AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING DES MOINES CITY COUNCIL

December 12, 2002 - 7:30 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER - Mayor Wasson (o W[ o ﬂpwog“
Slee

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

OLL CA
R LL EO P%/iw W A ud/[‘
CORRESPONDENCE /@V‘*‘ %L,h»g‘ C@(‘

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: At this time you are invited to commenbﬂ] lems that you wish to
bring to Council’s attention. Please sign in prior to the meeting and limit your comments to t%(f e

minutes or less. 7 P g o g‘
BOARD & COMMITTEE REPORTS

PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT

ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

CONSENT CALENDAR*
1. Findings: Vouchers audited and certified by the auditing officer as required by RCW
42.24.080, and those expense reimbursement claims certified as required by RCW 42.24.090,
have been recorded on a listing which has been made available to the City Council.

Motion: As of this date the Des Moines City Council, by unanimous vote, does approve
or payment those vouchers and payroll transfers included in the above list and further

W described as follows:
O Claim checks # through # & electronic fund transfers in the total amount
v f$
7 W £- 0 .
;\?(( V) Payroll fund transfers in the total amount of $
F'\ 2. Motion is to authorize the City Manager to participate in a study of the land uses along SR 99
/ between Kent-Des Moines Road and South 272" Street, as substantially outlined in the Council
packet materials.

2
\O *NOTE: Items on the Consent Calendar are either
routine or have been previously discussed.
Any item may be removed by a Councilmember.

OLD BUSINESS w3 & (A(9V

1. Reconsideration Draft Resolution No.'02-260, Chamber Use of Big Catch Plaza for Holiday

Happenings " -
SUMMARY: The purpose of this item is to provide the City Council an opportunity to decide
whether or not to enact the draft resolution to provide usé 6f Big Catch Plaza to the Des Moines
of Commerce for the 1* annual Holiday Happenings. This item was deleted from the November
21, 2002 meeting agenda, and placed on the December 5, 2002 meeting agenda. Time expired at
the December 5" meeting before this item could be addressed.
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2. Draft Resolution No. 02-247 Adopting Capital Improvement Plan for Years 2003-2008
SUMMARY: The Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) provides a multi-year list of proposed major
capital expenditures and associated operating costs for the City. The Growth Management Act
of 1990 requires communities to adopt comprehensive plans to guide the orderly development of
growth. The CIP focuses the community and Council’s attention on prioritizing projects, given
the competing needs for projects. The 2003-2008 CIP reflects capital projects of the Municipal

Capital Improvement, Arterial Streets, Surface Water Management and Marina Depreciation and
Improvements funds.

NEW BUSINESS

1. Draft Ordinance No. 02-249 Amending the 2002 Budget - 1*' Reading
SUMMARY:

wicd o ©
Mocal & Oper:png Agreements for Mt. Rainier Swimming Pool

SUMMARY: The purpose of this report is to present to the City Council two agreements that,
collectively, will provide for the Mount Rainier Pool to remain open and operating in 2003.

3. Draft Resolution No. 02- Economic Development Plan
SUMMARY:

4. Draft Ordinance No. 02-264 Adopting Traffic Impact Fees - 1% Reading ‘ '
SUMMARY: The purpose of this agenda item is to get input from the full Council regarding the
use of traffic impact fees, and to approve the first reading of Draft Ordinance No. 02-264. This

agenda item will come back for a second reading with adjustments based on the Council’s
direction.

5. RCAA Final Payment
SUMMARY: This item will give Council an opportunity to review the information supplied by
the Regional Commission on Airport Affairs (RCAA) regarding the services they have provided
in 2002 to satisfy their responsibilities per the agreement between the City of Des Moines and
RCAA and to determine the final payment amount Council will authorize for these services.

NEXTMEETINGDATE | . 4 | —

L e usl

ADJOURNMENT




NEW BUSINESS
Item #4

AGENDA ITEM

SUBJECT: Traffic Impact Fees AGENDA OF: December 12, 2002

ATTACHMENTS: DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Public Works

_ DATE SUBMITTED: December 6, 2002
1. Draft Ordinance No. 02-264 Adopting the

use of traffic impact fees CLEARANCES: / ,
2. Comparison of traffic impact fees charged {X] Finance —

by other cities X] PUb“CIV)\TyS/.{ 2, % E
3. Map of projects [ X ] Legal =fe. c‘§>
4. Chart of Impact Fee Calculation and #

Recommended Cost APPROVED BY CITY MANAGER

5. Potential Impact Fees per Unit of | FORSUBMITTAL:_ 7¢ ~ {,//e,’n 7

Development
6. Pacific Ridge Core Transportation Projects

Purpose and Recommendation:

The purpose of this agenda item is get input from the full Council regarding the use of traffic
impact fees, and to approve the first reading of Draft Ordinance 02-264. This agenda item will
come back for a second reading with adjustments based on the Council’s direction.

Suggested Motions O o.t‘d&w( b)

“I move to approve the first reading of Draft Ordinance 02-264 adopting the use of traffic
impact fees.”

Background:

The analysis of the present and future transportation needs has been studied and is included
in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan which was presented to Council for a public
hearing and approved at the December 5" meeting. The plan lists around $100 million (in
2001 dollars) in capital projects which should be done between 2001 and 2020. While the City
has done relatively well at getting grant funding to cover part of its transportation projects,
grants require matches, and some times grants are not available. In order to accomplish the
critical projects, an additional source of funding is needed. Existing Arterial Street funding
does not even cover keeping up with pavement maintenance on existing streets.

While there are only limited sources of funding available to pay for street projects due to State
law, the City of Des Moines is even more limited due to our residential tax base. As the
Council Public Safety and Transportation Committee discovered when they evaluated the
alternatives to finance transportation needs, there really is only one source at this point in time
that has the possibility of raising a significant amount of money, and that is traffic impact fees.
But it should be kept in mind that even if the traffic impact fees are at the optimum level, they
still will only raise approximately one third of the needed funding. The rest must come from
grant funding and, in some cases, lower priority projects will not be constructed.




It also needs to be pointed out that the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA)
requires that Cities have a legitimate plan for building transportation projects needed as a result
of growth. GMA allows agencies to implement impact fee programs to help offset the cost of
transportation facilities needed to accommodate growth. To meet basic GMA requirements, an
impact fee shall be:

+ Related to improvements to serve new development, not existing deficiencies.
- Assessed proportionally to the impacts of new development.

« Allocated for new improvements that reasonably benefit new development.

- Spent on facilities identified in the capital facilities plan.

It is important to note that impact fees are not limited to new capital projects. An agency may
impose impact fees to cover costs of previous improvements, provided they meet the above
criteria. As identified in the above criteria, impact fees can only be used for improvements that
are needed due to future growth. Therefore, the costs for non-capital projects such as annual
maintenance and operations are not included in an impact fee program. The cost of roadway
capacity-added projects can be assessed as impact fees proportional to the relative impact of
new development to total growth. In that way the fee is fair to the developers since it is based
on a measurement of how much they are expected to affect the road system in the City.

Based on the growth which is projected in the Greater Des Moines Comprehensive Plan which
feeds into the Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) travel demand model, total PM peak
hour trip generation within the city of Des Moines is expected to increase significantly between
1998 and 2020. The 1998-2020 growth in trip generation accounts for 43.9 percent of the total
2020 traffic generation within the City. Only the basic roadway capacity-added improvement
projects are included in the impact fee program (see Attachment 3). To keep an impact fee
program relatively simple, the city would base it on a single, city-wide district versus the concept
of multiple districts which some other cities use. This decision made by the Public Safety and
Transportation Committee reflects an analysis based on a three-district concept that showed all
districts to be within 15 percent of the city-wide average. In implementing a traffic impact fee
program, the city would use methodologies for computing new PM peak trips based on the most
current edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual or, for
businesses not clearly described in this manual, other industry sources or technica! studies as
approved by the Public Works Director. Examples of how this proposed fee will affect
development is shown on Attachment 5.

It does need to be pointed out that the City of Des Moines does have an approved localized
traffic impact fee program in the Pacific Ridge area which was instituted last year as a way to
provide needed local street improvements in order to serve the development in that specific
area. The “core transportation projects” for Pacific Ridge are shown in Attachment 6.
According to Ordinance 1298, development within the “Mitigation Boundary” will receive special
treatment when and if city-wide impact fees are adopted. The residential developments located
east of Pacific Highway South are to pay the highest Pacific Ridge Transportation Mitigation
Fee and thus are exempted from the city-wide fee. New development that fronts along the
Pacific Highway south Corridor are to pay a reduced Pacific Ridge Transportation Mitigation
Fee which is to be credited toward a city-wide fee. As a result of the conditions associated with
Ordinance 1298, the overall City transportation fees are estimated be about $6,750,000 less
than the total calculated in Attachment 4, or about $30 million.

The analysis used to calculate the city-wide transportation impact fee is a complicated, detailed
computation which splits out the projects that are needed as a result of growth within the city of



Des Moines, from those City projects that are due to present deficiencies and do not add
capacity, projects related to maintenance, and projects needed because of surrounding regional
growth (see Attachment 4). A detailed description of the process used to determine the impact
fee is included on pages 70 to 74 of the recently approved Comprehensive Transportation Plan.
The reason for the complexity of the fee computation is to ensure that it is fair to the developers
and will withstand legal scrutiny. The City’s consultant on the Plan, The Transpo Group, is very
familiar with those fees and the related calculation as they have worked with a number of
Washington cities that have adopted a similar transportation fee plan.

Any adopted impact fee program also would need to meet the following provisions, per the
GMA:

 Payments shall be held in a reserve account and may only be expended to fund
capital improvements needed to mitigate a development's direct impact;

- Payments shall be expended within six years; and

* Provide refunds, with interest, if funds are not expended within six years.

The impact fee program "shall provide credits for the value of any dedication of land for,
improvement to, or new construction of any system improvements provided by the developer, to
facilities that are identified by the capital facilities plan and that are required by the county, city,
or town as a condition of approving the development activity” (RCW 82.02.060(3)). As an
example, a developer constructing required frontage improvements along an arterial street
project included in the impact fee calculation would get a credit against the fees.

The impact fee program assumes that a given amount of development in the City will occur by
2020. If development levels assumed in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan take longer to
actualize within the City, then the funding from impact fees will not match the Comprehensive
Transportation Plan. However, if significant levels of forecast development are not in place by
2020, then several of the impact-fee eligible projects will not be needed because the traffic
volumes will be lower.

Discussion:

Traffic impact fees have been discussed by the City of Des Moines City Council for many years
and were recommended in the adopted 1993 Comprehensive Transportation Plan. A detailed
analysis of needs caused by growth is contained in the “Developer Transportation Impact Fees”
section of the recently adopted Comprehensive Transportation Plan (page 70). After a Council
Public Safety and Transportation (PS&T) Committee review of the possible methods of
financing transportation needs, it became obvious that traffic impact fees are the only way to
cover these growth-induced needs at this time. Furthermore, Des Moines needs traffic impact
fees as a source for grant matches. To even apply for grants, the City must identify a source of
matching funds. Most grants require a match of between 20% and 30%.

The beauty of traffic impact fees is that development pays its own way, thus protecting the
existing businesses and citizens from a situation of ever-worsening congestion. New
development is assured that the money will go to specific projects that will offset the effects of
growth that they themselves are creating. In this way, development is not only helping the City
of Des Moines to address growth, but is also investing in its own future. Many cities have had
traffic impact fees in effect for ten years and, if anything, it has made their cities the kind of
places where a lot of development has taken place (e.g. Redmond, Auburn, Bellevue, and
SeaTac).



There are various approaches which different cities have take to funding their transportation
projects which are needed to meet the growth in their cities and thus comply with GMA. Much
depends on the funding options available to the cities, the size of their staff, and what the
Councils are willing to back. Attachment 2 is a list of some of the surrounding cities and other
related examples, and what they are doing or plan to do to fund transportation needs and meet
GMA. On one end of the scale is Kent which has a large industrial/commercial area which can
support large local improvement districts (LID’s), a big staff to assemble them, and a Council
which is willing to grant approval even when there is loud opposition. Federal Way and Tukwila
are in the process of studying transportation impact fees and are expecting to go to their
Councils early next year. Burien is following the same path, but is not quite as far along.
SeaTac and Auburn have had traffic impact fees for some time; however, they are both
supplementing the expansion of their street system using other funding (parking fees at SeaTac
and other tax revenues at Auburn). As a result, both these cities have chosen to only charge
impact fees at a level of about one half the full rate. On the other hand, there are a number of
cities who are successfully charging the full rate. Maple Valley is in a financial position very
similar to Des Moines. They do not have alternate funding for transportation. As a result, they
are assessing the full rate and have not noticed a change in their pace of development. Their
fee is actually higher than what is being proposed by the Des Moines Comprehensive
Transportation Plan.

Given the high level of transportation need in Des Moines and given the fact that we do not
have an alternate source to fill in the funding void, Maple Valley is probably a better template for
what the City of Des Moines should do.

Alternatives:

Cities are mandated to provide revenue to provide the transportation improvements needed to
serve future growth under the GMA law. Traffic Impact fees are the best option for providing
the revenue required for the City of Des Moines to address the requirements of this law.

Council can choose to institute a traffic impact at a lower amount as some other cities have
done. The problem with this approach is that the City of Des Moines does not have an alternate
source of funds to make up the resultant shortfall.

Financial Impact:

Adopting a traffic impact fees program itself does not incur cost, however, traffic impact fees are
the only revenue source at this time that will cover a significant portion of the costs incurred by
the need for transportation improvements caused by growth in future City of Des Moines traffic
demands. Traffic impact fees will only be charged on new growth, which will add additional trips
to the transportation system.

Recommendation/Conclusion:

The PS&T Committee, after evaluating transportation needs and funding options, recommends
that Council adopt the use of traffic impact fees.

Concurrence:

Finance and Legal



CITY ATTORNEY'S FIRST DRAFT 11/21/02

DRAFT ORDINANCE NO. 02-264

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF DES MOINES,
WASHINGTON establishing a transportation impact
fee service area, imposing impact fees therein to
finance part of the costs of improvements to
serve new development; providing for the
disposition of such impact fees, and establishing
an appeal process.

WHEREAS the City is authorized by RCW 82.02, the
Growth Management Act (“the GMA”), and by RCW 39.92, the
Local Transportation Act, to require new growth and
development within the City of Des Moines to pay a
proportionate share of the cost of new facilities to serve
such new growth and development through the assessment of
impact fees; and

WHEREAS, as part of the Greater Des Moines
Comprehensive Plan the City has adopted a Comprehensive
Transportation Plan which identifies deficiencies in public
transportation facilities and identifies the means by which
such deficiencies could be eliminated; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has found and determined
that it is in the best interests of the City, in order to
insure a fair and predictable method for allocating the
share of the cost of such new public facilities, to impose
impact fees on the new growth and development activities;

Now, Therefore:
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DES MOINES ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
NEW SECTION Sec. 1. Definitions.
Use of words and phrases. As used in this ordinance,
unless the context or subject matter clearly requires

otherwise, the words or phrases defined in this section
shall have the indicated meanings.

ATTACHMENT 1



“Building permit” means any written authorization
from the City which authorizes the commencement of
development activity.

“City” means the City of Des Moines, Washington.

“City Comprehensive Plan” means the Greater Des Moines
Comprehensive Plan, adopted pursuant to the GMA.

“Development activity” means any construction or
expansion of a building or structure  that creates
additional demand on and/or need for public facilities, but
not interior remodeling that does not change the PM Peak
trips as categorized in the Comprehensive Transportation
Plan to the Greater Des Moines Comprehensive Plan or of the
applicable code or regulation of the City.

“CMA” means the Washington State Growth Management
Act, codified as RCW 82.02.050 through 82.02.090, as now in
existence, or as hereinafter amended.

“Hearing Examiner” means the Hearing Examiner of the
City of Des Moines, pursuant to Chapter 18.94 of the Des
Moines Municipal Code.

“Impact fee” means a payment of money imposed by the
City upon development activity as a condition of issuance
of a building permit to pay for public facilities needed to
serve new growth and development, and to mitigate the
impacts of the development activity on the transportation
facilities of the City, but does not include any permit or
application fee.

“Owner” means the owner of record of real property.
If real property 1is being purchased under a real estate
contract, the purchaser shall be considered the owner of
real property if the contract is recorded.

“Public facilities” as used in this section refers to
public streets, roads and rights-of-way owned or operated
by the City for other governmental entities, including
trails, paths, bikeways, other transportation facilities
and all attendant improvements.

“Service area” means the development impact fee
service area of the City identified in Section 3.



“Transportation facilities” means and refers to
streets and roads, but includes all publicly owned streets,
roads, alleys and right-of-ways within the City and street
services, traffic control devices, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks and related facilities and improvements.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 2. Transportation impact fees
established.

There 1is established, subject to the provisions of
this chapter, a transportation impact fee program.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 3. Establishment of service area.

The City hereby establishes, as the service area for
development impact fees, the City of Des Moines, including
all property . located within the corporate limits of the
City. The scope of the service area 1is hereby found to be
reasonable and established on the basis of sound planning
and engineering principles.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 4. Imposition of impact fee on
development activity.

A. The City hereby authorizes the assessment and
collection of impact fees on development activity within
the City, at the calendar year 2001 rate of Two Thousand
Five Hundred Thirty Nine ($2,539.00) per peak p.m. trip, as
computed using methodologies from the most current edition

of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
Generation Manual or other industry sources approved by the
Pubic Works Director. This impact fee shall be adjusted

annually based on the construction cost index for the
Seattle area as reported 1in the Engineering News Record

periodical. "\, Ackr o o/“/{(.ﬂ? %‘p"‘:ﬁ\—,—/ )

B. Such impact fees shall:

1. Only be imposed for system improvements that
are reasonably related to new development;
and,

25 Not exceed a proportionate share of the cost
of the system improvements, including the
costs of previously constructed system
improvements, reasonably related to new

development; and,



3. Be used for system improvements that will
reasonably benefit new development; and,

4. Be wused for facilities identified in the
Comprehensive Transportation Plan as
“Intersection and Roadway Capacity Improvement
Projects for the Traffic Impact Fee Program.”

B. Such impact fee schedule is Dbased wupon the
formula for calculating the proportionate share of the cost
of the gystem improvements, including the costs of

previously constructed system improvements, necessitated by
new development to be borne by impact fees, which formulas
are described in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan

element of the Greater Des Moines Comprehensive Plan alii{

incorporated herein eference. ,e(t$$£3;

e 1impact fees imposed pursuydnt to this chapter

assessed by the City the time of

ication for the building permit, and shall be due
, 1in whole at the time of issuance of suc

.
D. Failure to pay the impact es foim]L given
levelopment activity at the time o shall result
in denial of the building permit which the owner has

applied.

E. The impact fee program shall provide credits for
the value of any dedication of land for, improvement to, or
new construction of any system improvements provided by the

developer, to facilities that are identified in the

Comprehensive Transportation Plan as “Intersection and

Roadway Capacity Improvement Projects for the Traffic

Impact Fee Program.” The value for which credit shall be
- given 1is the estimated value used for TImpact Fee
Ys calculation in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan.

NEW SECTION Sec. 5. Disposition of impact fee
GQV revenues.
(5; A. The impact fees collected pursuant to the
L -

\ provisions of this chapter shall be deposited into an
(€§AJ impact fee fund. Pending application as provided in this
chapter, the monies deposited in the impact fee fund shall

o



be invested in any investment authorized for the investment
of City funds. All interest and profits derived from the
investment of monies in each account in the impact fee fund
shall be retained in such account.

B. The impact fees deposited in each account in the
impact fee fund, and the interest and profit received from
the investments therefrom shall be expended only for public
facilities of the type for which such impact fees were
collected, in conformity with the Greater Des Moines
Comprehensive Plan and Comprehensive Transportation Plan.
and expended or encumbered within six years of receipt by
the City, wunless written findings by the City Council
identify an extra-ordinary and compelling reason for the
City to hold the fees for a longer time. The City shall
account for annual expenditures and shall comply with this
section 1in successive comprehensive plans, transportation
plans and capital facilities plans as appropriate.

C. The City shall prepare an annual report on the
impact fee fund which shows the source and amount of all
monies collected, earned or received and the public
facilities that were financed in whole or in part by impact
fees.

NEW SECTION Sec. 6. Refunds.

A. The City shall, in accordance with RCW/(82.02.080,
refund to the current owners of property on which an impact
fee has been paid any impact fees paid with respect to such
property that has not been expended or encumbered for
public facilities of the type of which such impact fees
were collected.

B. The City shall also refund to the current owner of
property of which an impact fee has been paid all impact
fees paid with respect to such property if the development
activity for which the impact fee was imposed did not occur
and no impact has resulted; provided, that if some, but not
all, of the development activity for which the impact fee
was 1imposed occurred, the impact will be deemed to have
occurred, and no refund shall be available under this
section.

