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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 
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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, City Manager 
 
From: Marilynne Beard, Finance Director 
 
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 shortfall 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 LTCIP subcommittee composed of Mayor Springer, 
Deputy Mayor McBride and Councilmember Dillon. 
 
The LTCIP 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 
done today as opposed to being inflated to reflect the probable future cost.  Likewise, revenue is being 
presented 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 strategies 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 

-Non-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 very 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 Kirkland 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 I-405                7,614  

 NE 132nd Street: 100th to 132nd Avenue NE (Add 1 lane each direction)              23,022  

 Covered Parking Structure over Marina Parking lot              11,000  

 Total  $     112,201 
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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 $202,988 
Project Needs   590,035 
 
Difference Funding to Needs   (387,047) 
 
Funding Preferences Applied 

• 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) 
 
Transportation Projects (external)  112,201 
 
Revised Funding Deficit    ($131,072) 

 
  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 LTCIP 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 
can be used for any project area.  Council policy establishes the allocation of REET between categories of 
projects.  General 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 prioritizing funding 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 services (street overlay, facilities life 

cycle repairs, fire station renovation) 
 

o Meets concurrency requirements (transportation capacity projects) 
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o Funded from restricted source with pre-committed use/no City funds obligated (some of the Sound Transit 
projects) 

 
o Needed for efficient/effective service delivery of basic public services (public safety information system) 

 
o Provides additional capacity to meet adopted levels of service that do not have concurrency requirements 

(parks capacity projects) 
 

o Provides new level of non-mandated service (fire training facility) 
 

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, 6-year 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 using voted debt for parks capacity projects, sidewalk projects (including the Safe School Walk Routes 
project) and, possibly, the Public Safety Building.  The LTCIP 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 fee-in-lieu)  
  Possible bond-school walk routes 12,226 
  Other sidewalks 7,269 
 Subtotal Sidewalks (voted debt or fee-in-lieu) 19,495 
  
 Parks Capacity Projects  
  Neighborhood parks – future 15,982 
  Community parks 8,620 
  Natural areas/open space 4,885 
  Outdoor sports fields 2,406 
  Indoor recreation space 11,493 
 Subtotal Parks Capacity  43,386 
  
 Public Safety – Regional Training Facility 4,571 
  
Total Voted Debt 67,452 

 
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 non-voted debt to a number of projects.  These projects would need to have 
a general-purpose revenue stream identified in order to service the debt.  Projects funded from non-voted 
debt include:  
 

Non-Voted Debt (structures) (in 000’s)  
  Downtown parking structure 3,199 
  Maintenance service center 3,510 
  Public safety building 11,592 
  New fire stations 21,158 
  
Total Non-Voted Debt 39,460 

 
As a frame of reference, each $1 million of non-voted debt requires about $84,000 in annual revenue to 
support debt service.    



City of Kirkland
Park Acquisitions - 10 Year Analysis

Year/Property Name Use/Area Amount Funding Source
1993
Central Houghton Park Central Houghton Park 180,525          Park Bond

1994
Burhen Waterfront Park 1,226,557       Grant/Grant Match Reserve
1st Summit Juanita Bay Park 800,495          General Purpose Reserve
David Brink Park David Brink Park 1,510,557       Grant/General Purpose Reserve

1995
Houghton Landfill Potential Park Site 20,000            General Purpose Reserve

1996

1997
Daniels Forbes Valley 92,466            Gen Purpose Rsrv/Open Space Fee-in-Lieu
Williamson N Rose Hill/Woodlands Pk 717,022          REET 1/Open Space Fee-in-Lieu
McAuliffe (appraisals) McAuliffe Park 3,647              Building & Property Reserve

1998
McAuliffe (earnest money) McAuliffe Park 411,000          REET 1
Irondale Everest Park 80,000            Gen Purpose Rsrv/Open Space Fee-in-Lieu

