City debt was paid off. 

To live within its means, ~edmond has cut services and implemented efficiencies for the last six years. If 
this measure is passed, the City will be allowed to levy up to $1.88 per $1,000 of assessed valuation to 
maintain current services and avoid cutbacks. If this measure is not approved, further cuts in city services 
would be required, including police, fire, parks and recreation programs. 

Other than the 1% increases allowable under law in 2005 and 2006, the City has not increased property 
taxes since 1999. 

I 
. . . . . .. . . . . .. .. ... .. .. ..... .. .... ....... ... .. 

1 Statement For 1 1 : Statement Asainst 1 
I 1  

- I 
The City of Redmond provides residents with an City leadership wants you to approve a 52.8% 

outstanding quality of life. Police. Fire, Parks and property tax increase, with ADDITIONAL increases 
other services are of high caliber. A YES vote will proposed in subsequent years. This is ON TOP OF 
ensure Redmond remains the community of which rising utility tax rates and storm water fees, for which 
we are all proud. future increases are also proposed, as well as a 



A statewide initiative put the decision to finance planned increase of 59.5% for the business head tax. 
the aualitv of the communitv in the hands of voters. The citv claims im~overishment, and that D~bliC safetv 
~ f l e ;  years of belt tightening and a comprehensive 
two-year study, resulting in an official 6-year 
financial plan, the Mayor and City Council 
unanimously recommend this levy to maintain 
essential city services. 

Business pays its fair share of this property tax 
and the council supports increases in the business 
tax as well. 

I By historical standards, the rate is low, well 
below the inflation rate. A homeowner with an 

I assessed value of $400,000 (typically less than 
sales value) will pay an increase of under $22 per 
month. This is a reasonable and fair proposal that 
keeps neighborhoods safe, maintains reliable 
emergency medical response, and provides parks 
and communitv activities servina all aaes. 

will be bompromis'ed if taxes are not significantly 
increased. Meanwhile the mayor's salary has 
increased 21% and controllable indirect costs are also 
on the rise. Before allowing the city to balance budgets 
it let get out of hand on the backs of property owners, 
we should ask if we are getting our money's worth for 
the taxes we already pay. 

Are services beina delivered in the most efficient and 
cost-effective manngr? What performance standards, if 
any, are used to judge service delivery effectiveness? 
What benchmarks are used to determine adequate 
service levels? Theses are legitimate questions to 
which taxpayers should have answers before 
approving any tax increase. We believe citywide 
performance audits are needed to determine if the city 
is oDeratina as efficientlv as possible. What is needed 

Our elected.officials have done the; work, now is better management, Aot excessive taxes. 
it is up to us. Vote NO on higher property taxes. 

On May 16, vote YES to preserve our Redmond , Website: www.fairedmond.com 

marks. Since 1999,inflation grew-19.3%. Yet, due a&out of town travel and resort retreats, or proposes 
to effective rnanaaement, Redmond raised indirect SDendinQ increases of 25% ~ e r  vear? We need 

for years to come. 
Website: 

. .... The "Committee to Preserve Redmond" is wrong! 

property taxes oniy 2%. Smart choices like owning to stabje, affordable tax rates (hat allow 
City Hall instead of renting space saves taxpayers people to remain in their homes. 
$20 million. 

Rebuttal Of Statement For 

/ Rebuttal of Statement Against 

The proposed increase is on only a small STATEMENT PREPARED BY: Andre Pack, Richard L. 
portion of the total tax bill, is at a lower levy rate Grubb, Paul F, Webber 
than 1999, and still preserves citv services. Vote 

www.CommitteetoPreserveRedmond.com 

The proposed 52.8% levy rate increase is seventy-six 

YES on May 16 or on your mail-A ballot. 

percent higher than the cumulative rate of inflation over 
the past ten years. Where is "belt tightening" when the 

Citizen survevs give the citv hiah ~erformance citv continues to SDend monev on nonessentials such 

STATEMENT PREPARED BY: Holly Plackett, 
Tom Paine. Doris Townsend 

/ Complete Text of Resolution 
RESOLUTION NO. 1224 

A RESOLUTION OF THE ClTY COUNCIL OF THE ClTY OF REDMOND. WASHINGTON, PROVIDING FOR 
THE SUBMiSSlON TO THE QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF THE ClTY AT THE MAY 16,2006 ELECTION OF A 
PROPOSITION AUTHORIZING A LEVY LID LIFT TO INCREASE THE CURRENT PERMANENT REGULAR 
PROPERTY TAX LEVY RATE TO A TOTAL RATE OF $1.88 PER ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS OF 
ASSESSED VALUATION; SETTING FORTH THE BALLOT THEREFORE; REQUESTING THAT THE 
DIRECTOR OF THE KING COUNTY RECORDS, ELECTIONS, AND LICENSING DIVISION DECLARE AN 
EMERGENCY TO THE EXTENT NECESSARY TO PLACE THE PROPOSITION ON THE MAY 18,2006 
ELECTION; AND FIXING ATlME WHEN THE SAME SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE. 

WHEREAS, the operating revenues of the City of Redmond have decreased over the last six years due to 
weakness in the economy and changes in tax laws made by the legislature and by statewide initiatives, and 

WHEREAS, the City has coped with these decreases in revenue by instituting cost containment measures 
and finding more efficient ways of providing services, and 

WHEREAS, anticipated revenues in 2007-08 are insufficient to fund all currently authorized City programs 
and services at current levels, even with cost containment and efficiency measures, 

WHEREAS, in order to keep existing City services at current levels, additional revenues are necessary and 
RCW 84.55.050 authorizes cities to request that voters approve a levy lid lift in order to authorize an increase 
in the property tax levy rate in order to provide such revenues, and 

WHEREAS, the Redmond City Council has determined to place such a levy lid lift on the May 16,2006 
ballot in order to allow the City's voters to determine for themselves the level of City services that they wish to 
receive and are willing to fund, now, therefore, 



THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REDMOND, WASHINGTON. HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 
Section I. Levy Lid Lift Election CaUedhr. Pursuant to RCW 84.55.050, the Redmond City Council hereby 

calls for submission of a orooosition to the oualified electors of the Citv askina whether the Citv shall lew 
regular property taxes in Lxdess of the limitations established in ~ ~ ~ ' 8 4 . 5 5 . 6 1 0 .  To the extek required'by 
RCW 29A.04.330, the Director of the Kina Countv Records. Elections and Licensina Services Division. as ex 
officio supervisor of elections in King county, is hereby req"ested to find the existeke of an emergency and 
to call the reauested election in the Citv of Redmond for Mav 16. 2006. The orooosition to be submitted to the 
qualified voters of the City for their apbroval or rejection is td authorize increesiAg the City's current tax levy to 
a total levv rate of $1.88 oer one thousand dollars of assessed valuation. for collection beainnina in 2007. u - 

~ e c t i o i 2 .  Purpose of Levy. The purpose of the proposed levy lid lift is to keep providing City services are 
current levels. In keeping with said purpose, the City may use the proceeds of such levy for all general City 
purposes. 

Section 3. Ballot Prooosition. The Citv Clerk is herebv authorized and directed. not less than 45 davs orior , . 
to the special election date requested hereunder, to ceriify a proposition to the  in^ County Records. 
Elections and Licensina Services Division, as ex-offcio Su~ervisor of Elections in Kina Countv. Washinaton, in 
substantially the followTng form: 

- . . - 
ClTY OF REDMOND 

PROPOSITION NO. - 
To maintain our community and address critical needs by preserving current levels and avoiding cutbacks of 
basic city services (such as fire, police, parks, tmftic improvement), shall the City of Redmond increase its 
current regular property tax levy rate to $1.88 per $1,000 of assessed valuation, beginning in 2007? 

YES - 
NO - 

Section 4. Changes. The Mayor and City Attorney are authorized to make such minor adjustments to the 
wording of such proposition as may be recommended by the King County Records, Elections, and Licensing 
Services Division, as long as the intent of the proposition remains clear and as approved by the City Council. 

Section 5. Effective Date. This resolution shall take effect and be in full force immediately upon passage by 
the City Council. 

ClTY OF REDMOND 
MAYOR ROSEMARIE M. IVES (signed) 
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Power to tax rebuffed in two growing communities 

By James Vesely 
Seattle Times staff columnist 

Two communities did something last week that bears on the shape of our future -voters rejected 
taxes by powerful majorities. 

In Redrnond, a compromise proposal supported by the mayor and City Council members took a 
beating. Voters were not interested in adding to their property taxes and said so by a margin of about 
64 percent. Down in the Maple Valley and its cluster of cities, an early estimate of 94 percent of the C 
ballots stopped the expansion of a state hospital authority. There's some talk that may be the closest to 
voter unanimity in the state's history. 

Both communities have growth as a common theme. Maple Valley is growing the way Redmond did 
10 years ago; both are grappling with the challenges of providing services to concentric rings of 
homes, businesses and traffic. 

Both attempts to raise taxes - one through expanding the hospital taxing district - were faced down 
by local grass-roots groups and, eventually, the voters who simply were not buying the "greater good" 
argument. 

argument is implicit in every request for more taxes and it says that while your individual taxes 
may rise, the greater good of our city or our town will benefit. In Redmond, it may have boiled down 
to homeowners leery of a pretty big bump in property taxes, more than 50 percent. A homeowner 
living in a place assessed at $350,000 -not an expensive house in Redmond - would have received 
a tax increase of more than $225 a year. 

In Maple Valley, the more complicated election pitted local communities against the Hospital District 
1 plan to add another 25,000 residents to the district, thereby increasing its tax base beyond the $14 
million collected annually. The current hospital tax is 59 cents per $1,000 assessed value. 

"It's 94.5 percent votes against the annexation now," said Maple Valley Mayor Laure Iddings. "We're 
hoping for 95 percent." 

Iddings said the whole idea fizzled for an expanded hospital district, in part because most people 
didn't realize there was such a thing as a publicly subsidized hospital. 

"We are well-served by local private hospitals and many people here belong to Group Health anyway, 
so the idea of a hospital tax seemed kind of strange, and then the campaign by Valley Hospital was 
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exposed as a stealth tax." 

State Sen. Pam Roach, R-Auburn, a strong opponent of the hospital's plan, went further and said it is 
time to reconsider why we have state-subsidized hospitals in largely urban settings at all. 

"I can see where the need might be in rural or remote areas, but adding to the property tax for a 
hospital seems irrelevant in a highly populated area where all the hospitals compete," said Roach. 

Iddings agreed. "Valley Medical would be welcome to open clinics where needed, I'm just not sure 
tax-supported hospitals serve a purpose anymore," she said. 

Redrnond, former city officials and others opposed the tax by comparing it to the cost of the new 
City Hall, which did not go to referendum. The loss derails the city's plans to add nine firefighters and 
expand fire protection around Overlake on the Redmond-Bellevue border. The city plans to examine 
the need to lay offemployees. 

Politics of each community aside for a moment, the property tax is getting to be one of the big no-nos 
in generating revenue. People just don't like their property taxes to rise, even as the value of their 
homes rise. 

James F. Vesely's column appears Sunday on editorial pages of The Times. His e-mail address is: 
,jv~~~.sely@seulllefimq. 
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Recreation racilities 

Priest Point Park 



PARKS, ARTS AND aEcaEATIoN 

2007- 2012 CFP Target Outcome Ratios 

Other Funding Sources Enhance Funding for Parks 

Community Parks 

Special Use Areas 

Open Space Network 

Every year, Olympia's park system benefits from numerous community service projects. Olympia is a caring community, and 
people want to contribute in many ways to their park system. These projects typically involve volunteer labor and donated 
materials for Improvements to existing City-owned land or existing parks. These community service projects have rarely 
resulted in a complete park development that triggered a change in a target outcome ratio. The gifts of volunteer hours and 
donated materials have, however, enhanced Olympia's park system and are enjoyed by all park visitors. Due to operating 
budget reductions, the Volunteer Coordinator position has been reduced to half-time, which will result in fewer volunteer 
projects and donated labor hours. 

Although they will be pursued, matching grants and donations have not been identified as potential funding sources. The 
Washington Wlldlife and Recreation Fund (WWRF) grants awarded by the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation 
(IAC) are highly competitrve and will be more so in the future In 2006, grants are being sought for Percival Landing and West 
Bay Park 

103.38 Acres 

59.06 Acres 

789.78 Acres 

Other options to increase funding for annual maintenance costs could involve leasing back land to current tenants that is 
being purchased for new parks. Lease backs could cover the time from acquisition to when the site is developed as a park. 
The park system will be significantly expanded in 2007. Approximately 125 acres will be acquired, resulting in about a 12% 
expansion in the system. Operations and Maintenance (O&M) will be increased accordingly. New facilities will be constructed 
at Grass Lake Refuge and the Olympia Woodland Trail, which will have a high rate of use. The department is preparing an 
Asset Maintenance Management System in 200612007 that will result in more accurate O&M cost forecasting for future CFP 
projects. - 
In summary, the 2007-2012 CFP demonstrates commitment by Council to meet the recreation needs of current and future 
Olympia residents. The approval of the vote to increase the private utility tax was pivotal to the successful implementation of 
the vision outlined in Olympia's Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan. 

City of Olympia, Washington, 2007 Budget 2 Volume Two, Capital Facilities Plan 

1.82 Acresl1,000 

1.04 Acres11,OOO 

13.87 Acres11,OOO 

2.32 Acres11.000 

1.17 AcresI1,OOO 

15.78 Acres/1,000 

5 Acres 

None 

5.45 Acres 

1.70 Acredl ,000 

.93 Acres11,OOO 

12.42 Acres11,OOO 



NEIGHBORHOOD PARK ACQUISITIONIDEVELOPMENT 

Location 
Neiahborhood ~a rks  will be located in all auadrants of the Citv. The 2007-2008 site acquisitions will be in the vicinities 
of Hknderson Boulevard, Yelm Highway, iindell Road, ~aise; Road and Lilly Road. please refer to the Appendix to 
see the acquisition plan for the voted utility tax. 

Links to Other Projects or Facilities 
NIA 

Description - 

Neiohborhood oarks will meet residents' needs for &en ~ l a v  and fun within walkina distance of their homes. , , ,  
~cGis i t ion of dark property is a high priority over the next ten years, while good pGk sites are still available. 
Proposed acquisition of the additronal neighborhood park sites is possible because of the voter approved increase of 
the private utility tax from 6% to 9%. 

Several undeveloped neighborhood park properties will have interim improvements made to provide for public use 
prior to full development. Woodruff Park tennis courts will be repaired and resurfaced. 

Justification(Need1Demand) 
Neighborhood parks are an integral part of implementing the urban design strategy for Olympia's neighborhoods. 
Neighborhood parks are a common gathering place for families and children, all within a 10-20 minute walk from 
home. Neighborhood parks are also the highest priority for expanding Olympia's park system. The existing Citywide 
Target Outcome Ratio for neighborhood parks is .94 acres per 1,000 population, a .02 acre/1,000 population 
decrease from 2005. This TOR decrease was anticipated, resulting from an increase in population without a 
corresponding increase in acres of developed neighborhood parkland. 

Target Outcome Ratio (TOR) 
Actual Target Outcome Ratio: .92 acresl1,000 population (Citywide) 
(Based on developed acres) 
Project Size or Capacity: 28.77 acres needed to meet 2007 TOR. 
Relation to Adopted TOR, Property acquisition does not increase TOR. 

Comprehensive . . . . Plan . . . - . . and . .-. -. . Functional . . . . . - . . - . Plan(t) . . . . . . . . . C-itat-ions - .. . . . . . . . . - - . . 
Goals and policies refer to specific acquired neighborhood parks as integral pieces of preserving and enhancing the quality of 
Olympia neighborhoods. 

PAR1.4, PAR 8.1, PAR 1.3 
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PARKS BOND ISSUE DEBT SERVICE 

Location 
NIA 

Description 
In 2004, the citizens of Olympia voted to increase the utility tax by 3% for Parks and Pathways (recreational 
sidewalks). In order to acquire the parcels of parkland quickly, the Council sold general obligation bonds in 2006 for 
$9.5 million. The proceeds will be used to acquire land in the first 10 years. The bonds will be defeased with annual 
utility tax revenues. This project reflects the annual debt service needed for the bonds. For a list of planned 
acquisitions, please refer to the Appendix section. 

Justification (NeedlDemand) 
NIA 

Target Outcome Ratio (TOR)_ 
N/A 

- Comprehensive Plan and Functional Plan($) Citations 
NIA 
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Sri Krishnan 

From: Cathie Butler [cbutler@ci.olympia.wa.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, February 28,2007 11 :06 AM 

To: Sri Krishnan 

Subject: Olympia ballot info 

Attachments: BinderParksFundingMeasure.pdf; C060104.doc; BinderParksFundingBaIlot.pdf 

Sri - 

Here's some background info - 

# I .  We held a public hearing when the Council was considering whether or not to place a funding measure on 
the ballot. Here's a copy of the staff report for that meeting, and a copy of the meeting minutes so you can see 
the flavor of the discussion. The public hearing portion starts on page 4 of the minutes. 

#2. Here's a copy of the staff report that contains the ordinance and also the ballot measure language that we 
submitted to the County. I don't know if the County Clerk made any changes to the actual ballot language. The 
Council adopted these recommendations on the Consent Calendar without change. 

Cathie Butler 
Communications Manager 
City of Olympia 
P. 0. Box 1967 
Olympia, WA 98507-1967 
phone: 360-753-8361 
e-mail: cbutler@ci.olympia.wa.us 

Visit Olympia's website: www.olym~iawa~g.ov 

This e-mail and any response may be subject to public disclosure. 



COUNCIL 
DATE 6/22/04 

AGENDA ITEM 41 
CITY OF OLYMPIA 
Olympia, Washington 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
June 22.2004 

SUBJECT: Proposed Park and Recreation Facility Funding Measure Ordinance 

ORIGINATED BY: Olympia City Council 

STAFF CONTACT: David Hanna, Park Services Manager, 753-8020 
dhanna@ci.olympia.wa.us 

REQUESTED COUNCIL Adopt an ordinanceat second reading amending the OIympia 
ACTION: Municipal Code to increase the private utility tax rate from 6% 

to 9% upon voter approval of a measure on the State Primary 
Election, September 14,2004. 

STAFF Staff recommends Council adopt proposed Ordinance attached 
RECOMMENDATION: with changes from version at first reading. 

DOCUMENTS 
ATTACHED: 

BUDGET IMPACT & 
SOURCE OF FUNDS: 

PRESENTERS AND 
OTHERS NOTIFIED: 

BACKGROUND: 

1. Draft Ordinance for Second Reading 

If voters approve a three percent increase to the private utility tax 
rate (from 6% to 9%) it would raise approximately $2.25 million 
annually. These funds would be used to acquire, develop and 
maintain parks and construct a system of recreation sidewalks. 
The funds would be administered through the annual Capital 
Facilities Plan. 

Bob Sterbank 
Linda Oestreich 
David Hanna 
Sophie Stimson 

At the City Council meeting on June 8,2004 the Council asked staff 
to review language in the draft ordinance pertaining to designation 
of funds to specific purposes. Attached is the draft ordinance that 
incorporates Council's direction. 

The Olympia City Council conducted a public hearing on the 
proposed park fhnding measure on June 1,2004. Of those thirty 
who testified, the comments were supportive of moving a measure 
to increase funding for parks, including recreation sidewalks, this 
fall. All spoke in favor of increased funding for parks and 
sidewalks; however, two individuals testified that a property tax, 



not a private utility tax, would be the more appropriate source for 
increased funding. 

ANALYSIS AND The attached ordinance represents significant investment 
OPTIONS: undertaken by the City Council, Advisory Committee's, consultants 

and general public to bring forward a measure to expand Olympia's 
park and recreation facilities including parks, open space and 
recreation sidewalks. 

Option 1. Adopt Ordinance Attached. 
Pros 
1. If approved by voters, will increase funding to expand park 

system through acquisition, development and maintenance 
of additional park sites and construct new sidewalks. 

2. Public, Council and staff are concerned with the loss of 
potential parks sites. Moving forward with the issue now 
will help address that issue sooner. 

3. Parks and sidewalks will improve community wellness and 
quality of life. 

4. Additional funding is needed to implement adopted plans. 
5. Additional funding can be used as matching funds for grants 

that will leverage purchasing power for park acquisition and 
development. 

Cons 
1. Private utility tax is regressive and a burden for lower 

income famiiies and individuals. 
2. Primary election won't provide enough time to educate the 

community. 
3. Survey indicated that a significant number of voters do not 

want to raise taxes. 

Option 2. Reiect Ordinance Attached 
pros 
1. Businesses and individuals will not be subjected to an 

additional tax rate increase. 

1. Will require staff and Council to revise parks target outcome 
ratios and sidewalk construction schedule. 

2. Opportunities to acquire park sites will be lost. 
3. As population increases, there will be greater pressures on 

use and maintenance at existing parks leading to resource 
degradation. 



Attachment 1 

Ordinance No. 

AN ORDINANCE of the City of Olympia, Washington, providing for the submission, to the qualified 
electors of the City of Olympia at the September, 2004 primary election, the proposition of whether 
the City should increase the utility tax levied upon telephone, telegraph, natural gas, and electric light 
and power businesses for the purpose of acquiring and making improvements to parks, wildlife 
habitat, natural areas, open space, hiking and biking trails, walking path, and recreation sidewalls. 

WHEREAS, on September 23,2003, the Olympia City Council adopted Volume One, 
Overview, "Chapter Seven: Parks, Arts and Recreation" of the Olympia Comprehensive 
Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Plan contains target outcome ratios, expressed in acres per 1,000 
population for parks, open space, ball fields, trails, and other recreational facilities; and 

WHEREAS, on October 14,2003, the City Council accepted a Sidewalk Program that identifies 
the locations for construction of sidewalks in locations where the highest concentrations of 
pedestrians exist and where the lack of a sidewalk poses the greatest threat to the pedestrian; and 

WHEREAS, because walking is Olympia's most popular form of active recreation, the Sidewalk 
Program gave those sidewalks close to parks are a high priority in the scoring system', and 

WHEREAS, without eliminating expenditures for other necessary public programs and services, 
there are not sufficient amounts in the City's General Fund to pay for acquisition of park property 
necessary to meet the target outcome ratios set forth in the Parks Chapter of the Comprehensive 
Plan, or to construct within a reasonable time the recreation-related sidewalks in locations 
identified in the Sidewalk Program; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to provide additional funding so that the target outcome 
ratios set forth in the Parks Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan can be achieved, and that certain 
recreation-related sidewalks from the Sidewalk Program can be constructed within a reasonable 
time; 

WHEREAS, RCW 35.21.870 permits the City to impose a tax on electrical energy, natural gas, 
or telephone business ("utility tax'') at a rate in excess of six percent if the rate is iirst approved 
by a majority of the voters voting on such a proposition; and 

WHEREAS, both the Parks Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan and the Sidewak Program 
identified a voter-approved increase in the utility tax as possible sources of funding; and 

WHEREAS, in the spring of 2004 the City Council created a Citizens Advisory Committee to 
provide recommendations concerning possible methods of funding the acquisition, construction 
and maintenance of parks, open space, wildlife habitat, biking and walking trails, and 
recreation-related sidewalks; and 
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WHEREAS, on April 21,2004, the City's Parks Recreation Advisory Committee ("PMC") 
voted to recommend that the City Council submit to the voters aproposed three (3) percent 
increase in the utility tax, and that .33 of the three percent increase be devoted to funding 
construction of recreation-related sidew-, and 

WHEREAS, on May 6,2004, the Citizens Advisory Committee ("CAC") considered the Parks 
Recreation Advisow Committee rewmmendation. and itself voted to recommend that the City 
Council submit to &e voters aproposed three (3) percent increase in the utility tax, from six (6) 
to nine (9) percent, with .25 - .33 of the three percent increase to be devoted to funding 
construction of recreation-related sidewalks; and 

WHEREAS, on June 1,2004, the City Council held a duly-noticed public hearing, to solicit 
public comment on the advisory committee recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, all of the thirty individuals who spoke at the June 1 public hearing supported 
submitting the proposed three (3) percent increase in the utility tax the voters to increase funding 
for parks and recreation facilities, including recreation sidewalks, in the fall of 2004; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council deems it necessary and advisable to inaease the utility tax fram 
six (6) percent to nine (9) percent, in order to fund the acquisition, construction and maintenance 
of wildlife habitat, natural areas, open space, parks, hiking and biking trails, walking paths and 
recreation sidewalks, with .33 of the three percent increased to be reserved for construction of 
w a h g  paths and recreation-related sidewalk, and 

WHEREAS, it is further deemed necessary and advisable that the proposition herein provided for 
be submitted to such electors at the September, 2004 primary election; now, therefore, 

THE OLYMPIA CITY COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Amendment of Section 5.84.050 of the O l m i a  Municipal Code. Section 
5.84.050 of the Olympia Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 

From and after the effective date of the ordi ice  codified in this section, there is levied upon, and 
shall be collected from, the persons on account of the business activities, license fees in the amounts to 
be determined by the application of the rates against gross income, as follows: 

A. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on a telephone business, or a combined telephone and 
telegraph business, including revenues from intrastate toll, derived from the operation of such 
business within the city, a fee or tax equal to ((k-@j)) percent of the total gross income 
from such business in the city during hisher tax year for which the license is required, provided, 
however, that the minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax 
year. 
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B. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on a telegraph business, a fee or tax equal to ((& 
W)) nine percent of the total gross income from such business in the city during the tax year 
for which the license is required; provided, however, that the minimum fee or tax shall not be 
less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

C. Upon every person engaged in or canying on the business of selling or furnishing gas for hire, a 
fee or tax equal to ((si?+o)) - nine (9) percent of the gross income from such business in the city 
during hisher tax year for which the license is required; provided, however, that the minimum 
fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

D. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of selling or furnishing electric light 
and power a fee or tax equal to ((fix-@)) nine percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city during hisher tax year for the license is required; provided, however, that 
the minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

E. Upon every person conducting or engaged in the business of supplying steam heat or power to 
the public for hire, a fee or tax equal to one (1) percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city during hislher tax year for which the license is required; provided, however, 
that the minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

F. Upon every person conducting or engaged in the business of transporting passengers for h i e  on 
a regular route, a fee or tax equal to one (1) percent of the total gross income from such business 
in the city during the tax year for which the license is required; provided, however, that the 
minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

G. Upon every person conducting or engaged in the business of selling or furnishing water, 
collecting or processing sewage, collecting or disposing of solid waste, handling or disposing of 
storm water runoff, a fee or tax equal to six (6) percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city during the tax year for which the license is required; provided, that the tax 
on city utilities shall be an in-lieu tax equal to seven (7) percent of the total gross income from 
such enterprise in the city during the tax year; provided further, however, that the minimum fee 
or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. This section shall not apply 
to: 

1. Gross revenue of wholesale utility providers, that is, those which obtain utility services from 
the city for customers located in the service area of the provider and which own the 
distribution system and provide maintenance, collection, meter reading, andlor other 
services associated with the wholesale provision of utility s e ~ c e s ;  

2. Businesses operated primarily for the purpose of recycling of solid waste. 

Section 2. Dedication of Funds for Parks and Recreation Purposes. The three (3) percent 
increase in the utility tax provided for in Section 1 above s h d  be expended only in the amounts 
and for the purposes set forth below. 
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A. For acquisition, construction andlor maintenance of wildlife habitat; natural areas; open 
space protection and preservation; waterkont, neighborhood, community, and special use 
parks and playgrounds; and hiking and biking trails: two (2) percent. 

B. For acquisition, consmction, andlor maintenance of walking paths and recreation-related 
sidewalks: one (1) percent. 

Section 3. Effective Date of Utility Tax Increase. Sections 1 and 2 of this Ordinance shall not 
be effective unless and until the proposition set forth in Section 3 of this Ordinance has been 
submitted to the qualified electors of the City and said proposition is approved by a majority of 
those qualified electors voting on that proposition. 

Section 4. Submission of Proposition to Voters. The City Manager and the City Attorney are 
hereby authorized and d i i t e d  to deliver the proposition set forth below to the Thurston County 
Auditor for submission to the qualified electors of the City of Olympia in the September, 2004 
primary election: 

CITY OF OLYMPIA 
PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES 

The Olympia City Council adopted an ordinance to increase the tax on telephone, 
electrical, and natural gas business, for the purpose of helping fund wildlife habitat, 
natural areas, open space, parks, and trails and recreation-related sidewalks. This ballot 
measure would allow the City of Olympia to protect and preserve wildlife habitat, natural 
areas, and open space; acquire, develop and maintain wat&nt, neighborhood, 
community and special use parks and playgrounds, and construct and improve hiking, 
biking, and walking trails and recreation-related sidewalks by increasing the tax on 
telephone, electric& and natural gas business by three percent, all subject to review and 
recommendation by City Council-appointed citizen advisory committees. Should this 
measure be: 

............................. Approved ? 
Rejected .............................. ? 

The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to deliver a certified copy of this 
ordinance to the Thurston County Auditor. The City Manager, the City Attorney, and 
their designees are also hereby authorized to take such additional actions as may be 
necessary to cany out the intent and purpose of this Section. 
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Section 5. Ratification. Any act consistent with the authority and prior to the 
effective date of this Ordinance is hereby ratified and affirmed. 

Section 6. Severabiity. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, the remainder of this ordinance or - 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances, shall be unaffected. 

Section 7. Effective Date. Except as otherwise expressly provided for herein or 
by law, the City Council hereby finds that the public interest requires that this 
Ordinance shall take effect five days after its passage and publication as required 
by law. 

Passed at a regular open public meeting of the Olympia City Council on 
9 2004. 

MAYOR 
ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

APPROVED As TO FORM: 

CITY ATTORNEY 

Passed: 
Approved: 
Published: 

Page 5 



Ordinance No. 6 3 14 
AN ORDINANCE of the City of Olympia, Washington, providing for the submission, to the qualified 
electors of the City of Olympia at the September, 2004 primary election, the proposition of whether 
the City should increase the utility tax levied upon telephone, telegraph, natural gas, and electric light 
and power businesses for the purpose of acquiring and making improvements to parks, wildlife 
habitat, natural areas, open space, hiking and biking trails, walking paths, and recreation sidewalks. 

WHEREAS, on September 23,2003, the Olympia City Council adopted Volume One, 
Overview, "Chapter Seven: Parks, Arts and Recreation" of the Olympia Comprehensive 
Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Plan contains target outcome ratios, expressed in acres per 1,000 
population for parks, open space, ball fields, trails, and other recreational facilities; and 

WHEREAS, on October 14,2003, the City Council accepted a Sidewalk Program that identifies 
the locations for construction of sidewalks in locations where the highest concentrations of 
pedestrians exist and where the lack of a sidewalk poses the greatest threat to the pedestrian; and 

WHEREAS, because walking is Olympia's most popular form of active recreation, the Sidewalk 
Program gave those sidewalks close to parks are a high priority in the scoring system; and 

WHEREAS, without eliminating expenditures for other necessary public programs and services, 
there are not sufficient amounts in the City's General Fund to pay for acquisition of park property 
necessary to meet the target outcome ratios set forth in the Parks Chapter of the Comprehensive 
Plan, or to construct within a reasonable time the recreation-related sidewalks in locations 
identified in the Sidewalk Program; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to provide additional W i n g  so that the target outcome 
ratios set forth in the Parks Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan can be achieved, and that certain 
recreation-related sidewalks from the Sidewalk Program can be constructed within a reasonable 
time; 

WHEREAS, RCW 35.21.870 permits the City to impose a tax on electrical energy, natural gas, 
or telephone business ('utility tax'') at a rate in excess of six percent if the rate is first approved 
by a majority of the voters voting on such a proposition; and 

WHEREAS, both the Parks Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan and the Sidewalk Program 
identified a voter-approved increase in the utility tax as possible sources of funding; and 

WHEREAS, in the spring of 2004 the City Council created a Citizens Advisory Committee to 
provide recommendations concerning possible methods of funding the acquisition, construction 
and maintenance of parks, open space, wildlife habitat, biking and walking trails, and 
recreation-related sidewalk, and 

Page 1 



I' 
WHEREAS, on April 21,2004, the City's Parks ~ecreition Advisory Committee ("PRAC") 
voted to recommend that the City Council submit to the voters a proposed three (3) percent 
increase in the utility tax, and that .33 of the three percent increase be devoted to funding 
construction of recreation-related sidewalks, and 

WHEREAS, on May 6,2004, the Citizens Advisory Committee ("CAC") considered the Parks 
Recreation Adviso~y Committee recommendation, and itself voted to recommend that the City 
Council submit to the voters a proposed three (3) percent increase in the utility tax, h m  six (6) 
to nine (9) percent, with .25 - .33 of the three percent increase to be devoted to funding 
construction of recreation-related sidewalks, and 

WHEREAS, on June 1,2004, the City Council held a duly-noticed public hearing, to solicit 
public comment on the advisory committee recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, all of the thirty individuals who spoke at the June 1 public hearing supported 
submitting the proposed three (3) percent increase in the utility tax the voters to increase funding 
for parks and recreation facilities, including recreation sidewalks, in the fall of 2004; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council deems it necessary and advisable to increase the utility tax fiom 
six (6) percent to nine (9) percent, in order to fund the acquisition, construction and maintenance 
of wildlife habitat, natural areas, open space, parks, hiking and biking trails, walking paths and 
recreation sidewalks, with .33 of the three percent increased to be reserved for construction of 
walking paths and recreation-related sidewalks; and 

WHEREAS, it is f i e r  deemed necessary and advisable that the proposition herein provided for 
be submitted to such electors at the September, 2004 primary election; now, therefore, 

THE OLYMPIA CITY COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Amendment of Section 5.84.050 of the Olvmpia Munici~al Code. Section 
5.84.050 of the Olympia Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 

05.84.050 - Occupations subiect to tax-Amount 

From and after the effective date of the ordinance codified in this section, there is levied upon, and 
shall be collected from, the persons on account of the business activities, license fees in the amounts to 
be determined by the application of the rates against gross income, as follows: 

A. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on a telephone business, or a combined telephone and 
telegraph business, including revenues from intrastate toll, derived from the operation of such 
business within the city, a fee or tax equal to ((si,K-(Q)) nine percent of the total gross income 
from such business in the city during hislher tax year for which the license is required; provided, 
however, that the minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax 
year. 
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B. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on a telegraph business, a fee or tax equal to ((sbc 
0)) - nine (9) percent of the total gross income from such business in the city during the tax year 
for which the license is required; provided, however, that the minimum fee or tax shall not be 
less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

C. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of selling or furnishing gas for hire, a 
fee or tax equal to ((siKf81)) percent of the gross income from such business in the city 
during hislher tax year for which the license is required: provided, however, that the minimum 
fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

D. Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of selling or furnishing electric light 
and power a fee or tax equal to ((six-@)) percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city during histher tax year for the license is required; provided, however, that 
the minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per t&x year. 

E. Upon every person conducting or engaged in the business of supplying steam heat or power to 
the public for hire, a fee or tax equal to one (1) percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city during hislher tax year for which the license is required; provided, however, 
that the minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

F. Upon every person conducting or engaged in the business of transporting passengers for hire on 
a regular route, a fee or tajr equal to one (1) percent of the total gross income from such business 
in the city during the tax year for which the license is required; provided, however, that the 
minimum fee or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. 

G. Upon every person conducting or engaged in the business of selling or furnishing water, 
collecting or processing sewage, collecting or disposing of solid waste, handling or disposing of 
storm water runoff, a fee or tax equal to six (6) percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city during the tax year for which the license is required; provided, that the tax 
on city utilities shall be an in-lieu tax equal to seven (7) percent of the total gross income from 
such enterprise in the city during the tax year; provided further, however, that the minimum fee 
or tax shall not be less than one hundred (100) dollars per tax year. This section shall not apply 
to: 

1. Gross revenue of wholesale utility providers, that is, those which obtain utility services from 
the city for customers located in the service area of the provider and which own the 

stribution system and provide maintenance, collection, meter reading, andlor other 
rvices associated with the wholesale provision of utility services; 

2. Businesses operated primarily for the purpose of recycling of solid waste. 

Section 2. Dedication of Funds for Parks and Recreation Purposes. The three (3) percent 
increase in the utility tax provided for in Section 1 above shall be expended only in the amounts 
and for the set &rth below. 
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A. For acquisition, construction andlor maintenance of wildlife habitat; natural areas; open 
space protection and preservation; waterkont, neighborhood, community, and special use 
parks and playgounds; and hiking and biking trails: two (2) percent. 

B. For acquisition, construction, and/or maintenance of walking paths and recreation-related 
sidewalks: one (I)  percent. 

Section 3. Effective Date of Utilitv Tax Increase. Sections 1 and 2 of this Ordinance shall not 
be effective unless and until the proposition set forth in Section 3 of this Ordinance has been 
submitted to the qualified electors of the City and said proposition is approved by a majority of 
those qualified electors voting on that proposition. 

Section 4. Submission of Pro~osition to Voters. The City Manager and the City Attorney are 
hereby authorized and directed to deliver the proposition set forth below to the Thurston County 
Auditor for submission to the qualified electors of the City of Olympia in the September, 2004 
primary election: 

ClTY OF OLYMPIA 
PARKS AND RECREATION FACLITIES 

The Olympia City Council adopted an ordinance to increase the tax on telephone, 
electrical, and natural gas business, for the purpose of helping h d  wildlife habitat, 
natural areas, open space, parks, and trails and recreation-related sidewalks. This ballot 
measure would allow the City of Olympia to protect and preserve wildlife habitat, natural 
areas, and open space; acquire, develop and maintain w a t h n t ,  neighborhood, 
community and special use parks and playgrounds, and construct and improve hiking, 
biking, and walking trails and recreation-related sidewalks by increasing the tax on 
telephone, electrical, and natural gas business by three percent, all subject to review and 
recommendation by City Council-appointed citizen advisory committees. Should this 
measure be: 

Approved ............................ ? 
Rejected .............................. ? 

The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to deliver a certified copy of this 
ordinance to the Thurston County Auditor. The City Manager, the City Attorney, and 
their designees are also hereby authorized to take such additional actions as may be 
necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this Section. 
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Section 5. Ratification. Any act consistent with the authority and prior to the 
effective date of this Ordinance is hereby ratified and affmed. 

Section 6. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, the remainder of this ordinance or 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances, shall be unaffected. 

Section 7. Effective Date. Except as otherwise expressly provided for herein or 
by law, the City Council hereby fmds that the public interest requires that this 
Ordinance shall take effect five days after its passage and publication as required 
by law. 

Passed at a regular open public meeting of the Olympia City Council on 
,June J A  , 2004. 

%* 
MAYOR 

C m  CLERK 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CITY A'ITORNEY 

Passed: 
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Section 5. Ratification. Any act consistent with the authority and prior to the 
effective date of this Ordinance is hereby ratifled and af!kmed. 

Section 6. Severabiity. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, the remainder of tbis ordinance or 
application of the provision to other or circumstances, shall be unaffected. 

Section 7. Effective Date. Except as otherwise expressly provided for herein or 
by law, the City Council hereby fm& that the public interest requires that this 
Ordinance shall take effect five &ys after its passage and publication as required 
by law. 

Passed at a regular open public meeting of the Olympia City Council on 
. lune old ,2004. 

C I f l  CLERK 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

MAYOR 

Passed: 22, 
Approved: 8 U/ne 22 , 2 ~ +  

wvte, 25,2w C/ 

I herby certify that this is a true and 
correct copy of Ordinance 63 14. 

Debbie K ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I S ,  City dlerk 
P q e  s 



-- -- .A&-- 

Outline o f  Oympia process Page 1 o f  2 

. i 
L 

Sri Krishnan 

From: Cathie Butler [cbutler@ci.olympia.wa.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, February 28,2007 11 :46 AM 

To: Sri Krishnan 

Subject: Outline of Oympia process 

Attachments: BinderParksFunding.pdf 

Okay, Sri - to recap, here are the steps we used for our successful Parks and Pathways ballot measure: 

1. Updated Parks Chapter of Comprehensive Plan to provide the policy framework for Parks need and to build 
community visionlinterest. 

I 2. City Council appointed a citizen committee to work in cooperation with City staff and the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Committee to conduct community outreach and develop recommendations for City Council consideration 
how to pay for the vision on the Parks Plan. 

3. Hired Trust for Public Lands to assist with the community outreach and to conduct a survey. 

4. During the citizen committee outreach, the need for recreational sidewalks was identified. 

5. Committee and staff recommendations were presented to City Council. 

6. Council indicated interest in the utility tax ballot measure option and held a public hearing before making a 
decision. 

8. Working with Trust for Public Lands, staff conducted training for Council, staff, and volunteers on "do's and 
don'ts" regarding City activity about ballot measures - based on Public Disclosure Rules. 

7. Council decided to place a utility tax increase measure on the ballot; adopted an Ordinance and ballot 
language. 

8. Staff prepared a fact sheet and an informational brochure, which were reviewed by PDC staff prior to 
publication. 

Separate from any City action, a citizen "yes" campaign c . No public funds or resources were 
sed to support this effort] 

9. After successful passage of the ballot measure, the City Council adopted a resolution to thank the community. 

To add to your document pile, I've attached a copy of the staff transmittal that includes the citizen cornmitteelstaff 
recommendations, copy of the survey results, etc. 

Good luck!!!! Feel free to give me a call if you have any questions. 
<<BinderParksFunding.pdR> 

Cathie Butler 
Communications Manager 
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DATE 5/25/04 
AGENDA ITEM 1 

CITY OF OLYMPIA 
Olympia, Washington 

SPECIAL STUDY SESSION 
May 25,2004 

SUBJECT: Recommendations on Possible Park Voted Measure 

ORIGINATED BY: Olympia Park and Recreation Advisory Committee 
Park Funding Review-Citizen Advisory Committee 

STAFF CONTACT: David Hanna, Planning Services Manager, 753-8020 
dhanna@,ci.olvmvia.wa.us 
Sophie Stimson, TDM Planner, 753-8497 sstimson~ci.olvm~ia.wa.us 

DOCUMENTS 1. Olympia Park and Recreation Advisory Committee 
ATTACHED: Recommendation and Meeting Notes (March 8" and April 2 1 3  

2. Citizen's Advisorv Committee Recommendation and Meeting 
Notes 

3. Technical Memorandum from Fairbank, Maslin, Maulin & 
Associates April 20, 2004 

4. Olvmpia Survey and Results 
5. Briefing Paver on Sidewalks 
6. Summarv of Recommendations 

BUDGET IMPACT & The purpose of the Park Funding Review Project was to evaluate 
SOURCE OF FUNDS: whether to seek voter support to increase taxes to fund expansion of 

Olympia's park system and sidewalk program. The two funding 
sources considered were an increase on the tax on private utilities 
(telephone, electricity and natural gas) and property tax. If voters 
approve a three percent increase to the private utility tax (fiom 6%- 
9%), it would raise about $2.25 million annually. 
Continued support for Senior Services funding would have to come 
fiom the General Fund. 



PRESENTERS AND 
OTHERS NOTIFIED: 

BACKGROUND: 

Presenters: 
Linda Oestreich, Director 
David Hanna, Park Services Manager 
Sophie Stimson, TDM Planner 
James Reddick, Co-Chair Olympia Park and Recreation Advisory 
Committee and Citizen's Advisory Committee 
Patti Moore, Co-Chair Citizen's Advisory Committee and member 
Olympia Arts Commission 
Dave Metz, Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Associates (FMMA) 
Karen Brown, Chair, BPAC 

Others Notified: 
Olympia Park and Recreation Advisory Committee 
Olympia Art Commission 

A goal for City Council in 2004 is to knd  the Parks, Arts and 
Recreation Plan adopted in November, 2002. On February 26,2004, 
Council approved a process to evaluate whether to seek voter 
approval later this year. This process involved: 

establishing a Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC) 
retaining the Tmst for Public Lands to prepare and 
administer a telephone survey, draft ballot language and 
assist staff and CAC. 
soliciting a recommendation fiom the &om Park and 
Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC) 

The CAC began its work on March 1,2004, with an information 
sharing meeting by key staff. On March 20", the CAC participated 
in a tour of parks that included key issues and concerns facing our 
park system. Staff from the Transportation Division also were 
included in the tour to discuss sidewalk needs, issues and concerns. 
A subcommittee was drafted to help review the survey. After 
several rounds of survey review by staff, interested members of the 
public and the k l l  Committee, the survey was administered during 
the week of April 12". Mr. Dave Metz, representing FMMA will 
give a complete overview of the survey results at the study session. 

The CAC completed its work at a meeting on April 21,2004. The 
minutes of their meeting and the CAC recommendation are attached 
for review. 

