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M e M o R a n D u M

November 1, 2005

To: The Honorable Mayor and 
 Members of the City Council

From: Dick Zais, City Manager
 Rita M. Anson, Finance Director
 Cindy Epperson, Financial Services Manager

SubjecT:  2006 Policy Issues Report

We are pleased to transmit to the City Council the enclosed 2006 Budget Policy Issue Report. 
The proposed 2006 budget is designed to meet the Council’s Priorities and Strategic Issues and 
to achieve the City’s overall Mission and Vision. The Policy Issues Report is designed to address 
proposed changes in policy, staffing and/or significant service levels and thus are of a nature 
that call for the Council’s specific review and consideration.

The Policy Issues Report, although a separate and distinct document from the Comprehensive 
Preliminary Budget — which encompasses financial information and narrative analysis for all 
departments and funds — is included as the last section in Council’s Preliminary Budget Binder 
for Council’s reading and referral convenience.

Note: Due to the size of the budget documents, a limited number of three-ring binder 
documents will be printed. Additional copies of the 2006 Comprehensive Preliminary Budget 
Report will be printed in three separate soft-bound covers:

Volume I — Budget Forecast, distributed October 14, 2005
Volume II — Preliminary Budget Detail by Operating Departments and
Volume III — Policy Issues Report

The last tab in the Policy Issue Document is the Contingency Budget Reduction Plan. The 
Contingency Budget Reduction Plan (CBRP) is a dynamic document in that it is constantly 
being utilized and/or updated. Several proposed reductions noted in the plan have been 
implemented either during 2005 or in the 2006 proposed budget. Additionally, the Budget 
Strategy Team (appointed by the City Council during 2005 to review and comment on the 
CBRP) is currently reviewing the City’s budget, services and the CBRP and will provide 
Council with their comments and recommendations in mid-2006. Therefore, the enclosed 
CBRP is as proposed in early 2005 and submitted to the Budget Strategy Team in mid-2005. 
However, since the majority of this plan remains intact, it is being included in this report for 
your information. Additionally, notes have been made in the document to identify those items 
that have been fully or partially implemented.
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Policy Issue Summary — � 

 
2006 Budget Preparation

Policy issue summAry

 
* NOTE: Policy proposal figures may be rounded. 

i. outsiDe agenCy anD inteRgoveRnMental ReQuests

outsiDe agenCy ReQuests
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD FunDing Source non-perSonnel buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — Yakima County Development Association (1) General Fund $19,913 Budgeted

 — Yakima Chamber of Commerce (1) General Fund $5,900 Budgeted

 — Fourth of July Committee (1) General Fund (Fire) $5,000 Budgeted

 — Sunfair Association (1) General Fund $1,000 Budgeted

 — Allied Arts ArtsVan (1) General Fund $5,333 Budgeted

 — Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) (1) Parks and Recreation 
Fund

$3,000 Budgeted

—
Continue to support study of the proposal to 
construct a reservoir in the Black Rock region.

Water Reserves (60%)
Irrigation Reserves 
(40%)

$36,000
$24,000
$60,000

Unbudgeted

— Hispanic Chamber of Commerce (new request) General Fund $10,000 Unbudgeted

— 
Yakima-Morelia Sister City Association (new 
request)

General Fund $1,000 Unbudgeted

— Answers from Heaven (new request) General Fund $50,000 Unbudgeted

(1) These Outside Agency Requests are included in the 2006 Preliminary Budget at the same levels as approved in the 2005 budget. 
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inTergovernmenTal agencieS
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD FunDing Source non-perSonnel buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — Clean Air Authority General Fund $12,622 Budgeted

 — 
Yakima County Emergency 
Management

General Fund $42,000 Budgeted

—
Yakima Valley Conference 
of Governments (COG) 
Membership Assessment

General Fund $39,130

Budgeted
(Approved by 
Council at the 

October 18, 2005 
meeting)

—

Yakima Valley Regional 
Library — Vote to annex 
to Regional System (BST 
Recommendation)

General Fund
2006 — no change

2007 — net revenue 
gain of $88,000

Budgeted

ii. City ManageMent

City ManageR
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 
Increase City Manager car 
allowance from $250 to 
$300 per month

General Fund $600 Budgeted

ReCoRDs/City CleRk
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Add one Public Records 
Officer position in response 
to statutory amendments to 
the Public Disclosure Act

Risk Mgmt — 60%
General Fund —
 40%

$33,800
22,500
56,300

Budgeted

 — 

Eliminate the Pension 
Records Clerk position and 
reinstate and upgrade the 
Deputy City Clerk position

General Fund
$9,400 

Budgeted

HuMan ResouRCes
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 
Implement a City-wide 
compensation study — 
(BST) recommendation

To be determined
Unknown — Up to 

$75,000
Unbudgeted
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WasteWateR/PRe-tReatMent
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Add one Pretreatment 
Technician position to 
implement activities associ-
ated with the Fat, Oil and 
Grease (FOG) Program.

Wastewater 
Operating Fund — 
Wastewater rates

$52,900 Budgeted

WateR/iRRigation
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Add one full-time Cross 
Connection Control/Water 
Meter Crew leader position 
to meet increasing Cross 
Connection rules and 
requirements for tracking 
water loss

Water Operating 
Fund — Domestic 
Water Rates

$56,800 Budgeted

iii. MuniCiPal CouRt
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Change Municipal Court 
Judges salary structure in 
response to a new state law 
(Breaks even in the first 
year. Could gain as much as 
$30,000 annually in future 
years.)

General Fund (new 
state filing fee)

$19,200
Revenue
$19,200

Budgeted
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iv. FinanCe

FinanCial seRviCes
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

—

Raise cap on outside 
utility taxes (i.e., electric, 
natural gas and telephone) 
currently at $4,000 per 
account per month to 
reduce dependency on cash 
reserves and/or contribute 
to capital funding
(BST option)

Phase in over three years
2006 to $5,000
2007 to $7,500
2008 cap removed

Options for use:
a) First $130,000 dedicated 
 to Parks Capital, balance 
 to General Fund
b) General Fund receives 
 100% — research other 
 dedicated Parks Capital 
 Revenue stream (see Parks 
Policy Issue — BST Option)

General Fund — 
major utility 
customers

Revenue
2006 $57,600

2007 $130,000
2008 $510,000

Unbudgeted

inFoRMation systeMs
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Replace Patrol Car comput-
ers to increase reliability of 
computer performance on 
patrol cars.

Law and Justice 
Capital Fund 
(50% new Criminal 
Justice (CJ) Sales 
Tax, 50% CJ dedi-
cated Utility Tax)

$210,000 
(Approximately 

$6,000 per 
patrol car for 

thirty-five cars)

Budgeted

 — 

Continue to implement 
an integrated Utility and 
Permitting Management 
System

Centralized in 
Cumulative 
Reserve for Capital 
Improvement 
Fund — 392
2006 Utility Cont.
a) Wastewater
b) Water
c) Irrigation

a) $120,000
b) 75,000
c) 15,000
$210,000

Budgeted
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utility seRviCes
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

—

Add one 3/4-time Utility 
Service Specialist (office) 
position to handle projects 
previously completed with 
temporary staffing.

General Fund 
(Utility Services) —
 Reimbursed by 
Utility funds

$36,000 
permanent

($13,800) 
reduction in 

temporary
$22,000 net 

increase

Budgeted

v. CoMMunity anD eConoMiC DeveloPMent
 
eConoMiC DeveloPMent 

DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Upgrade the Economic 
and Community Affairs 
Specialist to Deputy 
Director of Economic 
Development, and 
Intergovernmental 
Relations. Change 
funding allocation

2006 funding 
allocation:
ONDS — 60%
Water — 5%
Wastewater — 5%
Ec. Dev. — 30%

$14,500 Budgeted

Planning
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 
Increase Land Development 
Fees to match the County 
fee structure

General Fund 
revenue

Revenue 
$13,000

Unbudgeted

CoDe aDMinistRation
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

—
Increase of 2% in the 
Humane Society annual 
contract

General Fund $1,100 Budgeted

—

Implement a $25 annual 
Fire Inspection Fee for all 
Commercial Businesses in 
the City of Yakima (BST 
recommendation)

General Fund —
reduce subsidy

Revenue 
$100,000

Unbudgeted

—
Upgrade Department 
Assistant III position to 
Permit Technician

General Fund $3,000 Budgeted
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yakiMa Convention CenteR 
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Continue funding for the 
Visitor Information Center 
to enhance and stimulate 
positive economic growth 
through tourism.

Tourism Promotion 
Fund — Hotel/
Motel Tax

$40,000 Budgeted

 
CaPitol tHeatRe

DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 
Increase Annual 
Management Fee from 
$76,000 to $146,000

Capitol Theatre 
Operating Fund —
Cable Utility Tax

$70,000 Budgeted

engineeRing
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Increase Professional 
Services to assist with 
design and development 
of capital infrastructure 
projects

General Fund — 
(to be reimbursed 
by project budgets)

Expenditure 
$30,000

Revenue 
($30,000)

Net $0

Budgeted

vi. PoliCe

PaRking seRviCes
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 
Increase overtime parking 
fines from $10 to $20 (BST 
recommendation)

General Fund — 
Revenue

Revenue 
$55,000

Unbudgeted

Detention seRviCes
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Accommodate 24.5% or 
$206,000 increase in Yakima 
County Jail rates — from 
$840,000 to $1,046,000.
An increase of 10.7% 
or $90,000 is budgeted. 
Increases greater than this 
will need to be funded 
by other expenditure 
reductions.

General Fund — 
a) New .3% 
 Criminal Justice 
 Sales Tax
b) Other 
 expenditure 
 reductions

a) $90,000
b) 116,000
$206,000

Budgeted/
Unbudgeted
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vii. FiRe
 
oPeRations 

DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Add three entry-level 
Firefighter positions to 
provide more emergency 
personnel available for 
response and emergency 
call-back.

General Fund 
(Possible SAFER 
Grant cost-sharing)

$200,000 
new positions

($200,000) 
overtime 

savings
net change $0 

Budgeted

— 

Increase the EMS Property 
Tax Levy by .10¢ per $1,000 
Assessed Valuation (AV) to 
fund Capital Replacement/
Reserve for Fire and EMS 
(BST recommendation)

Voted increase to 
EMS Property Tax 
Levy ($10 per year 
per $100,000 AV)

Revenue
$400,000

Unbudgeted — 
refer to Council 
Public Safety 
Committee 
to develop an 
expenditure plan 
and ballot proposal 
in collaboration 
with Fire 
Management and 
union leadership

viii. PubliC WoRks

PaRks anD ReCReation, stReet anD tRaFFiC oPeRations, tRansit
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Funding for County 
Department of Corrections 
Crew (DOC) contract price 
increase

a) Parks and 
 Recreation Fund
b) Street and Traffic 
 Operations Fund 
c) Transit Fund

Increase
a) $31,000 

b) 17,750
c) 2,420
$51,170

Budgeted

stReet anD tRaFFiC oPeRations
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Funding for Arterial 
Maintenance Program to 
be phased in as revenue 
becomes available $400,000 
in 2006 to $600,000 in 2008

REET 2 and 
Property Tax

$400,000 Budgeted

tRansit
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 
Purchase six 35-foot heavy-
duty replacement buses

Transit Capital 
Reserves —Transit 
Sales Tax

$1,980,000 Budgeted
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ReFuse
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

 — 

Two alternatives offered:

a) Refuse rate 
 increase of 8%

 1) Operating cost 
 increase of 5% (for fuel, 
 landfill, equipment 
 costs, etc.)

 2) Increase of 3% to add 
 one new Code 
 Compliance Officer 
 position to enforce 
 Refuse Division 
 ordinance violations.

Refuse Rates

$51,900

Revenue 
first year 
$230,000 

annualized $260,000

Equipment
$15,000

Budgeted

 — 

OR:

b) Refuse Rate increase 
 of 5% for operating cost 
 increases

Refuse Rates

Revenue 
first year
$130,000 

annualized 
$175,500

Unbudgeted

PaRks anD ReCReation
DepT./Div. policy iSSue
requeST/juSTiFicaTion

propoSeD
FunDing Source

perSonnel non-perSonnel
buDgeTeD/
unbuDgeTeD

—

Funding for Central 
Business District 
Landscaping to support 
downtown beautification

a) PBIA Fund 
 Transfer
b) Parks Fund — 
 Property Tax 
 subsidy

a) $7,500
b) 43,300

$50,800
Budgeted

—

Increase of Parks Utility 
Taxes on Water, Wastewater 
and Refuse of .5% (from 
3.5% to 4.0%) — (BST 
option) — also see Policy 
Issue raising the Utility Tax 
Cap

Parks and 
Recreation Fund

Revenue 
$130,000 

Unbudgeted

—

Study formation of regional 
park authority — to be done 
by staff in cooperation with 
the Parks Commission ( 
BST recommendation)

Parks and 
Recreation 
(existing resources)

N/A (no 
additional cost 
anticipated)
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  yakima County Development association — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $19,913 to the Yakima County Development Association (YCDA).  In 2003 City 
Council entered  into a 5-year contract with YCDA to provide Economic Development services 
from 2004 - 2008.  (Even though there is a contract in place, there is a stipulation that funding 
is tied to the annual budget/allocation approval by City Council.) 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel — $19,913.
This is the same amount approved by Council in 2005.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — Economic Development Benefits per contract.

d. Personnel Impact — Contract administration.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

policy iSSue TiTle:  yakima Chamber of Commerce — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support to the 
Yakima Chamber of Commerce for their Leadership Yakima; Clean up, Green up; and 
Economic Development survey programs.