1999
Blair Property Near McAuliffe Park 198,171          REET 1
Gregg Property S Juanita Neigh. Park 81,246            REET 1
Miller Property S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 198,889          REET 1

2000
Pierce Property S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 27,352            REET 1
Rayne-Currey Property S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 1,900              REET 1
Lindahl Property S Rose Hill Neigh. Park 232,824          REET 1
McAuliffe (appraisals) McAuliffe Park 12,499            Building & Property Reserve
Fernco Property Forbes Creek Park 48,333            Building & Property Reserve

2001
McAuliffe (property) McAuliffe Park 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

2002
Juanita Beach Park Juanita Beach Park - Property transfer from King County
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LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 
 
 
2. Use of Local Improvement Districts (LID’s) 
 

Objective:  Determine whether and/or where LID’s can be applied to unfunded projects in the twenty-year 
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 twenty-year CIP, the subcommittee wanted to 
check in with the Council to determine how this funding source can realistically be applied to non-utility 
projects. 
 







SUMMARY OF LID INFORMATION 
 

LID IMPROVEMENTS LOCATION DATE MAP SECTION GRID MAP 

1 Assessment map Houghton 5/59 8, 17  

2 Water extension Houghton 6/60 17 C3, C4 

3 Paving and drainage Central Houghton 12/61 17 C3 

4 Storm, street and sewer Central Houghton 6/65 8 D3 

5 Sewer Lakeview 7/61 17, 20 C4, B4, A4 

6 Sewer Central Houghton 7/66 17 B3, B4 

7 Street, sidewalk, sewer, storm Central Houghton 9/66 8 D4 

8 Sewer Central Houghton 2/67 8 D3 

10 Street, sewer Central Houghton 7/67 17 (Kirkland LID) C3 

10 Storm, sewer, street Lakeview 2/65 20 (Bellevue LID) A4 

11 Street, storm Lakeview 8/67 8 D4 

92 Water, street Central 2/28 5, 6 F4, F5 

94 Street Norkirk, 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 Norkirk 11/63 5 F3, G3, F4, G4 

99 Assessment map Market 11/66 6  

100 Street, storm, sewer, water Norkirk 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 Bridle Trails 8/70 9 D1, D2 

107 Sewer Central Houghton 8/70 8, 17 C3, D3 

108 Assessment map  5/72 6  

109 Sewer Highlands 4/73 4, 5 F2, G2, F3, G3 

110 Sewer Highlands 4/73 5 G3 

112 Sewer Central Houghton 6/73 17 C3 

113 Sewer Central Houghton 7/74 17 C4 

115 Water, road, bridge, sewer, 
landscaping, storm (Par-Mac) 

Totem Lake, North 
Rose Hill 

6/80 28, 32, 33 I2, J2, H3, I3 

116 Storm, sewer Central Houghton 3/78 8 D3 

117 Street, electrical, water (Park Lane) Central 7/79 5 F4 

119 Parking lot (Lake/Central) Central 4/82 5 F4 

120 Sewer South Rose Hill 5/83 4 F2 

121 Water, sewer, storm, street (PLA5) Central 5/84 5 F3, F4 

122 Sewer North Rose Hill 6/91 4 G1 

126 UG utilities, storm, street Lakeview 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. 
 
After an eighteen 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 itself).  
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 
 
Impact fees for transportation have been in effect since 1999, and projections for their contribution to the 
CIP 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 124th 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 TIB 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 124th 
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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.   

 
 

CITY 1999 SF FEE 2003 SF FEE NOTES 
Duvall 2,710   
Enumclaw 2,610   
Mt. Vernon 2,442   
Ferndale 2,300   
La Center 2,248   
Sedro-Woolley 2,000   
Ridgefield 1,913   
Redmond 1,671 2,739 (1) 
Newcastle  1,788 (2) 
Bothell 1,570 1,570  
Camas 1,375   
Olympia 1,135 1,158  
Tumwater 978   
Kirkland  966   
Bellevue 917 755 (3) 
Vancouver 917   
Stanwood 800   
Washougal 775   
Yelm 757   
Auburn  678  
Poulsbo 420   
Bellingham 350   

 
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. 