In addition to parks and sidewalks, City Council also requested that 
the survey test voters interest in continuing to pay for use of the 
Olympia Center (TOC) by the Senior Services for South Sound 
(SSSS). Before the survey was conducted, this issue was reviewed 
and withdrawn by the City Attorney and City Manager. In 



Washington it is illegal to put more than a single subject or program 
area on a ballot. The purpose of the survey was to sample response 
to potential ballot language. The survey did test sidewalks, given 
that a direct connection exists between walking as recreation and 
sidewalks. This issue may need further review by the City Attorney 
before final action on a resolution scheduled for June 1,2004. 

On May 1 I, 2004, Council requested that the Bike and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee (BPAC) add to their 2004 work plan the 
development of criteria to determine which sidewalks would be 
funded through this measure. The BPAC recommendation will be 
presented to Council at the June 1,2004 Council meeting. 

ANALYSIS AND The Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan proposed a 2% increase in the 
OPTIONS: private utility tax to fund implementation of the Plan. The Sidewalk 

program also identified the private utility tax as a potential funding 
source. 

The park plan implementation schedule was crafted with the 
assumption that a 2% increase in the utility tax (generating 
approximately $1,500,000 annually) would be available to pay debt 
service on Councilmanic bonds used for land acquisition during 
initial stages of plan implementation. 

The Sidewalk Program is currently funded at $175,000 annually. At 
this rate, it will require approximately 180 years to complete the 
plan. A 1% increase in the private utility tax will generate 
approximately $750,000 annually, which will result in nearly a five- 
fold increase in funding. 

The survey indicates that 57% of voters support a 3% increase in 
the private utility tax to fund parks and sidewalks. Support for the 
measure diminished when a 2% increase was proposed that 
excluded sidewalks. Both the Trust for Public Lands representative 
and the pollster emphasized that even at this level of support, a 
strong public information effort will be required. 

During the public input segments of the CAC and PRAC meetings, 
fifteen citizens spoke in favor of seeking additional funding for 
parks and sidewalks. No one appeared to speak in opposition. 

Both the CAC and PRAC committees recommended that a measure 
be placed before the voters requesting that the private utility tax be 
raised fiom 6% to 9% to fund parks and sidewalks. Both 
committees also recommended that Council continue investing in 
the lives of our seniors (for the continued use of the TOC by the 
SSSS) via other means. 



A summary of the recommendations from CAC, PRAC and Staff is 
provided in Attachment 6. 

Optionl. (CAC Recommendationl Place a measure on the 
November 2nd general election ballot to raise the private utility tax 
from 6% to 9% to fund parks and sidewalks, with 114 to 113 of the 
revenue to be expended on sidewalks. Continued City funding of 
SSSS's use of The Olympia Center should be linked to the passage 
of the measure. 

Imalications: 
1. Placing the measure on the November ballot provides 

additional time for voter education. 
2. The 114 to 113 range of investment for sidewalks provides 

Council with some flexibility for budgetary purposes. 
3. Placing the measure on the November ballot provides more 

time for an opposition group to form. 
4. Continued use of TOC by SSSS is assured only if the 

measure passes. 
5. Funding would be needed to continue use of the TOC by 

SSSS 

Option 2. CPRAC Recommendation) Place a measure before the 
voters to raise the private utility tax from 6% to 9% to fund parks 
and sidewalks. Council should determine when to place the measure 
on the ballot. One-third of the revenue is to be expended on 
sidewalks. Continue City funding of SSSS's use of The Olympia 
Center by other means, without l i n g  it to the passage of the 
measure. 

Implications: 
1. PRAC left the decision on the timing for the election to the 

Olympia City Council. 
2. The division of revenue to fund sidewalks and parks is 

fixed; of the 3% increase, 1% for sidewalks and 2% for 
parks. 

3. Continued use of TOC by SSSS is assured. 
4. A new source of funding would be needed to continue 

fundmg use of the TOC by SSSS. 

Option 3.(Staff Recommendation): PRAC recommendation 
above, with a preference for a November 2004 election. Funding for 
use of the TOC by SSSS should continue with general funds 
currently allocated to the Parks, Arts and Recreation department 
annually. 



Implications: 

1. The BPAC is meeting on May 18" to review definition, 
route selection and prioritization criteria for sidewalks that 
constitute recreation walking routes. Staff will provide 
feedback on the results of the meeting to Council at the 
Study Session. 

2. Given the uncertainty of a primary, the November 2004 
general election provides certainty and time for a strong 
informational campaign. 

3. Continued use of TOC by SSSS is assured. 
4. A new source of funding would not be needed to continue 

funding use of the TOC by SSSS. 
5. All sidewalks constructed by this measure would have a 

strong recreational emphasis. 
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To: Olympia City Council 

From: Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 
Parks Funding Review 

i 
I RE: Committee Recommendations to City Council 

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC) met on May 6,2004 to formulate its 
recommendation to the Olympia City Council regarding the Park Funding Review Project. Prior 
to this meeting, the Committee members had reviewed the recommendations submitted to PRAC 
by the Council-appointed Citizens Advisory Committee for the Park Funding Review Project. 

The meeting began with a presentation by Mr. Hanna, Park Services Manager. Mr. Hanna 
outlined the background and process followed during the Park Funding Review effort to date. He 
also provided an overview of the results of the recent voter survey conducted by Fairbank, 
Maslin, Maullin & Associates. 

Mr. Hanna also advised the PRAC that the City Attorney had determined that fundmg the 
subsidy for the use of the Olympia Center by the Senior Services for South Sound could not be 
included in a proposed ballot measure. He explained that the City Attorney's interpretation of 
Washington statutes is that ballot questions must be limited in scope to a single subject or 
program area. 

As a result of this determination, the PRAC recommends that Council continue to fund this 
investment in our senior population via other means and not link it to a successful vote on this 
measure. Concerns voiced on this issue were: 

"Subsidy" is a poor choice of words; "investment in the lives of our 
seniors" would be more appropriate. 

This investment should be adjusted upward through some mechanism, and 
not just "pegged" at $50,00O/year. 

Linking the fundmg of this investment to the passage of this measure 
would be insulting to the senior population. 

At the conclusion of Mr. Hanna's presentation, the Committee provided an opportunity for 
public comment. Six citizens provided input. All of the comments expressed support for the 
inclusion of funding for parks and sidewalks in a future voted measure. Having heard from the 
public, the Committee focused on answering the same set of key questions considered by the 
Park Funding Review Citizens Advisory Committee. The answers to these questions would also 
form the basis for the PRAC recommendation: 
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Key Questions 
What is the preferred funding mechanism? 
What is the funding package? 
What is the proposed funding lcvel? 
Is this the time to move forward? 

Preferred Funding Mechanism 
The PRAC unanimously recommended that Council move forward with an increase to the 
private utility tax. Issues and questions raised were: 

Providence St. Peter's Hospital, the State of Washington and possibly 
others purchase natural gas directly fiom wholesalers and do not pay the 
private utility tax. Is there a means whereby entities such as these could 
pay an equal "fee-in-lieu" that would be dedicated to parks and sidewalks? 

Concern was voiced regarding the timing of the collection of the tax by 
the utility vs. the payment of the tax to the City. The perception is that the 
utility collects the tax on a monthly basis and disburses collections to the 
City quarterly. Does the utility accrue interest that could otherwise accrue 
to the City if the utility paid the taxes collected to the City on a monthly 
basis? 

Funding Package 
The majority of PRAC members (9-1) voted to recommend that the package should contain 
funding for parks and sidewalks. Several considerations mentioned were: 

Sidewalks are problematic because of the expectation that businesses and 
residents are required to repair or replace existing sidewalks and then fund 
new sidewalk construction through this measure. 

Sidewalks are not as high a priority as other competing needs, i.e., water 
quality, sewer, criminal justice; and sidewalks were not as high a priority 
on the survey as parks and open space. 

Whether it is right or wrong, there is a perception that residents of new 
homes are being asked to pay for sidewalks twice. 

Concerns were raised regarding spending funds for park expansion at a 
time when some aging park facilities need major maintenance. 

Sidewalks may be problematic, but concern was expressed that the 
measure may not be successful without this component. 

Proposed Funding Level 
The majority of PRAC members (9-1) voted to recommend a 3% increase in the private utility 
tax, with 113 of the 3% amount to fund sidewalks. 
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Election Timing 
As to whether this is the time to move forward with a potential ballot measure, the PRAC 
deferred to the City Council to make the decision regarding election timing. Concerns expressed 
were: 

Questions whether project consultants outside of the local area had 
knowledge of whether similar funding proposals are more successful in 
primary or general elections in Washington state. 
Concern that waiting until the general election in November provides 
more time for an opposition group to form. 
With the gubernatorial election, more Democrats are expected to turn out 
in the primary; given the results of the survey, more Democrats than 
Republicans are expected to vote for this measure. 

Final Recommendation 
The PRAC recommends that a voted measure proposing a 3% increase in the private utility tax 
be sought to fund parks and sidewalks, with 113 of the revenue generated being expended for 
sidewalks. The Committee recommends that Council select the timing for the measure to be 
placed on the ballot. The Committee also recommends that the investment in the lives of our 
seniors (for the continued use of the Olympia Center by the Senior Services for South Sound) 
should be continued via other means and not linked to a successful vote on this funding measure. 

James Reddick 
Chair, Parks, Arts and Recreation Advisory Committee 
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OLYMPIA PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, May 6,2004 
The Olympia Center, 6:00 p.m. 

Members Present: 

James Reddick Mary Ellen Bradley 
Lewis Cox Joe Hyer 
Elisa Lyles Nels Chandler 
Kathy Giglio Amy Hunter 

Members Absent: 

None 

Staff Present: 

Dave Okerlund 
Patsy McCarthy 

Guests Present: 

General Public 

the departpent. The marketing visibility team began brainstorming 
strategies for marketing. The marketing team is planning an inspirational 3-4 minute slide show 
with music that Linda will narrate. The slide show will be a tool to get the department's message 
to the business community and customers. Linda invited PRAC members to participate with the 
presentation to the business community and other venues. 
The Arts Commission is planning a photography and poetry competition, which will invite 
professional artists to enter photographs and poetry that have been inspired by Olympia parks. A 
jury will choose twelve photographers and twelve writers. The Olympia Center will display their 
artwork. The Commission is planning a photography and poetry contest for children also. 
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A merchandising campaign may place the art on Intercity Transit buses, calendars, library 
bookmarks, and coffee sleeves at local bistros. 

1 PARK FUNDING REVIEW 
! 

BACKGROUND AND PROCESS: David gave an overview of the Citizen's Advisory 
Committee's (CAC) recommendation to City Council for the Park Funding Review. He 
discussed the survey process, survey results and provided additional insight into what the results 
meant. 

CAC RECOMMENDATION TO PRAC: James reported the CAC recommended a 
November ballot to include a 3% utility tax increase, which includes parks and sidewalks. The 
CAC recommended the city also seek other funding sources such as state and federal grants to 
expand the park system. 
The CAC recommended tying the funding for rental of The Olympia Center by Senior Services 
for South Sound to the outcome of the vote. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD - AGENDA ITEMS 
Six members of the public provided input to the PRAC: 

Jim Longly is a Board member with the Eastside Neighborhood Association. Mr. Longly stated 
a poll in 2002 showed walking as the largest recreational activity in Olympia. He stated 50% of 
the streets in Olympia have no sidewalks and that is why he supports the sidewalks issue on the 
utility tax increase ballot. 

Chris Hawkins is with Climate Solutions and Walkable Olympia. He feels strongly about the 
utility tax measure. Supporting the walking community by linking neighborhoods to parks and 
trailheads, he believes the utility tax increase goal can be attained. An analysis of funding for 
sidewalks states that with 1% utility tax funding the city could complete 75% of its sidewalk 
program (which is mostly main streets) in 20 years. Mr. Hawkins stated that Climate Solutions 
is a non-profit organization and cannot be involved in campaigning for the utility tax measure, 
but individuals not representing the group may work on passing the funding measure. 

Karen Messmer read statements fiom Parks Plan that states under Goals, the city encourages 
bicycling and walking in the community. She believes that because of that goal sidewalks 
should be part of the utility tax ballot. She stated we would know when the vision of the Parks 
Plan is attained when we enrich our quality of life by strengthening our connections with 
neighbors on the way to the parks via new sidewalks. Ms. Messmer lives by Watershed Park and 
states there is no sidewalk to the park and due to the fast traflic; it is scary to walk to the park. 
Many volunteers have invested in Watershed Park, but have no sidewalk access. Ms. Messmer 
requests the city give better access to existing recreation facilities. 

Dorothy Geist is a health educator at Providence St. Peter's Hospital and a member of BPAC. 
Ms. Geist stated there is a connection between no sidewalks and obesity. A CDC research report 
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questioned why obesity has increased. The report stated focus on automobile transportation has 
caused the decline of exercise and is the primary cause of obesity. A study in Sweden shows 
50% of trips are on foot or bicycle and obesity is not a problem in Sweden. A walking and 
bicycling community is a healthier community with less air pollution. Asthma sufferers do much 
better in communities with less air contaminants as seen in Atlanta, GA when cars were banned 
fiom the core areas during the Olympic Games. The results were fewer asthma related visits to 
hospitals during the games. 
Ms Geist also supports more sidewalks, so the senior population can get out more and exercise to 
stay healthy. 

I 
8 

Pat Kilmer is a childcare provider. Ms. Kilmer advocates sidewalks, because she walks to 
Roosevelt school to pick up daycare children and has felt endangered twice this year due to fast 
moving traffic with no sidewalk as a buffer from these vehicles. She lives nearby Bigelow Park 
and Harry Fain Park and there is no sidewalk access to either park. She has asthma concerns due 
to vehicular air pollution and stresses more sidewalks would encourage the community to use 

i their vehicles less and walk more. 

Christy Masterson is excited about the prospect of purchasing more land and open spaces. She 
supports the utility tax increase measure. 

Joe Hyer asked Sophie Stimson if there is a bond measure for sidewalk acquisitions. Sophie 
stated other funding measures would be explored for sidewalks. A discussion followed 
regarding who is responsible for maintenance on sidewalks. Sophie stated it is the property 
owners' responsibility for sidewalk by their property, but the city will be doing about $12,000 of 
downtown sidewalks maintenance repairs per year. Elisa Lyles asked if there is a program for 
homeowners to put in sidewalks and Sophie stated there is no program. She stated there is a 
permitting process that homeowners must follow to put in a sidewalk. 

FORMULATE PRAC RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL ON PARK 
FUNDING REVIEW 

Preferred Funding Mechanism: The PRAC recommended that Council move forward with a 
3% increase to the private utility tax. 

referred Funding Package: The majority of PRAC members voted for a funding package 
ntaining hnding for parks and sidewalks. The single dissenting vote was based on the concern 

that sidewalks were problematic and would not benefit a parks funding iniative. Several 
considerations mentioned were: 

Sidewalks are not as high a priority as other competing needs; i.e. water quality, sewer, 
criminal justice and sidewalks were not as high a priority on the survey as parks and open 
space. 
Whether it is right or wrong, there is a perception that people in new homes are being 
asked to pay twice for sidewalks. 
Sidewalks may be problematic, but believe that the measure may not pass without this 
component. 
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Sidewalks are problematic because of the expectation that business and residents are 
required to repair or replace existing sidewalks and then fund new sidewalk construction 
through this measure. 

During its deliberations, the PRAC was advised that the City Attorney had determined that 
funding the subsidy for the use of the Olympia Center by the Senior Services for South Sound 

i 
i 

could not be included in a proposed ballot measure. The City Attorney's interpretation of 

! Washington statutes is that ballot questions must be limited in scope to a single subject or 
! program area. 
I 

Concerns were raised regarding spending funds for park expansion at a time when some 
aging park facilities need major maintenance. 

Providence St. Peter's Hospital and State of Washington are allowed to purchase gas at 
reduced rates. 

If collected private utility tax revenues accrue interest, the PRAC raised the concern 
regarding the timing of when private utility taxes paid. Is the tax paid on a monthly basis 
and submitted to city quarterly? Does utility tax accrue interest that could more 
appropriately benefit the city if the utilities paid the city on a monthl./- basis with interest 
accruing to both the park and sidewalk account? 

Proposed Funding Level: 
The PRAC recommended the 3% increase in private utility tax for parks and sidewalks 

Election Timing: As to whether this is the time to move forward with a potential ballot 
measure, the PRAC recommended that the Council make the decision concerning election 
timing. Several considerations were mentioned: 

Expressed concern regarding whether project consultants outside of local area had 
knowledge of whether similar funding proposals are more successful in primary or 
general elections in Washington State. 

Expressed concern that waiting until general electi r gives more time for 
opposition group to form. 

With the gubernatorial election, more democrats are expected to turn out in primw. 
Given results of the survey more Democrats than Republicans are expected to vote for 
this measure. 

Senior Issue: 

The "investment in the lives of our seniors" (rather than "senior subsidy") should not 
depend on the passage of this measure. 
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Concerned that this approach would be insulting to the senior population. 

The PRAC recommended that funding for this investment (seniors use of The Olympia 
Center) should be funded via other means and not be tied to the outcome of the voted 
measure. 

ADJOURN 

Chair James Reddick adjourned the meeting at 8 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Patsy McCarthy 
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Date: April 21,2004 

To: Olympia City Council 
Olympia Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 

From: Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Parks Funding Review 

RE: Committee Recommendations 

The CAC met on April 21, 2004 from 6:00 pm - 9: 15 pm to formulate its 
recommendation to the Olympia City Council and the Olympia Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Committee regarding the Park Funding Review. Prior to this meeting, the 
Committee members participated in an information session and a city-wide park & 
sidewalk tour. 

The meeting began with a presentation by Mr. Adam Eichberg of the Tmst for Public 
Lands and Mr. Dave Metz of Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Associates, who 
conducted the recent Olympia voter survey. The presentation described the 
methodology utilized, outlined the key fmdings of the survey and provided 
additional insight into what the results meant. 

At the conclusion of Mr. Eichberg's and Mr. Metz's presentation, the Committee 
provided an opportunity for public comment. Nine citizens provided input, with the 
majority of the comments expressing support for the inclusion of funding for 
sidewalks in a future voted measure. 

Having heard from the public, the Committee focused on answering the following 
key questions which would form the basis of the Committee's recommendation: 

Key Questions 
What is the preferred funding mechanism? 
What is the funding package? 
What is the proposed funding level? 
Is this the time to move forward? 

Preferred Funding Mechanism 
The CAC unanimously recommended that Council move forward with an increase to 
the private utility tax, not property tax. Several reasons stated for this decision were: 

The survey indicated a stronger public support for this 
mechanism. 
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The private utility tax is an ongoing source of revenue 
It would causc an "cqual sharing of the burdcn" by busincsscs 
and households alike. 

Funding Package 
The CAC unanimously recommended that the package should contain funding for 
parks and sidewalks. Several considerations mentioned were: 

Additional funding for sidewalks will help implement the 
Council-approved Sidewalk Plan. 
While sidewalks are important, parks and natural areas rated 
highest on the survey and should not be under-emphasized. 

During its deliberations, the CAC was advised that the City Attorney had determined 
that funding the subsidy for the use of the Olympia Center by the Senior Services for 
South Sound could not be included in a proposed ballot measure. The City 
Attorney's interpretation of Washington statutes is that ballot questions must be 
limited in scope to a single subject or program area. As a result of this determination, 
the CAC recommended that Council continue to fund this subsidy via other means. 

Proposed Funding Level 
The CAC unanimously recommended a 3% increase in the private utility tax, with 
between 114 and 113 of the 3% amount to fund sidewalks. 

A range was given for sidewalk funding to give flexibility to 
Council and avoid labeling a strict split or percent for parks or 
sidewalks. 

Election Timing 
whether this is the time to move forward with a potential ballot measure, the 
recommended that the measure should be placed on the general election in 

November, 2004. Several reasons stated for this decision were: 

There is uncertainty on the status of the September election. 
To defer beyond November would require a new survey to be 
conducted to capture current public sentiment. 
In light of the survey results, a strong educational campaign is 
needed. Moving the issue to November would provide 
additional time to inform voters. 
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Final Recommendation 
The Committee recommends that a voted measure proposing a 3% increase in the 
private utility tax be placed on the November, 2004 general election for the funding 
of parks and sidewalks; and that between 114 and 113 of the revenue generated be 
expended for sidewalks. The Committee also recommends that the City commit to 
supplementing the voted revenues by: 

Using significant amounts of existing city revenues. 
Aggressively pursuing outside revenues such as but not 
limited to: 

(1) state grants 
(2) federal grants 
(3) county funds, including conservation futures 
(4) private grants 
(5) private contributions 
(6) Public Facilities District revenues 
(7) county impact fees (urban growth area) 
(8) Other 

The CAC emphasized its recommendation that these funds be utilized to supplement, 
and not to replace, existing levels and sources of funding. The Committee also 
recommends that funding the subsidy for the use of the Olympia Center by the 
Senior Services for South Sound be continued subject to voter approval of the 
funding increase. 

James Reddick 
hair, Citizen Advisory Committee 

Patti Moore 
Co-Chair, Citizen Advisory Committee 

\\CalvmiearksWlannmg and Des~gnWarks Funding Measure\CAC\042104 CAC recommendat~on doe 
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Parks Funding Review 
Citizen's Advisory Committee Meeting 

Minutes 
April 21, 2004 

Members Present: James Reddick, Patti Moore, Ron Barnhart, Bob Jacobs, 
Barbara Gooding, Eric Erler, Barbara Davis, Nancy Garcia, Erica Guttman, 
Phil Weigand, Mort James 111, Erik Baxstrom, Beth Doglio, Radha 
Sayyaparaju, Andrew Pouw, Lew Keller, Edwina Scofield 

1 Members Absent: Charlie Kirry, Robert Wolpert 

Consultants: Adam Eichberg - The Trust for Public Land, Dave Metz - 
Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Associates 

Staff: David Hanna, Dave Okerlund, Sophie Stimson, Dean Walz, Erin 
Conine 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order a t  6:06pm by Co-Chair James Reddick. 

1. Introductions 

Introductions were made by all in attendance, staff included. 

2. Review Survey Results 

Adam Eichberg began by reviewing the three key questions of the survey: 
what funding mechanism, what level of funding and what the package 
should include. He then distributed the results to  the Committee. 

Dave Metz reported that the phone survey was conducted April 13 - April 15, 
404 registered voters within the city were polled and that the margin for 
error was +/- 4.9%. He then reviewed the results (see attached Olympia 
Voter Survey Results). Dave concluded that generally the utility tax 
measure has a 57% level of support, and with an extensive educational 
campaign there is a good chance of passage. 

Bob Jacobs questioned participation levels due to  the complexity of the 
survey. Dave responded that participation rates were actually higher than 
normal, around 70%. 
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Bob also asked if they new of any organized lobbying attempts to  skew the 
survey results. Dave said that didn't see any indication of that. 

Further, Bob mentioned that there is a pattern in this community that what 
people say they will vote for actually changes. He wondered if this was 
common. Dave responded that yes, that is a typical pattern; there are no 
illusions that this measure will have a tight outcome. Adam reiterated that 
the measure has a chance with a strong campaign coalition. 

Barbara Gooding asked how the callers were approached during the survey. 
Dave recited directly from the survey, "Hello, I'm from FMA, a public 
opinion research company. I am not trying to  sell you anything. We're 
conducting a survey about issues that concern voters in Olympia. May I 
speak with ?" 

Patti Moore asked that with multiple state, county and local measures on the 
ballot that increase taxes, what effect that may have. Dave responded that 
generally voters are more supportive of local tax increases rather than 
higher federal or state taxes. He feels that even if there were multiple local 
tax increases on the ballot, it wouldn't have that large o f  an effect. 

Patti also asked that with polls showing initial support at  52%, in  comparison 
t o  other cities our size, what the general outcomes would be. Dave shared 
that without a strong campaign, it has about a 50% chance of passage and 
with a strong campaign there is a much better chance. 

Lastly, Patti asked, in their opinion, if there was enough time to campaign 
for this measure. Adam responded that the City is actually ahead of 
schedule. 

As for the ranking of importance of various potential uses of funds from a 
ballot measure, Eric Erler asked if it was unique that the top priority 
(protecting wildlife habitat) doesn't project use by people. Dave said this 

as very common. 

3. Public Comment 

Karen Messmer 
Karen is Chair of the Olympia Planning Commission, but was present to  
speak as a citizen. Karen mentioned how she has been involved in the parks 
planning process for years as a member of the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Committee and has been involved in the Olympia Comprehensive 
Plan development as a member of the Planning Commission. She pointed 
out that walkability is very important to this community, especially because 
it is the number one form of recreation. Karen explained that sidewalks 
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I benefit the entire community as connections to  other forms of recreation, 
such as play fields, parks and trails. She mentioned that not only is there 
long term planning to preserve land, but sidewalks are critical in this 

i measure. 
i 

Eric Perkins 
Eric shared that he was inspired to  come t o  this meeting because of a 
mailing he had received on making the community a more walkable place. 
He wasn't sure if this was the right forum to  express his concerns over the 
many places where neighborhood sidewalks are covered with overgrown 
brush, etc. 

Bob Jacobs mentioned that it is up to  the homeowner to  keep clear and that 
they are in violation of City code. He recommended Eric contact the City 
directly. 

Jim Lazar 
Jim explained his involvement as part of Walkable Olympia Neighborhoods 
(WON) and is very encouraged by what he has heard tonight regarding the 
survey results. He feels very strongly that this measure can be passed and 
is eager to  begin the campaign process. WON will be holding a campaign 
strategy session on April 27th at  7pm a t  Climate Solutions. He encouraged 
the Committee to  recommend putting this measure on the September ballot. 

Chris Ha wkins 
Chris distributed a final report on funding Olympia sidewalks on behalf of 
WON. He discussed how the City's Sidewalk Plan currently only addresses 
major streets, arterials and collectors, not neighborhood streets. 1% of the 
utility tax will complete 75% of the need in 25 years. He also mentioned 
that a large percentage of Olympian's want walkability and that this new 
funding source is necessary to  move toward that goal. 

Jim Longley 
Jim shared that he is a 30-year resident of Olympia and is currently serving 
on the Eastside Neighborhood Association Board. He mentioned how he was 
astounded by the quality of sidewalks in his neighborhood. He finds them to  
be very dangerous and hazardous. Jim also shared that he was supportive 
of the idea of a funding measure for parks and sidewalks. 

Jim Dees 
Jim shared his excitement about the survey results, and that is seems clear 
to  go after the 3% increase. He also mentioned interest in working on the 
campaign for the funding measure. 
Elisa L yles 
Elisa expressed her concern over how the survey characterized 
"homeowners" over 'households" due to  the large rental community. She 
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also expressed concern over the total dollar figure, she wanted clarity on 
what $60 a year from households meant to  the City. David Hanna explained 
that it is roughly $2.25 million per year. 

Stacy Waterman-Hoey 
Stacy shared her support for walkable Olympia streets. She also mentioned 
safety, especially for children. 

Amy Hunter 
Amy asked for more details about placing the measure on the ballot in 
September versus November. Adam shared that higher turnout elections 
favor funding measures. Because of the Presidential and Gubernatorial 
elections in November, there will be more voters at  the polls. 

Mort James asked if businesses were subject to  the utility tax increase as 
well. Adam said that yes, it included both the residents and business 
community. Mort then asked why businesses weren't included in the survey. 
Adam explained that only registered voters are polled, businesses don't 
vote, per se. David shared some figures he received from Joe Hyer, 
proprietor of Alpine Experience. A 2% in crease in the private utility tax 
would effect his business approximately $200 per year. 

Erik Baxstrom commented that businesses benefit from recreation uses, 
such as the skaters who frequent businesses adjacent to the Olympia Skate 
Court. 

Bob Jacobs asked for clarification regarding which sidewalks would be funded 
by this measure, arterials and collectors only? What about neighborhoods? 
Sophie Stimson explained that smaller streets are not included in the Plan 
and you can't fund something there is not a plan for. She also mentioned 
that some collectors are neighborhood streets. 

4. Answer Key Questions 

What Funding Mechanism? 
Adam began by mentioning that the survey findings were very clear, a utility 
tax increase is the best funding mechanism. 

Beth Doglio moved to recommend the Utility Tax Funding Measure; Erica 
Guttman seconded the motion. 

Barbara Gooding commented that she is a strong advocate for sidewalks and 
parks, but as a senior representative on this committee she does not see 
what this will offer seniors. She feels that the City does very little in regards 
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to senior programming. She will go along with the consensus, but will voice 
her concern to City Council. 

The Committee approved the utility tax funding mechanism unanimously. 

Bob Jacobs suggested that the Committee include full funding for the Senior 
Services for South Sound subsidy in their recommendation to City Council, 
despite its exclusion in the ballot measure itself. 

Bob formally moved that the Committee's recommendation include Senior 
Services' rent be covered fully; Phil Weigand seconded the motion. The 
Committee approved the motion, 14 members for with 3 members 
abstaining. 

What Funding Level? 
Ron Barnhart began the discussion by mentioning that people supported a 
3% increase knowing that just 2% was an option. 

Beth Doglio asked how specific the Committee needs to be on how the funds 
will be spent. Adam said that the ballot language will include those details. 

Eric Erler asked if the resolution will specify the percentage of each proposed 
use and timing. Erica Guttman responded that both the Sidewalks and Parks 
Plans identify a utility tax increase as their respective funding mechanisms 
and each identifies the priorities of the City. She feels that linking parks and 
sidewalks will not be confusing to voters. Eric, as a Capital Land Trust 
representative, shared his concerns with conservation and the window of 
opportunity that doesn't correlate. He wants to ensure that land acquisition 
is the number one priority. 

Beth Doglio moved that Committee recommend a 3% Utility Tax Measure for 
parks and sidewalks; Bob Jacobs seconded the motion. The Committee 
approved the motion, 16 members for with 1 member abstaining. 

at is the package? 
Beth Doglio began by motioning that protecting wildlife and preserving 
natural areas is part of the package; Erica Guttman seconded the motion. 
Discussion commenced. 

Erica asked staff if it was a reasonable conclusion that the 3% would be split 
2% for parks and 1% for sidewalks. David Hanna said yes, City Council 
wanted this option tested. 

Edie Scofield asked i f  1% of the utility tax would meet the sidewalk funding 
need. Sophie Stimson responded by stating that the additional I%, or 
$750,000, combined with the annual existing City sidewalk budget would 
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equal $ 1  million per year for sidewalks. The Plan calls for $54 million in 
sidewalk needs. 

Eric Erler mentioned his concern over defining the "pool" of new money 
coming in. He stated that there is a limited window of opportunity for 
acquisition and that there needs to  be an equal timing priority. 

James Reddick asked the Committee if the consensus was 2% for parks and 
1% for sidewalks. Bob Jacobs expressed concern over labeling the funding 
in  this way. He feels there needs to be more money for parks and less for 
sidewalks. He advised giving City Council a percentage range in their 
recommendation. Mort James concurred with Bob, he mentioned that they 
need to  be careful on how the percentage is structured. 

Beth Doglio withdrew her earlier motion and moved that the 
recommendation state that the 3% be divided with a range of 1/4 to 1/3 of 
the 3% for sidewalks; Erica Guttman seconded the motion. The motion was 
approved unanimously by the Committee. 

I n  addition, Bob Jacobs suggested that their recommendation include 
language that the City will commit to  supplementing the voted revenues by 
seeking outside revenue sources, such as grants and partnerships. Eric Erler 
agreed to  include language on outside funding opportunities. Lew Keller 
clarified that these would be additional funds, not a replacement to existing 
revenue. 

Patti Moore moved t o  recommend to  City Council that they will look at  other 
revenue sources t o  supplement the utility tax increase; Erica Guttman 
seconded the motion. Bob mentioned that the recommendation should 
advise Council to  progressively pursue additional funding sources. Patti 
withdrew her motion. 

'Bob moved t o  recommend to  City Council that the City commit t o  
upplementing the voted revenues by a) using significant amounts of 

existing City revenues and b) aggressively pursuing outside revenues such 
as but not limited to: state grants, federal grants, county funds (including 
conservation futures), private grants, private contributions, Public Facility 
District revenues and county impact fees; Erica Guttman seconded the 
motion. The Committee approved the motion, 15 members for with 2 
members abstaining. 

Is this the time to move forward? 
Patti Moore reiterated that the survey findings recommend the November 
ballot. Phil Weigand moved that the Utility Tax increase be added to  the 
November ballot; Patti seconded the motion. The Committee unanimously 
approved the motion. 
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Bob Jacobs moved that the Committee recommendation also include that no 
utility tax money is to  be used for facilities that would serve primarily non- 
city residents unless the county provides funds equivalent to  parks impact 
fees for new development in this area. There was no second to  the motion. 

ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 9pm by Co-Chair James Reddick. The 
Committee's work has been completed; therefore there is no need to meet 
on May 5. 

Submitted by: 
Erin Conine, Program Assistant 
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Parks Funding Review 
Citizen's Advisory Committee Meeting 

Minutes 
March 8, 2004 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Members: James Reddick, Eric Erler, Nancy Garcia, Lew Keller, Russ Hupe, 
Ron Barnhart, Erik Baxstrom, Bob Wolpert, Patti Moore, Erica Guttman, Beth 
Doglio, Charlie Kirry, Mort James 

Consultant: Adam Eichberg, The Trust for Public Land 

I Staff: Linda Oestreich, David Hanna, Dave Okerlund, Erin Conine 

Guests: Sophie Stimson, Public Works; Mary Ellen Bradley, Parks & 
Recreation Advisory Committee; Chris Hawkins, Climate Solutions; Jim Lazar 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order a t  6:05pm by Co-Chair James Reddick. 

1. Welcome & Introductions: 
Interim Parks, Arts & Recreation Director Linda Oestreich welcomed the 
committee and thanked them for their participation. Introductions were 
made by all. 

2. Olympia City Council Direction: 
Linda offered an overview of the Council appointed committee formation, 
including the diverse groups represented. She also explained the role or  
main task of the Committee as forming a recommendation to  the Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC), and ultimately City Council, 

ough evaluating options o f  a funding increase to  implement the Parks, 
s & Recreation Plan and other items included in the scope. 

Linda shared that Council direction indicated land acquisition, sidewalk 
construction, arts center land and Senior Services for South Sound lease 
subsidy at  The Olympia Center all be included in a possible funding 
measure package. 

David Hanna reviewed the Committee's work program/schedule as 
follows: 

March 8 - lSt CAC Meeting: Purpose, role, scope 
March 20 - 2nd CAC Meeting: Parklfacility tour 
April 21 - 3rd CAC Meeting: Survey results 
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May 5th - 4th CAC Meeting: Finalize recommendation for PRAC 

I 
I 

3. Olympia Parks, Arts & Recreation Department Overview: 
Linda reviewed the organizational structure of the Department focusing 

I on the three main areas as: Arts & Communication, Park Services and 
Operations. 

David reviewed the park classifications in the City's park system as 
Community Parks (CP), Neighborhood Parks (NP), Special Use Parks (SU) 
and Open Space Network (0s). He also reviewed the Proposed Facilities 
Summary Table that was included the Committee meeting packet. 

David explained the various funding sources available for parks funding, 
which include: 

CIP Funds - Council approved funds from the General Fund for the 
overall Capital Improvement Program. 
General Bonds - Voter approved property tax assessments. 
Revenue Bonds - Fees to  pay off indebtedness for major recreation 
facilities such as golf courses, swimming pools, etc. 
Park Impact Fees - Imposed on new residential development to  
maintain current level of parks. 
Private Utility Tax - Voter approved increases in tax on power, gas and 
telephone. 
Councilmanic Bonds - Council approved bonds: requires source of 
funds to  pay debt. 
Donations - Private donations of cash, land and services have provided 
for many parks, recreation facilities and programs. 
Exchange of Property - An exchange between a private land owner and 
the City. 
Grants - Grants for park acquisition and development from state 
agencies. 

4. Olympia Parks, Arts & Recreation Plan Overview: 
Dave Okerlund began by explaining that in order to  apply for Interagency 
for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) grants there needs to  be an approved plan. 
City Council approved the Parks, Arts & Recreation Plan in 2002. Dave 
also mentioned that the other main planning tool used is Chapter Seven 
of the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Dave shared the map included in the City's Comp Plan that highlights the 
current developed and undeveloped park system both in the City limits as 
well as parks or parcels in the Urban Growth Area (UGA). Dave also 
displayed a Thurston Regional Planning Council map that identifies the 
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developed acres versus vacant or undeveloped properties in these areas. 
There is very little land left in  the City limits with some in the UGA. 

Beth Doglio asked, in reference to  the Proposed Facilities Summary Table, 
where the City came up with 553 acres needed, how was that number 
reached? David explained that there are adopted standards in the Parks, 
Arts & Recreation Plan that were developed during the planning process. 
The standard, described as a Target Outcome Ratio (TOR) is based on 
acres to  population. 

Eric Erler asked, in reference t o  the City's Comprehensive Plan Map, why 
there were no proposed parks marked in the UGA. David responded by 
explaining that this was the preference of the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

Beth questioned that since most of the available land is in the UGA, are 
those residents included in the taxing district? David shared that only 
residents in the City limits are taxed on their utility use. Erica Guttman 

' asked if Impact Fees are collected in the UGA? David mentioned that  
they are not, but we do collect SEPA Mitigation fees for some residential 
developments. 

Dave explained that during the planning process five questions/issues 
were presented to  Council for the 23 year plan. These include: 

= Should the City continue emphasizing land acquisition versus 
development within the City limits? 

Council placed high emphasis on acquisition and medium emphasis 
on maintenance. 

Should the City continue to emphasize land acquisition versus 
development in the UGA? 

Council placed medium emphasis on acquisition and low emphasis on 
development and maintenance. 

How does Council want to emphasize acquisition versus development 
in CP, NP, OS and SU facilities? 

Council placed a high emphasis on Community, Neighborhood and 
Open Space Parks. They placed a medium emphasis in Special Use 
Parks and favored development o f  Neighborhood and Community 
Parks over Special Use and Open Space Parks. 

Should the City increase the pace of development? 
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Council favored increasing the pace in acquisition/development with a 
high emphasis on increasing funding for parks. 

Should the City create a Maintenance Fund for repair and 
replacement? 

Council placed high emphasis on this after the development of a 
Maintenance Management System and Plan. 

Dave shared that to determine the pace at  which the Plan was executed, 
the Land Use Committee reviewed several possible alternatives including 
Status Quo, Moderate and Ambitious. From this the very aggressive Land 
Emphasis Alternative was created. This alternative focuses on high land 
acquisition with a new developed park every two years. 

Charlie Kirry asked how much revenue a 2% increase in the private utility 
tax would yield. David replied approximately $1.5 million per year. Beth 
asked how much it would cost to  purchase the 553 acres specified in the 
Proposed Facilities Summary. David mentioned roughly $28 million. 
James asked what this increase would cost the average household. David 
responded, on average, approximately $40 per year. 

Sophie Stimson, Transportation Demand Management Planner, was 
present to  discuss the Council approved sidewalk program developed by 
Public Works and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC). 
She distributed a handout summarizing their plan and priorities. She 
reported that there are currently 259 segments of missing sidewalk, 84 
miles, in the City. Sophie pointed out that sidewalks are only available on 
half of the City's street system. Currently, the City only has about 11% 
of  the funding for the need. 

Chris Hawkins, of Climate Solutions, was also present t o  discuss 
sidewalks. Chris distributed a binder of information on walkable Olympia 
neighborhoods, highlighting sidewalks and The Parks, Arts & Recreation 
Plan, health issues, the Olympia Sidewalk Plan, neighborhood 
connections, etc. 

As another part of the funding package, David explained that Senior 
Services is a tenant of The Olympia Center and the organization pays a 
discounted rate to lease the space from the City. The amount received 
annually from Senior Services is approximately $35,000. 

Lastly, Linda shared information on the inclusion of land acquisition for an 
arts center as part of the package. She mentioned that as a result of a 
public survey, and arts and culture facility was ranked very high. 
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Currently, the Parks, Arts & Recreation Plan calls for a feasibility study 
and land acquisition, not development. 

5. Survey Overview 
Adam Eichberg shared that The Trust for Public Land is a national land 
conservation organization. They focus on conservation finance - how to 
raise funds for parks and open space. 

1 Adam offered an overview of his role, which is to  issue a public opinion 
survey conducted by a polling firm. He explained that a random sample, 
approximately 400, of prospective voters would be contacted by phone 
and asked to  take part in the 15 minute survey to  determine what 
constituents are willing t o  pay for and how much they are willing to  pay. 

Adam explained the need to  form a small subcommittee to  help draft the 
survey language. All subcommittee correspondence will be via email. 
Subcommittee volunteers are as follows: 

Erica Guttman 
Nancy Garcia 
Patti Moore 

= Beth Doglio 
James Reddick 

= Barbara Davis 

Adam raised the question of the funding mechanism, should the 
Committee explore beyond a utility tax increase? 

Patti Moore shared that the history of passing bonds in this community is 
almost nonexistent, she pointed out the importance of finding out through 
polling how much people are willing to  pay per year. 

uss Hupe mentioned that with the rising cost of utility bills, a bond ma 
be better for the senior population. 

Erica pointed out that asking more detailed questions during polling is 
time better spent. 

Linda added the importance of asking questions to  help educate the 
public on understanding a bond versus a utility tax measure, Eric agreed. 

Adam further explained that with the 60% required for a bond to  pass 
is a hard t o  threshold t o  meet in  any community; 50%, as required for a 
utility tax measure, has a much greater chance of passage. 
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David reminded the Committee that Council direction focused funding on 
implementing the Parks, Arts & Recreation Plan, a sidewalk plan and 
Senior Services subsidy. 

Adam will work with the subcommittee to  create the draft survey for 
future distribution. 

ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:57pm by Co-Chair James Reddick. 

Submitted by: 
Erin Conine 
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Opinion Research & 
Public Policy Analysis 

TO: City of Olympia Parks Funding Review Citizen's Advisory Committee 
The Trust for Public Land 

FROM : Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Associates 

RE: Results of Recent Olympia Voter Survey 

DATE: April 20,2004 

Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Associates (FMM&A) recently completed a survey of 
registered voters in the City of Olympia to assess their support for a proposed ballot 
measure to provide additional fimding for parks, trails, natural areas, and sidewalks.' The 
results show that most Olympia voters support such a ballot measure, and are particularly 
enthusiastic about providing additional funds to protect natural areas and wildlife habitat. 
However, a significant number of voters also have reservations about the proposal. 

Among the key fmdings of the survey were the following: 

Voters generally believe the City of Olympia is headed in the right direction. As 
shown in Figure 1 on the following page, a 54-percent majority of Olympia voters 
think the City is headed in the right direction, while only about one in four (24 
percent) believe that it is "off on the wrong track." The remainder of the Olympia 
electorate (21 percent of those polled) indicated that they were ambivalent about the 
direction of the City, or were unable to make a choice. Overall, though, those who 
have a positive feeling about the direction of then City outnumber those with a 
negative feeling by more than two to one. 

' Methodolow: From April 13 to 15, 2004, FMM&A completed a survey of 404 registered voters in 
Olympia, Washington, who are likely to cast ballots in the November 2004 general election. The margin of 
error for the full sample is +I- 4.9%; margins o f  error for subgroups within the sample are likely to be 
higher. Numbers may not sum to 100% because o f  rounding. 

2425 Colorado Ave. Suite 180 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 
Phone: (310) 828-1183 
Fax: (310) 453-6562 

1999 Harrison Street Suite 1290 
Oakland. CA , 94612 
Phone: (510) 451-9521 
Fa: (510) 451-0384 
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FIGURE 1 : 
Right Direction/Wrong Track Evaluations for the City of Olympia 

"Would you say that things in the city of Olympia are going in the right 
direction, or are they off on thee wrong track?" 

Wrong track 

DKlNA 

A majority of voters support a three percent increase in utility tax rates to fund 
improvements to natural areas, parks, trails, and sidewalks. Survey respondents 
were offered the following draft language for a ballot measure to increase utility taxes 
to fund parks, natural areas, trails, and sidewalks, and were asked whether they would 
vote to approve or reject it: 

"The Cily of Olympia Cily Council adopted an ordinance to increase the tau on 
telephone, electrical and natural gas business for natural areas, parks, and frail and 
sidewalk construction. This ballot measure would allow the City of Olympia to undertake 
natural area, open space, and wildlife habitat protection and preservation; acquire, 
develop and maintain new neighborhood, community and special use parks; and 
construct and improve hiking biking and walking trails and sidewalks by increasing the 
tax on telephone, electrical and natural gas business by three percent, all subject to 
review by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee. Should this measure be 

roved or rejected?" 