 We have graduated over 400 people from Leadership Yakima who are now serving more than 
300 organizations as part of their leadership teams.

 The Clean up, Green up program promotes the health and welfare of Yakima and fosters 
community pride through refuse removal.

 The Economic Development Survey program deal with pursuing projects and issues to create 
a sound business climate for the Yakima area.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel — $5,900.
This is the same amount approved by City Council in the 2005 budget.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — These efforts give stronger leadership resources for our community and 
help clean the City to gain citizen pride and visitor appreciation for a clean City.

d. Personnel Impact — None, with the exception of those who may be in or assist with the 
programs.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — Cut back on cleaning up the City and reducing knowledge and 
future leadership skills available to the City and local organizations. We may have to raise 
our tuition beyond the ability of those presently participating and future participants.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  Fourth of July Committee — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $5,000 to the Fourth of July Committee. Each year the Yakima Fourth of July 
Committee creates a family-oriented event at the Central Washington State Fairgrounds. The 
event attracts tens of thousands of people to a safe and controlled celebration. The Fourth of 
July fireworks and the festivities at the fairgrounds continue to grow each year. This event 
is free to the public, and gives people a safe and sane alternative to “backyard fireworks 
displays.” 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel - $5,000 
This is the same amount approved by City Council in the 2005 budget.  The City of Yakima 
will see a reduction in the number of fire department calls related to fireworks. It’s logical 
to assume that fewer people will be using fireworks because they will be attending the 
Fourth of July event. In addition, local businesses will see an increase in store traffic. This 
event draws from other communities that don’t offer such a celebration. When the people 
from those other areas travel into Yakima, they purchase goods and service from our local 
businesses.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — The Fourth of July Celebration builds a sense of community and civic 
pride. It does so by bringing a large number of our neighbors together to celebrate in a 
safe and controlled fashion. It presents positive activities focused on families.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  sunfair association — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide $1,000 to the Sunfair 
Association in 2006. 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel - $1,000.
This is the same amount approved by Council in the 2005 budget.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — None.

d. Personnel Impact — None. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

policy iSSue TiTle:  allied arts artsvan — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $5,333 to the Allied Arts ArtsVan in 2006. 

2.  a.  Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel - $5,333. 
This is the same amount approved by Council in the 2005 budget.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund 

c. Public Impact — Encourages children to enlarge their ability to visualize, create and 
communicate through the arts. 

d. Personnel Impact — Contract administration. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

policy iSSue TiTle:  RsvP (Retired senior volunteer Program) — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $3,000 to RSVP in 2006. 

2.  a.  Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel - $3,000.  
This is the same amount approved by Council in the 2005 budget.

b. Proposed Funding Source — Parks and Recreation fund, Senior Center. 

c. Public Impact — Supports volunteers in the community. 

d. Personnel Impact — Contract administration. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

policy iSSue TiTle:    yakima basin storage alliance, black Rock Reservoir 
— unbudgeted

1. Proposal — Financial contribution to promote Black Rock Reservoir (see attached for 
additional information). 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Water Reserves, 60%  $36,000
  Irrigation Reserves, 40%  $24,000
        $60,000

b. Proposed Funding Source — Water Utility: Operating and/or Capital Fund. 

c. Public Impact — May require a Water Utility rate increase in future for continued support. 
To generate an additional $60,000 annually, rates would require an adjustment of slightly 
more than 1%. 

d. Personnel Impact — Contract administration.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  Hispanic Chamber of Commerce — unbudgeted

1. Proposal — This is a new proposal to provide financial support to the Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce in 2006, as outlined in the attached application.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $10,000. 

b. Proposed Funding Source — Choose from expenditure reduction options as set forth by 
the Budget Strategy Team (BST) report.

c. Public Impact — See Attached.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

policy iSSue TiTle:  yakima, Morelia sister City association — unbudgeted

1. Proposal — This is a new proposal is to provide financial support to the Yakima - Morelia 
Sister City Association in 2006, as outlined in the attached application.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $1,000.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund cash reserves. 

c. Public Impact — See attached. 

d. Personnel Impact — See attached. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.



�� — Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues



Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues — �� 



�� — Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues



Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues — �� 



�0 — Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues



Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues — �� 



�� — Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues



Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues — �� 



�� — Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues



Policy Issues:  Outside Agencies and Intergovernmental Issues — �� 

2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:   answers from Heaven, application for Funding — 

unbudgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $50,000 to Answers from Heaven. With this money, they will set up an office and 
start writing grants for first projects to achieve three separate objectives in order of priority: 
1) A Wagon Wheel Industry for worldwide distribution; 2) Farm worker housing for broad 
distribution; 3) A cultural entertainment center.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $50,000.

b. Proposed Funding Source — Choose from expenditure reduction options as set forth by 
the Budget Strategy Team (BST) report.

c. Public Impact — 1) Create jobs by promoting worldwide distribution of wagon wheel 
manufacturing and broadening product lines to stimulate the economy of the City of 
Yakima; 2) Create 4,000 affordable houses for farm workers to stimulate the economy; 
3) Create a sense of “community” through a cultural entertainment center to educate the 
community about different cultures and keep the youth out of gangs.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — Achieve funding through other sources.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

inteRgoveRnMental ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  yakima Regional Clean air authority — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $12,622 to the Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority.  This request represents the 
same per capita assessment as the 2005 budget, and so results in a slight increase of $42. 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel — Intergovernmental Program — $12,622.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — See Attached.

d. Personnel Impact — None. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

inteRgoveRnMental ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:    yakima valley office of emergency Management   

Request — enhanced agency services — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $42,244 to the Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management.  For 2006, the per 
capita assessment is $.5315, compared to $.5135 in 2005.  This results in an increase of $1,431 
or 3.5% from the 2005 assessment of $40,813.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel — $42,244 — Intergovernmental Program.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — Coordinated regional Emergency Management services.

d. Personnel Impact — Unknown.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.
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Yakima Valley 

Office of Emergency Management
Room B-10  county couRthouse yakima Washington 98901

Phone: (509) 574-1900  fax: (509) 574-1901

MEMORANDUM

DATE:  October 27, 2005

TO:  Richard Zais, City Manager 
  City of Yakima 

 
FROM: Jim Hall, Director
  Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management

SUBJECT: 2006 Preliminary Budget   

Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management’s preliminary budget for 2006 
is attached.  The assessment per agreement for your jurisdiction is $42,244.   The 
assessment is based on population.  The population for your jurisdiction is 79,480 
remaining the same as the year before.   The assessment for this year is $.5315 per 
person a 3.5% increase.  The assessment for your city increased by $1,431 because of the 
assessment increase.

The Emergency Services Executive Board has recommended this budget for approval.   

Should you have questions regarding this information, or would like a presentation on 
the budget, please contact me at 574-1904 or e-mail jim.hall@co.yakima.wa.us  

Thank you for your continued support. 

Attachments:
Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management 2006 Preliminary Budget and 
supporting documentation
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Yakima Valley 

Office of Emergency Management
Room B-10  county courthouse Yakima Washington 98901

Phone: (509) 574-1900  fax: (509) 574-1901

 

2006 Budget Overview;

The Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management (YVOEM) represents and serves the 14 
cities, towns and the unincorporated area of Yakima County.  YVOEM provides consolidated 
and coordinated emergency management services to these communities through the Agreement 
for Emergency Management first signed in 1984 and updated in 2000.  YVOEM works with over 
70 different jurisdictions, agencies, organizations, and private businesses to provide this service.
 
Preparing our community for the unthinkable, either from weapons of mass destruction or 
natural disaster continues to increase demands on the office.    The recent events of Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita clearly point to the need for local preparedness and capability in managing 
a catastrophic event.  No one jurisdiction can withstand a disaster alone.   The number of 
requirements from the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the State of Washington to 
update contingency plans, examine our capabilities, provide assessments of threat, and train for 
a potential event continues to grow.  

In 2006 the DHS grant funding will continue, as will the requirements it brings.  As we get into 
the fourth and fifth years of these grants DHS is becoming more specific on the deliverables, 
expectations, and accountability.  The funding we receive from DHS is for wages and salaries 
only. The down side to this grant is there are no administrative or operational funds available 
in the grants.   To continue to use these grant we must absorb the administration and operation 
costs from our normal operating funds.

In 2006 we intent to continue the two DHS planning positions hired in 2004.  One position has 
been assigned to the Training and Exercise program (Michelle).  The additional planner will 
assist with the implementation of CEMS/NIMS.   Additionally we will continue the two part 
time on call positions to complete a list of planning projects.

The Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management increased its local assessment to its 
members by 3% last year.  This was the first time in three years it had increased.  To maintain 
our current normal reduced level of operation we are requesting to increase the annual 
assessment by 3.5%.  This increase along with population increases will generate $5,052 in 
revenue.  The increase in personnel costs for the two normal FTE’s (Charles and Jim) alone 
is $6,021.  There is over $5,500 in increases in fixed operating costs caused by the increased 
number of staff requiring computer service.  Additional increases not covered by the increased 
assessment will be taken from reserves, as we have in the past. 

As before, we intend to hold the line whenever possible and be responsible partners with 
the Cities, Towns and Unincorporated areas of Yakima County.  If there are any concerns or 
questions about this budget please contact Jim Hall by e-mail jim.hall@co.yakima.wa.us or call 
574-1904 office,  728-1895 cell
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Yakima Valley 

Office of Emergency Management
Room B-10  county courthouse Yakima Washington 98901

Phone: (509) 574-1900  fax: (509) 574-1901

 
Revenue buDget

2006 totals
Beginning Fund Balance
Reserves $25,000
Beginning  Balance Emergency Management (Carry Over) 46,459

Total Revenue Beginning Balance $71,459

Washington State Local Program Assistance  Emergency 
Management Planning Grant (EMPG) (Federal Grant) 25,000

Columbia Generating Station (CGS) 20,988
Department of Homeland Security 04 and 05  Planning 
Grant 120,000

Total State and Federal Grants 165,988

Local Government 
         Unincorporated 47,335
         Incorporated $74,538

Total Local Revenue 121,873

Total Projected Revenue Budget  2006 $359,320
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Yakima Valley 

Office of Emergency Management
Room B-10  county courthouse Yakima Washington 98901

Phone: (509) 574-1900  fax: (509) 574-1901

eMPloyees

Position benefits salary total Cost
Manager Salary $57,780.00

Benefits Retirement 0.00
Medical 6,036.00
Workers Comp 480.00
Statutory 4,716.00

Total Benefits 11,232.00
Total Cost of Employee $69,012

Sr. Program Analyst Salary $48,081.00
Benefits Retirement 1,476.00

Medical 6,036.00
Workers Comp 480.00
Statutory 3,924.00

Total Benefits 11,916.00
Total Cost of Employee $59,997

Program Representative Salary $30,564.00
Benefits Retirement 936.00

Medical 6,036.00
Workers Comp 480.00
Statutory 2,496.00

Total Benefits 9,948.00
Total Cost of Employee $40,512

Program Representative Salary $30,564.00
Benefits Retirement 936.00

Medical 6,036.00
Workers Comp 480.00
Statutory 2,496.00

Total Benefits 9,948.00
Total Cost of Employee $40,512

1) ea Part Time On Call Help Employee $13,504
1) ea Part Time On Call Help Employee 13,504
Total Part Time Help $27,008

Total Budgeted Employee Costs $237,041
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oPeRations

Fund 612 operations budgeted

6123101 Office/Operating Supplies $6,000
6123201 Fuel $350
6123501 Small Tools/Minor Equipment $2,500
6123502 Software $1,000
6123590 Small Attractive Tracked Inventory $1,500
6124101 Professional Services $3,500
6124191 Purchasing Services $851
6124192 Information Services $12,461
6124201 Communications Telephone $1,500
6124202 Communications Postage $500
6124301 Travel $2,000
6124401 Advertising $500
6124501 Operating Rental/Lease $6,000
6124590 Facility Maintenance $12,925
6124690 Liability Insurance $1,218
6124801 Repairs and Maintenance $1,000
6124901 Miscellaneous $2,000
6126401 Capital Expense (move to new Facility $30,000
Total  Operating Expenditures $85,805

Total 2005 Employee Cost $237,041

Total Expenditures Emergency Management 2005 Budget $322,846

Total Emergency Management 2005 Revenue $359,320

Ending Fund  Balance  (Reserve Fund) $36,474
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Yakima Valley 

Office of Emergency Management
Room B-10  county courthouse Yakima Washington 98901

Phone: (509) 574-1900  fax: (509) 574-1901

2006 assessMents FoR JuRisDiCtions

Jurisdiction City/town Population share 
2005 $0.532

Grandview 8,705 $4,627
Granger 2,835 1,507
Harrah 630 335
Mabton 2,065 1,098
Moxee 1,310 696
Naches 755 401
Selah 6,740 3,582
Sunnyside 14,710 7,818
Tieton 1,185 630
Toppenish 9,000 4,784
Union Gap 5,695 3,027
Wapato 4,535 2,410
Yakima 79,480 42,244
Yakima County 89,060 47,335
Zillah 2,595 1,379
Total Unincorporated 89,060 47,335

Total Incorporated 140,240 74,538

Total Local Population and Revenue 229,300 $121,873

Population Source:   Washington State Office of Finacial Management, Forcasting Division
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

inteRgoveRnMental ReQuest

 
policy iSSue TiTle:   yakima valley Conference of governments (Cog) 

Membership assessment — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $39,130 to the Yakima Valley Conference of Governments (COG) membership 
assessment. The General Assessment remained level, however, the Metropolitan/Regional 
Transportation Planning portion increased by $598 in order to provide local match for regional 
planning grants.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Non-personnel — $39,130; Intergovernmental Program.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — Unknown.

d. Personnel Impact — Unknown.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Council approved this assessment at their 
October 4, 2005 meeting. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

outsiDe agenCy ReQuest

policy iSSue TiTle:   vote to annex to the yakima valley Regional library 
— budgeted

1. Proposal — During the 2005 budget development process, Council approved a Policy Issue 
to conduct analysis/research on alternative funding sources for sustaining future library 
services.  To fulfill this directive, staff reviewed the viability of annexing to the regional library 
system with the Budget Strategy Team (BST).