C. Owners ggggig;ég refund of impact fees must submit

a written request for a refund of impact fees to the City
Manager or designee within one (1) year of the date the



right to claim the refund arises, which, for purposes of
refund claimg authorized pursuant to paragraph B of this
gection only, shall be the date of voluntary or involuntary
abandonment of the building permit, or the date that notice
ig given as provided in paragraph A of this section, which
ever occurs later. Refunds of dimpact fees shall include
interest and any profits earned on the impact fees from the
date of their receipt to the date of refund, as a
percentage of the interest/profits earned by the fund on an
annual basis. Any impact fees not expended within the time
limitations and for which no application for a refund has
been made within the one (1) year claim period, shall be
retained by the City and expended on public facilities of
the type for which such impact fees were initially
collected, without further limitation as to the time of
expenditure.

NEW SECTION Sec 7. Appeals.

A. The determination of the City Manager or designee
regarding the applicability of the impact fee to a given
development activity within the service area shall be
final, however an owner may pay an impact fee imposed
pursuant to this chapter under protest in order to obtain a
building permit and, after such payment, file an appeal
regarding the amount of the dimpact fee to the Hearing
Examiner within ten (10)days of the City’s final decision
under the provisions of the hearing examiner code, DMMC
Chapter 18.94.

B. Appeal regarding the amount of the impact ee
imposed on any development activity may only be t by
the owner of the property where such development activity
shall occur.

NEW SECTION Sec. 8. Termination date of authority
to collect and expend impact fees.

The City’s authority to collect and expend impact fees
pursuant to this chapter shall be effective wuntil the
earlier of (a) the repeal of the ordinance codified in this
chapter, or (b) the dé%ermination by the State of
Washington of the authorization to (collect =222l expen?)
impact fees.



NEW SECTION. Sec. 9. Severability - Construction.

A. If a section, subsection, paragraph, sentence,
clause, or phrase of this ordinance is declared
unconstitutional or invalid for any reason by any court of
competent Jjurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.

B. If the provisions of this ordinance are found to
be inconsistent with other provisions of the Des Moines
Municipal Code, this ordinance is deemed to control.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 10. Effective date.

This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force
five (5) days after its passage, approval, and publication
in accordance with law.

PASSED BY the City Council of the City of Des
Moineg this day of ; 200_ and signed in
authentication thereof this day of , 200_.

MAYOR

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

ATTEST:

City Clerk
Published:

Effective Date:



Status of Transportation Impact Fees in Other Cities

Arlington $1,038 per pm peak trip
Auburn currently charges only a portion of their calculated impact
Auburn
fee need.
Des Moines $2,539 per pm peak trip proposed
Duvall $2,682 per pm peak trip
Federal Way Hopes to implement a program in early 2003.
Kent Finances most of their needs through the LID process.

$3,599 per pm peak trip
Has had a program since incorporation; Started at $807 per pm
peak trip; Raised the fees each year to the current $1,802 and

iapleVialley has adopted an increase to $3,599 per pm peak trip for 2003;
Discussions with their Engineer indicate that the program has
been successful and they continue to see development.

SeaTac ﬁ ,020 per pm peak E_u |
Finances some of their needs through parking fees.

Tukwila Plans to investigate a program in 2003.

ATTACHMENT 2
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IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

Percent of
Total Cost

Total Cost ' (2001-2020) $112.763,500  100%
Less-Non Capacity Capital Projects -$51,470,000 46%
Less-Non Capital (Art.,Main.,,NTC,etc.) -$13.,883.500 12%

Capacity-Added Projects $47,410,000 42%
Capacity-Added Projects $47,410,000 42%
Less City/Regional Share (through traffic growth) -$10,429.000 9%

Maximum Potential Impact Fee Funding $36,981,000 33%

! Estimated total project cost in 2001 dollars. Costs are conceptual and take
into consideration, if necessary, ROW acquisition costs but do not include costs
associated with mitigating potential environmental impacts.

Basic Roadway Capacity - Added Project (City-Wide)

Maximum Potential Impact Fee Funding?  $36,981,000
Total New PM Peak Hour Trips 14,563
Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip $2,539

2 Estimated total project costs in 2001 dollars. Costs are conceptual and take

into consideration, if necessary, ROW acquisition costs, but do not include costs
associated with mitigating potential environmental impacts.

ATTACHMENT 4



POTENTIAL IMPACT FEES per UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

Average
PM Peak
ITE Hour Trip City-Wide
Land Use Generation Pass-By NetNew  Average
Land Use Code mmﬁmd ,xvm.w Trip mmﬁmA Impact _nmmm
Office (per 1,000 gsf) 710 1.49 - 1.49 $3.78/sq ft
Business Park (per 1,000 gsf) 770 1.29 - 1.29 $3.28/sq ft
Light Industrial (per 1,000 gsf) 110 0.98 - 0.98 $2.49/sq ft
Retail
Shopping Center (per 1,000 gsf, for example, 25,000 gsf) 820 10.06 34% 6.64 $16.86/sq ft
Quality Restaurant (per 1,000 gsf) 831 7.49 44% 419 $10.65/sq ft
Fast Food Restaurant (per 1,000 gsf) 834 33.48 50% 16.74  $42.50/sq ft
Gas Station w/ Market (per vehicle fueling position) 845 13.38 56% 5.89 $14,948/fp
Supermarket (per 1,000 gsf) 850 11.51 36% 7.37 $18.70/sq ft
Drive-In Bank (per 1,000 gsf) 912 54.77 47% 29.03  $73.70/sq ft
Single-Family (per dwelling unit) 210 1.01 - 1.01 $2,564/DU
Mutti-Family (per dwelling unit) 220 0.62 - 0.62 $1,574/DU

1 Source: Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 1997. Note: City would apply trip rates based on

regression equations where appropriate (see Trip Generation Handbook, ITE, 1998).

2 A pass-by trip is made as an intermediate stop on the way from an origin to a primary destination. Pass-by trips are
attracted from traffic passing on an adjacent street that offers direct access to the development.

3 Pass-by percentages from Trip Generation Handbook, ITE, 1998. This publication does not include pass-by
percentages for office, business park, light industrial, and single- and multi-family residential. However, it should be
noted that King County applies a pass-by percentage to some non-retail land use types, including 15% for office and

business park.

4 Average PM peak hour trip generation rate x (100 - pass-by percentage) = net new trip rate

5 Net new trip rate multiplied by $2,539 per trip.

ATTACHMENT 5
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CONSENT CALENDAR

Ttem #3
g G EN DA IT E M '_
BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF DES MOINES, WA
SUBJECT: Leslie Ho Land Donation FOR AGENDA OF December 12, 2002

DEPT. OF ORIGIN Public Works
DATE SUBMITTED December 6, 2002
ATTACHMENTS: CLEARANCES:

A. Draft Resolution No. 02-271 [ JCOMMUNITY DEVELOP T
B. Quit Claim Deed [x]JPUBLIC WO
C. Site Map [x]LEGAL 28
APPROVED BY
CITY MANAGER ~
FOR SUBMITTAL__ ~
-

PURPOSE AND RECOMMENDATION

Ms. Lesliec Ho wishes to gift to the City of Des Moines a 17,250 square foot property that she now
owns located in the vicinity of S. 250" Street and 16" Avenue South. This consent agenda item
grants the City Manager authority to accept conveyance of this property to the city.

Suggested Motion:

“To adopt Draft Resolution No. 02-271 accepting conveyance of the Leslie Ho property.”

BACKGROUND

Leslie Ho, sole owner, wishes to donate to the City as a gift the property located on the attached
map. The property is described as Lot 10 of the Parkdale plat, located south of S. 250" Street and
east of S. 16" Street. Ms. Ho’s estate planning advisors would like to complete the property transfer
by the year, which can be accomplished through prompt Council acceptance of the gift and
authorization for Staff to execute and record the deed transfer documents before the end of the year.

DISCUSSION

Staff has reviewed the title report and recommends accepting the property. The property is located
nearly entirely within a ravine with very steep topography, and contains city drainage facilities: the
outfall of a 48-inch diameter culvert conveying the north fork of McSorley Creek and a 18-inch
culvert for local neighborhood drainage.
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OLD BUSINESS

Item #2
AGENDA ITEM
BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
City of Des Moines, WA
SUBJECT: FOR AGENDA OF: December 12, 2002

Year 2003-2008 Capital Improvement Plan
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Finance

ATTACHMENTS: DATE SUBMITTED: December 6, 2002
Draft Resolution No. 02-247
Project Summary CLEARANCES:
Finance "D«[
[ ] Legal

APPROVED BY CITY MANAGER

FOR SUBMITTAL:'; W

Purpose and Recommendation

Suggested motion:
“I move to adopt draft Resolution 02-247 approving the City of Des Moines 2003-2008 Capital

Improvement Plan™.

Background

The Capital Improvement Plan provides a multi-year list of proposed major capital expenditures and
associated operating costs for the City. The Growth Management Act of 1990 requires communities to
adopt comprehensive plans to guide the orderly development of growth. Also, the Plan focuses the
community and Council’s attention on prioritizing projects, given the competing needs for projects.

The 2003-2008 Capital Improvement Plan reflects capital projects of the Municipal Capital
Improvement, Arterial Streets, Surface Water Management, and Marina Depreciation and Improvement

funds.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the City Council adopt Draft Resolution No. 02-247, approving the City of Des
Moines 2003-2008 Capital Improvement Plan.



CITY ATTORNEY’S FIRST DRAFT 11/07/02

DRAFT RESOLUTION NO. 02-247

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DES
MOINES, WASHINGTON, relating to capital improvement planning,
adopting the 2003-2008 City of Des Moinesg Capital Improvement
Plan, and superseding Resolution No. 919.

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Des Moines
adopted the 2002-2007 Capital Improvement Plan by Resolution
No. 919, and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds it to be 1in the public
interest to adopt the 2003-2008 Capital Improvement Plan; now
therefore,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DES MOINES RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Sec. 1. The City of Des Moines Capital Improvement Plan
2003-2008 is adopted by reference, as a guide for future capital
improvement projects and policies.

Sec. 2. The City Manager 1is directed to submit to the City
Council, for approval or adoption, annual updates to the
Des Moines Capital Improvement Plan at least once a year.

Sec. 3. The City Manager 1is directed to submit to the City
Council, for approval or adoption, amendments to specific
projects contained in the Capital Improvement Plan when any
project exceeds or will exceed budgetary authorization.

Sec. 4. The City Manager is directed to submit to the City
Council, for approval, significant changes to the scope of any
project contained in the Capital Improvement Plan as adopted in
this resolution. Determinations regarding what constitutes a
significant change in a CIP project shall rest with the City
Manager, provided in all circumstances that the provisions of
Sec. 3 are enforced. Finally, three City Councilmembers may
determine a significant change has occurred or is proposed to
occur with respect to any project contained in the CIP, which
determination shall bring the matter before the full City Council
for approval or authorization.

Sec. 5. Any new capital project meeting the criteria for
inclusion in the CIP shall not be authorized without review and
amendment to the 2003-2008 Capital Improvement Plan by the City
Council.

Sec. 6. Resolution No. 919 is hereby superseded.



Resolution No.
Page 2 of 2

ADOPTED BY the City Council of the City of Des Moines,

Washington this day of November, 2002 and signed in
authentication thereof this day of November, 2002.
MAYOR

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

ATTEST:

City Clerk

DRAFTRES/02-247
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OLD BUSINESS

P W Ttem #1

AGENDA ITEM

SUBJECT: Des Moines Chamber use of AGENDA OF: December 12, 2002

Big Catch Plaza for Holiday Happenings on | hept oF ORIGIN: Parks. Recreation &
Dec. 14-16 and 21-22, 2002 o o ORK

DATE SUBMITTED: November 22, 20002
ATTACHMENTS:

Draft Resolution No. 02-260 CL[E?RANCES:

[ ]

[]
APPROVED BY CITY MANAGER

FOR SUBMITTAL:

~

Purpose and Recommendation:

The purpose of this is to provide the City Council an opportunity to decide whether or not to
enact the draft resolution to provide use of Big Catch Plaza to the Des Moines Chamber of
Commerce for the 1* annual Holiday Happenings. This item was deleted from the November
21, 2002 meeting agenda, and placed on the December 5, 2002 meeting agenda. Time
expired at the December 5" meeting before this item could be addressed.

Suqggested Motion:

| | move to approve Draft Resolution No. 02-260

Backqground:

Rule 9 of the City Council Rules of Procedure allows the Presiding Officer the “option of
deleting any item from the agenda until the next regular Council meeting when the full Council
shall vote on whether to introduce the item on the agenda of a subsequent Council meeting”.
At the November 21, 2002 meeting, the Presiding Officer deleted Draft Resolution No. 02-260
from the agenda. The Resolution was added to the December 5, 2002 meeting agenda, but
the meeting expired before the Council had a chance to address i, The next reqular eeting
where the full Council may vote is the December 12, 2002 meeting. > Vld/\ M 20

Discussion: (‘P)

Draft Resolution No. 02-260 has been placed on the agenda for the December 12, 2002, per
Council Rules of Procedure. Because the event is scheduled to start on December 14, it is
recommended that if the Council chooses to act on this item, it do so at the December 12
meeting. Also, given that the event is scheduled to start on December 14 and some advanced



advertisement is necessary to make it a success, the City Manager has authorized the
placement of a banner over Kent-Des Moines Road starting on December 6th. If the City
Council chooses to act on the item and denies the request, the banner will be removed and
the event will not take place. If the Council chooses not to act on the item at all, the request
will be processed administratively as a Special Event Permit.

Alternatives:

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the City Council adopt Draft Resolution No. 02-260

Concurrence:

p:\users\denis\Agenda Item Covers:Ag-Draft Res. 02-260.doc



PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR’S FIRST DRAFT 11/14/02

DRAFT RESOLUTION NO. 02-260

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DES
MOINES, WASHINGTON, granting permission to the Greater
Des Moines Chamber of Commerce to use the City’s Big Catch Plaza
for a holiday carousel and community activities.

WHEREAS, the Greater Des Moines Chamber of Commerce has
requested the permission of the City Council to use property at
the Big Catch Plaza and the special event trailer and sound
system for the purpose of holiday carousel rides and community
activities from December 14-16" and December 21-22, 2002, and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that events of this
nature tend to publicize the City of Des Moines and enhance the
quality of life of the City of Des Moines in numerous ways; now
therefore,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DES MOINES RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Sec. 1. The Greater Des Moines Chamber of Commerce
(“Chamber”) 1is granted permission to use the Big Catch Plaza
from December 14™ (10am-8pm), 15" (10am-8pm) and 16" (l0am-6pm)
and December 21-22 (10am-8pm), 2002, for the purpose of holiday
carousel rides and community activities.

Sec. 2. The Chamber shall purchase liability insurance in
a form acceptable to the City of Des Moines in the amount of two
million dollars ($2,000,000) and shall name the City of Des
Moines as a named additional insured. Proof of such insurance
must be delivered to the City at least two days prior to the
event.

Sec. 3. The Chamber shall be responsible for the security
of the carousel and all other event related equipment located at
the Park throughout the duration of the Holiday Happenings
event.

Sec. 4. The Chamber shall be responsible for securing
written authorization and satisfying requirements from the King
County Health District for any proposed food services in
conjunction with the Holiday Happenings event.

Sec. 5. The Chamber shall be responsible for providing
220 single phase 60 amp power needed to power the carousel and



Resolution No.
Page 2 of 2

may access 110 power available at the Park for other community
activities. Electrical codes and public safety measures shall be
followed regarding the use of Big Catch Plaza power sources, and
portable power cords or generators in conjunction with the
Holiday Happenings event.

Sec. 6. The Chamber shall defend and hold the City of Des
Moines harmless from any liability which may result from the
conduct of this event or its activities.

ADOPTED BY the City Council of the City of Des Moines,

Washington this day of , 2002 and signed in
authentication thereof this day of , 2002.
MAY OR

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

ATTEST:

City Clerk

DRAFTRES/02-260



,6) NEW BUSINESS
Ttem #2
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\
AGENDA ITEM

BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
City of Des Moines, WA

SUBJECT: Mount Rainier Pool FOR AGENDA OF: December 12, 2002
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: City Manager’s Office
ATTACHMENTS:
Draft Interlocal Agreement For DATE SUBMITTED: December 6, 2002

Mount Rainier Pool Subsidy

Funding by Mount Rainier Pool CLEARANCES?

Contributors [ X ] Leghl™ 5}2-4 /_«:\‘3”/
[ ]Park aryf Recreation

APPROVED BY CITY_ iER
FOR SUBMITTAL:

Draft Pool Operation Agreement

Purpose and Recommendation

The purpose of this report is to present to the City Council to agreements that, collectively, will provide
for the Mount Rainier Pool to remain open and operating in 2003.

Suggested Motions:

“I'move to approve the Interlocal Agreement for Mount Rainier Pool Subsidy Funding by the
Mount Rainier Pool Contributors and to authorize the City Manager to sign the agreement
substantially in the form as submitted.”

“I'move to approve the Pool Operations Agreement and to authorize the City Manager to sign
the agreement substantially in the form as submitted.”

Background

In July of this year, King County Executive Ron Sims formally announced that King County was
planning to close and “mothball” all Forward Thrust swimming pools located in incorporated areas of
the County, including Mount Rainier Pool in Des Moines, by December 31, 2002, unless some other
entity—for example a city or school district—agreed to take them over. The reason given for this
proposed action was the County’s budget problems. With a projected budget deficit of $52 million for
2003, the Executive stated that the County could no longer continue providing this service. The County




offered to give funds equal to the 2003 “mothball” costs plus some capital dollars to any entity that was
willing to take title to a pool.

At the August 1, 2002, City Council meeting, a large number of citizens asked the City to look into the
issue and do whatever it could to keep the Mount Rainier Pool from closing. The Council decided to
form an ad hoc committee, made up of council members, city staff and citizens, to work on this problem
and develop recommendations for the City (and the County) to consider to keep the Pool open.

In conjunction with the ad hoc committee’s efforts, representatives from the Cities of Des Moines,
Normandy Park, SeaTac, Burien, Kent and the Highline School District have also been meeting to
discuss the cities and School District’s position on the Pool and what steps could be taken to keep it
open on a short-term and long-term basis.

Discussion

Shortly after the ad hoc committee and the cities/School District began meeting, it became obvious that
finding a long-term solution in the short amount of time available was not feasible. The focus thus
became finding a way to keep the Pool open for some or all of 2003 to allow for more time to find a
long-term solution.

King County had indicated early in the process that it would be willing to continue operating Mount
Rainier Pool in 2003 if it could do so on a cost neutral basis. In other words, if some one gave the
County enough funds to erase the Pool’s operating deficit, the County would keep it open and continue
to operate it. In order to keep the amount needed to fund the deficit as low as possible, the County
agreed to increase fees, reduce operating hours, and use the “mothball” funding (approximately
$78,000) towards the deficit. The County, however, was not willing to waive the overhead charge it
applies to all County operations. The bottom line was that the County would operate the Pool in 2003 if
it received $217,620 to fund the deficit. The County also indicated it would agree to operate the Pool
for less than a full year if an amount less than this was pledged to fund the deficit.

The cities and School District have put together two agreements that will keep the Pool open through
2003. The first is an interlocal agreement between Des Moines, Normandy Park, SeaTac and the School
District (Burien and Kent declined to participate) that states that parties will contribute funds toward
funding the deficit in the following amounts: Des Moines - $75,000; Normandy Park - $30,000, SeaTac
- $25,000; School District - $20,000; and other sources - $67,620, for a total of $217,620. The ad hoc
committee is working to raise funds as part of the “other sources”. To date, the committee has
commitments for $30,000, and is waiting to hear from several other individuals and companies. If the
entire $67,620 is not raised during 2003, the Pool will stay open for as much time as the funding allows.
One month’s subsidy equals $18,135. The agreement also calls for the parties to work together to find a
long-term solution to the Pool issue and requires a recommendation be developed by the middle of
August 2003.

The second agreement is an operating agreement between Des Moines, Normandy Park, SeaTac, the
School District and King County that calls for the County to continue operating the Pool with the other
parties contributing funds toward the operating deficit. The agreement notes that if the County is able to
lower costs or increase revenue, the amount the cities and the School District are obligated to pay goes
down. If costs go up or revenue goes down, the cities and the School District have the option of paying



more but are not obligated to do so. The County then would decide how to lower costs or increase
revenue or, if the situation warrants it, close the Pool. The agreement also allows for cancellation in the
event another, more cost effective, or long-term solution is found.

Alternatives

The Council may elect not to enter into the attached agreements. In all likelihood, this would result in
King County closing the Pool at the end of the year.

