CITY OF SULTAN
COUNCIL MEETING – COMMUNITY CENTER
August 13, 2009
6:30 PM Public Meeting – FEMA Repetative Flood Loss Properties
7:00 PM  CALL TO ORDER -  Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call

CHANGES/ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA
PRESENTATIONS  
1)  US Census – Complete Count Committee
2) 30 Years of History
3) COPS Grant – Camera Update
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:  Citizens are requested to keep comments to a 3 minute maximum to allow time for everyone to speak.  It is also requested that you complete a comment form for further contact.

COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS
STAFF REPORTS –  Written Reports Submitted
1) Public Works

2) Police Department

CONSENT AGENDA:    The following items are incorporated into the consent agenda and approved by a single motion of the Council.

1) Approval of the July 23, 2009 Council Meeting Minutes

2) Approval of the July 23, 2009 Public Hearing minutes on the 6 Year Transportation Improvement Plan

3) Approval of Vouchers

4) Surplus Bid Awards

5) Resolutions 09-16 and 09-17 Allied Waste (Rabancco) Contract Extensions – Recycle/Yard Waste

6) WWTP Centrifuge – Change Order #1

7) Adoption of Ordinance 1055-09 Amending Title 3.30

8) Adoption of Ordinance 1054-09 Amending Title 3.64

9) Approval of the June 30, 2009 Joint Council/Planning Board meeting minutes

10) Utility Committee Report

ACTION ITEMS:
1) Planning Board Appointment – Bob Knuckey
2) Latimore Contract

3) Resolution 09-14 PUD Dam Safety

4) Resolution 09-15 6 Year Transportation Improvement Plan

5) Bid Award – Light Guard Crossing

6) Ordinance 1056-09 General Facility Charge
7) CTED Energy Efficiency and Conservation Grant

DISCUSSION:  Time Permitting
1) Comprehensive Plan Survey Questions

2) WWTP Property Purchase Options

PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS ONLY
COUNCILMEMBER RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS
Executive Session:   Potential Litigation and Personnel
Adjournment - 10:00 PM or at the conclusion of Council business.

ADA NOTICE:  City of Sultan Community Center is accessible.  Accommodations for persons with disabilities will be provided upon request.  Please make arrangements prior to the meeting by calling City Hall at 360-793-2231.     

For additional information please contact the City at cityhall@ci.sultan.wa.us or visit our web site at www.ci.sultan.wa.us 
CITY OF SULTAN

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

Agenda Item : 

Public Meeting

Date:



August 13, 2009



SUBJECT:


Washington State Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
CONTACT PERSON:    Donna Murphy Grants and Economic Development Coordinator







ISSUE:

The issue before the Council is to conduct a public meeting informing the public of the City of Sultan’s intent to purchase and demolish two Repetitive Flood Loss properties:  

· 107 2nd Street, Sultan, WA

· 211 1st Street, Sultan, WA

SUMMARY STATEMENT:

At the April 23, 2009 City Council meeting the Council unanimously voted to authorize Mayor Eslick to direct staff to submit two Mitigation Project Letters of Intent to apply to the State of Washington Military Department of Emergency Management Division for a Hazard Mitigation Grant to purchase and demolish 107 2nd Street and 211 1st Street, Sultan, WA.  Department of Ecology has confirmed these properties are eligible for the grant program.  Once the structure is demolished, the property will become open space/parkland for the citizens of Sultan to enjoy.

As part of the application process, the State of Washington Military Department Emergency Management Division requires grant applicants to conduct a minimum of two public notices and two public meetings during the month of August, 2009 for project applications to meet program eligibility.  Alternatives must be identified and the public must be allowed to comment.

Members of the public may choose to attend the meeting and learn about the Repetitive Flood Loss Buyout Program.  Additional properties may be added to the application.

Alternatives:

1. Apply for the grant to acquire and demolish the two proposed properties. If successful, purchase the repetitive flood loss properties, demolish the structures and provide open space/parkland for the citizens of Sultan in perpetuity.

2. Do nothing.  The properties will continue to flood annually and the owners will continue filing to FEMA for Flood Insurance claims.

3. Identify additional properties to include in the application

4. Remove proposed properties from the application

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Washington State Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Timeline.  

Note: July 30, 2009 – August 31, 2009.

2. Repetitive Flood Loss Area Map - 2001

PUBLIC WORKS REPORT

August 13, 2009

STREETS:


Sultan Basin Road Phase III, Moving ahead with Stage 1 of the project. Stage 1 is the portion recently renamed South Basin Road (Foundry Drive). Additional funds have been obligated with Washington Dept. of Washington to complete design and right of way purchase. Certified Land has been negotiating with the property owner for purchase of property and relocation of the renters.


US 2 and Rice Rd. required landscape for the Sno-Country Building adjacent to the state right of way, was brought to the council by the neighboring business owner with the complaint the trees are blocking the site distance for his business. In working with business owners within Sultan, staff will be pruning the trees up and back to increase the site distance for Mt. View Chevron.


Block Watch signs were purchased by the city (10) and the community grant (10) received for graffiti removal, safety and improvement funds.


24“ X 36” signs will be posted at the west and east city limits on US 2 and on 311th Street SE between the bridge and BNSF Railroad Tracks.


The first ten “Neighborhood Crime Watch” signs (18” X 24”) will be placed as follows:  (Attachment A)

1. Just north of Main Street at 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 8th east side of the street.

2. Westside of South Sultan Basin Road (Foundry Dr.) 100 Block

3. Eastside of Sultan Basin Road north of US 2


4. Westside of 10th south of US 2
At the Block Watch meeting on August 19th the second 10 signs will be offered to 

Block Watch captains’ areas.


Left Turn Lane southbound on Rice Road:
When Mc Donald’s was built in 2000 the design on US 2 was a right hand deceleration with a merge lane on Rice Rd. that was the requirement by the City and WSDOT (Attachment B).
BUILDING:

The facility assessment by Driftmier Architects was started July 24th some additional information will be gathered August 7, 2009. The report will be available to the City by October, 2009.

PARKS:
A bear cub (approx 200 lbs) has been seen on First Street in the Osprey Park area. Washington Fish and Wild Life (WFWL) recommended posting of the park, which has been completed. WFWL recommends citizens keep all garbage and food secured. Sultan has many fruit trees, especially apple; the owners need to keep all fruit that falls to the ground picked up daily. Bears are like humans they go to the food. If you use the City Parks, pack out all your garbage and encourage others to do the same. Public Works posted both Osprey and Reese Parks (Attachment C). WFWL telephone number is 425-775-1311

Osprey Park Clean up:  The Public Works Crew members have been on the trails cutting brush, pulling damaged benches and interpretative signs out then filling in the holes.

STAFF:

Respectfully Submitted

Connie Dunn

Public Works Director

Chose to enjoy your day

Sheriff John Lovick
                                                        Mayor Carolyn Eslick
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Notable Events During July 2009
· The Volunteers of America schedule a Gang Awareness training which was attended by about 30 people.  Detectives from Snohomish County Sheriff’s Office, Everett and Mountlake Terrace Police Departments gave presentations at this meeting at the Sultan Middle School.  

· The first 10 COPS Grant cameras have been installed and activated.  We are still waiting for the COPS Office to approve our grant budget revision.  Donna has been following up on the approval.

· We received a $9,000 Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) and have begun purchasing uniforms and equipment for bicycle patrols.  We have also taken our bikes to Spokemotion in Monroe for repair and maintenance.  We have scheduled our first bike safety rodeo for Saturday September 19th.  

· The Sultan Shindig was on the weekend of July 10th – 12th and I believe was successful with minimal problems.  The ABATE Motorcycle Club participated on Sunday and had about 1,500 spectators attend.  We believe the low attendance was for a variety of reasons, including rain and road construction. 

· There will be further debriefing to discuss how Shindig went and how to improve it.  

· We had our monthly Block Watch Meeting on Wednesday July 15th, which was attended by about 30 residents and Council Members.  Dan Keenan of the Identity Theft Awareness Group gave a presentation on I.D. Theft.

· Our next meeting will be on Wednesday August 19th and we will be discussing Domestic Violence.   

The following charts compare selected statistics in the reporting month to the same month in the previous year and provide the current year to date monthly average (YTD Average) totals for each category.  These statistics were selected from more than 100 categories.  
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Note:  Per Deputy = total calls divided by number of assigned personnel; 4 deputies for 2009 and 5 officers for 2008.
The following table provides all of the incidents by type for the current and last year.  Last year’s YTD is for 12 months and the current year YTD through the reporting month.

	Incidents By Type
	Jul, 2008
	2008 YTD
	2008 Avg Mo
	Jul, 2009
	2009 YTD
	2009 Avg Mo

	Ani-Ali hang up/open line
	6
	64
	9
	15
	121
	17

	Abandoned Vehicle
	13
	69
	10
	9
	46
	7

	Animal Control
	11
	61
	9
	10
	65
	9

	Accident
	7
	56
	8
	9
	59
	8

	Accident, Priority
	0
	8
	1
	4
	7
	1

	Admin. Police Available
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Admin. Police Unavailable
	0
	10
	1
	0
	4
	1

	Assist Fire
	4
	23
	3
	6
	27
	4

	Law Agency Assist
	50
	379
	54
	69
	360
	51

	Alarm, non-priority
	10
	46
	7
	14
	65
	9

	Hold Up Alarm
	0
	2
	0
	0
	5
	1

	Alarm, Priority
	3
	9
	1
	1
	13
	2

	Area Check
	23
	331
	47
	1
	35
	5

	Arson
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Assault, Report
	4
	33
	5
	3
	29
	4

	Assault, Priority
	12
	36
	5
	8
	30
	4

	Assault, Weapon
	1
	9
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Attempt To Contact
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Attempt to Locate
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0

	Bait Car
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Fireworks
	16
	28
	4
	21
	27
	4

	Bar/Tavern Check
	63
	194
	28
	10
	31
	4

	Bomb Threat
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Burglary Report
	1
	24
	3
	2
	24
	3

	Burglary, Priority
	1
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0

	Camping Complaint
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Crimes Against Children
	0
	9
	1
	1
	10
	1

	Crimes Against Children, Priority
	1
	4
	1
	0
	4
	1

	Civil Problem
	7
	42
	6
	12
	54
	8

	Child Protective Service
	0
	4
	1
	3
	8
	1

	Death Investigation
	1
	6
	1
	0
	4
	1

	Disturbance, Priority
	30
	110
	16
	30
	140
	20

	Disturbance, Vehicle
	5
	12
	2
	2
	4
	1

	Dive, Rescue
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0

	DUI / DUI Emphasis
	5
	61
	9
	12
	71
	10

	Domestic Violence, Physical
	6
	21
	3
	6
	17
	2

	Domestic Violence, Weapon
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Eluding Police
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Escort, Police
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Family Problem
	3
	17
	2
	1
	19
	3

	Follow-up
	65
	520
	74
	61
	387
	55

	Foot Patrol
	11
	20
	3
	4
	13
	2

	Fraud/Checks/Forgery
	3
	23
	3
	1
	14
	2

	Gang Activity
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Harassment
	11
	38
	5
	10
	42
	6

	Impound
	0
	3
	0
	0
	4
	1

	Indiscriminate Shooting
	1
	6
	1
	0
	4
	1

	Information/Advise
	30
	209
	30
	50
	237
	34

	Juvenile Problem
	8
	66
	9
	2
	51
	7

	J-Walker
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Kidnapping
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Police Level 2 Status
	1
	10
	1
	0
	3
	0

	Mail In Complaint
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5
	1

	Malicious Mischief
	6
	73
	10
	3
	45
	6

	Malicious Mischief, Priority
	2
	19
	3
	3
	20
	3

	Non-Law, Agency Assist
	4
	23
	3
	3
	7
	1

	Noise Problem
	20
	89
	13
	11
	35
	5

	Block Watch
	1
	6
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Nuisance/Unwanted Guest
	3
	21
	3
	5
	25
	4

	Public Assist
	20
	107
	15
	15
	89
	13

	Alarm, Panic
	1
	3
	0
	1
	3
	0

	Paper Service, Court
	4
	22
	3
	0
	7
	1

	Party Complaint
	3
	13
	2
	3
	5
	1

	Person, Missing/Runaway
	5
	47
	7
	8
	32
	5

	Person, Priority
	0
	6
	1
	2
	6
	1

	Miscellaneous, Police
	4
	10
	1
	1
	11
	2

	Property, Lost/Found/Recovered
	4
	18
	3
	4
	29
	4

	Traffic Emphasis
	0
	7
	1
	7
	47
	7

	Robbery
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Robbery, Priority
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Robbery, Weapon
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Registered Sex Offenders
	0
	0
	0
	4
	24
	3

	Security Check
	74
	888
	127
	89
	651
	93

	Indiscriminate Shooting
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0

	Reckless Shooting
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Shoplifter
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Special Operation
	5
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Traffic Pursuit
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	School Resource Officer
	0
	0
	0
	0
	68
	10

	Subject Stop
	23
	118
	17
	18
	159
	23

	Stake Out
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0

	Substance Abuse
	16
	74
	11
	12
	49
	7

	Suicide/Attempt
	2
	8
	1
	1
	4
	1

	Suicide/Attempt, Priority
	0
	2
	0
	1
	2
	0

	Suicide/Attempt, Weapon
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Suspicious Circumstances
	46
	247
	35
	33
	239
	34

	Suspicious, Priority
	13
	59
	8
	11
	53
	8

	Search Warrant
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Traffic Stop
	107
	546
	78
	86
	604
	86

	Traffic Collision
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Traffic Hazard
	14
	103
	15
	9
	74
	11

	Theft, Report
	9
	93
	13
	10
	83
	12

	Theft, Priority
	4
	18
	3
	1
	15
	2

	Traffic Pursuit
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Training
	0
	11
	2
	0
	12
	2

	Trespass Report
	1
	8
	1
	1
	12
	2

	Trespass, in Progress
	4
	21
	3
	0
	18
	3

	Traffic Problem
	20
	139
	20
	13
	100
	14

	Vehicle Recovery
	2
	7
	1
	0
	8
	1

	Vehicle Theft
	0
	16
	2
	1
	9
	1

	Vehicle Theft, in Progress
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Violation of Court Order
	2
	8
	1
	0
	10
	1

	Violation, in Progress
	2
	5
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Warrant
	4
	47
	7
	3
	59
	8

	Welfare Check
	1
	14
	2
	3
	12
	2

	Totals By Type
	842
	5485
	784
	748
	4692
	670


SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
Consent C 1

DATE:
August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Council Meeting Minutes

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director

SUMMARY:

Attached are the minutes of the July 23, 2009 Council meeting as on file in the office of the City Clerk.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve as submitted

MOTION:  Move to accept the consent agenda as presented.
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING – July 23, 2009
The regular meeting of the Sultan City Council was called to order in the Sultan Community Center by Mayor Eslick.   Councilmembers present:  Champeaux, Wiediger, Slawson, Flower, Davenport-Smith, Blair and Beeler.

Executive Session: 
On a motion by Councilmember Davenport-Smith, seconded by Councilmember Champeaux, the Council adjourned to executive session for thirty minutes to discuss potential litigation and personnel issues.  All ayes.

CHANGES/ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA:

Consent:  Remove contract for appraisal until a future date

PRESENTATIONS:  

Community Service Officer:  Cindy Cleland, the Community Service Officer was introduced to the Council.  Her primary duties will be in animal control and code enforcement.

Richard Little – Funding Efforts Update:

Richard Little presented an update on his lobbyist funding efforts for the Wastewater Treatment Plant and Street funding.  Several Council and staff members have attended meetings with State and Federal representatives to present the Sultan projects.  They were not successful in getting funding for the projects but they have made the projects known.  He made three trips to Washington DC on behalf of the City to meet with representatives and familiarize them with the projects.  The City needs to continue to raise their profile and keep it on the front of the list and needs to continue to strategize with Representatives Pearson and Kristiansen and work with the Department of Ecology.

Councilmember Slawson advised he was impressed with how well known Mr. Little is in Washington DC and how he managed to get them into see people in power to keep Sultan on the radar.   Councilmember Blair noted it is important to keep our name and projects in the fore front.  

US 2 Proposed Improvements:

Councilmember Beeler provided on update on the US 2 Safety Coalition efforts to secure funding for improvements to US 2 and the reviewed the proposed projects for the current funding cycle.  The current programs in the traffic safety corridor will be small improvements at low cost to address safety.  There is 10 million dollars allocated for improvements with the projects scheduled to go out to bid in the spring of 2010 with construction in the fall of 2010.  The projects include:

1) Fern Bluff Road (several fatalities have occurred at the intersection) proposal is to close the south portion of the intersection for safety. Will maintain emergency access.

2) Sultan Startup road east of town will close the intersection and do improvements to the existing road.  Will maintain emergency access.

3)  Gold Bar east of town will put in two way left turn lane all the way thru town.  
4)  Sultan will add two way left turn lane near the park and ride area.  
5)  Intersections from 254th to 153rd will add left turn lanes for safety.  

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:

Nick Clutcher:  Expressed concern over the kids hanging out on the street corner and the way they harass people, especially the elder.  There are fights and drugs and kids out all night.  He is disappointed that something is not done and asked if a curfew was possible.  He has worked hard to become a nursing assistant and moved out here to get away from the problems in the larger cities.  There is not much for the kids to do in town and there needs to be some programs developed to keep kids busy.
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING – July 23, 2009
Steve Harris:  Advised he will be meeting with Representative Dan Kristiansen next week to discuss funding for road improvement projects and will be working with a development group to provide street improvements.  

Susan Hollenbeck:  She is proud of what the town is doing to take care of the issues with the kids.  The Mayor and VOA have taken positive steps to make improvements and the problem is not as bad as it was previously.

Keith Arndt:  Addressed the issue of water/sewer allocation policy and the fact the Planning Board was presented with a draft that was the same as the one from 2007 and were not provided the list of changes presented to the Council.  There may be legal issues with charging a fee at final plat as they are connecting to the system.  This is a policy decision and he asked why the Planning Board was not requested to review the matter.  They should review the proposal and make a recommendation to the Council.  

Marilyn Downing:  Concerned about street safety for everyone and does not want to see another stabbing in town. 

COUNCILMEMBERS COMMENTS:
Champeaux:  The Mayor’s agenda is to clean up the town and address the issues with the kids.

Slawson:  It is against the law to impose a curfew but the city could ask for a voluntary curfew.  He appreciates the hard work Nick has done to achieve his goals.  The stabbing incident was unfortunate but the city is working to address the issues.  Thanked Mr. Little and Mr. Beeler for 

their work on the city projects and highway safety.

Wiediger:  Thanked Councilmember Beeler for the presentation on US 2.  The Mayor is working with VOA to develop programs for the kids.

Davenport-Smith:  Appreciates Nick showing up and talking about his concerns and offering help.  The Snohomish County Tomorrow countywide planning group discussed the PSRC 2040 transportation plan which does not address the issues on US 2.  They don’t plan to put a lot of effort into US 2 so it is good to have US 2 Coalition working on funding.  Snohomish County is working on their comp plan update and SCT is part of those efforts.

Flower:   The Shindig was great event and the ABATE group had no problems.  Thanked the Mayor for helping out in the dunk tank to raise funds for the Sportsmans Club.  

Blair:  Thanked Nick for coming to the meeting and voicing his concerns.  There has been improvements over the years however, when school gets out the kids show up again.  The City has requested additional patrols of downtown and gazebo areas.  Shindig was a great event and a lot of motorcycles showed up despite the weather.  Thanked Councilmember Slawson for putting up the detour signs for the motorcycles.  

Beeler:  He received an e-mail from a resident and they want to know why the city keeps looking to the east end of town and not the west end for commercial development; could be considered. The city and coalition need to continue to work on the highway projects.

Mayor Eslick:  The stabbing incident changed the community and there have been groups formed to discuss what the community can do to ensure everyone’s safety and what types of programs can be developed for the youth and senior citizens.  The youth are concerned about their safety and that issue needs to be addressed.  
HEARINGS:

6 Year Transportation Improvement Plan:  see minutes.
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING – July 23, 2009
CONSENT AGENDA: 

The following items are incorporated into the consent and approved by a single motion of the Council.   On a motion by Councilmember Champeaux, seconded by Councilmember Slawson, the consent agenda was approved as amended.  Champeaux – aye; Wiediger – aye; Slawson – aye; Davenport-Smith - aye; Flower – aye; Blair – aye; Beeler – aye, abstained on the minutes.
1) Approval of the minutes of the July 9, 2009 regular Council Meeting as on file in the Office of  the City Clerk.
2) Approval of the minutes of the July 9, 2009 Public Hearing on the 2009 Budget Amendments as on file in the Office of the City Clerk.

3) Approval of vouchers in the amount of $234,790.61 and payroll through July 10, 2009 in 

amount of $63171.50 to be drawn and paid on the proper accounts.

4) Authorization for the Mayor to sign the annual renewal with Sultan Insurance for Broker Services.

5) Authorization for the Mayor to sign a contract amendment with FCS to extend the time on the contract from April 15, 2009 to December 31, 2009.

ACTION ITEMS:

Award Recycling Contract
The issue before the council is to award a recycling contract and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for services.  

The city received proposals from Allied Waste and Waste Management.  The “base” proposals submitted by Allied Waste and Waste Management include providing disposal services at no cost to the city for two clean-up day events

Allied Waste provided three alternative proposals:

1. weekly service – no clean up day events 

2. every other week service (EOW) with two clean-up day events 

3. every other week service and no clean up day events.  

Waste Management provided one alternative proposal for every other week service.  

Council Subcommittee Recommendation

The council subcommittee reviewed the proposals on July 16, 2009.  The council subcommittee members were comfortable with either a 5 year contract or 7 year contract.  The contract may be extended for one additional 5 year period.  

City staff support the 7 year contract since the effort to prepare the request for proposal and contract are significant.  The recommendation is to award a 7 year contract.  

The council subcommittee directed staff to request additional information from the proposers to aid the council in making a final award decision:

1. Allied Waste and Waste Management - Provide a cost proposal for weekly service and disposal service for one clean up day event

2. Waste Management only - Provide a 12 month history of the proposed fuel surcharge

The current cost for recycling is $1.13 per week ($4.50/month).  Yard waste pick-up is an optional service to city residents.  Residents contract directly with Allied Waste for yard waste pick-up.  