 

60% impact fee rate 

50% impact fee rate 
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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 multi-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 of 
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 LTCIP 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 
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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 LTCIP 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. 
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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 
(e.g. 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) 

Revenue Source Surface 
Water 

Transpor-
tation 

Utilities Parks Public 
Safety 

General 
Gov’t* 

Total 

Gas Tax**  325        325 

Motor Vehicle License Fee**  400        400 

Sales Tax  670    100    770 

Utility Connection Charges***   770    770 

Utility Rates*** 950  1,209    2,159 

Real Estate Excise Tax 1**  100  700      800 

Real Estate Excise Tax 2**  1,000      1,000 

Interest Income     250 550 800 

Impact Fees**  600    40   640 

Total 950 3,095 1,979 740 250 650 7,664 

* General Government section includes Neighborhood Connection program. 
**  Indicates revenue sources that are legally restricted to capital purposes. 
*** For utility capital purposes only. 

 
The annual funding matrix reflects only those sources of revenue available on an annual ongoing basis.  In addition 
to the funding provided above, the revised LTCIP estimates incorporate additional annual funding as follows: 
 
Additional annual funding by source: 
 

Additional REET 1  $ 400,000 
Additional REET 2 (transportation) 200,000 
REET 2 Reserve (transportation) 199,000 
Surface Water Rates (transportation) 956,000 
 Total 1,755,000 
 
Additional annual funding by category: 
 
Transportation  1,355,000 
Unallocated 400,000 
 Total  1,755,000 
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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. 
 

   Average   Unfunded  Percent 
   Annual Need   Annual Need  Unfunded 
 (in 000’s) (in 000’s)  
Transportation 14,087 4,860 34% 
Parks 3,469 663 19% 
Public Safety 1,893 (73) -4% 
Technology 1,693 1,143 68% 
Facilities 1,472 8 1% 
Other Gen. Govt. 141 41 29% 
Total 22,755 6,642 29% 

 
The relative amount of funding 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.  
 
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. 
 
It should be noted that the additional REET 1 revenue of $400,000 has not yet been allocated to a project category 
(it should also be noted that REET 1 could not directly be used for technology projects since this is not allowed under 
state law).  After applying REET 1 to the bottom line, 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. 
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CRITERIA FOR RANKING PARKS CIP PROJECTS 
 
 Criteria None 

0 Points 
Low 
1 Point 

Moderate 
2 Points 

High 
3 Points 

1 Responds to an 
Urgent Need or 
Opportunity, 
Conforms to Legal, 
Contractual or 
Government Mandate 

• No need or 
urgency 

• Suspected need 
with no 
substantiation 

• Suspected need 
based upon visual 
inspection, public 
comment 

• Suspected threat 
of development 

• Report or other 
documentation has 
been prepared 

• Confirmed threat 
of development 

• Fills important gap 
in park system 

• Significant public 
comment--survey, 
petition, public 
hearing 

• Legal, contractual, 
gov’t mandate 

2 Health and Safety 
Issues 

• No known issues • Suspected health 
or safety issue with 
no substantiation 

• Suspected need 
based upon visual 
inspection, or 
public comment 

• visible 
deterioration 

• Documented 
evidence of 
unsanitary 
condition, health 
and safety code 
violations, injury 

3 Fiscal Values • Leveraging of 
funds through 
partnerships, 
grants, bonds or 
volunteers is 
unlikely 

• Leveraging of 
funds somewhat 
likely through 
partnerships, 
grants, bonds and 
volunteers 

• Leveraging of at 
least 1/2 project 
funding available 
from other 
sources; 