As shown in Figure 2 on the following page, a narrow 52-percent majority of 
Olympia voters polled support this potential ballot measure, while 39 percent oppose 
it. The remaining nine percent of local voters are undecided. Opinions on the 
proposed ballot measure are generally not very strongly-held: only about one-quarter 
of those polled (24 percent) say that they would "definitely" vote to approve the 
measure, while less than three in ten (29 percent) would "definitely" vote to reject it. 
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FIGURE 2: 
Initial Support for a 3% Utility Tax Increase to Fund 

Parks, Natural Areas, Trails, and Sidewalks 

Definitely approve 

Probably approve 

Undecided, lean approve 

! Undecided, lean reject 

Probably reject 

Definitely reject 29% 
i ! 

Need more info ! ! ! 
! 

! ! ! I 
Support for the ballot measure is likely to be somewhat higher in a general 
election than in a primary. Figure 3 below shows initial support for the proposed 
ballot measure among voters who say that they will "definitely" cast ballots in the 
November general election and the September primary. As the table makes clear, 
there is no statistically significant difference in support for the measure among the 
likeliest voters in November and September. However, given that turnout among 
some of the groups that are most supportive of the measure - including Democrats 
and voters under age 50 - has historically been much higher in general elections, 
November is likely to be a more advantageous date to place the measure on the ballot. 

FIGURE 3: 
Initial Support for a 3% Utility Tax Increase Among '6Definite" Voters 

in the September Primary and November General Election 

1 Yes I 53% I 53% I 
Uo 

Undecided 

40% 

7% 

39% 

8% 
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Once voters better understand the cost impact of the proposed utility tax 
increase, their support for the measure rises. Survey respondents were offered the 
following brief explanation of the impact that the proposed utility tax increase would 
have on their payments: 

"Suppose you knew that this measure would result in a three percent increase in your 
telephone, gas and electric bills, costing the average homeowner 60 dollars per year, to 
fund programs to protect open space, natural areas, and wildlife habitat, and construct 
and improve parks, trails and sidewalks? In that case, would you vote to approve or 
reject the measure?" 

As shown below in Figure 4, after hearing this explanation support for the measure 
increased by five points (from 52 percent to 57 percent), while opposition decreased 
by one point (fkom 39 percent to 38 percent). 

FIGURE 4: 
Support for a 3% Utility Tax Increase After Hearing $60 Annual Cost 

Definitely approve 

Probably approve E: 
Undecided, lean approve 

Undecided, lean reject 

Probably reject 

Definitely reject 

early, understanding that the proposed tax increase would only cost 60 dollars per 
household per year makes some voters more willing to support the measure. 
However, it should also be noted that even when voters have heard the cost impact of 
the measure their support remains fairly soft. Fewer than one-third of voters (31 
percent) say they would "definitely approve" the measure, while an almost equal 
proportion (27 percent) say that they would "defmitely reject" it. Typically, a 
measure's chances of success are greatly enhanced when the level of "definite 
support" significantly exceeds the "definite opposition." 
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Alternative structures for the ballot measure - such as a lower tax rate or the 
use of a bond measure - do not enhance public support for the proposal. Survey 
respondents were asked whether they would approve or reject a variety of alternative 
ballot measure proposals: 

4 A 2% utility tax increase, with no funding for sidewalk in~provements 
J A 1% utility tax increase, with no funding for sidewalk improvements and less 

funding for parks, trails and natural areas 
J A $10 million bond measure 

As illustrated below in Figure 5, none of these proposed alternatives receives more 
support than does the base proposal of a three percent increase in utility tax rates. In 
reality, support for the smaller taxes might be higher than what is reflected in the poll: 
were a two percent or one percent tax increase actually the only option on the ballot, 
supporters of increased park funding would be unlikely to vote to reject it, even if 
they preferred a three percent increase. At the same time, the survey results still 
suggest that any increase in net support from reducing the proposed tax rate increase 
is not likely to be significant. And public support for a bond measure - which would 
require the approval of 60 percent of those voting - falls well short of the threshold 
required for passage. 

FIGURE 5: 
Support for Alternative Ballot Measures with Lower Taxes and 

Reduced Program Funding 

Option 1 Option 2 
. . - . , = -. . . - . . . - . 

Rate Increase $10 Million 
Bond 

Cost Per Year 

r Parks and Trails 

Voters rank the protection of wildlife habitat and natural areas as the highest- 
priority uses of money from the measure. Survey respondents were read a list of 
potential uses of money fkom the proposed ballot measure, and were asked to rate 
each as either "extremely," "very," "somewhat," or "not too important." As Figure 6 
on the following page makes clear, wildlife habitat and natural areas are far higher 
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priorities than any other potential use of the money, with each rated as "extremely" or 
"very important" by at least seven out of ten voters surveyed. Clear majorities also 
label preserving open space, creating and improving parks, and preserving scenic 
views as "extremely" or "very important" uses of funding from the measure. 

FIGURE 6: 
Ranking the Importance of Various Potential Uses of 

Funds From the Ballot Measure 
(Split Sampled) 

Preserving scenic views - . . . . . .. 54% 
Creating hiking, biking and walking@jls ,_ I - 52% 

Preserving natural areas 
Preserving open space 
Creating and improving parks 
Creating and improving community parks 

70% 
56% 
54% 
54% 

Constructing sidewalks for recreational walking, 
Constructing new sidewalks--, , . t 

Creating and improving waterfront parks 
Creating and improving neighborhood parks 
Creating playgrounds 
Creating waterfront trails 
Improving public access to shoreline areas 

Acquiring a new West Bay Park I 34% 
Providing more youth and adult recreational programs I 34% 

51% 
51% 
50% 
46% 
42% 

Creating athletic fields 

I Creating a new sculpture garden I 5% I 

- 

31% 

and cultural center, . 

. . . . . . - 

Hearing arguments for and against the proposed measure has the effect of 
slightly increasing support. Survey respondents were offered a series of arguments 
for and against the proposed three percent increase in the utility tax, in order to 
determine the net effect of those messages on their support. Among the arguments in 
favor of the measure were that it would help Olympia deal with growth, preserve the 
city's quality of life, and provide new parks and sidewalks; among the arguments in 
opposition were those noting that the measure would increase taxes, that there are 
competing needs for City funding, and that residents of neighboring communities can 
use Olympia parks free of charge without paying the new tax. The net effect of these 

21% 1 
13% 

Completing City Heritage Park Fountain Block 29% 
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arguments (as illustrated in Figure 7) was to increase support for the measure by five 
points, &om 52 percent to 57 percent. 

FIGURE 7: 
Change in Support for Measure After Pro and Con Arguments 

On the whole, the results of the voter survey show that Olympia residents are generally 
supportive of increasing taxes to fund the protection of natural areas and wildlife habitat, 
and the construction and improvement of parks, trails and sidewalks. A 52-percent 
majority initially support a three-percent utility tax increase to fund such programs, and 
that support increases further when voters hear the average annual cost of the measure 
and some of the arguments for and against it. At the same time, the survey results also 
make clear that there is a sizable minority - about two in five Olympia voters polled - 
who consistently oppose the proposal. 
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Briefing Paper 
Sidewalk Component of Potential Funding Measure 

May 18,2004 

Background 

A recent survey indicates walking is Olympia's most popular form of active recreation. 
Walking is a simple and effective way to get exercise, as well as an important mode of 
transportation. Sidewalks are needed on streets to provide a safe and inviting place for 
people to walk. 

A funding measure is being considered for the Parks, Arts, and Recreation plan 
implementation and sidewalk construction. A three-percent increase to the private utility 
tax is proposed. Parks plan implementation is anticipated to cost two percent. Staff 
recommends that one percent of the potential utility tax increase be directed toward 
sidewalk construction. 

This briefing paper outlines the rationale for combining sidewalk construction with parks 
plan implementation in the proposed funding measure. It also includes a 
recommendation on the types of projects that would be constructed with the potential 
revenues resulting from the measure. 

Sidewalks and Recreation: General Background 

Sidewalks are integral to a community's recreation network because: 

Sidewalks make streets more safe and accessible to more people. 
Sidewalks separate pedestrians from motor-vehicle traffic, providing a dedicated 
space for pedestrian recreation and transportation. 

vide a flat, dry, predictable surface, making walking inviting. For those 
ids, sidewalks significantly enhance mobility and access. 

vide safe places for children to walk, run, skate, ride their bikes and 

Sidewalks allow people to recreate on a public facility right outside their front door. 

Public health research points to diet and inactivity as the second leading root cause of 
death in the nation, second to tobacco. Diseases that result from poor diet and inactivity, 
such as heart disease and diabetes, can be prevented with moderate forms of physical 
activity, such as walking on a regular basis. (How Land Use and Transportation Systems 
Impact Public Health, Georgia Institute of Technology) 

According to a report by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), studies have indicated 
that "two of the main reasons given for not exercising are lack of structures or facilities 
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(such as  sidewalks and parks) and fears about safety." The report also states that, "people 
are more likely to use parks, paths and bikeways when they are easy to get to and are safe 
and well maintained." (Creating a Healthy Environment, CDC). Sidewalks can play an 
important role in helping people get to parks and pathways. 

Sidewalks and Recreation: Olympia's Perspective 

The connections between sidewalks, walking, and recreation are defined in the Parks 
chapter of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan. 

"Encourage walking and bicycling for recreation and transportation purposes by 
providing an overall system ofwalking and bicycle routes." (Goal PAR lo*) 

"Work with City Transportation Division and Bikepedestrian Advisory 
Committee to support sidewalk development as recreational wakiig facilities." 
(PAR 10.22) 

"Coordinate with Bikepedestrian Advisory Committee and Transportation 
Division to establish safe walking and bicycling routes to provide access to 
recreation facilities." (PAR 10.23) 

"Develop a coordinated effort to enhance the public's ability to walk and bicycle 
safely in the city and urban growth area." (PAR 10.24*) 

Survey data found that walking was Olympia's most popular form of active recreation. A 
2000 recreation survey conducted by JC Draggoo and Associates on opinions about 
recreation found that: 

Sidewalks and walking facilities are the top choice for improvements that would 
make neighborhoods more livable. 

"Walking for Pleasure (sidewalks)" is cited as the most frequent outdoor pursuit 
in the City of Olympia. 

e April 2004 poll conducted by Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin and Associates on the 
potential success of a funding measure for parks plan implementation found: 

Approval dropped two percentage points when proposed utility tax increase was 
reduced from three to two percent and sidewalks were removed from the list of 
hnded items. 

52 percent of respondents rated "creating hiking, biking and walking trails" as 
extremely or very important uses for this fnnding. 
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42 percent of respondents listed sidewalks as extremely or very important uses for 
this funding 

Inclusion of construction of sidewalks linked to recreation in the parks funding measure 
is a logical approach to comprehensively enhancing the community's recreational 
facilities. In addition, existing and future parks and trails will be more fully utilized with 
increased sidewalk construction. 

i 
Olympia's Sidewalk Program 

I 

The City's Sidewalk Program is a ranked list sidewalk needs on major City streets. It was 
developed by inventorying missing sidewalks and developing criteria to rank the missing 
segments. The inventory was conducted on the three types of high traffic-volume streets: 

Arterials 
Major Collectors 
Neighborhood Collectors 

These streets compose 42 percent of the City's street system. The remaining 58 percent 
are Local Access streets, smaller neighborhood streets. On Local Access streets, vehicle 
volumes are lowest, pedestrians and motor vehicles can more adequately share space. 
With limited funding and the great need for sidewalks in all neighborhoods of the city, 
priority was placed on the community's larger streets, where separating pedestrians from 
vehicles is needed most. 

In rankmg the projects, priority was placed on pedestrian destinations, as well as street 
conditions that create hazards for pedestrians (high-vehicle volumes and no shoulders, for 
example). In the scoring system for ranking sidewalk projects, parks and schools are the 
top priority designations; places where pedestrian are most likely to travel. The list of 
sidewalk projects reflects these priorities. 

The estimated cost to complete the missing sidewalk segments is $54 million. Currently 
sidewalks are funded at $175,000 per year. 

Recommended approach to identifying sidewalk projects to be constructed 

Fact: 
Walking for pleasure is Olympia's favorite active recreational pursuit. 

Purpose: 
Use ballot measure funds to construct sidewalks linked to recreation, as envisioned in the 
City's Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan and defined in the City's 2003 Sidewalk 
Programl. 
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Definition: 
The sidewalks constructed will create, complete, or enhance recreational walking routes 
and link neighborhoods, parks, schoolsz, and recreation trails. 

Route Selection Criteria: 
Sidewalks on major streets that are needed to connect neighborhoods to parks, 
schools, and trails. 
Sidewalks on selected smaller neighborhood streets that link major streets to 
parks, schools and trails. 
Missing sidewalks segments that have a clear connection to parks, schools, and 
trails, and create recreational routes or loops. 

Project Prioritization Criteria: 
2003 SidewaZk Program priorities will be used in determining the order in which 
projects are addressed. 
As new parks are developed, construction priorities may shift to focus on streets 
in those areas. 

Footnotes 
1. Where the 2003 Sidewalk Program is mentioned, the term includes subsequent updates. 
2. The term "schools" refers to public schools with recreational programs and or facilities. 
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Attachment 5.a 

On-Line Budget 
Calculator 

Take the Pulse of Your 
Community 

Contact Us 

I lo!?,c loi,N(it i..cigisiativc Irisiir-ancc iibi-at-y iiesourcc.s i'rairling 

Keepinq I n  loiich / Keei)iiig 111 i o u c i l  tlorne Page 

KEEPING I N  T O U C H  
You asked for help in comriiunicatitlg with your citizens 

AWC's Keeping I n  Touch project focuses on giving you oiltreach 

tools that can help you effectively deiiver your city story. 

AWC's I<eeping I n  Toucl? is about . . .  

e Listening and two-way communication. 

Giving citizens their voice. 

r Educating and demonstrating competing priorities. 

Building community consensus. 

e Establishing clear priorities. 

r Creating accountability with citizens. 

Take  a l o o k  a t  t h r e e  communication tools from AWC you can 

use now to keep in toucli with your community: 

An AWC tool k i t  you can use to  communicate your budget 

with your citizens. 

a An on-line calculator you can customize for your 

website. Find o ~ t t  how to  use it in  your city to  educate 

citizens. 

AWC's electronic voting technology builds community 

cotisensus and lieips create accouritability with your 

citizens. Use it a t  any ineeting where people are sharing 

opinior~s-it's an out-of-the-box approach for giving citizens 

a voice. 

Telling the City Story Kit 
We're working now on an ongoing series of  checklists and 

tcmpiatc!s that cities of all sizes can use to  communicate more 

cffectivcly witti ttlcir citizens. 

'1-fir? kit includes a series of "print as is" articles you can use in your 

newsietters, on your website and give to  your local media, 
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expiairling issues like budget, or street maintenance, or the 

impacts of initiatives and the value of essential city services. The 

materials will be downloadable and on a CD so you can also modify 

them. 

What do you want Included in the Telling the C~ ty  Story 
K 1 t 7  

Send us your request ,  along with any messages you thtnk should 

be featured Thc list of topics will grow, so let us know whei?eve~ 

you need help in a specif~c area 
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I I !  Ir,bl'?ci. l..cicjisl;rtivc l r is i i i ' i~r~cc I..ibi-aiy licsollrces I'rairiiiig 

I<tcpiii<j JII '1'0iiiIl IIO~SIC 
l'ilge 

Cor~irriunicatiri<j Youl- 
i i i idgot to Yo~li- C:itizen$;: Keeping In 'Touch / Coni~riiirlicatirlg Your Blirirjet to Your Citizens: A11 AWC 
Ail AWC Ioo i i t i t  1-ooikit 

On-Line Budget 
Calculator COMMUNICATING YOUR BUDGET 
Take the Pulse of Your TO YOUR CITIZENS 
Community A n  A WC Toolkit 

Contact Us 
This tooikit includes a series of checklists, articles and templates 

that cities of  all sizes can use to communicate more effectiveiy with 

their citizens. Use in  your newsletters, on your website and give to  

your local media to explain issues like budget, or  street 

mainterlarice, or the inipacts of initiatives arid tl?e value of  

(?5s(lrltiiil city services. 

What's Below: 

0 Reach Out to  Your Citizens 

e Corinect with Your Media 

e Communicate Your Budget In fo 

e Show Your Tax Dollars at  Woric 

Reach Out to Your Citizens 
As budgets tighten and your choices become more difficult, it's 

important to ask your citizens what they think. 

This section also includes some public outreach tools, and a case 

sttldy of a city budget outreach that  received an AWC Miinicipal 

Achievement award. 

o i iow Sl?ouid Your Doliars Be Spent? 

Conlinunity Survey 011 City Services 

a Olyrnpia I'ubiic Budget Meetings 

s Voice Yoiir Choice: Colnlnunity Survey on City Services, City 

of Long Beach 

0 St. Charles PRIORITIES (pdf, 30 kb) 

City o f  Greenwood Villa.ge, CO: Survey Guidebook (pdf, 573 

k b )  
o How to  Organize a Successful.Cornrnunity Forum (pdf, 19 
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kb) 
e City of Toppenlsh Publlc Outreach, AWC Municipal 

Achievement Project Award Wlnner (pdf, 57 kb) 

r Publlc Partlclpatlon Toolbox (pdf, 48 lkb) 

Connect w~ th  Your Medra 
Tlie following checklists glve you pract~cal ~n fo rma t~on  for worlclng 

c f f e ~ t ~ v e l y  with your local rned~a 

How to Control Your Story'  

Tips for Working w ~ t h  the Med~a (pdf, 44 lkb) 

e Edltor~al Board Meet~ngs (pdf, 2 1  kb) 

0 5 Easy Steps to Wr~t ing an Op-Ed (pdl, 19 kb) 

r How to Write a Letter to  the Edltor (pdf, 19 kb) 

* How to W r ~ t e  a Press Release (pdf, 2 1  kb) 

0 How to  Wrlte a Med~a Adv~sory (pdf, 18 kb) 

r Press Kit Ingredients (pdt, 20 kb) 

Communicate Your Budget Info 
This section includes samples from citizen newsletters, web pages, 

special budget reports, Powerpoint presentation to  citizens, and 

op-ed piece for a local paper. 

e Lynnwood's Pre l~m~nary  Budget Presentation (pdl, 110 lkb) 

City of Shorel~ne Currents Special 2003 Budget Issue (pdf, 

643 kb) 

City of Burlen: Financial Report (pdt, 508 kb) 

Value of Your C ~ t y  of Port Angeles Dollar (pdf, 346 kb) 

e Clty of Des Mo~nes Budget Report (pdf, 200 kb) 

r Property Taxes In Kent for 2004 (pdf, 24 kb) 

a City I'aces Growing Gap Between Expenses, Income, 

Beil~righain Herald 

m Vision Tukwila Meetings (pdf, 21 7 kb) 

I t le  Ha~el i iu t ,  City of  Iukwi la 

Town Tbp~cs, City of Fircrest 

* Do You Know Where Your Sales Taxes Go (pdf, 105 kb) 

Lacey Life, City of  Lacey 

A Look a t  Property Tax Revenues and Public Safety 

Costs (pdf, 125 kb) 

Lacey Life, City of Lacey 

e Ask 01.. Sumner: I-low do I f i g~ i re  out my  uti l i ty bill? 

* ILynden City Update 

s City of Yakirna: Budget Basics, Preparing for the Future 

Show Your Tax Dollars at Work 
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The templates in this section are for you to  use with your own 

information. The riurnbers and examples give you some ideas for 

communicating your city's budget numbers. 

AWC can either send you our original files OR you can send us your 

information and we'll prepare a camera-ready copy for you to  use. 

To or-cler a caiiiera-ready copy, please call Susan Ziesemer at  (360) 

753-41.37 x i 1 1  or crriail her a t  susanz@awcnet.org. 

v Snapshots 

o Flre Department (pdf, 26 kb) 

Police Department (pdf, 26 lkb) 

o Park & Rec Department (pdt, 26 kb) 

o City Streets (pdf, 25 kb) 

o Library (pdf, 25 kb) 

e What Do You Get for Your City Tax Dollar? 

o Version 1: Shown In Tax Rate per $100 

o Version 2: Shown ~n Tax Rate per $1000 (pdf, 23 kb) 

Your Property Tax Dollar Serving You (pdf, 24 kb) 

e SRI vice Cost per Citlren (CPI) 

e Your Clty Provides You with Essential Servlces (pdf, 13 kb) 

e Do You Know Where Your Sales Taxes Go7 (pdf, 13 kb) 

a Colorlng Book (pdf, /14 kb) 

October 2004 
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i-iorne 3obNct i.c<jislativc lnsiirance r Rc!;o~si-ccs 

l3!.t(,i~;(~i :!.> 'Yoi;: (.:it~i!!!!>s: 
Ktiopinn In  I'oiirh / On-lint. Budnet Calculator 

F\I> AV!d(.' I < - ~ ) i k l i  

0 1 1  Ilrlc i i i i i iyct 
Ciii~.:lliatol 

Take the Pulse of Your 
Community 

Contact Us 

YOUR ON-LINE BUDGET CALCULATOR 
See how a sample calculator works 

How can my c~ty use the calculator? 
v Put i n  o n  your  websi te and let your cltizens expcrlment 

with their choices . Tell t h e  media about it and ask them to try it out 

Give t h e  calculator l i nk  t o  a teacher who wants to makc 

civics fun. 

0 Bring the  calculator t o  meet ings on a laptop, and let a 

group work together on reach~ng a bottom line 

What do I put in the calculator? 
e Whatever you  like! It's completely customizable. You can 

include any item that can be added or subtracted. And you 

can ad your city logo. 

a Look a t  the  ho t  topics i n  your community. What do your 

citizens care about? Use the calculator to help them see the 

cost impacts tied to your city's quality of life issues. Gauge 

citizen response to proposed projects. 

Communicate t h e  tough  issues you faced this budget 

session. Take some of your 2004 choices and let your 

citizens experiment with your budget decisions. 

e Go beyond t h e  budget. Present cost options for a 

proposed project or potential ballot item. 

How do I get a calculator for my city's website? 
Call (360) 153-4137 or email (michelleh@awcnet.org) Michelle 

Harvey at AWC for a password and user name. That's all yo11 need 

to get started. 

What if I need help? 
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Call AWC. We'll show you how the calculator works, answer your 

questions and help you populate your calculator if something 

doesri't make sense. The adniinistrative portion o f  the calculator 

also coil-~es witti ilser iiistt-uctions. 
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C i j~ r ! i ! i t i : i ~c :?? t i i i ~ j  Yoiir- 
iii.idgt!l l o  Yolir (,:iiizc!is: 
A i i  A\N(.: ! i;oll<il. 

Contact Us 

Keeping in 1-ouch / Take tile P i l l s f  of Your Commiliiity 

TAKE THE PULSE OF YOUR COMMUNITY 
Use AWC's new electronic voting technology to  rnake your 

nieetings come aiive. Witii individual keypacis, audience members 

cat? respond to qiiestions, rank issues and determine priorities, and 

see their answers displayed inimediately in  a power point format. 

?his powerful communications tool can be used in a variety of 

situations to buiid consensus and create awareness. 

AWC is offering it as a no-cost service to cities in 2005. 

How do the pulse pads work? 
You've probably seen them on television or perhaps at  a 

comnii inity meeting. Questions asking for a yes/no, ranking or 

priority response are projected like a powerpoint presentation, and 

your audience votcs, using an eiectronic keypad (we call thein 

pulse pads). 'Theil- answei-s are tabuiated ai~tomatically (using the 

!keypad software) and displayed immediately. 

The beauty of t i le technology is that it iets everyone see the mood 

oSl:iie room. 

You set up the flow, depending on how you warit your group to 

interact. Peolsie can vote individually, or  sit in groups and vote 

coilectively, after discussirig an issue. 

What the pulse pads do is make it easier for you to communicate 

arid build consensus. And everyone can voice their opinion. 

Here's what the City of Duvall said after using the pulse 
pads: 
"The system was very useful. I received results from the audience 

that I didn't expect. The audience was occasionally surprised 

a t  the results. 

"It seemed to defuse the very vocal minority in the 
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audience. After two or three qilestiotis, they realized that they 

were not speaking for ever-yone, as they may have thought. I t  

gave everyone an equal opportunity to give their opinion, 

even those tentative to  speak. 

"1 iilso feel that it showed people that we do desire their 

opinion, and that we went the extra mile to  get it." 

Want to use the pulse pads at your next community 
meeting? 

Give us a call at  (360) 753-4337 or elnail Michelle Harvey 

at  michelleh@awcnet.org to reserve your spot on our 2005 

calendar. 

e To help you get started, AWC has a "survey expert" 

who will help you define what types of  questions you should 

be asking and how they siiould be worded. 

e Once you have your questions ready, AWC will format 

them for you, anti send them to yoii on a CD, along with 

the ptilse pad software, ready to  load onto your 

computer. All you'll need is a projector. 

s AWC ships you the system, via UPS, or you can pick i t  up  

at  our Olyrnpia office. I t  includes 50 pulse pads and a 

receiver that you hook up to  your computer. 

Look at sample survey quest~ons 

c Duvall's questions written for a downtown planning group. 

r Woodinville used the p i~ l se  pads for its Citizens Academy, 

during their budget class. 

o For an in depth use, see what a Ciark County non-profit 

group did during an intensive series of community meetings 

on transportation priorities. 
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I n  the News 

Resources 

General Finance In fo  

Links 

Publications 

Training and Events 

Contact Us 

i ioir ie lobNet Icgislativf Insiimtlce l ibrary  Resources Trairiilig 

RESOURCES TO HELP 
WITH YOUR 
BUDGETING PROCESS et draws fire in 

A coriipiphensive collection o f  

helpful inforrrratio17 

Infoi  rnat~on on t i ic  Budget Process 1 0lyrnpla facing cuts to 1 1 servlces for 2007 

Rrveil i tc Data foi Coinpatisons ~ 4 1 t h  O l t l r l  1 1117106, The Oiymp'an 
I J 

Cities 

Oackgro~i~ id  011 Fisciii Issui::; that May 1mr)acC the Budget 

Techn~cal Resources for Cornrnunicatlng wlth Citizens About the 

Budget 

AWCIWFOA Budgeting Presentattons 

I f  you have questions regarding your budgeting process, please 

contact Sheila Gall a t  sheilag@awcnet.org o r  toll free a t  800-562. 

8981. 



Menlo Park Priority Driven Budget 
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I- Iome City Codes 1 Ci ty  EIours/Holiduys I Co~~tact Us  

/ Priority Driven Budget 
I 
I 
I 

!%i Subscribe to Prlorlty Drlven Budget 

History & Current Status 

On February I, 2005, the City Council voted to rollover the 2004-05 budget into 
2005-06 and devote the next year to developing the 2006-07 budget from the 
ground up. This comprehensive approach to build a Priority Driven Budget is 
necessary in order to solve a $2.9 million budget shortfall, and bring the City's 
revenues and expenses back into balance. 

In early September the Clty malled all resldents and local businesses a survey 
as Phase I of You! C~tv/Yoor Dension The auroose of the survev was to . . 
pro/ Ir tne C i y  C o - 7 ~ ~  N in me commun 11's v ews aoo-! s e r ~  ce evels, fees 
a i u  I&*.)s M:,e in3n 160C s . ~ . r z , s  *ere re[-rned (Pnase I Repon S J N ~ V  
Results) The City has used the s"rvey responses 6deveiop specific stratdgies 
which give different options for balancing the budget. 

On February 9. 11 and 15 the Citv hosted a series of interactive communitv 
,.or~stiops lo gel np;: or. nn cn ot t r  ese opl ons sn3-io be pari of the budget 
so ~1100 L 1 1 ~ 5  'J ~01&snop agenoab arm maler als are r tne ouer port on of 
[ne 30 ~ r 1 1  10 :ne rtqnt lPnase 11 Reoon WorKsnoo R e s ~ l a l  An estlmatea 225 
people panicipatedln the workshopi. A report su~mariz ing~orkshop results 
will be presented to the Budget Advisory Committee on March 16th. and to the 
City Council on March 28th. 

Committee 

In late March 2005 the Citv Issued an lnvltatlon to residents to serve on a 
Budget Ao* sory Comni.hee (BAC) Tne Committee's roe s to provioe mpJr 
inlo ine C b s 2006-07 budqet ana facll late cornnldn 1) involvement n tne 
process On Aprll 19, 2005ihe Clty Councll appolnted.all 15 applicants who 
had applled by the Aprll 13th deadl~ne 

The schedirle of BAC meetings so far is: 

Jun 08. 2005 
Jun 29,2005 
Jun 30.2005 
Jul07, 2005 
Aug 02,2005 
Sep 22,2005 
Nov 03.2005 
Nov 10, 2005 
Nov 17 2005 

MENLO PA R K  S U D ( P E T  

Staff Reports and Related 
Documents: 

e City Council Staff Report - Feb 01,2005 

e Budget Advisory Committee 
Appointment Memo -Apr 19,2005 

Selection of Community Engagement 
Consultant - May 10.2005 

e Council Approval of BAC Charge 
-June 21.2005 

0 2005-06 City Budget 

e 2005-06 Fee Schedule 

0 Your CityNour Decision Flyer 
- English Version 

Your CityNour Decision Flyel 
-Spanish Version 

Your CityNour Decision Mailer 

Council Approval of Increase in 
Consultant Agreement - Oct 18, 2005 

Phase I Report - November 2005 
Appendices - large file (7.3MB) 
Public Responses - (0.7MB) 

* Council Preliminany Review of Potential 
Budget Strategies - Jan 10. 2005 
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Dec 08,2005 
Jan 11, 2006 
Mar 16.2006 
Mar 23. 2006 
Apr 13, 2006 

Contact 

Audrey Seymour 
Assistant City Manager 
City Office: 330.6610 
aseymour@menlopark.org 

s Workshop Outreach Flyer 

Facilitator Recruitment Flyer 

Phase I1 Report -March 2006 
Appendices Index 

Workshop Materials: 

e Workshop Agendas 
English I Spanish 

0 Workshop Budget Balancing 
Worksheet 

English / Spanish 

e Workshop Budget Balancing 
Strategies 

English I Spanish 

Frequently Asked Questions 
English I Spanish 

...-....*,.-....,.-,,- s.s~.~~:x..'z.~~"~>.~~w . ~ . . , . ~ , . ~ ~ ~ . . : - . ~ ~ . s m = . x ~ : 8 ~ . . : ~ . o ~ . ~ . m ~ . ~ . , ~ . " ~ . - ~ . - " , 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ - ~ ~ 8 ~ m ~ ~ m y m s ~ ~ - ~  
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30,000 population 
Midway between San Francisco & San Jose 
High quality of life . Full-service, general law city 
$32.5mm operating budget; $65.9mm tota 

Broad public input; not just namw interest 
groups or ''usual suspectS" 

Feedback on how-to achieve balance in 



Appointed by Council 

14 community members, 2 Council liaisons 

Met 12 times over 10 month period 

3 . Included worksheet with list of 34 senices 
& 4 revenue options 
Asked respondents to wme up wlth 
$2.9mm in savings or revenue 
Included space for open-ended comments 
Collected basic demographic info 
Provided basis for strategies 

Background PrimerIMailer 

Tabloid style; 8 pages 
Budget survey -insert 
Spanish & English 

- Budget challenge 
- City services, revenues &costs (fully 

allocating General Fund) 
- How to get involved 



Leadership & time commihnent from 

Involvement of all City dep 

BAC/community assistan 
Budget of $98K stafftime 

Dedication of resources to support proc 

-' ~e$.with olitreaCh to promote participation 



Participation levels ............... 

. Higher participation than comparable efforts - in other cities 

Other Feedback . ~ ., 

Feedback from BAC, Council and staff 
94% agreed YCMI was successful in - gathering community views . 91% agreed the process resulted in useful 
input to solve City's budget challenge . 88% agreed it was a positive model for 
engaging community 

Minimal public commentlobjection 

Placed Utility Users Tax 0 on Nov. 



- Be responsive to community priorities 
- Give choices, with clear ~mpacts 

Craft outreach materials carefully 
- Provide information but don't 

overwhelm - Help people understand the impact but 
don't inject bias or advocacy 

Materials and Resources 

- Your CityNour Decision webpage 
httD:llwlw.rnenluunrk.orePnom~~~e.rl~ii~rit~ budect.hml . Community Focus, Mafka Kopell & Gimy Fang 
wu~v.comrnuniNfacus.ars ,. Demos Centerfor the Public Sector 
htm:/lwww.demos.or~~a~e76.cfm . Vieivpointteaming 
www.viewpoinUeaming.mm 



Ever wanted to give 

the City a piece of 

We//, here 3 your chance. .. 
The City of Menlo Park is facing a $2.9 million budget shortfall and 

Get Involved! can no longer provide all current services. We need your help to look 

Fill out the survey and 
at the budget and set priorities for years to come. How would you 

turn it in or complete it balance the budget? 

Encourage frlends, family What services would you reduce or eliminate? 
and ne~ghbors to do the What services would you keep or enhance? 

Would you be willing to raise taxeslfees to pay for City services? 
Attend a communlty 

Be a Community 
Ambassador and help us 
get the word O U ~  Your Opportunities Are Coming Soon ... 
Be a volunteer facil~tator 
at a commun~ty workshop Early September 2005: 
lnvlte us to speak at your 
community meetlng Fill out your survey from the City. YOU will 

get a copy in the mail. You can also pick up a copy at any 
City facility, or do it online. It's your opportunity to tell us 
your budget priorities. Final deadline for the survey is 

October 3rd! 
For more information: 

Website: 
www.menlopark.org~l~omepagel 

priority_budget.html 

Phone: 
650-330-6646 

1 February 2006: 

Community Workshops-using the 
community priorities from the survey results, 
the next step is to figure out the strategies to 
achieve our goals. Be one of the 200 Menlo 
Park residents to sit down at the table with us! 

I 

It's your city, be part of the decision! 



~Alguna vez has 
querido decirle a la 
Ciudad lo que piensas? 

EL PRESUPUESTO DE MENLO PARK Pues, aquiesfa fu uporfunidad.. 

-Llena la encuesta y en- 
tregala o completala en linea 

SAnima a amigos y familiares 
de hacer lo mismo 

WAsiste a un taller comunitario 

-Se unla Embajadorla de la 
Comunidad y ayiidenos a 
difundir la informaci6n 

-Se unla dirigente voluntariola 
en un taller comunitario 

.Invitanos a hablar en tu re- 
uni6n comunitaria 

Para mayor informaciin: 

Sifio web: 
www.menlopark.org/homepagel 

priority_budget.html 

Telefono: 
650-330-6646 

Correo Elecfronico: 
menloparkbudget@menlopark.org 

La Ciudad de Menlo Park esti enfrentando un dkficit de $2.9 mil- 
lones y ya no puede continuar a proveer todos 10s servicios actuales. 
Necesitamos tu ayuda para evaluar el presupuesto y fijar las priori- 
dades para muchos aflos adelante. iC6m0 balancearias t ~ i  el presu- 
puesto? 

-iCuBles servicios reducirias o eliminarias? 
-iCuBles servicios mantendrias o aumentarias? 
-iEstarias dispuestola a incrementar impuestos y cuotas para 

financear 10s servicios? 

Tus oportunidades ya estiin por llegar. .. 
Para inicios de septiembre de 2005: 
Llena la encuesta de la Ciudad. Tli recibiris 
una copia por correo. Tambikn puedes recoger una encuesta 
en cualquier instalaci6n de la Ciudad, o llenarla en linea. Es 
tu oportunidad para decirnos cuhles son tus prioridades presu- 
puestarias. La fecha limite es i el 3 de octubre ! 

Febrero del2006: 
Talleres comunitarios-utilizando las prioridades 
comunitarias de 10s resultados de la encuesta, el siguiente 
paso es determinar las estrategias para logras 
nuestros objetivos/metas. 
Se unoluna de 10s 200 residentes de Menlo 
Park a sentarte a la mesa con nosotros. 

Es tu Ciudad, se parte de la decisio'n! 



City of Menio park 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025-3469 Postal Customer, Local 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Standard 
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U.S. Postage Paid 
Menlo P a p  CA 

Please take the time to fill out and return this very important survey by October 3rd. 
We invite you to join other Menlo Park residents and City staff ara community workshop 
next February to discuss the survey results and the impodant choices the Council will he 
making in the 2006-07 budget. 

Several other cities have undcilaken similar citywide engagement efforts and vsed the 
results to build a better budget. Menlo Park will be the first in the Bay Areato use this 
exciting new appraach. As your City Council, we arc committed to making decisions that 
are supported by the community We look fonvard to hearing from you. 

Thank you in advancc for helping shape the futore of Menlo Park 

El cuestionario esti disponible en espaiiol. 
Llame por favor 650-330-6646 para recibir uno por correo. 



How Your CityNour Decision Works 
The City has designed a process called 
Men10Park:Yonr C i y N ' u ~ D ~ c i s i ~ ~  to Round 1: Survey (due October 3.2005) Round 2: Workshops (February 2006) 

The City Council 
Your CiymurDe&ioncducatcscommunity 
members about the budget, engages thcm in 
dialoglle about priorities and &ad=-o&, and 
uses their input inshapingthe City,sf urnre, 

survey 

way you Eke, either by completing the survey, 
attending a workshop, or (preferably) both. 

Survey Instructions 
The sumq h',s,i"epar,$: 
I Balandng the Budget. The first pan of this survey asks you to balancc 
the City budgct. It provides a worksheet that lists City services (with net costs) 
and various revenue options, which a e  described on pages 3-7 of this mailer 
and are referenccdby number Helpful backgmund information about the City 
budget can be found on page 8 .  The worksheet gives you the chance to note 
where vou would reduce oi increase soendine and what. ifanv. axes vou would . - . .. . 
increase, with thc ZOBI of elminatinn the $2.9 million budzet shortfall. . . 

n "InYour Own Words." The second pait ofthe survey a s h  for y o u  idpas 
to balancc the budget Do you have suggestions to improve efficiency? Ifso, we 
uant u bur them, lllcmoie rper~tic lllc bclfcr Arc lhcrc rrcd. nln :urr<nrly in- 
;ludr..l in the buJ+ct whire you thlnk monc) should h: .pent' lr l l  u- uherr mu 
nhy YJU can bc ccruln that oeryritang you uittc uoII hc r e d  and :*mli.lerc.l 

111 Other Revenues. The third part of the survey a s h  for your views about 
business de~lapment  and user fees as ways lo increase revenue fo support 
City services. 

IV Demographic Questions. The fourth part ofthc survey includes 
questions about yourself. Your answers to these questions will help us how 
whetherwe have heard from a broad cross-section of the community Of 
course, ifyou would rather not give us this informatios you could leave these 
questions blank. 

V &ern  I t  to Us. Return the completed survey to us by Octctber3rd so y o u  
voice will be heard Follow the insrmctians on the survey and drop i r i n m a i l .  
Postage will be paidby thecity. Or, you can complete the w e y  online OD the 
City's website at http:iiu?*wmenlopark.~rgihrgihmrgihpgeip~iirity~bbdgef.hrml. 

l i p s  to balance Ule budget I 
City staffmembers tested this survey with Menlo Park residents. 
Bclow are some hints you may find helpful. 

Read through the list of  service^ andrevenucs. Refer to the descriptions 
on pages 3-7. You'll find them interesting and helpful. 

. Use a pencil and don't try 6 balance the budget in one pass. You may 
want to go over the budgct a couple of times, thinking over your early 
decisions and perhaps changing them to cut (or add) more or less. 

Don't wony about balancing the budget exactb. It's okay to 
have some budget surplus or wen a small shortfall. 

. Remembcr that the number you shooid write in the "Budget 
Reduction" coiumn is Ule size of the cut, not the amount left over after 
the cut. The same holds true for the"B~dget1ncreasc"colwnn: this is 
the amount that you would add 

In the area of'Xwenue 0ptions:'we have included some calculations 
to give you an idea of the amount ofrevenue that could be raised at 
variousrates. You can wrile in any amount you think is needed far 
your budget strategy. Don't be limited to the particularrates shown. 

Mod #mp,mntb: thb sun:) ma" ,rum d~fficulr at hr,i. but DI :<lr m.,rr. 
lnrcreillne a, you gosiong. Su) u.lch 11: s<rrdlly n::J "our idcab! 

If YOU have lunherquertlonr 
A Guidc lo the Budget Sulvey . lBl<,%< <.I1 the hIe,,l0 112,k i>e:,%a.,,,. lI<%,l,,.~ 
Th:~ll!xlralron below ,how$ )oua han8plr ofthr 5 u c y  1f)uutc (650)330-6646 - ut'II :el bsck in  yo^ ar pro!nplly or positbir 
umurc of 3 ocrvlsc llrlrd onthc runry. you m.y tLmtdthu ('iry S'wicc . c-mil "\.A, mr,,l~parkh,Je.ct~<",e,,lI~p~rk nig 
dercriptiollj ,taming on p q c  3 for more deuilr. . VNC (our u e h p y t  i#ltp wu inoal~puk or&omepapcpnorry.budgei.html 

r\Jdet~.mdI c . ~ p r \ ~ , T t i r  ,un,cy an.a\a#bdhlc 41 C.I) Fac#loi.elor onour ucbise 

"""a' Budget Budgef 
Netcost ~ e d u ~ t i ~ ~  

this budget was cut rigniflcan~y 



An Introduction to City Services 
THANKYOU for taking the time and making the effort to complete this survey to help establish priorities 
for the City's next budget. 

Starting on this page you will find a listing of each City service that is paid for by your taxes. Each listing 
include a description of that service, the cost of that service, inclvding associated overhea4 and any 
revenue it might bring in. (Figures are mundcd to the nearest $1,000.) You'll also read a description of 
the effects of cueing that service. 

The insert in this mailer is a Budget Survey that you will use to build a City budget that reflects your 
preferences. You com~letc the survni by indicarina on !he Budeet Survey how muchvou would increase 
Or decrease rhc net cost of each Cityiehice. ~ h & b  also an o ~ o r m n i ~ t o  suggest increases to City iares. 
When youke dong you total your choices to see ifyour budget balances. We'll also ask for your views on 
user fees and business development as ways to increase revenue. For background information about the 
City's budget, seepage 8. 

. . . ... ? Poiace Communtty Emergency Preparedness 

@Police - Patrol Response response plans for major disasters such as Roods, 
This pmgram pmvidcs field services to Menlo Park's earUlquakes or hazardous materials releases. The 
residenu, business owners and visitors, respond- service also provides community education on 
mng cu bolh cmcrgcnc) and n*n-:<#ardcn;y ;dl., f,r dow%~cr prip~rrJne\,, nn.~iondu..t~ pr.ri<~clt:~mr.r- 
,cn'#cc. >nJ pro\ld~nd in~val i r ~ m l n ~ l  gcncy rc%p.,n,; billr for Cii) ,IAN 
~rn~s tw%~#on , .  Rtrol O ~ ~ ~ C C R  ~ C I D J ~ ~  1.1 31.1 IIL 
incidezs annually, andarc prcpared"2417.. pro- Expenses: $147,000 } Net $147,000 
tect Menlo Park. This pm- also provides park- Revenues: $0 
ingpemita and enforcement activities. 

Reducing this pmgram would limit the Citys ability 
Expenses: $7,107,000 } Cast: 166,244,000 to plan foi city or regional ommmgenciii. The City 
Revenues: $863.000 would also have diminished ability to work with 

Reducing thc C i m  police pdml pmgram could i n  
crease responx h e s  to all calls for *nice including 
~ergencips,farwhichresporm t i m e s ~ n t l y a ~ ~ g e  
faurminutes. Reducedpahingenforeemcnt\wuldre- 
duce theeff~iiwnessofUleCity'spsrbgregulations. 

@ Police Investigations 
Investizalion~ detectives follow uo on crimes in- - 
eluding homicide, robbery, identity theft, sen and 
juvenile crimes and those involving drugs andvice. 
The service also provides Liaison with the courts and 
prosecutors, coordinates information about active 
criminal offenders and regional crimps, and supplies 
~pccializedpolice response to emergency simtions. 

Expenses: $2,184,000 
Rwenues: $67.000 Net Cast: $2.1 17,000 

Cutbacks in investigations pprsannel could rcsult in a 
dmeasedability to follow up on criminal case, a re- 
duction in solving crime, andan insr~asedreliance an 
ather police agencips for specialized police response. 

E' Police - Traffic Enforcement 
The same ~o l i ce  officers that ~rouide oatrol scrvicps 
are assmed to enforce traffic laws, tnvesttgate ac- 
cldcnts and eonduct DO1 and traffic enforcement 
operations. Enforcement oftraffic laws imprms 
public safcty by reducing traffic accidents on major 
thoroughfares and in neighborhoods. This service 
also provides trsffic support far special events. 

Expenses: $1,719,000 Net Cost: 31,405,000 
Revenues: $314,000 1 
Reductions in this program would decrease the 
number of hours available for traffic enforcement. 

neighborhoods, businesses and citizens on emer- 
gency preparedness. 