Cost to maintain level-of-service will increase by at least 47% - Under Allied Waste’s proposal to provide the same level of service (i.e. no clean up day event support) the cost will be $1.60/week ($6.40/month) a .47 increase/week ($1.90/month).  This proposal does not include service to 
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING – July 23, 2009
Recycle Contract: support the city’s clean-up day event(s).  Adding two clean up day events increases the weekly cost to $1.87 a 65% increase.

Waste Management’s proposal includes 2 clean up day events as requested in the contract.  The weekly cost would be $2.25 a 100% increase.  

Discussion was held regarding 1) continuing with one cleanup day as they are staff intensive to organize; 2) the impact of the proposed fuel charge from Waste Management; 3) the length of the contract – five or seven years; 4) performance measures in the contract; 5) education and outreach programs to encourage recycling by residents and business; 6) customer service.

Tom Leland from Waste Management advised the fuel surcharge is based on the amount of fuel used and prices.  The amount would differ if costs go up or down if service was bi-weekly. 

On a motion by Councilmember Champeaux, seconded by Councilmember Slawson, the Mayor was authorized to sign a five year contract with Allied Waste for recycle service with one clean up day per year.  All ayes.  

Ordinance 1055-09 Amendments to Chapter 3.30 Claims:
The issue before the City Council is the introduction of Ordinance 1055-09 to amend Title 3.30, Claims Against the City.  This is a part of the code scrub project for SMC Title 3 and required under ESHB 1553 approved by the State with an implementation date of July 31, 2009.

RCW 4.92 and 4.96 provide for a process for claims against governmental units.  During the last legislative session amendments were made to the RCW under ESHB 1553.  ESHB 1553 was passed and signed into law with an effective date for implementation of July 31, 2009.  

The method of service for a claim has been changed to allow the Claim Form to be delivered to the designated agent by regular mail, or certified mail, with return receipt requested, or can be hand delivered to the office of the designated agent.  Prior to this action, a claimant was required to present a claim in writing to the designated agent.  

On a motion by Councilmember Blair, seconded by Councilmember Beeler, Ordinance 1055-09 amending Chapter 3.30, Claims Against the City, was introduced and passed on to a second reading.  All ayes.
Permit Efficiency Task Force:  

The issue before the City Council is to consider appointments to the permit efficiency task force. 

The purpose of the task force is to develop recommendations for improving the City’s procedures for issuing planning and building permits. The task force would work through the summer and fall of 2009.  No applications for appointment were received.  On a motion by Councilmember Slawson, seconded by Councilmember Champeaux, the task force matter was dropped.  All ayes. 
Resolution 09-13 Utility donation Program:

The issue before the Council is the establishment of a donation fund and program to assist residents of Sultan with utility payments.

In February 2009, staff presented a proposal to establish a “Good Samaritan Fund” to assist City residents with utility payments.  In June 2009, the Council Sub-committee met with Dave Wood from Volunteers of America to discuss the criteria for the program.   The VOA administers programs to provide assistances to low income families and has established a screening process for eligibility.  VOA offered to administer the program and to provide the screening process for the City’s utility payment assistance program.

The City can set up a separate account at Coastal Bank to allow residents to make direct donations to the account and customers would also be able to make a donation with their monthly utility payment.   Coastal Bank needs an official action (included in the resolution) by the Council to authorize staff to establish the bank account.  
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Resolution 09-13:  On a motion by Councilmember Blair, seconded by Councilmember Flower, the Council adopted Resolution 09-13 establishing guidelines for the Utility Payment Assistance Program and authorized staff to establishment of a bank account to accept donations.  All ayes.
Ordinance 1053-09 Budget Amendments

The issue before the Council is the adoption of Ordinance 1053-09 to amend the 2009 Budget.  

The Council held a public hearing on July 9, 2009 for the purpose of amending the 2009 Budget and discussed the following recommendations for amendments to the budget.

The City applied for and received a Justice Assistance Grant in the amount of $9,999 on June 25, 2009.  The amount needs to be included in the budget amendment in order for staff to move forward with purchase of equipment funded under the grant.  The grant funded the Police bike patrol, Safe Stop program and Community Block Watch.

Ordinance 1053-09 has been amended to include the JAG grant under fund 109 Community Improvement Fund.

On a motion by Councilmember Flower, seconded by Councilmember Davenport-Smith, Ordinance 1053-09 amending the 2009 Budget was adopted.  All ayes except Councilmember Champeaux who voted nay. 

Resolution 09-12 Small Works Roster:

The issue before the Council is the adoption of Resolution 09-12 which increases the allowed amounts for use of the Small Works Roster under the MRSC (Municipal Research Service Center) Shared Roster program.

Effective July 26, 2009, Governor Gregoire signed HB 1196 raising the maximum dollar amount allowed for use of a small works roster process from $200,000 to $300,000.  In addition the dollar amount requiring notification of all contractors on the roster was changed from between $100,000 and $200,000 to between $150,000 and $200,000.

Resolution 09-12 has been revised to incorporate the revised amounts in accordance with HB 1196.

On a motion by Councilmember Davenport-Smith, seconded by Councilmember Flower, the Mayor was authorized to sign Resolution 09-12 to participate in the MRSC Small Works and Consultant Roster program.  All ayes.
Ordinance 1054-09 Bond Register

The issue before the City Council is the introduction of Ordinance 1054-09 to amend Title 3.64, Registration of Bonds and Obligations. This is a part of the code scrub project for SMC Title 3.

The City has the authority to issue General Obligation and Revenue Bonds for capital projects and equipment. The bonds are issued with a schedule of annual payments for principal and interest amounts. All bonds issued are required to be registered with a fiscal agent. 

The State of Washington contracts for the services of a Fiscal Agent (currently the Bank of New York) to register bonds (required), process redemption calls and to make payments to bond holders. The City Treasurer used to be responsible for those tasks. 

Ordinance 1054-09 provides for the designation of a fiscal agent pursuant to RCW 43.80 and designation of a Cremation agent for the destruction of paid and canceled bonds and coupons in accordance with RCW 43.80.130.

On a motion by Councilmember Beeler, seconded by Councilmember Davenport-Smith, Ordinance 1054-09 was introduced and passed on to a second reading.  All ayes.
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DISCUSSION ITEMS:

Water General Facility Charge

The issue before the City Council is to discuss the methodology used to set the water general facility charge adopted on June 25, 2009 by Ordinance No. 1043-09.  Following First Reading of Ordinance No. 1043-09 on June 11, 2009, the City Council directed staff to return to Council for a discussion of the methodology used to set the water general facilities charge (GFC).  
There is a $10 error in the amount stated in the ordinance and council could request the ordinance be amended.

The City used a very standard method of calculating the general facility charge.  This is the same methodology used by Brown and Caldwell and Katy Isaksen to develop the GFC adopted in 2004.  

The inventory of the Sultan water system shows the total system value of $18.8 million as inventoried since 1960.  These historic costs were tabulated by project for the actual year of construction.  Water system historical costs include the distribution system, watershed, dam, water treatment plant, two reservoirs and pump station. 

The applicable interest rate was assigned for the year of construction taken from the Index of General Obligation Bond Interest Rates and computed up to 10-years of simple interest charged against the principal.  Interest is charged as the opportunity cost of money.  Existing users invested in the system.  New users have to pay today’s costs which are calculated as interest.  

Grants, developer contributions to the water system and debt service not paid for by GFC revenues are deducted to get a total cost basis.

The council can decide to lower the charge, but to cover the cost someone will have to pay.  The current rate payers will have to pay; if not be able to cover costs and will need a moratorium until funds are available.

Discussion was held regarding the impact of the additional $10 per connection on developers; using the same percentage increase for monthly rates and the general facility charge; amount of work to correct the ordinance (minimal); last rate increase was five years ago; the need to cover city costs; effective date of the ordinance and the need to address approved developments.

Staff was directed to prepare and amendment to the ordinance to reduce the General Facility Charge for water by $10.  

Water/Sewer Connection Policy
The city council considered this issue on June 9, 2009.  Staff provided a draft Water/Sewer Availability Procedure to the council for review and discussion.  The council discussed the water sewer availability procedures and directed staff to return with a final procedure for council approval.  

The city does not have a written policy or procedure defining when the general facility charge must be paid.  Currently, the city collects the water and sewer general facility charge anytime from preliminary plat approval up to certificate of occupancy.  This approach creates a problem for the city in two ways.  

First, general facility charge payments needed to serve new growth are delayed putting a greater burden on current customers to cover the cost of debt service for improvements that serve both current and future customers.  The city is currently experiencing a cash flow problem.  New improvements are needed at the waste water treatment plant to serve future growth, but there are no revenues coming to the city to pay for the needed improvements.  Under the current procedures, payment of the general facilities charge could be delayed until building occupancy 15 or more years from now.  

Second, because at final plat the systems are in place at the building lot, home builders frequently access the water and sewer services without the city’s knowledge.  The trigger for creating a utility account is payment of the general facility charge.  When the general facility charge isn’t collected until certificate of occupancy the city often is unaware that services are being used without billing.  
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Water/Sewer Connection Policy
The proposed procedures are intended to collect the general facility charge early enough in the process to help pay for needed improvements to serve growth and trigger creation of a utility account for new building lots.   

The issues for the consideration are timing for the payment of fees; life of the availability certificates and sunset of certificates.  Staff does not agree with the Planning Board that this is a policy issue they need to work on; the city council understands and has spent a lot of time on this issue.  The Council needs to provide direction to staff on how to proceed.

Keith Arndt, Planning Board member, advised that he disagrees with staff; it is a policy issue and coincides with what the Planning Board is working on.  There are legal issues to resolve and the Board would like the opportunity to review the matter.  Frank Linth, Planning Board, agreed that they should have an opportunity to look into the policy and determine how it impacts the comp plan and city code.

Discussion was held regarding 1) not having people who have a personal interest or financial interest to be involved in the decision process; 2) defining the life of the certificate; 3) capacity of the water and sewer plants; 4) providing notice to existing plats and developers of proposed policy change.  The City Attorney advised that a certificate of availability is a certificate for this point in time and is no guarantee that water will be available when they go to connect.  If one developer is ready to go and other is not, there must be a first come first serve policy.  The costs must be factored into the cost of the development.  If they want the security that the connections are available, they can pay the connection fee. 

Staff was directed to define a scope of work for the Planning Board to review the policy.

Stop the Clock:  On a motion by Councilmember Champeaux, seconded by Councilmember Slawson, the clock was stopped at 10 PM.  All ayes.

Sultan Champion Sign:

The issue before the Council is to discuss setting a policy regarding the Sultan Champion sign that is located on US 2 honoring Sultan State Champions.  Brief discussion was held regarding including academic awards; cost share; which teams should be included.  The matter was referred back to the sub-committee for further discussion. 
Garbage Day Change: 
The economic downturn in the Region and Snohomish County has created a need to reduce the work force in Snohomish County Public Works. There is still the same amount of garbage just fewer staff to operate the drop boxes. Snohomish County has downsized in several departments which is changing the services provided to city and county residents.  Recently Snohomish County has reduced hours of operation at the drop boxes and have closed several locations.  The City had contact with the County staff and County staff thought they had picked days that Sultan ran garbage collection service. 

As a result of the reduced operations, the City will need to change garbage pickup from Tuesday to Thursday.  Staff will begin notifying residents that the change will occur in September. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Steve Harris:  The builders and banks are strapped now and the Council needs to consider the impact of expired plats and water/sewer certificates.  The city knows how much water and sewer capacity there is and they can calculate how many units are available and how much they need to charge for a monthly fee.  This is a cost of doing business.  
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Adjournment:  On a motion by Councilmember Blair, seconded by Councilmember Davenport-Smith., the meeting adjourned at 10:20 PM.







Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

Laura J. Koenig, City Clerk
SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
Consent C 2
DATE:
August 23, 2009

SUBJECT:
Council Meeting Minutes

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director

SUMMARY:

Attached are the minutes of the July 23, 2009 Public Hearing on the 6 Year Transportation Improvement Plan as on file in the office of the City Clerk.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve as submitted

MOTION:  Move to accept the consent agenda as presented.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS:

The Public Hearing on the 6 Year Transportation Improvement Plan was called to order by Mayor Eslick.    Councilmembers present:  Champeaux, Wiediger, Slawson, Flower, Davenport-Smith, Blair and Beeler.
Staff: 
Deborah Knight, City Administrator presented the staff report.

The issue before the City Council is to hold a public hearing to take comment on the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).  State law (RCW 35.77.010) mandates that all local jurisdictions annually adopt and submit to the state a six-year program of transportation improvements known as the Local TIP.  

The importance of the Sultan TIP is that, in most cases, projects must be included on the Local TIP to be eligible for state and federal grant programs.  The proposed Local TIP includes several projects that would compete well against state and federal grant program criteria.  

Sultan Six-Year TIP

The proposed City of Sultan 2010-2015 Local TIP carries forward projects from the 2009-2014 TIP.  All projects from the 2009-2014 TIP have been carried forward with the exceptions listed below.  Project costs are from the 2008 Revised Comprehensive Plan. 

Expenditures

· Two projects from the 2009-2014 TIP will be completed this year: Sultan Basin Road Sidewalk and Waterline and Light Guard Crossing.

· The Railroad Crossing Improvements (T-54) has been removed from the TIP since the Council made the decision to return the WUTC grant funding pending developer participation in the project

· The cost estimate for Sultan Basin Road Phase III has been increased from $2.8 million to $3.5 million to reflect the most recent engineer’s estimate.

In 2008, the City revised the Capital Facilities Element and Transportation Element of its 2004 Comprehensive Plan.  Transportation capital projects are a subset of the Capital Facilities Element.  Transportation capital projects are generated out of the 20-year list of projects included in the 2008 Revised Transportation Element.  The funded projects included in the six-year TIP will be included in the six-year Capital Improvement Plan adopted by the City Council later this year during the budget process.  

Revenues

· Street Fund - $50,000 in annual revenues from the Street Fund were added to incorporate the Council’s decision to dedicate 1% of utility taxes to support street maintenance and reconstruction

· REET anticipated $120,000 annually x 6 years  = $720,000

· Transportation Impact Fees anticipated $5,272 x 400 platted single-family residential lots  = $2,108,800

· Grants – Grant revenue is 30% of total anticipated expenditures which reflects the large amount of grant funding expected from the state and federal government in support of the 
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Sultan Basin Road project.  The comprehensive plan uses a 15% grant allocation for overall transportation project estimates.  

· Debt – no debt is proposed for the 2010-2015 TIP

· Developer contributions – There is a no protest LID for property owners on East Main that will be used to fund street improvements. Anticipated revenues for development contributions are carried forward from the 2009-2014 TIP.   

Brief discussion was held on the no protest LID for road improvements on East Main Street and the time frame for completion of Phase II of the Sultan Basin Road project.  Several of the property owners have signed the no protest LID for East Main Street.  The Sultan Basin Phase III will be done in two stages.  The City is in the process of property acquistion for stage one.

Public Input

None

On a motion by Councilmember Flower, seconded by Councilmember Blair, the public hearing was closed.  All ayes.  







Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

Laura J. Koenig, City Clerk

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM #:
Consent C 3

DATE:
August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Voucher Approval

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig
, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director


SUMMARY:


Attached are the vouchers for approval in the amount of $142,426.30 and payroll through July 24, 2009 in the amount of $60,800.67 to be drawn and paid on the proper accounts.

FISCAL IMPACT:
$203,226.97
RECOMMENDATION:


Approve the payment of vouchers as submitted.


City Of Sultan
Voucher Approval

August 13, 2009

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury, that the materials have been furnished, the services rendered, or the labor performed as described hereon, and that the claim is just, due and an unpaid obligation against the City of Sultan, and that I am authorized to authenticate and certify to said claim.

Laura J. Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director

We, the undersigned City Council of Sultan Washington, do hereby certify that the merchandise or services hereinafter specified have been received and the claims are approved for payment in the following amounts:



Payroll Check #23959-23967

$  12,629.64



Direct Deposit #16


$  21,982.36



Benefits Check #14956-14959
$  14,545.87






Tax Deposit
#15


$  11,642.80



Accounts Payable



Check #23968-24031


$142,426.30



TOTAL




$203,226.97

Bruce Champeaux, Councilmember


Steve Slawson, Councilmember

Ron Wiediger, Councilmember


Sarah Davenport-Smith, Councilmember
Jim Flower, Councilmember



Kristina Blair, Councilmember
Jeffrey Beeler, Councilmember
SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
Consent C 4
DATE:
August 13, 2009
SUBJECT:
Award of Bids-Surplus Equipment

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director
ISSUES:

The issue before the Council is to award bids received on two pieces of equipment declared surplus by the Council.  The items are a 2000 Ford Crown Victoria and 2008 Liberty Gun Safe.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The staff recommendation is to award the bids on surplus equipment as follows:

1. 2000 Ford Crown Victoria

$1,201.00

2. 2008 Liberty Gun Safe


$1,825.99

SUMMARY:

In accordance with SMC3.60.030, the City advertised the surplus equipment and received one sealed bid for each item.  The minimum bid for the 2000 Ford Crown Victoria was $1000 and the minimum for the 2008 Liberty Gun Safe was $1,800.  This was the second time the items were advertised for bid as the City did not receive bids prior to the closing date and time for the first time bid call.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The profit from the sale of the equipment totaling $3,026.99 will be distributed into the General Fund ($1,201) and the GO Police Bond Fund ($1,825.99).

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Authorize staff to award the bids for the equipment as listed below:

1. 2000 Ford Crown Victoria
$1,201.00   to Pablo Graziano

2. 2008 Liberty Gun Safe

$1,825.99   to Scott Berg

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM No :


 C-5
DATE:


August 13, 2009
SUBJECT:
Resolution No. 09-16 and Resolution No. 09-17

Granting a 1-Month Franchise Extension with Rabanco for Recycling, Yard Waste, Roll-off and Commercial Services
CONTACT PERSON:
Deborah Knight, City Administrator

ISSUE:

The issue before the Council is authorizing the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-16 and Resolution 09-17 granting a 1-month Franchise extension (Attachment A) with Rabanco dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood for residential and commercial recycling services until August 31, 2009.
The proposed extensions to the franchise agreements were approved by the City Council at the November 13, 2008 meeting as Consent Agenda Item #11.  The franchise extensions are returning to the Council for action as resolutions to be compliant RCW 35.23.251 (Attachment B).
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
1. Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution No. 09-16 extending the Franchise Agreement between the City of Sultan and Rabanco dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood for roll off drop box collection, compactor service and commercial recycling.

2. Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution No. 09-17 extending the Franchise Agreement between the City of Sultan Rabanco dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood and for collection of recyclables and residential yard waste.  

SUMMARY:

In 2003 the City entered into a franchise agreement with Rabanco Connections dba as Lynnwood Disposal (now known as Allied Waste) to provide curbside recycling services and residential yard waste collection.  A separate franchise for roll off drop collection, compactor services and commercial recycling was also approved.  These were five year franchise agreements that expired in April 2008.  
The City Council approved a 9-month extension to the franchise agreement on March 8, 2008.  This extension expired on December 31, 2008.  Other priority work items delayed staff from getting started on the RFP process.  The council further extended the agreement until July 31, 2009.  

The council awarded a seven-year contract to Rabanco on July 23, 2009.  The contract will go into effect in September.  The parties have agreed to extend the contract for one-month until August 31, 2009 to allow for transition time and public notification of rate increases.  
At this time the only change to the franchise agreements will be to Section 2, Term of the Agreement. 

ALTERNATIVES:

1. Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-16 and 09-17 to extend the existing franchise agreement until August 31, 2009 to allow time to transition to the new contract and recycling rates.  
2. Do no authorize the Mayor to extend the existing franchise agreement until August 31, 2009 and direct staff to areas of concern.  
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends extending the current franchise to August 31, 2009 and proceeding with the work to transition to the new contract.  
MOTION:

1. Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution No. 09-16 extending the Franchise Agreement between the City of Sultan and Rabanco dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood for roll off drop box collection, compactor service and commercial recycling.

2. Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution No. 09-17 extending the Franchise Agreement between the City of Sultan and Rabanco dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood for collection of recyclables and residential yard waste.  

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Resolution No. 09-16

B. Resolution No. 09-17

City of Sultan
RESOLUTION NO. 09-16
A RESOLUTION of the City of Sultan, Washington, Extending the Franchise Agreement Between the City of Sultan and Rabanco, Ltd dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood for Roll off Drop Box Collection, Compactor Service and Commercial Recycling
WHEREAS, on April 21, 2003, the Parties entered into a five-year franchise agreement for services (“Agreement”) for the collection of recyclables and residential yard waste; and


WHEREAS, the Agreement expired on April 21, 2008; and


WHEREAS, on March 8, 2008, the Parties extended the Agreement until December 31, 2008 to allow the City time to prepare a request for proposal and select a provider as required under Sultan Municipal Code Chapter 13.20; and

WHEREAS, other City priorities and staffing shortages during the First Addendum extension period made it difficult to prepare a request for proposal and select a provider before December 31, 2008; and 


WHEREAS, on December 11, 2008 the Parties extended the Agreement until July 31, 2009 to allow time for a competitive request for proposal process; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a request for proposal process and on July 23, 2009 awarded a 7-year contract to Rabanco, Ltd dba as Allied Waste of Lynnwood for drop box collection, compactor service and commercial recycling; and 


WHEREAS, the Parties agree to extend the Agreement to August 31, 2009 to allow time to finalize the contract negotiations and provide public notice of rate increases;   


NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, terms and conditions set forth in the Agreement and contained herein, the Parties hereby agree as follows:


Section 1.  Amendment of Section 2 of the Agreement.  Section 2 of the Agreement Between the City of Sultan and Rabanco Companies for Roll Off Drop Box Collection, Compactor Service & Commercial Recycling Transportation and Disposal Services, dated April 21, 2003, is hereby revised to provide in its entirety as follows:

2.
Term of Agreement.  

The term of the Agreement shall be from July 31, 2009 to August 31, 2009.  The parties may extend the term by mutual agreement in writing.