 The BST has recommended that the City divest itself of the current relationship/contract with 
the Library, and ask the citizens to vote to annex to the regional library system.  This would 
not require a change in the 2006 budget, as the vote will likely be in 2006, and therefore 
not effective until 2007.  In subsequent years, the City would experience a slight net gain in 
revenue from this action. 

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — No change in 2006.  If the annexation would have happened in 2005, the 
City would have experienced a net gain in revenue in 2007 of about $88,000 -- the Library 
would also experience an increase in revenue from City residents.

b. Proposed Funding Source — Direct Property Tax levy. 

c. Public Impact — Additional Property Tax levy of at least .15 cents per $1,000 of assessed 
valuation (bringing the rate paid by City residents up to the rate paid by all other members 
of the regional library system.)  This would amount to an additional $15 per $100,000 
assessed value per year.

d. Personnel Impact — None. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — this would require City Council to 
draft a ballot measure to be voted on in 2006.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — Dissolution of the current contract.

g. Viable Alternatives — To keep the Library in the City’s General Fund, which puts the 
Library at risk to continue current service levels.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: ciTy managemenT DiviSion: ciTy manager

 
policy iSSue TiTle:   increase City Manager car allowance from $250 to $300 

per month — budgeted 
 
1.  Proposal — It is proposed that the City Manager’s vehicle allowance for City business trans-

portation be increased from $250 per month to $300 per month, effective January 2006.

Background — The City Manager’s vehicle allowance was approved by the City Council in 
January 1997 and set at $250 per month for reimbursement of City business transportation 
expenses using a personal vehicle. This amount has not been changed for the past eight 
years. The allowance was authorized in-lieu of providing a car for the City Manager and 
helping to save the City the cost of purchasing, maintaining, operating and replacing 
a vehicle for the Manager. In the years since the allowance was approved, the City has 
realized a significant savings in not purchasing or maintaining a City vehicle for the 
Manager’s business travel, as well as maintaining the fixed monthly reimbursement at the 
same rate. According to the City Equipment Rental Division estimates, the current cost of 
purchasing a new staff sedan is $24,000. Additionally, based upon average annual use for 
business transportation, and assuming ten-year service life, the maintenance, operation and 
replacement cost per month of a vehicle would be $350 — or $4,200 per year.

The Manager’s monthly allowance was intended to cover the maintenance, operation, 
insurance and depreciation cost of the in and out-of-town City business use of a personal 
vehicle for the Manager. Over the years, the average annual business use of the Manager’s 
personal vehicle has equaled 45%, or approximately 6,500 miles annually. The current, 
fixed reimbursement of $250 per month has failed to keep pace with escalating fuel and 
other maintenance/insurance costs, and the Manager has been subsidizing these expenses 
personally. The Manager does not claim a separate mileage reimbursement for this from the 
City since the allowance was approved for this purpose.

The Manager maintains a record of business use of his personal vehicle in and out of town 
for IRS reporting purposes. The City allowance is reported to the IRS, together with the 
maintenance, operation and depreciation cost of the business use mileage annually.

There has been a trend in executive compensation packages for City Administrators in 
Washington State to eliminate the cost of providing City-owned vehicles and to offer 
a vehicle allowance instead. By way of comparison, following is a summary of vehicle 
allowance for the City Administrators and Managers in several nearly comparable cities in 
Washington State.
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ciTy populaTion 2005 aDmin./managerS 2005 moTor vehicle 
allowance

Kent 84,920 $350

Kennewick 60,410 $250

Pasco 44,190 $350

Kirkland 45,630 $325

Richland 41,650 $500

Longview 35,430 $500

Shoreline 53,000 $450

Bellingham 72,320 $500

average 55,011 $403

Yakima 81,000 $250

Variance from Average (%) (61%)

Variance from Average ($) ($153.00)

Based upon the above, a $400 per month vehicle allowance would be justified. However, the 
Manager is proposing a $300 per month amount, based upon actual records of business use of a 
personal vehicle over the past several years.

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — The annual fiscal impact of the proposed vehicle allowance 
adjustment is $600. This proposal has been budgeted in the City Manager’s 
transportation budget for 2006.

b. Proposed Funding Source — Fund source for this proposal is the General Fund.

c. Public Impact — None.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — The vehicle allowance for the 
Manager is set by an ordinance approved by the City Council. Accordingly, if the 
proposed increase is accepted, legislation will need to be submitted for formal Council 
action to approve this adjustment.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Accordingly, based upon the above, it is 
respectfully recommended that the City Manager’s monthly vehicle allowance be increased 
from $250 per month to $300 per month, effective January 2006. This adjustment has been 
budgeted for 2006.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: ciTy managemenT DiviSion: ciTy clerk

policy iSSue TiTle:   add one Public Records officer Position in Response 
to statutory amendments to Public Disclosure act —   
budgeted

1.  Proposal — The Public Records Officer position would be established to implement a 
centralized records management program and would be designated as the City’s official 
Public Records Officer. Under a new state law mandate, the City is required to appoint a 
Public Records Officer. The position would oversee the City’s compliance with the public 
records disclosure requirements for all public records requests. Currently, the policy relat-
ing to public records requests directs the citizens to submit their request primarily to the 
City Clerk for offices at City Hall or to the division manager at various other city locations, 
i.e. police, fire, public works. This practice does not fully comply with the new Amendment 
and will require an increasing portion of the clerks’ time to process and follow up on these 
requests. The City is receiving an increasing number of PDA requests. From 2001 to 2005, 
there has been an increase of 248%. Some of these requests are fairly simple while others 
are vague or are broad in scope and require a significant investment of time from at least 
one department, if not more. This position would consolidate the efforts of City employees 
responding to PDAs to ensure minimal impact on time and resources of the City. 

In addition, there is a need for a citywide records management program, including central-
izing records storage. This position would be responsible to ensure that City information, in 
all the various formats, is maintained, processed, retained, disposed of, and/or recovered in 
accordance with federal, state, and local laws and City policies, and for the maintenance of 
vital and historical records. The new position would analyze City records, create a records 
index, create a records retention schedule, act as a liaison in public relation matters involving 
PDA requests, handle incoming PDA requests, coordinate responses from various depart-
ments, track due dates and response dates, and coordinate with the Legal Department when 
necessary. This position would also receive and index damage claims filed against the City.
 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Total Salary and Benefits is approximately $56,300. 
   

b. Proposed Funding Source:

   Risk Management (60%) $33,800
   General Funds  (40%)  $22,500   
       $56,300

c.  Public Impact — The citizens of the City of Yakima would receive a central location for 
directing questions or making PDA requests. The City would minimize its exposure 
to citizen complaints regarding the PDA process, and reduce liability with regard to 
lawsuits arising from the PDA process, while promoting a positive relationship with 
the public. 
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d. Personnel Impact — Departments would be able to provide information to a designated 
Public Records Officer. They would still have to provide information to the Public 
Records Officer, but would not have to coordinate with other departments or follow up 
on responses. The City records filing and retrieval would be coordinated by one position.

e.  Required Changes in City Regulation or Policies — Policy would need to reflect the 
designation of the Public Records Officer so that employees from all departments refer 
all PDA requests to that Officer. Administrative Code Section 1500 should be revised to 
name one employee as the Public Records Officer.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.  Viable Alternative — a) Assign the public disclosure request duty to an existing 
position. This alternative would involve a substantial increase in workload for an 
existing employee, thus reducing time available for current job duties. b) Consider hiring 
consultant for records management analysis and system design.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Approve new position for Public Records 
Officer.
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SupplemenTal backgrounD inFormaTion
2006 buDgeT policy iSSueS

M e M o R a n D u M

August 3, 2005

To: Dick Zais, City Manager

From: Paul T. McMurray, Assistant City Attorney 

SubjecT:  Recent Changes to the Public Disclosure Act

Second Substitute House Bill 1758 was passed by the Washington State Legislature on April 21, 
2005, and signed by Governor Gregoire on May 16, 2005. The law contains several significant 
changes to the Washington State Public Disclosure Act (“PDA”) that are reviewed herein. A copy 
of the bill is attached for your reference.

First, a sentence was added to RCW 42.17.270 providing that “Agencies shall not deny a request 
for identifiable public records solely on the basis that the request is overbroad.” This essentially 
overturns the “overbroad record request exemption” that was recognized by the Washington 
State Supreme Court in Hangartner v. Seattle, 151 Wn.2d 439, 447-449 (2004). An agency is still 
permitted to request clarification from a requester when a record request is vague.

This particular change will not have a significant impact upon the manner in which the City 
responds to PDA requests. To my knowledge, the City has not denied any public record request 
simply on the basis that the request was too broad. Rather, clarification has been sought from the 
requester. Only when clarification has not been provided has the request been denied.

Second, another amendment to RCW 42.17.270 obligates a public agency to provide records “on 
a partial or installment basis [when the records] are part of a larger set of requested records.” 
In other words, when a record request requires the production of a large set of documents (i.e., 
hundreds of pages), a public agency should not wait until all of the records are gathered to-
gether before copying or producing for inspection a smaller subset of documents. This change 
is significant but is also relatively consistent with the manner in which Yakima has responded 
to large record requests in the past (e.g., responses to the numerous PDA requests regarding the 
wastewater odor case).

Third, the bill added a new section to RCW Chapter 42.17 that requires each public agency to 
“appoint and publicly identify a public records officer whose responsibility is to serve as a point 
of contact for members of the public in requesting disclosure of public records and to oversee 
the agency’s compliance with the public records disclosure requirements of this chapter.” Thus, 
the new law appears to require that a single individual be identified as the agency’s public 
records officer and that officer is responsible for overseeing compliance with the law. The name 
and contact information of the public records officer must also be provided “in a way reasonably 
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calculated to provide notice to the public, including posting at the local agency’s place of busi-
ness, posting on its internet site, or including in its publications.”

While this was not previously required, many public agencies already have a public records 
officer. In fact, Yakima Administrative Code Section 1500 identifies the City Clerk as the public 
records officer regarding records maintained at City Hall. For records maintained at other loca-
tions, Section 1500 provides that “the division head in charge of the division having custody of the 
records or any staff member designated by the division head shall be the public records officer.”

In effect, Administrative Code Section 1500 authorizes multiple public records officers within 
the structure of the City of Yakima government. This is inconsistent with the new statutory 
language that appears to require the naming of a single person to be the public records officer. 
Accordingly, it appears that this part of Section 1500 should be revised (or replaced entirely) to 
name one employee as the public records officer. This officer shall not only be the initial point of 
contact but shall also be responsible for ensuring that all PDA requests are responded to in an 
appropriate manner. This person will need to have a thorough knowledge of the PDA and may 
need to provide PDA training to City employees.