@ Police Community Outreach 
This program plans and coordinates crime 
prevention activities, and provides public safety 
presentations and exhibits at community events. 
The program promotes personal and public safe- 
ty through increased public awareness. Commu- 
nity outreach allows the police to be more aware 
of and responsive to community concms. 

Expenses: $1,033,000 } Net Cost: S1,027,000 
Revenues: $6,000 

Reductions in this program would reduce crime 

include drug education and Internet mimes against 
children. 

@ Fields (i Gmunds Maintenance 
Thc City maintains 13 City parks totaling208 
acres, as well as five joint-use athletic fields 
totaling I3 acrcs at local schools. Staff carries 
out maintenance, rcpairs, and minor renovations 
to the Cityipaiks, grounds, sports fields, tennis 
courts, dog parks, playgrounds, parking lou, and 
landscaped arcas. 

Expenses: $L275.000 } Cost: 6L,275,000 
Revenues: $0 

Cub in thcse services could result in a dctenoration of 
the condition ofthe City's parks, playgmunds, and ath- 
letic fields. This deterioration could possibly increase 
tiabilityrish. Some facilities may need f f  be bI011d. 

Menlo Park At-A-Glance 

22% of populalcon tr under 18. 16% are 65 2nd over 30,785 . 66% Whtfc. 16% Hlsp~nlc (up lrom 9% in 19901, 
population in 79aAlr0can Amencan: 7% Anan: 4% Other 

27% speak 3 lhnguagc olhcr than Engltsh at home 2000 . MedfaO ho6sehOld ,ncome 4,184,609 
up 10% since . 7% of 'ndivlddalsitve in po*cny 

51% of 1no~s1ng un tsareounw.occ~pted; MedlJn house va l~e i  lggO . 43% 01 h o ~ s ~ n g  un:lr are renter.accup ed; Medlan rent is 11.31 
12.426 rendencer: 61% nngle.fam ly; 39O% mull8.fam8,y 



City Tree Maintenance @ Right-of-way & Street Maintenance 
The City maintains approximately 20,000 public This program provides far the maintenance of 
frees on City propmy, managing their pruning and 1W miles of smets in the City, as well as eight 
removal in order to promote the health, aesthetics, downtown parkingplazas. The City also inspects 
and environmental benefits of the trees. The goal is sidewalks and manages periodic repairs, and adds 

Cuts in these services could icsult in reduced 
maintenance ofthe storm drain system, and in- 
crease the likelihood ofstreet flooding. Reduced 
,:nlci,cochl ali, rcna:r lhc C~~~n,n-crrmpl~inc  
wih Federal requ8icmcnt;. alkctong local insurance 
raw\ m J  ct~~thtl . t \  h ~ c  dc.i-fir 3%%1-11:.~1 Kc~u:cJ - ,  
storm water management activities would likcly lead 
to increased pollution of san Francisco Bay. 

@Transportation & Congestion Management 

tions. The program also plans parking facilities in 
thedowntown area, designs improvements such as 

~ ~ 

lighted crosswalks, and manages alternative means 
of mspomtion, such as the free shuttle and the 

neighborhoods. 

Expenses: $296,000 } ~~t cast: $296,000 
Revenues: $0 

1.1 ,rim er:i cr:c a t  lear! .a;< c\cry hvr. ycdri hand~c?pped mnlp, uhcrc ilccdcd l l r  (:oly m ~ n .  
4 ,prvtrl 3,,e,imn1t fund (rcpanlr from th: tnlnr 2.000 <lrect 11gI.b hlorc thdn 210 :n.r.n:h- Cub lo Lcjr srrvlrcr could lcad lo  ~ n c r r ~ j r d  craf- 
Cicncral 1.ard budvn, n i . ~ ~ d c \  j4SJ 1.1.0 lo MI mrnt o r rmlb~rc  ~ \ ~ u c d  ca:l~ \ c ~ r .  rcdulrinc in-nr... 6; canu:.l~~n around ihr c#c\. ~ n d  m~re~tmx:r- - .. . . 
for most ofthe citywide eR maintenance program. 
General Fund expenses are below 

Expenses: $239,000 ) Net Cost: $239.000 

Reduced maintenance could lead to a greater inci- 
dence of tree disease and infestation, resulting in a 
loss of trees and their aesthetic and environmental 
benefits. Liability risks for personal injuries or 
pmperry damage from falling branches or tiees 
could increase. 

@ Heritage Trees 
Underthe HctitlgeTrec ordinance, heritage trees are 
defindas oaks 10 inches or more in diameter and 
a11 other uees IS inches or more in diameter. Staff 
administers thc hetitage treepiogram, which require 
w i t s  for significant pruning or removal ofsuch 
mes. ?he permit pmccss, which includes an on-site 
inspection and notification ofneighban, is intended 
to preserve private and public heritagc mcs. 

A reduction in Heiitage Trees services could delay 

. . .  - .  
tions to protect the City's infrasmchlre. The City 
~ l sns ,  instalk, and maintains Wffic cantml devices 

used in providing these services, the amounts are not 
included in the General Fund net cosu shown here. 

Expenses: $2,772,000 ) Net Cost: 52,711,000 
Revenues: $61,000 

Because ofbudget constraints in recent years, 
the City has deferred street repairs and further 

- .  
safety risks to drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 
Reductions in services for street signage, markings 
and othci traffic control devices could adversely 
affect the safety and efficiency of ail modes of 
traffic movement. 

@Median & Roadway Landscaping 
City staff maintains the landscaping and removes 
liner from 20 miles ofmedians and roadside land- 
scaping. Mainienancc includes penodic t i m i n g ,  
weed contml, and wafe""g. 

" " 
ous crossings for school children andpedestians. 
Routes and frequency of the City's shuttle services, 
including those serving senior citizens and Calwin 
riders, could be reduced. Implementation of the 
Cityr Bicycle Plan could also be hindered. 

pcrmit processing, which could lead to personal 
injury or property damage from falling branches Expenses: $492,000 
or trees that should have been removed, or result in Revenues: 

} Net Cost: $492,000 @ 
Mcnlo Park's Seniar Center is located in the Belle 

hetitage t rn s  being improperly pruned or removed. Haven neighborhood, and offers health, recreational, 
Cuts inthere services would lead to dwraded condi- educational. cultoral and social services foi adults - 
tions along the CityS streets and sidewalks, such 
85 overgrow" vegetation, accvmulated titter, and a 
gcneral deterioration of City landscaping. 

@Storm Water Management & Environment 
The City maintains 44 miles of pipelines, more 
than 1,200 storm drain inlets, and a pump station 
for the storm drain system, reducing the risk of 
flooding in the city It also ensures compliance 
with Federal requirements so that residents can 
qualify for flood insurance and disaster assistance 
in its nvo Road hazard zones. The City cooperates 
with other agencies, such as the San Francisquiro 
Creek h in t  Powers Authority, to maintain creeks 
through bank stabilization, clearing af  vegetation, 
flood planning, and public education. Sustainable 
environmental practices are pmmofed thioughout 
the city Current funding levels for this program 
do not cover implementation of identified storm 
drain system improvements. 

Expenses:$462'000 } Net Cost: $462,000 
Revenuer: $0 

aged 55 and older (Senior scrviccs at the "Linlc 
House" are not pmvided by the City.) Frec transpar- 
tation to and from the Senior Center (6,500 trips 
amually) is provided, along with nutritious hot 
meals (8,200 meals annually) and weekly brown bag 
meals (5,700 amually). Staff coordinates h e  medi- 
cal consultations and screenines from the Countv 
and schedules informational presentations regad- 
i " ~  insurance. nutrition and tax advice. over 100 
cl&ses are offered annually (enercisdmovemenr, 
arts and crafts, sewing, cooking and language). 
The center operates 30 hours a week. 

Closing the center or eliminating portions of the 
program would result in a reduction of services for 
seniors and may reduce their ability to live inde  
pendently. Yely low-income seniors may not have 
a place to gather and socialize, and the number of 
shut-in seniors could increase. 



Menlo Children's Center (MCC) 

to the center from Laurel, Oak Knoll, and Encinal 
Schools daily. The program is augmented with 
culhlial activities, dancc, theatre, sports camps, field 
trips, science and swimming, as well as homework 
assistance. 

Expenses: $658,000 Net $129,000 
Revenues: $529,000 1 
Eliminating or reducing the Burgess School-Age 
Child Care program couldreduce or eliminate 
learning oppormnities and attei school supervision 
for children. parents would need to find alternative 
solutions or reduce work schedules in order to care 
far their child. 

@ Belle Haven School-Age Child Care Pmgram 
The Belle Haven Sshool-Age Child Care Program 

boys' football. Classes, clinics or camps are also 
offered for soccer, baseball, volleyball, and baskel- 
ball. This program also coordinates field rentals and 
facilities for the public, schools and local organi- 

. . . . .  
annually in the leagues. Approximately 1,130 are 
enrolled annually in clasres. 

Elimination or reduction of these programs would 
reduce oppormnities foi children to participate in 
team sports other than in private leagues. 

T& MCC offers a childcan program (part-time or provides after-school and summer care for up to 75 @ Adult Spans 
full-time) for children 18 months to 5 year. oldonthe childipn in Kindergarten to 6th grade at the Belle The Adult Sports Program provides athletic 
Burgess Park campus. The program offers a range of HavenYouth Center and the Onetfa Harris Cummu- opportunities for adults through drop-in programs 
activities that foster8 child! intcllecrnal. social. and niN Center Eieht weeks of full-time care is om- and oreanired soorts leaeues. Thc omerams . . - " . - 
emotional development. The MCC is open 245 days vided in the summei During the school year, after- include: a women's basketball league, menh 
a year and serves 53 children. school care matches the Ravcn~wo~d City School basketball league, co-ed sofiball leagues and men\ 

District calendar (with additional hour. of service softball leagues an well as dropin valleyball, 
Expenses: $901,000 } Cast $315,000 available during school breaks). Transporntian is basketball, badminton and a fibless room. Gymna- 
Revenues: $586,000 pmvided to the center Fam Belle Haven School. siums, picnic areas and field rentals arc coordinated 

The program is a balance of educational, social and through the adult sports program. There arc ap- 
Cuts in this oraeram couldresult in reduced service recreational oooortunitics that includes a homework oraximateh. 5.280 oarticinants annuallv in droo-in . ~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ 

quality, scrvice to fewer children, or the elimina- 
tion of some services. If the center were closed, 
parents would have fewer options for meeting their 
childcarc needs. 

The Belle Haven Child Development - 
Center (BHCDC) 

The BHCDC provides income-base4 subsidized 
full-time child care services. The program is panial- 
ly funded by the Stsfe Dep-eat of Education and 
administered by the City, serving up lo 96 children 
ages 3 to 5 years old. The program builds learning 
readiness bvofferinematcrials and activities that 
support social, emotional, physical and cagnitlvc 
development. 

Expenses: $1,357,000 } NdCast: $736,000 
Revenues: $621,000 

Reducing this program would reduce the availability 
of subsidized childcare in the Belle Haven cam- 
munity Same families may not heablc to locat* 
or afford safe and secure environments during the 
day while the parents woik or attend school. Some 
children may not be prepared for Kindergarten. 

@ Peninsula PartnershiplBelle Haven 
Community Life lnifiative 

The General Fund-supportedparrs ofthis program 
provide for a sir-week summer academic enrichment 

. . 
assismcelresding program. 

Expenses: $581,000 
Rwenues: $57,000 } Net Cost: $5241000 

rltmlnatln~ or rcducnngthc Beilc Hnvn School Age 
(hold C~rc  prosram uould 1~1n~t aner-dl001 lwrnu~g 
o~oormnrttc~ 3rd ruwn alon lor cl>,lrlrrr# Pucntr . . 
would need to findaltcrnativc solutions or reduce 
work schedules to can far their child. 

@ Teen Services 
Health, recreational, educational and social services 
far youth age 12 to 18 years old iup currently of- 
fered in pamenhip with the Boys andGirls Club 
in the Belle Haven neighborhood. TheTeen Center 
(at the Boys and Girls Club) is open weekdays, 3-5 
hours a day. Tutoring, computers, special projects, 
dmp-in activities, girl-only activities, sports, games, 
field trips and special events are scheduled. 

Expenses: $87,000 } Net Cost: $87,000 
Revenues: $0 

Reducing or eliminating the Teen Services program 
wouldrerult in the loss of recreational, educational, 
and social oppomnities for youth. 

@ Youth Sports 
Menlo ParkSYouth Snorts ~ m ~ r a m s  offer snort 

, ~ ,  . . 
activifie~; avei 773 participants in the lcagues; more 
than 70 rental permits (single and multiple-use) arc 
issued annually. 

Expenses: $2l8,000 } Cost: $100,000 
Revenues: $1 18,000 

Cuts in thin area would reduce adults'acceu to 
athleticoppormnities Ifcwrdination ofCityficIds, 
wmnasinms andoimic facilities were to be e1iminat- -. 
cdotl.cr <er\~ccprnv~dcri mlzhi br ro::c.i to rrrlc:c 
rentcc- ro l l ~ e ~ r  parflcopanu of unrblc lu fincti8cnr.r 
fa;olll.o Clo\urci~fthe rimes* room in rhc II:.I< IL. 
ven neighborhood may prevent low-income residents 
fmm being able to continuewiththeir firness program 
due to the cost ofprivate te11bs. 

@Gymnastics 
Gymnastics is a comprehensive educational, rec- 
reational and developmental program designed for 
gymnasts age one through adule. Classes are held 
atthe Burgess Gymnastic Center and the Onetta 
Harris Community Center The program operates 
6 days a week. 196 classes are hcldweekly and 
approximately 6,100 participants are enrolled in the 
program annually. 

. . .  
pio.:r.m % m i n i  120 nrrt- through tittl~-;radccl~~l- topp.,rcuniwr fir y.,ulh Pr.l.:r,m. 4n.l.lJc xlrl. '~nJ cur. ,,, the g ) ~ , l t u \ ~ . .  progratn wou l~  rcdu;r chr 
drcn in 111: llullr Ill>'ca n:yhbo~hood T ~ P  progrdrll h.1) .'h~.!.crh~ll l~a;ur.~ ; i r l r '~ .~l l r .~h~l l  lkayucand ~~~~~~h~~ . ~ r . h ~ , ~ ,  ,,mrr.j 
aliu I:ad, ~C~c\-cummun$lv Instxncdei~rncd ro 
impmve the quality of life in the Belle Haven neigh- 
borhood through outreach services, neighborhood 
beautification and support for educational programs. 

Expenses: $144,000 $144,000 
Revenues: $0 } 
Eliminating the Belle Haven Community Summer 
Schoolpragram would put the 120 children w e d a t  
risk of not being academically successful in school 
andgossibly dropping out before graduation. 

@Burgess Schoal-Age Child Care Program 
The Burgess Schaol-Age Child Carp Program pro- 
vides der-school and summer care forup to 110 
children in Kindergarten to 5th grade at the Burgess 
Recreation center Eight weeks of full-time summer 
care is provided. During the school year, afier-school 
care matches the Menlo Parkcity School District 
calendar (with additional hours of service available 
duiing school breaks). Transportation is provided 



@Aquatics 
The City of Mcnlo Park offers a comprehensive 
aquatics program foiresidents through programmed 
and individual recreation opportunities. Recreation- 
al swimming water safcty programs, lap swimming, 
swim team, lifegnard training and water safety 
classes, skill development classes and fitness-otient- 
ed aquatic activities are provided for all ages. The 
City has rwo primary aquatic venues at Belle Haven 
Pool and Burgess Paol, which is currently under 
renovation and scheduled to open in 2006. Beyond 
this transition year (and reflected here at full cost), 
the Burgess Pool will be operationrl year-round. 

Elimination or decreased funding of thin program 
would reduce opponunities for aquatic activities in 
a safe, community cnvimnment. The quantity and 
variety of services would bcreduced. 

?4 Community Clarrer 
l'hc ~ i \ l e n l o  ParZofl.r% A rrolc uf mnch~ncm 
c I L ~ . c ~  f.3, .htl.lirn.lic,.~. ,amladull ,  and jcnlors . .. - 
Community classes take place in many City facili- 
tics including the Gnena Harris Community Center, 
the Bwgcss Recreation Center and Burgess Gym. 
C l a ~ ~ e i  include dance, computer training, am and 

Expenses: S766'000 } Net Cost: $368,000 Revenues: 9398,000 

Eliminating or redocing thc C o m m i t y  Classes 
program would decreasc the availability of courses 
for children, teens, young adults and seniors. 

@Events and Concern 
There are shmajorevenls heldfhroughaur the year 
along with eight park concerts, mini celebratbns 
and park dedications. Events include - Halloween 
Parade andTtick orTreac 4th ofluly, Kite Day, Egg 
Hunt, B d f a s f  with Santu, and BlackHistory Week 
These events are omvided with the suooon ofMdous . . 
sommunityparmcrs who pmvidc in-kind services or 
share certain went expenses to reduce the cost to the 
City G n r  9,700 people join in City events and con- 

Expenses: $183,000 } N~~ cast: $178,000 
Revenues: $5,000 

If these servlcps were a t  mere would bc fpwcr 
events and concerts 

@ Library Services - Main Library @ CDmprehensiYe Planning 
Thc Main Libmyprovides informa60n anddteiaIs This evaluates andupdates the policies and 
to thecommwityulmugh print visual, audio, and that guide the cityi physical develop- 
online raources. Witha coll~ctionofwer 150,000 ment. The General Plan sets goals and policies on 
items, 295 series titles, andmorethan30 databases, Ule land use, transportation, housing, open space, con- 
librq . c n ~ . w i ~ J a u r m l ~ r : ' ? J T , a n J  4.4 ui-R rcndf~. ln,  n,mc a t ~ d  nik) T?.e Yonln:Oi.iln,n.: 
hot .pw hlor:lhrn i6O.Wllcmr cucul~fIIin,m thc llllplclllcnlr the iictlrrrl I'lm h) c.nhl~.h#n, ,p:.lf. 
~r,ll~:caon la,lwr. :OUW rc l i ra~d.uu~u.~rn  u~n. i. u.c. .icn-~li:~ m.1 dr\:I~~m:nl llllcl TPCC~~CI. - .~~~~- .  

~ ,~ .~ , ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - .  
d a n d  17.000 childm~atkfted&Isfow h o w  the documents orovide midilines for development 

~ ~~~ 

andotherwents. An oumachpm-for seniors, 
the homeboundand theviviuauYimW is off& 
~ r o j c n  Readhas more G- IW woiunteer ~ t m  help 
ing werZOO adults leam to read and write in English. 
The b%my is c m n t l y  open 59 h o w  perwek. 

Expenses: $2.026.000 } Net Cost: $ 1 , 6 8 1 , ~ ~  
Revenues: $345,000 

Cuts in library resources would result in reduced 
hours afopmtion, f w r  books and other mateti- 

@I Library Services - Belle Haven Branch 

- 
projects. This program also includes neighborhood 
studies that address changes in land use and traffic 
in specific geographic areas ofthe city 

Expenses:$194'0W } Net Cost: $194,000 Revenues: $0 

A ~ ~ m ~ r e h c n s i v c  update of both the General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance is ovvvdd add is n i t  ppo- 
sible under current funding levels. If the City were 
to reduce this program, the City's key planning 
documents would bnomr more outdated. Neigh- 
borhood studies would be curtailed and develop- 
ment could take longer. 

@ ~ e v e ~ o p m e n t  ~nfonnation services 
o his program provides potential applicants and 
interested parties such as residents, prapcrty 
owners, business owners, architects, rcal ntate 

~ . ~ n l ~ n u . ~ n y  1 hrmgh m Jrrrrd~s~:nt r l ! l ~  the hr~ke.,. ~ n d  IP~III ,C, .  w111. iktt:~I) ~ I I J  ~; :YIJ~C 

e n d  h I I : h  I ~nfurm>##on rr,:$rdlq aplll~clble C a y  polha<.. 
mend rcmlar l l b r ~ n  in\st>:'>.>:>nl o: craml i n J  urnmnc;,. s:u8dcltncr and wl8rr rcd,#rr.#t,c!,i ~~~ ~~ . .- 
reccivc assistance identifying materials for school related to ianduse development. Part of the 
assignments. The Bookbag program for children revenue collected through building permits is used 
pre~chool to third gnde sends books home for to sumort this service. . . 
reading and s t u d y ~ o r e  than 13,000 items circu- 
lated h m  the collection last year, 2,700 reference Expenses: $323,000 ) Net Cost: $68,000 
questions were answered and 26.000 children at- Revenues: $255,000 
tended story and educational programs. 30% of the 
~ollpction is in the Spanish language. The library If this program were reduce& City staffwould be 
has access to all of the online resouices ofthe Main less able to nrovide information on orooertics and 

~ ~ . . 
l,ibrary and offers public access Internet terminals. development pmposals in a timely manner, which 

would make it more difficult and lime-consuming 
Expenses: $359,000 } Cost: P263,000 for Those seeking development of their 
Revenues: $96,000 property could submit required materials without 

the benefit of information from staffin advance, 
Cuts to Belle HavenBmchswices could rfiuli in thus delaying their project. 
reduced houri, largekconfining the branch to sewic- 
ing !he school population, furlhfheilimitingaccesr of 
the broader community Fnver educational pmbdms 
andless ~~i~~etotheschooL'~'chiLd~d~d~do~ldres~lt.  Please return lhe ~nelos~dposfngepoid 
The Bookbag program could bc climinaled. svrvey or eornplele online by 0cfober3.2005. 



@Planning Level Review 
This program providos timely rwiew, including 
public input, ofpmposed development projects and 
landusc permits. Either City staK the Planning 
Commission oi the City Council reviews proposals 
against established criteria and decides whether to 
approve as pmposed, require modifications oi deny 
a project. 

Expenses: S644'000 } Net Cost: $474,000 
Rwcnucs: $170,000 

If Ibis program were reduced, the City would bc 
lcss able to implement the policies of the Gcneral 
Plan and discretionw requirements ofthe Zoning 
Ordinance. Some services an mandated bu Sfare 
law and cannot be eliminated 

@ Permit and Inspection Services 
Thi, p:,t:nm pro\tdcr plan cl#cdtsb. prrmiritn:. 
in.prvloon, and rnonhlonng ofall dc\rl~+mcnc 
nr.llc.1, which ranec from inilall~t~r a rcnldcrmrnl . . .  - .  
roof on a residence to the construction of an office 
building. 

Ex~enses: $1,208,000 } Cost: $171,000 
Revenues: $1,037,000 

State law mandates the provision ofplan check ser- 
vices. Sfate law also requires every city to designate 
a Building Officialwith authority to enfarce building 
codes. Ifresources budgeted for permit and inspee 
tion xlviceswere reduce4 there would be delays 
ofplan check and permining services. Inspections 
would also fake longer, impacting consmcfion 
schedules and delaying project completions. 

@community ~vnd ing  
Each year the City evaluates funding requests and 
makes small grants to selected non-profit agencies 
scrvinp Menlo Parkrcsidem. hiarihi service areas 
include emergency assislance for homeless and 
low-income people, the disabled, senion and youth 
in crisis. Last year 14 agencies received grants Gom 
the City. 

Expenses: $87,000 } Net Cast: $87,000 
Rwenues: $0 

Cuts in this program would result in a reduction of 
financial support available to nonprofit comnni ty  
agencies that provide services in Menla Park. 

@ Community Relations 
This program informs residents about City services, 
activities and policies and provides an oppormnity 

, . 
outreach materials, conducts surveys, televises City 
Council meetings, provides local newspapers and 
other media autlcts with information about the City, 
and oversees the City's website and City depart- 
ments in their outreach efforts. This promam also 
~ncludcr thc r:crlLmca 2nd o\cnlglu ~ , f  \ .~l~nr:ch. 
nhopruv~dc more than AOu hour- .,frcn,lcr. ,J ihc 
ndmtn,,mlavc Srrrlccr l>cpirfmcnc 

Ifthis programwere cut back, the number ofnews- 
letters and other materials would be reduced, contcnt 
on the website would be updated less frequently and 
outreach efforts would be decreased, thus reducing 
residcnls'options for getting up-to-date information 
about Cityservices, activities and policies. 

,cJ Busmess Development 1oih~C11)'. n LNUT impoieJ 3. .%~cn:r~t rnc~t  
,I p n m q  ob~ccine ~ f t h c  l k v ~ l s , p m e n r  br' placed on th: ballot and rscclve mdj.,rolv r . w r  
orovnm ir to icclearc rebcnuc md nilnidc J . ~ h l c  looro\~I  Rrcau,: mJsl 1 - r ~ ~  .#l#e. h~v :  [JUT.. . . . . 
tax base for municioal services bv identihiine and the maiority of California residents (over 54%) . - 
culln~l#n$ bus$ne,$ oppor!unu~~~ f.0 hlr.t!lsl Inrrl. ~ n d  bu,in:,,:, pa) J ultllt? ulcr lax (Inc msl.l 
Kur-snn rncnuc-cnhatslng x;ltticic. tn21cdc c~mmon rrceof UVT I, 5Y0) I'ach I in:r!m:nt 
bu,nncr, rclrnllon and l l rnc f~on  T I# ,  pr.,;r~n~ .,I C L T  r d c  uuulJ ylelu hlml I 18rrk ippr,~ximce. 
hclpn new, relocated, orremodeled businesses open ly $800,000, arsuming typical exemptions and 
as quickly as possible. This program also sup- caps are in place. For a household with combined 
ports the exploration anddwelopmcnt ~ f ~ m j e c t s  monthly utility bills of $175 per month, a 3% 
with sienificant benefit to lone-term revenues. Thc IJUT would increase the bill bv $5.25 ~ e r  month. 
program also seeks to increase the diversity of 
goods and services available to the community and @I ]"crease Business License  ax 
to reduce the negative fiscal impact of economic Rate: Varied increase to current tax schedule 

cycles. Maximum AnnualYield: $200,000 

Expennses: $151.000 Net Cost: $151,000 
Rwenues: $0 1 
Cuts in this Dropram could reduce the CiN's abil- . - 
ily to respond effectively to a changing economy 
and tax base, and reduce the likelihood of creating 
B viable business environment that encourages new, 
revenue-producing commercial ventures 

Following is a list of some ofthc new or increased 
tares and fees that could be used to fund City 
SCW~CCS. 

Taxes 

Gte: 1.0% 
EstimatedAnnualYield: $800,000 
Cost per restdent (3% example): $5.25 per month 
($63 per year) 

This would be a new tax far Mcnla Park. A Utility 
Useis Tax (UUT) may be levied on utility charges 
for electricifv. eas. cable. ohone. and water ser- .. - . . . .  
vices within the City limits. The taxwould be 
lwied by rhc City, collected by the utility as part 
of its regular billing procedure, and then remined 

The City's current business license tax generates 
approximately $1.3 million on an annual basis. 
The tan is paid by entities located in or doing 
business in Mcnlo Park, and is based on annual 
gross receipts of the business. The tax increases on 

. , , . 
increasing the me oftax charged and increasing 
the cap to a maximum charge of $13,250, this rax 
could bring increased revenues of up to $200,000 
annually. Any change to the Cityk business license 
far ordinance would need to be placed on a ballot 
and receive majority votc~ erppnnnil. 

@ Parcel  ax 
Ratc: $LOOperparccl 
Estimated Annual Yield: $990,000 
This would be a nnv tax for thc City of Menlo 
Park. Parcel tax assessments arc placedon the 
propcrly tax bills andcollected with the properly 
fax by the county, then remitted to the Ciry Parcel 
taxes require a two-thirds majority voter approval. 
Each $100 per parcel of land in Menlo Parkwould 
generate revenue of $990,000 (without reductions 
for exemptions). 

@ Special Assessment Districts 
Rate: Varies by parcel 
Estimated AnnualYicld: up to $2 million (depends 
on annual maintenance costs to be covered) 

City-wide assessment districts could be cieated 
to finance infrastructure maintenance, (streets, 
sidewalks, storm drains, etc.) the cost of which 
accounts for a significant portion of the City's 
ooerarine dpficit. Unlike a narcel tar. the amaunt . 
of each assessment must be basedon the "benefit 
deriupd" by the owner of the property from the 
maintenance activities being financed. The 
aiscssments would appear on property tax bills. 
Prior to creating an assessment district, the City 
musf hold a public hearing and conduct a ballot by 
mail, receiving appmva1 Gom a maority of the 
atfecfed property owners. 
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FY 2007 Property Tax Update 
* A N E W S L E T T E R  F R O M  T H E  C I T Y  O F  C A M B R I D G E  * E X E C U T I V E  D E P A R T M E N T  * 

I X 

/ 1 Dear Residents and Taxpayers of Cambridge: 

i F iscal Year 2006 was another strong * either no change or an increase of less than 
year financially for the City of $100. The tables on the following page 
Cambrid~e. The City's excess Sound financial illustrate the changes in the median tax biis. - 

levy capacity and free cash increased, 
actual revenues exceeded projections, 

planning enabled In addition, the City has appropriated $8 

and the total assessed value of property million from free cash to the City's Debt 

in Cambridge increased. In May, the 
the City to Stabiization Fund to offset potential 

limit additional debt s e ~ c e  costs in future 
City Council adopted an FY07 budget years for the City's major capital projects 
that projected a property tax levy increase of residential (Main Library, Public Safety Facility, West 
of 5.5%. However, because of the stronger Cambridge Youth and Community Center, 
than anticipated fiscal position at FY06 property taxes. wu Memorial and renovations to the high 
year-end, the City has elected to use an school) as a result of higher construction 
additional $3.5 m~llion in free cash and ir costs. This one-time appropriation will 
non-property tax revenues to reduce the amount help stabilize tax levy increases related to these projects 
that must be raised through the property tax levy. As in future years. 
a result, I am pleased to report that the actual FY07 
property tax levy of $231,787,094 reflects an $8,826,803 Overall, continued sound financial management and 

or a 3.96% increase from FY06. The property tax levy is planning has mabled the to limit the growth 

the amount of revenue raised through property taxes in the residential property taxes. It is my belief that the 

a given year. This is the lowest percentage increase City Council and City officials have listened to the 
taxpayers and residents to produce a property tax levy since FY2000, excluding last year. 
increase which is modest but which allows us to main- 

Based on the votes taken by the City Council on tain the wide array of services that the citizens of 

September 25,2006, the Massachusetts Department Cambridge have come to expect and enables us to 

of Revenue has established a residential tax rate of maintain and improve the City's infrastructure. 

$7.48 per thousand of value and a commercial tax rate 
of $18.30 per thousand of value. These rates reflect Once again this year, the City's Assessing Department 

is offering taxpayer assistance meetings. Please see the a small increase from last year of $0.10, or 1.36% for 
residential and $0.44, or 2.46% for commercial. The back cover of this brochure for dates, times and locations. 

tax bills mailed in October will be based on these rates. I encourage you to examine this brochure and to seek 
out City staff from the departments listed on the back 

Approximately 65% of residential taxpayers will see a cover with any questions or comments. 

reduction, no increase or an increase of less than $100 
in their FY07 tax bid. In fact, about 19.2% will see a Sincerely, 

reduction in their tax bill. An additional 45.6% will see 

ROBERT W. HEALY, CITYMANAGER 



Assessment Update 

FY07 values are based on market activity that occurred during 
calendar year 2005, during which the overall valuation of the 
City's residential property increased by a modest 1.2% and the 
overall valuation of commercial property increased by 1.9%. 
During the past two years, the commercial market has stabilized 
in both rental rates and vacancies in office buildings. The major 
component of the increased commercial value, howcvcr, continucs 
to be new construction of life science buildings and the personal 
property associated with these developments. 

For several years prior to FY06, escalating residential values outpaced 
inaeases in commercial value, resulting in a shift of the tax burden 
from commercial to residential property owners. However, in FY06, 
this trend reversed. In FY07, the continued strong commercial market, 
coupled with the slow-down in residential property value inaeases 
has resulted in the tax burden shifting slightly back to commercial 
taxpayers from residential taxpaycrs for the second ycar in a row. 

To review assessed values of homes as compared to sales 
data; visit the City's web-based property database at 
www.cambridgema.gov/assessor. 

1 T h e  table below illustrates the change in median tax bills between FY2006 and FY2007 for residential taxpayers.The median is 
the midpoint value, which has an equal number ofvalues below and above it. 

CHANGE INTHE MEDIANVALUE ANDTAX BILL BY PROPERTY CLASS 

FY06 MedianValue FY06Tax Bill* FY07 MedianValue FYO7Tax Bill* Dollar Change Percent Change 

CONDOMINIUM $365,850 $1,152 $366,800 $1,218 $66 5.7% 

THREE FAMILY $781,100 $4.2 17 $758,500 $4,148 w 9 )  (1.6%) 

*Includes Rerldential Exemption 



About Your Assessment 

I * HOWDOESTHE CITYDETENMWETHE VXLUE OFMYHOUSE? * WHY CANTTHE CITYJUST LOWER PROPERTY VALUES 

The State requires that the City establish the full and fair IN ORDERTO REDUCETAX BILLS? 

cash value of all real estate as of January 1 of each year. State law requires the City to assess property at full and fair 
To determine FY 2007 values, the Assessing Department market value. However, lower property values do not necessarily 
reviewed all valid sales that occurred between January 1, result in lower tax b i s .  Since a fixed amount of revenue must 
2005 and December 31,2005. A computer model is used to be raised each year through property taxes in order to fund the 
calculate property values based on this market activity as well budget, lower overall property values would result in a higher 
as certain property-specific attributes such as location, size, tax rate. 
type and condition. This is known as the "mass appraisal 
method." * WHATIFI OWNATWO ORTHREE FAMILY HOUSE AND 

IT  HAS SOME VACANT UNITS? DOES THAT IMPACT MY 

* WHAT IF I DISAGREE WITH MY ASSESSMENT' PROPERTY ASSESSMENT? 

I You can file an application for abatement with the Assessing Two and three family homes are traditionally purchased as 
Department. Abatement applications are due on or before primary residences not as investment real estate; therefore, the 
the hii due date. You may obtain an application by calling comparable sales approach is the most appropriate method 
the Assessing Department at 617 349 4343, or by downloading to value the property. The sales comparison approach uses 
the form from the City's website: www.cambridgema.gov. similar sales to determine the market value as of January 1st 
The form is available under "Online Services, City Permits and does not use the income the property generates to deter- 
and Applications." mine the assessed value. 

* WHO VERIFIES THATTHE ASSESSING MODEL USED BYTHE 

CITYAND THE RESULTING PROPERTYVALUES ARE ACCURATE? About the City Budget 
Annually, the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR) 
performs a statistical analysis of the City's property values. * DOESTHE CITY USE ITS RESERVESTO BALANCE 

Additionallv. even three vears the DOR conducts a comDre- THE BUDGET AND LOWER PROPERTYTAXES? 
,, > 

hensive analysis of the City's appraisal system and reviews Yes. The City, on average, has used $9.5 million in reserve 
property values to ensure that they represent full and fair funds in each of the past 10 fiscal years. This prudent and 
market values. In FY 2005, the City's assessing model was planned use of City reserves has been positively recognized 
certified by the DOR after a rigorous review. by the three major credit rating agencies, and is reflected in 

the City's AAA credit rating. If the City used all of its 

* WHY SHOULD I LETTHE CITYASSESSING DEPARTMENT reserves in one year to reduce property taxes, the next yeais 

IN MY HOUSE FOR AN INSPECTION) taxes would increase significantly since the reserves would no 
longer be available. 

Interior inspections are an important part of the City's assess- 
ment process. Just as a potential buyer ofreal estate inspects 
the interior of a home before making an offer, the City can 
make a better determination of value based upon accurate 
data using interior inspections. Often the results of the 
inspection can be beneficial to the taxpayer by correcting 
data. Examples of data reviewed include: dwelling type, 
condition and size of exterior and interior, number of bath- 
rooms and fireplaces, and whether attics and basements are 
finished or unfinished. 

* WHAT DOES "EXCESS LEVY CAPACITY" MEAN? 

The property tax levy is the revenue a community can raise 
through property taxes. Proposition 2%, enacted in 1980, 
limits the amount that Massachusetts communities can 
raise in property taxes. Excess levy capacity is the difference 
between what the city actually levies and what the city could 
levy, The City of Cambridge's excess levy capacity for FY07 
is $73.6 million. 



About Your Bill 

* MY MAILING ADDRESS HAS CHANGED. HOW DO I 

NOTIFYTHE CITY SO THAT MYTAX BILL IS SENTTO 
THE CORRECT ADDRESS? 

The City's Assessing Department requires a mailing address 
change form. You may obtain the form by calling the 
Assessing Department at 617 349 4343, or by downloading 
the form from the City's website: www.cambridgema.gov. 
The form is available under "Online Services, City Permits 
and Applications." 

* I AM ANEW OWNER. WILLTHETAX BILL BE SENTTO ME? 

Not necessarily. The assessment date is January 1,2006. 
The property is legally assessed and bided to the owner as 
of January 1. We make every effort to get new owner address 
changes into our system; however, sometimes it is several 
months before we receive a copy of the new deed. If you do 
not receive a bid by November Is', please contact the Finance 
Department at 617 349 4220 and request a duplicate bid. 
You also may e-mail us at treasurer@cambridgema.gov. 
You are responsible for paying the bid whether you receive 
it or not. 

* AM I ELIGIBLE FOR A RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION? 

You are eligible for a residential exemption if you owned 
and occupied your property as your principal residence as 
of January 1,2006. An individual owner may qualify for a 
residential exemption on only one parcel. If you do not see 
this exemption on your bid, an application form must be 
submitted within 90 days of the 1st halfbii date. You may 
obtain the form by calling the Assessing Department at 
617 349 4343, or by downloading the form from the City's 
website: www.cambridgema.gov. The form is available 
under "Online Services, City Permits and Applicatlons." 
You do not need to reapply each year. 

* WHY DOES THE AMOUNT OFTHE RESIDENTIAL 

EXEMPTION CHANGE FROM YEARTO YEAR? 

Since the total assessed value changes based upon market 
activity each year and the number of housing units generally 
increases each year, the residential exemption changes each 
year. The Cambridge City Council has elected to use the 
highest allowable exemption of 30% which for FY07 is 
$203,975, which reduces the owner-occupied homeowner's 
taxes by $1,525.73. 

* I LIVE ON A LIMITED 1NCOME.WHAT OPTIONS ARE 
AVAILABLE TO REDUCE MY TAXES? f: 
If you or your spouse is age 65 or older, you may qualify 
for a tax exemption of up to $2,000. Exemptions also are 
available for disabled veterans and for persons who are legally 
blind. In cases of extreme hardship, the City may grant a 
full or partial exemption of taxes. Hardship exemptions are 
granted ona  case-by-case basis, and are usually a one-time 
exemption. Deferral of taxes may also be an option, depending 
on your age and income. Information about specific exemp- 
tions will be mailed to all taxpayers soon after the tax biis 
are mailed. You may also contact the Assessing Department 
at 617 349 4343 to discuss your situation. i 

* WHAT ISTHE CPA SURCHARGE? WHAT ISTHE MONEY 
USED FOR? I 

I 

The CPA is a property tax surcharge of 3 percent. Cambridge 
residents voted to adopt the Community Preservation Act 1 
(CPA) in 2001. The adoption of the CPA had a neutral effect ; 
on tax bids, and enabled the City to qualify for matching 
funds from the State. Money raised through the CPA must I 
be used to acquire and protect open space, preserve historic 
buildings, and create and maintain affordable housing. The 
state provides matching funds to communities that have 
enacted the CPA legislation. The City has received $21.8 
million in State matching funds through FY 2006 and 
expects to receive an additional $5.9 million in FY 2007. 



How To Read Your Tax Bill 

I Tax Rate Res: Com: Assessed Owner Bid No. I Per $1000 $7.48 $18.30 SMITH. TOHN 1 21845031 

Parcel: 40-84 
Deed book/page: 14998/502 
Location: 123 MAIN ST 
Class: 101 
Lot size: 3250 sqft 

Residential $506,970 
Commercial 

Residential Exemption $203,975 

Total Taxable Value: $302,995 

Res. Tax $2,266.40 
Com. Tax 
CPA $45.55 
BettermentdLiens 
Exemptions/Ahatements 
Total Due FY2007 $2,311.95 

OHN SMITH 

Tax Bill Key 

PROPERTY TAX DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

Parfel: Also known as map, lot, &unit, this number 
identifies your property on the City's internal map. When 
making a payment, please reference the parcel on your check 

Location: The legal address of the assessed property. - Class: A code which identifies the type of property. 
(e.g. 101: Single Fam, 102: Condo, 104: 2-Fam, 105: 3-Fam) 

Lot Size: Square footage of the land. For condominiums, 
the square footage represents living area. 

REAL ESTATE VACUES 

Residential, Commercial: The value of your property 
as of January 1,2006. 

Residential Exemption: An exemption granted to owners 
who occupy the property as the primary residence. This 
amount is exempt from taxes. The FY 2007 exemption is 
$203,975. Ifyou do not see this amount on your bid and 
think you qu*, please contact the Assessing Department. 

ASSESSED OWNER 

Assessed Owner: Person who owned the property on 
January 1,2006. 

REAL ESTATETAXES AND CHARGES 

Res. Tax: Taxes due on residential property. 

Com. Tax: Taxes due on commercial property. 

CPA: Community Preservation Act Surcharge. The 
City's surcharge rate is 3%, with a $100,000 exemption 
for residential property. 

BettermentdLiens: Full amount is due with first 
half payment. 

Exemption/Abatements: Tax reduction due to abatements 
and exemptions. (Except the residential exemption, which 
is reduced from the residential value and reflected in the 
tax amount.) 
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Site Challenges Public to Come Up With a Better State Budget - Government Technology Attachment 5.d 

E - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t  Site Challenges Public to Come Up With a 
Better State Budget 
Jun 10, 2005 a By News Staff 

Next Ten, a non-partisan, independent organization, recently announced a 

Local Government statewide effort to engage and inform everyday Californians on the impact of - state budget decisions. Next Ten launched the California 6-ChbIknge an 
Government interactive, online experience that lets Californians make their own choices about 

New how to spend and raise state funds as they create a 10-year budget. 
D^liru 

. . . "..., 
A "Everything from our future ability to buy a home, afford health care, provide our ADVECTIS&MEMY 

'%%ik children with a world-class education and keep breathing clean air is tied to state 
Socia'!i?ie~ budget decisions we make today," said Noel Perry, founder of Next Ten. "We 

. %  created the California Budget Challenge as a public service to engage more 
Telecom Caiifornians in the budget process. We want all Caiifornians to understand the 

tough choices we must make t o  ensure California is a great place to live now and 
in the future." lU LOVE'.-TISESSC-#~~ 

i&VfPtT;FiSlBBNT 

Subscribe Today 

What's New at 
GGT Magazine? 

&m~=mmc~Msa? 

viewpoints 1 

Final Frontier 
by Shane Peterson 
IT cons011dat!on -- 
once verboten -- has 
nearly hlt ho-hum 
status. 

site-ings I 
Each user can call the shots on how much to aive to schools, health care. Drisons 
and orher state programs. Tnen Lsers make cioices about how to pay for these 
programs. The Challenqe crunches the n-moers and lets the user know whether 
they've balanced the bidget over the next 10 years. The organization says it is 
the most comprehensive online budget tool ever created to engage and educate 
Californians about the long-term implications of state spending and revenue 
decisions. 
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Nebraska Launches 
New Web Site 

"I've seen first-hand 
how our online 

presence matters, both 
here at home and 

around the world." -- 

"California was built by visionary pioneers who wanted a better life for themselves 
and their families," said Carol Whiteside, president of the Great Valley Center. 
"California's unique ability to think big and plan for the future now needs to be 
applied to tackling our budget challenges so we can rebuild the California dream." 

The California Budget Challenge Web site also features an interactive link where 
users can share their opinions about the budget with other Californians. The 
Challenge was created in consultation with Stephen Levy, one of the most 
respected economists in the state, and the director and senior economist of the 
Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy in Palo Alto. 

"The California Budget Challenge is an innovative, hands-on way to engage 
Californians about the budget," said Leon Panetta, a senior advisor to Next Ten 
and director of the Panetta Institute at California State University, Monterey Bay. 
"We believe that a well-informed, engaged public can work together to break 
gridlock, rebuild trust in government and rebuild the California dream." . 

News Staff 
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I HOME 

Next Ten is an independent, nonpartisan organization that educates, engages and empowers 
Callfornians so that toeether. we can imorove our future economv and oualltv of Ilfe. 

Next Ten creates tools that empower Californians through deeper understanding of 
critical issues affecting our future economy and quality of life. . - 

1NFRASTRUC"I"URE 

Next Ten has developed a new program area Next Ten's first set of products help deepen 
on infrastructure in California that will our understanding of how today's state 
provide all Californians with the information budget decisions will shape our lives over the 
they need to understand important next ten years. 
infrastructure issues. 