Section 2. Effect of Extension.  This extension is in addition to the Agreement.  Except as otherwise provided herein, the provisions of this extension modify, but do not supersede the provisions of the Agreement.  Except as otherwise provided herein, each provision of the Agreement shall continue in full force and effect as if extension did not exist.  
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Addendum to be signed and executed this       day of      , 20     .

CITY OF SULTAN

SERVICE PROVIDER:

By:  

By:  



Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

Title:  




Taxpayer ID #:  

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:  

By:  



City Clerk
Office of the City Attorney

City of Sultan
RESOLUTION NO. 09-17
A RESOLUTION of the City of Sultan, Washington, Extending the Franchise Agreement Between the City of Sultan and Rabanco, Ltd. dba Allied Waste of Lynnwood for Collection of Recyclables and Residential Yard Waste


WHEREAS, on April 21, 2003, the City of Sultan and Rabanco, Ltd. (“Parties”) entered into a five-year franchise agreement for services (“Agreement”) for the collection of recyclables and residential yard waste; and


WHEREAS, the Agreement expired on April 21, 2008; and


WHEREAS, on March 8, 2008, the Parties extended the Agreement until December 31, 2008 to allow the City time to prepare a request for proposal and select a provider as required under Sultan Municipal Code Chapter 13.20; and

WHEREAS, other City priorities and staffing shortages during the First Addendum extension period made it difficult to prepare a request for proposal and select a provider before December 31, 2008; and 

WHEREAS, on December 11, 2008 the Parties extended the Agreement until July 31, 2009 to allow time for a competitive request for proposal process; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a request for proposal process and on July 23, 2009 awarded a 7-year contract to Rabanco, Ltd dba as Allied Waste of Lynnwood for collection of recyclables and residential yard waste; and 


WHEREAS, the Parties agree to extend the Agreement to August 31, 2009 to allow time to finalize the contract negotiations and provide public notice of rate increases;   


NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, terms and conditions set forth in the Agreement and contained herein, the Parties hereby agree as follows:


Section 1.  Amendment of Section 2 of the Agreement.  Section 2 of the Agreement Between the City of Sultan and Rabanco Companies for the Collection of Recyclables and Residential Yard Waste, dated April 21, 2003, is hereby revised to provide in its entirety as follows:

2.
Term of Agreement.  

The term of the Agreement shall be from July 31, 2009 to August 31, 2009.  The parties may extend the term by mutual agreement in writing.

Section 2. Effect of Extension.  This extension is in addition to the Agreement.  Except as otherwise provided herein, the provisions of this extension modify, but do not supersede the provisions of the Agreement.  Except as otherwise provided herein, each provision of the Agreement shall continue in full force and effect as if this extension did not exist.  Except as otherwise provided herein, capitalized words and phrases shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the Agreement.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Addendum to be signed and executed this       day of      , 20     .

CITY OF SULTAN

SERVICE PROVIDER:

By:  

By:  



Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

Title:  




Taxpayer ID #:  

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:  

By:  



City Clerk
Office of the City Attorney

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
C - 6
DATE:
August 13, 2009
SUBJECT:
Wastewater Treatment Plant

Centrifuge Project, Change Order # 1
CONTACT PERSON:
Connie Dunn, Public Works Director

ISSUE:
The issue before the Council is to approve change order (CO) # 1 for an amount of  $12,693.71 for centrate (water removed form the solids by the centrifuge) pipe, centrifuge foundation, and monorail supports ($6,643.05) and centrate vent pipe ($5,056.22).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Change Order # 1 (Attachment A) in the amount of $12,693.71 for Triad Mechanical, Inc. for the centrifuge Project.

SUMMARY:
Triad Mechanical Inc. (TMI) submitted CO 1a & 2a at the same time. The Change Orders were combined into one, CO # 1. The last submittal from Alfa Laval, centrifuge manufacture, was sent to TMI advising there needed to be a change in the installation of the solids handling building. Because of the tight fit of the centrifuge equipment in Sultan’s building the centrate piping and venting needed to be modified; including minor changes to the foundation for the centrifuge equipment and monorail support.

BACKGROUND:

The centrifuge project has a 10% contingency in the amount of $64,000 (Attachment B). Change Order # 1 in the amount of $12,693.71 will be covered by the contingency amount. 

ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative 1:



Not approving this Change Order. Engaging in negotiations would result in a contract delay, requiring Sultan WWTP solids handling to be stopped for longer than the 30 days in the original contract.

Alternative 2:


Approve Change Order # 1. This will help keep the contract on schedule so the solids handling will not be disrupted longer than the original 30 days.

 

FISCAL IMPACT:
Increases the contract amount with TMI from $637,748.90 to $650,442.61, the increase is $12,293.71, (Attachment C).
COUNCIL MOTION: 
Approve Change Order # 1 (Attachment A) in the amount of $12,693.71 for Triad Mechanical, Inc.

ATTACHMENTS:



A:
Change Order # 1




B:
Estimated Project Cost



C.
Bid Schedule from Triad Mechanical, Inc.

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
Consent C 7

DATE:
August 23, 2009

SUBJECT:
Ordinance 1055-09 Amendments to Chapter 3.30

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director

ISSUE:

The issue before the City Council is the adoption of Ordinance 1055-09 to amend Title 3.30, Claims Against the City.  This is a part of the code scrub project for SMC Title 3 and required under ESHB 1553 approved by the State with an implementation date of July 31, 2009.  The ordinace was introduced for a first reading on July 23, 2009. The City Attorney has reveiwed the ordinance and made minor changes. 

SUMMARY:

RCW 4.92 and 4.96 provide for a process for claims against governmental units.  During the last legislative session amendments were made to the RCW under ESHB 1553.  ESHB 1553 was passed and signed into law with an effective date for implementation of July 31, 2009.  

The method of service for a claim has been changed to allow the Claim Form to be delivered to the designated agent by regular mail, or certified mail, with return receipt requested, or can be hand deliverd to the office the designated agent.  Prior to this action, a claimant was required to present a claim in writing to the designated agent.  

An additional change is the requirement for all local governmental entitites to make available (along with instructions and use the standard tort claim form published by the office of financial management unless it adopts its own form that meets the requirements of the act.  Staff would recommend using the forms and instructions developed by OFM (Attachment D).

DISCUSSION:
The following changes were made to SMC 3.30:

1. 3.30.010 Filing:  changed to comply with the new requirements

2. 3.30.020 Contents: a claimant does not have to provide their address for the prior 6 months under the revised law.

3. 3.30.070 Manner of processing:  claims are now referred to the insurance carrier for processing.  

4. 3.30.100 Claim Fund:  the city does not have an insurance claim fund.  This section has been deleted.

5. Housekeeping item:  The city is required to have a designated agent to accept claims.  The reference to the clerk/treasurer have been changed to city clerk. 
STAFF RECOMMENDEDATION:


Adoption of Ordinance 1055-09 amending Title 3.30.

Attachments:

A.  Ordinance 1055-09 Claims Against the City as amended
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CITY OF SULTAN


WASHINGTON

ADVANCE \D 5.75
ORDINANCE NO.  1055-09     


AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, AMENDING SMC 3.30 REGARDING CLAIMS AGAINST THE CITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS, the Legislature recently amended RCW 4.96.020 relating to claims for damages against the state and local governmental entities;

WHEREAS, the recent amendments in ESHB 1553 requires to the City to amend its claims procedure and the content of the Claim for Damages form; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend Chapter 3.30 of the Sultan Muncipal Code to reflect the changes to RCW 4.96.020;


NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:


Section 1.  Sultan Municipal Code 3.30 is hereby amended to read as follows:

Chapter 3.30
CLAIMS AGAINST THE CITY

Sections:

3.30.010 Filing.

3.30.020 Contents of claim – Filing on behalf of claimant.

3.30.030 Bar to action.

3.30.040 Action maintained.

3.30.050 Duties of city clerk/treasurer.

3.30.060 Duties of city attorney.

3.30.070 Manner of processing claims.

3.30.080 Defense of city officers and employees.

3.30.090 Recovery of losses.

3.30.100 Establishment of insurance claims fund.

3.30.110 Authority for payment.

3.30.120 Invalid claim – Action prohibited.

3.30.010 Filing.

All claims for damages or injuries against the city arising out of tortious conduct shall be deemed presented when the claim form is delivered in person to the City Clerk during normal business hours at City Hall or is received by the City Clerk by regular mail, registered mail, or certified mail, with return receipt requested, to the City Clerk or other person designated to accept delivery at the the City Clerk’s office. in writing and filed with the clerk/treasurer of the city. 

3.30.020 Contents of claim – Filing on behalf of claimant.  All claims for damages or injuries against the city provided for in SMC 3.30.010 shall be submitted on the city’s approved claim form and accurately state the conduct and circumstances that brought about the injury or damage; the time, place, source, nature and extent of the alleged damages or injuries; and give the date of birth, and contact information and actual residence of the claimant by street and number at the date of presenting such claim for damages and shall be verified by affidavit of the claimant, or such other person, as may be authorized by law to verify such claims to the effect that the same is true.
B. If the claimant is incapacitated from verifying and filing his claim for damages within the time prescribed, or if the claimant is a minor, in case the claim is for damages to real or personal property, and if the owner of such property is a nonresident of such city or is absent therefrom during the time within which a claim for damages to said property is required to be filed, then the claim may be verified and presented on behalf of the claimant by any relative or attorney or agency representing the injured person, or in case of damages to property, representing the owner thereof. 
The tort claim form must be signed either by:

1,
the claimant, verifying the claim; or

2.
a person with a written power of attorney for the claimant; or

3.
an attorney licensed to practice in Washington; or 

4.
by a court-approved guardian or guardian ad litem.  

3.30.030 Bar to action.

The omission to present any claim for damages or injuries against the city in the manner or within the time this chapter provides shall be a bar to any action against the city therefor. 

3.30.040 Action maintained.

No action shall be maintained against the city for any claim for damage or injuries until presentation and filing of such claim to the city clerk/treasurer of Sultan. 
3.30.050 Duties of city clerk/treasurer City Clerk .
Upon presentation of any claim for damages or injuries against the city, the clerk/treasurer City Clerk shall indelibly mark on such claim the date of receipt and shall forthwith deliver a true and complete copy of said claim to the city attorney. 
3.30.060 Duties of city attorney.

The law department shall promptly examine all claims for damages or injuries against the city submitted to it by the clerk/treasurer City Clerk of the city. The law department is authorized to conduct such investigation into the facts, circumstances and law relative to any claim for damages or injuries against the city as he, in the exercise of his discretion, may deem necessary. Such investigations may be conducted by the risk manager or claims investigators under the city attorney’s directions. 
3.30.070 Manner of processing claims.

The law department City Clerk shall process claims for damages or injuries in accordance with the City’s insurance policy and refer all claims to the insurance company. the following manner:  Claims not covered by the insurance policy, shall be referred to the City Attorney for processing.

A. Claims for damages or injuries up to $1,000 shall be allowed, disallowed or otherwise settled by a finance committee consisting of two members of the city council, the city attorney and the risk manager, and the department head from the city department from which the claim arises.

B. All claims exceeding $1,000 which have been reviewed by the city attorney shall be submitted to the city council for their approval, disapproval or settlement.

C. The risk manager, city attorney or the finance committee may, in their discretion, refer any claim to the city council.

3.30.080 Defense of city officers and employees.

A. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to protect city officers, employees and their marital communities from personal liability for acts committed by such officers and employees within the scope of their official city duties.

B. Determinations of Scope and Status. The city attorney shall determine any and all questions relating to the following issues:

1. Whether acts performed by a city officer or employee were within the scope of that person’s official city duties; and

2. Whether for purposes of the issues raised by a claims lawsuit, a particular person is in fact, a city officer or employee.

C. Responsibility for Defense. Where a city officer, employee, or the marital community of such officer or employee is sued in a claims lawsuit for an act or alleged act falling within the scope of the officer’s or employee’s official duties, the city attorney shall be responsible for defense of that person or community in accordance with the procedure specified within this title.

D. Exclusions. This section shall not apply where a claims lawsuit is covered by insurance or where a claims lawsuit arises out of a city officer’s or employee’s use of his personal vehicle.

E. Possible Conflicts. Where a possible conflict exists between the city and a city official or employee acting within the scope of his or her official duties, and where both are named as parties in the same claims lawsuit, the city attorney may decline to represent that person and his or her marital community. In such cases where the city attorney declines representation, the city shall be responsible for payment of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred in the defense of the city officer or employee. 
3.30.090 Recovery of losses.

A. Actions for Recovery. The city attorney may be responsible for bringing all actions, including claims and lawsuits, for recovery of the losses to the city arising out of the acts of others. Such losses may include property damages or losses which impact on the city as a result of personal injuries to city officers or employees. In addition, the city attorney may join the city of Sultan as a party with any third party in a lawsuit involving recovery of loss to the city of Sultan.

B. Allocation of Recoveries. Any moneys recovered by the city attorney on account of losses to the city shall be paid to the departmental fund which has expended funds and/or materials as a result of the loss. Any moneys in excess of those so expended shall be transferred to the insurance claims fund. 

3.30.100 Establishment of insurance claims fund.


There is established a fund to be known as the insurance claims fund for which funds will be put insot reserve for the purpose of paying claims for damages or injuries against the city not otherwise covered by city insurance or ordinances of the city.

3.30.110 Authority for payment.

Approval or settlement according to SMC 3.30.070 shall be approved for payment by the City Clerk. 
3.30.120 Invalid claim – Action prohibited.

Neither the city council nor any department or officer or authority shall allow, make valid or in any manner recognize any demand against the city which was not at the time of its creation a valid claim against the city; nor shall they, or any of them, allow or authorize to be paid any demands which without such action would be invalid or which shall have been barred by any statute of limitations or for which the city was never liable; and any such action shall be null and void. 

Section 2.  Severability.  Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.


Section 3.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect and be in full force five (5) days after the date of publication.

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON THE _____DAY OF __________, 2009.








CITY OF SULTAN








______________________________








Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

______________________________

Laura Koenig, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Margaret J. King, City Attorney

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
Consent C 8

DATE:
August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Ordinance 1054-09 Amendments to Chapter 3.64

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director

ISSUE:

The issue before the City Council is the adoption of Ordinance 1054-09 to amend Title 3.64, Registration of Bonds and Obligations.  This is a part of the code scrub project for SMC Title 3.  Ordinance 1054-09 was introduced for a first reading at the July 23,2009 Council meeting.

SUMMARY:

The City has the authority to issue General Obligation and Revenue Bonds for capital projects and equipment.  The bonds are issued with a schedule of annual payments for principal and interest amounts.  All bonds issued are required to be registered with a fiscal agent.

The State of Washington contracts for the services of a Fiscal Agent (currently the Bank of New York) to register bonds (required), process redemption calls and to make payments to bond holders.  The City Treasurer used to be responsible for those tasks. 

Ordinance 1054-09 provides for the designation of a fiscal agent pursuant to RCW 43.80  and designation of a Cremation agent for the destruction of paid and canceled bonds and coupons in accordance with RCW 43.80.130.

STAFF RECOMMENDEDATION:


Adoption of Ordinance 1054-09 amending Title 3.64.

Attachments:

A.  Ordinance 1054-09 Fiscal and Cremation Agent

ATTACHMENT ADocument created by 


CITY OF SULTAN


WASHINGTON

ADVANCE \D 5.75
ORDINANCE NO.  1054-09     


AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, AMENDING SMC 3.64 REGARDING REGISTRATION OF BONDS; ESTABLISHING A FISCAL AGENT AND CREMATION AGENT FOR BONDS;                          PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS, the City uses the Washington State Fiscal Agency pursuant to authorization contained in RCW 43.80.110, RCW 43.80.120 and RCW 43.80.130;


NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:


Section 1.  Sultan Municipal Code 3.64 is hereby amended to read as follows:

Chapter 3.64

Fiscal and Cremation Agent


Sections:


3.64.010
Fiscal Agent – Designated


3.64.020
Cremation Agent – Designated


3.64.010 Fiscal Agent – Designated:
Pursuant to the authorization contained in RCW 43.80.110 and 43.80.120, the Washington State Fiscal Agency is designated as fiscal agent for the City of Sultan for payment of bonds and coupons thereof, all in accordance with the requirements of RCW 43.80.100 et seq.


3.64.020 Cremation Agent – Designated:  The Washington State Fiscal Agency is designated as cremation agent for the destruction of paid and canceled bonds and coupons in accordance with the requirements of RCW 43.80.130; provided, however, that the finance officer enter into a contractual agreement with the Washington State Fiscal Agency, providing for and regulating the destruction and/or cremation of any general or revenue obligation or local improvement district bonds or interest coupons that have been canceled or paid after one year from said cancellation or payment; and further provided, that a certificate of destruction as required by RCW 43.80.140 giving full descriptive reference to the instruments destroyed shall be made by the person or persons authorized to perform such destruction, and one copy of said certificate shall be filed with the finance office of the City of Sultan.  Not certificate of destruction shall itself be destroyed until all the bonds and coupons of the issue or series described thereon shall have matured and been paid or canceled.


Section 2.  Severability.  Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.


Section 3.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect and be in full force five (5) days after the date of publication.

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON THE 13TH DAY OF  AUGUST, 2009.








CITY OF SULTAN








______________________________








Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

______________________________

Laura Koenig, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

______________________________

Margaret J. King, City Attorney

Passed by the City Council:

Date of Publication:

Effective Date:

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
Consent C 9
DATE:
August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Council Meeting Minutes

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director

SUMMARY:

Attached are the minutes of the June 30, 2009 Special Council meeting as on file in the office of the City Clerk.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve as submitted

MOTION:  Move to accept the consent agenda as presented.

2000

CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING – June 30, 2009

The special meeting of the Sultan City Council was called to order in the Sultan Community Center by Mayor Eslick.   Councilmembers present:  Davenport-Smith,
Wiediger, Slawson, Flower, Beeler, and Blair.  Absent: Champeaux

Planning board:  Frank Linth, Steve Harris, Robin Shaw, Keith Arndt; Absent Jerry Knox
Staff Report:

Deborah Knight, City Administrator, provided an overview of the vision statement for the City 

1) Setting – maintain the small town feeling; emphasis recreational activities; improve the visual image.

2) Economy – diversity services so the shopping needs of Sultan residents can be met within the city; encourage small business; seek employment opportunities by accommodating industry and manufacturing

3) Housing – Maintain the single family character while recognizing the need to provide housing for all income

4) Natural environment:  the natural environment will be enhanced using the Wagleys Creek corridor and associated wetlands to create habitat and open spaces that will provide green relief from the intensively developed areas. Regional stormwater detention ponds will be integrated into this system using biofiltration to clean the water before it reaches the natural areas.

5) Industrial Park Master Plan – mixed office and medium density residential uses taking advantage of views and access from Sultan Basin Road.

6) Transportation:  SR 2 will be a busy urban arterial providing both state highway functions as well as local access; an internal net work of public streets will connect uses on the north side of the highway and provide for traffic circulation connections to the Sultan Basin Road and Rice Road.

The Council and Planning Board Discussed the following:

· Industrial Master Plan failure.  Developed 15 years ago and the goals have not been met due to environmental issues.  The city needs to contact the property owners to determine if they are interested in keeping the plan.  Also need to consider zoning issues.  The impact of the LID on development and the revisions to the critical areas regulations.  The need to complete the EIS for the area.

·  Revisions to the UGA which will occur in 2012.  The City needs to have policies in place and lay the groundwork to change the UGA boundaries. 
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· Maintaining the remainder of the vision statements.  Remaining flexible to be able to encourage different types of development.  Change to reference from SR 2 to US 2 to recognize the federal highway to qualify for funding.  

· Determine the level of update the city will do to the comp plan.  Update of development regulations.  The 2004 update had more mandatory elements to address.  The city can do a minimal amount of work now and more intensive work in 2012.  
Comprehensive Plan
County-wide planning policies
The adoption of Vision 2040 created new priorities for county and city updates:

· County-wide planning policies (CPP) need to be consistent with Vision 2040 multi-county planning policies by December 31, 2010.

· Local plans need to align with Vision 2040 and the county-wide planning policies at the time of the 7-year updates by December 1, 2011.

The work to update the CPP is already underway. Snohomish County through Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) and the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) is working with its cities to evaluate and make recommendations to update the county-wide planning policies.

Snohomish County and its member cities have decided to take the following approach to update the county-wide planning policies:

· Continue the process to update the CPPs for consistency with Vision 2040 multi-county planning policies by December 31, 2010.

· Keep the two upcoming GMA-mandated formal plan updates separate – 2011 for the 7-year update and 2015 for the 10-year urban growth area expansion to be consistent with revised growth targets based on the 2010 census.

· Provide an opportunity for local jurisdictions to update their plans to reflect the  Vision 2040 Regional Growth Strategy by 2011 based on early, preliminary indication of potential growth to 2035 (20-year update).
Seven year update – mandatory requirements
Sultan adopted its last update in 2004. In 2008 the city adopted revisions to its comprehensive plan to be consistent with the Growth Management Act.  Revisions and updates are different and should not be confused.

Updates are mandatory. Updates subject all local GMA policies and regulations to legal challenge of any part of the GMA policies and regulations previously adopted. A plan revision is an amendment. Revisions narrow the legal challenge to only the revised portion of the plan not the entire plan.
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Even though the city adopted revisions to its plan in 2008 it is required to update the plan by 2011. As a part of the seven-year update, the city is required to:

· Align its goals and policies with the goals and policies adopted by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and Snohomish County

· Have an accurate inventory of capital facilities, utilities and housing

· Review and update its development regulations to be consistent with its comprehensive plan

Discussion was held on the following:

· Determine which discretionary items will be addressed.  The Council was concerned about the cost of the update which could be from $45,000 to $250,000.  The cost will be spread out over two years. 

· Methods to encourage business development and employment opportunities. Changing the concept of retail and rooftops and the concentric circles.  The need for retail to attract residential development.  

· The impact to the city with proposed toll roads; transportation plans and funding opportunities.  How to achieve the goal of being self sustaining and self sufficient. 