Fourth, RCW 42.17.340 was amended to provide that the statute of limitations for bringing a 
PDA action against a public agency is “one year [from] the agency’s claim of exemption or last 
production of a record on a partial or installment basis.” Previously, the statute of limitations for 
bringing a PDA action was five years, an unreasonably long period of time.

cc: Ray Paolella, City Attorney
 Karen Roberts, City Clerk
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CERTIFICATION OF ENROLLMENT

SECOND SUBSTITUTE HOUSE BILL 1758

Chapter 483, Laws of 2005

59th Legislature
2005 Regular Session

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

EFFECTIVE DATE: 7/24/05

Passed by the House April 21, 2005
  Yeas 97  Nays 0  

FRANK CHOPP

Speaker of the House of Representatives
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SECOND SUBSTITUTE HOUSE BILL 1758
_____________________________________________

AS AMENDED BY THE SENATE

Passed Legislature - 2005 Regular Session

State of Washington 59th Legislature 2005 Regular Session

By House Committee on Appropriations (originally sponsored by
Representatives Kessler, Nixon, Haigh, Chandler, Clements, Schindler,
Hunt, Hunter, Hinkle, Takko, B. Sullivan, Miloscia, Buck and Shabro;
by request of Attorney General)

READ FIRST TIME 03/07/05.

 1 AN ACT Relating to public disclosure; amending RCW 42.17.270,

 2 42.17.348, and 42.17.340; reenacting and amending RCW 42.17.300; and

 3 adding a new section to chapter 42.17 RCW.

 4 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:

 5 Sec. 1.  RCW 42.17.270 and 1987 c 403 s 4 are each amended to read

 6 as follows:

 7 Public records shall be available for inspection and copying, and

 8 agencies shall, upon request for identifiable public records, make them

 9 promptly available to any person including, if applicable, on a partial

10 or installment basis as records that are part of a larger set of

11 requested records are assembled or made ready for inspection or

12 disclosure.  Agencies shall not deny a request for identifiable public

13 records solely on the basis that the request is overbroad. Agencies

14 shall not distinguish among persons requesting records, and such

15 persons shall not be required to provide information as to the purpose

16 for the request except to establish whether inspection and copying

17 would violate RCW 42.17.260(((5))) (9) or other statute which exempts

18 or prohibits disclosure of specific information or records to certain

19 persons. Agency facilities shall be made available to any person for

p. 1 2SHB 1758.SL
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 1 the copying of public records except when and to the extent that this

 2 would unreasonably disrupt the operations of the agency. Agencies

 3 shall honor requests received by mail for identifiable public records

 4 unless exempted by provisions of this chapter.

 5 Sec. 2.  RCW 42.17.300 and 1995 c 397 s 14 and 1995 c 341 s 2 are

 6 each reenacted and amended to read as follows:

 7 No fee shall be charged for the inspection of public records. No

 8 fee shall be charged for locating public documents and making them

 9 available for copying. A reasonable charge may be imposed for

10 providing copies of public records and for the use by any person of

11 agency equipment or equipment of the office of the secretary of the

12 senate or the office of the chief clerk of the house of representatives

13 to copy public records, which charges shall not exceed the amount

14 necessary to reimburse the agency, the office of the secretary of the

15 senate, or the office of the chief clerk of the house of

16 representatives for its actual costs directly incident to such copying.

17 Agency charges for photocopies shall be imposed in accordance with the

18 actual per page cost or other costs established and published by the

19 agency.  In no event may an agency charge a per page cost greater than

20 the actual per page cost as established and published by the agency.

21 To the extent the agency has not determined the actual per page cost

22 for photocopies of public records, the agency may not charge in excess

23 of fifteen cents per page. An agency may require a deposit in an

24 amount not to exceed ten percent of the estimated cost of providing

25 copies for a request. If an agency makes a request available on a

26 partial or installment basis, the agency may charge for each part of

27 the request as it is provided.  If an installment of a records request

28 is not claimed or reviewed, the agency is not obligated to fulfill the

29 balance of the request.

30 NEW SECTION.  Sec. 3.  A new section is added to chapter 42.17 RCW

31 to read as follows:

32 (1) Each state and local agency shall appoint and publicly identify

33 a public records officer whose responsibility is to serve as a point of

34 contact for members of the public in requesting disclosure of public

35 records and to oversee the agency's compliance with the public records

2SHB 1758.SL p. 2
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 1 disclosure requirements of this chapter. A state or local agency's

 2 public records officer may appoint an employee or official of another

 3 agency as its public records officer.

 4 (2) For state agencies, the name and contact information of the

 5 agency's public records officer to whom members of the public may

 6 direct requests for disclosure of public records and who will oversee

 7 the agency's compliance with the public records disclosure requirements

 8 of this chapter shall be published in the state register at the time of

 9 designation and annually every year thereafter.

10 (3) For local agencies, the name and contact information of the

11 agency's public records officer to whom members of the public may

12 direct requests for disclosure of public records and who will oversee

13 the agency's compliance within the public records disclosure

14 requirements of this chapter shall be made in a way reasonably

15 calculated to provide notice to the public, including posting at the

16 local agency's place of business, posting on its internet site, or

17 including in its publications.

18 Sec. 4.  RCW 42.17.348 and 1992 c 139 s 9 are each amended to read

19 as follows:

20 (1) The attorney general's office shall publish, and update when

21 appropriate, a pamphlet, written in plain language, explaining the

22 provisions of the public records subdivision of this chapter.

23 (2) The attorney general, by February 1, 2006, shall adopt by rule

24 an advisory model rule for state and local agencies, as defined in RCW

25 42.17.020, addressing the following subjects:

26 (a) Providing fullest assistance to requestors;

27 (b) Fulfilling large requests in the most efficient manner;

28 (c) Fulfilling requests for electronic records; and

29 (d) Any other issues pertaining to public disclosure as determined

30 by the attorney general.

31 (3) The attorney general, in his or her discretion, may from time

32 to time revise the model rule.

33 Sec. 5.  RCW 42.17.340 and 1992 c 139 s 8 are each amended to read

34 as follows:

35 (1) Upon the motion of any person having been denied an opportunity

36 to inspect or copy a public record by an agency, the superior court in

p. 3 2SHB 1758.SL
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 1 the county in which a record is maintained may require the responsible

 2 agency to show cause why it has refused to allow inspection or copying

 3 of a specific public record or class of records. The burden of proof

 4 shall be on the agency to establish that refusal to permit public

 5 inspection and copying is in accordance with a statute that exempts or

 6 prohibits disclosure in whole or in part of specific information or

 7 records.

 8 (2) Upon the motion of any person who believes that an agency has

 9 not made a reasonable estimate of the time that the agency requires to

10 respond to a public record request, the superior court in the county in

11 which a record is maintained may require the responsible agency to show

12 that the estimate it provided is reasonable. The burden of proof shall

13 be on the agency to show that the estimate it provided is reasonable.

14 (3) Judicial review of all agency actions taken or challenged under

15 RCW 42.17.250 through 42.17.320 shall be de novo. Courts shall take

16 into account the policy of this chapter that free and open examination

17 of public records is in the public interest, even though such

18 examination may cause inconvenience or embarrassment to public

19 officials or others. Courts may examine any record in camera in any

20 proceeding brought under this section. The court may conduct a hearing

21 based solely on affidavits.

22 (4) Any person who prevails against an agency in any action in the

23 courts seeking the right to inspect or copy any public record or the

24 right to receive a response to a public record request within a

25 reasonable amount of time shall be awarded all costs, including

26 reasonable attorney fees, incurred in connection with such legal

27 action. In addition, it shall be within the discretion of the court to

28 award such person an amount not less than five dollars and not to

29 exceed one hundred dollars for each day that he or she was denied the

30 right to inspect or copy said public record.

31 (5) For actions under this section against counties, the venue

32 provisions of RCW 36.01.050 apply.

33 (6) Actions under this section must be filed within one year of the

34 agency's claim of exemption or the last production of a record on a

35 partial or installment basis.
Passed by the House April 21, 2005.
Passed by the Senate April 21, 2005.
Approved by the Governor May 16, 2005.
Filed in Office of Secretary of State May 16, 2005.

2SHB 1758.SL p. 4
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: ciTy managemenT DiviSion: ciTy clerk

policy iSSue TiTle:   upgrade of Pension Records Clerk Position to Deputy 
City Clerk — budgeted

1. Proposal — The proposal is to upgrade the pension records clerk position to deputy city 
clerk and combine the duties of the two positions into one position. In 2000, the deputy city clerk 
position was eliminated due to budget constraints; however, the responsibilities and duties of 
the deputy remained and were to be absorbed by the other positions in the office. The pension 
records clerk absorbed many of the responsibilities, such as taking and transcribing the min-
utes of the city council meetings. After additional training, the city clerk relied on the pension 
records clerk to fulfill the duties relating to city council meetings and meeting preparations dur-
ing her absence. In the absence of the city clerk, other duties were scheduled around her avail-
ability and delayed until her return. The deputy city clerk will supervise the office staff in the 
absence of the city clerk and be responsible for fulfilling all the city clerk duties in the city clerk’s 
absence. With the impending retirement of the city clerk and the pension records clerk, it be-
came apparent that a trained deputy city clerk who can do the functions of the pension records 
clerk and acting city clerk is needed. This will also provide a trained candidate for replacing the 
city clerk in the future.

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — Approximately $9,400 annually, including salary and benefits (differ-
ence between the two positions).

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund.

c. Public Impact — None.

d.  Personnel Impact — Designates a staff member as acting city clerk in the absence of the 
city clerk and creates job ladder for the city clerk position.

e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Job classification would need to 
be approved by the Civil Service Commission.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — A trained deputy city clerk is needed to 
perform all the duties of city clerk when necessary. Staff recommends approval of this 
policy issue. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: ciTy managemenT DiviSion: human reSourceS

policy iSSue TiTle:    employee Compensation and benefits study — 
unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — The Budget Strategy Team recommended that a compensation and benefits 
study be conducted in order to better assess the City’s compensation and benefits in relation 
to other public and private employers for our unionized and non-unionized employees.  The 
BST recommends the City’s compensation package be compared to that of (a) both public 
and private local employers – for comparable positions and (b) comparable positions of pub-
lic and private employers doing business in the area where recruitment for these positions is 
likely to be focused, if different than (a) above.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Up to $75,000 as determined by the scope of the project.
  (This includes external costs only)
  

b. Proposed Funding Source — To be determined.

c.  Public Impact — To determine if the City’s overall compensation package is reasonable 
in comparison to the local/regional market from which employees are expected to be 
recruited.

d.  Personnel Impact — Staff would need to coordinate and support the consultant to 
provide underlying information such as job descriptions, comparable businesses, etc.

e. Required Changes in City Regulation or Policies — None to complete the study.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — Changes in compensation and benefits for certain 
employee groups may be subject to collective bargaining.

g. Viable Alternative — Do a smaller scale study or perform in phases over several years.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This was a recommendation by the Bud-
get Strategy Team (BST) and is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: ciTy managemenT DiviSion: waSTewaTer/preTreaTmenT

policy iSSue TiTle:    add one Pretreatment technician Position for the Fat, 
oil, and grease Program — budgeted

1.  Proposal — To add one permanent full-time Pretreatment Technician position to implement 
activities associated with the Fat, Oil, and Grease (FOG) Program. Activities include, but not 
limited to:

 
1) Monitoring and sampling food establishments for FOGs;
2)  Educating managers of food establishments of best management practices (BMPs) for 

reducing FOG concentrations from being discharged to the City’s wastewater collection 
system;

3) Fill in for other Pretreatment Technicians as needed.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $52,900 (1.0 FTE additional personnel) 
   Use of an existing vehicle

b.  Proposed Funding Source — Wastewater Operating Fund -- Pretreatment Account 340 
(existing Wastewater rates.) 

c.  Public Impact — Increase visibility with the business sector of the Pretreatment 
Program, and to educate and control the level of FOGs being discharged to the City’s 
wastewater collection system.

d. Personnel Impact — Redirect 20% of an existing Lab Tech to support the FOG program. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None. 

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None. 

g. Viable Alternatives — None. 

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Authorize additional permanent full-time 
Pretreatment Technician position to fully implement the FOG Program. The additional posi-
tion would allow the Pretreatment Program to monitor food establishments more frequently, 
thus reducing the amount of FOG concentration impacting the wastewater collection system, 
and increase the Pretreatment Program’s visibility with the business sector of Yakima. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: ciTy managemenT DiviSion: waTer/irrigaTion

 
policy iSSue TiTle:   add one Cross Connection Control/Water Meter Crew 

leader Position — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is to add one full time Cross Connection Control/Water Meter 
Crew leader position. The ever-increasing Cross Connection rules and the increasing 
requirement for tracking water loss have eroded the utility’s capacity to meet these 
requirements. (See the attached supplemental report for additional information.)

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Add $56,800 for one full-time employee.

b. Proposed Funding Source — Water Operating Fund - domestic water rates. 

c. Public Impact — More accurate meters resulting in better customer satisfaction, prompt  
 response to concern about cross connections.

d. Personnel Impact — Add one full-time employee.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — Leave Staffing as is or add one additional full time Water Device  
 Technician.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy issue. 
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SupplemenTal backgrounD inFormaTion

2006 buDgeT policy iSSueS

propoSeD croSS connecTion conTrol / waTer meTer crew leaDer
 
Supervise daily operations of the cross connection program and the large water meter testing 
and repair program.