• Leveraging of more 
than 50 percent of 
project costs from 
other sources 

4 Conforms to Park 
Open Space Plan or 
Other Adopted Plan 

• Not in any plan 
document 

• N/A • Identified in 
Comprehensive or 
Functional plan 

• Helps meet level of 
service objectives 

5 Feasibility, including 
Public Support and 
Project Readiness 

• Project simply an 
idea 

• No public input 
• No other 

supporting 
information 

• Some public 
involvement such 
as letters, 
workshops 

• Professional report 

• Schematic or 
conceptual level 
approval 

• Property identified 
• High public 

support 
• Completed 

appraisal 

• Construction 
documents 
complete 

• Option or right of 
first refusal, willing 
seller 

6 Implications of 
Deferring Project 

• No impact 
• No imminent 

threat of 
development; 

• Temporary repair 
measures available 
without significant 
liability or added 
future cost 

• Indications of 
possible 
development 

• Program quality 
limited or reduced 

• Evidence of 
possible structural 
failure 

• Confirmed private 
development sale 
possible 

• Program 
participation 
limited or reduced 

• Imminent possible 
structural failure, 
facility closure, or 
other similar factor 

• Program 
cancellation 

• Unable to meet 
level of service 

• Imminent sale for 
private 
development 
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7 Benefits to Other 
New Capital Projects 
or an existing Park/ 
Facility/Service, or 
Service Delivery 

• No association 
with or impacts to 
other projects 

• Minimal benefit to 
existing or other 
projects 

• Moderate benefit 
such as relieving 
overuse at another 
facility 

• Corrects minor 
problem at 
adjacent facility 

• Significant benefit 
such as providing 
added capacity to 
a facility 

• Corrects major 
problem at 
adjoining facility 

8 Number of City 
Residents Served 

• No residents 
served 

• Only one 
neighborhood 
served 

• More than one City 
neighborhood 
served 

• Project will serve a 
City-wide 
population 

9 Maintenance and 
Operations Impact 

• Requires 
substantial new    
M & O, no current 
budgetary 
commitment  

• Resources/capacit
y available without 
additional budget 
commitment 

• Requires new 
resources which 
are available or 
likely available in 
budget 

• Has minimal or no 
impact on existing 
M & O resources 

• Resources already 
allocated or 
planned for project 
in budget 

• M & O 
requirements 
absorbed with 
existing resources 

• Substantial 
reduction in M&O. 

10 Geographic 
Distribution 

• Duplicates service, 
significant number 
of resources 
available in area, 
level of service 
overlap 

• Adequate number 
of Parks are 
nearby, minimal 
level of service 
overlap 

• Parks nearby, no 
level of service 
overlap, and gaps 
in service identified 

• Underserved area.  
No facilities within 
service area. 
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LONG TERM CIP POLICY ISSUES 
 

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. 
 
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. 
 
Project 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 non-capacity projects given the level of service and concurrency requirements in place.  
Likewise, maintenance of existing infrastructure might take priority over enhancing or increasing capacity for 
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). 
 
Adjusting Time Frame 
 
The LTCIP assumes project needs for the next twenty years.  However, it may be necessary to delay 
projects beyond the twenty years in order to the balance the CIP.  Many of the larger projects incorporated 
in the CIP resulted from major planning efforts (business district strategic plans, master plans, etc) and the 
time 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 LTCIP funding needs?  The City needs to continue to prepare six-
year CIP’s that identify 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 CIP?   What is a reasonable 
time frame for addressing the long term problem?    
 



 
March 2, 2003 
Page 15 
 

 
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 twenty-year 
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 allocations 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 
discussion. 
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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. 
 
 



Memorandum to Park Board 
Future Park Bond Considerations 
Page 4 of 5 
 

H:\FINANCE\2007-08 budget\Issue Papers\9-4 IP Attach D to Funding IP Park Bond Sept 2006.doc 

 

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         

            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