· Consider the hurdles to development that can be removed.  The city has the same mandates as larger cities and may have to create partnerships to obtain some of the funds available.  Remove barriers to developers.

· Staff will determine cost estimates for the different elements of the update.
Public Participation:

The City can limit public participation to the Council and Planning Board only and let people listen.  Staff recommends involving members of the public to review different chapters of the plan with the Council and Planning Board.  The groups would deal with different elements of the plan and then come together to implement the plan.

Discussion was held on the following:

· How to get public participation in the process.  It was recommended each Council member and Planning Board member ask five people to attend the next meeting.  Formation of committees to review the elements of the plan.

· The difference between legal notices and actual notices and the need to follow the process correctly to eliminate challenges to the plan. 

· Using maps and charts from the last update for historic information.  Reduce the amount of consultant time to reduce costs.  Using staff to work with the committees.

· The council has worked hard to gain the respect of the community and have been transparent and open with the citizens.  Involving the community with small work groups is a way to get citizens involved.    
2000
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· Education of the committees; survey questions and determining the elements of the plan to work on.

· Involve students in the process.  
Staff will draft the minor revisions to the vision statement, set up meetings with the property owners in the LID area, and prepare cost estimates for the plan elements.  The Council will invite members of the community to participate in the small groups.

On a motion by Councilmember Blair, seconded by Councilmember Davenport-Smith, the meeting adjourned at 9:35 PM.  All ayes.







Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

Laura Koenig, City Clerk.
SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM #:
Consent C 10

DATE:
August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Utility Relief/Adjustments

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk
/Deputy Finance Director

SUMMARY:

The Council Sub-Committee met on August 6, 2009 to review requests for relief from excess utility billing charges and adjustments to billed amounts.  The recommendations are included on the attached report.

RECOMMENDEDATION:

Approve the recommendations of the Council Sub-Committee for adjustments and credits to Utility accounts. 

Attachment:   A.  Sub-Committee report and recommendations

UTILITY COMMITTEE MEETING

August 6, 2009 – 6:30 PM

Members Present: CM Bruce Champeaux, CM Ron Wiedeger,

CM Sarah Davenport Smith, Public Works Director Connie Dunn

And Utility Clerk Janice Leonardi
1)  Acct. 6806  -  509 West Stevens Avenue
Re: Requesting relief of excess water charges due to leak = $800.76

Customer received billing statements showing high consumption. They checked for leak and found one.          The leak was immediately repaired. Customer is requesting relief of excess water charges incurred. 
Approved: The Committee agreed that once the Customer was aware of the leak situation, they repaired it in a timely manner.

2)  Acct. 5071  -  524 1st Street
Re: Requesting relief of excess water charges due to leak = $93.60

Customer found small water leak and repaired it in a timely manner. He is requesting relief of the excess water charges incurred.

Approved: The Committee agreed the Customer found and repaired the leak in a timely manner.
3)  Acct. 5624  -  32823 SR 2
Re: Requesting relief of excess water charges due to leak = $107.64
Customer was notified they had high consumption and possible leak. They were able to find the leak and repair it in a timely manner. Customer is requesting relief of excess water charges incurred.

Approved: The Committee agreed that once notified, the Customer found and repaired the leak in a timely manner.
4)  Acct. 5132  -  410 High Avenue
Re: Requesting relief of excess water charges due to leak = $206.24

Customer was notified that he had a definite leak as his consumption had skyrocketed. He found a major leak in bathroom and repaired it immediately. Customer is requesting relief of excess water charges incurred.
Approved: The Committee agreed that once the Customer was notified, they found and repaired the leak in a timely manner.
SULTAN CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:  
A-1


DATE:  
August 13, 2009



SUBJECT:  
Planning Board Appointment:

CONTACT PERSON: Robert Martin, Community Development Director

ISSUE:  
Appointment of Bob Knuckey to Planning Board to fill unexpired term.

SUMMARY:

1. Ms. Robin Shaw has resigned her position on the Planning Board. This position runs until July 1, 2010, at which time the incumbent would be available for re-appointment by the Mayor.

2. Based on prior interview contacts before the Council, the Mayor has appointed Mr. Bob Knuckey as the person to fill out Ms. Shaw’s unexpired term.

3. The Council will be asked to confirm the Mayor’s appointment as provided by SMC) 2.17.090.
4. Terms are for two years with unlimited reappointment.
ACTION:
The Mayor will announce her appointment as provided by (SMC) 2.17.090.
Move to confirm the Mayor’s appointment of Bob Knuckey to the Planning Board as provided by SMC 2.17.090.

ALTERNATIVES:

1. The Council may refuse to confirm the appointment, thereby requesting the Mayor to make alternative appointments. 
2. The Council may confirm the appointment as provided in SMC 2.17.090.
SULTAN CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:  
A-2


DATE:  
August 13, 2009



SUBJECT:  
Contract Extension


Authorizing additions to the contract with the Latimore Co. for continuation of the permit tracking and streamlining project.
CONTACT PERSON: Robert Martin, Community Development Director

ISSUE:  Authorization of additional funding for extension of existing contract with the Latimore Co. to expand and enhance the recently installed basic permit tracking system. 

SUMMARY: The Latimore project has provided the city with an operational permit tracking system.  The system has additional capabilities that will be highly beneficial to operations, and staff needs additional implementation support from Mr. Latimore to make the installed system as effective as possible. The work proposed in this contract extension involves additional permit processes (mostly land use procedures), staff support and training, and integration with the city’s Springbrook Financial Management system.  

DISCUSSION:

The Council authorized $18,000 in the 2009 budget for the development and installation of a permit tracking system by the Latimore Company.  The “Latimore Dashboard” has been developed and installed and is operational.  It is being used by staff to coordinate and expedite the issuance of permits.  The “dashboard” has been instrumental in reducing the backlog of un-reviewed business license applications from approximately 40 to 0.

However, the business license process is the least complex of the procedures that we need to handle with the system.  Having proven the effectiveness of the system, we need to refine and expand some of its capabilities in the areas of land use processes and building permit coordination.  This component of the expanded scope of work can be seen in detail on Attachment A.  This component is proposed at $8,000.
Beyond the above additional work items, staff and council initially discussed integration between the permit tracking system and the Springbrook financial management system used for most other city tracking and accounting functions.  Mr. Latimore and City Clerk Laura Koening have determined that building permit and utility hookup fees can be entered in the permit intake process and transferred automatically to the Springbrook system.   The savings in time, double entry of data, potential for error, and other efficiencies is very significant.  Implementation of this capability is described on Attachment A, and is proposed at $20,000.

FUNDING SOURCE:

At this time, the budget has received excess building and plan check permit fees in the amount of $18,800. 

The balance of the proposed amount ($9,200) is available in the Building Department where professional services for the County’s Fire Marshall were allocated.  The County’s services have been very economical and there will be at least $10,000 additional in that line item at the end of the year to cover this proposed project.

 Existing funds are available to cover the full amount of $28,000 proposed for this additional scope of work.

ALTERNATIVES:
1. Authorize a lower level of expenditure and direct staff to return with a reduced scope of work.

2. Do not expand the scope of work and do not further upgrade the permit tracking and financial interaction system.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that Council authorize the Mayor to sign a contract amendment with the Latimore Company to accomplish the additional tasks described in the scope of work (Attachment A).
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The Latimore Company, LLC

11805 Ingraham Road

Snohomish Washington 98290

(360) 805-2999 • (888) 650-2999

klatimore@thelatimoreco.com
latimorecompany.com 

August 5, 2009

Sultan Permit Process Improvement

Thank you for this opportunity to assist the citizens of Sultan by continuing our work together to streamline the City’s permit process.
Our focus for the coming weeks will be twofold.  First will be ongoing support for the improvements developed in our original effort.  Second will be implementation of the Springbrook© Building Permit (BP) module.

Task 1 – Ongoing Support

Requested Task Budget $8,000
We will continue to support the team with ongoing, on-call assistance for the following:

· Facilitation of the new Development Review (DR) meetings where the team assembles to integrate project review findings and make approval or correction letter decisions.


· Reinforcement on the use of the Dashboard at case setup, reviewer selection of the next project to review, entering review conclusions, posting daily status online, and using the Dashboard to monitor City performance and set the weekly DR meeting agenda.


· Oversight as the team completes the remaining intake checklists and procedures using the templates produced for the initiative.

· Project management of the initiative to maintain pace and focus across the team per the targeted implementation dates.

· Additional training on use of the new procedures.

[image: image4.jpg]





Figure 1 - Process Architecture


1. Lobby and Web References – Sept 15


2. Intake Checklists (Fig. 2): Implement in four batches, one each month, providing one month’s notice and lead time for application transition.


a. [image: image11.png]a7 Pl

Eh)

Jg Biiing ik s — 4
CQle Bob
Ak kdv

L Shorene Bl



Batch #1 (Type I and SEPA)

i. Complete by September 1
ii. Effective October 1
iii. Checklists include:

1. Boundary line adjustment

2. Building permit

3. Home occupation

4. Flood permit

5. Development authorization

6. SEPA checklist (State version from ORA)

b. Batch #2 (Type II)

i. Complete by October 1
ii. Effective November 1
iii. Checklists include:

1. Short plat

c. Batch #3 (Type III)

i. Complete by November 1
ii. Effective December 1
iii. Checklists include:

1. [image: image12.jpg]


Shoreline permits

2. Conditional Uses

3. Subdivisions (Formal)

4. Binding site plan (as revised)

5. PUD (as revised)

d. Batch #4 (Type IV)

i. Complete by December 1
ii. Effective January 1
iii. Checklists include:

1. Final plat

2. Site-specific rezone

3. Pre-Application Letter template – September 30

4. Intake by Appointment (Type III) – September 30

5. Economic Development Assistant for Commercial Projects (Donna) – July 1

6. Julie primary backup for Cyd – Progressive: keyed to intake checklist batches

7. Notice Boards at Type II intake (optional DNS) – October 31

8. Hearing Examiner materials format – After School District CUP decision

9. Springbrook – As determined under Task 2

10. Development Authorizations – October 31

11. Code Changes to implement Improvements – as required

Task 2 – Implement Springbrook©
Requested Task Budget $20,000

Completing our twofold focus is implementation of the Springbrook© BP module.  The main elements of this effort are the following, which are typical for implementation of a permit tracking system.  The main steps are:

1. Set up the file system, and test and production modules with sufficient space and performance to contain our information.

2. Choose our process (we did that this spring) though now we have to add inspection logic

3. Encode this process into Springbrook© in the form of case templates, one per permit or land use action type, that specify our required plan review and inspection approvals.

4. Add our fee tables to these case templates, mapped to Finance general ledger accounts.

5. Prepare and link template documents (receipts, permits, certificates, letters, etc.).

6. Establish a parcel number maintenance approach to keep these current as lots subdivide.

7. Coordinate our remaining paper management methods with the new digital methods.

8. Transfer selected data from old systems and decide our legacy record management.

9. Activate the online features.

10. Test and train.

11. Implement.

12. Retire the superseded procedures and tools.

The Latimore Company will lead and coordinate this effort that will engage most if not all of the team in preparations.  This will be very hands-on for the team.  We look to the following for these sets of items:

· IT team for items 1 and 9 with a supporting role in items 6, 8 and 12.  

· Finance team for item 4 with a supporting role in items 5 and 12.

· Review team (including the County for inspection logic) for items 2, 3, 6, 8, and 12.

· Admin team (our Permit Assistant, Utility Clerk/Receptionists and Admin Secretary) for items 5 and 7 with a supporting role in items 3, 4, 8, and 12.

· Our entire team for items 10 and 11.

· We can take the opportunity here for Public Works to add their respective development permits into the system at the same time in the same way.

Springbrook would need to help as well by providing the latest version updates, documentation, and helpdesk support.

Springbrook Schedule

Figure 3 indicates the rough schedule for the Springbrook BP module implementation tasks.  This is dependent on when we start and other team workload.
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Task Name


Duration


1


Set up computing infrastructure


2 wks


2


Obtain inspections logic


2 wks


3


Build Case templates


16 wks


4


Add Fee tables and GL connectivity


12 wks


5


Prepare and link document templates


4 wks


6


Establsh parcel number linkage


8 wks


7


Link paper and digital record systems


2 wks


8


Data transfer and legacy record mgt


4 wks


9


Activate online features


2 wks


10


Test and train


8 wks


11


Implement (Day One)


0 days


12


Retire old methods and tools


8 wks


12/30


August


September


October


November


December


January


February


March




ID Task Name Duration

1 Set up computing infrastructure 2 wks

2 Obtain inspections logic 2 wks

3 Build Case templates 16 wks

4 Add Fee tables and GL connectivity 12 wks

5 Prepare and link document templates 4 wks

6 Establsh parcel number linkage 8 wks

7 Link paper and digital record systems 2 wks

8 Data transfer and legacy record mgt 4 wks

9 Activate online features 2 wks

10 Test and train 8 wks

11 Implement (Day One) 0 days

12 Retire old methods and tools 8 wks

12/30

August September October November December January February March


Figure 3 - Springbrook BP Module Implementation Schedule
Budget Summary

As indicated, the requested budget for these two tasks is:

Task 1 (Support)
$  8,000

Task 2 (Springbrook)
$20,000
Total


$28,000

Thank you

Thank you again for this opportunity to continue to serve the citizens of the Great City of Sultan by working together to streamline the City’s permit process.

Regards,

Kurt Latimore, Member

The Latimore Company, LLC
SULTAN PLANNING BOARD

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
A-3
DATE:

August 13, 2009
SUBJECT:

Resolution 09-14  



Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project and Culmback Dam Safety
CONTACT PERSON:
Deborah Knight, City Administrator

ISSUE:

The issue before the City Council is to:

1. Approve Resolution 09-14 (Attachment A).
2. Support the July 29, 2009 letter (Attachment A - Exhibit A) to the Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Board of Commissioners, urging the commissioners to recognize PUD’s obligation to provide funding for installation and long-term maintenance of a dam safety warning program to protect Sultan from potential failure of the Culmback Dam.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-14 and support the July 29, 2009 letter to the Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Board of Commissioners.

SUMMARY:

Current Negotiations with PUD

The city and Fire District 5 have been meeting irregularly for the past year with representatives from PUD.  The purpose of the meetings was to discuss PUD’s desire to construct habitat enhancement projects on city property to satisfy requirements in a proposed settlement agreement to relicense the Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project.  

During the negotiation meetings, the city and fire district have been urging PUD to provide an operable dam safety warning system.  Since the beginning of the relicensing process in 2005 PUD representatives have resisted on the basis that there is no relicensing requirement for a warning system.  

Mayor Carolyn Eslick and Fire Chief Merlin Halverson met with PUD representative on July 23, 2009 to continue negotiations.  The PUD offered to pay the City to acquire city land and easements for habitat enhancements.  The city could use the funds to purchase, install and maintain a warning system.  The city and fire district maintain land acquisition for habitat enhancements and an operable warning system are two separate issues.  The PUD should provide separate funding for a warning system.

Joint Letter from Emergency Preparedness Alliance

At this point, members of the Sultan Basin Emergency Preparedness Alliance created by Resolution 06-03 are recommending a joint letter to the Snohomish County PUD board of commissioners.  The letter (Attachment A – Exhibit A) requests the commissioners consider an organizational and financial commitment to a warning system that is dedicated to protecting the lives and property of people living below the dam.  

Settlement Agreement
The settlement agreement between PUD and all its stakeholders in the relicensing process is nearing completion.  The signing ceremony for the settlement agreement is scheduled for mid-September.  The city has until the Council meeting on September 10, 2009 to make a decision whether to participate in the settlement agreement.  Fire District 5 is taking the lead in the warning system negotiations because of the city’s participation in the settlement negotiations and the confidentiality agreement approved by the city council in April 2009.  

The city should maintain open communications with PUD.  Negotiations with PUD are continuing to complete the off-license agreement for city land and easements as a part of the settlement agreement.  The city needs to keep urging PUD to commit funding to install and maintain a dam warning system.  

City staff recommend the Council authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-14  and support the joint letter from members of the Sultan Basin Emergency Preparedness Alliance.

BACKGROUND:

Sultan Basin Drainage Emergency Preparedness Alliance
Since 2003, the City and regional partners including Fire District 5, Sultan School District and Valley General Hospital have been working with the PUD through the relicensing process to mitigate for a potential failure of PUD’s Culmback Dam in Sultan and the Sky Valley.  The Sultan City Council expressed its concerns in Resolution 06-03 (Attachment B). Until August 2008, the PUD was unresponsive to the community’s requests.  
Past Negotiations with PUD
In August 2008, the City met with PUD representatives at their request.  During that meeting the City and Fire District 5 again requested PUD purchase, install, maintain and monitor an early warning system. The agreement would include a requirement for PUD to come back with the Sky Valley stakeholders every 8-10 years to review the existing system and upgrade the system as necessary to incorporate new technology.  Potentially, the system would be reviewed at a minimum of 5 times during the life of the license.  PUD representatives requested the City prepare a proposal for PUD’s consideration.

PUD’s recent interest in mitigating for a failure of the Culmback Dam appears to be tied to PUD’s request to the City to use City property to mitigate the Dam’s impact on the Sultan River and fish habitat.  Prior to PUD’s need to access City property, the PUD had rejected requests to replace the now inoperable early warning system installed when the hydroelectric project was built in 1984.  

On September 4, 2008, community stakeholders requested assistance from the Snohomish County Department of Emergency Management (DEM) in developing a proposal to present to the Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD) to mitigate the potential failure of the Culmback Dam.  The mitigation proposal is tied to the process to renew PUD’s federal license to operate the Jackson Hydroelectric Project.  
On November 20, 2008, Snohomish County DEM provided the City with information on a dam safety warning systems through the Federal Signal Corps.  Snohomish County DEM is looking to develop a regional warning system for natural and manmade disasters.  The proposed systems could be linked together to provide a regional benefit.  The City and Fire District met with the representative from the Federal Signal Corps in early January to evaluate the City’s needs and prepare a proposal to PUD.  
In addition, the Sultan stakeholders identified other needs related to the relicensing project including:

· Requesting PUD study alternatives for maximizing flood control benefits and formalize flood control operations for the Jackson Hydroelectric Project through the FERC relicensing process. (Note: PUD was unable to provide FEMA with the guarantees necessary to formalize flood control operations.)

· Providing funding to develop emergency evacuation routes at key points around the Sultan community.

· Providing annual notification to the Sultan community regarding the dam and potential impacts to life and property.

· Constructing improvements to recreation facilities adjacent to the Sultan River.  

Since November, the city, fire district and PUD representatives have meet several times and exchanged negotiation proposals with no conclusion to the discussions.  

Next Steps

In March 2009, the city provided comments to FERC on the proposed Preliminary License Proposal.   The city has been a party to the settlement negotiations with PUD and other stakeholders since April 2009. The settlement negotiations are nearing completion and PUD plans to submit their license proposal to the federal energy regulatory commission (FERC) in September.  PUD would like to have all its off-license agreements finalized at the time they submit their proposal to FERC.  If the city and PUD don’t complete their negotiations, there will be an opportunity to the city to comment on the license proposal during the public comment period.  

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact to authorize the mayor to sign Resolution 09-14 .  However, it may be necessary for the City to contract with an attorney, hydrologic consultant or other specialist(s) to represent Sultan’s interests.  This is an unfunded budget item and would be discussed with the City Council.  Depending on the scope of work, legal representation could be done in-house by the city attorney or an outside consultant could be hired.  An out-side consultant could cost anywhere from $2,000 to $4,000.  

ALTERNATIVES:
1. Approve Resolution 09-14 and the July 29 letter to Snohomish County PUD.  This action implies the city council supports the position that the Snohomish County PUD has an obligation to provide funding for installation and long-term maintenance of a dam safety warning program to protect Sultan from potential failure of the Culmback Dam.
2. Do not approve Resolution 09-14 and the July 29 letter to Snohomish County PUD and direct staff to areas of concern.  This action implies the city council has questions and/or concerns regarding the proposed Resolution and attached letter.  The council may want to suggest changes prior to adoption.

3. Do not approve Resolution 09-14 and the July 29 letter to Snohomish County PUD.  This alternative suggests the council is not prepared to take action on the Resolution or does not support the position that PUD has an obligation to provide a dam warning system to ensure public safety.  
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  


1. Approve Resolution 09-14 (Attachment A).
2. Support the July 29, 2009 letter (Exhibit A) to the Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Board of Commissioners, urging the Commissions to recognize the obligation to provide funding for installation and long-term maintenance of a dam safety warning program to protect life and property of the citizens of Sultan from potential failure of the Culmback Dam

ATTACHMENTS:

A – Resolution 09-14 

B – Resolution 06-03

ATTACHMENT A
CITY OF SULTAN

WASHINGTON

ADVANCE \D 5.75RESOLUTION NO. 09-14
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, ENCOURAGING SNOHOMISH COUNTY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 TO RECOGNIZE ITS OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE FUNDING FOR INSTALLATION AND LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF A DAM SAFETY WARNING PROGRAM TO PROTECT LIFE AND PROPERTY OF THE CITIZENS OF SULTAN FROM POTENTIAL FAILURE OF THE CULMBACK DAM


WHEREAS, the City of Sultan is within the inundation zone of the Culmback Dam and Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric project and PUD predicts a dam failure would result in a 45 foot wall of water and debris threatening the lives of thousands within one hour; and 
WHEREAS, the Snohomish County PUD No. 1 (PUD) has responsibility for design, construction, inspection, maintenance, mitigation of potential hazards, emergency action planning, and security of the Culmback Dam and Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project; and
WHEREAS, dam failures regularly cause loss of life and property damage; and

WHEREAS, dam safety programs are critical to public safety and protection of the environment; and
WHEREAS, the siren system provided by PUD more than 20 years ago is no longer operable; and 
WHEREAS, in 2005, Snohomish County PUD initiated the formal relicensing process for the Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project; and

WHEREAS, Snohomish County PUD has been conducting studies and consulting with stakeholders on measures that best address the continued effects of the project operation on natural and social resources in the project area; and 

WHEREAS, the Culmback Dam will be close to 100 years old at the end of the proposed relicense period in 2050; and

WHEREAS, more than 24,000 people are expected to be living in the Sky Valley by 2030 and would be affected by a failure of the Culmback Dam; and 
WHEREAS, the City of Sultan passed Resolution 06-03 to join with the Sultan School District, Valley General Hospital District, Snohomish County Fire District 5 and the City of Monroe on March 9, 2006 to form the Sultan Basin Emergency Preparedness Alliance to negotiate relicensing issues with Snohomish County PUD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 16, 2006 Fire District 5 notified the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on behalf of area stakeholders concerns regarding the safety of residents and business owners living in the inundation area if the Culback Dam failed; and

WHEREAS, from the beginning of the relicensing process, representatives of Snohomish County PUD have been reluctant to acknowledge PUD’s long-term obligation to provide and maintain a warning system sufficient to mitigate the risk associated with a dam failure;  and

WHEREAS, the relicensing process is reaching its conclusion with millions of dollars dedicated to salmon habitat, recreation and off-license agreements and there is still no commitment from PUD to provide and maintain a dam safety warning system; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, DO RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.  The City Council supports the July 29, 2009 letter (Exhibit A) to the Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Board of Commissioners, prepared on behalf of the Sultan Basin Emergency Preparedness Alliance, urging Snohomish County PUD to recognize its obligation to provide funding for installation and long-term maintenance of a dam safety warning program to protect life and property of the citizens of Sultan from potential failure of the Culmback Dam.
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON THE _____ DAY OF _____________________, 2009.