To include but not limited to:

SuperviSion oF croSS connecTion conTrol anD waTer meTer repair TechnicianS

Safety Programs And Safety Training
 Confined Spaces Program
 Air Quality Monitoring
 Ladder usage
 Traffic Control
 Rescue Procedures

Cross Connection Control Testing Equipment 
 Repair
 Calibration
 Replacement needs

Provide Answers To Daily Inquiries From General Public And Field Staff About Regulations, 
Policies And Guidelines

Scheduling Cross Connection Control Device Testing
 Initial Inspections
 Testing of devices
 Follow-up Inspections
 Follow-up Testing

Scheduling Water Meter Testing And Repair

Assist Field Staff
 Fill-in for vacations and sick leave
 Testing
 Inspections
 Confined Space

Training oF oTher waTer DiSTribuTion STaFF

 Water Meter Reading
 Water Meter Testing
 Water Meter Repair
 Cross Connection Control Requirements
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coorDinaTion

 Water Meter Repair With Utility Billing
Water Meter Reading With Utility Billing
Meter Reading Equipment Needs With Utility Billing

 Cross Connection Control Program With Codes Division

waShingTon STaTe DeparTmenT oF healTh manDaTeS

 Complete Annual Cross Connection Control Reports
 Monitor State And Federal Rules For New Requirements And Write Reports
 Insure Technicians Meet The State Requirements For Certifications
 Maintain Inspection And Testing Report Records
 Water Use Efficiency Program
  Water Consumption Monitoring
  Water Loss Monitoring and Calculation
  Coordinate Use Efficiencies — Conservation Measures with Water Quality Technician
  Insure Meter Accuracy Testing Program meeting new requirements
  Develop new installation procedures to insure meter accuracy

cuSTomer Service

 Provide Information To Customers
 Develop Letters And Written Information About The Cross Connection Control Program
 Develop Letters And Written Information About Water Meters And Meter Reading
 Develop Methods To Improve Customer Relations
 Provide Customers With Information About Water Consumption And Water Meter Accuracy

compuTer DaTa enTry

 Establish New Accounts
 Tracking Old Accounts
 Initial And Follow-up Inspections
 Initial, Follow-up And Annual Device Testing
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: municipal courT DiviSion: municipal courT

policy iSSue TiTle:   Change Municipal Court Judge salary structure in       
Response to a new state law — budgeted

1.  Proposal — During the 2005 State Legislative Session, 2ESSB 5454 was passed.  The underly-
ing purpose of this legislation was to provide a dedicated revenue source to meet the state’s 
commitment to improve trial courts around the state.  One of the goals identified for munici-
palities was to encourage the election of Municipal Court judges by distributing state funds 
if certain criteria were met. 

The revenue stream identified is a new $43 filing fee which is assessed against a criminal de-
fendant upon conviction or plea of guilty in a court of limited jurisdiction. It should be noted 
that every court must assess this new filing fee regardless of whether they take advantage of 
the salary offset by the State.  In order for a City to receive any of the new revenue, the fol-
lowing criteria must be met:

• The judge is serving in an elected position,
•  The city has established by ordinance the compensation of a full time judge at between 

95% and 100% of a district court judge salary (determined annually by the state Board for 
Judicial Administration), and

•  The city has certified to the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) that the prior two 
conditions have been met.

The AOC estimate of revenue available for distribution is about $9,600 per judge for the first 
year, which is expected to rise to about $25,000 per judge in future years.  

Currently, the two Municipal Court judges are elected, but their salary is currently below the 
compensation criteria set forth.  Therefore, the proposal is to set the base wage for judges at 95% 
of a district court judge salary, maintain deferred compensation at 3%, and eliminate longevity.  
In the first year, this amounted to a total increase of about $19,200 (2006 vs. 2005), with the total 
revenue estimated to be $19,200—no net impact to General Fund in the first year, with a poten-
tial to have the state increase its contribution in future years.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Fiscal Impact --
 

 $19,200  Increase in Judges’ salary and benefits          
$19,200  Increase in Revenue—State Distribution of New Filing Fee 

           -0-  Net impact to General Fund in 2006 

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund-New revenue allocation from State.

c. Public Impact — New $43 filing fee as described above.
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d.  Personnel Impact — Establish uniformity of compensation with other courts of limited 
jurisdiction.  Quarterly reporting of salaries prior to revenue distribution. 

e.  Required Changes in City Regulation or Policies — Ordinances affecting Judge’s 
compensation will need to be amended.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — Salary certification is required prior to receiving a 
revenue distribution.

g.  Viable Alternative — Continue in our current status, and forego participating in the 
State’s distribution of the new filing fee.  

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy 
issue.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: Finance anD buDgeT  DiviSion: Financial ServiceS

policy iSSue TiTle:   Raise Cap on outside utility taxes — unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — The Budget Strategy Team (BST) was appointed by City Council in June of 2004 
to review the City’s Contingency Budget Reduction Plan and provide Council with sugges-
tions and recommendations regarding general government services provided by the city 
and their related costs. The BST recently completed its study, and submitted their report/rec-
ommendations to City Council at a study session held on September 30, 2005.  In their final 
report, the BST stated that, to meet the fiscal challenges that are facing the City in the future 
through budget reductions alone would likely require too severe of a reduction in City ser-
vices, and that revenue enhancements should also be considered.  

 One of the revenue enhancement options included in the report is to raise the “cap” on outside 
utility taxes (i.e. electric, natural gas, and telephone) to reduce dependency on cash reserves 
and/or contribute to capital funding. Currently, customers only pay tax on the first $4,000 per 
account per month on 4% of the utility tax (the remaining 2% is already unlimited.)  Therefore, 
the monthly tax is limited to $160 per account ($4,000 at 4%).  This proposal is to phase in the 
change in the cap over three years, going to $5,000 in 2006 (monthly maximum--$200, annual in-
crease--$480 per account); $7,500 in 2007 (monthly maximum--$300, annual increase--$1,680 per 
account); and complete removal in 2008 (no maximum, annual increase dependent on volume).  

Two options for the use of additional revenue has been identified:
a)   Dedicate the first $130,000 to Parks Capital, with the balance going to the General 

Fund—Since the Parks Capital reserves are virtually depleted, a new revenue stream 
dedicated to Parks Capital needs would be desirable.  

b)   Use the entire amount for service delivery from the General Fund.  Note:  There is 
also an unbudgeted policy issue for an increase on the City-owned utilities (Water, 
Wastewater, and Refuse) by 0.5%, to raise the $130,000 needed for Parks Capital.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Additional Revenue:
   2006--  $57,600 (Assumes 120 customers at $480 annual increase)
   2007--$130,000 (Assumes 75-80 customers at $1,680 annual increase)
   2008--$510,000 (Per utility tax returns)  

b.  Proposed Funding Source — Major Utility Customers.

c.  Public Impact — More secure funding for critical Parks Capital and/or General Fund services.

d.  Personnel Impact — None. 

e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Approve an Ordinance to update 
the Yakima Municipal Code for the change.

 
f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None. 
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g. Viable Alternatives — Leave the cap at the $4,000 level.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This was included on the list of viable rev-
enue options by the Budget Strategy Team, and is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: Finance anD buDgeT   DiviSion: inFormaTion SySTemS

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  Patrol Car Computer Replacement — budgeted

1.  Proposal — This Policy Issue proposes that we replace the existing Digital Video Recorder 
system in the police patrol cars with a new model and that we install new and separate 
Mobile Data Computers to eliminate the interdependencies and limit the possibility of total 
system failures.
 
The Yakima patrol cars are an extremely technology intensive environment. We have 
been running Mobile Data Computers (MDCs) using the Hitech Mobile Client software 
for several years. We implemented the COBAN Patrol Car Video system in June 2003. The 
COBAN system was selected after approximately one year of research and testing because 
it is a digital system that enables pre-event recording, cross-indexing for easy retrieval, 
manageable storage, and integration with other systems. Approximately one year later, 
AT&T eliminated the cellular digital data communications service the City had been 
using. After thorough research and testing, the City implemented a private wireless data 
communications system provided by the Dataradio Corporation. 

The mobile environment has always been difficult to support. With the addition of the 
new technology the patrol cars began experiencing significantly more problems. Generally 
these problems can be classified as: patrol car electrical problems; training problems; new-
technology “teething” problems; and technology interface problems. The organizational 
structure also caused some delay in addressing these problems. At this point all the 
problems have been mitigated or resolved except one hardware problem that this Policy 
Issue is designed to address.

Organizational structure — The Police Department has had their own technical support 
position for several years. This caused an uneven distribution of the workload and effected 
communications. Early in 2005, that position was moved to Information Systems. As a result 
we were better able to address the problems and assign additional technicians to the task. 
This has proven extremely beneficial.

Patrol car electrical problems — With the addition of the COBAN video system to the voice 
radios, data transmitters, computers, light bars etc., we began experiencing electrical failures. 
COBAN modified their system to reduce electrical requirements and to shut down when 
experiencing low voltage. This solved the problem in the Ford patrol cars. The City staff 
had to add an additional battery and a heavy-duty alternator to solve the problem in the 
Chevrolet patrol cars.

Training Problems/Mobile Client — After assigning technicians to ride along with the patrol 
officers, we discovered that there were both operational errors and a couple “bugs” in the 
client software that had evidently existed for some time. Both sets of problems were solved 
within a couple weeks.
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New technology teething problems — The patrol officers experienced several problems related 
to new technology. Most were minor such as requiring new latches for the removable hard 
drives to keep them secure during high-speed maneuvers modifying the wiring. Because 
we had introduced so much new technology at the same time, some of the problems were 
difficult to identify resulting in turning off different parts of the systems to isolate the 
cause of a specific problem and thereby resulting in some temporary disruption of service. 
However, we were able to resolve these problems within a few weeks.

Technology interface problems — These were the most difficult to resolve because it required 
coordination and cooperation with and between the three vendors. These were also the most 
serious problems resulting in the shut down of all data communications at critical times. 
We finally gathered all the vendors and the City staff together for a week and were able to 
resolve all the problems except one. That remaining problem has been isolated to a COBAN 
hardware interface problem that causes the computer to slow down and eventually halt.

In order to complete acceptance testing of the remaining systems, we completely shut down 
the COBAN software in mid-September. We believe that the only solution to the hardware 
interface problem is implementing a new model of the COBAN computer and a new release 
of the software. COBAN is shipping us a new model of their computer and software. We 
will thoroughly test this unit before we commit to implementing throughout the fleet. We 
have negotiated an agreement with COBAN to provide these computers at 50% of their cost. 
Because we will have used their computers for three years by the time the current computers 
are replaced, we believe this is a satisfactory agreement.

We currently use a single computer for both the video controller/recorder and for the mobile 
data computer. We are also recommending that we separate the functions and install new 
mobile data computers in the cars. Information Systems has communicated with other 
agencies that use similar systems. The agencies that have experienced the greatest success 
utilize two computers. They use an overhead computer for the digital video recorders and a 
standard, ruggedized laptop for the mobile data computer. Note: the new COBAN computer 
is smaller than the current system and is divided into two units. The control unit and 
removable hard drive will be mounted overhead. The CPU will be mounted between the 
seats underneath the new MDC. As a result, the new equipment will have a minimal impact 
on the officer’s space within the car. 

This information and proposal has been presented to and accepted by the Public Safety 
Committee.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Approximately $6,000 per patrol car for thirty-five cars for a total of 
$210,000.

b.  Proposed Funding Source — Police Capital Fund - 50% from the 0.3% Public Safety 
Sales Tax and 50% from the Criminal Justice dedicated utility tax.  

c. Public Impact — Improved public safety.

d.  Personnel Impact — More effective use of police patrol time. Less computer technician 
support time.
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e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.  Viable Alternatives — Continue with a single computer system and continue to 
experience system problems and computer downtimes. Additionally, the existing 
computers are nearly three years old and are beginning to require replacement. 
Replacement cost is estimated at approximately 50% of this Policy Issue or $100,000.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Accept Policy Issue.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: Finance anD buDgeT DiviSion: inFormaTion SySTemS

 
policy iSSue TiTle:   implement a new utility and Permitting Management 

system 

1.  Proposal — Implement an integrated Utility and Permitting Management System to include 
Utility Billing, Customer Service, Permitting, Inspections & Code Administration, and Ac-
counts Receivable/Cash Receipting modules. This is a continuation of a 2005 Policy Issue.