Two other possibilities have surfaced in the last four to five weeks. Both involve a non-profit group
taking title to the Pool, with the cities and/or School District providing funds to subsidize operations for
up to five years at approximately $100,000 per year. The first group is the Northwest Center and the
second is the Highline YMCA. Both are currently working with the County on their respective
proposals. Nothing has been finalized. It is staff’s belief that neither of these two proposals will be
completed by the end of the year in regards to the Mount Rainier Pool but are certainly viable options to
consider in 2003 as a long-term solution.

Financial Impact

At its November 21, 2002, meeting the City Council allocated $75,000 as Des Moines’ contribution to
keeping the Mount Rainier Pool open for 2003.

Recommendation and Concurrence

It is recommended that the City Council approve these agreements and authorize the City Manager to
sign them in the form substantially as submitted. The Ad Hoc Mount Rainier Pool committee concurs
with this recommendation.



Draft Discussed by MRPC Dated 12-4-02

POOL OPERATION AGREEMENT

This Pool Operation Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into this _ day of

, 2002 by and between King County (“County”) and the City of Des Moines, the
City of Normandy Park, the City of SeaTac, and the Highline School District No. 401
(the "District") (The foregoing Cities, the District and the County are collectively
referred to herein as the "Parties"). The Parties agree as follows:

1.

RECITALS

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

The County has since 1974, owned, operated and maintained the Pool located in
the City of Des Moines, on property leased to the County by the District pursuant
to a lease dated March 6, 1974, (the “Lease”).

King County has determined that it is no longer able to fund the operation of in-
city parks and pools, and is engaged in a transition of its parks and recreation
system consistent with this situation. The County has therefore worked over the
past several months with impacted cities and other jurisdictions in an attempt to
divest itself of these in-city facilities.

The Parties desire to find a long-term solution for the continued operation of the
Pool.

The County is willing to continue to manage, operate and maintain the Pool for
the 2003 calendar year, and the other Parties hereto are willing to provide funds
to subsidize a portion of the costs of such operation, management and
maintenance, all as more particularly set forth in this Agreement.

The Parties are committed to working towards a long-term solution (without here
determining its precise nature), over the course of the term of this Agreement,
which would allow continued operation of the Pool for public benefit.

The County and the District have heretofore entered into agreements governing
the District’s use of the Pool, specifically, Agreement Regarding Active
Recreational Programs dated June 7, 1999 (the “Active Recreation Agreement”)
and a Pool Use Agreement dated July 1, 2002 (the “Pool Use Agreement”).

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants
contained herein, the sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as

follows:

2. POOL OPERATIONS

2.1.

gion

Consistent with this Agreement, sound management practices, staffing
limitations, available funds and applicable legal requirements, the County shall
use its best efforts to operate the Pool generally in the same manner, but with
decreased operating hours as compared to 2002 and with attendant schedule
changes (more specifically, four to five hours less per day during the school year,
and two to three hours less per day in the summer months as compared to the
2002 schedule, as further described in Exhibit A), and with pool user fees
increased approximately 50% above 2002 levels. The County shall further use
its best efforts to operate the Pool in a manner that will result in the Actual
Annual Net Costs (as defined in Section 3.3) of operating the Pool equaling the
Estimated Annual Payment (as defined in Section 3.3). Operational policies and
procedures, including but not limited to hours of operation, user fees, and
admittance policies, shall be determined by the County in its sole discretion,
reasonably exercised. It is understood and agreed that scheduled or unscheduled
maintenance may result in the Pool being closed to the public for extended
periods of time.

The County shall be relieved of its obligations under this Agreement to the extent
performance is made impracticable by any event of force majeure, including
without limitation, acts of god.

3. FUNDING

3.1

In exchange for the County’s continued operation of the Pool in accordance with
Section 2 above, the City of Des Moines, on behalf of the other Cities and the
District who have collectively entered into a separate cost sharing agreement for
this purpose, agrees to coordinate, collect and disburse the payment to the
County the total sum of $217,620 (the Estimated Annual Payment), payable in
four roughly equal Quarterly Payments made on or before January 15, April 15,
July 15, and October 15 during the term of this Agreement as set forth below,
however by agreeing to coordinate, collect and disburse the payments the City of
Des Moines is not agreeing to sole responsibility for making the payments.
These payments are calculated based on the need for the County to retain a
sufficient portion of the Mothball Cost, as defined in Section 3.2, to mothball the
pool for the balance of 2003 if at any point the Agreement is terminated.

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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Payment Date Quarterly Payment Amount

January 15, 2003 $58,405
March 15,2003 $58,405
June 15, 2003 $58,405
September 15, 2003 $42,405

3.2. The “Mothball Cost” is defined as that amount of funding necessary to ensure
that the Pool, while not open to the public, can be re-opened for public use at
minimal expense if operating dollars are found. “Mothballing” thus requires that
the Pool remain filled with water, the filters, pumps, heaters and general Pool
equipment remain on, and the building maintained by staff. The Mothball Cost
for the Pool for the full year 2003 has been determined by the County to be
$78,400. The Mothball Cost for the balance of the year at each calendar quarter
is calculated as follows:

Date Mothball Cost for balance of year
March 1 $62,800
June 1 $47,200
September 1 $31,600

3.3. The Estimated Annual Payment has been calculated by the County as set forth in
Exhibit B, attached hereto. The Estimated Annual Payment is equal to the
estimated net operating cost of the Pool under a reduced operating schedule over
the course of 2003. The net operating cost of the Pool includes all applicable
direct costs, County overhead costs and non-routine maintenance costs
associated with the Pool, /ess (1) all revenues generated at the Pool and accruing
to King County from any authorized source, and (2) the Mothball Cost. The
“Actual Net Operating Cost” is the net operating cost, as defined in the preceding
sentence, as actually experienced by the County over the term of this Agreement.

3.4. In the event the County is successful in reducing Actual Net Operating Costs
over the term of this Agreement below the amount of the Estimated Annual
Payment specified in Section 3.1 above, the County will refund the difference to
the City of Des Moines within 45 days after the expiration of this Agreement.

3.5. If at any time the County in its sole discretion determines that the Actual Net
Operating Costs of the Pool exceed or are likely to exceed the Estimated Annual
Payment, then the County will notify all other Parties of this in writing,
describing (1) the costs that are or are likely to be greater than anticipated (or
revenues that are or are likely to be less than anticipated) and the reason therefor;
(2) the operational changes that will be required absent additional funding; and

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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(3) the amount of additional funding that would be necessary to avoid these
operational changes (which may include closure) or other actions. The County
shall not be required to further increase user fees in order to mitigate an increase
in net operating costs, it being understood that County pool fees will be uniform
across the County and that a 50% user fee increase will be imposed at the
beginning of year 2003. The parties, acting through the City of Des Moines,
will have 30 days to respond in writing as to whether they wish to provide
additional funding to avoid the operational changes or other actions. If the
parties, through the City of Des Moines, notify the County that they will pay or
cause to be paid additional funding in an amount specified by the County, such
additional funding shall be paid in equal installments at the remaining quarterly
payment dates or within two weeks if no such remaining quarterly payment date
remains. If the City of Des Moines, on behalf of the parties, notifies the County
that the parties will not provide additional funding, or does not respond within 30
days, the County shall proceed to make the operational changes as it deems in its
sole discretion are required to address the increased costs and/or funding
shortfall. Before the 30-day response deadline, the parties may suggest
operations alternatives to address the funding shortfall, which the County may
accept or reject in its sole discretion.  The Cities and the District waive and
release any and all claims against the County with respect to operational changes
at the Pool, provided however, that this shall not be construed as a waiver of any
claims the District may have against the County under the Lease

4. TERM

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

The term of this Agreement shall commence on the date first written above and
shall expire on December 31, 2003, unless earlier terminated as provided herein.

If the City of Des Moines, on behalf of the other parties, has not made any of the
quarterly payments within 10 days after their due date, the County shall send by
registered mail and telefax to the City and all other Parties hereto a written notice
that such payment is overdue, and if payment is not made within 5 days after said
notice, the County may terminate this Agreement by written notice to the other
Parties hereto.

The County may terminate at any time in case of a force majeure. The other
parties may terminate for force majeure only if the District and all Cities who are
parties to this Agreement unanimously agree to do so and a written notice of such
termination signed by all such parties is provided to the County.

Other than a refund pursuant to Section 3.4, the Cities and the District shall not
be entitled to payment of any other costs or damages arising from the expiration

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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or termination of this Agreement or pool closure. The Cities and the District
waive and release any and all claims against the County for expiration or
termination of this Agreement or any discontinuation of operations or closure of
the Pool, provided, however, that this shall not be constructed as a release or
waiver of any claims the District may have against the County under the Lease.

4.5. If the Agreement is terminated before December 31, 2003, except by reason of
force majeure, the County may Mothball the Pool for the balance of the calendar
year 2003.

4.6. The Parties may terminate this Agreement at any time prior to December 31,
2003 if Pool ownership is transferred to another entity pursuant to Section 4.9.
only if the District and all Cities who are parties to this Agreement unanimously
agree to do so and a written notice of such termination signed by all such parties
is provided to the County.

4.7. The Parties agree to work over the course of 2003 to identify a means whereby
the Pool can remain open to the public in 2004 and beyond, understanding that
the County desires to transfer title to the Pool to another entity in order to assure
long-term stability for the Pool. The Parties agree to examine other public or
non-profit ownership models, options for public vote to provide funding, and
other reasonable means to accomplish their common objective to ensure
continued public use of the Pool. The Parties obligations under this section 4.6
shall survive early termination of this Agreement.

4.8. The County agrees that it will continue to track pool users by address in the same
manner as conducted in 2002, by securing addresses of persons who register for
classes or rentals of the Pool, and will provide this information to the City on a
quarterly basis. The County will also allow the parties to conduct their own pool
user surveys during mutually agreed upon time periods and in a manner that does
not interfere with pool operations.

5. LEGAL RELATIONS

5.1. It is understood and agreed that this Agreement is solely for the benefit of the
Parties and gives no right to any other party. No joint venture or partnership is
formed as a result of this Agreement.

5.2. The County is sole operator of the Pool for the 2003 calendar year, and as such,
the County shall be responsible for any liability arising from its negligent acts or
omissions in operating the Pool, except to the extent such liability is caused by

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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6.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

6.1.

6.2.

another Parties’ negligence or willful misconduct. This section 5.2 shall not be
applicable between the County and District with respect to any claims, demands,
lawsuits, suits, penalties, losses, damages, judgments, attorneys' fees, costs or
liability arising from the District's use of the Pool. All such matters with respect
to the District shall be governed by the Pool Use Agreement and Active
Recreation Agreement.

In the event either party incurs attorney's fees, costs or other legal expenses to
enforce the provisions of this Agreement against the other party, all such fees,
costs and expenses shall be recoverable by the prevailing party.

This Agreement shall be interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of
Washington. The Superior Court of King County, Washington, shall have
exclusive jurisdiction and venue over any legal action arising under this
Agreement.

This Agreement shall not affect or amend any of the terms of the Lease
Agreement dated March 6, 1974 (the "Lease"), the Active Recreation Agreement
or the Pool Use Agreement dated July 1, 2002 (the "Use Agreement") between
the County and the District. This Agreement shall not in any way relieve the
County or the District of its duties under the Lease, the Active Recreation
Agreement, or the Use Agreement, all of which duties shall remain in full force
and effect.

NOTICE

Any notice, writing or payment given under this Agreement shall be in writing and
given by sending such notice, writing or payment by registered mail, return receipt
requested, with postage prepaid, addressed as follows, or at such other address as the
party to be notified shall have last directed in writing, or by serving said notice
personally. The effective date of notice, writing, or payment shall be the date of
personal service or the date of receipt as shown on the return receipt, as applicable.

The agency contacts for this Agreement are:

For King County: For (insert for each other party):
(Insert name and address)

Bob Burns, Acting Manager,

King County Parks Division,

Dept. of Natural Resources and Parks

King Street Center, 7" Floor

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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201 S. Jackson
Seattle, WA 98104

6.3 Any Party may, from time to time, by notice in writing served upon the other
party as required herein, designate an additional and/or a different mailing
address or an additional and/or different person to whom such notice, writing,
payment, request, report or other communication are thereafter to be addressed.

7. MISCELLANEOUS

7.1. Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between
the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof.

7.2. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended at any time only by a written
mutual agreement of the Parties provided that said amendments must be
approved and signed by the same responsible parties, or their designees, that
signed the original Agreement.

7.3. Waiver. The waiver by any party of any breach of any term, covenant, or
condition of this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of any subsequent
breach of the same term, covenant, or condition of this Agreement.

7.4. Severability. If any provision of this Agreement shall be held invalid, the
remainder of this Agreement shall not be affected and shall remain in full force
and effect.

7.5. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, each
of which will be deemed an original and all of which collectively shall constitute
one document.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement.

KING COUNTY:

By:

Title:

Date:

[00365-0800/SB023250281]

Page 7 of 11



APPROVED AS TO FORM this DATED this day of

day of, 2002. , 2002.
CITY OF DES MOINES
By By
Linda Marousek Tony Piasecki
City Attorney of Des Moines Its City Manager

At the direction of the Des Moines
City Council by resolution regularly
passed at an open public meeting

on , 2002.
APPROVED AS TO FORM this DATED this day of
day of, 2002. , 2002,

CITY OF NORMANDY PARK
By By
(Name) (Name)
City Attorney of Normandy Park Its City Manager

At the direction of the Normandy
Park City Council by resolution
regularly passed at an open public

meeting on
,2002.
APPROVED AS TO FORM this DATED this day of
day of, 2002. ,2002.
CITY OF SEATAC
By By

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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(Name)
City Attorney of SeaTac

APPROVED AS TO FORM this
day of , 2002.

By

(Name)
Attorney for Highline School District

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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(Name)

Its Mayor

At the direction of the SeaTac City
Council by resolution regularly
passed at an open public meeting on

, 2002.
DATED this day of
, 2002.
HIGHLINE SCHOOL DISTRICT
No. 401
By
(Name)

Its Superintendent

At the direction of the Highline

School Board by resolution regularly

passed at an open public meeting on
, 2002



Exhibit A
2003 Reduced Operating Schedule for Mount Rainier Pool

(Insert schedule of planned dates and times of operation, holiday closures,
anticipated maintenance closures)

& The County plans to initially maintain the same scheduling (within the hours the
pool remains open), as were in place in 2002, however, the County reserves the
right to adjust the schedule from time to time, as it deems reasonable to meet its
operating requirements and objectives.
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Exhibit B

Mount Rainier Pool
Estimated 2003 Operating Costs

Reduced Schedule
Cost Item Amount
Pool Manager $65,667
Share Benefits --
Senior Swim 54,368
Lifeguard --
¥4 Pool Operator 33,255
Temporary Staff 67,090
Temporary Benefits 11,740
Electricity 35,844
Water 10,539
Fuel 50,648
Chemicals 2,500
Office Supplies 465
Permits 565
Telecom 674
Other 7,500
Total 2003 Operating Costs, before $340,855
Overhead
County Overhead $110,778
Major Maintenance Estimate 15,745
Major Maintenance Overhead 3,700
Total Operating Cost $471,078
Estimated Revenue $175,058
Mothball Cost contributed by King County | $ 78,400
Total Net Operating Cost/Estimated $217,620
Annual Payment

[00365-0800/SB023250281]
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT for MOUNT RAINIER POOL SUBSIDY FUNDING
By
MOUNT RAINIER POOL CONTRIBUTORS (“MRPC”)

In Accordance with the Interlocal Cooperation Act (RCW 39.34), the City of Des
Moines (“Des Moines”), the City of Normandy Park (“Normandy Park™), the City of SeaTac
(“SeaTac”), and the Highline School District No. 401 (“the District”) [Collectively referred to
hereafter as the "Parties"], each of which is a Washington Municipal Corporation, hereby enter
into the following AGREEMENT:

RECITALS
WHEREAS:

A. King County (“the County™), as part of its duty to serve the needs of the residents of King
County and the municipalities within it, has, since 1974, owned, operated and maintained the
Mount Rainier Swimming Pool (“the Pool”) located on property leased to the County by the
District;

B. The County has reported that it does not have a sufficient, stable source of revenue to
continue to manage, maintain and operate the Pool and related programs at current levels beyond
the 2002 calendar year;

C. The Parties are mutually interested in assuring the continued operation of the Pool to
serve the citizens of their respective communities;

D The Parties are authorized to enter into agreements with each other and have entered, or
intend to enter, into a Pool Operation Agreement with King County (the "Pool Agreement") in
the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, whereby the County agrees to continue operation,
management and maintenance of the Pool and programs for the 2003 calendar year, and the
Parties will contribute a portion of the operating funds;

E. The Parties are willing to contribute funds to be used for the continued operation of the
Pool by the County for the 2003 calendar year;

F. This Agreement is entered into by the Parties as a means of assuring the continued
operation of the Pool in 2003 for the benefit of the citizens of each of the municipalities party to
this Agreement, while the Parties continue to look for ways to sustain long-term operation of the
Pool.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree to cooperate with each other by creating a
coalition of MOUNT RAINIER POOL CONTRIBUTORS to carry out the above purposes on
the following terms and conditions:

I TERM of AGREEMENT and RENEWAL
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1.1 This Agreement shall be valid for the 2003 calendar year only.

1.2 This Agreement shall commence as of January 1, 2003 and shall terminate as of
December 31, 2003,

1.3 This Agreement may be renewed only by written agreement of all of the Parties.
I CREATION OF MOUNT RAINIER POOL CONTRIBUTORS (“MRPC”)

2.1 The coalition of MOUNT RAINIER POOL CONTRIBUTORS (“MRPC”) is hereby
established to carry out the purposes set forth in this Agreement.

2.2 The initial members of MRPC are the initial Parties to this Agreement.

23 The MRPC members are willing to contribute funds to be used by the County to continue
the operation, management and maintenance of the Pool and programs at a reduced level for the
2003 calendar year, as more fully described in the Pool Operation Agreement.

I11. POOL OWNERSHIP & OPERATION
3.1 Neither MRPC nor the Parties shall be considered owner(s) or operator(s) of the Pool.
32 The County shall be the sole operator of the Pool for the 2003 calendar year.
IV. MRPC ELIGIBILITY

4.1 Any public agency seeking to participate in this Agreement may be allowed to do so
upon approval of the MRPC Executive Committee (as defined below) pursuant to the existing
terms hereof and upon such other terms, including payment of such financial contributions, as
may be approved and directed by the MRPC Executive Committee.

42  The MRPC Executive Committee, by unanimous vote, may allow admission by a public
agency on terms other than those set forth herein for participation. Any public agency so
admitted shall be deemed an ex officio party hereto and shall not be entitled to a vote on matters
submitted to the MRPC Executive Committee.

V. MRPC EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

5.1 The MRPC shall be governed by the “MRPC Executive Committee”, which is hereby
established to assure the effective implementation and administration of this Agreement.

5.2  The MRPC Executive Committee shall be composed of the chief executive officer or
designee of each of the Parties.
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5.3 Each MRPC member shall also designate an alternate voting member of the MRPC
Executive Committee who shall serve in the absence of the voting member.

5.4 The MRPC Executive Committee shall, by majority vote, except as herein otherwise
provided, develop and implement policy in order to carry out the goals set forth herein, adopt
and administer a budget, receive funding from the Parties for such budget, and seek such outside
professional assistance as is necessary to achieve the purposes set forth herein. The funds of
MRPC shall be subject to audit in the manner provided by the law for the auditing of public
funds.

5.5 Regular meetings of the MRPC Executive Committee shall be held as determined by the
MRPC Executive Committee. The MRPC Executive Committee shall elect, by majority vote, a
"chair" to conduct its meetings. The chair shall not forfeit, by virtue of the position of chair, any
power vested in him/her and in addition will schedule and preside over meetings. The chair shall
continue to preside at the pleasure of a majority of the voting members of the MRPC Executive
Committee, and may be replaced at any time.

5.6 A quorum for the conduct of business by the MRPC Executive Committee shall be a
majority. Notice of any special meeting shall be circulated to all members of the MRPC
Executive Committee by the chair, or upon the written notice of a voting majority of the MRPC
Executive Committee, not less than twenty-four (24) hours before such meeting is scheduled.
No action will be taken without a quorum and without an absolute majority of the eligible voting
members of the MRPC Executive Committee voting in favor of the matter under consideration.
MRPC Executive Committee members may attend meetings and vote telephonically as may be
necessary for the orderly and timely conduct of business.

5.7 On or before August 15, 2003, the MRPC Executive Committee shall:

£ Research and investigate all significant and relevant information and resources relating to
the continuing operation of the Pool;

& Cooperate with the County to identify, research and investigate reasonable alternatives
for the long-term operation of the Pool;

& Report its findings to the MRPC members; and
& Recommend a course of action to the MRPC members and to the County for the

continuing operation of the Pool and/or alternatives for the 2004 calendar year and
succeeding years.