CITY OF SULTAN


By:
_____________________________


Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

ATTEST:

By:
________________________________


Laura Koenig, City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By
________________________________


Margaret King, City Attorney
EXHIBIT A
[image: image13.emf]
July 29, 2009

Snohomish County PUD No. 1

Board of Commissioners

2320 California Street
Everett WA   98201

Dear Commissioners:

Attached is a letter to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) written in 2006 on behalf of the organizations therein listed.   As you will see it is a request that the PUD provide a warning system below Culmback Dam. 

Although all County residents enjoy the benefits provided by the dam, only a handful are in danger of annihilation should the dam fail.  Even our schools and children would be destroyed.  Given the terrible potential, this request hardly seems selfish.

We understand that you are meticulous in caring for the dam and that the probabilities of failure are remote; it cannot be denied however, that a dam failure is possible and the results tragic.  Every five years the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission requires and monitors a drill designed to test our level of preparedness for this very possibility.

From the beginning of this re-licensing process your representatives have resisted on the basis that there is no requirement for a warning system.  We have persisted believing that in the final analysis, they would recognize that PUD customers will find wisdom and equity in a few cents dedicated to protect the lives of people living below the dam.

Unfortunately, we see the process nearing its conclusion with millions of dollars dedicated to salmon habitat, recreation and off license agreements and still no commitment to even a small fraction of that amount for an early warning system. 

We therefore wish to move our pleadings to you, the Board of Directors.  We ask that you consider our request not on the basis of what is required, but rather what is right.  This discussion has been ongoing for several years and we would like to reach resolution.   

Our spokesperson, Snohomish County Fire District 5, Chief Merlin Halverson, is available to provide information and further discussion as you wish.  Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to hearing from you.  
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Snohomish County Fire District 5
___________________



_____________

Chairman Mike Ingalls

Date


______________________

_______________




Commissioner Steve Fox

Date

______________________

_______________

Commissioner Roger Knowlton


Date


Sultan School District School Board

___________________



_____________

Chairman Craig Roesler



Date

______________________



_______________

Vice Chair Patty Fountain

Date

______________________
                            _______________

Board Member Steve Fox



Date

______________________



_______________

Board Member Tracy Cotterill


Date
______________________



_______________
Board Member Russ Sumpter



Date


Mayor of Sultan

_____________________



_______________

Mayor Carolyn Eslick




Date

Sultan City Council
________________



___________
Council Member Bruce Champeaux

Date

_____________________

_______________
Council Member Steve Slawson

Date

_____________________

_______________
Council Member Ron Wiediger

Date

_____________________

_______________

Council Member Kristina Blair

Date

_____________________

_______________

Council Member Jeffery Beeler

Date

________________

___________

Council Member Jim Flower
Date
________________

___________

Council Member Sarah Davenport-Smith
Date
[image: image6.emf]Snohomish County Fire District #5

P.O. Box 149   304 Alder Street   Sultan   Washington   98294

Phone:  (360) 793-1179   Fax:  (360) 793-1932

pro bono publico


March 16, 2006

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street N.E. Room 1A

Washington D.C.  20426

Subject:  Project No.2157-167-Washington Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project

Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1 and City of Everett

Dear Secretary Salas:

Included are an original and eight copies of the statement I am submitting on behalf of Snohomish County Fire District No.5, Sultan School District No.311, Valley General Hospital District No.1 and the City of Sultan.  Copies are also being sent to Snohomish County PUD No.1 and the City of Everett, co-licensees. 

No dispute exists as to the potential destruction and loss of life should the Culmback Dam fail.  Little evidence can be offered that age degradation, terrorism, climate changes and geological events do not add to the obvious dangers of a 262 foot earthen wall, holding back 154,900 acre/feet of water.   

We are hopeful that the re-licensing process will be as sensitive to the welfare of the human population living below the Dam as it is to the fish and other wildlife. Recent national tragedies should teach us that honest preparation is a better and less expensive option than the head in the sand approach.  

The cost of providing improvements to the safety of those living below the Dam would be negligible to the beneficiaries.  An agreement on modernized safety systems should be concluded before the Jackson Hydroelectric Project is re-licensed.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely,

Merlin Halverson

Fire Chief

[image: image7.emf]Snohomish County Fire District #5

P.O. Box 149   304 Alder Street   Sultan   Washington   98294

Phone:  (360) 793-1179   Fax:  (360) 793-1932

pro bono publico


March 16, 2006

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street N.E. Room 1A

Washington D.C.  20426

Subject:  Project No.2157-167-Washington Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project

Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1 and City of Everett

Dear Secretary Salas:

The following considerations regarding the re-licensing of the Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project are submitted on behalf of the Sultan Basin Emergency Preparedness Alliance.  The Alliance is an organization of public agencies including Sultan School District No. 311, Valley General Hospital District No. 1, City of Sultan and Snohomish County Fire District No. 5.  Failure of the dam would have a devastating impact on these agencies and their constituents.

Although not specifically enumerated in the scoping document, representatives of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission were unequivocal in their statements to attendees at the scoping meetings, that safety is the highest priority for the Commission.  The Alliance is therefore confident that the Commission will find the following helpful and productive.
Background

The City of Everett built the Culmback Dam on the Sultan River in 1961 to create a reservoir for the city’s water supply.  In 1982 PUD No.1 raised the dam and added hydroelectric generation.  Today the 262 foot earthen dam and reservoir provide 75% of the potable water and 5% of the electricity to Snohomish County, Washington.

The Culmback Dam and the Spada Lake Reservoir created by the dam are approximately 16 miles and 1250 feet above Sultan.  In the event of a dam failure information provided by Snohomish County PUD No.1 predicts that a 45 foot wall of water and debris would travel down the Sultan River into the City of Sultan within one hour.  The potential destruction of property and loss of life in the City and surrounding Sultan Basin Drainage is staggering.

Discussion  
At the point of re-licensing, the dam will be 50 years old; by the end of the licensing period, 100 years old.  Much has changed in 50 years and one can expect even greater changes in another 50 years.  It is likely that if the dam were built today it would be built to more stringent standards.  Regardless of original design standards, the fact that it is aging is of itself reason for concern.  

In 1960 the population below the dam in the inundation zone could have been measured in the hundreds; today there are 1500 children in Sultan Schools alone.  Dam failure would threaten the lives of thousands within one hour.  Schools, fire and police stations, a state prison and a regional hospital are all within the inundation area.  Vital services relied upon during disasters would be lost not only to those within the inundation zone but in much of Eastern Snohomish County.  

When the dam was constructed there was less information and likely less interest in geological faults.  Experts agree that the Puget Sound area will experience devastating earthquakes in the near future.  New faults are being discovered inland, raising concern that a fault may exist under or near the dam, dramatically increasing the risk of dam failure during a quake.  

There was no threat of terrorism in 1961 or in 1982 when the Dam was raised by PUD.  Terrorism is an unfortunate reality of our lives today and into the foreseeable future.  One of the foremost concerns of Homeland Security today is the defense of our infrastructure, dams in particular.  The Culmback Dam has no realistic defense against a terrorist attack.

Warning systems intended to provide notice of dam failure are inadequate and lack redundancy.  The system relies on a microwave feed and a phone tree with no immediate on site contact.  Because there is no deterrent to a terrorist attack, the need for reliable notification of failure is essential.  Dam failure precipitated by natural events may be anticipated.  Destruction of the dam from terrorism on the other hand may not be recognized for some time.  The speed of the advancing wave makes reliable and immediate notification central to any evacuation attempts.   

The Alliance has undertaken initiatives directed at reducing life loss in the event of a dam failure.  Naturally, our most urgent concern is the safety of our children.  Evacuation trails were constructed for the evacuation of our schools.  It is now possible to walk our school population up the hill to high ground in 20 minutes.  Even this plan, however, relies on rapid notification of dam failure.  The present situation provides little hope of evacuation when children are not in school.

Recommendations 
A. Monitoring for Dam failure and notification of emergency services must be improved.  An outside organization expert in failsafe systems should conduct a review of technology and systems now in use and provide a blueprint for construction of a reliable system with updated technology and redundancy.

B. Security considerations should be brought in line with the threats of today.  Experts on security with the assistance of Homeland Security should be consulted and recommendations implemented.

C. A public warning system similar to those used in areas subject to tsunamis or volcanic eruptions should be installed throughout the inundation area.  Such a system would include at least audible warning sirens and pre-planned escape routes with appropriate signage. 

D. A seismic study should be undertaken to determine the vulnerability of the Dam. This study should be conducted by the University of Washington or other such institution with knowledge of the local geology.  Information gathered should be arranged and documented in a fashion that would be useful to administrators, emergency responders, governing councils and others responsible for planning and executing emergency evacuation procedures.

E. Improvements in safety of the Jackson Hydroelectric Project have to be made.  It is appropriate that they be done at the expense of the rate payers not the tax payers.  There are hundreds of thousands benefiting from the project and tens of thousands threatened.  The cost of improvements would be a small burden on those benefiting from the Project.   

Closing 
Prior to re-licensing of the Jackson Hydroelectric Project safety concerns of those living in the inundation area need to be addressed.  Recognizing the changes in the past 50 years and anticipating as much as possible the next 50 years we have identified terrorism, population growth, renewed seismic awareness, age degradation and modern technological opportunities as some but not all of the reasons for renewed concern. 

It is not the intent of this document to be an exhaustive study of the need for strengthened safety and security measures.  We believe the events of recent history are sufficient evidence to support the need for improved prevention and preparation. 

The threat to lives and property of those in the inundation zone is sobering.  The cost of loosing an infrastructure as vital as the Culmback Dam providing 75% of Snohomish County’s water supply and 5% of the County’s electricity is enormous.  The recommendations of the Sultan Basin Emergency Preparedness Alliance are a small investment given what is at stake.   

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:
A-4

DATE:

August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:

Resolution 09-15



2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan

CONTACT PERSON:
Deborah Knight, City Administrator

ISSUE:

Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-15 approving the 6-year (2010-2015) Transportation Improvement Plan (Attachment A).

The City Council conducted a public hearing on the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) on July 23, 2009, and provided an opportunity for citizens to comment regarding the proposed plan. No comments were received.
City staff recommends the City Council adopt the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan as required by RCW 35.77.010.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-15 approving the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan.

SUMMARY:

State law (RCW 35.77.010) mandates that all local jurisdictions annually adopt and submit to the state a six-year program of transportation improvements known as the Local TIP.  

The six-year local TIP serves as a work plan for the development of local transportation systems and, as such, represents an important planning component under the State’s Growth Management Act.  The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) use Local TIPs as a tool for coordinating the transportation programs of local jurisdictions with those of regional agencies.  PSRC also monitors Local TIPs for projects of regional significance (to be modeled for Air Quality conformity) and projects supported by federal funds.  These projects are incorporated into the Regional TIP, which is then forwarded for inclusion in the State TIP.  

In 2008, the City revised the Capital Facilities Element and Transportation Element of its 2004 Comprehensive Plan.  Transportation capital projects are a subset of the Capital Facilities Element.  Transportation capital projects are generated out of the 20-year list of projects included in the 2008 Revised Transportation Element.  The funded projects included in the six-year TIP will be included in the six-year Capital Improvement Plan adopted by the City Council later this year during the budget process.  

The importance of the Sultan TIP is that, in most cases, projects must be included on the Local TIP to be eligible for state and federal grant programs.  The proposed Local TIP includes several projects that would compete well against state and federal grant program criteria.  

Sultan Six-Year TIP

The proposed City of Sultan 2010-2015 Local TIP carries forward projects from the 2009-2014 TIP.  All projects from the 2009-2014 TIP have been carried forward with the exceptions listed below.  Project costs are from the 2008 Revised Comprehensive Plan. 
Expenditures

· Two projects from the 2009-2014 TIP will be completed this year: Sultan Basin Road Sidewalk and Waterline and Light Guard Crossing.

· The Railroad Crossing Improvements (T-54) has been removed from the TIP since the Council made the decision to return the WUTC grant funding pending developer participation in the project

· The cost estimate for Sultan Basin Road Phase III has been increased from $2.8 million to $3.5 million to reflect the most recent engineer’s estimate.

Revenues
· Street Fund - $50,000 in annual revenues from the Street Fund were added to incorporate the Council’s decision to dedicate 1% of utility taxes to support street maintenance and reconstruction

· REET anticipated $120,000 annually x 6 years  = $720,000

· Transportation Impact Fees anticipated $5,272 x 400 platted single-family residential lots  = $2,108,800

· Grants – Grant revenue is 30% of total anticipated expenditures which reflects the large amount of grant funding expected from the state and federal government in support of the Sultan Basin Road project.  The comprehensive plan uses a 15% grant allocation for overall transportation project estimates.  

· Debt – no debt is proposed for the 2010-2015 TIP

· Developer contributions – There is a no protest LID for property owners on East Main that will be used to fund street improvements. Anticipated revenues for development contributions are carried forward from the 2009-2014 TIP.   

DISCUSSION:

Capital Improvement Plan
The Growth Management Act requires the Capital Facilities Plan to contain an inventory of existing facilities, an assessment of future facility needs and a plan for financing, including a reassessment strategy to address potential funding or service shortfalls.

The Capital Facilities Element addresses all current infrastructure owned by the City and establishes a plan for the City to provide the infrastructure and facilities needed to serve its residents in the future. The CFP is based on the population, land use, UGA boundary and other fundamental planning assumptions.

The 6 year CIP prioritizes the City’s 20-year investments into a shorter planning period and identified projects that will implement the Comprehensive Plan.  The 6-year CIP is a subset of the 20-year Capital Facilities Element.

These documents are like concentric circles. Each one has common elements with the others.

· The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is the complete list of facilities (roads, parks, water, sewer and public buildings) necessary to meet the City's projected growth over the next 20 –years.

· The Capital Improvement Plan is the list of facilities (including transportation projects) the City intends to build over the next 6-years to meet concurrency with the financing plan to pay for the projects.

· The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan is the list of motorized and non-motorized projects necessary to meet concurrency and growth for the next twenty years.

· The Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) identifies transportation projects the City intends to build over the next 6-years to meet the requirements of the Washington State Department of Transportation and to be eligible for federal funds.

Decisions that the City Council makes on the projects in the City's TIP will affect the CIP and CFP. The first year (2010) of the CIP becomes the City’s capital budget as a part of the annual budget process.

BACKGROUND:

The City Council and Planning Board began working together in January 2008 to make the necessary changes to the 2004 Comprehensive Plan and Transportation Element to be compliant with RCW 36.70A.120, which requires that a city’s actions and capital budget decisions be consistent with its comprehensive plan.

The 2010-2015 TIP is based on the 2008 Revised 2004 Comprehensive Plan which addresses the “estimated traffic impacts to state owned transportation facilities resulting from land use assumptions”, “forecasts of traffic for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan” , and the required “analysis of funding capability to judge needs against probable funding resources”.
The 2010-2015 TIP is compliant because it is based on a compliant Transportation Element that meets the standards of RCW 36.70A.070(6).
The 2010-2015 TIP provides a multiyear financing plan based on the needs identified in the comprehensive plan, the appropriate parts of which serve as the basis for the six-year TIP required by RCW 35.77.010.
FISCAL IMPACT:

The fiscal impact comes from including the TIP in the six-year Capital Improvement Plan.  The six-year CIP is the list of facilities (including transportation projects) the City intends to build over the next six-years to meet concurrency with a financing plan to pay for the projects.  The first year (2010) of the Capital Improvement Plan is incorporated into the City’s 2010 Capital Budget.  

ALTERNATIVES:

1. Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-15 approving the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan (Attachment A) as required by RCW 35.77.010.

Due to its value in planning and its potential use in securing external funding, City staff recommend approving the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan.  

2. Do not authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-15 approving the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan and direct staff to areas of concern.  This alternative would delay adopting the 2010-2015 TIP.  The council should take this action if there are questions and/or concerns regarding:  

· Consistency with the city’s adopted comprehensive plan

· Anticipated revenues

· Project list, project expenditures, or project priorities

RECOMMENDED MOTION:  

Authorize the Mayor to sign Resolution 09-15 approving the 6-year (2010-2015) Transportation Improvement Plan.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A – Resolution No. 09-15 Approving the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan

ATTACHMENT A

CITY OF SULTAN


WASHINGTON

ADVANCE \D 5.75
RESOLUTION NO. 09-15
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, APPROVING THE 2010-2015 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN.


WHEREAS, RCW 35.77.010 mandates that all local jurisdictions annually adopt and submit to the state a six-year program of transportation improvements known as the Local TIP; and

WHEREAS, the six-year local Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) serves as a work plan for the development of local transportation systems and, as such, represents an important planning component under the State’s Growth Management Act; and

WHEREAS, in 2008, the City revised the Capital Facilities Element and Transportation Element of its 2004 Comprehensive Plan and the transportation capital projects are a subset of the Capital Facilities Element; and 

WHEREAS, the 2010-2015 TIP is based on the 2008 Revised 2004 Comprehensive Plan which addresses the “estimated traffic impacts to state owned transportation facilities resulting from land use assumptions”, “forecasts of traffic for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan”, and the required “analysis of funding capability to judge needs against probable funding resources”; and
WHEREAS, the 2010-2015 TIP is compliant because it is based on a compliant Transportation Element that meets the standards of RCW 36.70A.070(6); and
WHEREAS, the 2010-2015 TIP provides a multiyear financing plan based on the needs identified in the comprehensive plan, the appropriate parts of which serve as the basis for the six-year TIP required by RCW 35.77.010; and 
WHEREAS, the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan will further and be consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, including the County-Wide Planning Policies for Snohomish County.  Additionally, the proposed revisions are consistent with the City’s plans, policies and regulations for providing community facilities, including but not limited to utilities, transportation, parks, or schools; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on the proposed 2010-2015 TIP on July 23, 2009 in accordance with RCW 35.77.010, and provided an opportunity for citizens to comment regarding proposed regulatory changes; and 
WHEREAS, an environmental review was conducted in accordance with the provisions of the Washington State Environmental Policy Act, with notification published on July 25, 2009; and


WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan prepared by staff, identified transportation priorities, and determined that the 2010-2015 TIP is consistent with the capital facilities and transportation elements of the City's Comprehensive Plan; and


NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, DO RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:


Section 1.  Findings.  The City Council makes the following findings with regard to the 2009-2014 TIP:

A. The 2010-2015 TIP is based on the 2008 Revised 2004 Comprehensive Plan which addresses the “estimated traffic impacts to state owned transportation facilities resulting from land use assumptions”, “forecasts of traffic for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan” , and the required “analysis of funding capability to judge needs against probable funding resources”

B. The 2010-2015 TIP is compliant because it is based on a compliant Transportation Element that meets the standards of RCW 36.70A.070(6). 

C. The 2010-2015 TIP provides a multiyear financing plan based on the needs identified in the comprehensive plan, the appropriate parts of which serve as the basis for the six-year TIP required by RCW 35.77.010.
D. Pursuant to RCW 35.77.010, the City of Sultan is taking legislative action to approve the 2010-2015 TIP. 


Section 2.  Adoption.  The attached Exhibit A is adopted as the 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan of the City of Sultan and incorporated by reference the same as though it were fully set forth herein.


Section 3.  Filing.  The City Clerk is directed to file a copy of this Resolution with the Secretary of Transportation not more than thirty days after its adoption.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON THE _____ DAY OF _____________________, 2009.