Project Background:
Over the last couple years, the Utility, Customer Service, Code Administration, Financial, 
and Information Systems Divisions have performed a needs analysis, documented 
requirements and prepared a Request For Proposal (RFP) for a new Utility and Permitting 
Management System.  While this effort originally focused primarily on the  replacement 
only of the utility billing system, early in the process it became evident that many of the 
problems the City had encountered with the utility system resulted from a lack of system 
integration and inter-divisional communications/coordination.  As a result, we selected the 
modules that most directly affect the utility management function of the City, as listed in 
paragraph 1, above.  Additionally, the scope of this systems project is intended to include 
the implementation of a City-wide Customer database that will maintain information on all 
customers of the City (e.g.: utility customers, business license, dog license, parks programs, 
parking tickets, etc.)  It is intended that, once this database is implemented, all city customer 
data would be maintained on one database and all City systems would eventually migrate to 
the utilization of this database.

While we are limiting this phase of the project to the listed modules, the Request for 
Proposal (RFP) also asks the vendors to provide information and to demonstrate other 
modules they have that would complete the City’s  Municipal Management System should 
we choose to implement them in future phases of our application system replacement effort.

Current Project Status:
The RFP has been released and we have received letters of interest from ten vendors.  The 
deadline for Vemdors to submit their proposal is early December 2005.  Staff anticipates the 
vendor review process taking approximately three months with a vendor selection made by 
late March 2006.  At that time, staff will submit to Council their vendor recommendation, 
which will include a more definite cost, scope and schedule for this project than is currently 
available.  If this time line holds, and if Council approves the project vendor, cost, scope and 
schedule in late March, staff will then negotiate the vendor contract and target early June 
2006 for beginning the implementation phase of the project.
 
While we do not expect to have a firm project cost until late in the first quarter of 2006, we 
have had several “ball park” estimates from interested vendors.  They have ranged from 
$500,000 to over $2,000,000.  We believe that $1,500,000 is a reasonable estimate for this 
project (no change from the project estimate in the 2005 policy issue). Additionally, Coun-
cil should be aware that  vendors generally charge 15% to 20% of the purchase price of the 
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software for on-going maintenance.  Therefore, future annual system costs may be in the 
$225,000 to $300,000 range.

The funds that are anticipated to benefit from, and thus contribute to, a new Utility Cus-
tomer Service System project include the Water, Irrigation, Wastewater, and Refuse utilities 
and, to a lesser degree, the General Fund (for engineering, permitting, codes and finance 
divisions).    Because this is a major system replacement to be funded from several funds, 
the project will be accounted for in the Cumulative Reserve for Capital Improvement Fund.  
The utilities have contributed $65,000 for this project in 2005 and are scheduled to contribute 
$210,000 in 2006.  As the project costs and schedules are identified, a more comprehensive 
plan for funding will be developed and brought to the City Council for approval.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — Purchase cost — $1,500,000 (preliminary estimate)
   2006 Budget Costs — $210,000
   

Note: once the vendor has been selected, staff will be better able to project the total 
project cost and the staff effort required for the system implementation.  Both of 
these elements will factor into the recommended implementation time frame (i.e.: it 
may be beneficial / necessary to phase the project in over a longer period of time.)  

b. Proposed Funding Source — Utility Funds/Cumulative Reserve for Capital 
Improvement Fund.  2006 contributions by the Water, Wastewater and Irrigation utilities:

Wastewater  $120,000  
Water       75,000  
Irrigation      15,000
   $210,000

In 2005 and 2006, the Refuse utility has dedicated $90,000 for system improvements 
to purchase and implement a route analysis system to be installed in refuse collection 
vehicles (a 2005 budgeted policy issue). This is currently under review, and it is intended 
for this new system to interface with the new utility billing system. The allocation of 
project costs will be reviewed and adjusted as necessary once a final project cost and 
scope have been identified (i.e. first or second quarter, 2006).

c.  Public Impact — Improved and more efficient delivery of services  (e.g.: improved 
functionality for customers, which may include bill payment options such as automated 
payment plans, budget payment plans and internet access to billing information; better 
communications between departments resulting in faster service to the customer and 
fewer mistakes; better controls and monitoring capabilities, etc.) 

d.  Personnel Impact — The implementation of the new systems will significantly increase 
the workload for employees in the Information Systems, Utility Customer Services and 
the various end-user divisions to the extent that additional staff support may be required 
during implementation phase of the project.  A better assessment of this will be available 
after a vendor package has been selected and a project plan has been prepared. After 
implementation, staff utilization will become more effective and efficient.

e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None  (However, it should be 
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noted that, as a result of the needs analysis and system requirements work performed by 
staff in preparing the system RFP, changes to many operating practices and policies have 
already been made and/or submitted to Council for consideration.  Those changes made 
have already resulted in significant improvements in customer service.)  

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.  Viable Alternatives — Continue using existing systems and being impeded by its 
constraints.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Accept Policy Issue.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: Finance anD buDgeT    DiviSion: uTiliTy ServiceS

 
policy iSSue TiTle:   add a 3/4-time utility service specialist Position          

— budgeted

Introduction — Over the past several years, a strong focus has been placed on improving cus-
tomer service through improved practices and procedures and enhanced employee efficiency.  
Significant progress has been made in these areas through a combination of enhancements 
to our computer system, improved communications between personnel in various divisions, 
increased management oversight and through a concerted effort to review all of our major 
business operating practices and procedures within all of the divisions that support the utility 
customer.   This effort took the commitment of employees from a number of divisions, including 
Utility Customer Services, Water/Irrigation, Wastewater, Refuse, Engineering, Codes/Permit-
ting, Finance and Information Systems and covered nearly two years.  However, through these 
efforts significant improvements have been made in customer records, accounting and mapping 
data. Additionally, significant procedural changes have been made which, for example, will bet-
ter integrate new construction permits to customer billing data, better coordinate hand billings 
between the utility operating divisions and Utility Customer Service division and provide for 
smoother implementation of future rate changes and annexations.   We have also seen a reduc-
tion in our utility bad debt account write-offs.  

We have identified and analyzed issues and implemented changes, thereby, making significant 
improvements to the quality and timeliness of our services and we have done this without 
adding any regular staff.   Now, with the knowledge of what we’ve learned through this pro-
cess, staff believes that in order to maintain accurate customer data (including account records, 
field inspections, maps, intra-divisional coordination, etc.) that additional staffing is necessary.  
During the past two years, we have fully utilized the services of two temporary staff; one in the 
office and one in the field, to assist us with our customer service improvement efforts.  While we 
believe that both of these positions may need to be full-time, regular positions on an on-going 
basis, we are only requesting one, 3/4 time regular position – the office position – be added at this 
time.  (Note: the Utility Customer Service project will add considerable workload to this divi-
sion, should Council approve the continuation of this 2005 policy issue (see Information Systems 
policy issues).  This was another consideration in focusing on filling the office position at this 
time.)   We will continue to utilize temporary staffing in the field to assist in meeting the work-
load until further analysis of this position is done and to smooth out the fiscal impact of any 
additional staffing on the utility divisions.

1.  Proposal — Add one 3/4 time office position; partially offset by a  reduction  in  the tempo-
rary staff  budget.

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — $36,000  .75 permanent FTE including salary and benefits.
        $13,800  Reduction in temporary salary and benefits.
        $22,000  Net increase.   
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b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund (Utility Services Division ). Reimbursed by   
 Water, Irrigation, Wastewater and Refuse Utility funds.
 
c. Public Impact — More accurate and timely customer records/service.

d.  Personnel Impact — Substitute 3/4-time permanent position for a temporary position. 
This will add continuity to the operational workflow, reduce time needed to train 
temporary employees and allow staff to continue to focus on quality customer service.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.  Viable Alternatives — None (going back to the way business was previously done is not 
a viable option.) 

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy issue. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: economic DevelopmenT

 economic DevelopmenT 
 

policy iSSue TiTle:    upgrade Current economic and Community affairs      
specialist position to Deputy Director / economic      
Development and intergovernmental affairs — budgeted 

1.  Proposal — Economic Development is often a case of seizing the moment. As such, the 
Department of Community and Economic Development currently lacks the depth of 
organizational structure to maximize such opportunities; opportunities that have increased 
in recent years as a result of recovering state and national economies and as a result of 
the significant commitment this community has made to provide incentives to grow local 
businesses and attract new private investment. In this policy issue we are requesting Council 
approval to reclassify the existing position of Economic Development and Community 
Affairs Specialist to a new position: Deputy Director for Economic Development and 
Intergovernmental Affairs. The incumbent in this position is Michael Morales who I believe 
is extremely well qualified for this new assignment.

We specifically request this position be elevated to a Deputy Director position for several 
reasons: 

1)  To reflect the critical importance that Council’s Economic Improvement Strategic Priority 
represents within the City’s organizational structure, and

2) To establish a key high level contact point for the development community within the 
Department of Community and Economic Development, and 

3)  To create a deputy position within the department to assist the Director and to assume 
responsibility during his or her absence in overseeing the day to day responsibilities of a 
very complex and very critical City department, and

4)  To actively lead staff level efforts, throughout City government, to carry out Council’s 
commitment to regionalization, and

5) To coordinate City-State and City-Federal policy analysis and communications.

2. a.   Fiscal Impact — $14,500 net increase (salary and benefits).

b.   Proposed Funding Source — 2006 funding allocation: 5% Water, 5% Wastewater, 30% 
Economic Development (Fund 123) and 60% Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG).

c.   Public Impact — Improved access to and coordination of City economic development 
programs.
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d.  Personnel Impact — Upgrade existing position.
e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Create new job classification.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.   Viable Alternatives — Continue the existing CED organizational structure which 
does not reflect the importance City Council has placed on economic development and 
regionalism.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: coDe aDminiSTraTion anD planning

 economic DevelopmenT 
 

policy iSSue TiTle:  land Development Fee increase — unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — Staff has been asked to prepare a proposed policy issue amending City 
application fees for land development proposals (zoning, subdivision, environmental 
review, shorelines and comprehensive plan). If approved, this policy issue would reduce 
the general fund subsidy of the cost of land development application review. Currently, on 
average application fees recover approximately 22 percent of the actual cost of processing 
and development proposals. The suggested amendment would help recover some additional 
percentage of the actual costs, would establish an annual adjustment to the City’s land 
development fees tied to the Seattle CPI, but would also establish a fee schedule that was 
consistent with Yakima County.

Background — The last time the Land Development fees were increased was in the 1990 
Budget. Staff presented a recommendation to increase Land Development Fees to recover 
50 percent of the actual processing costs. This proposal was reduced by Council to recover 
approximately 30 percent of the actual processing costs.

The proposed target of a 50 percent recovery of costs from fees was based upon the 
recognition that new development benefits the property owner/developer, the public and 
city government. However, this percentage would be a Council decision and not a mandated 
standard. It is understood that if percentage was increased then the amount of additional 
revenue would also increase.

During the 1999 Budget Policy Issue process the City Planning Division submitted a detailed 
report, which presented various options regarding increases in Land Development Fees. The 
City Council did not choose to implement any policy changes at that time. However, City 
Council has indicated an interest in reconsidering the City’s land development fees and has 
requested a comparison of similar City and County fees.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — estimated $13,000 of additional revenue.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund.

c.   Public Impact — The policy issue would establish an additional cost for the land 
development application that has not been modified significantly since 1990. Estimated 
additional annual revenue to the City would be $13,000.

 Staff estimates that the actual processing cost of Land Development Applications in 2004 was 
approximately $180,000 for the 214 applications that were processed. The fees collected for 
these applications were approximately $40,000. The $180,000 estimate for expenses is based 
on the estimated average number of hours an application takes to process and the associated 
costs of notices, public hearings, hearing examiner, etc. if required.
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Fees collected in 2004 were only 22 percent of the estimated actual cost to process 
the applications. Additionally, if the Administrative official “elevates” an application 
to the Hearing Examiner, no fees are collected from the developer to cover the cost 
of the hearing before the Hearing Examiner. Although only a few applications are 
forwarded to the Hearing Examiner each year in this manner, the City, for these 
cases, absorbs the extra costs.

d.  Personnel Impact — None.

e.   Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Establish an ordinance amending 
the land development application fees and providing an annual adjustment to these fees 
based on the Seattle CPI.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.   Viable Alternatives — Leave the land development application fees at their present 
level.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 

Projected Costs — The City of Yakima experienced a very busy year in 2004. Based upon 2005 
levels, staff expects the number of applications to remain fairly constant for the rest of the 
year and into 2006. Due to the 2006 Comprehensive Plan Update and expected development 
regulation changes, staff anticipates a significant workload for the next few years.

Revenue Projections — The projections noted in the attached table are estimates based 
upon historical trends and applications filed in 2005. 

Recommendations — The current fee rate structure represents a compromise made by the 
City Council some 16 years ago. The need to recover a greater percentage of cost from fees 
may be more significant now than almost two decades ago. This is a policy issue for the 
Council. The following options are available to the City Council.

1.  Implement Fee Increases. This option would provide the same land development 
application fees as presently adopted by Yakima County. Staff would also recommend 
that if this option were selected, the Council include a provision for an annual fee 
adjustments based upon the Seattle-Tacoma Consumer Price Index as currently 
used to annually adjust building permit fees. The following table includes staff 
recommendations, which would generate an estimated $13,137. (See attached Fee 
Schedule).