VI. FUNDING and CONTRIBUTIONS

6.1 The MRPC Executive Committee shall develop a system of proportional funding among
the MRPC members that will divide the costs of the pool subsidy contribution equitably among
the members.
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6.2  The estimated budget and approximate financial subsidy contribution required for the
2003 calendar year, based on best known figures provided by the County for operation of the
Pool on a reduced schedule, as more fully set forth in the Pool Agreement, are as follows:

Estimated Expenses:

Pool Operations $ 340,855

Grounds Maintenance and Overhead $ 19,445

King County Overhead $ 110,778
Total Estimated Expenses: $471,078
Estimated Revenue: ($ 175,058)
Total Estimated Subsidy: $296,020
County Mothball Contribution: ($ 78,400)
Total Est. Subsidy (with County Mothball contribution): $217,620

6.3  Funding to subsidize the Pool operation and carry out the purposes of this Agreement for
the 2003 calendar year shall be provided by contributions from the MRPC members and by such
other contributions as may be received by the MRPC and fund raising activities as may be
approved by the MRPC Executive Committee.

6.4  Based on the estimated subsidy of $217,620, the financial contribution required and to be
paid by each of the Parties for the 2003 calendar year is:

Des Moines $ 75,000
Highline School District $ 20,000
Normandy Park $ 30,000
SeaTac $ 25,000
Other Sources $ 67,620
Total Contribution $ 217,620

VII. ACCOUNTING, PAYMENTS & DISTRIBUTIONS; DESIGNATION OF
AUTHORITY

7.1 The MRPC Fund will be established and managed by Des Moines.

7.2 Des Moines will transmit billings for the annual financial contributions to the MRPC
members no later than January 5, 2003. Within 20 days after receipt of the billing, MRPC
members shall pay the amount billed to Des Moines at 21630 1 1™ Avenue South, Des Moines
WA 98198, Attn: Finance Director, or at such other address as may be directed by Des Moines.
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7.3 Des Moines shall thereafter, on behalf of the MRPC, transmit the funds to the County
in accordance with the Pool Agreement.

7.4 Any funds provided to the MRPC by other public agencies or by private or non-profit
fundraising shall be redistributed to the MRPC members to reduce member financial
contributions proportionately.

7.5 On February 15, 2004, the city of Des Moines will prepare an annual reconciliation of
the MRPC Fund actual net operating costs for 2003. If the actual net operating costs are less
than the financial contributions of each member, then the City of Des Moines will distribute to
each member their proportional share of the funds remaining in the MRPC Fund.

VIII. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

8.1 Effective Date. This Agreement shall be effective upon ratification by resolution of the
governing body and execution by the Chief Executive Officer of each of the Parties.

8.2  Amendment. This Agreement may be amended only upon consent of all Parties hereto.
Any amendment hereto shall be in writing and shall be ratified and executed by the Parties in the
same manner in which it was originally adopted.

8.3 Waiver. The waiver by any party of any breach of any term, covenant, or condition of
this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same term,
covenant, or condition of this Agreement.

8.4  Grants, Gifts, Etc. All Parties to this Agreement shall cooperate and assist each other
toward procuring scholarships, grants or financial assistance from the United States, the State of
Washington, and private benefactors for the reduction of MRPC subsidy payments made to the
County for its continued operation, management and maintenance of the Pool and programs.

8.5 Severability. If any provision of this Agreement shall be held invalid, the remainder of
this Agreement shall not be affected thereby.

8.6 Entire Agreement. This Agreement represents the entire understanding of the Parties and
supersedes any oral representations that are inconsistent with or modify its terms and conditions.

8.7  Counterparts. This Agreement shall be effective whether signed by all Parties on the
same document or whether signed in counterparts.

8.8 Notices. Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any notice required to be
provided under the terms of this Agreement, shall be delivered by certified mail, return receipt
requested or by personal service.
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EXECUTED and APPROVED by the Parties in identical counterparts of this Agreement, each
of which shall be deemed an original hereof, on the dates set forth below.

APPROVED AS TO FORM this
day of , 2002.
By

Linda Marousek

City Attorney of Des Moines

APPROVED AS TO FORM this
day of , 2002.
By

(Name)

City Attorney of Normandy Park

APPROVED AS TO FORM this
day of , 2002.

By

(Name)
City Attorney of SeaTac

DATED this day of
, 2002.

CITY OF DES MOINES

By

Tony Piasecki

Its City Manager

At the direction of the Des Moines City
Council by resolution regularly passed at an
open public meeting on , 2002.

DATED this day of
,2002.

CITY OF NORMANDY PARK

By

(Name)
Its City Manager

At the direction of the Normandy Park City
Council by resolution regularly passed at an
open public meeting on

, 2002.
DATED this day of
, 2002.
CITY OF SEATAC
By
(Name)

Its Mayor
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APPROVED AS TO FORM this
day of , 2002,
By

(Name)

Attorney for Highline School District

At the direction of the SeaTac City Council
by resolution regularly passed at an open

public meeting on 5 2002.
DATED this day of
, 2002.

HIGHLINE SCHOOL DISTRICT No. 401

By

(Name)

Its Superintendent

At the direction of the Highline School
Board by resolution regularly passed at an
open public meeting on , 2002.
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EXHIBIT A

[Insert King County Mt. Rainier Pool Operating Agreement]



NEW BUSINESS

“Item #5
AGENDA ITEM
BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
City of Des Moines, WA
SUBJECT: RCAA Final Bllling FOR AGENDA OF: _ December 12, 2002
ATTACHMENTS: DEPT. OF ORIGIN: City Manager’s Office
Various Letters and Memos regarding
RCAA’s Agreement with Des DATE SUBMITTED: November 27, 2002
Moines and Final Payment
CLEARANCES:
[ ]Legal
APPROVED BY CITY M ER
FOR SUBMITTAL:_
e

Purpose and Recommendation

The purpose of this report is to provide the City Council an opportunity to review the information
supplied by the Regional Commission on Airport Affairs (RCAA) regarding the services they provided
in 2002 to satisfy their responsibilities per the agreement between the City of Des Moines and RCAA
and to determine the final payment amount the Council will authorize for these services.

Suggested Motion:

“I move to authorize payment of § to the Regional Commission on Airport Affairs
as full and final payment for services provided in 2002.”

Background

The City of Des Moines contracts with RCAA to provide various services to educate the public
concerning the environmental, economic and social effects of the proposed third runway and related
expansion of Seattle-Tacoma International Airport. The attached copy of the 2002 agreement provides
greater detail. For these services, the City agreed to pay RCAA $28,000 in quarterly installments of
$7,000 each.

Discussion

At its September 5, 2002, meeting, the City Council voted to terminate the contract with RCAA. The
City Manager notified RCAA of this action in a letter dated September 10, 2002, with an effective date




of October 14,2002. Under paragraph 5 of the contract, RCAA is “entitled to pro rata compensation
based on the number of months this contract has remained in effect and the quantity and quality of
services performed by RCAA on behalf of the City”.

On September 6, 2002, RCAA sent the City an invoice for $7,000 for services rendered in the first
quarter of 2002, and an invoice for $7,000 for services rendered in the second quarter of 2002. Attached
to these two invoices was a detailed list of RCAA’s 2002 expenditures to date. On September 20, 2002,
RCAA invoiced the City $7,000 for services rendered in the third quarter. Finally, on October 14, 2002,
RCAA sent a final, pro rata invoice totaling $1,065.22 for the first 14 days of the fourth quarter.
Attached to this invoice was a letter detailing the services RCAA has rendered on behalf of the City and
copies of several years worth of RCAA newsletters. All of this material has been previously given to
the City Council and is attached to this report for Council’s convenience.

Alternatives
The City Council may elect to pay all, part or none of the billings from RCAA, based upon Council’s

evaluation of the quantity and quality of services performed by RCAA on behalf of the City.

Financial Impact

The total billings amount to $22,065.22. $28,000 was allocated in the 2002 Budget for the RCAA
contract.

Recommendation

None.



AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY OF DES MOINES AND
THE REGIONAL COMMISSION ON AIRPORT AFFAIRS (“RCAA”)
FOR THE YEAR 2002

The CITY OF DES MOINES (" City"), a municipal corporation, and the REGIONAL
COMMISSION ON AIRPORT AFFAIRS (""RCAA") agree as follows:

FACTS AND ASSUMPTIONS

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into on the basis of the following facts and
assumptions:

RCAA is a corporation, incorporated under the Nonprofit Corporations Act of the State of
Washington.

The purpose for which RCAA is organized is to actively oppose the proposed third
runway and related expansion of Seattle-Tacoma International Airport (Sea-Tac Airport) and to
educate the local public concerning the environmental, economic, and social effects.

The RCAA recognizes that the City, in cooperation with the Airport Communities
Coalition (ACC), 1s or may become engaged in litigation with the Port of Seattle, the Federal
Aviation Administration, the Puget Sound Regional Council and others regarding many of the
same issues with which the RCAA is concerned.

For these reasons, the City Council of the City of Des Moines has allocated funds to
contract with RCAA which will be of assistance to the City in regards to the third runway or
expansion of Sea-Tac Airport.

AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES
Accordingly, and in reference to the foregoing, the parties agree as follows:

1. RCAA Responsibilities

(a) RCAA shall provide to the City services which the City may from time to time
require in achieving the goals previously described with regard to the third runway or expansion
of Sea-Tac Airport. These services shall include the following:

e Information booths at public festivals in Burien, Normandy Park, Des Moines,
Federal Way, Tukwila, Beacon Hill, Magnolia and other areas impacted by the
expansion of Sea-Tac Airport,

¢ Schedule monthly citizen involvement activities in Olympia, Seattle, Sea-Tac Airport
and the Greater Puget Sound Region, as necessary;
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e Host town meetings in the Greater Puget Sound Region to inform and educate the
public and elected officials as needed.

e Maintain a web site to provide in-depth and immediate information to the public;
e Publish a quarterly newsletter;

e Recruit new members;

e Expand the mailing list upon request of city councils;

e Send action alerts to all RCAA members as deemed necessary by the RCAA Board of
Directors;

e Placement of informational advertisements as deemed necessary by the RCAA Board
of Directors;

e Conduct elected official outreach at the state, county, and local levels;

e Provide other activities as deemed necessary by city councils;

(b) RCAA shall ensure that all of its activities on behalf of the City are in compliance
with applicable state, federal and Jocal law, including without limitation, any reporting
requirements of the Washington Public Disclosure Commission that are applicable, or in the
future become applicable, to actions or assignments undertaken by RCAA,;

(c) RCAA will at all times maintain accurate and appropriate financial records. At
any time during the term of this Agreement, within seven (7) days of a written request from the
Des Moines Finance Director, RCAA agrees to make available to the City Finance Director for
audit and inspection any and all records maintained by RCAA, including without limitation,
receipts for goods, services, payroll, expenditures, and study costs; and

(d) RCAA will regularly seek contributions through its mailings and public activities.

2- Limitations on RCAA Activities

To ensure that RCAA’s efforts are consistent with and complement the City’s efforts
through the ACC, the RCAA shall not use City funds for the following activities, without the
prior approval of the City:

* Retaining experts or professionals to assist in developing technical information
related to the impacts of Sea-Tac Airport;

e Dissemination of technical reports or other technical information prepared in
contemplation of litigation, or in any manner related to the issues raised (or to be
raised) in ACC litigation;

e Retain any professional or consultant who has been retained by the ACC (unless
approved by the ACC); or
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e Publication (including electronic publication) of any attorney/client privileged
materials prepared for litigation by the ACC, its counsel, consultants, or staff.

3. RCAA Meeting Requirements

An officer of the RCAA shall meet with a member or members of the City staff on a
periodic basis so that the City may provide RCAA with its requirements and RCAA may report
on services rendered.

4. City Responsibilities

In consideration of the services performed by RCAA, the City shall compensate RCAA
in the amount of twenty-eight thousand dollars ($28,000.00) during the year 2002, payable in
four installments, which shall be paid on or before February 15, 2002, May 15, 2002, August 15,
2002, and November 15, 2002, or when otherwise authorized by the City Council..

5. Termination

This contract may be terminated by either party upon thirty (30) days written notice, in
which event RCAA will be entitled to pro rata compensation based on the number of months this
contract has remained in effect and the quantity and quality of services performed by RCAA on
behalf of the City.

6. Independent Contractor, Hold Harmless Agreement

RCAA warrants and understands that in performing services under this agreement, it is an
independent contractor and is not an agent, servant, or employee of the City of Des Moines and it
will not represent itself as such. RCAA agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold the City, its
officers, officials, agents, employees, and volunteers harmless from any claim, damages, suit,
action or liability, costs of expenses in law or equity, including attorney fees and expenses in
defending against any such claim because of damages to property or personal injury arising out
of the services performed under this agreement, which may be occasioned by any willful or
negligent act or omission of RCAA, or any of RCAA’s agents, servants, employees, or
subcontractors, except to the extent such injury is caused by the negligent or willful misconduct
of the City, its directors, officers, agents, servants, or employees.

/4
/4
V4
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7. Ratification, Confirmation, and Retroactive Application.

Any acts consistent with the authority and prior to the effective date of this agreement are
hereby ratified and confirmed. This agreement is effective as of January 1, 2002.

DATED this  \==X_day of T ,2002.
QN
APPROVED AS TO FORM: CITY OF DES MOINES
] =Sce
= { Lo By ‘@f{\(@»& —
Gary N. McLean Robert L. Olander
City Attorney Its City Manager

REGIONAL COMMISSION ON
AIRPORT AFFAIRS

By_ (LAt :,'F\:,L/ eV Lr
Its President :

CONTRACT:RCAA 2002; 12/07/01



MEMORANDUM

Date: October 30, 2002

To: City Council
From: City Manager/

Subject: Information from RCAA Regarding Services Provided in and Billings for 2002
cc: City Attorney

Attached is information that I have received from the RCAA regarding the services that
they have provided to the City of Des Moines in 2002. Also attached are copies of their
quarterly billing statements for the first three quarters of 2002 and a prorated bill for the
first two weeks of October. An item has been placed on the November 14, 2002, City
Council meeting agenda to discuss RCAA’s billings and to allow the City Council to
decide if the services rendered meet the terms of the contract between the City and
RCAA.
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ADMINISTRATION
21630 11TH AVENUE SOUTH, SUITE A
DES MOINES, WASHINGTON 98198-6398
(206) 878-4595  T.D.D.: (206) 824-6024  FAX: (206) 870-6540

AR A,

October 29, 2002

Lawrence J. Corvari, President

Regional Commission on Airport Affairs
19000 Fourth Avenue S.W.

Normandy Park, WA 98166

Dear Mr. Corvari:

Thank you for your letter of October 14, 2002, providing the requested information
concerning RCAA services. The City of Des Moines will determine its 2002 payment to
RCAA for all time periods prior to termination of the 2002 contract, including the first
two quarters of 2002 that were first billed to the City on September 6, 2002, under the
termination provision of the contract. That language specifically states that:

RCAA will be entitled to pro rata compensation based on the number of
months this contract has remained in effect and the quantity and quality
of services performed by RCAA on behalf of the City.

We expect that the City Council will consider this issue on November 14, 2002. T invite

a representative of RCAA to address the Council during the discussion on this issue.
Please advise me who will represent RCAA at the November 14 meeting.

Thank you again for your response to my letter. Please let me know if you have any
questions.

Sincerely, //:

Tony Piasecki
City Manager

TP:sb
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@ Printed on Recycled Paper



City of Des Maotnes

ADMINISTRATION
21630 11TH AVENUE SOUTH, SUITE A
DES MOINES, WASHINGTON 98198-6398
(206) 878-4595  T.D.D.: (206) 824-6024 FAX: (206) 870-6540

September 10, 2002

Lawrence J. Corvari, President
RCAA

19900 Fourth Avenue SW
Normandy Park, WA 98166

Dear Mr. Corvari:

The City Council of the City of Des Moines, at its September 5, 2002 meeting, directed that the
City terminate its contract with RCAA. In accordance with Paragraph 5 of the contract between
the City and RCAA, you are hereby notified that the City terminates its contract with RCAA,
effective October 14, 2002. This termination date provides you with thirty days written notice of
termination, as required by the contract, counted as required by Civil Rule 6.

Under Paragraph 5 of the contract, upon termination of the contract, RCAA is “entitled to pro
rata compensation based on the number of months this contract has remained in effect and the
quantity and quality of services performed by RCAA on behalf of the City.” To permit the City
to comply with this provision, please provide the City with a final billing by October 1, 2002, for
services provided through October 14, 2002, giving both a pro rata calculation and detailed
identification of services provided and dates of services, for January 1, 2002 through October 14,
2002. In order to allow the City to evaluate the “quantity and quality of services,” in addition
please provide a detailed identification of services provided, and dates of services, under the
2001 contract with the City. The City acknowledges that on September 6, 2002, you provided us
with a billing for the first two quarters of 2002. The City requests that you provide us with the
additional detailed information requested in this letter for both 2001 and 2002, in order to
facilitate our timely final payment under the contract.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

(v

Tony Piasecki
City Manager

TP/LAM:vs

Cc:  Linda A. Marousek, City Attorney

W101:RCAA/02-057
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Regional Commission

14 ber 20 on Airport Affairs
October 2002 222222
19900 4th Ave SW
Normandy Park, WA 98166
(206) 824-3120
. . FAX (206) 824-3451
Tony Piaseck1 (204)
City Manager <rcaa@earthlink.net>
City of Des Moines WWW,ICaanews.org

21630 Eleventh Ave. So., Suite A
Des Moines, Washington 98198-6398

Re: RCAA billings to Des Moines:
Dear Mr Piasecki:

Please find enclosed for staff review & Council action our invoice for
services for the fourth quarter, 2002, totaling $1,065.22. The computation
leading to this figure is shown on the invoice itself. Given that our
services are continuous & ongoing, we believe that the appropriate method
for computing the amount due us per contract for the fourth quarter is
simply to prorate the quarterly payment of $7,000 between days when the
contract was in force (1-14 October), and the balance of the quarter. Your
letter of 10 September, terminating the contract, asked for this
computation specifically. While your letter terminating the contract asked
for this billing by 1 October, our leadership has felt that it was
inappropriate to submit a final bill before the terminal date, and our Office
Administrator has discussed this with you, to, we believe, mutual
agreement.

Your letter also asks for “detailed identification of services provided and
dates of services, for January 1, 2002 through October 14, 2002”. We
trust that RCAA’s services for the first three quarters of 2002, for which
invoices are outstanding and unpaid, are not in dispute. There has been
not the slightest hint of dissatisfaction with those services. Accordingly,
we assume that the invoices for the first three quarters are being processed
for timely payment, and that the request for a delineation of services
during those quarters is only made to permit a basis for comparing prior
services with services provided in the period 1-14 October.

% %k k ok %

It is appropriate to state at the outset that RCAA has provided the same
services, in the same way, during the period 1-14 October, as during the
period 1 January 2002 to 30 September 2002, and that services provided in
the Year 2002 are very similar to those provided in Year 2001.

The services provided by RCAA to Burien, Des Moines, and Normandy
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RCAA

Tony Piasecki
Re: Final Billing
14 October 2002
Page 2

Park under its three separate but virtually identical contracts with those cities are generally of an
indirect nature.

By that, I mean that instead of, say, providing material goods for the City’s use, or performing
consultant services direct to the City (as an engineer might do with respect to a proposed capital
improvement), we provide services to the general public and others for the advantage of the City.

Purpose of services. As is said in the contract, RCAA’s work is intended to “be of assistance to
the City 1n regards to the proposed third runway and related expansion of Sea-Tac Airport”. A
list of activities that RCAA can engage in under this rubric is found in Paragraph 1(a) of the
basic contract. And, naturally, we engage in other actions & activities in support of the no-third-
runway position, though they are not listed per se in the contract. Generally, we have accepted
the guidance of the Airport Communities Coalition in many of these day-to-day activities,
tailoring our work to dovetail with theirs, and to be supportive of their rdle as the principal
opponent of the runway project. Most our services can best be described as public-involvement
and public-relations activities, premised on opposition to the third-runway project at Sea-Tac
Airport, and other expansion projects there. Opposition to Sea-Tac expansion, and particularly,
opposition to the third-runway proposal, has been this organization’s focus since its founding,
and that was the focus throughout 2002 — which is not just our position but is the position of the
City of Des Moines, the other contracting cities, our friends & supporters, our affiliated
organizations, and the Airport Communities Coalition.

Continuous services. Some of RCAA’s services are provided day & night, week in & week out
(*365/24/77). This is particularly true of our pioneering website, which is the first great airport-
concern website run by a citizen group. It is available for use by anyone any time. The website
requires the services of a consultant webmaster, supported by information continuously fed to
her by members of our Board, interested members of the public, and our Office Administrator.
The website contains an ever-growing accumulation of Sea-Tac information that is difficult —
perhaps impossible — to obtain elsewhere. Also provided 365/7/24 is our telephone answering
service, by which we field public inquiries about Sea-Tac issues — many of them referred to us
by staff of the contracting cities.