CITY OF SULTAN


By:
_____________________________



Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

ATTEST:

By:
________________________________


Laura Koenig, City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By
________________________________


Margaret King, City Attorney

	2010-2015

Expenditures By Year

	Project Number
	Project Name
	Project Description
	 Total Project Cost 
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2010-2015

Total Expenditure

	T-39
	Pavement Overlay Program
	Chipseal gravel streets within the City limits
	 $522,000 
	$50,000
	$-
	 $50,000 
	 $50,000 
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $150,000 

	T-45
	Alder Street Reconstruction and Improvements
	Reconstruct Alder Street from 5th Street to 8th Street.  Install traffic signal and approach improvements from the intersection of 4th St and Alder St to the intersection of 5th St and US2
	 $1,378,000 
	 $50,000 
	 $75,000 
	$1,253,000 
	$-
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $1,378,000 

	T-50
	Sultan Basin Rd - Phase III
	Extend SBR from US 2 to Cascade View Dr.  Project includes property acquisition, design and construction
	 $4,675,000
	 $150,000 
	810,000
	2,490,000
	$-
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $3,450,000 

	T-56
	East Main Street Reconstruction
	Reconstruct East Main Street using no-protest LID.  Project includes water, stormwater and culvert replacement at Wagley Creek
	 $500,000 
	$40,000
	  $60,000
	$400,000
	$-
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $500,000 

	T-57
	132nd St/Sultan Basin Rd north-west to 307th
	Extend 132nd Ave from Sultan Basin Rd to an intersection at 307th 
	 $17,480,000 
	
	
	
	
	$100,000
	 $500,000 
	 $600,000 

	
	Sultan Basin Road - Overlay
	Overlay SBR from Timber Ridge north to 132nd Ave
	 $200,000 
	 
	$20,000
	$180,000  
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $200,000 

	NM-3
	Sidewalk Spot Improvements
	Repair, replace and construct missing sidewalks within the city
	 $130,000 
	 $-   
	 $20,000 
	 $-   
	 $20,000 
	 $-   
	 $20,000 
	 $60,000 

	NM-4
	Sidewalk Enhancements
	Renovate public sidewalks.  Stand alone projects not associated with road renovation.
	 $310,000 
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $50,000 
	 $-   
	 $-   
	 $50,000 
	 $100,000 

	
	TOTAL

EXPENDITURES
	
	$25,195,000 
	$290,000 
	$985,000 
	$4,423,000 
	$70,000 
	$100,000 
	$570,000 
	$6,438,000 


Exhibit A 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan
Attachment A 2010-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan
	2010-2015

Expenditures By Fund

	Motorized Projects
	General Fund
	Street Fund
	REET
	Transportation Impact Fee
	Grant
	Debt
	Developer Contributions
	Rev Totals

	
	
	Revenues
	$300,000
	$720,000
	$2,108,800
	$7,691,500
	$0
	$3,629,600
	$14,449,900

	Project Number
	Project Name
	Project Description
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Expenditures

	T-39
	Pavement Overlay Program
	Overlay gravel streets within the City limits
	$150,000
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 150,000 

	T-45
	Alder Street Reconstruction and Improvements
	Reconstruct Alder Street from 5th Street to 8th Street.  Install traffic signal and approach improvements from the intersection of 4th St and Alder St to the intersection of 5th St and US2
	-
	$137,800
	-
	$1,240,200 
	 - 
	 - 
	 1,378,000 

	T-50
	Sultan Basin Rd - Phase III
	Extend SBR from US 2 to Cascade View Dr.  Project includes property acquisition, design and construction
	-
	-
	$560,000
	$2,890,000 
	- 
	 - 
	3,450,000

	T-56
	East Main Street Reconstruction
	Reconstruct East Main Street using no-protest LID.  Project includes water and culvert replacement at Wagley Creek
	 - 
	
	-
	 - 
	 - 
	$500,000 
	 500,000 

	T-57
	132nd St/Sultan Basin Rd north-west to 307th
	Extend 132nd Ave from Sultan Basin Rd to an intersection at 307th 
	-
	-
	$600,000
	-
	-
	-
	600,000 

	
	Sultan Basin Road - Overlay
	Overlay SBR from Timber Ridge north to 132nd Ave
	$20,000
	-
	-
	$180,000 
	 - 
	 - 
	 200,000 

	NM-3
	Sidewalk Spot Improvements
	Repair, replace and construct missing sidewalks within the city
	$60,000
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 60,000 

	NM-4
	Sidewalk Enhancements
	Renovate public sidewalks.  Stand alone projects not associated with road renovation.
	$20,000
	-
	-
	$80,000
	-
	-
	 100,000 

	
	TOTAL EXPENDITURE
	
	$250,000 
	$137,800
	$1,160,000
	 $4,390,200 
	$0 
	$500,000 
	$6,438,000


SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

DATE:
August 13, 2009

ITEM NO:
A-5
SUBJECT:
Approve Bid Award for CDBG Lighted Crosswalk Signal System at 3rd Street and High Avenue

CONTACT PERSON:      Jon R  Stack P.E.,  City Engineer / Carole Feldmann

Issue:  
City Council authorization is needed to approve the quote for the Lightguard Lighted Crosswalk Signal System to be purchased directly from the manufacturer. (Attachement A)
Staff Recommendation:  

Staff is recommending City Council authorize the purchase of one (1) Lightguard Lighted Crosswalk Signal System from Sea-Tac Lighting & Controls, LLC., as the lowest responsible bidder. This will allow staff to notify Sea-Tac Lighting and purchase the system directly from the manufacturer. Staff is also requesting authorization to pay for the equipment in advance saving an additonal 5% on the quoted price which is reflected in the summary below.  This will allow staff to move this project forward to completion.

Summary:

Snohomish County Office of Housing Homelessness & Commnity Development receive Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) as the local Public Housing Authority (PHA) which participates in HUD's Capital Fund, Operating Fund, and Mixed Finance Programs and therefore must comply with HUD regulation Title 24 CFR Part 85. Part 85 covers financial administration, procurement, reporting and recordkeeping and close-out requirements. The competative bidding process must be followed when purchasing equipment with these funds.  When the first Lighted Crosswalk was installed on 4th Street at Date Avenue Lightguard was the sole manufacturer of in-street lighted crosswalk systems.  Since then numerous manufacturers have created similar systems and the City solicited bids from those manufacturers which are listed below.
	LED Lighted Crosswalk

Signal System
	Sea-Tac Lighting
	McCain
	Spot Devices
	Coral Sales Company
	Silicon

	 
	Lightguard
	Lanelight
	RS 320
	ITS-TS-600
	Constellations

	2-Lane,10-Light Lighted XWALK, w/2 Pedestrian Push Buttons & 30"x30" Signs w/ signal activated Amber Lights/ snowplow resistant
	$15,644.60
	$16,436.00
	$20,706.00
	$20,740.00
	$24,839.30

	Freight
	Included
	300.00
	Included
	200.00
	Included

	Tax 8.6%
	1345.44
	1439.40
	1780.72
	1783.64
	2136.18

	Total
	$16,990.04
	$18,175.30
	$22,486.72
	$22,723.64
	$26,975.48


Background:

In 2002 the City received a grant award from CDBG to install the first lighted crosswalk.  The project was very successful and the City applied for funding on 2 additional crosswalks and was awarded $53,812.00 in December 2006. The project was put on hold in 2007 due to lack of staffing, in 2008 the City Engineer implemented the project requesting bids from contractors on the purchase and installation of two lighted crosswalks.  In April 2008 only one responsible bid was received for $99,600.00 exceeding the funding by $45,788.00  The project was bid a 2nd time in August 2008 and again the city received only one responsive bid of $99,700.00 from the same contractor $100.00 over the prior bid.  Staff contacted the contractor requesting installation of only one crosswalk for $50,750.00, the contractor rejected this request.  Staff contacted CDBG requesting alternatives to the project and it was decided to request an amendment to the initial grant request which would allow for the installation of only one lighted crosswalk to be purchased directly by the city and the installation portion bid separatetly.  The request would require an amendment and authorization from the Policy Advisory Board (PAB) this was granted in February 2009.  Finally approval was needed by Snohomish County Council which occurred in May 2009.  In June 2009 a request was made to install the same system used on 4th Street at Date Avenue, this was denied and staff was directed to obtain multiple bids from manufacturers on like lighted crosswalk systems as required in 24 CFR Part 85.

Alternatives:

There are no alternatives to using the funds and finalizing the project.  This grant is currently outstanding with CDBG and in order to maintain good standing and receive future grant awards the city needs to use the funds as authroized.

Fiscal Impact:

There is no fiscal impact to the city the project if funded in full with the grant award of $53,812.00.  After purchasing the crosswalk $36,821.96 would be left in the fund for remaining items needed to complete the project (PUD hook-up, labor on electrical installation of the crosswalk and ADA curb requirments). The project is expected to come in under the grant award amount of $53,812.00.

Recommendation:

Approve the purchase of the Lightguard Lighted Crosswalk from Sea-Tac Lighting as the lowest responsible bidder based on the specifications set by the City Engineer, at the 5% discounted price of $16,990.04 for pre-payment.

Attachments:   A – Lightguard Lighted Crosswalk Quote

Council Action:

Date:  
SULTAN CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO:


A-6

DATE:



August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Ordinance No. 1056-09 Amending Ordinance 1043-09 Water General Facility Charge

CONTACT PERSON:
Deborah Knight, City Administrator


ISSUE:

The issue before the City Council is to have First Reading of Ordinance No. 1056-09 (Attachment A) amending Ordinance No. 1043-09 to reduce the water general facility charge from $6,209 to $6,199.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Have First Reading of Ordinance No. 1056-09 amending Ordinance 1043-09 approved on June 25, 2009 to correct a mathematical error by amending Section 2 establishing the general facilities at $6,209 and setting the general facilities charge at $6,199.
SUMMARY:

Following First Reading of Ordinance No. 1043-09 on June 11, 2009, the City Council directed staff to return to Council for a discussion of the methodology used to set the water general facilities charge (GFC).  A discussion was included on the Council’s agenda for July 9, 2009.  The discussion was postponed to July 23, 2009.

On July 23, 2009 the city council reviewed the methodology (Attachment B) used to set the water general facility charge.  The general facility charge adopted by Ordinance No. 1043-09 was $6,209.  

After the methodology was evaluated, the council directed staff to reduce the general facilities charge by $10.00 to reflect the increase in the calculation of total ERUs for the time period.
BACKGROUND:
What is a General Facility Charge?
Water service charges or rates are the primary on-going source of revenue for water maintenance, operations, administration, reinvestment and debt service.

The General Facility Charge is the fee charged to new development to connect to the existing water system.  Revenues from the GFC are used to pay for capital improvements (past, present and future) needed to serve growth.  

A capital improvement is an investment in the water plant and/or distribution system. Capital investments are identified in the City’s comprehensive plan, water system plan and six-year capital improvement plan.  

When was the last time the GFC was studied?
From 1999 to 2004, the GFC was $4,440.  The current GFC ($5,254) has been in effect for 5 years, since December 1, 2004. The current GFC was based on the six-year utility financing plan in the 2005 Water System Plan.   In 2004, the City adopted a six-year utility financing plan.  The 2004 water rate schedule expired on December 1, 2008.  

Why was a rate study necessary?

In 2008 and 2009, the water system operating fund had a very small ending fund balance (less than $10,000 in both years).  The city is not collecting sufficient revenues from user rates to make the water debt service payments.  

In addition, because of the slowing economy, the city is not collecting sufficient water connection fees (GFC) to cover the debt service payments in the water system.  The city had to use reserves set aside for future capital improvements to serve growth to make current debt service payments.  

What is the GFC Used for?

The GFC may be used to fund debt service for past improvements to the water system needed to serve growth.  The GFC may also be set aside in the city’s capital reserve fund to save for future improvements to serve future growth.  Water rates, facility charges and reserves are the primary sources of revenue for capital improvements to the water system.  

What if the City lowers or postpones the GFC?
The 2008 revised comprehensive plan estimates $9,424,000 in water projects necessary to serve future development over the next 20-years.  The 2008 revised comprehensive plan estimated the city would need to increase the GFC by $1,119 per ERU to meet the city’s water capital needs
.  The adopted increase was $955.00.  Approval of Ordinance No 1056-09 will reduce the increase by $10 to $944.00
Lowering the GFC charged to new development by ten dollars will not burden current rate payers or jeopardize the City’s ability to serve future growth.  
ALTERNATIVES:
1. Have First Reading of Ordinance No. 1056-09 reducing the General Facilities Charge from $6,209 to $6,199.  Under this alternative, the City Council is comfortable with the methodology used to set the general facility charge.    

2. Do not have First Reading of Ordinance No. 1056-09 to reduce the General Facilities Charge.  Discuss the methodology used to set the water general facility charge and direct staff to areas of concern.  

3. Direct staff to return with an amending ordinance to amend the General Facilities Charge to some other amount as determined by the City Council and supported by the water rate study data.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  

Have First Reading of Ordinance No. 1056-09 amending Ordinance 1043-09 approved on June 25, 2009 to correct a mathematical error by amending Section 2 establishing the general facilities at $6,209 and setting the general facilities charge at $6,199.
ATTACHMENTS

A – Ordinance No. 1056-09 amending Ordinance No 1043-09

B – Methodology for calculating the general facility charge

C - Ordinance No. 1043-09 adopting the general facility charge

CITY OF SULTAN

WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. 1056-09
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, TO AMEND ORDINANCE 1043-09, APPROVED JUNE 25, 2009, ESTABLISHING A FIVE YEAR WATER RATE STRUCTURE AND GENERAL FACILITIES CHARGE, TO CORRECT A MATHMATICAL ERROR BY AMENDING SECTION 2 ESTABLISHING THE GENERAL FACILITIES CHARGE AT $6,209 AND SETTING THE GENERAL FACILITIES CHARGE AT $6,199; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.


 WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 35.92.010 and RCW 35.92.025 the City through its legislative authority has the power and authority to establish rates for water service and also to establish a reasonable connection charge (general facilities charge) as a condition to granting the right to connect to the City’s water system; and


WHEREAS, the City has conducted a water rate study to determine the reasonable rates required to provide water service now and in the future; and 


WHEREAS, the City has conducted an investigation of the historic costs of its water system and of interest and other factors influencing that cost for the purpose of determining an appropriate general facilities charge; and 


WHERERAS, the City wishes to establish rates that are reasonable but necessary to operate its water system and wishes to establish charges that reflect the equitable share of the cost of the system for connection to the system; and 


 WHEREAS, the City of Sultan held a public hearing on April 23, 2009 and received public comment on adopting a five year water rate schedule for single-family, multi-family and commercial customers and increasing the general facilities charge to connect to the City’s water system from $5,254 to $6,209; and 


WHEREAS, on June 25, 2009 the City of Sultan adopted Ordinance No. 1043-09 establishing a five year water rate schedule and increasing the general facilities charge to $6,209; and


WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the methodology and financial data to establish the general facilities charge at the council meeting on July 23, 2009 and determined the charge should be reduced by ten dollars ($10.00) to $6,199 to be consistent with the findings of the water rate study.  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:


Section 1 Amend Section 2 of Ordinance No. 1043-09.  Section 2 (1) of Ordinance No. 1043-09, Approved on June 25, 2009 is hereby amended to read as follows:  
1.  The charge per equivalent residential unit shall be, if paid before the city’s close of business on November 30, 2009, $5,254. If paid thereafter, the charge per equivalent residential unit shall be $6,199.


Section 2. Severability. Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.


Section 3. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect and be in full force five (5) days after the date of publication, but no sooner than December 1, 2010
ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON 

THE 

 DAY OF 



, 2009.








CITY OF SULTAN








Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Laura Koenig, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

______________________________

Margaret J. King, City Attorney

Ordinance:  1056-09
Passed by the City Council:

Date of Publication:

Effective Date:
Attachment B

Methodology for calculating the general facility charge

How is the General Facility Charge Determined?
The City used a very standard method of calculating the general facility charge.  This is the same methodology used by Brown and Caldwell and Katy Isaksen to develop the GFC adopted in 2004.  

	EXISTING COST BASIS:
	2008
	 
	NOTES:

	
	
	
	

	Plant in Service
	
	
	

	Utility Capital Assets
	
	 $    18,820,719 
	Original cost of plant-in-service through 2007

	less:  Contributed Capital
	
	       (2,386,000)
	CIAC, Grants, and other contributed capital

	plus:  Interest on Non-Contributed Plant
	
	         6,530,365 
	Interest on assets up to a maximum 10-year period

	Existing Cash Balances
	           220,443 
	
	Available Operating and CR Fund Cash End of Year 2009

	less:  Debt Principal Outstanding
	       (1,565,228)
	
	Total principal outstanding for the existing debt offset by GFC funded debt

	less:  Net Debt Principal Outstanding
	 
	       (1,344,785)
	Debt principal outstanding, net of  cash reserves

	TOTAL EXISTING COST BASIS
	
	 $      21,620,299 
	

	
	
	
	

	FUTURE COST BASIS:
	 
	 
	NOTES:

	
	
	
	

	Capital Improvement Plan
	
	
	

	Total Future Projects (2008$)
	
	 $      2,738,200 
	

	less:  Identified Repair & Replacement Projects
	
	       (1,428,600)
	R&R projects are not eligible for GFC

	less:  Contributed Future Upgrade and Expansion Projects
	 
	       (1,029,600)
	Contributed Capital

	TOTAL FUTURE COST BASIS
	
	 $            280,000 
	

	
	
	
	

	CUSTOMER BASE
	 
	 
	NOTES:

	
	
	
	

	Existing Residential Equivalent Domestic Units
	
	               2,819 
	Existing ERUs

	Future Residential Equivalent Domestic Units (Incremental)
	                 862 
	Growth

	TOTAL CUSTOMER BASE
	
	                    3,681 
	Stand-by Storage Maximum Capacity ERUs

	
	
	
	


	 RESULTING CHARGE
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	

	Existing Cost Basin Portion
	
	
	

	Allocable Existing Portion
	
	 $    21,620,299 
	Total Existing Cost Basis

	Allocable Customer Base
	
	                     3,681 
	Existing & Future ERUs

	Existing Cost Basis Charge
	
	 $                 5,874 
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Future Cost Basin Portion
	
	
	

	Allocable Future Portion to Both
	
	 $        280,000 
	Total Future Cost Basis

	Allocable Customer Base
	
	                        862 
	Future ERUs

	Future Cost Basis Charge
	 
	 $                    325 
	 

	
	
	 $                 6,199 
	per ERU

	
	 $            5,254 
	

	
	 $              945 
	


The inventory of the Sultan water system shows the total system value of $18.8 million as inventoried since 1960.  These historic costs were tabulated by project for the actual year of construction.  Water system historical costs include the distribution system, watershed, dam, water treatment plant, two reservoirs and pump station. 

The applicable interest rate was assigned for the year of construction taken from the Index of General Obligation Bond Interest Rates and computed up to 10-years of simple interest charged against the principal.  Interest is charged as the opportunity cost of money.  Existing users invested in the system.  New users have to pay today’s costs which are calculated as interest.  

Grants, developer contributions to the water system and debt service not paid for by GFC revenues are deducted to get a total cost basis.

The water system capacity is defined through evaluation of several factors.  With the water supply main from the Everett Pipeline No. 5 coming on line during 2003, the limiting factor is the Sultan water system is the available storage in the two reservoirs.  

The limiting factor is standby storage.  The State health criteria require two days of standby storage for each equivalent residential unit (ERU), so the two storage tanks at the treatment plant have capacity for 2,977 ERU.  Adding the high level reservoir will increase capacity to 3,681 ERU.  Since the high level reservoir is needed to serve new growth in the north east part of the city.  Adding ERU’s reduces the general facility charge since the costs for growth are spread over more connections.    
Plant in Service

A.2

	
	2008
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Description
	Year Purchased
	Original Cost
	Allocation to Utility
	Allocated Original Cost
	Allocated CIAC
	Applicable Asset Age
	Applicable Interest Rate
	Allocable Interest Cost

	Total Contributions-in-Aid (CIAC – grant and develop)
	 
	 (641,000)
	100%
	 
	(641,000)
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Watershed Land
	1905 
	25,075 
	100%
	 25,075 
	  (941)
	10.00 
	2.75%
	 6,626 

	Lake 16 Dam
	1911 
	                        139 
	100%
	                        139 
	                           (5)
	10.00 
	2.75%
	                          37 

	Lake 16 Dam
	1945 
	                        690 
	100%
	                        690 
	                         (26)
	10.00 
	2.75%
	                        182 

	Transmission Pipe Ac
	1965 
	                   30,434 
	100%
	                   30,434 
	                    (1,142)
	10.00 
	4.04%
	                   11,829 

	Transmission Pipe DI
	1994 
	                 266,364 
	100%
	                 266,364 
	                    (9,999)
	10.00 
	6.00%
	                 153,819 

	Water Treatment Plant
	1979 
	              1,882,478 
	100%
	              1,882,478 
	                  (70,666)
	10.00 
	10.00%
	              1,811,812 

	Treatment Plant Site
	1965 
	                     2,899 
	100%
	                     2,899 
	                       (109)
	10.00 
	4.04%
	                     1,127 

	Treatment Plant Site/1
	1982 
	                 114,179 
	100%
	                 114,179 
	                    (4,286)
	10.00 
	10.00%
	                 109,893 


Plant in Service

	
	2008
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Description
	Year Purchased
	Original Cost
	Allocation to Utility
	Allocated Original Cost
	Allocated CIAC
	Applicable Asset Age
	Applicable Interest Rate
	Allocable Interest Cost

	Water Treatment Upgrade  1998 - 1999
	1999 
	                 344,403 
	100%
	                 344,403 
	                  (12,928)
	9.00 
	5.50%
	                 164,080 

	Backwash Disposal
	1979 
	                   22,410 
	100%
	                   22,410 
	                       (841)
	10.00 
	10.00%
	                   21,569 

	Reservoir No. 1
	1979 
	                 268,925 
	100%
	                 268,925 
	                  (10,095)
	10.00 
	10.00%
	                 258,830 

	Reservoir No. 2
	2001 
	                 662,597 
	100%
	                 662,597 
	                  (24,873)
	7.00 
	4.75%
	                 211,969 

	Booster Pump Station 
	1986 
	                 160,261 
	100%
	                 160,261 
	                    (6,016)
	10.00 
	8.00%
	                 123,396 

	Pressure Reducing Valves
	1940 
	                     1,084 
	100%
	                     1,084 
	                         (41)
	10.00 
	2.75%
	                        286 

	Pressure Reducing Valves
	1995 
	                   17,684 
	100%
	                   17,684 
	                       (664)
	10.00 
	5.80%
	                     9,872 

	Pressure Reducing Valves
	2003 
	                 100,000 
	100%
	                 100,000 
	                    (3,754)
	5.00 
	4.37%
	                   21,030 

	Water System Plan
	2003 
	                   85,793 
	100%
	                   85,793 
	                    (3,221)
	5.00 
	4.37%
	                   18,042 

	Everett Water Pipeline
	2003 
	              2,613,338 
	100%
	              2,613,338 
	                  (98,101)
	5.00 
	4.37%
	                 549,579 

	Settlements
	2003 
	                   21,140 
	100%
	                   21,140 
	                       (794)
	5.00 
	4.37%
	                     4,446 

	Total Historical Cost for Water Mains
	1960 
	              9,660,786 
	100%
	              9,660,786 
	                (362,653)
	10.00 
	3.20%
	              2,971,962 