2.  No Action. Under this scenario, Council would continue to accept an estimated 
22 percent of processing costs through application fees. Staff would respectfully 
recommend that if Council chooses the “no action” option, that at a minimum you adopt 
an annual fee adjustments based upon the Seattle-Tacoma Consumer Price Index.
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Table 3: Fee Recommendations and Revenue Projections

applicaTion Type
projecTeD 
2006 FileS

2005 Fee
propoSeD 
2006 Fee

2006 vS. 
2005

projecTeD 
2006 wiTh-
ouT increaSe

projecTeD 
2006 wiTh 
increaSe

Adm. Adjustments 43 $66 $80 21% $2,838 $3,440 

Class 2 44 $281 $295 5% $12,364 $12,980 

Class 3 20 $448 $505 13% $8,960 $10,100 

Rezones 10 $533 $505 -5% $5,330 $5,050 

Right of Way Vac 6 $303 $311 3% $1,818 $1,866 

Adm. Modifications 33 $66 $80 21% $2,178 $2,640 

Interpretations 2 $168 $375 123% $336 $750 

Appeals 10 $505 $505 0% $5,050 $5,050 

Expand 
Non-Conform

2 $448 $505 13% $896 $1,010 

SEPA checklist 39 $138 $225 63% $5,382 $8,775 

Shoreline 3 $169 $213 26% $507 $639 

Short Plat Exempts 47 $31 $120 287% $1,457 $5,640 

Short Plats 15 $177 $295 67% $2,655 $4,425 

Long Plats 5 $303 $383 26% $1,515 $1,915 

Easement Releases/
Others

3 $151 $155 3% $453 $465 

Transportation 
Concurrency

20 $250 $257 3% $5,000 $5,132 

Comp Plan Text or 
Map Amendment

5 $500 $500 0% $2,500 $2,500 

noTe: The Comp Plan Amendment and SEPA MDNS and DS would 
collect a minimum fee, but would require 100% of the processing cost 
for staff and hearing examiner’s time.

    Difference   

Projected 2006 Revenue Difference $13,138 $59,239 $72,377

noTe: The increases mentioned above would increase annually, using the Seattle CPI, 
if Council approved the cost of living with the increases.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: coDe aDminiSTraTion anD planning

 economic DevelopmenT 
 

policy iSSue TiTle:   an increase of 2% in the 2006 service Contract with the   
Humane society of Central Washington — budgeted

  
1.  Proposal — The Humane Society of Central Washington has requested a 2% increase in 

their annual contract for 2006 with the City of Yakima for the following reasons:

•  Anticipated increase of animals brought to the Shelter by City staff as a result of the 
hiring of a third Animal Control Officer.

• Extended Animal Control coverage that will include evening and weekend hours.
• Increase in the City’s size as a result of annexations.

In addition, the Humane Society has also requested the following modifications to the �00� contract:

Section �.G be revised to state the Shelter shall submit license fees, fines and other amounts to the 
City once a month with billing, rather than these monies be submitted on Monday, Wednesday 
and Friday of each week as indicated in the 2005 contract.

Section �.G be revised to state that the Shelter shall provide fidelity bond insurance coverage 
for theft in the amount of $25,000 to cover all employees, rather than the Shelter be required to 
submit a bond in the amount of $5,000 for each employee who perform the collection of license 
fees, fines and other monies on behalf of the City.

Section � be revised to reflect a $3.00 agent fee for the sale of each dog license sold at the shelter, 
rather than the $2.00 agent fee as outlined in the 2005 contract.

In addition, the Humane Society has indicated they will be changing a long-standing policy. In 
the past, the Humane Society Shelter has accepted dogs over the counter at no charge for City of 
Yakima residents. They will now charge $10 to accept a dog from City residents, in addition to 
other agencies they contract with. When Yakima County reduced their contractual annual fee 
the Humane Society started charging $25 for dogs that were dropped off at the shelter. 

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — $1,100 net annual increase to the City budget and a potential $1,188 
(396 licenses sold in 2004 x $3) collected annually for the agent fee imposed on City 
residents licensing dogs at the Shelter.

b.  Proposed Funding Source — General Fund.

c.   Public Impact — The imposition of a $10 fee for animals brought into the Shelter may 
cause an increase in abandoned or stray dogs running loose and/or failure to bring 
found dogs to the Shelter. 

d.  Personnel Impact — None.
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e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — None. 

g.  Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: coDe aDminiSTraTion anD planning

 economic DevelopmenT 
 

policy iSSue TiTle:   implement a $25 annual Fire inspection Fee for all   
Commercial businesses in the City of yakima —   
unbudgeted

1. Proposal — This policy issue would reduce the general fund subsidy of the City’s Fire 
Inspection program by establishing a fire inspection fee for annual commercial fire 
inspections. The Yakima Budget Strategy Team has recommended this fee. With 
approximately 4,000 annual fire inspections, revenue of approximately $100,000 will be 
generated. These funds would be used to offset a portion of the total cost of the city’s 
fire inspection program. As the City has increased in size the number of inspections has 
increased as well. This annual fire inspection has been free since the fire inspection program 
was established in the 1970’s. The fire inspection program assists in reducing the number, 
size and loss from fires in the City, along with helping provide fire fighters with additional 
knowledge and safety.

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — $100,000 estimated annual revenue. 

b.   Proposed Funding Source — General Fund - Commercial businesses that have Fire 
inspections.

c.   Public Impact — The policy issue would establish an annual fee for commercial fire 
inspections within the City. The fire inspection fee is proposed to be the same for all 
properties inspected and not based upon size, type or location of the business. By 
comparison, Yakima County assesses a fee based on square footage with a minimum of 
$43.62 and a maximum of $646.19.

d.  Personnel Impact — None.

e.   Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Establish an ordinance creating 
the fire inspection annual fee.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — None. 

g.   Viable Alternatives — Continue a no fee policy for the City’s annual commercial fire 
inspection program.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: coDe aDminiSTraTion anD planning

 economic DevelopmenT 
 

policy iSSue TiTle:   upgrade current Department assistant iii position to   
Permit technician — budgeted

1. Proposal — This proposal is to upgrade the existing permanent full-time Department 
Assistant III to a permanent full-time Permit Technician. In 2000, existing full-time 
Department Assistant III positions were reclassed to full-time Permit Technicians, however 
since this Department Assistant III position was part-time, it was not included in the 
reclassification. The part-time Department Assistant III position was upgraded to full-time in 
2004, however due to budget constraints it was not upgraded to a Permit Tech classification. 

The Dept. Asst. III responsibilities presently are identical in every way to those of the Permit 
Technicians, yet it is ranked as a lower position classification. Any time a Permit Technician 
is on vacation, sick leave or other types of absences, this position provides coverage. In 
addition, to provide consistency within the Division this position should be the same as 
a Permit Technician. 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $3,000 Net Annual Increase.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund. 

c. Public Impact — None.

d.  Personnel Impact — Upgrade of this position will ensure consistency of all counter staff 
and that counter staff is recognized equally for their performance.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None. 

g. Viable Alternatives — Maintain this position as a Department Assistant III.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy     
issue. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: yakima convenTion cenTer

 economic DevelopmenT 

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  Fund visitor information Center — budgeted

1.  Proposal — The City of Yakima through their vision and hard work saw the economic im-
pact of tourism and successfully won a grant to build a Visitor Information Center (VIC) lo-
cated off of I-82 near Yakima Avenue. Through a partnership, the Yakima Valley Visitors and 
Convention Bureau (YVVCB) opened and operates the facility. In order to raise the funds 
necessary to operate and maintain the facility, the YVVCB developed the initial operating 
budget for the VIC by creating a sponsorship and brochure fee based program. However, the 
policies related to the fee based brochure distribution created hard feelings in the commu-
nity. It was impossible to offer comprehensive visitor information when it was tied to a fee-
based program. This fee based policy was discontinued in 2004 with the additional funding 
made available through the Tourist Promotion Fund. Therefore, we ask for the continuation 
of this funding. Further development of sponsorships from private organizations that sup-
port tourism will assist in these efforts. The VIC will continue to enhance and stimulate 
positive economic growth through tourism. The Yakima Valley Visitors and Convention 
Bureau will operate and manage the program of work at the VIC.

 
2. a. Fiscal Impact — $40,000. 

b. Proposed Funding Source — Tourist Promotion Fund #170 - Hotel/Motel Tax.

c.  Public Impact — The VIC provides an opportunity for businesses of all sizes to 
distribute information to travelers. Sustainable funding will open the door for more 
community involvement in tourism. 

d. Personnel Impact — Assist in retaining staff.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None. 

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None. 

g. Viable Alternatives — None. 

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD  DiviSion: capiTol TheaTre 
    economic DevelopmenT   

 
policy iSSue TiTle:  increase of annual Management Fee — budgeted

1.  Proposal — For the fiscal year ending June 30, 2005, the Capitol Theatre Committee (CTC) 
lost $51,372 in operations. 

For FY 2006 (beginning 7/1), CTC had to budget for the $15,000 elimination of all County 
funding, a $36,000 increase in the cost of the Best of Broadway Series and an anticipated 
$28,000 decrease in Theatre rentals. Budget adjustments totaled $130,000 (folding in FY 2005’s 
$51,000 loss.) 

A balanced budget was presented to the Board. This required freezing salaries, eliminating 
CTC funded retirement, reducing overhead expenses by 27%, eliminating community 
service and outreach activities, eliminating audience development initiatives ($35,000 of 
FY 2005’s loss resulted from CTC’s effort to build a younger (Gen-X) audience with the 
presentation of “Tony ‘n Tina’s Wedding”) and increasing fund raising goals by 12.5%. The 
CTC maintained its staffing level including re-configuring the organization chart so a new 
position could be created (responsible for community outreach, volunteer services and new 
program development — specifically a children’s program initiative utilizing the resources 
of the Kennedy Center) for the cost of an entry level receptionist. 

The flagship of the CTC’s programming initiatives is the “Best of Broadway Series”. 
Last year, this five-event series generated $668,777 in ticket sales, $48,000 in program ad 
sales and $50,000 in underwriting. Combined, this represents 40% of CTC’s $1.9 million 
operating budget. Annual subscriptions have averaged 3,300 for the past two years. (This 
is counter to national trends of increasingly weak subscription bases.) This year, however, 
CTC experienced a 16% drop in subscription sales totaling $73,000 in lost, and budgeted, 
revenues. The reason for the dramatic loss was CTC’s inability to generate sufficient new 
subscription sales to offset natural attrition (the rate of which has held steady for the past 
five-years.) While too early to complete a detailed statistical analysis, anecdotal feedback 
centers on three key areas: An aging audience, series line-up (lack of available product is 
affecting the entire industry) and new prospects that are reluctant to commit to a season that 
runs through April, 2006.

To compensate, CTC is not filling the Receptionist position and limiting the Stage Manager 
to billable hours. This is a retraction to baseline operations with no resources for community 
service and, more importantly, the development of new programs that diversify and expand 
CTC’s support base and financial stability. Even with the reduction of these positions, CTC 
still faces a $55,000 short-fall in operations (assuming single ticket sales continue to track at 
historical averages.)
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2. a.   Fiscal Impact — A $69,790 increase in the management fee (from $76,210 to $146,000). 
This will serve to stabilize baseline CTC operations. Parallel to this request, CTC is  
aggressively pursuing grant applications and expanded service areas that will be   
used to invest new programs, services and their associated revenue streams. 

It is important to note that The Capitol Theatre continues to pursue a commitment 
to its fiduciary responsibility for the facility and its role in contributing to the 
prosperity of downtown Yakima. Within the past year, CTC has invested nearly 
$600,000 in the building and its equipment through State ($500,000) and private 
($75,000) funding secured through CTC initiative. In addition, CTC has raised an 
additional $310,000 in support of the creation of an entertainment district. $288,000 
has been allocated for the purchase of the YMCA lot directly behind the Theatre. 
This parcel will be used to build the planned loading bay and dance studio (see 
attached progress report and Fed case statement) and will ultimately be donated to 
the City. These funds were secured outside and in addition to operating revenues.

b.  Proposed Funding Source — The current fee is supported by the Hotel/Motel 
Room Tax while the increase would be supported by the Capitol Theatre’s dedicated 
revenues from the Cable TV utility tax.

c.  Public Impact — Continue programming options at the City’s premier performing 
arts facility.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — Reduce funding and limit programming options. 

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy     
issue.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: communiTy anD   DiviSion: engineering

 economic DevelopmenT 
 

policy iSSue TiTle:   engineering Division Professional services Contract      
— budgeted

1.   Proposal — The Engineering Division proposes entering into a professional service contract 
for computer aided design (CAD) services to assist with the development of Capital and 
Economic Development Improvements to the City’s public infrastructure. The past few years 
have been an indication of rising development investments from both the private and public 
sector. The Engineering Division has successfully accomplished/completed over $25,000,000 
in public projects since the year 2000. There are over $60,000,000 in public projects remaining 
on the City’s Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP). In order to be successful 
at completing Council approved projects, the need for additional technical assistance in 
the Engineering Division should be addressed. If additional assistance is not available, 
the probability of delays and cost increases may undermine the efficiency of our capital 
improvement efforts.