Work-day services. Some of our services are provided four days a week: Our office is open for
regular business hours four days a week, with contract staff on duty to field phone, FAX, e-mail
& in-person requests for information from contracting cities, ACC staff & consultants, other
agencies, and the general public. In recent years, our office has received many requests for
assistance in research and documentation from the ACC’s attorneys and consultants, and from
leadership, attorneys, and consultants of Citizens Against Sea-Tac Expansion, both of which
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Tony Piasecki
Re: Final Billing
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have been actively involved in third-runway litigation on behalf of the ACC cities and the
general public. We maintain extensive archives of relevant information and a library now
occupying two rooms. Access to these resources is available during office hours to the public
(but around the clock to our Board members, and as needed at any time by appointment through
our contract staff).

After hours. Our Office Administrator reminds me that he handles a good volume of e-mail
traffic outside of normal business hours for our Board and our affiliated organizations — this is a
seven-day-a-week activity. He is not alone in this — our Board members are in touch with one
another & with staff & consultants without regard to formal business hours. Urgent matters are
dealt with urgently. The Administrator also reviews several e-mail publications relating to
airport issues on a seven-day-a-week basis, & passes along items of interest to Board members,
other volunteers, and affiliated organizations, and on occasion to news media.

Periodic services. Some of our services might be said to be provided periodically, although their
impact is spread over long time periods. This category includes our (former) print newsletters
and our present web letters. We published a quarterly print newsletter, focused on Sea-Tac
issues, for several years, mailing to an extensive list. About 6000 Des Moines households
received the newsletter regularly. Until we cut off Federal Way mailings, total distribution ran to
about 40,000, and thereafter, to about 28,000. These newsletters went to all members of the
Legislature, to the Congressional delegation & relevant staff, and to all voting members of the
Puget Sound Regional Council, as well as the general public (some sample copies of the print
newsletter are enclosed). There is further discussion of newsletters below.

Water-quality consultant. As you will note in reviewing our financial reports for Years 2001 and
2002 (previously furnished), a large item of expense for us in the last couple of years has been
the services of our outstanding water-quality consultant. He has been a critical link in the
technical arguments on our side of the third-runway administrative proceedings and associated
litigation, with respect to environmental issues. His work has been significant in support of both
the Airport Communities Coalition and C.A.S.E. (Citizens Against Sea-Tac Expansion) in this
complex & highly technical effort. He has kept a watchful eye on how the Airport impacts Des
Moines Creek -- rather a direct benefit to the City of DM. (We are not aware of anyone on your
staff with these duties and expertise.) He reviews almost every water-quality document that is
issued by any party — most importantly in the last few weeks, the drafis of the proposed renewal
permit for the Airport under sec. 402 of the Clean Water Act (“NPDES permit”), & the Port’s
voluminous comments on the drafts. He is a key member of the Technical Committee. He is
invaluable to us in preparing for the forthcoming hearing on the renewal. All of these services
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have been continuous and ongoing.

Web-based Newsletters. As you may be aware, our Board made a decision some months ago to
switch to a different form of newsletter. 'I'his was not only a cost-cutting measure (postage costs
are accelerating) but also the result of a prolonged Board review of the effectiveness, as well as
timeliness, of this method of reaching the public with the Sea-Tac runway message. So, we now
issue a “webletter”, a less formal, and very timely, newsletter that is posted monthly on our
website, with an e-mail alert sent to our e-mail lists at the time of posting. The first of these was
posted in mid-August, the second, in mid-September, and the editors and the chairman of the
Board’s Communications Committee are at work on the third, scheduled for issuance on or about
24 October.

Episodic services. Some of our services are episodic, especially “Action Alerts”. As occasion
requires, we send out mailings to interested people about special events of interest, such as the
various public hearings on the JARPA (sec. 401.404) applications, and the efforts of Mr Hopkins
to revive the ill-fated Des Moines conveyor-belt proposal. In the last few months, we set aside
funds for an Action Alert on the long-expected public hearing for a new sec. 402 (“NPDDES”)
permit for Sea-Tac Airport, and Board, staff, and consultant time has been expended in preparing
for that Alert and for the public hearing.

Services to individuals. Some services are provided to specific persons. These include:
e Dealing with noise & flight-corridor inquiries

e Requests for information and research assistance, primarily from ACC’s lawyers and
consultants in the last few months, but also from the general public. Here’s a comment
that came in (unsolicited) the other day from a member of the public:

| personally have benefited greatly from RCAA's resources and from Chas' Insights
{“chas” refers to our Office Administrator]. The mailed newsletter was extremely
helpful to me as a newcomer to this area to understand just what was going on.

(Maintaining an office with staff has been essential to our mission of building support for the
runway position of the ACC cities.)

e Working with beat reporters. RCAA is recognized as a source for information on Sea-
Tac related issues, se we receive some independent inquiries from various print media.
In addition, we pass along news tips and formal news releases to the local dailies and to
the national e-mail airport-interest publications, all in aid of the no-third-runway effort.

k %k ok sk ok
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With respect to all of these activities, it has not been practical to engage in highly detailed
accounting exercises, to allocate each hour of volunteer, staff, or consultant time to a particular
category of activity, & then allocate the benefits of that activity as between the City of Des
Moines on the one hand, other cities on the other, not to speak of the general public. To date,
this has not been a requirement from any of the contracting cities.

We do track expenditures for special projects — like our recent aerial photography of various Sea-
Tac construction sites (not available for inspection on the ground). We cannot (without a huge
amount of new work) produce an accounting, hour by hour, for all of the time of Board
members, other volunteers, contract staff, and other consultants. As is the case in any
organization, a good deal of the expenses goes to overhead — phones, publications, contract staff.
And there are services that are difficult to categorize — staff attendance at Port Commission
meetings; Technical Committee members’ meeting with the Army Corps of Engineers or the
Department of Ecology; testimony at hearings; formal written comments on a variety of
Airport-related issues; staff support to member groups — to mention just a few such activities.

The Board believes that it is not readily feasible to draw a distinction — which would be utterly
artificial — between activities & expenditures that benefit the City of Des Moines separate and
apart from benefit to the other contracting cities. For example, we made, at their request, a large
contribution to the radio advertising campaign that ACC mounted earlier in the year. (This
shows up in the accounting report that we sent you a few weeks back.) But how would one
allocate the benefit of that expenditure as between the three cities? The cities’ representative, the
ACC, asked for the help; we provided it as part of the common effort.

I trust that you, your staff, & Council will find this sufficiently responsive to your inquiry. If
not, please advise,

Yours sincerely,

Lawrence
President

Encls: Final invoice; sample print news letters

L02-287-1, -2 (DM)



REGIONAL COMMISSION ON AIRPORT AFFAIRS

19900 4th S.W.
Normandy Park, Washington
98166-4043
Telephone: 206.824.3120
FAX: 206.824.3451
E-mail: rcaa@earthlink.net

STATEMENT

14 October 2002

City of Des Moines
21630 11™Ave. So.
Des Moines, Washington 98198-6838

RE: Services, portion, fourth quarter, 2002
As per contract between RCAA and the City of Des Moines

Normal quarterly payment per contract, $7000
Fourth quarter, 92 days

Contract days, 14

Percentage, 15.2

Prorated amount due: 0.152 x 7000 = $1065.22

Amount due:

$1065.22

INV02-03-CM
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Port of Seattle: Runway
Foes Chosen To Challenge

Incumbents i

The third runway is emerging as i
an issue in Porct Commission elections. z?
: ) 5

In the primary election on 18 Sep- |
tember, two announced opponents of ‘i

third-runway construction at Sea-Tac
Airport were selected by voters to op-
pose incumbent Port Commissioners
in the general election.
_ For Position 3, Richard Pope re-
ceived 42,317 votes, and will face in-
: cumbent Paige Miller (with 87,662
votes). Two other challengers received
a total of 30,716 votes. Mr Pope ar- (&
tributed a good part of Ms Miller’s 4
. support to endorsements by Demo- i
= éraﬁc Party groups.
In the Position 4 race, incumbent
Pac Davis received fewer votes than
the combined opposition. Christo-
pher R. Cain will oppose her in the 6
November election. Ms Davis re-
ceived 67,844 votes, Mr Cain, 39,488,
Jake Jacobovitch, 29,187, and Al Yuen,
20,055. The Post-Intelligencer’s elec-
tion coverage erroneously reported
. that Mr Cain was not an active candi-
date; and did not even mention that
" hewould be on the November ballo,
Ms Davis’ share of the vote (less than
44 percent) shows that the long-time
incumbent is in serious difficulry.
Only two candidates filed for the
i seat now held by Jack Block—Mr
. Block and Lawrence Malloy. Their
names will appear on the general-elec-
tion ballot. Mr Malloy is a very keen
supporter of the third runway. Mr
Block has been known to express an
occasional doubr.

Highline Area Races
In the Highline area, all candidaces
for City Council posts in Normandy £

Patk and Burien are opposed to the
Sea-Tac third-runway project, & the
runway s not an issue at this time in
the city of SeaTac.

In Des Moines, there are clear dif-
ferences between the finalists on this
issue. At present, all members of the
Des Moines Council oppose the run-
way project & are supporters of the

Continued on page 2

Highline School Bonds
Story on page 2.

ALKy £y W o e,

WHAT

Two weeks after the attacks on the World Trade
Center & the Pentagon, Congress was forced to
bail out the airlines to the tune of $15 billion.
Some industry-watchers claim business will rebound
quickly once people relax a lictle. Others, how-
ever, point out that the airlines were in big finan-
cial trouble before the Trade Center disaster be-
cause of a persistent drop in business travellers.
This part of the problem, they argue, is likely to
persist for a very long time, even if the public re-
gains its confidence. The airlines themselves and
Boeing seem to fall in to the latter camp, laying off
tens of thousands.

Additional security needs will have a huge im-
pact on airports. Some may never re-open. All of
this affects airport expansion projects planned across
the country, which are dependant on industry prof-
its and customer demand. Sea-Tac’s expansion is
one of the most expensive in the country and will
likely take some major cuts.

At many aitports across the U.S., expansion
projects are in serious jeopardy, as the money
streams dry up. The immediate impacts are two-

NOW?

fold: first, fewer travellers means less money col-
lected from passenger facility charges (PFCs), &
second, insolvent airlines cannot meet their lease
payments to airports. Third, revenues from the fed-
eral tax on aviation fuel & other taxes on air travel
will start to fall. FAA’s granes for airport construc-
tion come from these taxes.

Here’s what is happening at some representa-
tive airports.

Tiwin Cities (Minneapolis - St. Paul, Minne-
sota). The St. Paul Pioneer Press reported on 22
September that the balance of a $2.7 billion ex-
pansion project at the Minneapolis-St. Paul Air-
port was at risk. To balance its budget the airport
is likely to cut capital costs. Of the $2.7 billion
expansion project, becween $1.75 billion and $2
billion already has been spent or committed.

San Francisco. According to the San Mateo
Daily Journal (20 September), the terrorist attacks
may impact the decision whether or not ro pro-
ceed with expansion at San Francisco. (The air-
port wants to fill in a big piece of the San Francisco

Bay to make new land for the runway.)
Continued on page 3

ACC Blasts DOE Process,
Appeals to State Pollution Board

On August 10 the state Department of Ecology
{DOE) issued a Section 401 water quality certifi-
cation for the third runway project. This is the
third attemnpt by the Port to get its 401 approval.
This process has been watched with concern by
people in the airport communities ever since DOE
reassigned the lead analyst, Tom Luster, to “more
pressing projects”, hired Port consultants as “inde-
pendent” technical reviewers, and “negotiated” the
certificate in meetings chaired by a mediator paid
for by the Porc. (See 774 Summer 2001, p.5.) The
Airport Communities Coalition (ACC) has ap-
pealed the decision and asked for a stay. The hear-
ing on the stay is scheduled for mid-October 2001,
but no schedule for the main appeal has been set.

The 401 decision is a one-time opportunity for
the State to determine whether the third runway
meets applicable state aquatic resource regulations.
These regulations cover areas such as fill,
stormwater discharges, decreased streamflow,
groundwater, water quality in the streams, and
wetland health. By law, the Port must demonstrate
that there is “reasonable assurance” that construc-

tion and the third runway itself will not violate
State water quality standards.

Affidavics from experts in support of ACC’s ap-
peal point out that the Port did not even provide
the information necessary to decide if applicable
water quality standards could be met, much less
reasonable assurance that they would be met. For
example, instead of requiring a plan showing that
the Port can prevent transport of contaminated
groundwater through old utility corridors under
the airport, DOE will allow the Port to submit the
plan GO days affer the issuance of the certification.
This, despite the fact thar the Port has had years to
come up with a plan, but has failed. ACC’s lawyers
point out that this gerrymandering of the require-
ments also destroys the public’s legal right to com-
ment on the plan.

In some instances, the Port provided conflict-
ing information. For example, different Port re-
ports claim that water behind the 150-foot high
retaining wall, the “Great Wall of Sea-Tac”, will
transport through the wall, be diverted under the
wall, or be collected behind the wall for later dis-

Continued on page 7
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Highline Schools, Port
Agree to Noise Pacl

Settlement may have been reached in
the long-running dispute berween the
Highline School District and the Porr of
Seattle about mitigation of jet—plane noise
in classrooms, a development welcomed
by the Regional Commission on Airport
Affairs (RCAA).

In 2 “memorandum of understand-
ing” between the District, the Port, Gov.
Gary Locke, and U.S. Rep. Adam Smith
(D-9), sources for up to $200 million in
noise-mitigation money were identified, &
the parties agreed to enter into a more-
detailed agreement by 31 December.

Port Doubles Its Offer

In a breakthrough, the Port agreed to
contribute up to $50 million of its own
money. Previously, the Port had only of-
fered $40 or $50 million that it might re-
ceive from the Federal Aviarion Adminis-
tration for noise mitigation. Highline
School District will put up $50 million, to

Continued on page 6

IG To Audit

Runway Costs

The Office of the Inspector General
of the U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion and U.S. Rep. Adam Smith (D-9)
have announced that the staff of the In-
spector General will analyze the current
estimated costs and soutces of funding for
the third-runway project at Sea—Tac. The
audit will also cover 13 other major run-
way projects in the U.S. that are sched-
uled for completion by 2007.

Rep. Smith seeks a broader review
of the third runway. He is pressing the
Inspector General to report on the viola-
tion of a major condition in the Governor’s
certificate to the U.S. DOT that runway
construction would not violate water—
quality standards. He also has suggested
that the Port of Seattle is not in compli-
ance with fiscal standards for federally—
assisted projects because it does not have
a budger for the third runway—no cur-
rent cost estimates & no complete financ-
ing plan.

Ciritics of the runway project won-
der if the Inspector General can obtain
from the Port what no—one else has been
able to get: a complete, current cost esti-
mate, and a description of a realistic fi-
nancing plan.

Port Announces New $3 Billion
Terminal for Sea—Tac Airport

On 8 May, the Port of Seattle Commission
approved final design and funding fora $94 million
upgrade of the main terminal at Sea-Tac Airport.

Construction work on the project is to begin in a
year. The renovated terminal is scheduled for a
grand re—opening in September 2004.

The airport also has pending a project for
expansion of its south terminal, at a cost of $375
million.

On 26 June, Port staff presented the Port
Commission with its preliminary plans for a new
north terminal, to be located about 1300 yards
north of the existing main terminal. The cost esti-
mate for this project is $3 billion. Planners told
the Commission that a detailed cost analysis would
be available in about two years.

Bells, Whistles, and Gold-Plating

Included in this project would be expansion
of the existing northern satellite terminal, one new
‘people mover’, two new parking garages, and three
new concourses, with a light—rail station as an op-

tion as well. The cost includes removal and reloca-
tion of two freeways, and relocation of several cargo
operations. According to the Port’s planners, this
third terminal is needed in order to accommodate
a predicted increase in passenger traffic. The present
main terminal was planned for 25 million travel-
lers a year, and the new terminal is needed for the
additional 11 million increase expected by the year
2010. Staff expects construction to start in the
year 2004 and to be complete in 2014,

No firm sources of funding were identified by
staff. One major component of funding for airport
capital projects is revenue from tenant airlines. The
Port has been in private negotiations with major
airline tenants for a new master lease agreement
since spring 2000. The present leases expire at the
end of this year, and the Port wants hefty increases
in rent from the airlines. The airlines are being
asked to give up their present powers to contro!
use of their lease payments.

Runway Safety Worries Mount

Veteran Pilot Says Wall 100

Close, Incursions Dangerous

Airline pilot Sven Holm, who recently re-
tired as chief pilot for Northwest Airlines, raised a
series of concerns about the safety of the proposed
third runway at Sea—Tac Airport in a letter to the
Seartle Post—Intelligencer published on 20 June. He
warned that careful pilots may refuse to use the
runway.

Among the safety hazards, Capt. Holm
pointed out the much higher risk of a “runway
incursion” (on—the—ground collision of aircraft)
with the proposed configuration of three parallel
runways. The environmental impact statement for
the runway project estimated that this risk would
increase by 21 percent, though others have put the
risk higher.

Another concern was the closeness of the run-
way to the edge of the embankment which drops
170 feet. To gain a 2500—foot separation between
the new runway and the existing main runway, the
Port must lay down 19.84 million cubic yards of
fill, to extend the present level ground westward.
The new runway would, according to Capt. Holm,
be perilously close to the edge that embankment.

Continued on page 6

Inspector General Says U.S.
Incursion Problems Too Risky

“Further actions are needed to reduce run-
way incursions”, Congress was told on 26 June by
Kenneth M. Mead, Inspector General of the U.S.
Department of Transportation. Runway incursions
are incidents on the runway that create a collision
hazard. The number of these incidents in the U.S.
grew by 48 percent from 1997 to 2000, with a 25
percent spurt between 1999 and 2000, according
to a study released by the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration just a few days before Mr Mead’s testi-
mony.

While many of the incidents pose only slight
risk of a collision, Mr Mead noted that there is a
significant number of close calls. Of these, 63 per-
centinvolved ar least one commercial aircraft where
the potential loss of life is high.

FAA Rapped

Primary responsibility for reducing incursions
rests on the FAA. Inspector General Mead said “it
is apparent that FAA’s efforts, along with those of
the aviation industry and airports are nort suffi-
cient. The number of runway incursions continues
to go in the wrong direction.” He called for “strong

Continued on page 6
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Runway Safety
Challenged

Pilots and aviation experts raised eye-
brows at the public hearings commenting
on difficult safety problems caused by al-
most-vertical walls along the west side and
by the need to cross two active runways to

reach the terminal. See Page 4.

A Highline student

speaks:

Hi, 'm Maria W.

I represent KIK, the kids at the
Highline School District. When I go to
my school and can’t hear my teacher, when
I walk outside my door and smell jet fuel,
I think, we need to move away from this
stupid airport. But I love my school. T can’t
move.

When I swing by Miller Creek and see
the dying salmon, when I watch the big
dump trucks filling in the headwaters of
my creek, I think, we need to move away
from this stupid airport. But I love my
friends. I can’t move.

When I know cancer rates are much
higher and I visit my Grandpa in Burien
dying of cancer T think, we need to move
away from this stupid airport. But I love
my family here. I can't move.

Then my Mom says the Port guys are
going to build another runway. They're go-

Continued on page 6

Port Out Of Money??
Audit Ordered

On 25 May 1999, the Department of
Ecology issued an agreed order under the
Model Toxics Control Act, requiring the
Port of Seattle to complete a “Phase I”
groundwater study and to issue a report
on results by 22 December 1999. Accord-
ing to Greg Wingard, Director of Waste
Action Project {(and consultant to RCAA),
the Port has not only has failed to com-
plete the study but has stopped all work
on it because they claim there is no more
money in the budget (a large part of which
was a grant from Ecology). An audit is un-
derway to determine if the Port mis-spent
the funds for the study.

Observers wonder if this is the way
the Port plans to keep mitigation promises
made to DOE and the Corps of Engineers

in order to get wetlands permits.

.‘I
i
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Third Wetlands Hearings
Highlight Runway Problems

Nort once, not twice, but three times, the Port
of Seattle, owner-operator of Sea-Tac Airport, has
sought official permission to destroy wetlands with
its third-runway construction project west of the
existing airport. And three times the community
has turned out in great strength to tell the regulat-
ing agencies that this is a bad idea——bad for the
environment, bad for people—and wasteful. Each
of the first two applications had to be withdrawn,
re-written, and resubmitted, because of fatal flaws.