Plant in Service
	
	2008
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Description
	Year Purchased
	Original Cost
	Allocation to Utility
	Allocated Original Cost
	Allocated CIAC
	Applicable Asset Age
	Applicable Interest Rate
	Allocable Interest Cost

	2004 - 2007 assets
	0 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	10.00 
	2.75%
	                           -   

	1st Street Improvements
	2004 
	                 362,000 
	100%
	                 362,000 
	                  (13,589)
	4.00 
	4.40%
	                   61,332 

	Date St Phase I
	2004 
	                   36,000 
	100%
	                   36,000 
	                    (1,351)
	4.00 
	4.40%
	                     6,099 

	Stratford Place
	2005 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	3.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Sultan Basin RD / SR 2 Imp
	2006 
	                   95,200 
	100%
	                   95,200 
	                    (3,574)
	2.00 
	4.40%
	                     8,065 

	Skoglund Estates
	2006 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	2.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Timber Ridge Development
	2006 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	2.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Steen Park
	2007 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	1.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Date St Phase II
	2007 
	                 105,840 
	100%
	                 105,840 
	                    (3,973)
	1.00 
	4.40%
	                     4,483 

	Denali Ridge
	2007 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	1.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Sky Harbor Estates
	2004 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	4.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Sultan Basin Road Widening
	2008 
	                 106,000 
	100%
	                 106,000 
	                    (3,979)
	0.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	2nd Street Improvements
	2008 
	                   90,000 
	100%
	                   90,000 
	                    (3,378)
	0.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	George 6 Plex
	2008 
	                           -   
	100%
	                           -   
	                           -   
	0.00 
	4.40%
	                           -   

	Total Plant-in-Service
	 
	  17,075,719 
	100%
	 $      17,075,719 
	 $          (641,000)
	8.68 
	4.56%
	 $         6,530,365 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004-2007 Donated Assets not included above, since they were fully donated, to avoid calculation errors
	    1,745,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plant in Service
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Assets
	
	18,820,719 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Contributions / Donations (CIAC)
	
	 2,386,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Applicable Interest
	
	   6,530,365 
	
	
	
	
	
	


Capital Improvement Program

A.3
	Description
	Current Cost
	Year
	Life in Years
	% Upgrade / Expansion
	% R&R
	Specific Funding Source            

 1-Enterprise Fund, 2-Grants & Developer Donations
	Upgrade / Expansion
	R&R

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2nd Street Waterline Replacement - Phase I
	                  - 
	2009 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	            -   
	      -   

	2nd Street Waterline Replacement - Phase II
	                             - 
	2010 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	                       -   

	Sultan Basin Road - WL and PRV Station
	                 100,000 
	2009 
	50 
	100%
	0%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	             100,000 
	                       -   

	6th Street Water Line
	                             - 
	2009 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	                       -   

	Sultan River Crossing 12" Main
	                   25,000 
	2009 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	               25,000 

	Sultan River Crossing 12" Main
	                   50,000 
	2010 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	               50,000 

	Sultan River Crossing 12" Main
	                 425,000 
	2011 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	             425,000 

	Alder Street Reconstruction and Improvements
	                   53,600 
	2010 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	               53,600 

	Alder Street Reconstruction and Improvements
	                 400,000 
	2011 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	             400,000 

	East Main Street Reconstruction
	                   50,000 
	2011 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	               50,000 

	East Main Street Reconstruction
	                 200,000 
	2012 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	             200,000 

	132nd Street Sultan Basin Rd. to Rice Rd.
	                   20,400 
	2011 
	50 
	100%
	0%
	2
	Grants/Developer Donation
	               20,400 
	                       -   

	132nd Street Sultan Basin Rd. to Rice Rd.
	                   70,000 
	2012 
	50 
	100%
	0%
	2
	Grants/Developer Donation
	               70,000 
	                       -   

	132nd Street Sultan Basin Rd. to Rice Rd.
	                 800,000 
	2013 
	50 
	100%
	0%
	2
	Grants/Developer Donation
	             800,000 
	                       -   

	Rice Rd/Sultan Start Up Rd to 132nd St.
	                   19,200 
	2012 
	50 
	100%
	0%
	2
	Grants/Developer Donation
	               19,200 
	                       -   

	Rice Rd/Sultan Start Up Rd to 132nd St.
	                   60,000 
	2013 
	50 
	0%
	100%
	2
	Grants/Developer Donation
	                       -   
	               60,000 

	Rice Rd/Sultan Start Up Rd to 132nd St.
	                 240,000 
	2014 
	50 
	50%
	50%
	2
	Grants/Developer Donation
	             120,000 
	             120,000 

	US 2 /SBR to Cascade View Drive
	                             - 
	2015 
	50 
	50%
	50%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	                       -   
	                       -   

	Highlevel Reservoir2 - new 70,000 gal resv.
	                 100,000 
	2013 
	50 
	80%
	20%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	               80,000 
	               20,000 

	Highlevel Reservoir2 - new 70,000 gal resv.
	                   50,000 
	2014 
	50 
	80%
	20%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	               40,000 
	               10,000 

	Highlevel Reservoir2 - transmission line
	                   75,000 
	2014 
	50 
	80%
	20%
	1
	Enterprise Fund
	               60,000 
	               15,000 

	Total Capital Projects
	2,738,200 
	
	
	48%
	52%
	 
	 
	1,309,600 
	1,428,600 

	Projects by Grants / Developer Donations
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                 890,400 
	                 650,000 

	Projects by Enterprise Fund
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                 280,000 
	              1,248,600 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Projects
	    2,738,200 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total R&R Projects
	     1,428,600 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R&R Related Grants
	        180,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Growth Related Projects
	  1,309,600 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Growth Related Grants
	      1,029,600 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Allocable CIP
	       280,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Equivalent Residential Units
	
	2007 Average Water Supply
	               510,000 
	gpd

	
	Residential
	               239,000 
	gpd

	
	Non-Residential
	               165,000 
	gpd

	
	Backwash
	                 46,000 
	gpd

	
	Water Loss
	             60,000 
	gpd

	
	Total Billable Usage
	           404,000 
	gpd

	
	
	
	

	
	Residential Average day supply
	               239,000 
	gpd

	
	City Population
	                    4,530 
	2007

	
	Persons Per Household
	                      2.74 
	per ERU

	
	Average Supply / Usage per ERU
	             144.56 
	gpd per ERU 2007

	
	
	
	

	
	2007 ERUs
	              2,795 
	Total Billable Usage / Average Supply / Usage per ERU

	
	Growth
	0.50%
	Assumed lower growth due to the number of new units projected by the City being much lower

	
	2008 ERUs
	              2,809 
	

	
	Assumed 2009 Addition
	                   10 
	Estimated new units provided by the City

	
	2009 ERUs
	              2,819 
	

	
	
	
	

	
	MAXIMUM ERUS
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Total Storage
	           2,580,000 
	gpd

	
	Average Water Demand
	                       360 
	gpd

	
	2 Day Requirement (at ADD) - Stand-by Storage
	                 720 
	gpd

	
	
	              3,583 
	ERUs

	
	
	
	

	
	New Reservoir (Highrise)
	                 70,000 
	gpd

	
	2 Day Requirement (at ADD) - Stand-by Storage
	                 720 
	

	
	
	                   97 
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Total Maximum ERUS
	                    3,681 
	


ATTACHMENT C
CITY OF SULTAN

WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. 1043-09

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, ADOPTING A FIVE YEAR WATER RATE SCHEDULE AND A NEW INCREASED GENERAL FACILITIES CHARGE; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.


 WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 35.92.010 and RCW 35.92.025 the City through its legislative authority has the power and authority to establish rates for water service and also to establish a reasonable connection charge as a condition to granting the right to connect to the City’s water system; and


WHEREAS, the City has conducted an investigation of the reasonable rates required to provide water service now and in the future; and 


WHEREAS, the City has conducted an investigation of the historic costs of its water system and of interest and other factors influencing that cost for the purpose of determining an appropriate connection charge; and 


WHERERAS, the City wishes to establish rates that are reasonable but necessary to operate its water system and wishes to establish charges that reflect the equitable share of the cost of the system for connection to the system; and 


 WHEREAS, the City of Sultan held a public hearing on April 23, 2009 and received public comment on adopting a five year water rate schedule for single-family, multi-family and commercial customers and increasing the general facilities charge to connect to the City’s water system from $5,254 to $6,209; and 


WHEREAS, the City of Sultan held first reading on May 14, 2009 to adopt a five year water rate schedule and increase the general facilities charge; 


NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SULTAN, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:


Section 1 Establishment of fees and charges for water service. Water rates are hereby established for the following categories of service beginning on December 1, 2009 as follows:

1.  The words and phrases set out in this section are defined as follows:

A. “Low income senior citizen” means persons 62 years of age or older, on or before January 31st of the year of the filing for the discount. Low income is based on 125 percent of the federal poverty guidelines.

B. “Base rate” means the minimum monthly charge for water service.
C. “Rate” equals monthly base rate plus volume rate for each additional 100 cubic feet.

D. “Monthly base rate” is the rate tabulated in the two water rate schedules below. The rates differ for service within the city’s corporate limits and without the city’s corporate limits.

E. “Volume rate for each additional 100 cubic feet” refers to the applicable rate whether within the city’s corporate limits or without for each additional 100 cubic feet or fraction thereof of water usage over the allowance set by the city council for the customer’s unit.

2.  All rates are per dwelling or commercial unit. An accessory dwelling unit is considered a dwelling unit.

	WATER CONNECTIONS LOCATED WITHIN THE CITY’S CORPORATE LIMITS

	Effective Date:
	12/1/2008
	12/1/2009
	12/1/2010
	12/1/2011
	12/1/2012
	12/1/2013

	Single-Family
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate
	$25.25 
	$23.65
	$26.31
	$29.27
	$30.44
	$31.66

	Volume Rate/100 cf > 300ccf "allowance"
	$2.28 
	$2.54
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41

	Low-Income Senior

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate 
	$12.63 
	$11.83 
	$13.16 
	$14.64 
	$15.22 
	$15.83 

	Volume Rate/100 cf > 300ccf "allowance"
	$2.28 
	$2.54
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41

	Multifamily
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate/Unit
	25.25
	$15.78
	$17.56
	$19.54
	$20.32
	$21.13

	Volume Rate/100 cf  no "allowance"
	$2.28 
	$2.54
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41

	Mobile Home Parks

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate/Unit
	25.25
	$15.78
	$17.56
	$19.54
	$20.32
	$21.13

	Volume Rate/100 cf  no "allowance"
	$2.28 
	$2.54
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41


	WATER CONNECTIONS LOCATED WITHIN THE CITY’S CORPORATE LIMITS

	Effective Date:
	12/1/2008
	12/1/2009
	12/1/2010
	12/1/2011
	12/1/2012
	12/1/2013

	Commercial

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate by Meter
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3/4" Meter
	$27.25 
	$16.74
	$18.62
	$20.71
	$21.54
	$22.40

	1" Meter
	$38.15 
	$27.96
	$31.11
	$34.61
	$35.99
	$37.43

	1.5" Meter
	$49.05 
	$55.74
	$62.01
	$68.99
	$71.75
	$74.62

	2" Meter
	$79.03 
	$89.22
	$99.26
	$110.43
	$114.85
	$119.44

	3" Meter
	$299.75 
	$333.47 
	$370.99 
	$385.83 
	$401.26 
	$417.31 

	4" Meter
	$381.50 
	$424.42 
	$472.17 
	$491.05 
	$510.69 
	$531.12 

	6" Meter
	$572.25 
	$636.63 
	$708.25 
	$736.58 
	$766.04 
	$796.68 

	8" Meter
	$790.25 
	$879.15 
	$978.06 
	$1,017.18 
	$1,057.87 
	$1,100.18 

	Volume Rate/100 cf  no "allowance"
	$2.28 
	$2.54
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41


3.  For service outside the city limits, the charges shall be one hundred fifty percent (150%) of the standard in-city rate as established by the city council. “Outside of the city limits” shall mean any property that qualifies for one or more of the following: 

A.  A majority of the property is situated outside of city limits 


B.  A majority of fixtures on the property are outside of city limits; or 

C.  A majority of the value of improvements is outside city limits
	WATER CONNECTIONS LOCATED OUTSIDE THE CITY’S CORPORATE LIMITS

	Effective Date:
	12/1/2008
	12/1/2009
	12/1/2010
	12/1/2011
	12/1/2012
	12/1/2013

	Single-Family

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate
	$37.88 
	$35.48
	$39.47
	$43.91
	$45.66
	$47.49

	Volume Rate/100 cf > 300ccf "allowance"
	$3.42 
	$3.81
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41

	Low-Income Senior

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate 
	$18.95 
	$17.75 
	$19.73 
	$21.95 
	$22.83 
	$23.75 

	Volume Rate/100 cf > 300ccf "allowance"
	$3.42 
	$3.81
	$2.83
	$3.15
	$3.28
	$3.41


	WATER CONNECTIONS LOCATED OUTSIDE THE CITY’S CORPORATE LIMITS

	Effective Date:
	12/1/2008
	12/1/2009
	12/1/2010
	12/1/2011
	12/1/2012
	12/1/2013

	Multifamily
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate/Unit
	37.88
	$23.67
	$26.34
	$29.31
	$30.48
	$31.70

	Volume Rate/100 cf  no "allowance"
	$3.42 
	$3.81
	$4.25
	$4.73
	$4.92
	$5.12

	Mobile Home Parks
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate/Unit
	37.88
	$23.67
	$26.34
	$29.31
	$30.48
	$31.70

	Volume Rate/100 cf  no "allowance"
	$3.42 
	$3.81
	$4.25
	$4.73
	$4.92
	$5.12

	Commercial
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Base Rate by Meter
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3/4" Meter
	$40.88 
	$25.11
	$27.93 
	$29.05 
	$30.21 
	$31.42 

	1" Meter
	$57.23 
	$41.94
	$46.66 
	$48.52 
	$50.47 
	$52.48 

	1.5" Meter
	$73.58 
	$83.61
	$93.02 
	$96.74 
	$100.61 
	$104.63 

	2" Meter
	$118.55 
	$133.83
	$148.89 
	$154.84 
	$161.03 
	$167.48 

	3" Meter
	$449.63 
	$750.31 
	$834.72 
	$868.11 
	$902.84 
	$938.95 

	4" Meter
	$572.25 
	$954.94 
	$1,062.37 
	$1,104.87 
	$1,149.06 
	$1,195.03 

	6" Meter
	$858.38 
	$1,432.41 
	$1,593.56 
	$1,657.30 
	$1,723.59 
	$1,792.54 

	8" Meter
	$1,185.38 
	$1,978.09 
	$2,200.63 
	$2,288.66 
	$2,380.20 
	$2,475.41 

	Volume Rate/100 cf  no "allowance"
	$3.42 
	$3.81
	$4.25
	$4.73
	$4.92
	$5.12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*Space occupancy and units are determined on January 1st and June 1st semi-annually for determination of number of units.



Section 2. Establishment of General Facilities Charge.  The General Facilities Charge is hereby imposed on all parties seeking to connect to the water system a water general facilities charge as follows:

1.  The charge per equivalent residential unit shall be, if paid before the city’s close of business on November 30, 2009, $5,254. If paid thereafter, the charge per equivalent residential unit shall be $6,209.

2.  The General Facilities Charge may be adjusted annually during the budget process to capture capital costs from the 6-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and changes in the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index 

3.  A $1,000 additional charge shall be assessed for water meter, installation and inspection for units not within an approved development or plat.

4.  A $300.00 additional charge shall be assessed for water meter, installation and inspection for units within an approved development or plat.

5.  The charges imposed by this subsection shall be in addition to any charges due under an approved latecomer or cost recovery contract.


Section 3. Severability. Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.


Section 4. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect and be in full force five (5) days after the date of publication, but no sooner than December 1, 2010
ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON 

THE 

 DAY OF 



, 2009.








CITY OF SULTAN








Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Laura Koenig, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

______________________________

Margaret J. King, City Attorney

Ordinance:  1043-09

Passed by the City Council: June 25, 2009
Date of Publication:

Effective Date:

CITY OF SULTAN

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

Agenda Item : 

A-7

Date:



May 13, 2009



SUBJECT:


CTED Energy Efficiency and Conservation Grant
CONTACT PERSON:    Donna Murphy Grants and Economic Development Coordinator







ISSUE:

The issue before the Council is to submit a grant application to Community Trade and Economic Development (CTED) for an Energy Efficiency and Conservation Grant for $135,000.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Direct Staff to submit a grant application to CTED for an Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) for $135,000.

SUMMARY STATEMENT:

The Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant Program was authorized through the Recovery Act and provides funds through the U.S. Department of Energy to units of local and state government.  The purpose of the EECBG Program is to assist eligible entities in creating and implementing strategies to:

1. Reduce fossil fuel emissions in a manner that is environmentally sustainable and to the maximum extent practicable maximizes benefits for local and regional communities.

2. Reduce the total energy use of the eligible entities.

3. Improve energy efficiency in the building sector, transportation sector, and other appropriate sectors.

Snohomish County PUD is a willing partner in this application and has met with administration from the City of Sultan to discuss a proposed scope of work for this grant program.

PUD representatives met with Public Works Director, Connie Dunn on August 4, 2009, and PUD agreed to pay $3,500 for an Energy Audit of:

· Waste Water Treatment Plant

· Lift Station

· Water Treatment Plant

These three facilities are the City of Sultan’s highest energy consumers.

The results from the Energy Audit are expected by mid August and at that time PUD will partner with the City of Sultan on the Scope of Work and the grant application, which is due on September 1, 2009.

PUD is also willing to provide financial support toward the grant through their Incentive Program.

RECOMMENDED MOTION:

I move to authorize Mayor Eslick to direct Staff to submit a grant application to the CTED Energy Efficiency and Conservation Grant Program in the amount of $135,000 for energy efficiency improvements and upgrades to City facilities based on the recommendations from the Energy Audit provided by PUD.
ATTACHMENTS

CTED Preliminary Application Handbook

PUD Commercial/Industrial Programs and Services

SULTAN CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NO: 

D-1


DATE:  

August 13, 2009



SUBJECT:  
Public Involvement / Community Opinion Survey

CONTACT PERSON: Robert Martin, Community Development Director

ISSUE:  

Review the draft questions (Attachment A) prepared for the statistically valid survey of community opinions and interests. The survey is part of the city’s public participation process for the 2011 Comprehensive Plan update.    
Responses from the questionnaire will be used to help guide the city council and focus groups during the process to review and update the city’s comprehensive plan goals and policies.  Work on the goals and policies is scheduled to begin in September 2009 and continue through February 2010.  
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

1. Review the draft questions prepared by city staff and the consultants

2. Identify the 20-25 questions to include in the survey

3. Direct staff to initiate the survey in September

SUMMARY:  

The city council is preparing to undertake a statistically valid survey of community opinions and interests on a range of planning and service-related issues.  This effort is a significant kick-off of the activities leading up to the 2011 Comprehensive Plan revision.  

EMC, the survey consultant selected by the city council in May, recommended the city identify the specific policy questions.

EMC stressed that the questionnaire is not an end in itself, but is really a tool to help the questionnaire development group understand what goals it wants to achieve by undertaking the survey, and the role of EMC in focusing the group on understanding what is important to learn from the study.

This was felt to be particularly important to our current situation. If we had a single-focus and easily expressed outcome, “should we put a street bond on the ballot on the coming election” for example, the investment in crafting a questionnaire would be relatively minimal.  
Our situation is on the opposite end of the spectrum.  We are trying to address a wide range of topics that we don’t necessarily know how to define and focus in on.  Further, many of the issues are difficult for citizens to understand, but they will have an opinion on them if they are presented with a question that expresses the issue in an understandable way.  EMC emphasizes questionnaire design as a tool to achieve a larger goal of informed public policy was well-received by the panel.

Proposed Questions
In developing the proposed questions, city staff reviewed the survey used for the 2004 Update (Attachment B).  Staff also reviewed surveys from several other cities as well as a survey developed by the National League of Cities. 

In order to be meaningful, many of the questions force survey participants to make choices.  Without a constraint, such as ranking or prioritizing, most people will identify all the options offered in a question as important alternatives.  The city council should keep this in mind when discussing the questions proposed by staff or offering other suggested questions.  

The city council should also keep in mind that the questions should be focused on issues over which the city has control.  For example, the city has control over citizen satisfaction with city services and quality of life issues like parks and open space.  The city does not have control over the percentage of taxes spent on schools or the bus service schedule of Community Transit.

City staff identified 28 potential survey questions. In order to keep within the city’s budget, the city must pare the list down to approximately 20-25 questions.  The proposed questions are divided into four groups:

1. Demographics  - Questions # 1 to7

These questions will help the city better understand the types of people living in the Sultan community.  The last update was the 2000 census and the survey for the 2004 comprehensive plan update.

2. City Services  - Questions # 8 to 11

City service questions ask residents how they feel about their city government and the quality of service received for their tax dollars.

3. Communication - Questions # 12 to 14

These questions answer how well is the city communicating with its citizens.  How much do our citizens know about city government and where do they get their information.  

4. Quality of Life - Questions # 15 t0 18

Quality of life questions ask how residents feel about living in Sultan.  What problems are present in the community?  What factors influence why people move to Sultan and why they stay and make their home here.  

5. Policy Questions - Questions # 19 to 29


Perhaps the most important questions in the draft questionnaire are the policy questions.  These are the questions that are unique to the city of Sultan.  These questions attempt to capture those issues that are most important to the community – 

· Where should we spend our tax dollars? 

· Should tax payers support new development in order to encourage growth?

· Should the city wait until commercial and retail development generates sale tax revenues to support city services before allowing more residential development?

· Should the city complete development of available lands inside the city limits before allowing annexations?

· Are residents willing to pay more in taxes to increase services such as street maintenance and park improvements?

DISCUSSION:

What is a Statistically Valid Survey:

Recognizing the importance of citizen input to the planning program in specific, and the concept of valid responsive governance in general, the Council adopted a $25,000 line item in the 2009 budget for communication with the community.  The city issued a request for proposal for a consulting firm to assist the city.  The council approved a contract in May for $17,000.  