California Budget Challenge: 
Investing in California: A An online educational tool that 
nonpartisan brochure that gives a lets users build their own state 
basic overview of the state's budget by choosing how much to 
infrastructure needs and financing spend on services and how to pay 

Infrastructure Quiz: A quick Budget Choices: An eight-page 
look at the state's infrastructure "budget basics" brochure now 
with interesting facts and a few available in five languages. 
surprises. 

Infrastructure Overview: Key 
information on infrastructure 
issues, including how we compare 
to other states. 

On the Ballot: A quick look at 
the over $40 billion in 
infrastructure-related bond 
measures on the November ballot. 
Download a 2-page overview or 
order FREE printed copies. 

Grapes, Electrons, Surf: A new 
report that outlines infrastructure 
directions and trends for our .. ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ 

1 c i i m o n  future. Download the 1 

Budget Quiz: A short quiz that 
communicates 13 key budget 
facts and takes less than 5 
minutes to complete. 

California At A Glance: A one- 
page fact sheet available in  five 
languages that presents a quick 
overview of some interesting 
facts about California and our 
economy. 

Mailing Address: Next Ten, 209 Hamilton Avenue, Suite 250, Palo Alto, CA 94301 
Phone: (650) 321-5417 Fax: (650) 321-5414 Emaii: iniQ@n&en.org 

STAY CONNECTED 
Next Ten news. events 
and more! 

m 
NEXT TEN EVENTS 

312: Oakland: 
California Council of 
the Social Studies 
Annual Conference 
:ClosiE_ths: 
Ash&aemntGGwl 
~ ! c ~ ~ e $ h  
Ar;td 
3/21: Santa Barbari 
California Climate 
Action Registry 
3/21: Sacramento: 
PTA Safari 
Conference 
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ABOUT 1 CHALLENGE 1 STATE BUDGET-r INFRASTRUCTURE 

>> Overview 

>> Budget Challenge STATE BUDGET 
>> Budaet Brochure - 
* Budget Quiz California Budget Challenge - 2006 Update 

>> Budget Basics Take the Calif"rnniaa..Budget Challenqean.oow! .. . .. . -- 
(See the right sidebar for requirements to run the Challenge.) >> Fast Facts - ~ ~ - -  ~ ~~- 

* ORDER FORM 
............ 

The future of the state (not to mention everyone's pursuit of the California dream) 
depends on the budget decisions we make today. Everything from our ability to buy a 
home, afford health care, give our children a world-class education and breathe clean 
is tied to today's budget decisions. Getting informed and engaged is well worth the 
effort. 

This is why Next Ten is inviting Californians to take the California Budget Challenge, a 
nonpartisan Internet tool that lets you roll up your sleeves and create your own state 
budget. You call the shots on how much to give to schools, health care, prisons and 
other state programs over the next five years. Then you make choices on how to pay 
for these programs. 

The Budget Challenge does not promote a point of view but rather provides 
information to help you make your own choices. 

The 2006 updated California Budget Challenge offers: 

A chance for Californians to balance the state's budget and explore the policy 
options faced by legislators today. 
NEW policy options and enhanced user-friendly graphics 

'c information about spending and tax policies to help you inform your 
oices. No advocacy-just the facts with pros and cons of all the policy 

choices. 
A lesson on how today's budget decisions will shape our lives. 

Next Ten created the California Budget Challenge as a public service to engage more 
Californians in the budget process and to foster a greater understanding about the 
tough choices we need to make to ensure California is a great place to live both now 
and in the future. Together, we can create the future that we all want for ourselves 
and our children. 
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Attachment 5.e 

Beard's Guide 

Presented to the 

Kirkland Chamber of Commerce 
August 24,2001 

Purpose and Content 

Enhance understanding of the City's 
sources of income 
Identify the factors that influence revenue 
performance 

= Discuss the implications for public policy 

Where the Money Comes From 
Total Budget $157million 

wwrnue 
47% 

Qpihll 
T r a n s f ~  

53% 

The City's Cash is Like Your Cash 
(My Cash) 

m w  irn**Nm 

The Difference Between 
Cash and Revenue 

vs 

How much money 
do l have today? 



The Bank Balance 

WOW! 

The City's Bank Balance 

Distribution of Cash 

City of  irkl land Cash / $56.3 million I 

The Checkbook Balance 

Better go to 
work today. 

Obligations on Cash 

Budgeted for one-time service packages 
Carryover for unfmished projects 
Working capital 

RestrictedReserved . General Purpose Reserves . Fund Balances m Restricted Accounts 

Distribution of Cash 



Distribution of General Government 
Cash 

I Restricted Fund Balances 

Focus on Revenue (Income) I 

General Purpose Reserves 

I Fund Balance as a Measure of 
Economic Health I 

. . . While anabsence o f  spendable resources may well be 
an indication ofaehlal or potential economic problems, the 
presence of suehresaurces is not a guamntee ofsound 
ecanomtc health." 

"A" Elec,d~',&" Cu!dd,I F w d B d m "  I 
"Ifyour outgoings exceed your income, then your upkeep 
will be your downfall." 

H~rber, I! Ror111w 

Where the Revenue Comes From 
Total Revenue $75 mil1;on 

mrr *- 
1% 5% 

Tax* 
41% 

Fear 
z5K 

- 1- 
-1 

1% -, P r n l t r  

*4% 
3% 



Taxes Imposed by Kirkland 

Sales Tax 
Property Tax - Utility Tax 
Real Estate Excise Tax 
Gambling Tax 

Admissions Tax 
' HoteliMotel Tax 

A Look at Taxes 

Re1  - 
-To: 

UfllWTa SK sa*. T a  
20% .I% 

hPQ 
hX 2% 
31% 

How Does it Work? 

Collected as Percentage of Sale . Clothing 
Household Goods . Automobiles . Eating Out 

Point of Sale Determines Who Gets the 
Revenue 

Other Taxes . . . 
. ..Collected by Others and Shared with 
Kirkland 

Gas Tax 
Liquor Tax 
EMS Levy 
Fire Insurance Premium Tax 
Criminal Justice Sales Tax 
RTA Sales Tax 

Sales Tax 

City's Largest Source of Revenue 

$12 million Annually 
Used for: . Transportation Capital Improvements 

($670,000 per year) . Neighborhood C P  ($100,000 p a  year) . Genaal Fund Operations (Balance of Revenue) 

How Much Do I Pay? 
On Most Purchases 8.8% 
On Food and Beverage (Eating Out) 9.3% 
Items Not Taxed . Unprepared Foods (Groceries) 

Prescription Drugs . Some Public Expenditures . Home Sales 



Where Does it Go? 
State of Washington 6.50% 
King CountyiMeho .80 
Criminal Justice Funding .10 

City of Kirkland .85 
King County .15 
Regional Transit .40 
Total Basic Rate 8.80% 
Food and Beverage (Baseball) .50% 
Total 9.30% 

Rule of Thumb 

On a $100 Purchase 

/'\ 
City 1% State, 

/\ Metro Etc. 
$25 S.15 7.8% 
City COuW $7.80 

Sales Tax by Type of Business 

2000-2001 Sales Tax Recelpto by Buslners Sector 
January-May I 

Another Look. . . 

Where in Kirkland is Sales Tax 
Generated? 

"nrbood: 
Otha 

OherM* 
34b C.nlbnRL mmrn NE85mSt 

* .mww 6% l,% 
5% 

2001 Sales Tax Trends 

2000-2001 Monthhl Sales Tax Recelph 
January. August 

r m w a  

t m w a  

BWmO . . 
l W w a  



Issues Affecting Sales Tax 
Economic Conditions . Employment . Disposable Income 

Cost of Money 
State Mandates and Initiatives . Exemptions . Dedication to specific purposes 
Local Land Use Decisions . Balance of Residential, Commercial and 

Financial Interests 

Issues Affecting Sales Tax 
Economic Development Efforts . Business Retention and Expansion . Business Attraction . Tourism Promotion 

Business Assistance Programs . Partnerships . Economic Incentives . Community Inveshnents 

Who are the 
stakeholders and 

what is their role? 

How Does it Work? 

Eight Taxing Jurisdictions Request Levies 

= Levies are Divided by the Assessed 
Valuation (as determined by County 
Assessor) 
A "Property Tax Rate" Results 
The "Rate" 1s applied to every $1,000 of 
Assessed Valuation on Each Property 

Property Tax 

City's Second Largest Source of Revenue 
$9.7 million Annually 

Used For: . General Fund Operations -- $6.2 million 
Street Maintenance -- $2.3 million . Debt Service (Voted) -- $1.2 million 

Where, Does the Money Go? 

--I 

EM9 ld 
a% w D m  

19b z-6 

w=+ 
awol 
1S% 

U W . L h r m  m 
DMM 4% 
31% 

4% 



Rule of Thumb to Calculate Your 
Property Taxes 

Look the Assessed Value of Your Home 
Example: $300,000 

Divide by 1,000 (or lop off the last three d~gits) 
Example: $300 

- Multiple by the Rate Determined by the Assessor 
Example: $300 x $11.18 = $3,354 

Your Annual Taxes are $3,354 Per Year I 

Property Tax Myths 

When the valuations goes up the City gets 
more revenue 
If the City raises property taxes by 6% my 
entire tax bill will go up 6% 
The City determines the tax rate, the 
Assessor determines my value and the City 
gets whatever revenue results 

For a $300,000 Home. . . 

Total Taxes = $3,354 
= City Taxes = $ 493 

A 1% Increase in City Taxes = $5 per Year 
A 3% Increase in City Taxes = $15 per Year 
A 6% Increase in City Taxes = $30 per Year 

Each /%ofproperly Tm = $85,OOOinRwenue 1 

Property Tax Truths 
The City determines its levy (total revenue it 
needs to balance its budget) . Current Levy Plus Allowance for New 

Construction 
Optional Tax up to . . . . Implicit Price Deflator - Sin Percent (with finding of substantial need) 

The Assessor determines home values based 
on market values 
The tax rate results from the math 

Base Scenario 
.Assessed Valuanon Increases by 8% 

-New Conshmtlon Valuation of2 47% 

-Cauncrl Takes Zem Ophonal Increase m the Levy 

Impact on a Home 

H O ~ C ~  vaium~on ~ncreoses~~ower ~~ lu t  ~ v e r a l ~  1 



Impact on a Home 
1 ~ o n z e  V(11u~~on Increorer t l ~ e  Sme or Overall 1 

Shift from Commercial to Residential 
1 R%&gtinl ~~unti&ini,&& F ~ S I ~ I  tianConnzer~tini 1 Property Tax Revenue Trends 

L e y  Year Revenue 
1994 $7,397,336 

1995 $7,953,857 

1996 $8,544,021 

1997 $8,806,695 

1998 $8,815,120 

1999 $9,194,415 
2000 $9,436,842 
2001 $9,696,916 

New Construction Trends 
Levy Year %Increase Revenue 

1994 113% $64,614 

1995 1.38% 84,688 

1996 2 69% 177,147 

1997 3.41% 243,994 

1998 1.90% 140,657 

1999 4.87% 368,016 
2000 2 34% 185,860 
2001 2 53% 208,632 

1 Average 2.5% Gmwth $184,000 1 

Property Tax Rate Trends 

Levy Year Tax Rate 
1995 $2.32 
1996 $2.42 
1997 $2.26 
1998 $2.16 
1999 $1.95 
2000 $1.82 
2001 $1.64 



Council Actions 
Levy Year Tax Increase 

1995 3.5% 
1996 0% 
1997 0% 
1998 0% 
1999 0% 
2000 1.4% 
2001 0% 

Factors Affecting Property Taxes 

City Council Decisions 
Decisions of Othcr Jurisdictions 

County Assessor's Valuation . Your hper ty  . All Other Properties 
Your Property Compared to All Others 

New Construction 

Voter InitiativeslChanges in Law 

Beard Says: 

Property tax represents one of the 
most stable sources of revenue for the 
Cily. It is also the most despised and 
misunderstood. 

Current Rates 

Residential Commercial . 5% A11 Utilities . 6% Outside Utilities 
. Els"i< . NaturalOru . Telmhhhh . Cable . 6.5% City Utilities . wata . S n u a  
. Garbags 

Utility Taxes 

Imposed as a Percent of Total Bill on . . . . Electricity, Natural Gas, Telephone, Cable . Water, Sewer and Garbage . WaterISewer Not In Effect in Utility District 
$6.068 million in 2001 

= Supports Services in the General Fund 

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 

REET 1 . Authorized for Most Capital Expenditures . Seller Pays .25% of Property Sale 
"First quarter per cent excise tax or "REET 1" . Dedicated in 1994 by Council Policy to Parks 
CIP 
Generates $1 million + Per Year 



Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 
REET 2 

Authorized with Growth Management Act for 
Capital Facilities @Jew Facilities to Meet Growth) 
Excludes Park Pmperty Acquisition and Computer 
Equipment . Seller Pays .25% on Properly Sales 
The "Second Quarter REET' or "REET 2" . Dedicated in 1996 by Council Ordinance to 
Transportation CIP 

Licenses and Permits 

Regulatory in Nature 

Development Permits Based on Cost of 
Service ($1,241,000) 

Business License $25/year Registration Fee 
($70,000) 

Includes Cable and Northshore Utility 
Franchise Fees $440,000 

Total $1.9 million per Year to General Fund 

Recent Trends 

"Hot" Real Estate Market Increased 
Revenue 
Low Interest Rates Results in More 
Properties Changing Hands 

Large Properties Changing Hands 

2000 Revenue $1.4 million (for each REET) 
or total of $2.8 million 

Other Revenues 

Fees for Service . AU Fees Should be Based on Cost of Service . Considers Public Policy Initiatives and Degree 
of Tax Suppolt . Fees are Reviewed Every Three Years or 
Sooner (as in recreation fees) 

- 

Where the Revenue Comes From 
TotalRevenue $75 millio" 

!E - 
41% 

k a s  
15% 

F W  -1 
1% == h b  

U41 
I% 

Fees for Services 
llnpacf 

Fee 
5% 

mu ka 
9% 

utirn 
Charges 

86% 



Not All Revenue is Equal 

Legal Reshictions . Federal . State 
Local 

Policy Considerations . Dedicated 

One-Time Versus Ongoing 

General Versus Dedicated Revenue 

=,WO,m 

U0,WOpw 

$25,rnO,WO 

$ZO,OWpw 

$15,wO,WO 

$lO,WO,m 

*,WOpw 

$0 
Ns k, i-- n-1 m i a 1  - 

au- nrnbl Dhcr Yre- 

One-Time Versus Ongoing 
Ongoing to Fund Services . Continues Indefinitely or for Life of Service 

Can be Reasonably Projected . Is Stable 

= One-Time to Fund Capital, Special Projects 
and Temporary S e ~ c e s  . Cash Resources Unspent from F'revious Year . Reserves . Grants and Donations 

Windfalls (sale of asset, settlement, ett) 

Taxes and Fees on the Construction of a House 

Sources m o u n t  Onedime Ongoing 

Sales Tax 1.054 1.064 
Pmperty Tax 69 69 
Real Estate ExciseTax 1,250 1,250 
B&O 
Road Impact Fees 966 966 
Palk Impact Fees 612 612 
WaterConnectionUlgs 2.150 2.150 
Sewer Connection Ulgn 1.711 1,711 

Total 7.822 6,689 1,133 

1 One-Tinre Revenue Fwrdr CopitolP~ojecu 1 

Beard Says 

Using reserves or one-time revenue to 
find basic services is likepaying your 
mortgage from your savings At some 
point you have to get more income or 
change your living arrangements. 

Where Does the 
Money Go? 



City Budget is Like Your Budget 
(Just a Few More Zeroes) 

. Operating Budget = Living Expenses 

. Debt Service = Mortgage 

. Reserves = Savings 

. Capital Improvements = Home 
Improvements 

2001 Expenditures By Program 

c",m,a& 
Remmam" 

rr."%pDuon 
8.3% U"..., 

,I.'% 
GO".,"rn.", 

11.7% 

S."".rn" 
138% 

Puhllrsal* 33% 

29.- 

Program Funding Sources 

us,wom 

$ Z o m , w o  

$=,worn 
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$S,wDpaO 

$0 
Pvblim Utnitlr ON- Un. -I - - C&4 
s.hil A o W  rort Ulmm M t  - - 

City Sewices 

2000 Expenditure By Category 

ma".'& 
.-..o"a., "TT we.. 

o.r.m..nr 27% 
U I X  

*".fib 
n=> 

Beard Says 

A fact of life in government is that 
there is never enough money to do 
everything thatpeople wantyou to do. 
Mostpeople would like to lower taxes. 
But evevone would like a little more 
of something. 



So What Does : ' ,- 

This All 
Mean? 
(and what questions 
should we be asking?) 

Evaluating the Revenue Base 

Diversity 
Economic Sensitivity 

External versus internal generated revenue 
Growth potential 

= Equitable 
Cash Reserves are Adequate to Address 
Volatility 

Financial Objectives 
Structural Integrity . Maintenance of services . Income supports expenses . Future rommitments .re supported by growth 0, 

planned resource enhancements . Safety Net . Reserves to support short term needs 
Untappod revenue sources for rcplaeement or 
enhancement or revenues . Planning for the fuhlre . For fuhlre service needs . For funding sources 

Questions We Are Asking and 
Why they are Different 

Does growth pay for = Who is paying taxes 
itself? in Kirkland? . Bow wUl land use . m a t  is the relative 

decisions impact the tar burden behveen 
City's resource base? different sectors of . Will revenue the community? 
generated from . Does the tax base 
development pay for refleet the service 
services needed to demand? 
support it? 

How do we nzointoin guoliI~ of life? 

Study Purpose 
= Compare Residential and Commercial Tax 

Burdens in Kirkland - Compare Kirkland Tax Burden to Other 
Jurisdictions 

Highlight Strengths and Weaknesses of the 
City's Revenue Base 
Provide Information to Council to Consider 
in Budget Decisions 
Develop Information for the Public 



Key Findings 

Tax Burden Shifted from Commercial to 
Residents 
City-related Taxes Have Declined Somewhat 
from 1996 to 2000 
Taxes Shified Among Neighborhoods 
Kirkland's Tax Burden is Lower than Most 
Comparable Cities 
Kirkland Businesses Pay Lower Taxes than in 
Other Cities 

Property Taxes Shifted from Businesses to 
Residents 

111.0% - 
8.0% 

s 
2 e.05 

4.0% 

f U% 

0.0% 

4 a. " . .&OX 
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Key Findings 

Most of Kirkland's Revenue Comes from 
Residential Sources 
Kirkland Does Not Generate Significant 
Tax Revenue from External Sources 
Kirkland is Becoming Increasingly Reliant 
on a Small Set of Fast Growing Revenue 
Sources 

Property Taxes Shifted from Businesses to 
Residents 

Curnmuhth~Chsng~rin K l * h n d ~ r ~ r r o d V ~ l u e r  byYmmrsnd 

ProPrmlyP 
80% 

70% 

60% 

SOX 

40% 

10% 

20% 

<OX 

0% 

I City Property Taxes Have Declined kom 
1996 to 2000 I 

UCOO 
W.600 1 OS* *ITu.. OIL.,.,.".. .. ~b.lDI.*t,.... .oYI*~T~..] I u m l  I I 

Taxes Shifted Between Neighborhoods 

Ro~ICWPmpsrty7usr Paid by Hoursholds byY-rand 
N . X l h k * o d  
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Taxes Shifted Between Neighborhoods 
Cumm",.t inCh.ns+inUrudV.luudR.pmnu~Ta 

P.ruls by N.l.hb0m-d +em ,m L-lr 
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0% 
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Kirkland Has a Relatively Lower Tax Burden 
Compared with Most Neighboring Cities 

$8.000 

IB.000 

$%We 

52.mO 

$0 
G*,d Balewe BotMl Kent RPdrmd Reno" Fj""Hl 

Kirkland Business Pay Less Taxes Than They 
Would in Other Jurisdictions 

I 2000 Taxes Paid by Jurisdiction - Gmcew Store I 

Kirkland Does Not Generate Significant 
Taxes From External Sources 

Kirkland is Becoming Increasingly Reliant on 
a Small Set of Fast Growing Revenue Sources I 

EYmmuhlwo Cbngs m i(l*lmnd and U r s l u  Rsvsnum 
stn.mr el"- lwS I ^. I 

Conclusions 

Kirkland Taxpayers Pay Similar Taxes to 
People in Other Cities 

= Future Tax Decisions Should Consider the 
Relative Burden Between Residents and 
Businesses 
Further Reliance on Construction and Auto 
Sales Tax Creates Volatility in the Revenue 
Base 



Does Growth Pay for Itself? 

+* 
It Depends . . . 

Residential development does not tend to 
generate enough marginal revenue to 
support new service levels 
Some types of commercial development 
(retail) more than pay for themselves 
It depends on your tax structure 

Public Policy Implications Public Policy Implications 

Tax Policy 

Service Land Use 
Levels 

Public Policy Implications Public Policy Implications 

Tax Policy 

..cz-&9&z2 
ggz@fIz 

- : ~ & w 2 v ~ -  
~@&&&$$@~&:, 

Service m*w<x.&w. 
Land Use 

Levels 
Reprlotory 

Environnrenl 



Public Policy Implications 

Land Use 
Levels 

Envirment 

Balancing Competing Needs 

Level of Taxation .- Level of Service 

Public Good Private Benefit 

Small Town Feel- Commercial Base 

' External Revenue - Higher Taxes 

Beard Says: 

Public policy makers are continually 
faced with striking balances that 
represent the needs of all citizens. If 
there was a "right answer," we 
wouldn't need democracy. 

Dr. Cohn Says: 

"We're allpart of a complex economic 
system in Kirkland. Neighborhoods 
can't do without businesses, 
businesses can't do without 
neighborhoods. Working together 
ensures a workable tax revenue 
balance, and Kirkland's future 
economic vitaliQ." 



Attachment 5.f 

I 
I Publrc Part~c~patron Toolbox PASSIVE PUBLIC INFORMATION TECHNIQUES 

I PRINTED PUBLIC INFORMATION I 
MATERIALS 
Fan Sneels . KISS! - Keep It Shon and Slmpe . Can reach large Wrgel addlenu: . Only as good as 1,s marlmng lisV 
News cners Make 11 v u a l  y lntereYmng b l  . A Ion, f a  u?chn,cal and d~surburon network 

- 8rwnurcr avoid a sltck ralcr look Icgal tevlcwr . rim 1M capant iry lo mmmun8cate 
- lrrue Paper= . Include a pOsWgEpald comment Encodraycr wrtncn rcspon5es if compl c a u l  mncepls 

form to encobrage two-way mmmu- comment form enclo>ud . No guaranrec n~alcrlalr will be r-?a 
n#calron and to expand lnaillng llrt . Fac r~tafes docdmenration d pdWic 
Be sure lo explain public rule &nu involvement p r o c ~ s  
how publrc commenb have offecled 
prqen aeclrionr . U8A formal works well 

INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 
Lmbrarrer, cty halls, dtrtrlbfflron Make %re personnel a1 location . Rclcvarr mfarmalmn is ancssiblc lo . lnfarmalron repoillor ~1 arc of(cn not 
centem. ~haomr, and ahcr pub!,c know where materla s are kept thc p b  ic w,tllout 8ncurting lhc cons wdl used by the p~b l l c  
facilll er make good locallon, for . Keep 11s of repmtory items or conlplica1,ons of Vacksng multiple 
nourlng prqmreloled infarnu1 on - Trvck ueyc lhrulgh a rlgnln shm copter sent l o  afferenl people 

Can set up va blc dlYr ib l  on center5 
fw prqect informal on 

TECHNICAL REPORTS 
Tehnical docdmenls repmng Rsparrs are oflen more c r~v l r~ l c  ,f . Provider for lhoraugh explanil18on of - Can be more defi l l ld tllan desired 
m,earcll or polacy flnamgs prepared by Independen1 grobp prqecl dcclr anr by many panlcipsnb - May no1 bc wr lten in clear. acces- 

rlblc language 

ADVERTISEMENTS 
Palo aducrliremenls in newspaper5 . Flgvc 05 mc be3 aayr and beY . Paenllally reaches broad p~b l i c  - txpenrrve, eipecmally in urban arcas 
and magalines senions of the papa la reach May sallsfy legal na flclrtion Allows for re1at.vc.y lrmmlcd amount 

lnlended a~d.ence requlrmenb or mforma18on - Avo~d rarely read notice s6xllore 

NEWSPAPER INSERTS 
A ' f an  sheer wrulrn thc . Dn,yn w d i  to get norlccd in me . Provldci communlrywcac d l r u ~ t n  Cxpcn5ive. spec ally in urban areas 
ocal newspaper ptle of 8nrm lion of ~nlormal~on . Iry on a day mat has few P<c~enu?d ,n the hecontern of local 

MnCr mere papcr. mwut 13 more 1Lkc.y lo be 
read and Wken rer.u.I,ly - Provrder apporlunity l o  includc 
public cornmcnr form 



I B 2  Public Pa r t l c~pa t~on  Toolbox PASSIVE PUBLIC INFORMATION TECHNIQUES 

! 
FEATURE STORIES 
Foc,sca stories on general project- . Ant c pale vlwo r or scnedule - Carl he gMcn the perceived inlpor - No conuol avcr what lnforrnvl on 13 

i relaled lrsucs lnterntlng cvcnls to help lance of the projccl presented or how 

! sell be way - More I kely lo bc read on0 taken 
Recognrzethat reponerr arc al#,ayr seriodrly =y thc pub1 c 
look ng for an angle 

BILL SlUFFER 
lnfwmalron nycr inc udea w8m . Desgn b'll SulfGrr w be cyecalching ' Wldeiprcau dl%lbuOon wlthln . Lmred informalwr! can 

la cncwmgu readc~sh p S P N I C ~  area be conveyed 
Economical ,re of exlvmg ma llngr - Message may gel canfuled a, Lorn 

Lhc mailing enllry 

PRESSRELEASES . Try la hand deliver press relealel or . Inforlnr lhc medla of projrn Generally low rncdla rerponr rate 
kllr to gel a chance lo d rcurs milesloner trcqwm poor placement d presr 
projeu - Press re ease lang~agc 4s anen brsd rclcaw wllhm newspapers 
FOYCC a (~lat,ornh~p wlm C~;IWI~I dirmly in anlc e5 
boards and reponerr - Opp~arnl ty for Iechnlml and 

legill rcvluvrs 

NEWS CONFERENCES . Makc r u e  el, speakers arc rained . Opponuncly to reach all media in * Llmltell lo news wMhy eve* 
8" meaia relations OM: IMiny 

Television pogromming to Cable opt om are expancllny and . Can be used in rnul1,ple . H.gh expense 
present fnfornlallon and ellcll can be .neupenstve geographic area  - Ddfcult to yauge mpact on addlence 
~udlellce T C Y - K ) ~ ~  C h ~ k  odt expanding vcaw opuonb Many pcape wtll take 1het;mc 10 

on Lhc ;nlerrtU watch rather than read 



/ Public Par t~c~oat ion  Toolbox ACTIVE PUBLIC INFORMATION TECHNIQUES 

BRIEFINGS 
Urc rcgJlar mcet,ngs of social and a KISS Keep 11 Shm and S mpe . Conrrol of ~nformilt~on/~rcscn~at~on . Prqect Yakehalders may nut be i r l  
c8v c clubs and orgar31zat8crtr to U s  'shuw and lcll" tNhnlqucS . Opporanlry lo reacn a wlde vilrlcly wrgct aua,cnccr 
pro";& an uppomnity to lnfornl ana . S r n y  vi5ualb of ind#v.dualr who m y  no! have . Tuple may be tao technical lo 
educate. Norma y these g r q r  need bcvn amacted 10 anomer formal CapLUrC #mere9 of audlcnce 
speakers Cxnmplej of largcl uudi- Oppurtun ty to expand moillng llrt 
e m s :  Rotary Club. Llonr C ubr. Ctkr Stmf ar pre>entatrons can be used 
Clubs. Klwan r. League of Women for dlff<!rmt yrwp, 
V O C ~ ~ .  Also a good tNhnlquc far Can bum cammtmaly yuuu w.11 
etcncd officma 5 .  

I CENTRAL INFORMATION I 
m P C T  
Deslgnilted comocii are iaentfred a, If poinble. Ihn a person . Peop e durl't get "me run around - Designated contan must oe commn. 
UA Iha8ronr for mc public and med:a n a  a porrtion vhen they call tcd to and prepared for prompt and 

dest if contact person .r local - Conaotr mformalron flow and accurate rerponser 
Ant~c~pale how phonrn w.11 be promotcr irlfatrna~~on cons wency . Moy filter p~b l i c  message hom 
aniwerea . Convry, image of " a c c ~ r  blllly technic~l wff and oec~r.on makcrs 
Make sure all rcwrdcd rnessbges . May no1 rerve lo answer many of 
are kept up to date I~E t m g h ~ Y  ~UBY.WI 

INFORMATION HOT LINE 
Idcnofy s reparille llne for publlc More sure contau hor sufflc'ent . Pcuple aun'l yet 'lllc run srornd" Der8gnarcd contact ~ J Y  be 
access lo prerecorded prqecl lnfm knowledge to DnrwPr moY project when h y  cal ~omm~ned to and prcpared for 
malron or to rcach project lcam lelatcd queY.oni . Connob lnlormvtlon tlowand prompt and acce~alc rnpo r r r i  
mcmbws who can answer quest an%/ . If pansbk, l lu a p c m n  promoter information can>irtcncy 
obtain Input, olro ur emal and web nu1 a purml on . Convcys lmagc of 'accerrlblt8ly 
sles . Bert if conlact pcr,an a locam Easy to provide updates on prgect - Use toll free number i f  no1 local acllv.tlc~ 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
Provlamg BCCCSS 10 t~hn8cal cxpcnlse . Thc techn~ca resource m.s4 . Bulldr crcd.brrlly and 11" pr addrcrr * Avallabii ly of tcchn cat r ~ h l r c c s  
to md.v ddal> an" aganlzatlonr be PC(CEIWU as crcalble by p-lb1.c concern, abol  cq~ l t y  may be rmlted 

t t r  auatencc - Can be efenwe connlcl rmoW.an - T~cl>r~!cal expens may no1 be . Work v, th your t nhn  wr pwp!e tcchniqdc wncre faar are aebated prepitred for workmng wllh the pubt,c 
to marc sure they unuersand 
p u ~ t c  arsvcr 



1 
H Z ?  Publlc P a r t ~ c ~ p a t ~ o n  Toolbox ACTIVE PUBLIC INFORMATION TECHNIQUES 

SIMULATION GAMES 
Exerorer that rlmulale prgen Te% "game' before urlng . Can bc aertgned l o  be an effect vc Reqircr Wbaanlla prepowt on and 
dec.>.onr . Be clear abor how rewlb w It be used coucalional/ualnlng lechniq-lc. t.me for lmplemental on 

espxlully for local off.cla r - Can be cxpnnve 

I INFORMATION CENTERS and I 
FIELD OFFICES 
Off,ccj chlabllrhca w;lh prercr~bed Prov dc oacquate slamto - Provldcs opponunlty fw pormtlvr: - Rela vely expensive. csp~clslly for 
hours 10 dl9 "Ue lnfonnalian and accommodi~u: grwp lours mea,a covcragc at grounobreaklng prgntspec f u r  
rcspand lo lnqlrlrles . Urc brochures and v~oeotapes and olhcr r~gnmhcant cvenls . Acccr, a l.m.tcd to tnorr in viclnlly 

10 adven rc ana reach . Evcellcnl opponun.ly to cducalc of lhe center unless fac;l#ly 15 mob. c 
broad*, aud~ence school cnl drfn 
Conrlder prav,drng intwna . Placer infamauan dlsrem nullon in 
access nation a panl.,e educallonal sen,ng . Setea an accerrlb e and Informal on 15 carily acc~srble 
freqdentcd locntron 10 the publlc . Prov,dcs an opportunlly for mure 

rerponvvc 0ngo;ng cammunlcat on, 
focused on ~PLCIIC pbb, c involve. 
n~ent actlv t;es 

EXPERT PANELS 
h b l c  rncetlng deigned in 'Mecl the . Prav,de oppMunQ for pancipat on . Encwager educatlun of the medla R ~ q u r e r  wbnanial Prcparatun 
Prebs" format Med a panel interview, by gewral pub1.c follow!ng panel - Prerentr appanunily for bulanc~xi and organirallon 
e x p m  from dffcrenl perspenlves - Ilavc a n~umsl rnod~latol d l x ~ l s i r n  of key muer May enhance publtc concerns oy . Agree on groLnd rut'- in advance . Provldn opportun ty to dlrpel increar~ng v.nD.1 ly of iL5ues . Possibly encowogc l o c ~ l  orgiln. Y;CII~ILC mis.nformsl on 

12atronr to sponsor rather than 
challenge 

FIELD TRIPS 
Plovlae t o m  f w  key ~tdkcholdnr. Know how many p a r r ~ ~ . p d m  can bc . 0pp"Iunlty to d~uelop rappon *,In . Number of panlrlpum 15 ,miled 
c lu rw l  off~c~slr, aavlsory group dc~os~cnodalcd and make ptam for key Wke"tdem by log w L> 
mclnbcrr and lne mala  merflow - Creates grraler puo ic Knowledge of . Potcnna ly amaclsve lo prole,torl . Plan qucrt8onlanswcr resrlon trrucs and procerer 

Cuns,dw prov,dlng rderhmenls . UemonYriltlonr wlnl bcncr than 
presentattons . Mahe ,wc everything i s  sole 



Publ~c Par t~c lpa t~on Toolbox ACTIVE PUBLIC INFORMATION TECHNIQUES 

OPEN HOUSES 
An open house lo a1 ow lnc pub.8~ to . Sammnc rhu~ la  cxpla n format . Fowerr rma I grodp or onconone . Difflwllto docdment public lnpm 
lour at Ulelr own pace. The fac I.Q at tnc duor ~ o r n m ~ n r c a t , ~ ~  PrMenors may urc Ule oppon~nry to 
shwld be set up wfUl scveral Wlions. . Am participants lo 61, oU a Abrllly lo draw an otter ream dlmpt event 
each adarcsing a rparale isr~e.  comment mecl mcmmrs tu anbwcr d~ffcbll Uwally murc Yaff intenrlve rhan s 

i 
R w r c e  people guide panrclpanb: . Be peparea for a c rmd  all nt w e  - q~eslionr 
through the axhibtb dwc.op a me t  ng contingency plan - Mwo mforrnallon and inrerad,an May not provlde the opponunily - Set up aatiom ro rhilt 5wmaI r l~+ .Lo  of many members of thc to W hhetd that some public 

pmpic (61 0) can view st once pubic who are no, rcrvcd by t).p.cal wlll expect 
pub, ,~  m r r n g r  
Bbitd6 Creulb.llly 



/ AF2 Publ~c Parttctpatlon Toolbox SMALL GROUP PUBLIC INPUT TECHNIQUES 

INTERVIEWS 
Onetw.lc mWllng5 N th ~Wkeholders Wncre fcarlole, 8nterv.c~~ s n o ~  d . Prov,des opponun ry lo ger Sched~ .ng mu tlple mmcrv:ewr can 
lo gihn informaion on pllblc conccrnr bc e o n d l n ~ d  ~npenon, panicu arly undcrwana ng of p~b l lc  be ltme conum ng 
and perrpm.vcs for developnng or w h ~ r l  com;dcr:ng canofdales for M ~ C C ~ ~ S  and ~sruer - lnlarviewerr must engenda tr&I or 
rellnlng publlc tnvolvcmcnl and c.llzenj commtnee~ . Prw;de> oppwolnly to learn how lo risk negative rerponr ro fmmilt 
consonsus bulldlng programs Take advantage ofoppwbn,ry bfil cumrnunrcntc wnh publtc 

lo( p~b l i c  to (mpm in how Can be m a  to evacuate potcnt~al 
they panrc~patc clltd~n commlnee members 

IN-PERSON SURVEYS 
Onccmanc 'focus groups" vith - Make s ~ r e  mended urc of rcrult 8s . Prov~dcr traceable dam - Expensive 
aandardizca quesli0nna:re or meUlud- clear before technlquc is designcd - Reache, broad, representat ve public . r o c ~ s  Gro~ps mily have a marker- 
oloyy mch as 'stalcrl prcfcrence" ing/publ c rclationr rmagc 

COFFEE KLATCHES 
Small mmlngr withln ncfgnborhood . Make rurc ailff 4% very pol lc and . Relaxed r m n g  is comluc~ve to Requires a tot of labor ro reach 
usually a1 a person's home apprLu.mallvc ctfmlve dlalogw many peuplc 

Max.mnrei w~owvy commmlcat~on 



H2 Public Participatlon Toolbox LARGE GROUP PUBLIC INPUT TECHNIQUES 

RESPONSE SHEETS 
Ma I Informs often ncluded n facl Ure prepala ponagc Proaocs mpu from tharc who would . Docs ria gcrlerale 981 ~t.cally 
sheets and other P ~ N I  rna.llng5 to . Incluae a rea.on to odd name be unl~kcly ru anend meelin* valid reru Ls 
gain lnfwmstmon on publlc mnccrnr to thc ma.l#ng lln Prov8der a medaan rm fur - On y ai good as the malllng 1151 
and pctnencm Dacumenl rerub ar pan of public expanding rnaillng lin ResdlE can be ear ly %cwcd 

nvalvemenr remrd 

MAILED SURVEYS & 
QUESTIONNAIRES 
inqumner mo.Ied randomly lo sample . Makc s ~ r e  y w  need wal.vlcally Provides inpl* bom indniduals who . Ropurw rate ;, generally lou 
~ 0 p ~ l a I  00 to galn~pecific inlotmallon valld rewlb k.fwu nwklng would be unl~kely to aaend meer~ng, . For Ya1.Y cally vvlld rrtrue, con oc 
for Yat.Y cat val~oalran ~nve~lmera . Prov.dcs inpu ltutr8 crowseuton of loDa inlenriuc and expensive 

Survey/quRt~onw#re should be pubrc noljun acllvtrlr Level of derail may be 1.mttcd 
profllslonillly developed and StilIiw.al ly t w  cesulls are more . May be precclvca as a publtc 
adminlslsed lo evald blar persuas~ve wnh polltcal bodies arld rclalrorl; loo1 
M m  sullaDle for gcnwa the genaal pub1 c 
an~tua oat s~rvcys 

TELEPHONE SURVEYSlPOLLS 
Random rarnpllng at papulallw by - Makc r r c  you need sWtlrtca ly Prov~acs lrlput Cum ind~vidbals who . More expens~vs and labor lnlcnr ve 
lclcphone lo galn vecific ldormallon va1.d rerulls before mak.rtg would be unl kely to aneod meet ngs lhan malted rurvcy, 
for natin.cal valldat on investmen1 hovlocs mpu from closswrt~on of Blal is easily cnarged d quemons . S~rvcy/Qucnionnuirc sholna be public. am! j ~ w  tltu,c on malllng lhn not carefully commcled 

proferrionally developed and - Hlgher rcsponrc mrc man wlIh 
aam~n.$ered to amid b a r  mallln surveys 
Most SullaWe lor general 
aaitud nal rLrwys 

INTERNEI SURVEVS/POLLS 
Wbbil,ed response polls Be preclr  in how you rcl up sw. . Rovides lnpu hom lndrvld~a r who . Gcncratly no1 wt.w#cul y 

chat rwnlr or dlwulr on placer would bc unl kely l o  amnd mmlngr valid rerulls 
can generale more tnpul man y w  . Provlacs rnpu hom croi ts ! ,on  of . Canoe very labor lnlenrlve to look 
can l w k  a1 public, najbn lhore on malllng 1.n at all of the rcrponres - Hmghcr roponre rate than othn. - Cannot coMol geographic 

cornrnunlcallon fo rm reach of ~ l l  
Rc5~ll3 can LH: eas ly )kc- 

COMPUTER-BASED 
PARTICIPATION 
Sdrveys conauclsd vls Appropralc far atl;Ndinul research . Prov.dm lnyanl a n a w s  of m u l s  . Iftgh expense 
comp~ler rtewwk Can bc urcd in multiple areas Uetatl of lnqulry ir 1,ml~d . Novelty of tuchntque ;mprover rate 

of rerponw, 

PUBUC HEARINGS 
Fama1 meet ngr wmth scheduled Avold 11 pmlble. O I ~ C ~ W I *  uy  Prov,dcs oppon~nrly for publlc 10 . Docs noLfosler d~vlogue 
pres~llations offcrcd lo u s  lnfwmvl meetlngr spaU vv.U~o.1 rebunill Crcalcr us vs, them ice ing 

lmmedlalc before - meea lega requlremcnls . Many a.rl#ke public spcilulng 

- . . - pus cammenls on record 
. 



l!@2 Publlc Pa r t~c rpa t~on  Toolbox SMALL GROUP PROBLEM-SOLVING TECHNIQUES 

CONSENSUS BUILDING 
TECHNIQUES 
Techniques for bullofr>g cunrcnrus on . Ure wmpllficd mcmodology Enwuragc, cwnpromlre among - Not appqxlatc far groups w !h rw 
project doclwons wch ar cnlersa and . Allow ad~yuare time lo diflerem inerestr ,nlcrel ir l  comprumlr 
alternatlvc v:lcnion. Mten "red w U1 reach conrrnwr Rov~dar arumreo an0 Uackablc . Con,umus may not be reached 
adv:rwy wmm#neer. Techniques Conrrder one of tth. compuettred declslon making 
lnclude Dclpht, nominal g r a ~ p  rywemr that arc avaalablc . tocmcs on $0." ny prubtena wmU, 
pmccrs and p~b l i c  valuc assessment 0ef .n~ lcrcli uf m m e m ,  i.e a m ~ l w l l y  saltrfaclory iolut~om 
and many olhcrr. groJp doel nut have la agree Can help avo d later cannlca 

cntlrely upon a declrlon bin ratltcr 
agree enough so me d$wusrlon can 
move lorward 
Make w e  dccirion maker 8s 
uumm:ncd lo consenvr 

I 

FOCUS GROUPS 
Merragc leuing forum wdh ronoomly . Carxlun at leas Wo rcrrlom lor a . Roviwr oppondnlly lo test Rela1 vcly cxpcn,rve 11 cunaucted in 
-1e~ted mumben of ulrget aud,cncc, given target key mirage, pr~or to focus group t~%lrlg facilily 
Con a m  O w d  lo obW n lnput on U s  a ,h .led focus group facitilaror implemenlcng program 
ptanwng dec~ions 10 conauct Inc lesvon Works k y  fur r l c ~ t  target 

audience 

DESIGN CHARRETES 
Inwn,lve r,,lon where porllc pan& . Bew used lo farter creative idea, Pr0m~esj01111 proolcm $01" ng and - Part.opdnh may rnm be sucn a, 
l e d ~ ~ l g n  w q e a  learner Be cear about haw ~LSL~U creative mlnklrlg represenlarlve by vrger pub ic 

w~II be used Effect vc lor crcallng pattrlnrtl,ps . May not hove lartlng ef fm d used 
an" po, tlve worklng reliltionalps ar a onerhar lechnlqve 
Will, pdbts 

C O M M U N I N  FACILITATORS 
Lhe quiltlf,ed tndlviduatr ,n local Def ne roles, resp0nr.b l,l#cr and Romoter commun,rytlared . Can be drficull lo mnuol 
communry organiriltlonr lo condua llmilationr dp front lnvolvemem lnfurmatiun now 
p r q m  oweach SeleU and Ualn facllllalors cilrcfully . Capllsllzer on cxlrllllg nmworks Can build false expenalions . Enllances pro jm cred.b,l@ 

MEDIATIONINEGOTlATION 
The procers of re- vlng o#rp~te, Snauld be "red Iyp8cally as a los . Promoles acuwntab#l.ly D K~CU ry of defining who the pan er 
wougn mmprom6rc rcrort e mlve rpeclfic problems ~ 4 t h  un both ,Ides are ana *horn Ulcy reprcrertr 

wcll&flned Ya&eholoerr groups . Fonser  on spec~f c lrsuer T~mc and l a h r  mlenrtvu 



~eholderr Dcfinc role, and rerponribll lacs Prav.der for aclsrlcd analyrer - Gcncral pub1.c "lay n~ embrace 
for projat ihs~es comminee's recommenoilrioni 

Be fmhcom4ng wlh informallon t Pan clparlls yam understanding of . Member, may nut achieve 
Urea cons Yenlly acdlble prucehs Mhcr pr~pecl~vsr.  .eea#ng toward consens~s - Inrerv,ew polcnl~al commlnee comprum#s? - Spomw m ~ w  accept need for 
membc!~ in ~ u u n  befurc %lecr,on g;veandlake . Use third party factlatallor> . llme and labor .ntenr,ve - Make mnne members communrcate 
w.lh their conrt i lmies 

TASK FORCES 
A group of experlr or reprcrcnul1v2 - O m  n wrong leadership in advance . F ndtng, of a la* force of indeptpcn Ta,k force may ml comc lo cowen. 
nareno8aers lormcd lo develop Make sure membership ha, dent or olverre lnlerests wtll hove sus or rerutr may oe loo general to 
u ,pec#f,c produn or pollcy credlblizry wrlh lhc pub1 c greater nedtbl ly be meanrngtul 
recommcndalion Makc sure nlumtler, rc.prc>enl Prov;der conmlrctive opporlun ty . 1 me and labor ~nlenslvc 

o l v ~ r e  perrpcn,vo and wlll be for comptamlse 
.ndependem 

A group aSSCmblCa 10 deOate a Most appropniltc lo )how dilferenl . Prov~dcs oppamn ty lo d , r ~ l  - May create unwamd w d l a  
pav,de lnpul on )PC f : ~  ISSWS v ! ~ N $  lo publtc m!9,nlormal1on anent on - Panell% m ~ t  be crcdable . Con h l l d  credlblllry if at. slder are . Can polar~ze lrrues d no! concelvea 

w,m publ#c repremed an0 moderatea well 
May crcatc wanted medm aucnllurb 

CITIZEN JURIES 
Smull grodp of wanary cluzmr . Requires skilled moderarw Great appon~nrty lo deve'op deep . Resource inenrive 
empanellea l o  learn abou an im2e. . Cmmls!on.ng body mdit ful ow undemnd ng of an issue 
c r m  examine w V I c ~ s e ~  make a rccomn~endalionr or explain why - Publ~c can idcn1,Iy wrln the 
rccommcnr(atiun. Always non-b ndlng . Bc clear a h l  how rew !s "ordinary" czllzcnr 
wilt) no legal Yandfng wul be used t Pmpa~nt faul flaw or gauge pub, c 

rcaR on 

R O L E - P W I N G  
Pilrt~clpamr act out characlcrs in p c  . C h m  rolcr carefully. Lnrwe ltlal . Al!ow p~up l c  to lakc rlrrfree . People may no1 be vole lo aChl3lly 
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2006 BOND PRQGRAM Attachment 6 

Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth & Seniors e-Services Home 

r Bond Home Page 2006 Bond Program 

' Five-Year The 2006 Bond Program will bring a comprehensive plan to improve the quality of life and 
Schedule of Bond economic vitality of Phoenix. It is about investing in our community. 
Projects 

r Property Tax Levy The 2006 Bond Program, like the previous city bond program, will not raise your property tax 
and Assessed rate. The city borrows money, much like you would for big purchases such as a home or a 
Valuation car, and repays it over the years. The city's $1.82 ~ r o ~ e r t v  tax will be used to r e ~ a v  the 

bonds. Also because the city's financial reputationis excellent, it can borrow money at a 
r Frequently-Asked lower interest rate. 