On 26 and 27 January, the Army Corps of
Engineers and the Department of Ecology held
hearings on the latest proposal submitted by the

nearly one hundred speakers tell the agencies about
their concerns with the proposal. Most of the 117
speakers were in opposition, citing numerous is-
sues—airport safety, damage to local streams, con-
cerns with the environmental mitigation plans, tack
of community mitigation, and, over and over again,
the problems posed by the four vertical embank-
ment walls.
—Against—

In their five-minute comments, a stream of
residents and local elected officials carried a few
basic messages to the two regulatory agencies.

* The environmental planning is questionable

:
Port. Hundreds of residents in attendance heard  and incomplete in many details, especially as to
Continued on page 2
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Hiustration prepared from from written testimony of Dr. Stephen Hockaday for Airport Communities Coaltion showing a large
body jet at the edge of the third runway runway safety area, 100 ft. from the 153 ft. high “mechanically stabilized wall” over

Miller Creek.

Earthquake Raises Airport Seismic Safety Issues

Planners at Seattle-Tacoma Internatonal Air-
port have a grand vision: nearly 30 million tons of
third-runway fill placed on 18 acres of wetlands,
and held in place by gravity, compaction, wire mesh,
and an array of concrete blocks.

People downstream from Sea-Tac Airport have
another vision: nearly 30 million tons of fill—and
a great amount of runway concrete—cascading
toward Puget Sound when the next big near-sur-
face earthquake strikes the Puget Sound Region.
The Seartle Fault is runs just North of the Airport.

Western Washington’s most recent earthquake,
on 28 February, showed dramatically that airport
planning and construction techniques are not ad-
equate to withstand the known seismic hazards in
the Puget Sound. Boeing Field’s main runway
(buile on fill) broke up in places, so that the airport
had to be closed. Sea-Tac Airport’s control tower
was knocked out of operation by damage. Yet, the
quake was the least damaging of the three types of
quakes: surface, tectonic-plate movements, and

deep “slab™ quakes. Continued on page 3
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What Killed
The Fish?

Starting on October 31, and con-
tinuing into December, dozens of seem-

" ingly-healthy adult Coho salmon have

died in Miller Creek, before spawning,
' Stream-side residents have watched (and

filmed) Coho struggling to breathe. Pre-
liminary laboratory exams have not re-
vealed any obvious causes of death, al-
though suspicion nawrally falls on pol-
lutants thar might come from asewage-
treatment plant nearby or from Sea-Tac

~ Airport, at the headwaters of the creck.
- Shortly before the first kills, the Airport

. experienced an overflow from its settling

ponds upstream. Locals strongly suspect
Airport-related pollution as the cause of
the unusual fish kill.

This winter’s run of returning salmon
was one of the strongest in recent
memory (bearing out the contention
that Miller Creek is indeed an historic

. salmon stream).

No E?loa.f;]planes for
Seattle
Waterfront
Seattle’s downtown waterfront is no

. long threatened by increased noise from

a proposed floatplane base near Pier 54
(Ivars). Faced with strong opposition,

© floatplane operator Kenmore Air has

withdrawn its application for a City-is-
sued shorelines permit. The Seattle City
Council has put a moratorium on appli-
cations while it looks at the whole issue.

Kenmore had planned as many as
16,000 sightseeing flight operations

.. during the summer tourist season. Two

‘. downtown Seattle residential associa-

tions, and the Washington State ferry
system, were concerned with impacts of
the proposal, and appealed the City-

granted permit to the Shorelines Man-

- agement Hearings Board. Kenmore and

¢ Ivar’s then withdrew the application, not

2 wishing to “go out and fight the pub-
s lic,” as Robert Munro, owner of

Kenmore, put it.
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CROWD PACKS SEA-TAC
WETLANDS HEARING

On November 3, a crowd of more than 500
people overdlowed the auditorium at Foster High
School in Tukwila for a hearing on the revised
application of the Port of Seattle for permission
to destroy 18-plus acres of wetlands as part of
its third-runway project.

Both the Department of Ecology and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers must determine
that there will be no needless, unmitigated im-
pacts on wetlands and wildlife before they can
give permission for the Port to begin construc-
tion of the third runway in the headwaters of
Miller and Des Moines Creek, west of the exist-
ing airport. The hearing was sponsored by the

two agencies. The Corps is responsible for clear-
ing the so-called “404” permit, which is needed
to fill any wetland. Ecology is responsible for

issuing a “401” certificate, which concerns the
water quality in State waters, wildlife issues, and
impacts on the coastal zone.

The auditorium was too small for the crowd,
so the fire marshal turned away many latecom-
ers. Only 59 of those who signed up to speak
were called to the podium. Local elected public
officials led off the testimony with vigorous com-
plaints about the over-all project, the details of
the wetlands damage, and the inadequate pro-
cess. Aside from some Port-paid “experts”, al-
most all of the speakers pointed out serious de-
ficiencies in the Port’s revised application.

RCAA President Larry Corvari said after the
hearing, “This huge turn-out shows that oppo-
sition to the third runway and its unacceptable

Continued on page 5

Leschi News

Concerned Highline Residents Sue Water
District To Void Backroom Deal with Airport

Citizens Against Sea-Tac Expansion
(C.A.S.E.), a citizens’ group based in the
Highline area, has sued the Highline Water Dis-
trict and the Port of Seatcle in King County
Superior Court, asking fora declaration voiding
the District’s attempt to transfer water rights to
the Port of Seattle.

According to the complaint, the Water Dis-

trict and the Port of Seattle have secretly made
an agreement to transfer one of the Districts
wells (Well #1) and associated water rights to
the Port. The agreement was never discussed by
the District Commissioners in open session, only
in closed-door meetings. And the agreement’s
terms were kept secret un /tll after the Commis-

Continued on page 6
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KIK Organizes
Students

Maria Wardian, eighth-grade student
at Sylvester Middle School, in the Highline
School District, has started a no-third-run-
way group for students, “KIK” (short for
“Kids Involving Kids™). The grbup’s gdal is
to get “more kids informed about what the
Port of Seattle is doing to us and our fu-
ture”, in terms of water pollution, air pol-
lution; and impacts on schools.

Ms Wardian and fellow students re-
cently attended a meeting of C:A.S.E., and
came away incensed by video recordings of

fish dying in Miller Creek:(one of the area

*screams Hard hit by poﬂutlon from Sea-

Tac Airport) She points out that the same
water that flows down the creek alse finds

~ its way into local drinking-water aquifers.

Demonstration Planned
Maria is working via e-mail to bring
together hundreds of kids later this winter

+ for a demonstration “against the violence

of the Port on our environment and health”.
She is looking for volunteers to act as rep-
resentatives at every area school. Volun-
teets are also needed to hang posters, to
make phone calls, and to spread the word,
as well as telling their own stories on how
the Port is affecting their own lives.
How Sea-Tac Hurts Kids
Jet noise disrupts classrooms in many
schools in -the Highline School District,
and also in South-East Seatde. The pro-
posed third runway at Sea-Tac would bring

. light corrldors closer to several Highline
». schools. There would also be ﬂlghts di-
rectly over elementary schools in South
| Park-and Georgetown, and over Cleveland’

-High School on Beacon Hill. Recent stud-

“les demonstrate that airport noise elevates

blood pressure in children lwmg near the
airports.

Around big airports everywhere, health
data show that more kids have asthma than
kids who live in other areas. Two recent
studies show that airport noise raises per-
sistent blood pressure levels in children
living near airport. Jet exhausts contain
compounds that are known to cause can-
cer. Cancer takes 4 long time to develop,
but every child living near a major airport
—like Sea-Tac—is at risk for life-threat-
ening cancer later in life.

Contact  Maria by e-mail ac
kiktherunway@hotmail.com or by phone
ar 206.244.4888.
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Port Resubmits Permit,
Demands Fast-tracking

As most readers know, on 28 September the
Porr of Seattle formally withdrew its second appli-
cation to the Department of Ecology and to the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for official approval
to destroy weclands west of the present Airport,
and to relocate part of Miller Creek, for its third-
runway project at Sea-Tac Airport.

Under the federal Clean Water Act, the De-
partment of Ecology is charged with determining
whether an applicant’s plan to build in wetlands
provides “reasonable assurance” that State water-
quality criteria will not be violated. The Corps of
Engineers then determines whether the harm to
wetlands is “in the public interest” and otherwise
in compliance with the Clean Water Act. Without
approval from the two agencies, the Port cannot
legally proceed with its third-runway construction
work in the wetlands.

The best way to understand what has happened
is to review the chronology.

29 September 1999. The Port submitted its
second application to the Corps and Ecology, after
having to withdraw its 1997 application because
of gross under-statement of the amount of wet-
lands involved. Ecology had 365 days to pass on
the application. The Engineers had previously an-
nounced thar they would not decide till after Ecol-
ogy had finished its work.

Spring & Summer 2000. Port of Seartle sub-
mitted voluminous revised documents, attempt-
ing to justify the plan, some as late as late August.
Ecology, Engineers, and King County stormwater
experts, as well as experts retained by Airport Com-
munities Coalition, RCAA, and C.A.S.E., raised a
host of questions, many of which remain unre-
solved (even in late November).

28 September 2000. A meeting—not publicly
announced—was held at the office of M.R. (*"Mic”)
Dinsmore, Executive Director of the Port of Se-
attle. Those present included: Joe Dear, the
Governor’s Chief of Staff; Mr Dinsmore; Tom
Fitzsimmons, the head of the Department of Ecol-
ogy; Ray Hellwig, head of the regional office of
Ecology; and others. Mr Dinsmore was a major
fund-raiser for Gov. Gary Locke in the last general
election. The Governor and Ecology have denied
that there is any political pressure in this affair,
though Ecology has been officially warned that
there is interest in this project “at the highest lev-
els” of State government.

The Ecology folks brought with them their draft
letter of decision on the sec. 401 application, dated
that day, and shared it with the others. The letter
flatly denied the application, because of multiple
shortcomings. “At this time, Ecology does not have
reasonable assurance the proposed project will
comply with the applicable federal and state water
quality requirements ... .” The letter referred ques-
tions to Ecology staffer Tom Luster. The letter ac-
knowledged that the Port intended to resubmir,
and pledged to “work with” the Port, and to “pro-
vide guidance to the applicant to help develop
documents with the necessary level of detail and
information for our review.”

What else happened next at that meeting is not
known.

However on that same day (28 September),
the Port announced that it was withdrawing its
applications under sec. 401 and sec. 404 of the
federal Clean Water Act. In a Jetter dated that day

Continued on page 2

June 1999
$773 million 8500” runway,
financing not included

June 1997
$587 million 8500 runway,
financing not included

June 1996
$405 million 8500" runway,

financing not included

Sept 1994
$364 million 8500’ runway,
financing not included

Jan. 1992
$229 million 7000" runway,

financing included

Late this summer, the Port of Seattle began publicly
using the figure of $5.6 billion for the Sea-Tac
Expansion, without mentioning that the entire new
Denver Airport cost their taxpayers around $4.2
billion. See our editorial on page 5.
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Top Environmental
Specialist Leaves Port,
Joins ACC Staff

On 5 July, Barbara Hinkle, Senior Envi- [

ronmental Manager at Sea-Tac Airport, re-
. sponsible for environmental oversight on all

: Airport expansion plans (including the third §

5t

=

runway) left that job to join the staff of the
. Airport Communities Coalition, which is lead-
ing the legal fight against Sea-Tac expansion. §

Ms. Hinkle became disenchanted with the §
mindset within the Airport staff toward the &

environmental rules that airport construction.

" She was quoted ds saying that the Port does [

- not follow through on its own environmental
“ studies. Pressiré from above to “get the job
. done”, regardless of environmental conse-

- quences and applicable laws, was cited as a §

; major factor in Ms Hinkle’s leaving the Port.

" She said, “the pressure to put aside environ- §
mental concerns is growing, and with the §

‘number of projects coming on-line over the

" next several years, I can be more effective at §

* the ACC, for the environment, that 1 ever
could be at the Port of Seattle”.
Announcing her employment change to the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, she
commented that she “could no longer work

within a system that continually turned a deat |
ear toward its obligation of public steward- §

ship.”
. No interchange on SR 509
for third-runway fill
trucks this year

. DPort of Seattle plans to build jts own pri-
* vate interchange on SR 509 at So. 174", for §
. the exclusive use of trucks hauling fill, have §
- been stopped, at least for this year, by actions [

of the Department of Ecology, as the result of

~ strong pressure from the Airport Communi-

- ties Coalition (ACC).

In a sternly-worded letter, Ecology told §
_the Port that the project requires a “major [
modification” of a critical environmental per- #

- mit — a detail that the Port conveniently over- -.‘i:
looked in its planning, In addition, the project &
requires a hydraulic permit from the Depart-

ment of Fish & Wildlife. Ecology also advised §!

the Port that no action should be taken until

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has de-
- cided whether the project falls under the fed- g
eral Clean Water Act (which it does). Con- §
struction was to havé begun on 1 June, ac- E)
. cording a mailing from the Port had written

 to the handful of folks still living in what is f§

* called the “Westside acquisition area”.
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FAA, Port Sued Over Violations of
Federal Endangered Species Act

The federal courts have been asked to order a
halt to all Sea-Tac Airport construction projects
until the Federal Aviation Administration has com-
pleted formal “consultations” with federal fish and
wildlife agencies, as required by the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). If endangered species exist in
or near an area where a federal agency is sponsor-
ing or funding a project, the sponsoring agency
must complete a “consultation” with federal wild-
life agencies as to the need for special protections
before allowing work to begin (or to continue).

The endangered sea bird, the marbled
murrelet, has been recently sighted within two
two miles of the Airport by Audobon Society
observers. Endangered chinook salmon are

known to spawn in the Green River, which re-
ceives Airport run-off water via Gilliam Creek,
a tributary of the Green; juvenile chinook have
been observed in the upper reaches of Gilliam
by a City of Tukwila fish biologist. Whether
chinook could spawn in Miller Creek is disputed.
There is no dispute that bull trout, also listed,
and coho, cut-throat, and other salmonid fish
occur in local streams.

When advised of these concerns by the Air-
port Communities Coalition (ACC), the FAA
sought to brush off the legal requirements. Corre-
spondence and negotiations have not persuaded
the FAA that it, too, is bound by federal law, and

Continued on page 6
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Photo of Clmn f l/ taken Wednesday, Auguyt 9 2000 on S. 192nd
Street, near the entrance to the Tyee Golf Course. See story, p. 4

Agencies Talk Tough As Deadlines Loom
Over Sea-Tac Third Runway Project

As this issue of Truth in Aviation heads roward
the printer, major deadlines loom over the Sea-
Tac third-runway project. By 28 September, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is to rule on the
application of the Port of Seattle to fill in wet-
lands (a “section 404” permit). The Engineers are
waiting for a ruling by the Department of Ecology
as to whether the Ports project will meet water-
quality standards (“section 401 certificate”). Ecol-
ogy has given the Port till 5 September to file all
complete, accurate documents in support of its
plan. Ecology has pledged to issue its ruling by
Friday, 8 September.

Ecology has repeatedly told the Port and its

major water-qua]ity consultant, Parametrix, Inc.,

about grave deficiencies in the supporting techni-
cal studies. On 11 August, the Corps of Engineers
sent a 3-page letter covering a 19-page memoran-
dum, pointing out in detail a long list of errors,
inaccuracies, and so on in the paperwork filed
with the Corps, and demanding that everything
be tidied up as soon as possible.

The Engineers are plainly dissatisfied with the
documents already submitted, and they are, in
essence, demanding a major re-write. They po-
litely say chat the final document “will require
some rethinking and the provision of a rationale
and much added detail”. They “look forward to

receiving a comprehensive, better-organized and

Continued on page 6



s Tt

IN
BRIEF

The Decade
In Review

It's been over ten years since
the Port first decided to try to
expand Sea-Tac, including a third
runway. What’s the outlook for
this huge project?

See article on page 2

¢« Seattle Neighborhood

Sues King County

'The Georgetown neighborhood

“in Seattle has sued the County
~over failure to write .an EIS for
~King County Airport expansion.

See article on page 4

Floatplane Hearing Set

On Wednesday, February 24,
at 5:30 p.m. in the City Council
Chambers (Municipal Building
4th & Cherry, 9th floor) a Seattle
City Council Committee will hold
a public hearing on the temporary
moratorium on seaplane opera-
tions or facilities on the downtown
Seattle waterfront. The proposal
forbids issuance of permits for

* seaplane operations on the Down-

town harborfront, pending further

+ study. The application of Kenmore

Air is unaffected.

CASE Election

The following are the newly
elected officers of C.A.S.E. for
1999:

Larry and Candy Corvari—Co-

presidents

Arlene Brown and Claudio

Parazzoli—Co-Viceé Presidents

Wally Meyers—Treasurer.

The post.of Secretary remains
to be filled. Board Members in-
clude: Audrey Richter, Pat
Pompeo, Helen Kludt, Peg
Springer, Minnie Brasher, Deb
Wagner, Rod Blalock, Jim
Bartlemay, and Dan Caldwell (a
new member).
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Conveyor Belt Issue Stirs Crowd

On January 14, an overflow crowd
attended the Des Moines City Council
meeting to express continued opposition
to a proposal to construct a five-mile
conveyor belt over the Des Moines beach,
up through Beach Park to Sea-Tac Air-
port. The purpose of the conveyor belt
would be to haul 18 million cubic yards
(27 million tons) of fill for the third run-
way from Maury Island to the Airport.
The proposal was thought a dead issue
when the Port’s own poll last year
showed that Des Moines residents op-
posed it by nearly two to one.

The idea apparently revived when
one Port commissioner opined that the
Des Moines City Council could be bought
off. In December, the Port put out “feel-
ers” to ACC about discussions of a pos-
sible settlement, in hopes that the Port

could cut a deal to make a large cash
payment to Des Moines or ACC in re-
turn for approval of the conveyor and
dropping all lawsuits.

Although Des Moines is a member
of ACC, the ACC cannot commit the city
to any deal nor can it bind citizens groups
involved in the runway fight. At the

(Continued on page 6)

Hearing to be Held
The public hearing on the conveyor
belt E.1.S. may be held as early as
mid-March. Check the RCAA
website www.rcaanews.org/ or with
the RCAA office by phone (824-3120)
for time, date, & place.

Third Runway Still "No Go”
As Wetlands Stall Project

Sea-Tac’s third-runway project re-
mains at a total standstill, while the
Port of Seattle attempts to solve legal
problems related to wetlands permits,
with no end in sight. As we reported in
our Fall issue, the Port of Seattle an-
nounced in September that it needs to
fill at least 8 more acres of wetlands for
the third runway, a significant increase
from the 11.42 acres mentioned in fil-
ings with the Department of Ecology and
the Army Corps of Engineers. The Port
has released no figures since its initial
report, but wetlands continue to be found
by Port consultants surveying land in
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the acquisition area west of the airport.
Unofficial reports put the present total
at 25 to 30 acres. The Port has told
Jonathan Freedman of the Corps that it
expects to complete the survey in Feb-
ruary 1999. This seems optimistic, con-
sidering the present pace, in part be-
cause some homeowners refuse to let the
Port on their properties until acquisi-
tion is settled.

The property acquisition project is
behind schedule as well, although re-
cent increases in Port offers have speeded
it up lately. According to the Westside

(Continued on page 6)
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Seattle Okays Downtown
Float Planes

On 17 June, two Dawumwn condo-
minium associations and the Stare ferry
system filed appeals against a permir

granted on 27 May by the City to

Kenmore Aif for a float plan base at Pier
54 (lvars) on the Duwnmwn Searttle
waterfront.

Operations are limited to flights by
certain non-piston aircraft, with a rem-
porary ban on sight-seeing flights. Only
on Sunday is there a nighe-time curfew.
Day-time take-offs must ocour at least
2000 feer off-shore. Evening take-offs
mustoceur 3000 feer off shore. No floar
planes may land closer than 1000 feer.
The ferry system is concerned abour
safery hazards, and the condo-owners,
about -noise.

‘Boeing Field
Choppers

. Altho ﬁgh it has yet ro present its Master
Plan to the King County Council, KCIA
managemient pkoposéd inJune tosigna
29-yearlease with Classic Helicopters to
expand thelr facdltles at Boeing Field.
“They are domg this backwards,” pro-
tested Seattle Commission on Airport
Affairs President Mike Rees. “They are
signing the long-teim leases, then mak-
ing the. plan, and finally studying the
noiseand pol]uuon This effectively cuts
citizen partlapatlon out of the planning
process.” Nevertheless, the lease was
pushed: through the: King County
Council's Commerce, Trade and Eco-
nomic Dcvelopmtnt Committee by its
chair Dw1ght Pelzand later adopted by
~ the full councﬂ Classm Hehcopters is
owned by Ka:en Walling, who also
serves on the KCD\ Roundrable, an ad-
visory body to airport management. Af-
ter approval of the lease, Councilman
Pelz proposed a reformed process for all
subsequent leases.