The specific reason for this allocation and the project that it funds is the Growth Management Act requirement that comprehensive plan efforts be based in a solid program of citizen involvement.  

The most fair and useable form of citizen input is a statistically valid survey.  A statistically valid survey is made up of the following basic components: 
· a questionnaire that can be internally cross-checked for consistency and relationships between questions; 

· presentation of the survey to a mathematically prescribed number of randomly selected residents; 

· statistical analysis of survey results to discern patterns and minority perspectives within the raw data; 

· presentation of the results to decision makers and community groups.

To be statistically valid in our community, the survey should be able to include representation of Spanish-speaking residents.  The recommended proposal from EMC includes translation of the survey into Spanish, and presentation of the phone survey by Spanish-speaking interviewers when a selected resident is Spanish-speaking (this service adds approximately $2000 to the base cost of the project, but staff feels that the investment is appropriate to get a valid result representative of the diversity of the community). 
Note that the 2004 survey (Attachment B) was not a statistically valid survey because it was sent by mail to all residents in the urban growth area, and the people who sent back self-selected the pool of respondents.  To be statistically valid, the pool of those sampled needs to be selected by mathematical formulas instead of self-selected. 

Use of Survey Results:

Statistically valid surveys are a solid basis for community-wide planning because they are designed to gather information from a mathematically random sample of the city’s population.  This prevents a particular perspective or a vocal minority from establishing the base line information used to update the plan and make important policy decisions.

The questionnaire and analysis of the results will enable the Council, Planning Board, citizen committees, and staff to better understand the entire community’s views on land use issues, level of service satisfaction, prioritization of services and expenditures, and future needs, desires, and directions for community services and land use development.

FISCAL IMPACT:


The EMC proposal approved by the City Council provides for the following scope of work:

1. Conduct a kickoff session with the City to scope the project and gather more detailed information about the types of questions and the data the City is interested in obtaining, and discuss the goals for the project. (Task Completed)

2. Deliver a draft questionnaire, and work with the City to finalize the questionnaire.

3. Pre-test the survey program and make any necessary refinements.

4. Execute the survey and manage the sampling plan as prescribed, and verify and review the collected data 
5. Provide topline results, crosstabs, and perform a statistical analysis

6. Provide a draft and final report and conduct presentations to key audiences as needed
Next Steps

1. After receiving council feedback at this meeting, a draft questionnaire will be developed by August 21, 2009.

2. Pre-testing will follow with the survey being conducted approximately in the third week of September.

3. The community planning focus groups are scheduled to be appointed by the Council in September.

4. The results of the study will be available for work by the Planning Board and planning focus groups by the time that they are ready for that information in October.

ALTERNATIVES:
1. Revise the scope of work for the survey.

2. Develop some other approach to begin the required community involvement process for the 2011 Comprehensive Plan Update.

RECOMMENDATON:
1. Review the draft questions prepared by city staff and the consultants

2. Identify the 20-25 questions to include in the survey

3. Direct staff to initiate the survey in September

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A:  Draft Survey Questions

Attachment B:  2004 Comprehensive Plan Survey

Draft Survey Questions
Demographic

1. How many years have you lived in Sultan?

2. What age group are you in?

3. What’s your gender?

4. How many people in your household?

5. Where do you work?

6. How do you get to work? SOV, bus, carpool, telecommute, bike, other

7. Do you own or rent your home?

City Services
8. Have you had a phone or in-person contact with City employee(s) in the last 12 months?  How would you rate your experience from excellent to poor?

9. What specific feedback do you have about the City employee you spoke with?
(This is recommended to be an open-ended question.  The bullet point items below will be on the screen of the survey taker so that they can enter the information quickly if one of these items is mentioned.) 

· Courtesy

· Making you feel valued as a citizen/customer

· Willingness to help

· Promptness

· Knowledge

· Professionalism

· Accuracy
10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

· The city of Sultan welcomes citizen involvement and encourages citizen participation.

· “I have a good understanding of how my taxes are spent on city services, operations and capital projects.”

· The fee I pay for city water is reasonably priced for the service I receive.

· The fee I pay for sewer collection and treatment is reasonably priced for the service I receive.

· The fee I pay for garbage collection is reasonably priced for the service I receive.  

11. Please rate the following statements on a scale of Agree to disagree

· I am pleased with the overall direction the city is taking.

(Council please choose three from this list)
· I am confident in the representation I receive from my council members

· I am confident with the representation I receive from my mayor

· I believe my elected representatives generally act in my best interest

· I receive good value and services for the amount of city sales and property taxes I pay.

· I feel the city is open, candid and shares information.

· I would be willing to participate in the city’s volunteer program.

Communication
12. How much do you follow the public and governmental issues in the City of Sultan?  (Much to Little)

13. Where do you go for information regarding city issues, service and programs?  

(This is recommended to be an open-ended question.  The bullet point items below will be on the screen of the survey taker so that they can enter the information quickly if one of these items is mentioned.) 

· Attending council meetings

· Cable channel

· City’s website

· Other website or blog

· Utility bill

· Newsletter

· Newspaper

· Everett Herald

· Monroe Monitor

· Word of mouth
14. How do you prefer to communicate your questions and concerns to the city?
(This is recommended to be an open-ended question.  The bullet point items below will be on the screen of the survey taker so that they can enter the information quickly if one of these items is mentioned.) 

· I prefer to call a council member on the phone

· I prefer to write a letter

· I prefer to e-mail

· I prefer to attend a council meeting

· I prefer to visit city hall 

· Other

· Don’t know

Quality of Life
15. What do you think should be the main priority for the City Council to pursue in the next two years?
(This is recommended to be an open-ended question.  The bullet point items below will be on the screen of the survey taker so that they can enter the information quickly if one of these items is mentioned.) 

· Job opportunities

· Affordable housing

· Recreation opportunities / proximity to Cascades

· Sense of community
· Retail Development

· Public safety

· Infrastructure (streets, sidewalks, water/sewer, and stormwater facilities).

· Business support and development

· Recreation programs

· Preservation of open space and environmentally sensitive areas.

16.  What is the most important problem facing Sultan right now?

· Crime

· Drugs

· Too much growth

· Not enough growth

· Graffiti

· Noise

· Run down buildings, weed lots, or junk vehicles

· Taxes

· Rates for services

· Unsupervised youth

· Homelessness

· Absence of communication from city hall

· Road condition

17. How do you rate your neighborhood as a place to live on a scale of excellent to poor?
18. Over the last five years, the overall quality of my neighborhood has:

· Improved a lot

· Improved slightly

· Stayed the same

· Declined slightly

· Declined a lot

· Do not know

Policy Questions

19. The city of Sultan has a limited budget to deliver services and achieve its goals.  Resources must be allocated to first meet state or federal government mandates and then to issues that are important to the community.  The city council is considering funding the following list of discretionary programs in the 2010 budget.  Please rank the programs in order of importance to you:

· Setting aside a percentage of property and sales tax revenues in an operating cash reserve.

· Setting aside $2500 each month in a contingency/rainy-day fund

· Adding a full-time animal control officer

· Adding a full-time code enforcement officer

· Increasing funding for street repair and maintenance

· Fund an economic development plan to identify strategies and priorities to add jobs encourage commercial development

· Improve the city’s permit process for housing and commercial development.

20. If you think the city should devote more financial resources and effort towards achieving any of these programs how do you think the city should pay for the effort?  

· New or increased taxes


· New or increased fees


· Reduce efforts to achieve other goals 
21. If you think the city should reduce efforts to achieve other goals please tell us which goals you think should receive less effort.

· Setting aside a percentage of property and sales tax revenues in an operating cash reserve.

· Setting aside $2500 each month in a contingency/rainy-day fund

· Adding a full-time animal control officer

· Adding a full-time code enforcement officer

· Increasing funding for street repair and maintenance

· Fund an economic development plan to identify strategies and priorities to add jobs encourage commercial development

· Improve the city’s permit process to housing and commercial development.

22. New development in downtown is basically prohibited by new state and federal flood management laws.  As an alternative, a new town center could be developed out of the flood plain on Hwy 2, in the area of Rice Rd.  This could include shopping, apartments, and recreation areas.  Do you think that the City should devote staff time and public funds to pursue this project. 

· Lead the effort

· Support the effort but do not lead

· Assist if requested

· Do not be involved at all

23. The City is considering development of a park in the north east part of the city.  The park could include sports fields, trails, pick nick facilities, and open space. To accomplish this project, there would have to be a property tax of approximately (xx) cents per $1,000 evaluation.  Would you support or oppose this effort?

24. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “The city of Sultan should provide more funds to supplement state and federal dollars for the construction and maintenance of roads, even if it means increased local taxes”
25. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: ”The city should use tax payer dollars to lower impact and connection fees paid by new housing developments in order to encourage residential growth”?

26. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: ”The city should use tax payer dollars to lower impact fees paid by new commercial developments in order to encourage commercial growth”?

27. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “The city should not allow annexations or major additional residential development within the urban growth area boundaries until or unless the city’s economic development strategies produce public tax revenues sufficient to support additional urban populations and services”? 

28. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “the city should limit potential population growth that could occur from development or annexation within city boundaries until or unless an employment and tax base has been created”?  

29. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The city should complete development of the available lands that are within present city limits before allowing annexations”?  
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

ITEM NUMBER:
Discussion D 2

DATE:
August 13, 2009

SUBJECT:
Property Acquisition

Certified Land Services Corporation – Professional Services Contract for Property Acquisition Services

CONTACT PERSON:
Laura Koenig, Clerk/Deputy Finance Director
ISSUE:

The issue before the Council is to discuss potential funding sources to acquire property adjacent to the Wastewater Treatment Plant and to negotiate a contract with Certified Land Services to provide an appraisal and acquisition services.

SUMMARY:

The owners of property adjacent to the Wastewater Treatment Plant have offered to sell the parcel to the city.  The parcel would provide additional access to the WWTP and provide land for future expansion.

The City has completed a title search on the property and the Council requested an independent appraisal of property.

At the July 23, 2009 Council meeting the Council requested staff provide information on potential funding sources for the property acquisition prior to the completion of the appraisal.

Staff has identified the following fund source alternatives:

1) The City could use reserve funds for the purchase.  The CR Sewer Utility fund has $358,000 available.  This is not a preferred option as it would deplete the reserve funds that are needed to move forward with the WWTP expansion. 

2) The City could enter into a multi-year contract with the property owner for the purchase.  This would need to be at least a five year (5) contract with interest rates comparable to the Local Options program.

3) The City could make application to the State of Washington Local Options program to fund the purchase.  The term of the loan is 5 to 20 years and the current interest rates are 3.30% to 5.26% depending on the term.  (Attachment A).

FISCAL IMPACT:

The cost for Certified Land Services Corporation services will not exceed $4,000.  The purchase price of the property has not been determined.

STAFF RECOMMENDED:

Direct staff to work with the Local Options program to determine if the City is eligible for funding and authorize the Mayor to sign a Professional Services Contract with Certified Land Services Corporation for Property and Right-of-Way acquisition not to exceed $4,000.

Attachments:
A. Local Options Program Information 

B. Contract - Certified Land Services Corporation
ATTACHMENT B

AGREEMENT FOR SERVICESPRIVATE 

BETWEEN THE CITY OF SULTAN AND 

CERTIFIED LAND SERVICES CORPORATION


THIS AGREEMENT, is made this 23 day of July, 2009 by and between the City of Sultan (hereinafter referred to as “City”), a Washington Municipal Corporation, and Certified Land Services Corporation  REF consultant  \* MERGEFORMAT (hereinafter referred to as “Service Provider”.


WHEREAS, Service Provider is in the business of providing certain services specified herein; and 


WHEREAS, the City desires to contract with Service Provider for the provision of such services for property acquisition,  fillin “describe services (ie, creation of newsletter)”and Service Provider agrees to contract with the City for same; 


NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises set forth herein, it is agreed by and between the parties as follows:

T E R M S

1.
Description of Work.  Service Provider shall perform work as described in Attachment 1, Scope of Work, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, according to the existing standard of care for such services.  Service Provider shall not perform any additional services without the expressed permission of the City.
2.
Payment.

A. The City shall pay Service Provider at the hourly rate set forth in Attachment 1, but not more than a total of four thousand  fillin “enter total ‘not to exceed’ cost (written out)” dollars ($4,000) fillin “enter total ‘not to exceed’ cost (eg, $4,000)”  for the services described in this Agreement.  This is the maximum amount to be paid under this Agreement, and shall not be exceeded without prior written authorization from the City in the form of a negotiated and executed supplemental agreement.

B. Service Provider shall submit monthly payment invoices to the City after such services have been performed, and the City shall make payment within four (4) weeks after the submittal of each approved invoice.  Such invoice shall detail the hours worked, a description of the tasks performed, and shall separate all charges for clerical work and reimbursable expenses.

C. If the City objects to all or any portion of any invoice, it shall so notify Service Provider of the same within five (5) days from the date of receipt and shall pay that portion of the invoice not in dispute.  The parties shall immediately make every effort to settle the disputed portion.

3.
Relationship of Parties.  The parties intend that an independent contractor - client relationship will be created by this Agreement.  As Service Provider is customarily engaged in an independently established trade which encompasses the specific service provided to the City hereunder, no agent, employee, representative or subcontractor of Service Provider shall be or shall be deemed to be the employee, agent, representative or subcontractor of the City.  None of the benefits provided by the City to its employees, including, but not limited to, compensation, insurance and unemployment insurance, are available from the City to the Service Provider or his employees, agents, representatives or subcontractors.  Service Provider will be solely and entirely responsible for his acts and for the acts of Service Provider's agents, employees, representatives and subcontractors during the performance of this Agreement.  The City may, during the term of this Agreement, engage other independent contractors to perform the same or similar work that Service Provider performs hereunder.
4.
Project Name.  Wastewater Plant Property Acquisition
5.
Duration of Work.  Service Provider shall complete the work described in Attachment 1 on or before September 30, 2009. fillin “Please enter date work is to be completed” 
6.
Termination.

319 Termination Upon the City’s Option.  The City shall have the option to terminate this Agreement at any time.  Termination shall be effective upon ten (10) days written notice to the Service Provider.
B.
Termination for Cause.  If Service Provider refuses or fails to complete the tasks described in Attachment A, or to complete such work in a manner unsatisfactory to the City, then the City may, by written notice to Service Provider, give notice of its intention to terminate this Agreement.  After such notice, Service Provider shall have ten (10) days to cure, to the satisfaction of the City or its representative.  If Service Provider fails to cure to the satisfaction of the City, the City shall send Service Provider a written termination letter which shall be effective upon deposit in the United States mail to Service Provider’s address as stated below.

320 Rights upon Termination.  In the event of termination, the City shall only be responsible to pay for all services satisfactorily performed by Service Provider to the effective date of termination, as described in the final invoice to the City.  The City Manager shall make the final determination about what services have been satisfactorily performed.

321 Nondiscrimination.  In the hiring of employees for the performance of work under this Agreement or any subcontract hereunder, Service Provider, its subcontractors or any person acting on behalf of Service Provider shall not, by reason of race, religion, color, sex, marital status, national origin or the presence of any sensory, mental, or physical disability, discriminate against any person who is qualified and available to perform the work to which the employment relates.
8. Indemnification / Hold Harmless.  The Service Provider shall defend, indemnify and hold the City, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers harmless from any and all claims, injuries, damages, losses or suits including attorney fees, arising out of or in connection with the performance of this Agreement, except for injuries and damages caused by the sole negligence of the City.

Should a court of competent jurisdiction determine that this Agreement is subject to RCW 4.24.115, then, in the event of liability for damages arising out of bodily injury to persons or damages to property caused by or resulting from the concurrent negligence of the Service Provider and the City, its officers, officials, employees, and volunteers, the Service Provider’s liability hereunder shall be only to the extent of the Service Provider’s negligence.  It is further specifically and expressly understood that the indemnification provided herein constitutes the Service Provider’s waiver of immunity under Industrial Insurance, Title 51 RCW, solely for the purposes of this indemnification.  This waiver has been mutually negotiated by the parties.  The provisions of this section shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement.

322 Insurance.  The Service Provider shall procure and maintain for the duration of the Agreement, insurance against claims for injuries to persons or damage to property which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the work hereunder by the Service Provider, their agents, representatives, employees or subcontractors.

323 Minimum Scope of Insurance.  Service Provider shall obtain insurance of the types described below:

1. Automobile Liability insurance covering all owned, non-owned, hired and leased vehicles.  Coverage shall be written on Insurance Services Office (ISO) form CA 00 01 or a substitute form providing equivalent liability coverage.  If necessary, the policy shall be endorsed to provide contractual liability coverage.
2. Commercial General Liability insurance shall be written on ISO occurrence form CG 00 01 and shall cover liability arising from premises, operations, independent contractors, products-completed operations, personal injury and advertising injury, and liability assumed under an insured contract.  The City shall be named as an insured under the Service Provider’s Commercial General Liability insurance policy with respect to the work performed for the City using ISO additional insured endorsement GC 20 10 10 01 and GC 20 37 10 01 or substitute endorsements providing equivalent coverage.
3. Workers’ Compensation coverage as required by the Industrial Insurance laws of the State of Washington.
B. 
Minimum Amounts of Insurance.  Service Provider shall maintain the following insurance limits:

1. Automobile Liability insurance with a minimum combined single limit for bodily injury and property damage of $1,000,000 per accident.

2. Commercial General Liability insurance shall be written with limits no less than $1,000,000 each occurrence, $2,000,000 general aggregate and $2,000,000 products-completed operations aggregate limit.

324 Other Insurance Provisions.  The insurance policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions for Automobile Liability and Commercial General Liability insurance:

2. The Service Provider’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as respect to the City.  Any insurance, self-insurance, or insurance pool coverage maintained by the City shall be excess of the Service Provider’s insurance and shall not contribute with it.

3. The Service Provider’s insurance shall be endorsed to state that coverage shall not be cancelled by either party, except after thirty (30) days prior written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to the City.

D. Acceptability of Insurers.  Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A.M. Best rating of not less than A:VII.

E. Verification of Coverage.  Service Provider shall furnish the City with original certificates and a copy of the amendatory endorsements, including but not necessarily limited to the additional insured endorsement, evidencing the insurance requirements of the Service Provider before commencement of the work.

F. Subcontractors.  Service Provider shall include each subcontractor as insured under its policies or shall furnish separate certifications and endorsements for each subcontractor.  All coverage shall be subject to all of the same insurance requirements as stated herein for the Service Provider.

319 Entire Agreement.  The written provisions and terms of this Agreement, together with all documents attached hereto, shall supersede all prior verbal statements of any officer or other representative of the City, and such statements shall not be effective or be construed as entering into or forming a part of, or altering in any manner whatsoever, this Agreement.
320 City’s Right of Supervision, Limitation of Work Performed by Service Provider.  Even though Service Provider works as an independent contractor in the performance of his duties under this Agreement, the work must meet the approval of the City and be subject to the City’s general right of inspection and supervision to secure the satisfactory completion thereof.  In the performance of work under this Agreement, Service Provider shall comply with all federal, state and municipal laws, ordinances, rules and regulations that are applicable to Service Provider’s business, equipment, and personnel engaged in operations covered by this Agreement or accruing out of the performance of such operations.
12. Work Performed at Service Provider’s Risk.  Service Provider shall be responsible for the safety of its employees, agents and subcontractors in the performance of the work hereunder and shall take all protections reasonably necessary for that purpose.  All work shall be done at Service Provider’s own risk, and Service Provider shall be responsible for any loss of or damage to materials, tools, or other articles used or held for use in connection with the work.

13. Ownership of Products and Premises Security.
A. All reports, plans, specifications, data maps, and documents produced by the Service Provider in the performance of services under this Agreement, whether in draft or final form and whether written, computerized, or in other form, shall be the property of the City.

B.  While working on the City’s premises, the Service Provider agrees to observe and support the City’s rules and policies relating to maintaining physical security of the City’s premises.
14. Modification.  No waiver, alteration or modification of any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be binding unless in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the City and Service Provider.
15. Assignment.  Any assignment of this Agreement by Service Provider without the written consent of the City shall be void.
16. Written Notice.  All communications regarding this Agreement shall be sent to the parties at the addresses listed below, unless notified to the contrary.  Any written notice hereunder shall become effective as of the date of mailing by registered or certified mail, and shall be deemed sufficiently given if sent to the addressee at the address stated in this Agreement or such other address as may be hereafter specified in writing.
17. Non-Waiver of Breach.  The failure of the City to insist upon strict performance of any of the covenants and agreements contained herein, or to exercise any option herein conferred in one or more instances shall not be construed to be a waiver or relinquishment of said covenants, agreements or options, and the same shall be and remain in full force and effect.
18. Resolution of Disputes, Governing Law.  Should any dispute, misunderstanding or conflict arise as to the terms and conditions contained in this Agreement, the matter shall be referred to the City Manager, whose decision shall be final.  In the event of any litigation arising out of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be reimbursed for its reasonable attorney fees from the other party.  This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Washington.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the day and year above written.

CITY OF SULTAN
SERVICE PROVIDER

By: 

By: 



Carolyn Eslick, Mayor
Title: 



Taxpayer ID #: 

CITY CONTACT
SERVICE PROVIDER CONTACT

City of Sultan



319 Main Street, Suite 200



Sultan, WA  98294



Phone:  360-793-2231 
Phone:  


Fax:   360-793-3344
Fax:  


ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED

By: 



City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM

By: 



Office of the City Attorney

SCOPE OF WORK

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The project consists of acquiring a portion of one parcel in fee from a private property owner for expansion of the Wastewater Treatment Plant property.

There may be relocation of persons or personal project associated with this project.

CERTIFIED will work closely with all project stakeholders including project managers, staff, engineering project managers and designers, property owners and their representatives and the public.  

The tasks may included the following:

1. Assist with project management

2. Prepare and review documents, files, maps, title reports, legal descriptions and other  information provided.

3. Provide for an appraisal and appraisal review of the property.

4. Assist with negotiation with the property owner

5. Assist with relocation if required

6. Assist with closing and conveyance of the property purchase.
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� Table CFP-11.  2008 revisions to the 2004 comprehensive plan.  