Questions 

Many city amenities you currently enjoy were built with bonds, such as the newly renovated 
Symphony Hall, Burton Barr Central Library, the South Mountain Environmental Education 
Center. the Phoenix Art Museum, police and fire stations, public housing, branch libraries, 
and senior centers. Bond funds also have been used to help revitalize neighborhoods. 
preserve historic buildings, improve streets, increase arts and cultural op~rlunities, and 
develop a state-of-the-art radio system so police officers and firefighters can communicate . 
more effectively. 

The 2006 Citizens' Bond Committee, made up of over 700 residents, organized around 17 
subcommittees, was charged with sizing the overall bond program, establishing annual 
operating and maintenance costs and reviewing and recommending the specific projects to 
be presented to the voters on March 14,2006. The voters approved the $876.5 million 
program presented to them. 

Now that the overall program has been approved by the voters, each of the projects must be 
constructed over the next five years and each year's assessed valuation and property tax 
levy must be analyzed to make sure the program remains financially sound. Careful project 
scheduling is critical to the program remaining fiscally viable and on schedule. 

Last Modified on 07/25/2006 10:02:08 
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j: Searches [4 
k Qu ck Links 
i rn 

Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth & Seniors e-Services Home 

t Bond Home Page 2006 Bond Program 
t Detailed Five-Year 

Schedule of Bond Scheduling the 2006 Bond Program 
Projects 

, property T~~ L~~~ In scheduling projects over the five-year life of the 2006 Bond Program, it is important to 
--A A C F ~ C C ~ A  point out three sianificant constraints. First. the larqe size of the bond issue - $878.5 million - a,3" nsO--o-" 

Valuation was possible only because it was a relatively "back loaded" program. That is, the first two 
vears of the oroaram were assumed to be less than the last three vears of the program. This 

r Frequently-Asked allowed us to "layer in" new 2006 Bond Program debt service as the debt service fbr prior 
Onnestinns bond proqrams is reduced. This is especially critical now that our property tax levy in the first -- . . .. . . . . 

year is $808,000 less than the estimate used in the original bond committee forecast. 

Second, the Operating and Maintenance subcommittee adopted operating and maintenance 
allowances as follows: $0 in 2006-07 and 2007-08; $2.1 million in 2008-09: $3.8 million in 
2009-2010; $8.15 million in 2010-1 1. Increased bond project operating costs could force 
future cuts in existing operating programs. 

Finally, the Arizona Constitution limits outstanding bond debt for combined water, sewer, 
lighting, open space, parks and recreational purposes to 20 percent of our secondary 
assessed valuation. All other combined purposes are limited to 6 percent of our second 
assessed valuation. While our 20 percent capacity is good, there is limited 6 percent 
capacity in the 2006 bond program. Keeping the bonds relatively back loaded is necessary 
for us to comply with the 6 percent limitation. Also, the ability to layer in new debt service 
also helps to cope with the 6 percent limitation. As old 6 percent bonds are retired, new 6 
percent bonds can be issued. 

The Arizona Legislature is considering changes in the properly tax system that could reduce 
or postpone our ability to fund the bonds. 

The project scheduling complies with all of the financial constraints described above. Moving 
oroiects UD will reauire us to move other oroiects back. Also. several of the 2006 Bond 
~utkomm'ittees adopted project scheduiLs as part of their r~commendations. That is, they 
determined how specific projects would be spread over the five-year bond program. This 
scheduling presented here remains consistent with those already reviewed project 
schedules. 

O Summary by Program 

* S~mmary of Opmt ing Costs by P r a c t  

* 2006 Bond Program - Program Detail 

Police Pr~tection 
Fire Protection 
Parks.1-S 

-Of her Streds 
&eets-- T r a f i ~  lmwxemsats 
StomSe.wers 
HwnSenriLces 
Eaciliiies.Mama~r,ment 
NeiahborhoodS1)fliGs 
€co&xnic Development 
Information Technoloav 
Arts and Cultural ~ a c G i e s  
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Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth & Seniors e-Services Home 

t Bond Home Page 2006 Bond Program 

' Detailed Five-Year Final Property Tax Levy and Assessed Valuation for 2006-07 
Schedule of Bond 
Projects 

In sizing the overall 2006 Bond Program, the bond committee analyzed forecasted growth 
b Property Tax Levy for Phoenix assessed values for the next 25 years; assumed that primary levies (the portion 

and Assessed used for General Fund expenses) would be maximized throughout the program; and 
Valuation assumed no change in the current $1.82 property tax rate. 

' Frequent'yasked Based on the final assessed valuation and property tax levy information received from the Questions County Assessor in Febmary, our 2006-07 secondary property tax revenues will be 
$808,000 less than the amount used in the bond program forecast. 

In recent years, the Maricopa County assessor has updated residential values every other 
vear. In ~ r e ~ a r i n o  the assessed valuation forecast used for the bond committee's 
heiiberaiions, theassessor advised that he would begin using an annual update for 
residential ~ro~ert ies. Based on this chanae in assessment Dractice, the bond committee 
forecast assumed an overall growth rate c? 7.5 percent. ~he'annual reassessment did not 
occur for 2006-07 values. Therefore, final assessed values arew bv 7.38 Dercent - a loss of 
$14.8 million in assessed value or $808.000 in secondary p~opertytax revenues. 

The assessor has advised that annual updates will begin next year. Therefore, at this time, 
we are optimistic that it will not be necessary to adjust the program for this sholffall in the 
first year. 
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Searches Ea 
Q~ick L~nks 19 

Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth & Seniors e-Services Home 

b Bond Home Page 2006 Bond Program 

' Detailed Five-Year Frequently-Asked Questions Schedule of Bond 
Projects 

What is the Phoenix bond program? r Properh, Tax Levv 
and ~ssessed 
Valuation Bonds allow the city to pay for major capital investments, such as 

new fire stations, libraries, streets, sewers, and Darks. Bonds are 
Frequently-Asked sold to investors and the dollars are used for the capital projects. The 
Questions bonds are backed by property tax revenues. As the city collects 

properly taxes each-year; the bonds are paid off and the bond 
investors get their investment returned. 

Bond financing cannot be used for operation and maintenance 
expenditures such as salaries for police officers, firefighters, 
librarians and other city employees. Such operating expenses are 
paid for by sales tax and state-shared revenues. 

1 Issuing the capital bonds must be approved by a vote of Phoenix 
residents at a citywide election. 

How often is  a bond election held? 

Bond elections in Phoenix typically occur every four to six years. This 
helDs to Drovide amole Dlannina for a ~ ~ r o v e d  oroiects. but allows for 
frequentenough bailoting for new prdg'rams td meet the rapidly 
exoandina and chanaina needs of a fast arowina citv. Prior to 2006. - - .  
the last bond electionlw~s held in 2001. 

How large can the bond program be? 

First, the Phoenix Finance Deparlment analyzes the city's current 
and projected property valuations, aligns that with constitutional 
limits on public debt, and considers the importance of maintaining 
the city's excellent bond ratings. In addition, the city needs to 
determine the impact that new facilities will have on the operating 
udget. 

instance, many firefighters and librarians will have to be hired to 
ff new fire stations and libraries, while new streets and storm 

sewers have much less impact on the city's operating budget. 

The Fiscal Capacity and Operations and Maintenance 
subcommittees then made recommendations on how much new debt 
the city can incur, and how much of that debt can be directed to 
projects that will require increased operating fund expenditures. 

Will these bonds raise my taxes? 

Because bonds approved in previous elections are being paid off, 
the Bond Executive Committee was able to recommend a new bond 
program that will not raise the property tax rate. 

The program subcommittees considered the capital improvement 
requests prepared by the various city depattments, and to hear other 



2006 BOND PROGRAM FREQUENTLY-ASKED QUESTIONS 

citizen requests. They prioritized and ranked projects and made 
recommendations to the Bond Executive Committee, which 
considered all the subcomminee recommendations before 
presenting final recommendations to the City Council. 
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SCHEDULE 1 
SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY 2006 BOND PROGRAM 

BY PROGRAM 
(In Thousands) 

Program 200647 2007-08 200849 2009-10 2010-1 1 Total 
Police Protection $ 3.000 8 - $ 26.487 $ 44.120 $ 18.629 $ 82.226 
Fire Protection 
Parks. Recreation and Mountain Preserves 
Libraries 
Streets - Major Streets 
Streets - Other Streets 
Streets - Traffic Improvements 
Storm Sewers 
Human Services 
Faclllties Management 
Nelghborhood Services 
Economlc Development 
Information Technoicgy 
Arts and Cultural Facilities 
Convention Center 
Historic Preservation 
HOPE VI 
Housing 3,450 4.600 4,550 8,347 8,973 29,920 
Total 2006 Bonds $ 176,199 $ 160,598 $ 205,791 $ 177,184 $ 158,728 $ 878.500 
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Phoenix Voters Today Face $878.5 Million GO Question. 

Source: The Bond Buyer 

Publication Date: 03/14/2006 

Autnor Watts, J~rn 
Ads by Google 
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Renewable Energy Credits Element Markets LLC (281) 2077200 Experts of Renewable Energy Cred~ts 

COPYRIGHT 2006 SourceMedia, Inc. 

DALLAS -- Refreshed over the weekend by the city's first rainfall in almost five months, Phoenix voters 
will have their say today on the city's proposal to issue $878.5 million of general obligation bonds over 
the next five years. 

The proposal, if approved, would be Phoenix's largest bond package since a $900 million proposal in 
1988 and the first since voters approved $753 million of GO bonds in 2001. 

The $878.5 million package is divided into seven propositions - ranging from $16 million to $198 
million - that  will be voted on separately. The 164 projects included in the bond proposal were selected 
from a preliminary list that would have totaled $3.2 billion. 

More than a quarter of the entire package, about $233 million, is dedicated to projects associated with 
the development of a new campus in downtown Phoenix for Arizona State University and the eventual 
move of most of the University of Arizona's medical education efforts into downtown Phoenix. 

Voters have proved amenable to debt in the 11 Pnoenlx bond elections stnce 1957, approving $3 7 
b l l~~on out of $4 b Illon worth of pro~ccts put before them. Of tne 133 GO bond q~es t~cns  presented to 
voters, 16 failed and another 16 passed with 55% approval or less. 

The bond proceeds would provlde $184 m~ i l~on  for ASL's downtown campus, ~noud~ng  9100 mlllon for 
land acqulsltlon that 1s underway Tne otner projects lncluae $30 mil, on for open-space p~b l l c  parks 
around the campus, $4 m~ l l~on  for converting an old post off ce Into academ.c space for ASU, $5 mlillon 
for improved streets around the campus, $1.5 million for the UA's new college of pharmacy in 
downtown, and improvements and upgrades to utility infrastructure in the area. 

The downtown campus would initially serve up to 2,500 students from ASV's school of nursing and the 
school of public affairs. About 8,000 students from additional ASU schools are expected to attend 

d phase at the expanded campus opens in summer 2008. 

standing GO debt, said Ceil Pettle, the city's budget and research 
sell the remaining $160 million of authorized but unissued debt from 
mmer, Pettle said. 

"We normally sell GO bonds In the summer, so that's when we'll probably sell those," she said. "We 
also have some work already underway on the ASU project, mostly land acquisltlon, so if the proposal 
passes we might sell some of the 2006 bonds th~s  summer as well." 

I f  the voters approve the 2006 oonds, Pertle sa,d, tne city wul sell them in flve annual [ranches of 
roughly equal amounts. Tne amoLnt needed each year wlll depend on the project schcd~le, she sa~d. 

Phoenix's GO bonds have underlying ratings of Aa l  from Moody's Investors Service and AA-plus from 
Standard & Poor's. 

Greenberg Traurig LLP is the city's bond counsel. 

"We wlll leave the propem tax rate at $1.82 per $100 of assessed value if the bonds pass, so there 
won't be a tax increase," Pettle sa~d. "If the bonds don't pass, we won't be able to drop the tax rate 
untll 2011. That's when most of our older bonds w~l l  have matured." 



P* Print My Document - AccessMyLibrary.com 

Rising property tax valuations in Maricopa County will allow the city to cover the debt service at the 
existing tax rate, Pettle said, but the latest increases in valuations could make voters hesitant to add 
debt to the city's books. 

"We haven't been notified officially, but it looks like residential property valuations are up 50% in the 
county from the valuation two years ago," she said. "Those notices came out right in the middle of this 
bond campaign, and that could have some influence on the voters." 

The Maricopa County Tax Assessor's Office said the median value of a home in the county went from 
$126,500 in 2004 to $192,000 in the latest survey. The county said it mailed 1.3 million notices of new 
valuations in early March. 

(c) 2006 The Bond Buyer and SourceMedia, Inc. Ail rights reserved. http://www.bondbuyer.com 
http://www.sourcemedia.com 

COPYRIGHT 2006 SourceMedia, Inc. 

Page 2 o f  2 



We recommend: Page 2 of 3 

PHOENIX 

Yes on Proposition I to issue $177 million in bonds to strengthen police, fire and homeland 
security. 

Yes on Proposition 2 to issue $16.1 million in bonds to use technology to improve police and 
fire protection, and improve government efficiency. 

Yes on Proposition 3 to issue $198.7 million in bonds to build small high schools, create a 
downtown campus for ASU and expand health science facilities. 

Yes on Proposition 4 to issue $120.5 million in bonds to increase recreational opportunities 
with new parks and open spaces. 

Yes on Proposition 5 to issue $133.8 million in bonds to expand or construct libraries and 
youth, senior and cultural centers. 

Yes on Proposition 6 to issue $85 million in bonds to provide affordable housing to families 
and seniors and revitalize neighborhoods. 

Yes on Proposition 7 to issue $147.4 million to construct streets and storm sewers for better 
infrastructure. 

QUEENCREEK 

Mayor: Wendy Feldman-Kerr. Town Council: Joyce Hildebrandt, Jon Wootten and Gordon 
Mortensen 

Yes on Proposition 400 (home rule) 

SCOTTSDALE 

City Council: No recommendation, but Wayne Ecton, Kevin Osterman and Gary Boyd are 
most suited to handle Scottsdale's challenges. 

TEMPE 

City Council: Ben Arredondo, Onnie Shekerjian and Shana Ellis 

PEORIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Yes on renewal of a $15 million override. 

WASHINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Yes on renewal of a $9.75 million override 

KYRENE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT RECALL 

Rae Waters should be retained. 

Ads by Google 
I I 

Weight loss surgery books 
Bariatrics 8€" laparoscopic Lap-band, RNY gastric bypass, duodenal switch 
drsirnpson.net 
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~ ~ ~ ~ i r l ~ ~ +  R T F ~  informed about the . Pmvosition 1: swnzthen Police. Fire 

Supporting Phoenix 
back the bank, with interm over several 
yean in amounts that tit into your 
monthly budget. 

The city build5 major facilities in 
much the same way. But lather than 
taMng out a mortgage, it issues bonds - 
and only with the voter's approval. Ihe 
city pays back those bonds over time, 
with oavments that fit into the muruc~oal .- ~ ~ 

riry. I kn~hi. you wlnt  ru \ole an hlrn.it crncrgcncy situaliu~~\. budgir ' 
14 because li~is ih!.p~rld~,l vircrl ,n w1iI Prapo\iIion I:  lhulld on cducjnurl from 1111. rlly iuf I1hla.nlx hr, 3 Anr\ bond 
tm~v ,n  ihr hnun < I n j , ~ r  c~rntcvlst tv  a d  hwh rchool il .rou~l~ 1l.r U I I . V ~ . ~ I ~ Y  WS- lilcinc m u  the oroucnv lax n.vnnn " . ,~ 
buiinesr far yean to>ome. te;. a ~ a b l e t o t h ;  $fy $phoenix to repay 

In this latest issue of Today, 1 want to 
explain why the Chamber is suppordng 
the band issue and pomt out a few 
specifics to consider when you head to 
the oolls - or out a s t a m  on vour mail- . . 
in dallot. ' 

Fint, it's important to realize how the 
monies will be used. The 2W6 Phoenix 
Bond Program is not just a City Hall wish 
list Tne Bond Program wm created 
through the Morn of over 7 W  Phoenix 
residents who spent hundreds of houn 
pouring overs iliil~o!! dui lal  ti tnh <.f 
rcquor, 'lhn,c a07cns had lo s.dkc~I~t.nl 
chniccs ar~d ~ O L ' I I  dturiot.\ al I)UI ,)no"- 

Pmposition 4: ensure open space and 
preserves to help maintain the quality 
of life we continue to build. 
Pmposition 5: serve om children and 
our elderly with new libraries, senior 
centen and ~ l h ~ r a l  centen. 
Proposition 6: rwitalize neighborhoods 
with howing and street-srape i n h -  
structure-helping maintain our healthv 
pmpem ~alies.. 
Pmperty 7: build and maintain the 
stx& you drive on weryday and the 
stam drainage systems to keep our 
families safe. 
Next, it's important to undentand how 

WP will pay back the bonds. It is similar 
to what happens when you make a major 
oumhare-like a house. Most of w eo to 

bands can contintre rcr RLW, $vili~c)uldt; 
incru.r III t i r  pmlkn). I r x  ml., horn 
var-ru-vrdr bcclure o.lr r~llu\l trornnsv 
is fuel:ns( new rumtru<ric,s sncl mlng 
proprny values Thls ron~bi,$a~iur~ oi mat- 
unl growti! in pnlpmy idx nvrnut?, bnd 
2 Iaycnng III of fin. 1l .8pcnb awuoarcd 
srlth new bands, n13kcs i r  poutl,l< IO 5~1,- 
"on b 2W6 I,ustl "n,cram wtrh no 
1nc~ase in the prOpe& tax rate. 

?he propositions mntained within the 
Bond Program can dramatically improve 
our Valley and pasitiwly impact the m- 
tomen and employees of the businesses 
we own-all without raising taxes. I hope 
you'li vote YES an the 2006 Phoenix 
Bond Program and encourage your 
friends and famiiv to do the same. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
Michael Olson, Treasury Manager 

Date: September 22, 2006 

Subject: Capital Financing with Bonded Debt

Background

At the City Council retreat in March 2006, there was a discussion that resulted in a request that a list of potential 
park and other bond projects be developed and information should be prepared on the “menu approach” to bond 
funding.  Included in the listing of potential projects were the Public Safety Building, Indoor Recreation Community 
Center, BNSF Trail, Lakeshore Plaza, and future park projects.  This issue paper is organized to provide an update 
on capital improvement needs in the context of developing the list of projects that are bond candidates, a refresher 
on the various bond funding mechanisms, the City’s current debt position, and a discussion of strategies that 
includes a “menu approach.”  

Longer Term Capital Needs 

As part of the September 19, 2006 Council study session regarding the 2006-2011 CIP update, there was a brief 
overview of the City of Kirkland’s longer term capital needs, including the unfunded capital needs facing the City.  
Table 1 summarizes the current CIP, both the funded 6 year program and the near and longer term needs that are 
unfunded.

Table 1 – Summary of 2006-2011 CIP Needs 
6-year  

Funded CIP 
Unfunded CIP Total CIP 

Transportation 37,496,800 128,996,000 166,492,800 

Parks 5,412,100 33,600,000 39,012,100 

Public Safety 1,625,500 747,500 2,373,000 

General Government 13,688,400 5,163,500 18,851,900 

     Subtotal 58,222,800 168,507,000 226,729,800 

Surface Water 8,767,600 0 8,767,600 

Water/Sewer 17,036,400 12,048,000 29,084,400 

     Utilities Subtotal 25,804,000 12,048,000 37,852,000 

Grand Total 84,026,800 180,555,000 264,581,800 

In addition to the long list of unfunded capital needs, there are many facilities needs that are not addressed in the 
current CIP.  Space needs have been an ongoing issue for City Hall as well as the Maintenance Center.  With the 



September 22, 2006 
Page 2 
prospect of annexation those needs grow even larger.  Table 2 provides a range of costs for estimated unfunded 
facilities costs with and without annexation. Note that Table 2 reflects only those projects currently listed in the 2006-
2011 CIP plus the major facilities needs.  The unfunded figure approaches $400 million looking out over a 20-year 
horizon. 

Table 2 – Major Facility Needs Not Addressed in the CIP 

Cost Ranges 
Major Facility Needs* 

Without Annexation With Annexation 

City Hall Expansion (including Public Safety) 25,000,000 See below

Public Safety/Jail Facilities Included above 44,000,000

City Hall Space Needs Included above 28,900,000

Maintenance Center Space Needs 4,564,000 7,763,000

Subtotal Additional Needs 29,564,000 80,663,000

Plus: Unfunded CIP 180,555,000 180,555,000

Less: Existing CIP Projects Replaced by Major 
Projects (i.e. PD and IT dept. space improve.) (3,374,800) (3,374,800)

Total Estimated Unfunded Needs 206,744,200 257,843,200

* List of projects does not include: additional parking facilities, purchase and/or improvements of the Cannery Building, 
Transportation Master Plan projects not in the CIP, or annexation related projects. 

In 2002, the City Council established a Long-Term Capital Improvement Planning subcommittee to identify strategies 
for addressing the City’s large unfunded capital needs.  A detailed report was produced that included identifying a 
variety of policy issues (summarized in the February 28, 2003 memorandum “Long Term Capital Improvement 
Planning – Status and Policy Issues” which follows this issue paper as Attachment A [without appendices]), 
including: use of voted debt for parks and sidewalks; use of Local Improvement Districts, impact fees, changes in 
level of service, and the possible reallocation of non-restricted funding sources.  Progress has been made in several 
areas, including increased funding for the Stormwater utility to fund capital needs and active pursuit of 
external/grant funding (Totem Lake, Juanita Beach).  The implementation of other recommendations is in progress, 
including an update of the Transportation and Parks impact fees.   

The City also has several capital reserve sources that can be used to address both the short term and longer term 
capital needs.  Table 3 on the following page gives an up-to-date look at the capital reserve balances. 

Table 3 – Capital Reserve Status 

Reserve 2005-06 Est. Ending Balance 

General Purpose Reserves 

General Capital Contingency 3,518,137 

Building & Property Reserve 1,759,409

Total Gen Purpose Reserves 5,277,546 
Special Purpose Reserves 
Excise Tax Capital Improvement: 

     REET 1 7,500,814 

     REET 2 5,853,609 

Street Improvement Reserve 1,571,781 

Public Safety Building Reserve 1,205,100

Total Special Purpose Reserves 16,130,304 
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Note that the 2005-06 Estimated Ending Balance in Table 3 includes all budgeted uses and additions, Council 
approved uses and additions, and an estimated amount of revenue to be received in excess of budget through 2005-
06, but does not include any proposed additions discussed in the preliminary 2007-2008 budget. 

The purpose of each of these reserves is summarized in the September 19, 2006 staff report.  The information is 
repeated here to emphasize that the City does not currently have the resources to fund its longer term capital 
funding needs.  Even if the additions to the reserves proposed in the preliminary 2007-2008 budget are made, these 
represent no more than a down payment toward unfunded needs.  There are a number of large projects where the 
use of long-term debt is warranted and will likely be required for the project to go forward.  The ten largest projects 
included in the “unfunded” category in Table 2 are: 

Table 4 – Largest Unfunded Projects (by Cost > $5 million) 
Cost Ranges 

Project
Without Annexation With Annexation 

City Hall Expansion (including Public Safety) 25,000,000 See below

Public Safety/Jail Facilities Included above 44,000,000

City Hall Space Needs Included above 28,900,000

NE 132nd St. Roadway Improvements 27,549,000 27,549,000

Indoor Recreation Space 1 20,950,000 20,950,000

124th Ave. NE Roadway Widening Impr. 
 (S. section) 

18,000,000 18,000,000

132nd Ave. NE Roadway Improvements 14,962,000 14,962,000

120th Ave. NE Roadway Extension 11,035,000 11,035,000

98th Ave. NE Bridge Replacement 5,592,000 5,592,000

NE 130th Street Roadway Extension 5,537,000 5,537,000

Maintenance Center Space Needs 4,564,000 7,763,000

Total Largest Projects 133,189,000 184,288,000

% of Unfunded Needs in Table 2 65% 72%

1 Figure shown is from the CIP; planning is underway to arrive at a more refined estimate. 

Other projects that are not included in the listing in Table 4, but were either specifically identified at the City Council 
retreat or are currently under discussion include: 

BNSF Trail – This project may be a regional effort, however, Kirkland may be asked to fund the share within 
its boundaries (approximately 5.6 miles).  Current cost ranges of $325,000-$600,000 per mile for a trail on 
existing track bed and $1.5 - $2.5 million per mile on converted bridge structures, which could mean that 
Kirkland’s share could range from $1.8 million to $3.4 million. 
Lakeshore Plaza – Current cost estimate of approximately $26 million. 
Juanita Beach Park Master Plan – Estimated improvements of $15 million. 
Potential participation in Fire District #41 consolidated fire station - $1 million. 
Additional improvements related to Totem Lake Redevelopment (over $10 million beyond those identified in 
the CIP). 

These projects were excluded because they are both very early in the discussion stages and are not reflected in the 
CIP.  However, if they were to proceed, they would also be candidates for bond financing.  
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Debt Financing Options 

City Bonded Debt 

The two most common types of debt generally issued by cities to fund capital projects are Limited Tax and Unlimited 
Tax General Obligation Bonds.  General Obligation bonds are the most secure type of debt a City can issue because 
they pledge the “full faith and credit” of the City based on our ability to levy taxes to repay the debt.  As a result of 
the low risk nature of general obligation debt, it has a lower cost (i.e. can be issued at lower interest rates). 

Unlimited Tax General Obligation (UTGO) Bonds provide new revenue to fund the debt service as they represent debt 
that is approved by voters for a specific purpose.  Citizens have agreed to levy property taxes to repay the debt over a 
period of years.  Capital debt is typically repaid over a twenty-year period. 

Limited Tax General Obligation (LTGO) Bonds (also called Councilmanic or non-voted bonds) can be issued with 
approval of the City Council.  The debt is repaid from general revenues of the City.  It is still based on the City’s 
ability to tax citizens to repay debt.  However, it does not provide any additional revenue to fund debt service 
payments and must be paid from existing revenue sources. 

At current market as of 9/18/06, a $10 million 20-year level debt General Obligation issue would require a 
$747,750 annual debt service.  A $40 million bond issue would generate an annual debt service cost of 
$2,991,000.  For each $1 million in debt issued, the annual debt service of $74,775 equates to approximately 
$3.45 per year for a home with an assessed valuation of $400,000. The available debt capacity for both LTGO and 
UTGO is listed in Table 5. 

Table 5 – Available Debt Capacity 

General Obligation Bonds 
Debt Capacity 

As of 

 12/31/2005 

Current Debt 
As of 

12/31/2005 

Remaining
Capacity

As of 12/31/2005 

Limited (non-voted, councilmanic) $118,087,291 $12,070,000 $106,017,291 

Unlimited (voted) General 
Purposes 

$78,724,861 $1,735,000 $76,989,861

Utility $196,812,151 0 $196,812,151

Parks, Open 
Spaces, Capital 
Facilities

$196,812,151 $9,345,000 $187,467,151

Total Unlimited $472,349,163 $11,080,000 $461,269,163 

Grand Total $590,436,454 $23,150,000 $567,286,454 

There are also a number of programs administered by the State of Washington that can provide debt financing 
options.  One major program is the Public Works Trust Fund, which provides below market financing for selected 
types of capital projects.  It is important to note that many jurisdictions apply for these loans and that there is a 
specific ranking process to obtain funding.  The program is oversubscribed, meaning there are more requests than 
there is funding, and the construction funding provided to any one jurisdiction is limited to a maximum of $7 million 
per biennium.

Another type of bond financing available to the utility enterprise funds is revenue bonds.  These bonds are supported 
by the revenues of the utility funds (as opposed to the full faith and credit of the City) and do not require a public 
vote.  Revenue bonds may have a higher interest rate and generally carry a “coverage” requirement, meaning that 
utility revenues available for debt service must exceed operations and maintenance costs and debt service by a set 
percentage in any given year.   
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63-20 Financings, Public/Private Partnership 

63-20 Financings are an alternative source of funding for municipal facilities.  Using IRS Revenue Ruling 63-20, a 
single purpose nonprofit corporation is created in order to issue bonds.  Using the bond proceeds, the nonprofit 
funds the project and contracts with a developer for its construction.  The government entity then leases the 
completed building from the nonprofit.  Debt service on the bonds and other costs are covered by the lease 
payments.  At the end of the lease, which coincides with bond maturity, the government entity owns the building. 

These financings are currently being used in Washington on a limited basis, primarily to free issuers from constraints 
of public works law, gain choice of project delivery method, have flexibility in timing transactions and a method to 
contract for ongoing maintenance.  However, entities who have used this method of financing agree that, as a 
financing tool, 63-20’s are more expensive than traditional debt tools, in terms of interest rates, costs of issuance 
and ongoing fees.   

Locally, the City of Redmond recently completed the construction of their new city hall using 63-20 Financing.  
Redmond believes that this method provided cost savings through the provision of a guaranteed maximum price for 
the project. 

In the Report on 63-20 Capital Projects Financing, issued on January 23, 2006, the Office of the Treasurer 
recommended that 63-20 financings should be the financing mechanism of last resort, used only under special 
circumstances as they are more costly than general obligation bonds. 

Other Potential Options  

There are a variety of other financing options that may involve the use of debt, including participating in projects 
through developer agreements (such as Totem Lake), tax increment financing (which is difficult under existing 
statutes, although legislation will be considered in the next session to make the option more viable), and public 
development authorities.  These options are generally project or site specific and would generally be considered only 
as they relate to a specific development projects. 

Bond Financing Strategies 

In identifying strategies to be considered related to bond financing, a variety of examples were reviewed: 

Phoenix, AZ Bond Program approach (as summarized on the City’s website at 
http://phoeniz.gov//2006bond/index.html) – see Attachment B , 
Dade County, FL 1996 Bond Measure (as discussed in the June 2001 issue of Government Finance 
Review) – see Attachment C, 
San Francisco, CA SPUR (San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association) report entitled “Capital 
Planning in City Government” released January 3, 2005 (not attached due to its length), 
Kirkland’s 2002 Park Bond experience (see Attachment D – September 5, 2006 memorandum to the Park 
Board regarding “Timing Considerations for a Future Park Bond”).  

There are a variety of policy questions to be considered when evaluating use of bond financing: 

Does the City have adequate revenues to support the debt service on the bonds? 

Does the City have adequate revenues to support the operations and maintenance of facilities constructed 
with the bonds? 

Are the projects under consideration likely to be appealing or perceived as an essential need to the citizens, 
making it a candidate for voted bonds? 

Does the project address more general purpose facilities (such as the City Hall), making it a more likely use 
for non-voted debt? 
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If voted bonds are an option, should projects be grouped: 
o By topic (such as Parks and Open Space)? 
o By timing (the projects under consideration for the next five years)? 
o “Menu” approach (select from a broader list)? 

In reviewing the experiences of the jurisdictions listed above, two clear themes emerged:  (1) the role of citizen 
surveys and polling in determining the priorities and the appetite for the used of voted debt, and (2) the role of the 
community (“grass roots” organizations) in support of communications.  For example: 

The Phoenix, AZ 2006 Citizen’s Bond Committee, made up of over 700 residents, was charged with the 
sizing of the overall bond program, including recommending the specific projects to be presented to voters 
(voters approved the $878.5 million program in March 2006).  These projects must be constructed over the 
next 5 years. 

Dade County, FL conducted public opinion polling to identify priorities and ascertain the “willingness-to-pay” 
in terms of the annual cost per household and overall project costs.  The County established a Citizens 
Advisory Committee and orchestrated a grass roots effort to communicate the key messages and to raise 
funds for the campaign.    A $200 million bond passed in 1996 to fund capital improvements at countywide 
parks and recreational facilities. 

San Francisco, CA has established a Capital Improvement Advisory Committee (CIAC) to review capital 
improvement projects and long-term capital financing proposals.  It is comprised of a combination of City 
staff, elected officials, and individual citizens.  The CIAC must make recommendations before proposals are 
submitted to the ballot.  The SPUR report recommended a number of changes to enhance the role of the 
CIAC by clarifying its policy-setting role, expanding representation of the revenue departments in the 
process, and increasing public participation in the priority-setting process, either by expanding the number 
of citizens or forming a separate citizens committee. 

Lastly, the City of Kirkland’s own experience with the 2002 Parks Bond emphasizes the important role of 
public involvement.  As summarized in Attachment 1, this successful bond issue involved a 2-3 year 
process, from Parks Board recommendation to the General Election. 

In reality, a combination of approaches may be appropriate for Kirkland.  For example, the 1989 Parks Bond Debt 
Service is paid off in 2009, which may be an opportune time to pursue a new parks bond.  If this approach is 
selected, the process for preparing for the election should begin soon.  Similarly, if annexation occurs, the Public 
Safety Building might also be a strong “single topic” voted bond, given the importance of public safety to the citizens. 

However, the potential impacts of annexation could have a dramatic effect on any contemplated bond vote, both in 
terms of the projects contemplated and the required public outreach.  This uncertainty is magnified by consideration 
of the “menu approach”, which places a menu of capital projects before the voters and lets them vote for or against 
some or all of the individual projects.  Assessing the interests and willingness of the new, expanded citizen base 
would take on an even more prominent role. 

At this juncture, the potential for annexations renders the recommendation of a specific strategy difficult.  However, 
the City should continue to pursue opportunities for voted debt as they present themselves (such as the retirement of 
existing voted bonds).  We should also continue to optimize existing funding sources, including impact fees, capital 
facilities charges in the utilities, and external funding sources, to continue to make progress on the unfunded capital 
improvements.  Once the annexation decision is made, a more specific strategy could be pursued. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Dave Ramsay, Clty Manager 

From: Mar~lynne Beard, F~nance D~rector 

Date: February 28, 2003 

Subject: LONG TERM CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING -STATUS AND POLICY ISSUES 

BACKGROUND 

At their last retreat in 2002, the City Council discussed long term capital needs and financing sources. At the time, 
the identified twenty-year project needs totaled about $600 million compared to available funding of $200 million. 
The projected $400 million shottfall could be addressed by reducing project needs or identifying additional funding 
sources. At the 2002 retreat, the Council was asked to identify preferences for funding sources. At the conclusion 
of the retreat, the Council referred the follow-up study to the LTClP subcommittee composed of Mayor Springer, 
Deputy Mayor McBride and Councilmember Dillon. 

The LTClP subcommittee met periodically over the past year. The results of the Council preference polling were 
used as a starting point for the subcommittee's work after the retreat. The subcommittee's work to date is 
summarized below. 

Costing Projects and Estimating Revenue - The subcommittee is recommending a change to the 
financial presentation of project costs and revenues. In past CIP's, projects were presented in "current 
dollars." In other words, projects planned for year five of the CIP are costed as though they were being 

one today as opposed to being inflated to reflect the probable future cost. Likewise, revenue is being 
resented at a constant dollar amount throughout the funding period. In some cases, it is appropriate to 

inflate revenue to reflect historical growth patterns in that revenue source. In cases where the revenue 
sources have been flat or inconsistent, it is appropriate to show that funding source as a constant dollar 
amount (i.e. a more realistic assessment of resources). 

The presentation of the twenty-year CIP needs and funding levels includes an inflationary factor of three 
percent per year on expenditures. Revenue sources are consistent with historical trends where appropriate. 
The subcommittee recommends that future CIP presentations adopt this practice. 
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Application of Preferred Funding Sources - The subcommittee reviewed funding strateges that had a 
high level of Council consensus and applied them to the projected capital needs. Additional revenue 
sources that were applied included: 

-Voted debt 

-Nan-voted debt 

-Additional real estate excise tax revenue (amount not yet dedicated in annual budget cycle) 

-Allocation of the real estate excise tax "grant match" reserve 

Allocation of surface water utility funding to fund portions of transportation projects that related to surface 
water (e.g. curb/gutters). 

Items that showed a high level of consensus as unacceptable funding sources were not applied. Items that 
had a split vote or that had an inconclusive ranking were set aside for further discussion. 

By applying the additional funding sources, the twenty-year unfunded need was reduced by almost $144 
million to $256 million. A copy of the Council preference results is included in the appendix to this packet. 

Segregation of Large Unfunded Projects - During the subcommittee's review, it became apparent 
that the high level of funding need was being driven in large part by a relatively few number of very large 
projects. Although the projects are important in their own right, they are so large that it is unlikely that the 
City would undertake the project without some sort of financial assistance beyond the level of grant funding 
normally available. In order to get a better sense of the amount of ongoing funding needed, these vety large 
projects were segregated into an "unfunded" category. Projects that were placed in the unfunded category 
include: 

Unfunded Projects 
(in 000's) 

124th Avenue NE: 85th Street to 116th Street $ 14,562 

132nd Avenue NE: Slater to NE 85th Street 12,086 

Cross K~rkland Trail 3,420 

Various Locations: annual pedestrian improv. (2001 ad-hoc) 25,473 

124th Avenue NE HOV Lane: 85th Street to 116th Street 15,024 

NE 70th Street HOV Lane: 132nd Avenue to 1-405 7,614 

NE 132nd Street: 100th to 132nd Avenue NE (Add 1 lane each d~rect~on) 23,022 

Covered Parking Structure over Marina Parking lot 11,000 

Total $ 112,201 



By segregating these large projects from the remaining projects, the funding need was restated from $256 
million to $131 million or $6.2 million per year. The following chart reconciles the original deficit numbers 
to the revised funding need: 

Total Original Funding 
Project Needs 

Difference Funding to Needs (387,047) 

Funding Preferences Appl~ed 
Voted Debt 67,452 
Non-Voted Debt 39,460 
Additional REET Revenue 16,773 
Surface Water Funding 20.089 

Subtotal 143,774 

Revised Funding Deficit (243,273) 

I Transportation Projects (external) 112.201 

Revised Funding Deficit 1$131.0731 

Revised Annual Funding Deficit ($6.2 million)' 

* Based on total funding need of $131 million divided by 21  years (total project years incorporated 
into the LTClP calculations) 

Discussion of Criteria for Ranking Project Priorities -The subcommittee received information about how 
CIP needs are currently prioritized and how funding is applied. Each category or project (i.e. transportation, 
parks, surface water, etc.) has its own criteria that staff and advisory boards use to rank projects. The projects 
that score the highest (i.e. meet the most criteria) have the highest priority to receive funding. 

Over the years, the City Council has apportioned funding levels between the different project categories. Some 
capital revenue sources are legally dedicated to a project type (e.g. gas tax can only be used for transportation 
improvements). Other revenue sources, such as the real estate excise tax, are legally dedicated to capital but 

ny project area. Council policy establishes the allocation of REET between categories of 
purpose revenue is also used to fund the capital program (i.e. sales tax, interest income). 

These sources are directed by Council policy from the operating budget to the capital budget and, within the 
capital budget, to project categories. By designating levels of funding between project categories, the Council 
has indirectly identified project priorities. 

The subcommittee agreed that broad based criteria should be employed to evaluate projects across categories 
for the purposes of prioritizingfunding needs. Examples of broad-based criteria include the following (not in any 
particular order of importance): 

o Maintains or replaces existing asset needed to provide basic public setvices (street overlay, facilities life 
cycle repairs, fire station renovation) 

o Meets concurrency requirements (transportat~on capaclty projects) 
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o Funded from restricted source with precommitted uselno City funds obligated (some of the Sound Transit 
projects) 

o Needed for efficientleffective service delivery of basic public services (public safety information system) 

o Provides additional capacity to meet adopted levels of setvice that do not have concurrency requirements 
(parks capaciv projects) 

o Provides new level of non-mandated sewice (fire training faciliQ) 

o Furthers Council-adopted policy initiative (non-motorized transportation projects) 

Council Retreat Planning -In preparation for the Council retreat, the subcommittee identified six policy 
issues for discussion by the full Council. 

o Use of voted debt for parks and sidewalks 

o Use of Local Improvement Districts 

o Impact fees 

o Level of service 

o Possible reallocation of non-restricted funding sources 

o Next steps - (Council/Subcommittee Process, Role of Boards and Commissions, 6year CIP preparation) 

Each of these issues is introduced in the following pages and supported by staff reports. For each issue a policy 
objective is suggested to help form Council's discussion. 
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LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 

1. Use of Voted Debt 

Objective: Reaffirm Council policy direction to use voted debt for certain project types 

Discussion: The Council funding preferences developed at the 2002 retreat indicated a strong consensus 
for usingvoted debt for parks capacity projects, sidewalk projects (including the Safe School Walk Routes 
project) and, possibly, the Public Safety Building. The LTClP subcommittee applied debt to a number of 
projects (total value of $67.5 million) which significantly reduced the funding need. 

The following project categories were "funded" by applying the use of voted debt: 

Voted Debt (in 000's) 
Sidewalks (voted debt or feein-lieu) 

Possible bond-school walk routes 
Other sidewalks 

Subtotal Sidewalks (voted debt or feein-lieu) 

Parks Capacity Projects 
Neighborhood parks - future 
Community parks 
Natural areas/open space 
Outdoor sports fields 
Indoor recreation space 

Subtotal Parks Capacity 

Public Safety - Regional Training Facility 

Total Voted Debt 

The subcommittee would like the Council to reaffirm this policy direction which would be based on the 
assumption that these projects would only be completed if voter approved debt were secured. A summary 
of major parks property purchases is on the following page that shows the City's historical funding 
mechanisms for parks acquisition (i.e. capacity). 

The subcommittee also applied nonvoted debt to a number of projects. These projects would need to have 
a generalpurpose revenue stream identified in order to service the debt. Projects funded from nonvoted 
debt include: 

Non-Voted Debt (structures) (in 000's) 
Downtown park~ng structure 
Maintenance service center 
Public safety building 
New fire stations 

Total Non-Voted Debt 

As a frame of reference, each $1  million of nonvoted debt requires about $84,000 in annual revenue to 
support debt service. 



City of Kirkland 
Park Acquisitions - 10 Year Analysis 

YearlProperty..Name . I UselNea I Amount 1- . . . Funding Source ' . . ' .  