Third Runway Costs
Jump Another 31%

marks. The Port has in hand only $293 million
in grants and bond proceeds. Under the latest
estimate, the shortfall is $479 million. Port staff
attending the Commission meeting suggested

On 22 June, the Seattle Port Commission voted,
3-0, to accept a staff plan to add another $186
million to its budget for construction of the third
runway proposed at Sea-Tac Airport. This 31%
increase brings the official estimated construc-
tion cost to $773 million — for the runway
alone. Port Commissioners blamed
environmental laws and regula- ik

tions for the increase in costs.
However, no new laws or regula-
tions affecting the project have .

come into force since the last in-
crease in cost estimates, in 1997, “0

In the public-comment period
just before the vote, RCAA President Al Furney,
Len Oebser (speaking for C.A.S.E.), and mem-
bers of the public urged the Commission to
abandon the hugely over-budget project. Mem-
bers of the Commission responded that the
project was necessary to increase capacity at the
Airport. Previously, the Port, FAA, and.Puget
Sound Regional Council have consistently stated
that the new runway would NOT increase ca-
pacity, and that the sole purpose of the runway
is to reduce bad-weather delay for arrival of pas-
senger jets.

What About Interest?

Mr. Furney pointed out to the Commis-
sioners that the staff proposal failed to make any
allowance for the cost of borrowed money. Most
Sea-Tac expansion projects must be paid for with
borrowed money, and the Port has already in-
curred an obligation of an additional $255
million for interest on one third-runway
bond issue. No estimate of interest
charges was provided to the Commis-
sioners, even after Mr. Furney’s re-

“Our Clueless Port Commission”

that this sum would be made up from revenue,
grants, and borrowing, but did not provide any

—An editorial view
page 5

estimate of how much would be forthcoming
from any source. Nor did they identify any
source that had actually committed to provide
an additional funding. No report on negotia-
tions with airlines for higher lease payments was
presented.
Higher Lease Payments?
Passengers Pay

One possible source would be an increase in
the amounts paid to the Port by the airlines for
lease of facilities. The existing leases will expire
31 December 2001, and the Port hopes to
impose much higherlease |y Millions

payments in the next
800

700
600
500
400
300
200
100

agreement. If the airlines

agree to higher lease

Cont’d p. 6
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Port Can’t Fund

Runway

Port has only part of money to
build runway. Airlines balk at
funding the expansion. Cost of bor-
rowing money likely to drive ac-
tual price tag over $1.5 billion.

See article on page 3

Dirt TrucKs Roll, But Not
to Runway Site

The Port sent out press re-
leases announcing the start of
third runway construction and set
the trucks a-rolling, but they
aren’t rolling to the third runway
construction site. What’s going on?

See article on page 4

Port to Qettle with C.A.S.E.
On Discharge Parmit

Contaminated water from
Sea-Tac Airport will be treated
in a new $20 million facility, ac-
cording to sources involved in ne-
gotiations between the state De-
partment of Ecology, C.A.S.E,,
and the Airport. Both C.A.S.E:
and the Airport appealed the
terms of a waste-water discharge
permit issued earlier this year by
the Ecology. C.A.S.E. has held out
for much more stringent condi-
tions, including a new facility to
treat all waste- water. Settlement
documents will be signed in early
September, with the Port conced-
ing most of what C.A.S.E. de-
manded. Good news for the
people, fish, and birds along
Miller and Des Moines Creeks.

Floatplanes May Fly
From Seattle Waterfront

Kenmore Air spokesperson Tim
Brooks said in late August that in
the next few weeks the firm will
probably re-activate its application
to run 72 floatplane flights per day
from Seattle’s central waterfront.
Brooks expects speedy approval
from Seattle’s Department of Con-
struction and Land Use.
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New Wetlands Discovery Voids DOE OK

Army Corps of Engineers Delays Permit Decision

Sea-Tac third-runway construction
schedules have been set back again, this
time because of problems with permits
for construction in wetlands in the head-
waters of Miller Creek. The Airport’s
application now pending with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers must be re-
written and re-submitted, owing to se-
rious underestimates of the amount of
wetlands to be filled. At least 8 and pos-
sibly more acres have been found, with
more studies to do. A prior approval is-
sued by the Department of Ecology has
been rescinded.

As Sea-Tac expansion plans come
under increasingly professional scrutiny,
more and more problems emerge. Secur-

Runway Funding Falls Short

See Story Pg. 3

ing approval to fill in wetlands and to
alter the headwaters of local creeks re-
quires the Port of Seattle to obey tightly
crafted regulations and specific plans,
increasingly difficult to comply with, en-
dangering success of the project.

To grant certification of the Port’s
compliance with sec. 401 of the federal
Clean Water Act, the Department of
Ecology has imposed what one observer
calls the most stringent rules ever im-
posed on the Port, with tables of auto-
matic penalties ranging up to $1000 per
day for relatively minor water-quality
violations, accompanied by continuing re-
quirements for a host of reports and fol-
low-up plans. To the distress of local
conservationists, however, Ecology also
gave the Port approval for destruction
of 11.42 acres of wetlands in the Miller
Creek watershed on the promise of re-
placement wetlands in Auburn, in the
watershed of the Green River. This ac-
tion was rescinded because of the newly
discovered wetlands. The Corps has a
strong preference for not allowing wet-
lands to be filled at all and has told the
Port to rework its plan so as to locate
any replacements in the same drainage
system.

Cancer Rates Higher Near Airport

Unusually high incidences of cancers,
including rare brain cancers, have been
reported in areas within three miles of
Sea-Tac Airport. Area residents Rose
Clark and Audrey Richter have been col-
lecting cancer and other health data for
years. Their work, summarized in an
area map, shows higher than expected
levels of cancers among past and present
residents in the area, a finding confirmed
in early Summer by preliminary work
of the State Department of Health as to
all cancers and as to the rare brain can-
cer, glioblastoma.

In a series of meetings chaired by
Sen. Julia Patterson (D., 33), the State
and County health departments have

agreed on a work program for further
studies of health concerns around Sea-
Tac Airport. The first step will be to
analyze data in the state cancer regis-
try, to learn what types of cancers are
most prevalent around the Airport, with
a report to be issued in November 1998.
An effort will be made to locate all cases
of glioblastoma in the Sea-Tac area, by
using cancer registries, community
records, and all available medical
records, including the resources of Fred
Hutchison Cancer Research Center.
Then, discovered glioblastoma cases will
be mapped, to determine spatial rela-

tionships to the Airport.
e



R

IN
BRIEF

April 9th Hearing
On Wetlands

After a flood of adverse public
-comments, the U.S. Army Corps
- of Engineers has announced a pub-
~lic hearing on April 9 on the Port
“of Seattle’s request for Federal
. 'permission to destroy wetlands in
. the site of the proposed third run-
i.way. The Port offers to create new
. wetlands in Auburn, in an unre-
i+ lated watershed, as compensation.
L The hearing will be begin at 7
1'."_ p.m. at the:Performing Arts Cen-
““ter, Foster High School, 4242 So.
o144 Tukwila. Please phone the
[“RCAA office (206) 824-3120 to re-
“serve seats on the bus.

‘See article on page 3
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- Federal Way, Tacoma
L Seek FAA OK
For Flight Changes

i Revised flight tracks, to lessen
- noise over Tacoma and Federal
i* Way, will be discussed in a meet-
ing on April 16 between a citi-
f ;z'ens’ task force from the two cit-
“tjes and FAA, U.S. Rep. Adam
‘Smith is spear-heading efforts to
 lessen impacts from the four-post
- plan (implemented in 1990.)

e |
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- KCIA Management Wante

Longer Runway

Plans for an 800-foot extension
i of King County International
“Airport’s runway, to 10,000 feet,
' bringing jet traffic even closer to
' Georgetown’s residential area,
were unexpectedly announced to
¢-the public on February 18 by
* KCIA Management.

See article on page 2
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Fuel Dumping?

Report suspected fuel dump-
ing and unusual jet exhaust
fumes to the Puget Sound Air
Pollution Control Agency
(PSAPCA), at (206) 343-8800 or
1 (800) 552-3565.

el
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AIRPORT EXPANSION PROGRAM TOO
BIG FOR PORT STAFF TO HANDLE

Ambitious expansion projects at Sea-
Tac Airport are starting to unravel,
thanks to massive underestimates of
costs and ever-growing scheduling prob-
lems. Trouble came to light on January
13, when a revised cost estimate for the
new parking gargage was released to the
Port Commission, showing a 24 percent
increase from a $52.8 million estimate
published only 11 months earlier. Un-
daunted, the Commission voted, 3-1, Jack
Block dissenting, to plunge forward.
Commissioner Gary Grant was asked,
how much more will the price tag for
other expansion projects increase in the
next eight years? Grant replied, “That’s
a legitimate question, and one we’ll be
asking as well”.

On January 23, a memorandum to
the Commission reported that the com-
plexity of managing all the 100-plus air-
port expansion projects was beyond the
capability of Port staff. Gina Marie
Lindsey, Director of the Aviation Divi-
sion, and Michael Feldman (who now
holds the title of Director of Aviation
Professional & Technical Services) sug-

Port Changes Course,
Supports Highline
Schools Noise Study

Abandoning hope of favorable out-
come in negotiations with the Port of
Seattle, on February 12 the Highline
School District announced an indepen-
dent study of airport-related noise pol-
lution in the District’s schools, and the
costs of solving classroom learning in-
terference. The Highline school board has
committed $330,000 to the project, half
of which comes from a grant by Gover-
nor Locke from his discretionary funds.

Announcement of the study was first
belittled by the Port, but on March 4,
Aviation Director Gina Marie Lindsey
announced, “There is no cap at $50 mil-
lion” on the Port’s potential contribution
to noise remedies in the Highline
Schools. She also retreated from the
Port’s refusal to consider paying for air

gested a slow-down of projects, new con-
trols over capital outlays, and hiring
more consultants to do such work as
detailed engineering scheduling, design
review, and contract administration.
Lindsey and Feldman reported that the
Port does not even have enough office
space for all the needed staff.

In response, the Commission voted
on February 24 to accept the staff pro-
posal to seek consultants for a multi-
year contract for program and construc-
tion management services for the expan-
sion projects, at a cost of $10.5 million
for 1998 alone. During discussion, Mr
Feldman commented that the present
schedule for completion on various
projects would require a tripling or qua-
drupling of the Port’s normal rates of
capital expenditure. He added, “ ... while
there is urgency, certainly, to get on with
the improvement program, we want to
do it right, we are not interested in do-
ing it fast.” His conclusion: “Qur cur-
rent resources, and our delivery system,
really are not adequate to deliver a pro-

gram of this magnitude.”
Continued on page 6

conditioning in schools. Highline School
Superintendent Joe McGeehan warmly
welcomed Lindsey’s change of position.

In Spring 1997, the District had pro-
posed to the Port that the two agencies
jointly sponsor pilot studies of the noise
problem. The negotiations failed: The
Port would not commit to any assistance
to the District unless the District ac-
cepted the third runway without further
mitigation. While the Port public-rela-
tions machine claimed that the Port had
offered $50 million to deal with the prob-
lem, in fact, as of February 12, the Port
had never made any written offer of cash
assistance, in any amount, according to
Highline board member Shay Shual-
Berke, M.D., and the District’s attorney,
David Hokit.

The district plan has several steps.
First, an opinion survey of residents in
the district, followed by direct com-
munication with the residents in public

meetings (two were held on March 4 and
Continued on page 5
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19900 4th Ave SW
Normandy Park, WA 98166
(206) 824-3120
FAX {206) 824-3451

20 September 2002

Tony Piasecki

City Manager, City of Des Moines
21630 11th Ave.So

Des Moines, Washington

WA 98198-6838

Re: RCAA invoice to City of Des Moines, third-quarter, 2002
Dear Mr Piasecki:

Please find enclosed for staff & council review & action our invoice for
services for the third quarter, 2002, per our contract with the City.

I note that no presentation to Council has been requested of us so far this
year, though it has been the practice in the past to have such presentations
on a quarterly basis.

Also, newspaper accounts of a recent Council meeting quote Mr Wasson
as complaining that requests from the City for financial data have not been
honored by RCAA. If that is what Mr Wasson said, he was in error. We
have had no requests from the City this year until your letter terminating
the contract between the City and RCAA. We did receive requests from
an individual Councilmember but not from the City: it is our Board’s
understanding that requests for information (like all other
communications) come to RCAA through the Administration. Further,
our office has in fact furnished a complete record of RCAA’s expenditures
and income for all of 2001, mailed to each Councilmember (but never
acknowledged) and, more recently, for 2002 through early September, to
yourself.

Yours very truly,

]
- |
¥ / ] -
y ;

Chas. H.W. Talbot
Office Administrator

encl

L02-263-DM

<rcaa@earthlink.net>

WWW.rcaanews.org
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REGIONAL COMMISSION ON AIRPORT AFFAIRS
19900 4th S.W.
Normandy Park, Washington
98166-4043
Telephone: 206.824.3120
FAX: 206.824.3451
E-mail: rcaa@earthlink.net

STATEMENT

20 September 2002

City of Des Moines
21630 11™Ave. So.
Des Moines, Washington 98198-6838

RE:  Services, third quarter, 2002
As per contract between RCAA and the City of Des Moines

Amount due:

$7,000

INV02-03-DM



6 September 2002

Tony Piasecki

City Manager, City of Des Moines
21630 11th Ave.So

Des Moines, Washington

WA 98198-6838

Re: RCAA invoice to City of Des Moines, first & second-quarters, 2002
Dear Mr Piasecki:

Please find enclosed for staff & council review & action our invoices for
services for the first and second quarters, 2002, per our contract with the
City.

The general practice in years past has been for an RCAA representative to
be scheduled to make a short presentation to Council from time to time
(usually quarterly), at Council’s request. We have not received such a
request this year, but a presentation can be arranged easily enough; let me
know the date.

Also, I am instructed to send you our standard year-to-date report on
income & expenditures, which gives some idea of what our activities have
been this year. It is current through today.

And may I call your attention to our new electronic newsletter? The first
issue was posted on 12 August, focussing in a preliminary way the order
of the PCHB on the sec. 401 case. We’re rather pleased with it, & see this
as replacing the print newsletter of the past. Find the first in the section
for newsletter on our website, www.rcaanews.org, In future, there will be
a special “button” for the current webletter. We’ll have a new one up in a
few days.

Yours very truly,

-

2 S

Chas. H.W. Talbot
Office Administrator

encls

L02-249-DM

Regional Commission
on Airport Affairs

TITFT

19900 4th Ave SW
Normandy Park, WA 98166
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Officers

Lawrence J. Corvart
President

Allan M. Fumey
Vice President

Philip C. Emerson
Secretary-Treasurer

Directors

Mike Anderson
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Frank Bosl
Clark Dodge
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Jane M. Rees
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Council Federation
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REGIONAL COMMISSION ON AIRPORT AFFAIRS
19900 4th S.w.
Normandy Park, Washington
98166-4043
Telephone: 206.824.3120
FAX: 206.824.3451
E-mail: rcaa@earthlink.net

STATEMENT

6 September 2002

City of Des Moines
21630 11"Ave. So.
Des Moines, Washington 98198-6838

RE: Services, first quarter, 2002
As per contract between RCAA and the City of Des Moines

Amount due:

$7,000.00

INV02-01-DM



REGIONAL COMMISSION ON AIRPORT AFFAIRS
19900 4th S.W.
Normandy Park, Washington
98166-4043
Telephone: 206.824.3120
FAX: 206.824.3451
E-mail: rcaa@earthlink.net

STATEMENT

6 September 2002

City of Des Moines
21630 11"Ave. So.
Des Moines, Washington 98198-6838

RE:  Services, second quarter, 2002
As per contract between RCAA and the City of Des Moines

Amount due:

$7,000.00

INV02-02-DM



All Accounts 9/6/02
Itemized Categories Report
1/1/02 Through 9/6/02
Page 1
Cat/Sub Date Acct Num Description Memo Clr Amount
INCOME
0001 - Petty cash
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2685 Cash -75.00
TOTAL 0001 - Petty cash -75.00
6000 -i...
6002 - Burien
1/9/02 Savings DE... Burien Qr 01-1V, Public Qr O1-IvV 7,000.00
6/6/02 Savings DE... N Pk, Burien, Qr. 02-01 7,000.00
8/9/02 Savings DEP  Burien Qr. 02-1 Dep. 085 7,000.00
TOTAL 6002 - Burien 21,000.00
6003 - Des Moines
1/3/02 Savings DEP DMQr01-1IvV 078 7,000.00
TOTAL 6003 - Des Moines 7,000.00
6005 - Normandy Park
2/15/02 RCAA2000 DEP Normandy Park Qr 01-1V Dep 081 8,000.00
6/6/02 Savings DE... N Pk, Burien, Qr. 02-01 8,000.00
TOTAL 6005 - Normandy Park 16,000.00
TOTAL 6000 - income contracts w cities 44,000.00
6700 - ...
6701 - public - gen'l
1/9/02 Savings DE... Burien Qr 01-1V, Public public contributions 65.00
TOTAL 6701 - public - gen'l 65.00
TOTAL 6700 - Contribs rec'd 65.00
6800 - interest income
1/7/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned Dec 2001 1.95
2/6/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned Jan 2002 11.72
3/6/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned Feb 2002 6.97
4/4/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned March 02 6.61
5/6/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned Apr 02 4.09
6/6/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned May 02 2.69
7/5/02 Savings DEP Interest Earned Jun 02 9.97
TOTAL 6800 - interest income 44.00
TOTAL INCOME 44,034.00
EXPENSES
7050 - ...
7052 - water quality consultant
2/14/02 RCAA2000 2614 Greg Wingard refresh depost, inv rec'd 23 ... -632.00
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2644 Greg Wingard refresh depost, inv rec'd 23 ... -993.88
5/10/02 RCAA2000 2659 King County Dept Natural Re... docs req'd by Greg Wingard -35.00
5/22/02 RCAA2000 2661 Greg Wingard April special billing -688.00
7/12/02  RCAA2000 2672 Greg Wingard Third-gr retainer -2,560.00
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2711  Greg Wingard August arsenic work -996.00
TOTAL 7052 - water quality consultant -5,904.88
7055 - video, photo services
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2645 Brett Fish PCHB hearing video-taping -1,500.00



All Accounts 9/6/02
ltemized Categories Report
1/1/02 Through 9/6/02
Page 2
Cat/Sub Date Acct Num Description Memo Clr  Amount
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2680 Brett Fish DM HE hearing; copy, video... -43.52
8/2/02 RCAA2000 2687 Brett Fish aerial photo proj - 2002 -750.00
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2704 Brett Fish aerial photo proj - 2002 - ov... -120.59
TOTAL 7055 - video, photo services -2,414.11
7059 - office staffing
1/4/02 RCAA2000 2606 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 01-1... -350.00
1/4/02 RCAA2000 2607 Chas H.W. Talbot Dec. off adm services; GL ... -1,120.00
2/14/02  RCAA2000 2618 Chas H.W. Talbot Inv. 02-01-T; GL 7050-7059 -1,120.00
2/14/02  RCAAZ2000 2619 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -360.00
3/7102 RCAA2000 2626 Chas. H.W. Taibot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -510.00
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2627 Chas Talbot Jan-Feb. office admr servic... -1,400.00
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2640 Chas H.W. Talbot Mar. off adm services; GL ... -1,120.00
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2641 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -275.00
5/2/02 RCAA2000 2655 Chas H.W. Talbot Inv 02-04-T -1,120.00
5/2/02 RCAA2000 2656 Chas. HW. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -315.00
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2667 Chas H.W. Talbot Inv 02-05-T -1,400.00
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2668 Chas H.W. Talbot Inv 02-04-1-H, 05-H -586.50
7/12/02  RCAA2000 2673 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -190.00
7/12/02 RCAA2000 2674 Chas Talbot Jan-Feb. office admr servic... -1,120.00
7/12/02  RCAA2000 2676 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -150.00
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2678 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -190.00
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2683 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-0... -190.00
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2684 Chas Talbot June Jly office admr service... -1,400.00
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2706 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-1... -110.00
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2710 Chas Talbot Aug office admr services, In... -1,120.00
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2714 Chas. H.W. Talbot office clerk sevices, inv 02-1... -190.00
TOTAL 7059 - office staffing -14,336.50
TOTAL 7050 - consultants -22,655.49
7120 - ...
7122 - webmaster
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2712 Means Talbot Associates website maint, June - Aug; ... -312.50
TOTAL 7122 - webmaster -312.50
TOTAL 7120 - Website maint. -312.50
8150 - Books, publs, subs
1/4/02 RCAA2000 2599 South County Journal 13-week sub., acct 6109634... -35.00
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2623 South County Jourpal 13-week sub., acct 6109634... -35.00
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2632 Des Moines News inv dtd 6 March 2002, half-y... -13.00
4/18/02 RCAA2000 2647 Aviation Week Newsletters Aviation & Aerospace Alma... -106.00
5/2/02 RCAA2000 2651 Federal Way News half-year sub -13.00
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2664 South County Journal 13-week sub., acct 6109634... -35.00
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2670 West Seattle Herald half-year sub.; GL 8150; in... -21.00
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2708 South County Journal 13-week sub., acct 6109634... -35.00
TOTAL 8150 - Books, publs, subs -293.00
8280 - ...
8281 copier repairs, maint.
2/14/02  RCAA2000 2612 Seattle Photocopy Co. inv. 32189 -195.24
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2643 Sea/Tac Copy Systems inv. 30107; dtd 3iv 02 -441.72
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2707 Seattle Photocopy Co. inv. 32513 dtd 15 viii 02 -375.36
TOTAL 8281 copier repairs, maint. -1,012.32
TOTAL 8280 - Copier expenses -1,012.32

8600 - ...