1993 1 I 1 
1 I ~en t ra l  Houghton Park Central Houghton Park 
i I I 
I 
i 

1995 
Houghton Landfill 

1994 
Burhen 
1st Summit 
David Brink Park 

Potential Park Site 

1997 
Daniels 
Williamson 
McAuliffe (appraisals) 

Waterfront Park 
Juanita Bay Park 
David Brink Park 

Forbes Valley 
N Rose HillNVoodiands Pk 
McAuliffe Park 

1998 
McAuliffe (earnest money) 
lrondale 

McAuliffe Park 
Everest Park 

Blair Property 
Gregg Property 
Miller Property 

Near McAuliffe Park 
S Juanita Neigh. Park 
S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 

Pierce Property 
Rayne-Currey Property 
Lindahl Property 
McAuliffe (appraisals) 
Fernco Property 

I .~ i i ta Beach Park I Juanita Beach Park I 

S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 
S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 
S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 
McAuliffe Park 
Forbes Creek Park 

2001 
McAuliffe (property) McAuliffe Park 

180,525 

1,226,557 
800,495 

1,510.557 

20,000 

Park Bond 

GranVGrant Match Reserve 
General Purpose Reserve 
GranVGeneral Purpose Reserve 

General Purpose Reserve 

92,466 
717,022 

3,647 

Gen Purpose Rs~/Open Space Fee-in-Lieu 
REET l/Open Space Fee-in-Lieu 
Building & Property Reserve 

41 1,000 
80,000 

REET 1 
Gen Purpose RsrvIOpen Space Fee-in-Lieu 

198,171 
81,246 

198,889 

REET 1 
REET 1 
REET 1 

27,352 
1,900 

232,824 
12,499 
48,333 

- Property transfer from King County I I 

REET 1 
REET 1 
REET 1 
Building & Property Reserve 
Building & Property Reserve 

5,750,000 Building & Property Reserve - $1 million 
REET 1 Reserve - $2 million 
Debt (bonds) - $2.75 million 
REET 1 annual revenue for debt svc - $231,000 



2. Use of Local Improvement Districts (LID's) 

Objective: Determine whether and/or where LID's can be applied to unfunded projects in the twentyyear 
CIP. 

Discussion: Local improvement districts have primarily been used to fund utility projects. LID'S are 
appropriate when a defined set of properties will benefit from an improvement and a majority of the 
property owners want to have the project completed. LID's are financed through the sale of bonds that are 
retired from assessments to property owners. A more complete discussion of LID's, their historical uses 
and pros and cons is in the attached memo from Public Works. A listing of previous LID's by type and 
location is included at the end of the memo. 

As their memo indicates, LID's are an appropriate financing method when certain conditions are met. 
However, there are drawbacks to their'use, especially for projects that are traditionally funded from City 
revenue sources. 

The Council funding preference indicated a strong consensus to consider LID's as a way to fund more 
projects. Before applying LID funding to projects on the twentyyear CIP, the subcommittee wanted to 
check in with the Council to determine how this funding source can realistically be applied to non-utility 
projects. 
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MEMORANDUM 

I To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

1 From: Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
Jim A. Arndt, P.E., Public Works Director 

Date: February 28,2003 

Subject LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS 

This memo briefly summarizes the Local Improvement District (LID) process in response tothe Council's desire to 
look at UDs as a possible funding mechanism in the C i s  ongoing longterm CIP. Public Works staff has been 
directly involved with two completed UDs. five to six LID "investigations", and has attended as well as conducted a' 
number of UD information/tmining presentations since starting with the C i i .  Also attached to this memo is an 
informational brochure that was developed by the C i i  that has been widely distributed in the community toaddress 
many of the general questions raised by the public regarding the process. 

A Local Improvement District (LID) is a process made a~ilable through RCW 35.43 authorizing Cies to plan, 
construct, and finance impr&ments that are determined to be in the public's interest. lmprwements can range 
from utilives such as water and sewermain construction, to sidewalks, parks, roads, buildings and parking facilities. 
Municipali1.e~ generally sell bonds to provide the initial funding for the planningand construction, and the 
benefactors of the improvements are then assessed all or a portion of the cost otthe improvements overa 
predetermined period of time - typically ten years. 

Kirkland has utilized the LID process a number of times for such improvements as sewermainconstruction, storm 
. . drainage, street limngand sidewalks. The.1980'~ saw a proliferation of LIDS in Kirkland and were the process 

sed to plan and construct the infrastructure in the Par-Macarea of Totem Lalce, the narrowing and pedestrian 
mprovements to Park Lane between Lake Street and Mainstreet, and the purchase of property and construction of 

the Lake and Central Parking Lot. Many areas of the Ciiy were sewered using LIDS', and most recently the City 
. provided underground power, street and sidewalk improvements to NE 62.' Street in the Lakeview neighborhood., 

Costs associated with these UDs have ranged from around $100,000 to nearly $2.7 million with the Par-Mac UD. 
. I n  the Par-Mac LID, grants and other sources of external funding accounted for approdmately 50% of the funding 

. . while the associated properties were assessed the remaining 50%. Sewer UDs beneft specific properties and are 
. . borne 100% by'the associated properties. 

. .. 

LIDS can be formed in two ways: by petition [of the property owners), and by resolution (of the C i  Council); both are 
. ' . defined in the RCWs. In Kirkland, the resolution method is the preferred method, however to initiate the process, it 

... . has been our policy not to undertake investigation and preliminary work until a "petition" representing 70"X of the 
. impacted propea owners has been submitted. 

. . 

. .  . . : , Often times, there is an iterative process at the initial stages of an LID formation. Prior to agreeing to pay for their 
costs, affected propea owners are primarily interested in what the LID will cost them, however those estimates 

. .  . 
. . . . .  . 

. . . , 
. . . . 1 



cannot be developed to a high level of cettainiy without the City first incurring up front costs such as planning, 
property appraisals, preiiminafy engineering etc. Staff is put in a position of discussing the costs in generalities that 
are lypicaily not defined enough for the proponents; on proposed LIDS it is difficult to proceed beyond this stage 
without a source of funds which, if the LID proceeds, will be included in the overall cost of the UD. 

A prospective LID, besides being in the publlc's interest, must meet two criiera: 

1) The special benefit of an improvement to an individllal included in the LID must be greater than their 
assessment; and, 

2) Individual assessments must be proportional to the special benefit to that individual (i.e. the greatest 
benefit has the greatest assessment). 

I Special benefit is most typically defined as the increase in property market value with the improvements. This 
... . becomes somewhat subjectivethe more complex a proposed LID becomes. A sanitary sewer UD of 10 equally sized 

lots with single family homes being sewed by septic systems is easier to ascertain speciai benefits for than a mixed 
zoningNand use LID that proposes to provide underground utiliies, street improvements, and other amenities. The 
more complex the proposed LID is, the greater the potential subjectivity and the higher the initial costs. After the 

. . .  determination of the two essential criteria, the process for the creation of an LID is strictiy controlled by statue and 
involves a number of public n~cat ions,  hearings, and protestopportunities. UDs pro* a viable mechanism to 
perform improvements, but do have strengths and drawbacks. 

. . . .  . 

. . . . 

STRENGTHS AND DRAWBACKS OF AN LID 

Strengths: 

~. 10 year financing for proponents with low interest rates 
relatively "immediate" improvements 

. . ownership by those grticipatin'g 
. . source of funding for desired improvements for the City 

Drawbacks: 

Subje&ive definition of benefactors 
. . 

. . 
Resource consuming process (hearings, publications, protest periods, etc) 

* Potential to pit neighbor against neighbor or resident against the City 
41% support level can prevail 

,' . Projects most suitable: 

Easily defined benefit area or benefactors 
Demonstrated large support level surrounding proposed impovements 
A general class of improvements (i.e, sidewalks on local streets only) 

. . . . Potential LID projects in the LT CIP: 
. . 

. . ... 

. . Parking garage.. 

. .. . . Sidewalks along local streets 
Neighborhood parks 

. . ... \ \ci~hall3wu\usen\R~IGER\MISCM~\2003\m3'c~~uT retreat Laal  lmprwement Oiskict memad- 
. . . . 

. . . ~ . . 



SUMMARY OF LID INFORMATION 

LID IMPROVEMENTS LOCATION DATE MAP SECTION GRID MAP 

Assessment map 

Water extension 

Paving and drainage 

Storm, street and sewer 

Sewer 

Sewer 

Street, sidewalk, sewer, storm 

Sewer 

Street, sewer 

Houghton 

Houghton 

Central Houghton 

Central Houghton 

Lakeview 

Central Houghton 

Central Houghton 

Central Houghton 

Central Houghton 

8, 17 

17 

17 

8 

17,20 

17 

8 

8 

17 (Kirkland LID) 

10 Storm, sewer, street Lakev~ew 2/65 20 (Bellevue LID) A4 

11 Street, storm Lakev~ew 8/67 8 D4 

92 Water, street Central 2/28 5, 6 F4, F5 

94 Street Nork~rk, Market 1/50 5, 6 F4, G4, F5, G5 

95 Assessment map 1/50 5, 6 

97 Water, sewer Everest 6/57 8 E3 

98 Sewer Nork~rk 11/63 5 F3, G3. F4, G4 

99 Assessment map Market 11/66 6 

100 Street, storm, sewer, water Nork~rk 4/67 5,6 F3, G3, F4, G4, G5 

104 Electrical, storm Central 8/71 5, 6 F4, F5 

105 Assessment map 11/70 

106 Sewer Bndle Tra~ls 8/70 9 D l ,  D2 

107 Sewer Central Houghton 8/70 8, 17 C3, D3 

108 Assessment map 

109 Sewer 

110 Sewer 

112 Sewer 

5/72 6 

Highlands 4/73 4. 5 F2, G2, F3, G3 

Highlands 4/73 5 G3 

Central Houghton 6/73 17 C3 

113 Sewer Central Houghton 7/74 17 C4 

115 Water, road, br~dge, sewer, Totem Lake, North 6/80 28, 32, 33 12, J2, H3, 13 
landscap~ng, storm (Par-Mac) Rose H~ l l  

116 Storm, sewer Central Houghton 3/78 8 D3 

117 Street, electrical, water (Park Lane) Central 7/79 5 F4 

119 Park~ng lot (LakejCentral) Central 4/82 5 F4 

120 Sewer South Rose H ~ l l  5/83 4 F2 

121 Water, sewer, storm, street (PLA5) Central 5/84 5 F3, F4 

122 Sewer North Rose Hlll 6/91 4 G1 

126 UG ut~l~t~es, storm, street Lakev~ew 9/97 
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LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 

3. Impact Fees 

Objective: Determine whether impact fee rates should be increased in order to generate additional capital 
revenue. 

Discussion: The Growth Management Act authorizes collection of impact fees for such capital facilities as 
roads, parks, fire, schools, hospitals and libraries, to maintain the adopted level of service necessitated by 
new development. More background information on impact fees and how they must be used is provided in 
Attachment A, a summary introduction on impact fees from the City's impact fee rate study dated March 
1999. 

Afler an e~ghteen month process, road impact fees were adopted in April 1999 and went into effect on June 
14, 1999. Park impact fees were adopted in August 1999 and went into effect on August 30, 1999. The 
adopted impact fee rates for both roads and parks were set at 50% of what could have been charged under 
State law for growth-related needs to maintain our adopted level of service. 

At the same time, the Lake Washington School District requested that the City Council adopt school impact 
fees, but the Council decided not to adopt fees for any other facility, including schools. 

There are two ways that impact fee revenue can be increased. First, the City Council can increase the 
percentage recovery assumed in the impact fee calculation. For instance, road impact fees assume a fifty 
percent recovery rate. If the recovery rate were increased to sixty percent, it would result in additional 
annual revenue of $100,000 (which translates to a twenty percent increase in revenue and the fee itselfl. 
On the following pages, the City's road impact fees are compared to those of surrounding jurisdictions 
(including historical rates, current rates and potential new rate at the sixty percent recovery rate). 

The second way to increase impact fee revenue is to provide for an annual inflation adjustment to 
acknowledge the increasing cost of projects. A three percent inflation factor on road impact fees yields 
about 2.8% more annual revenue or, based on last year's road impact fee revenue of $537,000, about 
$15,000. 

Road Impact Fees 

act fees for transportation have been in effect since 1999, and projections for their contribution to the 
were originally estimated to be $1.1 million per year. This estimate was based on what would have 

been received with the previous year's development pace. The annual projection was reduced to $600,000 
in 2001 for the 2002-2007 CIP based on what was actually being generated. This reduction was due in 
part to weaker development activity, but it was also due to the fact that a number of developments were 
installing frontage improvements and thus received "credits" against their required impact fees. Two CIP 
projects that were the beneficiaries of these improvements in-lieu of impact fees were the Juanita Drive 
(CST-0030 completed in 2002) and 124"Ave NE (CST-0064 unfunded in the 2002-2007 CIP) roadway 
improvement projects. 

Juanita Village dedicated right-of-way valued at $97,000 to the City for the Juanita Drive project which would 
have otherwise had to have been purchased using City and/or TIE funding. This amount of contribution 
directly reduced the impact fees that they would have had to pay to the City. Four other developments 
including Esther Park, the Landmark short plat, the Eastwood plat, and Kirkland Village dedicated nearly 
$116,000 worth of right-of-way and installed an estimated $193,000 worth of improvements along 124" 
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Ave NE. It is appropriate for contributions of this magnitude to reduce the CIP project estimates, and staff 
is proposing to incorporate these elements into the estimates being prepared for the 2004-2009 CIP. 

As a part of the original study to determine the level of Kirkland impact fees, impact fees for a number of 
other cities were gathered for comparison. In preparation of the Council retreat, a number of those same 
cities were again contacted to determine their current level of impact fee. The following table is a 
comparison of impact fees for single family residential development for various cities. 

Camas 1,375 1 
Olymp~a 1,135 1 60% lmpact fee rate 

NOTES: 

(1) Redmond has seven transportation management districts; the 1999 value represents the highest value 
and the 2003 value represents the average value for single family impact fees. 

(2) Newcastle, not included in the 1999 table, includes $810 King County MPS fees to pay for identified 
King County Transportation projects. 

(3) Bellevue has 15 sub-areas; the 1999 value represents the highest value and the 2003 value represents 
the average value for single family impact fees. 

Although the impact fees are determined using the PM peak hour trips, this comparison of single family 
fees is the most widely available for comparison purposes. Using the PM peak hour fee as a base, the 
impact fee for other land uses can also be calculated. Attachment B is a comparison of impact fees for 
various cities for multi-family, retail, and other land uses. 
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Park Impact Fees 

Currently, the City charges a park impact fee of $612 for a new single family unit and $430 for a new 
multifamily unit. These fees were based on the City charging 50% of the maximum allowable under State 
law. If new growth in Kirkland was asked to pay its full proportional share for building new park facilities 
needed to maintain the adopted Level of Service, the impact fee rate would be $1,226 for single family and 
$860 for multl-family. These fee rates were based on the cost of purchasing and developing park facilities 
in 1998; current costs would be higher. 

Attachment C is a chart showing what other cities charge for park impact fees compared to the City 01 
Kirkland based on a survey collected in February 2003. 

The original revenue estimate for parks impact fee revenue was $233,500, however, that estimate was later 
revised to $40,000 per year after lower receipts during 2000 and 2001. In 2002, the City collected 
$151,264 in parks impact fees. However. $84,000 of that amount was from one project (Juanita Village) 
and is not expected to be collected on an annual basis. The annual estimate used in the LTClP projections 
is $40,000. 

The following table shows historical road and park impact fee revenue collections compared to budgeted 
amounts: 

Impact Fees - Revenue Trends 
Roads Parks 

Budget Actual Budget Actual 
1999 $ 1,100,000 $ 75,020 $ 233,500 $ 350 
2000 1,100,000 472,870 233,500 37,642 
2001 1,100,000 471,768 233,500 151,264 
2002 600,000 536.939 40.000 57.046 
Total $ 3,900,000 $ 1,556,597 $ 740,500 $ 246,302 



. . ATTACHMENT A 

INTRODUCTION 

DEFINITION OF IMPACT FEES 

Impact fees are charges on new development to pay for capital improvements (e.g., parks, 
schools, roads, etc.) necessitated by that development. Transportation impact fies are 
collected to fund improvements that add capacity to the transportation system to 
accommodate the travel demand added by new development. The Revised Code of 
Washington (RCW 82.02.050) defines the legislation as intended to ensure that adequate 
facilities are available to serve new growth; to establish standards by which new growth and 
development pay a proportionate share of the cost of new facilities needed to serve new 
growth and development; and to ensure that impact fees are imposed through established 
procedures and criteria so that specific developments do not pay arbitrary fees or duplicative 
fees for the same impact. 

LEGAL AUTHORIZATION 

The primary enabling mechanism for imposing impact fees in Washington is the Growth 
Management Act (GMA). Prior to the passage of the GMA, local agencies primarily relied on 
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process to exact revenues from developers to 
fimd mitigation projects necessitated by the development. 

Growth Management Act (GMA) 

The GMA (passed in 1990) modified the portion of RCW 82.02.020 regarding impact fees 
and specifically authorized the use of impact fees for areas planning under the Act GMA 
allows impact fees for system improvements that reasonably relate to the impacts of new 
development, and specifies that fees are not to exceed a proportionate share of the costs of 
improvements. 

The following are specific requirements for a municipality to impose GMA impact fees: 

The municipality must have an ordinance authorizing impact fees; 
ees may apply only to improvements identified in a Capital Facilities Plan; 

The agency must establish one or more service areas for fees; 
A formula or other method for calculating impact fees must be established; 
The fees cannot be used to finance improvements to existing capacity deficiencies, 
although the fees can be used to recoup the cost of improvements already made to address 
the needs of hture development; 
The fees may not be arbitrary or duplicative; 
The fees must be earmarked specifically and be retained in special interest-bearing 
accounts; 

. . . . 
. . Fees may be paid under protest; and 

. . 

. . Transportation . . Impact Fee Rate Study I . . Cify ofKirkland 
. . I 



Fees not expended within six years must be refunded with interest. 

In calculating impact fees, the following components are to be included: 

Cost ofpublic facilities necessitated by development; 
Adjustment to the cost for past or future payments by development to the extent that such 
payments are earmarked for or proratable to the particular system improvement, 
Availability of other funds, 
Cost of existing facilities improvements, 
Methods by which existing facilities were financed, 
Credit for the value of any dedication of land to facilities identified in the CIP and 
required as a condition of approval, 
Adjustment for unusual circumstances, and 
Consideration of studies and data submitted by the developer. 

I 
A sound accounting system is therefore important to ensure that the impact fees collected are 
assigned to the appropriate improvement projects and the developer is not charged twice for 
the same improvement. 

. . 

. . 
Transpor!ation Impoct Fee Rote Sfudy 2 ,  . .: . . ' ' -. City ofKirirkand ' ' . 

. . . . . . 



PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE - Effective 10127199 

$612 New single family detached 

$430 New multifamily (attached, stacked and 
assisted living) 

1 . , : .  

I 

. . . 
j .  

. . :  
. . . .  

. . 

. . 
. ' 

.. 

. 

. 

. . 

1. For additional information, see Kirkland Municipal Code, Chapter 27.06 
(Ordinance 3703 as adopted and Ordinance 3713 as amended). 

2. Fees must be paid prior to issuance of Building or Tenant Improvement 
Permit. 

3. Any building permit associated with a previously approved short plat or 
subdivision in which the Park In Lieu of Open Space Fee has been' paid 
would be exempt fiom a Park Impact Fee. 

4..Accessory Dwelling Units approved under Section 115.65 of the Zoning 
Code are considered part of the associated single-family unit for the 
purposes of this fee. 

. . 

. .  . 
. . . . . . 

. . 

. . 

. . 
. . 

. . 
. . 

. . 
. . .  . . 

, . . . 

. . I 



~igure 3 

lmpact Fee Cost Allocation 
1998-1999 lmpact Fee Rate Study 

Tansportation Improvements 
(20-year List) 

PreservaEon/Safety Capacity Projects 
Projects 

Other 

$44.67 Million Prcjects 

Due to Growth Due to 
Edsting Defciency 

$44.67 Million 
$0.00 Million 

lmpact Fees I- 
City Growth (53%) 

Other Funding 

$15.10 Million 

+ 
Other 

Grant Funds 

$12.26 Million 

NonGity Growth (47%) 

. ~ 

lmpact Fee : 
Schedule . . .  . . 

. . .  , . . . . 
. . 
.. .. 

. .. .. . 

. . 
I I  . . . . . . . TransporIation Impact Fee Rate S&+ Cify oJKirkland . . 

. . . . . . ' , .  .. . . . 
. . . . 

. .  . . . . . . . 
. . .  . 

. . . . 
.. . . . .  . . . .  . I 

I passmubaflic I 

f Funding Sources 

Gmwth Costs (Net) 

$32.41 Million 





Park l m ~ a c t  Fees for 
Single Family Homes in Washington 
L?-< :c;:-"+%e$*,v-.'; .--<.-~;@~; >a+ .+-::=,.=:.. - 
c.=,:.:. =.:=:% ~z~Iac$:; :.... d.~+:&>$+->~e 
lssaquah 1 $3,147.00 
Carnas $2.290.00 

w""-."u 

North Bend $591.00 
Burlington $582.00 
Tumwater $563.88 

Xirkland's current fee is 'h of the total cost of what could have 
maintain LOS for new development ~ ' 

Survey done 2/03 
. . 

C.,IUii~014&,ro\aP"~"~~h(h(,h(!,~I,~ 

. . 

Renton $530.76 
. , Poulsbo $500.00 
. Pasco $495.00 

Pwallup $49 1.00 
Buckley $440.00 

. ' Eatonville $400.00 
. Lvnden $400.00 

Blaine $352.19. 

ArrACHMENl 
Park lmnact Fees for  

. 

' . 

. ' . 

~ ~~~ 

~ul t i -Fami ly Homes i n  Washington 
$:;@y,&Z$-'. -- %%:?&;$*:;* 

-, . . . . . 
<.,c. - i~b&> >>--= e,A&%&aj 
lssaauah 1 $2,189.00 
Bellsvue (not citrwide) 1 $1,976.00 

University Place 
Kennewick 
Sultan 

,Sedro Woolv 
Sumner 
Zillah 
Mawsville 
Arlington 

Renton 
Blaine 

$322.00 
$300.00 
$300.00 
$250.00 
$250.00 
$250.00 
$200.00 
$100.00 

1 University Place I $231.001 

been charged to fund needed park facilities to 
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LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 

4. Level of Service 

Objective: Determine whether to change the adopted level of service standard for roads and parks in 
order to reduce project needs. 

Discussion: The adopted level of service directly impacts the CIP by committing the City to capacity 
projects that allow infrastructure to keep pace with new development. By reducing the level of service, 
fewer projects are needed to meet the standard. Fewer projects may reduce the unfunded needs generated 
for transportation. For parks, the LTClP projections assume that all parks capacity projects will be funded 
by voted debt and impact fees. Therefore, decreasing the level of service for parks would result in lower 
impact fee revenue (because fewer projects would generate a different fee) but would not reduce the overall 
funding need of $131 million. 

The attached memo from Public Works describes the potential impacts of adjusting the adopted level of 
service for roads. 



f"". C I N  OF KIRKLAND 
~i o Department of Public Works 
5 123 Fifth Avenue, W a n d ,  WA 98033 421.828.1243 

q'~zNO*v m.d.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Dave Ramsay, Ci Manager 

From: David Godfrey, P.E., Transpottation 
Thang Nguyen, Transportation 
Jim A. Arndt, P.E., Public Works ~irectkr -,- 

Date: February 28,2003 
i 
i 

Subject: ./ council Retreat: Vehicular Level of Sennce 

Background 
This memo represents an update of the LOS material presented at last year's Council Retreat. Most of the 
information is the same, but the LOS status information has been updated to reflect current data. 

Due to requirements in the Growth Management Act, each city in Washington is required to establish Concurrency 
. . 

thresholds for vehicular level of service fLOS1. It was hooed that establishment of LOS thresholds woul'd ensure . . 
that new development would be allowed only when roadky projects, keeping traffii congestion at a reasonable 
level, were constructed concurrently with the development. While LOS thresholds are required to be established by 
each city, each city may establish them independently and there are no requirements as to what those thresholds 
must be. They could be loose; meaning that traffic congestion could increase relatively far before steps are taken 
to control it or they could be tighter; with the intention that development would be restrained or road projects would 
be built sooner or bigger to achieve less congestion. 

In general, Kirkland standards have been looser die to decisions about capital funding, communityvalues 
regarding the size of the road network as outlined in the next paragraph. lssaquah is an example of a city where 
standards are tighter. Kirkland has not yet "run up against" concurrency. lssaquah has; a moratorium on certain 
types of development is in place there. It's not clear ihat traffic congestion has lessened as a resutt of the 
moratorium. Others have noted a conflict caused by concurrency: when the standards for traffic congestion are too 
strict, development may be encouraged away from denser areas, yet the denser areas may be exactly where 
development should be placed to suppott transportation options such as tansit. This conflict is one of the topics 
being explored in the fourcity concurrency group of which Kirkiand is a part. 

The reason Kirkland's standards are more loose stems from the philosophy by which they are set, which can be 
. . 

. ' generalized as follows: 
1. Determine a number of trips irom a given land use. 
2. Find a road network that is affordable and that isn't based on substantial road widening. 
3. Given 1 and 2, calculate the Level of Service and make that level the threshold for concurrency. 
By definition, the resulting standard will accommodate the anticipated land use on a network that can be built. 
There is, however, no guarantee that the adopted level . .  of service . will be acceptable. 1t.m.ight be quite poor. . 

. . 
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A more traditional approach to setting concurrency standardsis as follows: 
1. Establish the Level of Service for intersections that is acceptable 
2. 'Determine the number of trips from a given land use 
3. ~ i n d  the network that is needed to accommodate the number of trios from 2. at the level of setvice in 1. 
By setting a good level of setvice in step 1, there is an assumption that congestion levels will be acceptable or else 
new development won't be allowed. Of course there is no guarantee that the needed road network is either 
affordable, aesthetically acceptable, in harmony with the proposed land use or otherwise in keeping with the 
desires of the community. 

In August of 2000, the Transportation Commission was formed and the Council asked the Commission to review 
concurrency. This review was to include both how we measure LOS and where the thresholds are set. After 

/ ! reviewing a number of possible systems, the Commission recommended keeping the existing system for how we 
measure; namely, planning level volume to capacity ratios (V/C) at signalized intersections averaged by subareas. 
However, they recommended a change in what ievel of service was acceptable. While keeping one measure . . 

' 

. derived from the first three step process above, they added'a cap, beyond which no intersection can deteriorate. 
This level was set at V/C of 1.4. The Commission examined capping at 1.2, but felt that me cost of projects 
needed to do this was too high. On the other hand, they.felt that some sort of cap was needed to check a decline 

: in level of service, even though they realized that some intersections will exceed 1.4, given proposed land use and 
-proposed projects unless changes were made. They also felt that the subject could be explored again when revised 

. . land use projections are available and when Council weighed in with further direction on CIP funding preferences. 

. . 
This work is scheduled for 2003. For reference. Table 1 shows cunent, 2007 and 2012 thresholds fur subarea 
'average V/C. 

. . 
. . .  . Tahin 1 

Options 

The options for level of service are: 

- 

1. Keep the LOS standards as they are now (with the 1.4 maximum cap). 
2. Make the LOS standards more stringent to tolerate less congestion. 

. . 
' 3: Make the LOS standards less stringentto allow more congestion. 

. . 

Measure 
2003 Current value 
2003 Standard 

Option 1 requires improvements beyond the 2012 list (of an unknown additional amount) in order to get all 
intersections below the 1.4 cap with proposed land use. Still, the level of congestion aiiowed by the current system 
is quite high and only a handful of intersections will be close to the 1.4 level. 

:. option 2 requires more money for road improvements, and the concurrency limits become more important when 
. . ' . ' considering what development projects can be allowed. Those-who see new development as a major source of 

congestion are likely to support Option 2. ... ' \ 

. : . . . . 

Subarea Average V/C 
Swthwest I Northwest 1 . Northeast I East 
0.77 0.83 0.76 0.94 
1.00 1 128 1 1.01 I 1.09 



Option 3 requires less funding for improvements and concurrency standards are less likely to restrict development. 
Those who feel that concurrency and LOS standards should not be the main considerations for allowing 
development, and are willing to accept more congestion, are likely to support Option 3. 

Figure 1 illustrates the estimated financial implications of the three options. We looked at three different sets of 
intersection improvements, holding land use constant. For each network, the average V/C ratio for signalized 
intersection in each subarea was calculated; the solid line connects these average points. The dots above the lines 
are the V/C ratios for the worst individual intersection in the subarea. The $32 million network represents funding 
as is currently anticipated with the 2012 list.. It's estimated that for $40 million, the worst intersections can be 
brought to below V/C of 1.4 and for $50 million, the worstintersections can be broughtto below V/C of 1.2. 
~ssentially, as more money is spent on improvements, the extra money is dedicated to improving theworst 
performing intersections. The data used to prepare Figure 1 is illustrative but may be somewhat dated. Updates of 
land use for 2022 are currently underway and will eventually be accompanied by a new 2022 network, which may 
result in different projects with different cost estimates and different LOS impacts. . . 

Alternatively, instead of funding only intersection impmements.-some or all of the increased expenditures could 
fund nonSOVimprovements like queue by passes, in orderto improve mode split. A quantification of the causal 
link between nonSOV improvements and mode split is unclear, therefore it is difficult to say with certainty the 
magnitude of mode split associated with a given setof projects. 

Itis, of course, possible to reduce funding below $32 million. The resulting LOS depends on which projects are 
removed, and so it is not shown o'n Figure 1. The likely candidates for removal are in the Totem Lake subarea. 
Alternatively, HOV queue by pass projects could'be removed from the $32 million list to reduce the total. This 
choice could result in not achieving or maintaining the mode split which is adopted in the Comprehensive Plan and 

. . .  
' 

. which plays a part in the LOS calculations. Failure to achiev+/maintain this mode split would resuit in a poorer 
. . . . 

LOS, all other things being equal. Note that Figure 1 would change with changes to factors like land use, mode' 
split, project cost and selection, but the basic relationship should remain constant. 

. . 

What does 1.2 feel like? 

The planningmefhodand the opemtionaalmetbodare two procedures for calculating performance at signalized 
intersedions and it's beyond the scope of this memo to explore either their details or their advantages and 

: disadvantages for various situations. We use the planning method to calculate the V/C ratios at signalized . .  . 
. ' . : intersections when considering concurrency. The operational method reports results in terms of delay. Delay is 
. . ' - the difference between a) how long it takes to travel through the intersection and b) how long it would take if there 

.: were no other vehicles on the road. Obviously, it's much easier to mentally picture and compare seconds of belay 
than V/C. 

. . I n  order to get a better feel for the V/C ratio, we brought the planning and operational methods together. To do 
. . this, we looked at three intersections in Totem Lake, and for each one, we changed the volume (but kept everything 

. . .  
'else constant) until a planning method V/C of a certain level (1.2, 1.4, 1.6) was met For each of these specific 
planning level V/C situations we also performed an operational analysis. 

. . 
. . 



vs. Cost of Improvements by Subarea 2012 
Southwest N o r t h w e s t  -Northeast E a s t  
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Funding level = $32 performance of worst 
intersections in subarea 

1 

Cost of improvements (Millions) 
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Figure 2 shows the relationship between operat~onal delay and planning V/C. For example the range of delay 
values for a V/C of 1.2 is between 50 and 90 seconds. Note that the delay values overlap, a delay of 80-90 
seconds might be found at either a poorer 1.2 intersection or a better 1.4 intersection. Also note that the ranges of 
delay are wider as V/C ratio increases; the range for V/C of 1.2 is 40 seconds wide, that for V/C of 1.6 is 60 
seconds wide. 

1 Figure 2 
Plng < Operational Method Delay (seconds) > 

140 150 160 170 

. :. 

. . 
Figure 3 puts the information from Figure 1 and 2 together.. The colored bands represent the overlapping ranges of 
delay from Figure 2. The purpose of Figure 3 is  to put the information from Figure 1 in a delay context to make the 

- . impact of changing transportation funding easier to understand. '. 
. . 



Figure 3 

Planning V/C vs. Cost of improvements by Subarea 2012 
-Southwest N o r t h w e s t  -Northeast E a s t  

rnill~on. Reduced fundingscenar~o 

0.9 I I 1 I I I I I 

Cost of improvements (Millions) 



LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 

5. Reallocation of Discretionary Funding 

Objective: Determine whether current allocations between project areas should be changed. 

Discussion: Discretionary funding sources refers to revenue sources that are general purpose in nature 
(ex. sales tax and interest income) or that are legally dedicated to capital purposes but can be broadly used 
for any capital purpose (e.g. real estate excise tax). The following table shows the current annual funding 
matrix for all project categories in the CIP. 

Current Revenue Allocations 
(in 1,000s of dollars) 

The annual funding matrix reflects only those sources of revenue available on an annual ongoing basis. In addition 
the revised LTClP estimates incorporate additional annual funding as follows: 

ditional annual funding by source: 

Add~t~onal REET 1 $400,000 
Add~t~onal REET 2 (transportat~on) 200,000 
REET 2 Reserve (transportat~on) 199,000 
Surface Water Rates (transportat~on) 956.000 

Total 1,755,000 

Additional annual funding by categoty: 

Transportation 
Unallocated 

Total 
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After applying the additional funding to transportation, the relative level of need changes. The following chart shows 
the level of remaining unfunded need compared to the average total annual need for each project category. 

The relative amount of fundlng needed by project category varies both as a percent and as a total dollar amount due 
to the variance in total needs. For instance, roads has a 34% funding need based on the current revenue allocation, 
but needs almost $5 million more per year. Technology has the largest relative funding deficit at 68%, but only 
needs $1.1 million to close the gap. 

Average Unfunded Percent 
Annual Need Annual Need Unfunded 
(in 000's) (in 000's) 

Public safety appears to be over-funded on this table. This occurs because its annual allocation of $250,000 per 
year is more than it needs on an annual basis over 20 years, once the voted and non-voted debt funding is applied. 
This funding could be moved to any other category. 

Transpottat~on 
Parks 
Publlc Safety 
Technology 
Fac~l~tles 
Other Gen. Govt. 
Total 

It should be noted that the addit~onal REET 1 revenue of $400,000 has not yet been allocated to a project category 
( ~ t  should also be noted that REET 1 could not dlrectly be used for technology projects slnce thls 1s not allowed under 
state law). After applylng REET 1 to the bottom h e ,  the total unfunded percentage drops from 29% to 27%. 

The allocation of funding between project categories would be an indicator of the Council's relative priority for each 
of the project areas. Within each project area, there are subcategories of projects (e.g. capacity, maintenance and 
non-motorized transportation projects). Funding can be further allocated at this level. Once these more general 
resource allocations are done, individual projects can be ranked according the specific criteria that applies to each 
type of project (i.e. ad hoc committee's transportation criteria, parks board project ranking criteria). A copy of 
possible broad-based criteria and the current project-specific criteria are included on the following pages. 

14,087 
3,469 
1,893 
1,693 
1,472 

141 

22,755 

4,860 
663 
(73) 

1,143 
8 

41 
6,642 

34% 
19% 
-4% 
68% 
1% 

29% 

29% 



LONG TERM CIP 
BROAD-BASED CRITERIA FOR RANKING PROJECTS 

The following criteria would be assigned a point value and each project (or group of projects) would 
be matched with criteria that it met. Here are some ideas and projects that might fit under each 
categoty (first criteria get more paints than those later on the list). 

I Maintains or replaces existing asset needed to provide basic public services 

Street overlay 
-Facilities life cycle repairs 
-Fire station renovation 

I Required to meet concurrency (legal level of setvice) 

-Transportation capacity projects 

Funded from restricted source with precommitted use/no City funds obligated 

-Some of the Sound Transit projects 
. .  . . 

. . 
~ ~ 

Needed for efficient/effective sewice deli iry of basic public services 

. . 
. . -Public safety information system 

Provides additional capacity to meet adopted levels of service that do not have 
concurrency requirements 

-Parks capacify projects 
. , 

Provides new level of non-mandated service 
. . . .  

-Fire training fac j l i i  

. . 

. . . . Furfhers Council adopted policy initiative 
. . 

. . . . 

. . -Non-motorized transportation projects 
. .  . 



CRITERIA FOR RANKING PARKS CIP PROJECTS 

substant~at~on ~nspcctlon, publtc 
comment 
Suspected threat 
of development 

bccn prcparcd . Confirmed threat 
of development 
Fills important gap 
in park system 
Significant public 
comment-survey, ) wi~aFr:~s+ ;ff8t4&r$x,f 331#,:Le@E, I a 8@~~~~;~xf;38asexzagJ~xg 1 I I petition, public 

I hearing 
Legal, contractual, 

iaiii--*,;ia~*#~p~~,j~~ lw&#& EB8sp- s~z~;s,;s;aj I I I gov't mandate 
2' W-&&$A~ --....sFat-23a.= n2r . No known issues I . Suspected health ( Suspected need I Documented 

No impact 
No imminent 
threat of 
development; 

or safety issue with 
no substantiation 

. Leveraging of 
funds somewhat 
likely through - 
partnerships, 
grants, bonds and 
volunteers 
N/A 

. Some public 
involvement such 
as letters, 
workshops 
Professional report 

Temporary repair 
measures available 
without significant 
liability or added 
future cost 
Indications of 
possible 
development 
Program quality 
limited or reduced 

I 
appraisal 
Evidence of 

I Completed 

based upon visual 
inspection, or 
public comment 
visible 
deterioration 
Leveraging of at 
/east 112 project 
funding available 
from other 
sources; 

. Identified in 
Comprehensive or 
Functional plan 
Schematic or 
conceptual level 
approval 
Property identified 
High public 
support 

possible structural 
failure 
Confirmed private 
development sale 
possible 
Program 
participation 
limited or reduced 

evidence of 
unsanitary 
condition, health 
and safety code 
violations, injury 
Leveraging of 
than 50 percent of 
project costs from 
other sources 

Helps meet level 01 
service objectives 

Construction 
documents 
complete 
Option or right of 
first refusal, willing 
seller 

structural failure, 
facility closure, or 
other similar factor 
Program 
cancellation . Unable to meet 
level of service . Imminent sale for 
private 



Resources already 

resources which 
are available or 

in service identified 
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LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 

3 6. Prioritization of Projects and Process 
! 

Objective: Determine how project categories will be prioritized (one against another) and/or how 
individual projects will be prioritized. Specifically, how should the process work and who should be 
involved. 

I 
Discussion: The LTCIP subcommittee has worked to organize and narrow the capital funding issues 
needing to be resolved. There is still a gap of $131 million that should be addressed by some combination 
of strategies. Three broad categories of strategies are project reductions, funding increases and adjusting 
the time frame for completing projects. 

Proiect Reductions 

As discussed earlier, the LTCIP committee briefly discussed developing broad-based criteria for prioritizing 
and ranking projects. Each project would be rated based on a set of criteria that would be weighted 
towards the more important projects. For instance, transportation capacity projects may have a higher 
ranking than noncapacity projects given the level of setvice and concurrency requirements in place. 
Likewise, maintenance of existing infrastructure might take priority over enhancing or increasing capacity fo! 
parks. If part of the solution is to eliminate projects (or to at least put them in an "unfunded" category) 
then a system of ranking projects can inject some objectivity into what would otherwise be a subjective 
process. 

Revenue Increases 

The City Council may want to identify additional new revenue sources or divert additional general purpose 
revenue to the CIP from the General Fund as one means to meet the funding need. The Council preference 
exercise indicated a high degree of consensus for considering property tax as one funding source. Impact 
fees also received some support (in particular support for indexing fees to inflation). 

Adiustina Time Frame 

The LTCIP assumes project needs for the next twenty years. However, it may be necessaty to delay 
projects beyond the twenty years in order to the balance the CIP. Many of the larger projects incorporated 

the CIP resulted from major planning efforts (business district strategic plans, master plans, etc) and the 
e frame for realizing the long term goals could be prioritized and/or extended. It should be noted that 

the planning horizon for the City's comprehensive plan (and the Capital Facilities Element) is in the process 
of being updated. This exercise may have the effect of adding to the unfunded capital need. 

The Process 

The LTCIP committee discussed next steps and determined that this was a conversation that would be 
appropriate for the City Council retreat. Questions to consider include: 

-Who should undertake the next steps of prioritizing projects (including eliminating some)? Should the 
subcommittee continue to work together to bring a recommendation to the full Council or is it more 
appropriate for the full Council to discuss the LTCIP from this point forward? 
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-What is the role of advisory boards and commissions in establishing project priorities (including eliminating 
projects)? Should the Council provide broad policy guidance or a target to achieve? 

-How will the public be involved in this process? Public involvement has been a key component in the 
development of strategic plans. Identification of funding sources has not traditionally been a requirement 
for completing a master plan or strategic plan. How do we engage in meaningful planning processes in the 
future while still considering the financial implications? Is there a way to get the public engaged in solving 
or at least understanding the overall problem (without overwhelming them)! 

-What is the time frame for addressing the LTClP funding needs? The City needs to continue to prepare six 
year CIP's that identi i  funded projects. That biannual process is scheduled to begin in early spring. Is 
there key policy direction that the Council wants staff to follow (e.g. inflation adjusted cost estimates and 
assumption of additional debt financing) when preparing the 2004 to 2009 ClP? What is a reasonable 
time frame for addressing the long term problem! 
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SUMMARY 

There is still a great deal of work to be done on capital financing. The purpose of the preceding materials is to 
provide background and a framework for Council discussion. A complete set of project summaries and detailed 
project lists is included as Appendix B to this packet. 

The policy objectives of the discussion are summarized again below: 

Use of Voted Debt 
Objective: Reaffirm Council policy direction to use voted debt for certain project types 

Use of Local Improvement Districts (LID'S) 
Objective: Determine whether and/or where LID'S can be applied to unfunded projects in the twentyyear 
CIP. 

Impact Fees 
Objective: Determine whether impact fee rates should be increased in order to generate additional capital 
revenue. 

Level of Service 
Objective: Determine whether to change the adopted level of service standard for roads and parks in 
order to reduce project needs. 

Reallocation of Discretionary Funding 
Objective: Determine whether current allocat~ons between project areas should be changed 

Prioritization of Projects and Process 
Objective: Determine how project categories will be prioritized (one against another) and/or how 
individual projects will be prioritized. Specifically, how should the process work and who should be 
involved. 

These materials do not cover all of the outstanding issues relative to the Long Term CIP. For instance, the Council 
still needs to determine whether to initiate a "1% for the Arts" program and identify a long term funding source for 
technology system replacement. These topics may be addressed under the "problem" portion of the Council's 
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Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth 8 Seniors eServices Home 

r Bond Home Page 2006 Bond Program 

Detailed Five-Year The 2006 Bond Program will bring a comprehensive plan to improve the quality of life and 
Sdledule of Bond economic vitality of Phoenix. It is about investing in our community. 
Projects 

b Property Tax Levy The 2006 Bond Program, like the previous city bond pmgram, will not raise your property tax 
and Assessed rate. The city borrows money, much like you would for big purchases such as a home or a 
Valuation car, and repays it over the years. The ciNs $1.82 properly tax will be used to repay the 

bonds. Also because the ciNs financial reoutation-is excdlent. it can bormw monev at a 
b Frequently-Asked lower interest rate. 

Questions . . 

Many city amenities you currently enjoy were built with bonds. such as the newly renovated 
Symphony Hall, Burton Barr Central Library. the South Mountain Environmental Education 
Center, tho Phoenk Art Museum, polico and fire stations, public housing, branch libraries, 

I and senior centers. Bond funds also have been used to helo revitalize ieiahborhoods. 
preserve historic buildtngs, tmpmve streets, Increase arts and cullural op~rtunitles, and 
develop a state-of-the-art radlo system so police officers and firefghters can communicate 
more effedively. 

The 2006 Citizens' Bond Committee, made up of over 700 residents, organized around 17 
subcommittees, was charoed with sizina the overall bond orooram. establishina annual . " .  
operating and maintenance costs and reviewing and recommending the spec& pmjects to 
be presented to tile voters on March 14.2006. The voters approved the $878.5 million 
program presented to them. 

Now that the overail program has been appmved by the voters, q c h  of the projects must be 
constructed over the next five vears and each vear's assessed valuation and orooertv tax 
levy must be analyzed to make sure the ~ r o g d m  remains financially sound. dariful project 
schedul~ng 1s critical to the pmgram remaining fiscally viable and on schedule. 

. . .  . . . Last Mcdifedon 07/25/2006 10:02:08 
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Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth 8 Seniors eServices Home 

r Bond Home Page 2006 Bond Program 

' Detailed Five-Year Frequently-Asked Questions Schedule of Bond 
Projects 

r property  ax Levy What is the Phaenix bond program? 

and Assessed 
Valuation Bonds allow the city to pay for major capital investments, such as 

new fire stations, libraries, streets, sewers, and parks. Bonds are 
r Frequently-Asked sold to investors and the dollars are used for the capital projects. The 

Questions bonds are backed by property tax revenues. As the city collects 
property taxes each year, the bonds are paid off and the bond 
investors get their investment returned. 

Bond financing cannot be used for operation and maintenance 
expenditures such as salaries for police officers. firefighters, 
librarians and other city employe&. Such operating expenses are 
paid for by sales tax and state-shared revenues. 

Issuing the capital bonds must be approved by a vote of Phoenlx 
residents at a citywide election. 

HOW often is a bond election held? 

Bond elections in Phoenix tv~icallv occurevewfour to six vears. This ~, 
helps to provide ampie pla&ing fAr approved projects, buiallows for 
frequent enough balloting for new programs to meet the rapidly 
expanding and changing needs of a fast growing city. Prior to 2006. 
the kst bond election was held in 2001. 

How large can the bond program be? 

First, the Phoenix Finance De~artment analvzes the cihr's current 
and projected properly va~uatibns, aligns that with consbtutional 
limits on public debt, and considers the im~ortance of maintaining 
the citv's~excellent bond ratinas. In addition. the cilv needs to 
detekine the impact that new facilities will have oh the operating 
budget. 

For instance, many firefighters and librarians will have to be hired to 
staff new fire stations and libraries, while new streets and storm 
sewers have much less impact on the cih/s operating budget 

The Fiscal CaDacitv and O~erations and Maintenance . ~,~ ~ 
~~ ~ ~ 

subcommittees then made'recommendations on how much new debt 
the city can incur, and how much of that debt can be directed to 
projects that will require increased operating fund expenditures. 

Will these bonds raise my taxes? 
. . 

. . Because bonds approved in previous elections are being paid off, 
the Bond Executive Committee was able to recommend a new bond 
program that will not raise the property tax rate. 

The program submmmlttees considered the capital improvement 
requests prepared by the various city departments, and to hear other 



. ~ . .. .. . . . . , . .. . . . . . . ... . . . . .  . . . 

2006 BOND PROGRAM FREQUENTLY-ASKED QUESTIONS Page 2 of  2 

citiben reauesls. Thev orioriUzed and ranked oroiects and made 
recommendations to ihe Bond Executive conhitlee, which 
considered all the subcommittee recommendations before 
presenting final recommendations to the City Council. 
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Discover Phoenix Residents Businesses City Government Employment Youth & Seniors e8ervices Home 

' Page 2006 Bond Program 

r Detailed Five-Year 
Scheduleof Bond Scheduling the 2006 Bond Program 
Projects 

t propew T~~ L~~ Inscheduling projects over the five-year life of the 2006 Bond Program, it is important to 
and Assessed point out three significant constraints. First, the large sire of the bond issue - 5878.5 million - 
Valuation was possible only because it was a relatively 'baclc loaded program. That is, the first two 

years of the program were assumed to be less than the last three years of the program. fhis 
r Frequently-Asked allowed us to "layer in" new 2006 Bond Program debt service as the debt service for prior 

Questions bond programs is reduced. This is especially critical now that our properly tax levy in the first 
year is $808,000 less than the estimate used in the original bond committee forecast. 

Second, tho Operating and Maintenance subcommittee adopted operating and maintenance 
allowances as follows: SO in 2006-07 and 2007-08: $2.1 million in 200849: 53.8 million in 
2009-2010; $8.15 million in 2010-1 1. Increased bond project oporating w s i i  could force 
future cuts in existing operating programs. 

Flnally, the Arizona Constitution limits 0utstand:ng bond debt for combined water, sewer, 
lighting, open space, parks and recreatmnai purposes to 20 Dercent of our secondary 
assessed valuation. All other combined ~umos& are limitedto 6 Dercent of our se&d 
assessed valuaton. While our 20 percent &ipacity is good, there is limited 6ierce"l 
capacity in the 2006 bond program. Keeping the bonds relatively back loaded is necessary 
for US to wmply with the 6 percent limitation. Also. the a b i l i  to laver in new debt service 
also helps to cope with the6 percent limitaliin. A i  old 6 donds are retired, new 6 
percent bonds can be issued. 

The Arlzona Legislature is considering changes in the propedy tax system that could reduce 
or postpone our ability to fund the bonds. 

The project scheduling complies with all of fhe financial constraints described above. Moving 
projects up will require us to move other projects back. Also, several of the 2006 Bond 
Subcommittees adopted project schedules as part of their recommendations. That is, they 
determined how specific projects would be spread over the five-year bond program. This 
scheduling presented here remains consistent with those already reviewed project 
schedules. 

. . 
1 Summary bv Program . . 

92006 Bondprogram -Program Detail 

Police Prokctien 
Fire Protectim 
W$, . . R e c r e . a t ! o _ ~ j . ~ . P w s e r v e  
Libraries 
Streets - Major Streets 
Streets -Other Streek 
Streets -Traffic lm~rovements 

Human Se~&w 
Facilities Manaqement 
Neiahborhood Services 
Economic Devefoum& 
Mamat ion T e c b l  
Arts and Cultural Faczies 
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SCHEDULE 1 
SUMMARY OF PREUMINARY 2008 BOND PROGRAM 

BY PROGRAM 
(In Thousands) 

Program 2006-07 200798 2008-09 2008.10 2010-11 Total 
P o l i i  Proteotion $ 3,000 $ - $ 26.487 $ 44.120 $ 18,618 $ 92.226 
Fire Protection 6 905 12.500 14.800 20.103 19.187 73.505 

I 
.,... -,. .. .... --, - -  

Parks, Rec~eation and Mountaln Preserves 25.513 31.418 20.424 21.409 20:145 118:010 
I L~braries 

Streets - Major Streets 
Streets - Othei Streets 
Strsets - Traffic Improvements 
Storm Sewers 
Human Services 
Faclllties Management 
Neighborhood Sewices 
Economic Development 
Information Teohnology 
Arts and Culhaal Facilities 
Convenlim Center 
Historic Preservation 
HOPEVl - 670 3,363 858 4,891 
Houslno 3,450 4,600 4,660 8,347 8,973 28,920 
Total 2006 Bonds $ 176,199 $ 160,588 $ 205,791 $ 177,184 $ 158,728 $878.500 



Attachment 7.c 

Strategies for Passing a Bond Referendum 
I 
I 
I This article highlights successful approaches for passing bond referenda 

in state and local communities. Two case studies of successful initiatives , are provided as examples. 

By Margaret C. H. Kelly and Matthew Zieper 
hen a state, county, or community 1) capacity building; w. . . The last step, implementation, assumes 
ldent~fies the need for additional 2) feasibility research; a successful campaign. Now that the 

capital, it has several options ranging from 3) voters have approved the measure, it is 
increasing sales or other taxes, to special 4) measure design; important to ensure a smooth transition to 
fees for services, to bonding. A jurisdic- 5 )  campaigning; and the next appropriate project phase. Each 
tion often chooses to issue bonds to avoid 6) implementation. set of local circumstances requires that 
raising taxes and fees andlor to meet the The purpose of capacity building is to this six step continuum be a flexible tool 
specific capital needs of the project. While build a broad base of community-based and a work in progress. The two case 
different states have varying restrictions leadership to assist the development studies discussed below highlight different 
on the abilities of state and local govern- of the proposed public finance measure. circumstances and goals, as well as differ- 
ments to levy taxes or impose fees, all At this stage, it is important to identify ent approaches. 
jurisdictions may issue debt. local leadership and facilitate commnnica- 

But issuing debt is not always the tion among interested parties. 
easiest option. In most states, bonds During the feasibility research phase, 
backed by general taxes (general obliga- idormation is gathered to inform Case Studies: Two Referendums 
tion bonds) must be approved by the the development of public opinion polling This section consists of case studies 
voters. Trying to convince the voters of and measure design. At this juncture, it is detailing two successful bond referendum 
the need for a $20 million library or park necessary to consider fiscal issues (current campaigns that the Trust for Public Land 
can be a difficult task. In some communi- funding, bond ratings, revenue trends, and assisted governments with--one in a 
ties, anti-tax groups who oppose govern- debt burden), political circumstances county and one in a state. The first case 
ment spending may organize to oppose the (local political trends and other pending study-Dade County, Florida-examines 
bond measure, and the government is left ballot questions), key cornunity issues the successful passage of a $200 milliop 
scrambling to rally support. and priorities, and results of past elec- general obligation bond to fund the Safe 

Finance officers and elected officials' tioos. Neighborhood Parks Act of 1996. The 
typically do not have the background to During the next step, polling, the goal is second case study looks at the steps taken 
organize and then support a bond referen- to identify voter priorities. This indudes by the State of California to win passage 
dum. But in spite of that, they will need to quantifying the amount that voters are of the $2.1 billion Safe Neighborhood 
take on the role of marketing executive/ willing to pay for these priorities, as well Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and 
campaign managerlcommunity cheerleader as down compelling arguments Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000. 
in order to get a bond referendum passed. for the project and testing actual ballot 

his article highlights six steps necessary language. 
o pass a bond measure and provides case Measure design involves developing 

studies of two communities who success- ballot language that appeals to voters and Dade County, Florida 
fully passed bond measures. clearly =plains how this measure ad- On November 5, 1996, voters in Dade 

dresses the particular issue targeted by the County approved a $200 million general 
bond and meets the needs of the commu- obli~ation bond measure to fund capital 

Winning a Bond Measure 
Putting a bond referendum before the 

voters is only the tip of the iceberg. Most 
of the work zlreadv has been done bv 
election day. ~rom'structurin~ a bonk 
package that meets the needs of a commu- 
nity to implementation of the project 
funded by the bond, there are six steps 
that facilitate a sound public finance 
approach: 

nity. At this stage, it is also important to 
review the proposed measure with the 
appropriate government and bond coun- 
sel. 

The focus of the campaign is straight- 
forward: publicize the proposed ballot 
measure and encourage voter turnout. 
Campaign steps include disseminating 
direct mail pieces, promoting the cause via 
other means (e.g., Web sites), and orches- 
trating media coverage. 

imp~ovements at countywide park and 
recreational facilities. Passed with 67 
percent of the vote (the highest percentage 
for a fiscal measure in Dade County 
history), the Safe Neighborhood and Parks 
Act united the county and its municipali- 
ties in a common cause: to demonstrate 
how parks and recreation programs can 
make a community safer and improve the 
residents' quality of life. The success of 
this bond referendum can be attributed to 



a thoroughly researched and strategically 
implemented effort by a well-rounded and 
decoted communitv task force. Some 
background information about Dade 
County and some of the critical steps 
taken arc discussed below. 

In 1972, the Decade of Progress bond 
referendum established an award-winning 
parks and recreation system in Dade 
County, Florida. In the years that fol- 
lowed, however, operating and capital 
budgets received annual reductions, and in 
the 10 years prior to the 1996 referen- 
dum, there were six failed attempts by 
Dade County Park and Recreation De- 
partment staff to get a capital improve- 
ment bond measure on the ballot. By 
1995, park and recreation needs were 
estimated to be more than $1  billion. 

In this hostile, "no new taxes" environ- 
ment, Dade County Park and Recreation 
staff and a network of local, state, and 
national experts pulled together a coali- 
tion that took the following-ultimately 
successful--steps: 

Research and Polling. In addition to 
determining the financial needs of the 29 
municipalities in Dade County, a promi- 
nent California public opinion firm polled 
nearlv 500 voters from a cross-section of 
ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds. 
The results of this poll ascertained that 
Dade County voters were concerned 
about crime (juvenile violence, in particu- 
lar), government mismanagement, and 
rampant growth and development. 
County priorities were identified as 
providing juvenile crime prevention 
facilities, protecting natural resources, 
creating safer neighborhood parks and 
facilities, and improving the quality of 
life. To achieve these goals, voters ex- 
pressed a willingness-to-pay of no more 
than $7-10 per household (annually) with 
a cap of $200 million in total cost. 

A second poll several months later gave 
the effort its name, the Safe Neighbar- 
hood Parks Act of 1996, and helped 
oreanizers identifv resoected communitv ~, , . 
apokcspeuplc, the most hcncf~i~nl elccrion 
riming, and the crirrcal swing vorrrs. The 
ooll funher rmohasr~cd rhc ~ntcnrirv ui 
fhe public's disLrust of government.' 
Knowing the voters and allowing them to 
help develop the parameters of the pro- 
posed measure were critical to the nlti- 
mate success of this referendum. 

Measure Design. A coalition of busi- 
ness and civic leaders formed the Trust for 
Safe Neighborhood Parks (The Trust), 
which began to screen potential projects 

to be included. This draft, or ordinance, 
was a critical step in the process because it 
would have to be approved by the Board of 
County Commissioners (BCC) to appear 
on the ballot and needed to meet the legal 
requirements of a bond measure. Further- 
more, the ordinance needed to address 
citizen concerns of government misman- 
agement of public funds. To assuage this 
latter concern, the ordinance called for the 
creation of a Citizens' Oversight Commit- 
tee, a detailed exhibit of the specific 
oroiects funded bv this monev. and inde- 
penhent annual akdits of ap&ed 
projects. Last, before a draft of the ordi- 
nance was finalized, project proponents 
met with elected officials of both the 
municipalities and the county to incorpo- 
rate their feedback and garner support. 

With a proposed ordinance in hand, the 
Trust sought the endorsements of munici- 
pal governments, chambers of commerce, 
law enforcement agencies, religious and 
educational institutions, and others. They 
also embarked upon a series of mandatory 
public forums throughout the county. In 
July, the BCC approved the ordinance for 
inclusion on the November ballot and the 
second ohase of the camnaien beean. 

& "  " 
Fundraising, Message Development, 

and Communications. For practical and 
logistical purposes, the posi-~uly cam- 
paign was split in two: 1) a grassroots 
effort headed by the local office of a 
national non-governmental organization 
(NGO) and their nolitical action commit- 
tee (PAC,, and 21 A media carnp:lign 
org3mxed by 3 Citizens AJwrory Commit- 
t~.c l(,'i\C,, a,hich i l lcor~or~tcd the Trust. 

Fundraising efforts &re undertaken at 
both the grassroots and corporate levels. 
Sources included parks support organiza- 
tions with operating budgets (e.g., the 
Zoological Society), playground equip- 
ment vendors, landscapers, corporations, 
financial institutions, and individuals. The 
bulk of these funds oaid for orofessional 
political consultants, airtime, and the 
production of 30-second Spanish and 
English television commekials. 

The grassroots campaign produced two 
messages: 1) the benefits-based message, 
and 2) the consumer message. The ben- 
efits-based message focused on quantifying 
research to highlight the benefits derived 
from improved park and recreation facili- 
ties. The consumer-based message re- 
minded voters that the ordinance had been 
designed so that "no blank check" would 
be given to government if voters approved 
this bond measure. 

These two messages were conveyed via 
direct mail, signs at p rks ,  an active 
speakers' bureau, and a volunteer phone 
bank that contacted more than 15,000 
~otential voters. A professional media 
campaign includrd print media (editorial 
discussions as well as some print adver- 
tisement) and broadcast media (public 
access television, Spanish-language radio, 
and two 30-second television commer- 
cials). 

An additional consideration during this 
~ h a s e  of the campaign was the presence 
of competing issues on the ballot. Not 
only is there the for some voters 
to "drop off" (proceed no further) once 
they have cast their vote for candidates in 
the larger elections, but other ballot 
questions may spark controversy so that 
voters either vote "no" for all issues or 
confuse issues. In the ~ a d e  County 
election there was a hotly contested race 
for rhc cx~out~vc mayor's offi-e, n no- 
nciv-raxeslanri-goi,crnmcnt proposal, 3 

"Save the Evcrgladcr" proposed amend- 
ment, and a referendum t o  build a new 
arena for the local professional basketball 
team. For the most part, these issues were 
cast in a very negative light, playing on 
the oublic's fear of overtaxatlon. eovern- . "  
menr tvasrc, and cnvirunnienral danugc. 
'I'hc Safr. Ncighhorhoud Parks A;t couti- 
turcJ thl\ hnllot comnctirion b\. offerin?. 3 

positive benefits-hasid message. 
- 

Results and Implementation. On the 
day of the election, volunteers in "Vote 
for My Park" t-shirts, carrying placards 
and handing out palm cards covered the 
precincts' polling stations. The result was 
better than most had hoped for, with a 67 
percent "yes" vote. 

Between the November 1996 win and 
the fall of 1997-when the first round of 
bonds were sold-the Administrative 
Rules of the CAC were drafted. This 
involved a task force comprised of 
municipal park and recreation directors. 
Simultaneously, the BCC appointed a 23- 
member Nominatine Committee chareed 
with finding COC Gndidates from each 
parks and recreation district. There are 
13 members of the COC--one from each 
district-who serve on one or more of 
the three subcommittees: 1) Grant 
Application and Review, 2) Administra- 
tive Rules, and 3) Grant Monitoring and 
Auditing. Each year, the Safe Neighbor- 
hood Parks Bond Program issues a 
public year-end report highlighting 
accomplishments and discussing the 
year's work. 



California 
On March 7,2000, the voters of 

California passed the $2.1 billion Safe 
Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean 
Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act with 
more ihan 63 prrccnt of the vote. Prior to 
this success, the state's last park bond was 

I passed in 1988. While the 1970s generated 
$590 million in park bonds and the 1980s 
produced park bonds totaling $1.7 billion, 
the dearth of new bonds funds in the 
1990s took its toll on the state's parks and 
recreational facilities and open space 
inventory. 

Research and Polling. There were 
several rounds of polling throughout the 
various stages of the campaign. Early 
polls, prior to drafting the bill, were 
conducted to gauge support for the differ- 
ent issues (e.g., parks, water) in an effort 
to construct a strong and cohesive bill. A 
campaign poll, conducted after the mea- 
sure was on the ballot, assessed the stron- 
gest arguments for and against the bill and 
sought to identlfy key swing voter popula- 
tions. Finally, results of tracking polls as 
the election neared gave campaign manag- 
ers feedback on the effectiveness of their 
various efforts. 

Once the bill was approved by the 
state legislature and headed for the 
March election, grassroots support for 
the hill-now known as Proposition 12 
or  the proposed Safe Neighborhood 
Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and 
Coastal Protection Bond Act--coalesced 
into a formal steering group: Californians 
for Safe Neighborhood Parks and Clean 
Water. 

Measure Design and Competing Issues. 
The bond measure was designed specifi- 
cally to meet the many and diverse needs 
of the counties and communities through- 
out the state. After so many years with 

apital funding for parks and 
open space, competition for funds was 
intense. Proposition 12's funding priori- 
ties were the result of months of negotia- 
tion within the state legislature. In the 
end, the bill sought to address issues 
related to coastline, watersheds, Lake 
Tahoe, open space in the suburbs, farm- 
land, forests, fish and wildlife habitat, 
and the crumbling parks and recreation 
infrastructure. The $2.1 billion was 
divided between regions and communi- 
ties, hut funds were assigned to agencies 
or causes as follows: local parks (35 
percent), state parks (26 percent), conser- 
vancies (17 percent), wildlife and land 
acquisition (13 percent), park acquisition 

for low-income and at-risk youth (5 
percent), resources agency (2 percent), 
and other (2 percent). 

In terms of crafting the actual ballot 
language, representatives of supporting 
grassroots and non-government organiza- 
tions played a significant role by assisting 
the bill's authors. This constructive dia- 
logue between those in the legislature and 
those "in the field" ensured that the 
measure reflected polling results and voter 
concerns. 

There were four additional spending 
(bond) issues on the March ballot: 1) a 
water bond known as Proposition 13, 2) a 
library bond, 3) a bond to build veteran 
retirement homes. and 41 a bond to build 
a criminal forensics laboratory. The ballot 
also consisted of 14 other ballot measures, 
as well as the primary elections of presi- 
dential and legislative candidates. 

All of these campaigns were competing 
to get their particular message to the 
voters simultaneously. Likewise, each 
spending proposal would be accepted or 
rejected by voters based on the unique 
circumstances of each ballot measure. 
Because Propositions 12 and 13 had 
similar conservation-oriented objectives, 
their proponents sought to achieve a 
critical mass of sorts and merged forces to 
run a joint campaign. 

Fundraising, Outreach, and Communi- 
cations. Fundraising efforts were managed 
by an executive committee of the Califor- 
nians for Safe Neighborhood Parks and 
Clean Water. Donations came from land 
trusts, the environmental community, 
companies with a significant presence in 
California, and philanthropic individuals 
and organizations. In total, the joint 
campaigns for Propositions 12 and 13 cost 
approximately $7 million-all of which 
was raised from these fundraising soumes. 

The multi-media publicity campaign 
behind Propositions 12 and 13 was 
coordinated by Californians for Safe 
Neighborhood Parks and Clean Water. 
Direct mail pieces, the brochure, newspa- 
per advertisements, and fliers made the 
case for both Propositions 12 and 13. 
Television and radio spots for the two 
propositions were run in the few weeks 
preceding the election. In addition to 
these materials, direct mail pieces on 
behalf of the two conservation-oriented 
propositions were sent out with the 
endorsements of the California Black 
Chamber of Commerce, the Latin Ameri- 
can Voters of America, the Planning and 
Conservation League, the American 

Association of Retired Persons, the 
League of Women Voters, the California 
Chamber of Commerce, and Cal-Tax. 
These groups demonstrated a wide base of 
support for the two bond proposals. 

The Audubon-California division 
launched its own media campaign in 
support of Propositions 12 and 13 in 
Spanish, recognizing that the urban 
Spanish population of California repre- 
sented a key group of voters. Proposition 
12, in ~articular, addressed the parks and 
recreation concerns of many urban His- 
panic constihlents. 

Results and Implem~ntation. Both 
Propositions 12 and 13 were passed by 
voters in the March 7 election, with 63.2 
percent and 64.9 percent of the vote 
respectively. Of the other proposed spend- 
ing measures on the ballot, only the bond 
to support a new criminal forensics lab 
did not pass. Of all the proposed spending 
measures, however, Propositions 12 and 
13 received the highest percentage of votes 
in favor of the measure. 

The bond as passed requires that all 
funds be appropriated by the California 
legislature through the budget process. To 
date, the legislature has approved more 
than three-quarters of a billion dollars in 
new bonds under the now implemented 
Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, 
Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond 
Act. 

Conclusion 

While it is never easy to ask voters to 
raise their taxes to pay for critical capital 
investments, in this case parks and open 
space, there are several critical steps that 
can increase the likelihood of success. To 
boil it down to the core: 1) Find out voter 
priorities through public opinion research; 
2) ask them how much they are willing to 
pay, 3) craft a ballot measure that reflects 
voter interests and 4) communicate the 
benefits to likely supporters. In essence, 
give the voters what they want. 

NOTE 

' Some stares and local iurisdicdans have restrictions 

mast instances, howeves elened afficialr arc free to  
campaign for any measure, or finance officcrr can 
enlist the help of community leaders io support the 
measure in their stead. 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Parks & Community Services
505 Market Street, Suite A, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3300 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: Park Board

From: Jennifer Schroder, CPRP, Director of Parks and Community Services 
Michael Cogle, Park Planning Manager 

Date: September 5, 2006  

Subject: TIMING CONSIDERATIONS FOR A FUTURE PARK BOND  

RECOMMENDATION

None.  For discussion only. 

BACKGROUND

As the Parks and Community Services Department moves towards completion of projects funded by the 
2002 Kirkland Park Bond, and with the recent completion of the Juanita Beach and McAuliffe Park master 
plans, there have been some informal discussions about the possibility of a future park bond ballot 
measure.  Staff suggests that the Park Board discuss this issue at your September meeting. 

In considering a possible park bond, staff have identified several key issues which may play a part in 
determining the content of as well as timing of a future ballot measure.  These key issues include: 

Possible Annexation of New Neighborhoods 
Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open Space (PRO) Plan Update 
Indoor Recreation Study 
Completion of 2002 Park Bond Projects 
End of Debt Service for 1989 Park Bond 

Annexation

The City is engaged in a multi-phase planning process related to possible annexation of the Kingsgate, Finn 
Hill, and North Juanita neighborhoods.  Phase 1, currently underway, involves long range financial planning 
as well as outreach/communication with existing Kirkland residents.  Based on the results of this first 
phase, the City Council will decide by the end of this year whether or not to proceed to the next step, which 
would include (a) initial annexation implementation planning and (b) outreach/communication with 
residents in the Potential Annexation Area (PAA). 
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At this point, the City Council has made no decisions on whether or not to annex and when annexation 
would become effective. However, based on the necessary steps which have been outlined it seems 
unlikely that the effective date of annexation would occur before 2009.

The possibility of annexation is an issue to consider for park bond planning because it could influence 
which projects might be included for funding via the ballot measure.  We know, for example, that there will 
be a deficit of neighborhood parks in the PAA, and one way to address this might be funding via a park 
bond.  Another consideration related to annexation is that the cost of a future park bond could be spread 
among a larger number of property owners if it is placed on the ballot after annexation, thus reducing the 
cost per household. 

Update to PRO Plan

The City's current Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan (PRO Plan) was adopted in 
2001, and will need to be updated in 2007.  In addition to developing goals and priorities for Kirkland's 
parks and recreation system, a current and comprehensive PRO Plan is required to be in place in order for 
the City to remain eligible for many State and Federal grant programs. 

Elements of the document will include: 

-- Goals for the City's park and recreation system; 
-- Major community issues and opportunities; 
-- Determine levels of service (LOS) by park type and by park amenities; 
-- Inventory and evaluation of City-owned and/or managed park and recreation facilities. 
-- Capital recommendations for acquisition, development, and renovation; 
-- Mapping and other GIS-related data. 

Staff and Park Board will be involved in a year-long extensive public process, including a statistically-valid 
random telephone survey, several public meetings, interviews with key stakeholders and user groups, and 
presentations to Park Board and City Council.  We anticipate that the updated PRO Plan will be completed 
by the end of 2007 and that it will cover the years 2008 to 2013. 

Based on our experience with the planning process leading up to the 2002 Park Bond, the update to our 
PRO Plan will provide valuable insight into the priorities of Kirkland citizens and the demand for parks and 
recreation services and facilities. 

Indoor Recreation

The City recently commissioned a consulting team led by Opsis Architecture, in association with The Sports 
Management Group, to work with residents and staff to begin planning for a possible new indoor recreation 
facility. The consultant team held its first series of meetings this summer to gather information from the 
community regarding their recreational needs and interests. The needs assessment phase of the planning 
was begun with a series of meetings with stakeholders representing a wide range of citizens including 
active adults, youth, families, and local business. Meetings also involved potential partners, including 
schools, healthcare, and other agencies interested in fitness, wellness and recreation in our community. 
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Interviews were conducted with City Council members and workshops were held with parks and recreation 
staff and the Parks and Recreation Board.

Kirkland is challenged by the limited and lack of dedicated indoor active/athletic recreation space. The 
2001 Comprehensive Plan defines a service standard for indoor athletic recreation space as 500s.f. per 
1000 population served. We have no dedicated space to offer indoor athletic recreation space to the 
community of 45,000 citizens. Past and present Park Boards adopted work plans that included objectives 
that develop strategy for determining future indoor recreation space needs. 

This project was discussed during the planning process for the 2002 Park Bond and there appeared to be 
keen community interest at that time (as there is now).  However, a lack of clear consensus on the size, 
location, features, and cost of a new indoor facility led us to conclude that it was not a good candidate for 
funding via the 2002 ballot measure.  

Completion of the indoor recreation study within the next several months will hopefully lead to consensus 
on the City’s future direction for a new facility and it’s viability as a voter-approved project. 

2002 Bond-Funded Projects Near Completion

Below is a summary of the projects which were funded via the 2002 Bond and companion Maintenance 
Levy:

Project Capital Bond M & O Levy 
Juanita Beach Park 
(Planning and interim improvements)

$200,000 $270,000 

Water District #1 Property (Carillon 
Woods)
(acquisition and development)

$4,450,000 $45,000

City-School Partnership 
(Playfields at Rose Hill, Franklin, Juanita, Kirkland 
Junior; school-park at Franklin)

$1,850,000 $315,000 

N. Rose Hill Woodlands Park 
(Phase 1 development, including Williamson 
Property)

$900,000 $40,000

Acquisition Opportunity Fund 
(Purchase open space and wildlife habitat) 

$1,000,000 $0

Total Package Amount: $8,400,000 $670,000
 Cost to Owner of $300K Home: $32 per year (20 years) $30 per year (perpetual) 

The last of these projects to be completed is the Ben Franklin Elementary School park improvements 
project, which will be constructed in the summer of 2007. 
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The perpetual M & O Levy is for the maintenance of the following parks and school fields: 
Juanita Beach Park, Carillon Woods, North Rose Hill Woodlands Park, Mark Twain Elementary, Lakeview 
Elementary, B.E.S.T High School, Rose Hill Elementary, Juanita Elementary, Ben Franklin Elementary and 
Kirkland Jr. High.   The levy provides funding for 7.5 FTE’s to care for these facilities. 

One consideration for the timing of a future park bond is the timely completion of projects from the 2002 
ballot measure.  There has been some discussion that the next ballot measure should be proposed only 
after the 2002 projects are completed. 

1989 Park Bond Debt Service

The 1989 Park General Obligation Bonds have a debt service schedule which concludes in 2009, after 
which this cost to property owners will come “off the books”.   A consideration for the timing of a future 
park bond is the cumulative “stacking” effect on property taxes of multiple voter-approved funding 
measures.

Summary of Timeline Considerations

Below is a table summarizing the completion timeline for key initiatives which may influence the timing and 
content of a future park bond ballot measure: 

2009

2007

2006

2007

2009

1989 Park Bond Debt
Service

2002 Park Bond
Project Completion

Indoor Recreation
Study

Comprehensive Park
Plan Update

Possible Annexation
Implementation

Completion
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Review of Timeline for 2002 Park Bond

Finally, it may be useful to reflect upon the timeline and various key milestones which led to the successful 
2002 Park Bond.  This is not to suggest that our next ballot measure should follow this same timeline and 
process; in fact, each of Kirkland’s prior park bond initiatives have been unique responses to the political 
and strategic realities of their time. 

2002 Kirkland Park Bond Key Milestones:

1997 Park Board Recommends that Council consider Park Bond 
1999 Park Board Recommends that Council consider Park Bond 
2000 Update to Comprehensive PRO Plan (Parks, Recreation, and Open Space) 

January 2001 PRO Plan Adopted by City Council 
March 2001 City Council Approves Park Bond Process and Timeline 

April 2001 First Meeting of Park Bond Exploratory Committee 
July 2001 List of  Projects Prioritized: Semi-Finalists Selected 

Aug  '01 - Feb '02 2001 Project Planning as Necessary (Design, Costing, Secure Options) 
February 2002 Trust for Public Land (TPL) Hired for Strategic Planning 

February - April 2002 Public Polling and Council Strategy Sessions 
April 2002 Develop Final Draft Package - Additional Polling 

May/June 2002 Final Council Deliberations 
July 2002 Adopt Ordinance and Place on Ballot 

July - November 2002 Community Debate and Campaigning 
November 2002 General Election 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 

Date: February 22, 2007 

Subject: PUBLIC WORKS PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 

Public Works oversees a number of categories of capital improvements: sidewalks, bike-lanes, traffic signals, street 
improvements, water and wastewater lines, lift stations, stream restorations, and surfacewater projects to name a few.  Other 
focus is on maintenance of the existing infrastructure through the annual street preservation and sidewalk repair programs and 
the crosswalk upgrade program.  Each category of project has unique factors to consider in order to prioritize which projects 
within a given category are funded and constructed. 

PRIORITIES

Utility projects are prioritized through the comprehensive plans that are done for each utility.  State law mandates that water
and sewer comprehensive plans be updated on a given cycle (every six years); the City’s surface water comprehensive plan 
although not mandated by the State, was updated in 2005 after the original master plan that was done in 1998.  The 
emphasis in each update has changed based on the maturity of the utility and the regulations in place during the development 
of the comprehensive plans.  For example, during the 1998 surface water master plan to create the utility in Kirkland, flooding
and erosion were the most visible issues with the City’s system.  Focus in the 2005 master plan shifted to a higher emphasis 
on water quality.  The community had also recognized the importance of private stream bank stabilization, Council had shifted 
$350,000 annually to the program, and in the master plan, a set of criteria was established to prioritize projects. 

Transportation projects utilize a somewhat different approach to establish priorities.  The City has adopted only one 
“concurrency based” Level of Service (LOS) standard in the City’s Comprehensive Plan – that is, one LOS standard that if not 
met, would require that development stop.  The standard is the volume to capacity (or v/c) ratio for signalized intersections, 
and this one LOS standard must be met or development will not be allowed.  Options available if faced with the scenario would 
be: growth could be stopped, land use intensity could be limited/reduced, or a capacity related improvement could be installed 
to improve the v/c ratio.  Capacity related improvements are therefore required in order for the City to meet its established 
LOS.  Capacity related improvements could include additional turn lanes at a signalized intersection, additional travel lanes, or
new connections within the community.  The City’s Comprehensive Plan currently envisions a given land use in 2022, a given 
network, and the v/c ratio of less than 1.4 at each intersection (a second v/c is required for each of the City’s four sub areas).
Prioritization of capacity projects is based on factors including existing traffic volumes, opportunities to leverage funding (i.e.
grants), cost, and public support.  Non-capacity projects: sidewalks, bikelanes, and aesthetic/calming oriented street 
improvements do not have concurrency based LOS standards and are discussed next. 
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The City of Kirkland receives a number of requests every year to provide improvements to the existing non-capacity or “non-
motorized” transportation system. Requested improvements primarily include new sidewalks or pathways, but also include 
crosswalks, bike lanes, and even bridges/overpasses at significant barriers such as I-405 or the existing Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe Railroad line. In an effort to prioritize all of the requested improvements that are competing for a limited amount of
funding, in 1995 the Kirkland City Council created a seven member citizen committee to look at how projects could be 
prioritized.

The citizen ("Ad-hoc") committee collected existing City prioritization processes, other agency processes, and the City's 
Comprehensive plan in an effort to assemble a thorough method that could be used by Public Works staff. After a number of 
meetings over roughly six-month timeframe, the Ad-hoc committee created the Transportation Project Evaluation Form and 
presented their recommendations to the City Council. The form was adopted by the City Council and beginning in 1996, was 
used by staff to prioritize transportation projects for the City's Capital Improvement Program. 

The Transportation Project Evaluation Form contains the basic values that were envisioned in the City's Comprehensive plan. 
Based on the individual characteristics of a given project, as well as the proposed scope of the project, a total value is assigned
to the project. This total value is then able to be compared with other proposed projects (see Non-Capacity Evaluation 
Summary) and systematically considered in the City's Capital Improvement Program. 

The last category of projects considered are the maintenance related programs.  Again, unique to the character of the category,
the prioritization system is also unique.  The most established process is that used for the annual pavement preservation 
program.  Now at $1.8 million annually, the annual preservation program, is the means by which the City repairs roads to 
allow smooth travel, minimize further degradation of the pavement, and provides a safe network of travel in Kirkland.  The 
network includes approximately 150 miles of roads and adjacent curb, and gutter. Prioritization, and in this case, preferred 
treatments are developed using software that is uniquely developed for the analysis of actual conditions of the pavement.  
Roadway pavement in the City is manually evaluated every two to four years, and from the actual characteristics of the 
pavement, the Pavement Management System (software, costs, methods, and widely used rating scales) is able to develop a 
prioritization list.  This list is then compared to ongoing utility, development, and other factors, assembled into a program 
consistent with the CIP budget and then constructed. 

The annual sidewalk program, first created in 2006, is undergoing criteria development and is at this point closely tied to the
annual pavement preservation program as well as maintenance personnel developed priorties based on field observations.  

FUNDING

Utility funding is primarily derived from the rates charged to the customers; these rates in turn allow a certain amount of 
funding for operations and capital improvements.  For the upcoming CIP process, the following funding levels are anticipated 
for the various utilities: 

• Water   $2.5 M/yr (42% capital reserve, 39% depreciation, 14% connection fees, 5% fund interest earnings) 

• Wastewater   $1.1 M/yr (59% depreciation, 32% connection fees, 9% fund interest earnings) 

• Surfacewater  $350 K/yr (stream bank stabilization projects) 

$1.04M/yr (utility rates)  
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Transportation funding is as follows: 

ATTACHMENTS: (Not included in packet) 

1. Water system criteria 
2. Sanitary sewer system criteria 
3. Streambank Stabilization criteria 
4. Surface water system criteria 
5. Capacity criteria 
6. Non-capacity criteria 
7. Preservation criteria (State of the Streets report) 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

I MEMORANDUM 

! To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Norm Storme, P.E., Chairman -Sidewalk Bond Exploratory Committee 
Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 

Date: July 24, 2006 

Subject: SIDEWALK BOND EXPLORATORY COMMITTEE 
FINAL RECOMMENDATION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The Sidewalk Bond Exploratory Committee (Committee) and City Staff recommend that Council not pursue a bond 
issue for sidewalk construction at this time. The Committee further recommends that Council reconsider a sidewalk 
bond at a future date based on Committee feedback to evaluate whether voter support has improved. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 

Sidewalk Bond Exploratory Committee 
The City Council created the Sidewalk Bond Exploratory Committee in June of 2004 to study the feasibility of placing 
a sidewalk construction bond and maintenance levy issue before voters. By early 2005, the Committee had 
developed a list of over thitty projects divided into three tiers as follows: 

Tier 1- School Walk Routes $6 million 
Tier 2- Arterial Streets $2 million 
Tier 3- Neighborhood Projects $7 million 
Tier 4- Sidewalk maintenance levy $200,000 annually 

Strong Support for School Walk Route Sidewalks 
To determine the feasibility of the proposed bond and levy measures, the Committee and City Staff performed 
neighborhood outreach in the spring of 2005 which included a public open house and presentations of the proposed 
project list to the neighborhood associations and business groups throughout the City. In May 2005, an opinion 
survey was conducted by Elway Research to gauge support for the potential $15 million sidewalk construction bond; 
The bond would increase the taxes on a $400,000 home by $53/year. That survey showed strong support for 
sidewalks around elementary schools (65%), but less support for arterial and neighborhood sidewalks (56% and 47%, 
respectively). The survey information was presented to Council on July 19, 2005, and based on those results, the 
Sidewalk Bond Exploratory Committee was asked to refine the proposed bond to focus only on sidewalks near 
elementary schools. At that meeting, Council also authorized a second public opinion survey regarding sidewalk 
bond support in the community. The follow-up survey was to measure support for a smaller-scale bond ($5 million) 
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that would construct sidewalks only on school walk routes and would result in a $20/year tax increase. This survey, 
performed in October 2005, indicated consistent overall support forsidewalks near schools (66%). However, when 
compared with the May 2005 survey, the supporters in October included more who said "probably support" and 
fewer who said "definitely support". Thus, despite a sigificant reduction in scope, the proposed bond did not 
receive significant support in the community. 

Factors Potentially Affecting Voter Support 
The Committee concedes that current support for a sidewalk bond may be adversely affected by several factors. 
Chief among these is the fact that the regional economy is only recently starting to emerge from a difficult economic 
period. The survey results show that cost is the most significant factor affecting support of the proposed bond, with 
nearly a third of those polled agreed with the statement, "I pay enough taxes already; I can't afford to pay any more." 
The survey was also conducted at a time when the voters have recently been asked to pay more in gas and property 
taxes. 

There is also the possibility that sc-called "voter fatigue" may also be a factor leading to the modest support for the 
proposed bond. This phenomenon is attributed to voter's feelings that their vote does not count or will not result in 
the outcome they desire, they are overburdened by the referendum process, or they are simply annoyed by the 
inconvenience of voting itself. 

Other Funding Opportunities 
The community process and continued emphasis on sidewalks in Kirkland have had favorable results. New 
opportunities for sidewalk construction and maintenance have been established in the time since the Sidewalk Bond 
Exploratory Committee has been reviewing the issue. These include: 

Council approval of funding for an annual sidewalk maintenance program. This program will repair existing 
facilities city-wide, focusing on fixing problems in areas with high pedestrian use and near vulnerable 
populations such as students and seniors and not deplete the street preservation program funding while 
doing so. 
Council recently adopted an ordinance requiring construction of sidewalks with all new single family 
residential infill projects. This change will lead to new sidewalk facilities around the community. 
In late 2005, the Washington State Department of Transportation announced two grant programs to provide 
funding for pedestrian facilities and programs aimed at improving elementary school walk route safety. City 
staff will pursue grants for these projects identified through the Committee's process: 

o NE 100mStreet between 112"Avenue NE and 116mAvenue NE 
o NE 60" Street between 12Pd Avenue NE and 124" Avenue NE 

Staff will also apply for a grant from the Transportation Improvement Board for one of the identified 
projects: 99" Place/lOOmAvenue NE between NE 112" Street and NE 116"Street. 

Summary 
The citizens of Kirkland clearly support pedestrian safety in general, and the safety of school children is the highest 
priority. However, external factors that are likely to affect voter support for new taxes suggest that now is not the 
best time to place this issue on the ballot. The Committee is concerned that failure of this measure, even by a small 
margin, would cloud future considerat~on of a similar bond measure. The Committee therefore recommends that the 
sidewalk bond issue be deferred for reconsiderat~on under more favorable economic condit~ons. 
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Ci of Kirkland 
LongTerm Capital Funding 

Project Prioritization Criteria 

Cross-Function Criteria 
Some funding sources are legally dedicated or are set by Council policy to a CIP category 

o Gas tax legally dedicated roads (Transportation) CIP only versus REET 2 dedicated by 
Council policy to Transportation 

o Interest income allocated per Council 
Council sets funding levels by project category through 6-year process 
Council has indirectly identified project priorities by designation of funding levels between project 
categories 
LT CIP subcommittee from 2003 agreed broad-based criteria should be employed to evaluate 
projects across categories for purpose of prioritizing funding needs 
Examples of broad-based criteria - 

o Maintains or replaces existing assets needed to provide basic services (street overlay, 
facilities life cycle repairs, fire station renovation) 

o Meets concurrency requirements (transportation capacity projects) 
o Funded from restricted source/no City funds obligated (Sound Transit funded projects) 
o Needed for efficient/effective delivery of basic public services (public safety information 

system) 
o Provides additional capacity to meet adopted levels of service (parks capacity projects) 
o Provides new levels of non-mandated service (fire straining facility) 
o Furthers Council-adopted policy initiative (non-motorized transportation projects) 

Category-Specific Criteria 
Transportation - 3 project category areas 

o Capacity 
ects that meet concurrency requirements for LOS 
ects are evaluated, ranked and prioritized uslng the Transportation Project 

valuation Form created by Ad-Hoc Transportation Committee 
o Non-Capacity 

Projects that do not have any concurrency requirements - "non-motorized" 
improvements such as blke lanes and sidewalks 
Projects are evaluated, ranked and prioritized using the Non-Capacity Evaluation 
Summary 

o Ma~ntenance 
Programs Include the Street Preservation Program and Sidewalk Malntenance 
Program 
Areas needing improvement are evaluated using the Pavement Management 
System and field observations by staff 



Category-Specific Criteria continued 
Water/Sewer Utility 

o Water and Sewer Comprehensive Plans are mandated by State and updated every 6 years 
o A list of projects and their prioritization is a component of the comp plans 
o Focus of the comp plans change based on maturity of the utility and the regulations in 

place during the development of the comp plan 
o Changes in focus dictate priority of projects 

Surface Water Utility 
o Comprehensive Plans not mandated by State but City is updating Comp Plan every 6 

years cons~stent with Water/Sewer Utility 
o Original plan completed 1998 for creation of utility and updated in 2005 
o A list of projects and their prioritization is a component of the comp plans 
o Focus of comp plans change based on maturity of the utility and the regulations in place 

during the development of the comp plan 
o Changes in focus dictate priority of projects Focus of Comp Plan changes and dictates 

priority of projects 

Park 
o All potential projects to be considered are identified by staff 
o All projects evaluated wlth 10 specific criteria addressing issues such as: 

Safety 
= Code compliance 

Project readlness 
Maintenance impacts 
Conformance with City plans and policies 

o Projects are then scored and ranked using the adopted crlteria 
o Staff and the Park Board use the project rankings to develop recommendation for the 6- 

year CIP 

lnformatlon Technology 
o IT Strategic Plan as well as department needs helps to identify project areas 

Some specific applications (i.e. GIs) have speclfic strategic plans 
her factors influencing project priorrtization: 

Funding available 
Staff resources available 
Timlng of department needs 
Coordination with other application implementations or replacements 