8601 - misc.



All Accounts 9/6/02
Itemized Categories Report
1/1/02 Through 9/6/02
Page 3
Cat/Sub Date Acct Num Description Memo Clr Amount
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2624 Vilma Signs inv. dtd 21 Fb 02 -565.76
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2625 **VOID**Labels & Lists, Inc. inv. 34127-8, dtd 21ii 02 R 0.00
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2628 J. Beth Means inv 2002-01 -- flier design -261.25
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2630 The Copy Company inv. 39981: #rd RW flier -576.56
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2631 The Copy Company DM insert -592.58
3/19/02  RCAA2000 2634 **VOID**Labels & Lists, Inc. inv. 34373-8, dtd 15iii 02 R 0.00
3/21/02 RCAA2000 2635 **VOID**U. S. Postal Service  refresh bulk-mail acc 01875 R 0.00
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2637 The Copy Company DM insert -921.68
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2665 Labels & Lists, Inc. inv. 34127-8, replacement ck -251.80
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2666 Labels & Lists, Inc. 373 -387.68
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2703 JR Mailing Services, Inc. "Let's Be Clear”, DM mailing -1,476.02
TOTAL 8601 - misc. -5,033.33
8604 - outreach - media adv.
1/29/02 RCAA2000 2609 Entertainment Communicatio... c -10,000.00
TOTAL 8604 - outreach - media adv. -10,000.00
TOTAL 8600 - Outreach -15,033.33
9350 - Office supplies
1/4/02 RCAA2000 2602 Office Depot acct 6011-5666-0001-7572;... -221.63
2/14/02  RCAA2000 2613 Office Depot acct 6011-5666-0001-7572;... -142.92
2/14/02  RCAA2000 2615 xpedx -- Stores Division Acct # 003-2000081; inv dtd... -74.09
3/7/02 RCAA2000 2629 Office Depot acct 6011-5666-0001-7572;... -58.71
4/4/02 RCAA2000 2638 Office Depot acct 6011-5666-0001-7572;... -84.75
5/2/02 RCAA2000 2654 Office Depot acct 6011-5666-0001-7572;... -136.99
7/12/02 RCAA2000 2677 xpedx -- Stores Division Acct # 003-2000081; inv dtd... -33.83
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2679 xpedx -- Stores Division Acct # 003-2000081; purch ... -53.81
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2681 Jim Bartlemay office supplies -21.69
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2713 xpedx -- Stores Division Acct # 003-2000081; inv. dt... -58.64
TOTAL 9350 - Office supplies -887.06
9425 - printing, copying ex hous
2/14/02  RCAA2000 2611 Port Of Seattle inv.1148, dtd 10i 02; cust n... -8.40
2/14/02  RCAA2000 2617 Kinko's Inc. acct 0000130082 inv dtd 3... -135.68
2/14/02 RCAA2000 2622 Port Of Seattle inv.1152, dtd 12 i 02; cust n... -1.05
4/18/02 RCAA2000 2646 Port Of Seattle 3000 pp., 3rd RW project -450.00
4/18/02 RCAA2000 2648 Department of Ecology v.2 Sea-Tac Recv'g Report R -126.89
4/18/02 RCAA2000 2649 Phil Emerson AJL lease docs -47.70
5/10/02 RCAA2000 2658 Port Of Seattle fiscal documents -14.25
5/10/02 RCAA2000 2660 Port Of Seattle fiscal documents -51.90
8/1/02 RCAA2000 2682 Chas H.W. Talbot DM Creek Plan docs -39.75
8/29/02 RCAA2000 2689 Department of Ecology GW RDPR 6 viii 02 -37.80
TOTAL 9425 - printing, copying ex hous -913.42
9440 - ...
9441 - NL - editorial services
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2705 Means Talbot Associates design new webltr; inv dtd 1... -231.25
9/6/02 RCAA2000 2709 Means Talbot Associates editorial & web work, webltr ... -637.50
TOTAL 9441 - NL - editorial services -868.75
9443 - NL -- postage
6/6/02 RCAA2000 2671 U. S. Postmaster Permit 01875; std mail; imp... -125.00
TOTAL 9443 - NL -- postage -125.00
TOTAL 9440 - Newsletter -993.75
9450 - Professional fees
1/4/02 RCAA2000 2603 Smith & Lowney, PLLC inv. 10968, dtd 28 xii 2001 (... -50.00
TOTAL 9450 - Professional fees -50.00



All Accounts 9/6/02
ltemized Categories Report
1/1/02 Through 9/6/02
Page 4
Cat/Sub Date Acct Num Description Memo Cir Amount
9480 - ...

9483 - AA&M -- postage
5/2/02 RCAA2000
TOTAL 9483 - AA&M -- postage
TOTAL 9480 - Action Alerts &c

9484 AAM Mailing Services

5/2/02 RCAA2000
TOTAL 9484 AAM Mailing Services
9700 - Telcom
1/4/02 RCAA2000
1/4/02 RCAA2000
1/4/02 RCAA2000
2/14/02  RCAA2000
2/14/02 RCAA2000
2/14/02 RCAA2000
3/7/02 RCAA2000
4/4/02 RCAA2000
4/4/02 RCAA2000
4/4/02 RCAA2000
5/2/02 RCAA2000
6/6/02 RCAA2000
6/6/02 RCAA2000
6/6/02 RCAA2000
7/12/02  RCAA2000
8/1/02 RCAA2000
9/6/02 RCAA2000

TOTAL 9700 - Teicom

9755 - business taxes & licenses

1/30/02  RCAA2000
5/3/02 RCAAZ2000
8/6/02 RCAA2000

265... JR Mailing Services, Inc.

265... JR Mailing Services, Inc.

2600 Qwest

2601 Verio, Inc. - 15
2604 Zone Telcom, Inc.
2616 Qwest Dex

2620 Zone Telcom, Inc.
2621 Qwest

2633 Qwest

2636 Qwest

2639 Zone Telcom, Inc.
2642 Earthlink, Inc.
2653 Qwest

2662 Zone Telcom, Inc.
2663 Qwest

2669 Earthlink, inc.
2675 Qwest

2686 Qwest

2715 Qwest

2610 Department of Revenue
2657 Department of Revenue
2688 Department of Revenue

TOTAL 9755 - business taxes & licenses

9999 - US income tax

1/4/02 RCAA2000
4/8/02 Savings
7/11/02  Savings

TOTAL 9999 - US income tax
Uncategorized Expenses

1/29/02 RCAA2000
TOTAL Uncategorized Expenses

TOTAL EXPENSES

TOTAL INCOME - EXPENSES

TRANSFERS

RCAAZ...
1/9/02 Savings
1/30/02  Savings

pstage

acct 206-824-3120 173-37

Acct 10041778, inv. 563 08...
acct #24880; inv dtd 28 Dec...
inv. 000005410535, dtd 27 i...
acct #24880; inv dtd 31 Jan ...
acct 206-824-3120 173-37; i...
acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...
acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...
acct #24880; inv dtd 31 Jan ...
acct 0000-000004457265; ...
acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...

invrec'd 7 May

acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...
acct 0000-000004457265; ...
acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...

acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...
acct 206-824-3120 173-37; ...

Qr. 01-lv B&O

Qr. 02-01 B&O /601 413 657

Qr. 02-02 B&O

2605 U.S. Internal Revenue Service advance pay't

DEP USIRS
DEP USIRS

2608 **VOID**

TXFR From Savings To Checking
TXFR From Savings To Checking

Yr 99 tax refund?

Dep 084 Yr 00 refund?

#02-01
#02-02

-1,440.19

-1,440.19
-1,440.19

-638.16
-638.16

-154.12
-60.00
-25.07
-29.59
-23.98

-151.74

-165.00

-165.00
-18.17
-65.85

-147.63
-11.57

-149.40
-65.85

-176.92

-165.00

-165.00

-1,739.89

-465.36
-346.82
-236.46
~-1,048.64

-2,500.00
2,000.00
50000
0.00

R 0.00
0.00

-47,017.75

-2,983.75

-2,000.00
-10,000.00



All Accounts
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1/1/02 Through 9/6/02
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Cat/Sub Date Acct Num Description Memo Cir  Amount

3/21/02  Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-03 -2,000.00

4/8/02 Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-04 -6,000.00

5/3/102 Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-05 -1,700.00

5/28/02  Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-06 -700.00

6/17/02  Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-07 -2,700.00

7/17/02  Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-08 -4,000.00

8/5/02 Savings TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-09 -3,000.00

TOTAL TO RCAA2000 -32,100.00
Savings

1/9/02 RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-01 2,000.00

1/30/02  RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-02 10,000.00

3/21/02  RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-03 2,000.00

4/8/02 RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-04 6,000.00

5/3/02 RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-05 1,700.00

5/28/02 RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-06 700.00

6/17/02 RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-07 2,700.00

7/17/02  RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-08 4,000.00

8/5/02 RCAA2000 TXFR From Savings To Checking #02-09 3,000.00

TOTAL FROM Savings 32,100.00

TOTAL TRANSFERS 0.00

OVERALL TOTAL -2,983.75
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i

Purpose and Recommendation:

The purpose of this agenda item is to obtain Council authorization for the scope of work
of the study of the SR 99 area south of Kent-Des Moines Road.

“I move to authorize the City Manager to participate in a study of the land
uses along SR 99 between Kent-Des Moines Road and South 272"
Street, as substantially outlined in the Council packet materials.”

Background:

On October 3, 2002, the City Council discussed a proposal from the University of
Washington (UW) to prepare a land use plan proposal for the area south of Pacific
Ridge. The City Council authorized the City Manager to negotiate a scope of work with
the UW and the City of Kent.

Graduate students will prepare a draft land use plan during the Winter and Spring
Quarters of 2003. The class instructor, Rick Sepler, was the lead consultant for the
Pacific Ridge Neighborhood Improvement Plan. At the conclusion the Spring Quarter,
the students’ land use proposal will be presented to the Des Moines and Kent City
Councils. Each City can then determine whether/how to utilize the student’s work.

Discussion:

Highline Community College (HCC) is very interested in planning for revitalization of the
stretch of Pacific Highway South near the College. The Seattle Sounders are studying
the Midway Drive-In and Midway Landfill sites for use as a regional soccer facility. In
this area, Pacific Highway South right-of-way is within the City of Kent. Both Des
Moines and Kent are planning major renovations of Pacific Highway South.

At the November 14, 2002 meeting, the Council directed Administration to begin
negotiations with the Cities of Kent and Federal Way regarding our common
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boundaries. This task is underway and is separate from the land use planning efforts of
the UW students.

Alternatives:

1. Authorize City participation as outlined in the attached memorandum.
2. Direct changes to the attached memorandum.
iCH Do not participate in this land use planning exercise.

Financial Impact:

The City Council has preliminarily authorized $2,500 for this study.

Recommedation/Conclusion:

Authorize City participation as outlined in the attached memorandum.

Concurrence:

The City of Kent and HCC support this land use planning project.



MEMORANDUM

To:  Nathan Torgelson, Economic Development Project Manager
Corbitt Loch, Assistant City Manager

From: Rick Sepler, Lecturer (Part-time)
UW Department of Urban Design and Planning

Date: 19 November 02

Re:  Des Moines / Kent — Pacific Highway South Sub-Area Plan Roles

We are excited for the opportunity to work with you on the preparation of a land use plan
proposal for the Pacific Highway South Sub-Area. The active involvement of both
jurisdictions will enhance the learning opportunities for the students. In return, it is our
intention to provide you with professional caliber work.

In order to avoid subsequent confusion over roles and responsibilities, we have
summarized our understandings to date:

UW Tasks and Obligations:

The studio, comprised of 17 Graduate students in the Department of Urban Planning and
Design Department, will prepare a draft plan proposal for the Pacific Highway South area
located along the boundary of both jurisdictions.

In the course of preparing the draft plan, students will:

Winter Quarter

Prepare background research and analysis in regards to existing conditions.
Facilitate an open house or charette for the residents, property owners and
representatives of the businesses located within the Sub-Area. This will
include preparing outreach materials (including press releases), designing and
facilitating necessary activities and exercises for the meeting. In addition, the
students will prepare post-meeting summaries for distribution to all
participants.

Prepare a concise summary of key issues and preliminary planning strategies.

Spring Quarter

Brief each jurisdictions City Council on the results to date (if requested)
Facilitate a workshop meeting with the Planning Commission in each
jurisdiction

Prepare draft plan alternatives for presentation to the Planning Commissions

Revise the alternatives based on direction from the Planning Commissions and
City Staff.

ATTACHMENT 1
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L]

Prepare a Draft Sub-Area Plan incorporating appropriate goals, policies and
projects.
Present the Draft Plan to the both Planning Commissions.

All work associated with the preparation of the plan will be supervised / reviewed by
Rick Sepler, however it should be noted that the work and activities will be performed by
the students.

City of Des Moines / Kent Tasks:

The Cities of Des Moines and Kent have agreed to support the preparation of the draft
Sub-Area Plan by students in the Studio. In partnering with the University for this
process, Des Moines and Kent agree to:

Winter Quarter

Spring Qu

Provide copies of applicable plans, studies, a GIS file disk and related
materials to the students.

Brief the students on the study area. Accompany the studio on a site visit to
the study area.

Attend a pre-workshop meeting in Seattle to review and approve the proposed
strategy and agenda.

Participate in the workshop or charette.

Review the workshop report prior to public release

Participate in an end-of-quarter round-table discussion with the students.
Provide a five thousand dollar ($5,000) donation to the Department of Urban
Design and Planning to support the studio process ($2,500 per City). The
donation will be used to fund student transportation (and related expenses) to
and from the study area and/or City offices. In addition, the donation will
allow for a teaching-assistant (TA) for the studio to assist with plan activities
and preparation. The donation shall cover costs associated with both Winter
and Spring quarters. Specific procedures on facilitating the donation will be
sent to you under separate cover.

Provide refreshments for community workshops.

Copy and distribute workshop-related and public information materials
prepared by the students.

arter

Review draft plan alternatives prior to presentation to the Planning
Commissions. Discuss comments with the students.

Schedule and participate in a meeting with the respective Planning
Commissions and Councils (if requested).

Subsequent to the meeting with the Planning commissions, provide guidance
on proposed draft plan alternative revisions to the students.

Review the Draft Sub-Area Plan. Discuss revisions with the students.
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* Schedule and participate in a presentation of the Draft Sub-Area Plan to the
Planning Commissions.

* Participate in an end-of-quarter review of the planning process with the
students.

* Copy and distribute draft plan alternatives and materials prepared by the
students. Provide 25 copies of the final draft plan to the University for
distribution to the students and Department.

In addition, we have prepared a set of Draft Protocols (attached) to help clarify
appropriate interactions between the studio, the City and the community during the
planning process.

Thanks for your assistance in making this studio possible! We will work hard to justify
the confidence you have shown in our Department and our students.



DRAFT

URBDP 598C Planning Studio Prep

Client Protocols

The preparation of the Des Moines / Kent Sub-Area Plan has been identified as a priority
for both jurisdictions. Although important, the Cities would not have been able to mount
an effort this year (due to budget limitations) without the involvement of the UW.
Clearly, the involvement of this studio will be mutually beneficial: students will have the
opportunity for meaningful hands on involvement and exposure to a real-world planning
process, and the Cities will be able to tackle an important project ahead of schedule.

We are fortunate to have the full cooperation and active participation of both
jurisdictions. However, we must acknowledge that staff time is limited: it is imperative
that we are efficient and concise in our interactions. Toward this end, the following
protocols have been implemented:

1.

Contacting Des Moines or Kent’s Planning and Development Services:

In General, students should refrain from contacting City staff by telephone unless
specifically directed. The preferred method for communication and/or requests
shall be via e-mail. COPIES OF ALL E-MAIL CORESPONDENCE
SHOULD BE SENT TO RICK SEPLER (madrona@olympus.net).

Contacting other City Departments and Agencies:

During the preparation of the Existing Conditions summaries, BRIEF telephone
inquires requesting materials may be made to other City Departments and
Agencies. Please work with other groups to consolidate informational requests.
When a report, study or data has been requested, please circulate the title(s) of the
materials requested to other groups via e-mail. ALL REFERENCE
MATERIALS SHALL BE SENT DIRECTLY TO THE DEPARTMENT.

Questions from the Community Members:

Questions from community members regarding the Sub-Area planning process
shall be directed to City Planning Staff.

Key Contact (Des Moines): 7
Key Contact (Kent): (4

Questions from the Press:
Questions from the press regarding the Sub-Area planning process shall be
directed to City Planning Staff.

Review of materials by Client:
All materials shall be reviewed and approved by both jurisdictions prior to public
release.

Document and Material Protocols:
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All materials shall be dated and shall be clearly labeled DRAFT. Multiple page
documents shall incorporate DRAFT designations in the header or footer of
EVERY page. All documents shall include a PATH designation on the final page
of the document (example for this document: Rick:Desktop Folder:URBDP
Studio:URBDP 598C Client Protocols.doc).



EXCERPT
DES MOINES CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
October 3, 2002

Redevelopment Plan for Pacific Highway South, South of Kent-Des Moines Road
Assistant City Manager Loch informed Council that Highline Community College has long been
interested in a development plan for this area of the Highway, and that the Seattle Sounders are
considering the area where Midway Drive-In is located for a new sports facility. He advised
Council that University of Washington Professor Rick Sepler through the Graduate Urban
Planning Program as a class project, has offered to create a redevelopment plan for the Cities of
Des Moines and Kent. He reminded Council that Professor Sepler is the Principal of Madrona
Planning, the consulting firm that prepared the majority of the Pacific Ridge Neighborhood
Improvement Plan. Assistant City manager Loch felt this would be a good springboard for
creating a vision of this area and would create a good partnership with the City of Kent, and
Highline Community College. He noted that many of the students are mid-career professionals
with useful skills and professional experience. He noted that the cities of Des Moines and Kent
would provide general guidance to the students and instructor at various stages of the planning
project. The plan would 1) inventory existing conditions; 2) establish a clear vision for the area;
and 3) offer policies and strategies for making the vision a reality. He concluded by noting the
only cost to Des Moines would be $2,500. He reminded Council that at the time the Pacific
Ridge Plan was developed, it was envisioned that “Phase I1” would include a plan for the arca
south of Kent-Des Moines Road. Professor Stepler’s proposal is a way to extend the effort to the
south and the plan prepared by the students may be very useful to the Cities and Highline
Community College.

Councilmember Thomasson expressed concern regarding student expectations. He felt it is
important that Council maintain control and review at various stages. He stated that it would be
important to have a clear understanding of what might be done with the finished product.

Assistant City Manager Loch assured Council that the product produced is something that the
City can keep, use, or throw away, and is under no obligation to institute any final plan.

Mayor Pro Tem Benjamin stated that if this could help the Pacific Ridge area with economic
development sooner then he is in favor, but if there is no real application or benefit to the City
then he 1s not in favor. He suggested that perhaps this item should be referred to the Council’s
Finance & Economic Development Committee for review. He also noted that he shares
Councilmember Thomasson’s concerns.

Councilmember White stated that it would be good for relations to work with the City of Kent.

Mayor Wasson stated this could be a valuable tool and the City should take advantage of using
mid-career professionals with useful skills.

Councilmember Steenrod questioned when the uneven boundaries with Kent could be

straightened out. Councilmember Thomasson gave a brief history of the so far, unsuccessful
attempt at negotiations with Kent. He advised that Kent annexed areas on the west side of the
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Highway, long before Des Moines annexed southward. Kent’s main concem is they do not wish
to give up any commercial revenue, certainly not without compensation in some manner.

City Manager Piasecki noted that he will contact Kent officials to advise them that Des Moines
wishes to resume discussions on the boundary issue.

MOTION was made by Councilmember Thomasson, seconded by Councilmember White, that
the City Manager be authorized negotiate a scope of work and memorandum of understanding
for a land use plan proposal as part of a class project, for the area along Pacific Highway South,
south of Kent-Des Moines Road. Motion passed unanimously 5 to 0.