The workload of each Engineering Division employee has increased and become more 
complex. Our ability to respond to the needs of the public becomes more challenging each 
year. Added to our scheduled construction activities is a significant renewed interest in 
Local Improvement Districts (L.I.D.’s)

2.  a.   Fiscal Impact — $30,000 that will be reimbursed from the active projects that are being 
developed. 

b.   Proposed Funding Source — General Fund - to be reimbursed from eligible projects. 

c.   Public Impact — By contracting for CAD services, the public will see a quicker response 
to the infrastructure needs of the City as well as a more timely completion of the projects 
that are being developed.

d.  Personnel Impact — None.

e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies —.None at this time.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.   Viable Alternatives — To continue to hire temporary employees to carry out this 
work with the understanding that the timeliness and continuity of the projects will be 
hindered.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy     
issue.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DePaRtMent: police  Division: parking enForcemenT   

policy iSSue TiTle:    increase overtime Parking Fines from $10 to $20 — 
unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — The Budget Strategy Team (BST) appointed by City Council to review the fiscal 
condition of the City’s tax-supported funds recently completed its study, and submitted 
their report/recommendations to City Council at a study session held on September 30, 
2005.  The BST was charged with the task of reviewing expenditures for potential reduction 
or proposing new revenue sources if the City’s economic condition does not improve. 

One of the revenue enhancements recommended to be implemented as soon as possible was 
to increase overtime parking fines from $10 to $20.  Assuming the current level of parking 
tickets, this is estimated to generate approximately $55,000, although the volume of tickets 
may be reduced if the fines are increased. (Other parking fines for violations such as illegal 
parking or handicapped parking are not proposed to be changed.)

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $55,000 General Fund Revenue.  
 

b. Proposed Funding Source — Overtime parking violation fines

c. Public Impact — $10 increase in overtime parking violation fines.  

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Approve an Ordinance to update 
the Yakima Municipal Code for the increased fine.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

   Viable Alternatives — Continue overtime parking fines at the same level, and risk 
further erosion of tax-supported services. 

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This was a recommendation made by the 
Budget Strategy Team, and is a Council policy decision.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DePaRtMent: police Division: DeTenTion ServiceS   

policy iSSue TiTle:  accomodate 24.5% Proposed increase in yakima County 
Jail Rates — budgeted/unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — The City of Yakima currently has a contract with Yakima County Department of 
Corrections for housing inmates.  The 2005 daily rate for housing has been $52.23.  The County 
is proposing a rate increase of 24.5%, which will result in a daily rate of $65.05.  During the 
2006 budget process, $840,000 was allocated from existing General Fund resources for the 2006 
contract with the County (the same as the 2005 budget). Additionally, there is $90,000 allocated 
from Criminal Justice sales tax to offset the projected increase, which would support a 10.7% 
increase. Consequently, this leaves $116,000 that has not been budgeted for 2006. 

 If the County’s actual contract rate remains as initially proposed, there will need to be ad-
ditional cost cutting measures selected from the Contingency Budget Reduction Plan/Bud-
get Strategy Team recommendations. Since the new criminal justice tax is being used as 
originally set forth by City Council to enhance criminal justice programs, and General Fund 
reserves are at minimum levels, an increase over the $90,000 currently included in the 2006 
budget would not readily be absorbed by General Fund.

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $1,046,000  Proposed Budget based on increased rates
           $840,000  Less:  2005 current Yakima County Jail budget
           $206,000  Proposed Increase (24.5%)
   Wherof:        $90,000  Budgeted (10.7%)
            $116,000  Unbudgeted (13.8%)

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund:  
$90,000 New 0.3% Criminal Justice Sales Tax; 
$116,000 Other expenditure reductions

c.  Public Impact — Potential staff reductions, which could result in delayed police response. 

d. Personnel Impact — Potential reduction in police staffing to offset jail costs.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None

g.  Viable Alternatives — Consider alternative incarceration options such as Electronic 
Home Monitoring for non-violent felons.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — The Chief and Command Staff of the Yakima 
Police Department do not recommend approval of this policy issue, and are still attempting 
to negotiate the cost down to within the budgeted range.  If the final rate remains above the 
budgeted amount, then City Council would be asked to decide the next action steps.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: Fire   DiviSion: operaTionS 

 
policy iSSue TiTle:    add three entry-level Firefighter Positions — budgeted
 
1.  Proposal — This proposal is to add three (3) full time employees at the entry-level firefighter 

rank.  This proposal increases authorized positions in the Fire Department by three FTE’s. 
Preliminary estimates indicate that adding 3 additional personnel will completely pay for 
itself by the corresponding reduction in overtime.  The Fire Department experienced several 
long term injuries and absences that had a significant impact on overtime.  The proposed 
positions will result in fewer shifts that require filling positions with overtime personnel.

The Fire Department has applied for a Department of Homeland Security SAFER (Staffing 
for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response) grant to help cover some of the cost of the addi-
tional three people, however, it is extremely competitive and the grant revenue is not definite 
at this time.

This proposal was endorsed by the Public Safety Committee of the City Council and is rec-
ommended by staff.

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — $200,000 expenditure/$200,000 overtime savings/Possible SAFER Grant 
cost sharing, if approved, would add $300,000 in revenue over the next 4 years to offset 
some of the salary and benefit costs.

b. Proposed Funding Source — General Fund.

c.  Public Impact — The addition of personnel will provide more emergency personnel 
available for emergency response and call back.

d. Personnel Impact — Increases authorized staffing.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — Continue to provide minimum staffing through overtime hiring.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy     
issue. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: Fire   DiviSion: operaTionS 

 
policy iSSue TiTle:    increase the eMs levy to fund Capital equipment  

for Fire and eMs — unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — This proposal is the recommendation of the Budget Strategy Team to increase 
the EMS Levy rate from 25 cents / $1,000 to 35 cents / $1,000 of assessed valuation (AV). This 
is a 10 cent / $1,000 increase to City residents above the existing county wide EMS Levy. 
This increase will require a vote of the people. This funding will be utilized for purchasing 
emergency response vehicles and equipment that currently cannot be purchased within the 
depleted existing Capital Reserves Budget.

 
2. a. Fiscal Impact — $400,000 annual revenue.

 b.  Proposed Funding Source — Voted increase to EMS Levy - from .25 cents/$1,000 to /35 
cents/$1,000 AV (or $10 per year on each $100,000 of AV).

c. Public Impact — This will provide the public and the Fire Department with a dedicated   
 and dependable revenue source for the purchase of emergency vehicles and equipment.

d. Personnel Impact — Provides funding for emergency vehicles and equipment that will   
 be utilized by emergency responders. 
  
e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f.  Legal Constraints, if applicable — Council would need to approve the ballot measure to 
put this out for a vote.

g. Viable Alternatives — Voted bond issues for capital needs of Emergency services.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Refer to Council Public Safety Committee to 
develop an expenditure plan and ballot proposal, in collaboration with Fire Management 
and Union leadership. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: parkS anD recreaTion

           STreeT anD TraFFic operaTionS

           TranSiT 
  
     
policy iSSue TiTle:    Department of Corrections Crew (DoC) — Contract  

Price increase — budgeted

1. Proposal — City Council, at their August 2, 2005 Business meeting, approved an Interlocal 
Agreement with Yakima County Department of Corrections for Inmate Work Crews for 
the Parks and Recreation Division, Streets and Traffic Operations, and the Transit Division. 
Yakima County Department of Corrections inmate work crews are now billed at full cost-
recovery of $71,000 per work crew. This Policy Issue is to approve an additional $51,170 to 
fund the full cost recovery for two DOC crews: one crew for Parks and Recreation and one 
crew to be shared by Street and Traffic Operations and the Transit Division. 

2. a. Fiscal Impact —  $31,000  Increase Parks and Recreation  
         $17,750 Increase Street and Traffic Operations
       $2,420 Increase Transit Division
      $51,170  Total

b. Proposed Funding Source — Parks and Recreation Reserve Fund
 Street and Traffic Operations Fund
 Transit Fund

c. Public Impact — Early in 2005, the County discontinued their work crew program. 
This lack of service created a big impact on the ability of Parks Maintenance and Streets 
and Traffic Operations to keep up with graffiti removal, park clean up, litter control and 
weed abatement along street rights-of-way. The public quickly noticed this difference 
and requested an improvement in the appearance of parks and streets rights-of-way. 

d.  Personnel Impact — These dollars paid to the County would cover a supervisor, 
mileage, vehicle, and insurance for two crews. This requires no additional city personnel. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.  Viable Alternatives — 1) Not utilize a DOC crew in the Park System, using these dollars 
instead to hire two Park Maintenance Workers to perform these tasks for City parks; and 
2) Revise existing Yakima Municipal Code requiring adjacent property owner to maintain 
rights of way adjacent to their property in a weed and litter free condition — reducing the 
need of a DOC crew to maintain rights-of-way. 

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — To approve this budgeted policy issue to fund 
the full-cost recovery for the DOC work crew for Parks and Recreation, Streets and Traffic.
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Operations, and Transit Divisions and revise existing Yakima Municipal Code requiring 
adjacent property owner to maintain rights of way adjacent to their property in a weed and 
litter free condition — reducing the need of a DOC crew to maintain rights-of-way. City 
Council may wish to schedule a study session regarding this matter in 2006. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: STreeT anD TraFFic operaTionS 
 
      
policy iSSue TiTle:  arterial Maintenance Program — budgeted

1. Proposal — Provide an annual preventative maintenance program for all arterial streets. 
The goal is an 11-year cycle. The arterial maintenance program will consist of pavement surface 
preparation of patching, wheel path grinding, crack filling followed by a one to three- shot chip 
seal. Maintenance treatments will be based on the Pavement Condition Rating of the section. The 
maintenance program will ramp up, as funds are available. Some pavement preparation work 
will occur in 2006 with the first applications of arterial chip seal in 2007. This will allow property 
tax revenues from newly annexed areas to assist in funding the program and provide the street 
division an opportunity to complete the BST program for unpaved streets. 

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — $500,000 to $600,000 ($400,000 budgeted in 2006 - to be phased in as 
revenue becomes available.)

b.  Proposed Funding Source — Program funds would be generated by combining 
available funds from sources such as: REET2 -($200,000 in 2006) and Property tax from 
future annexations ($200,000 in 2006) or the retirement of existing debt ($122,000 in 2008).  
Note:  A portion of the New Gas Tax funds could be used for this program.  However, 
these are not included at this time due to the uncertainty of the outcome of Initiative 912.  
 

REET2 FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE PLAN
Funds may be used for alley improvement program elements in addition to uses noted below

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
BST Class A Supplies for unpaved streets $200,000 $200,000 $200,000

Chip-Seal Supplies for unclassified streets $35,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000

Classified Street Repairs or Grind and 
Overlay — consistent with six-year TIP

$150,000 $150,000 + 
$100,000 

Apropriation

$200,000

Chip-Seal Supplies for Classified Street 
System and two FTE’s

$200,000 $200,000

Reserve for Classified street
Capacity match (as included in six-year TIP) 

$100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000

Equipment contribution to REET2 

Eligible projects (chip seal BST)

$50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000

TOTAL EXPENSE $500,000 $635,000 $750,000 $550,000 $550,000

Actual/Estimated Revenue $706,670 $750,000* $600,000 $550,000 $550,000

Funds collected beyond estimate 
(cumulative)

$206,670 $321,670    $171,670     $171,670     $171,670

* $602,000 through November 30, 2005.
In 2005 Engineering to use $103,000 for Lincoln Avenue sidewalk (near Robertson School).
In 2005 Engineering to appropriate additional $100,000 for Grind and Overlay of 40th Avenue in addition to using 
2004 and 2005 funds for classified street repairs. 2006 Grind and Overlay is Englewood from 56th to 66th Avenues .
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c.  Public Impact — Maintains the surface of the City’s arterial street system, protecting the 
community’s investment in its classified streets. Economic health of any community is 
dependent on the available transportation system. 

d.  Personnel Impact — One FTE would be allocated for this purpose. This policy issue 
completes the focus of the street division on the core function of maintaining the city’s 
street system. The personnel and equipment resources necessary to complete this level 
of street maintenance exist within the division. Funds to purchase supplies (asphalt, rock 
and oil) are the missing component of the program. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None. 

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g.  Viable Alternatives — Fund the program at a lower level, decreasing the annual number 
of miles maintained. This will increase the number of years in the maintenance cycle. 

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Work toward dedicating a secure funding 
source that provides $500,000 to $600,000 annually for an arterial street maintenance 
program.
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: TranSiT 
  
     
policy iSSue TiTle:    yakima transit’s 2006 bus Replacement Plan              

— budgeted

1.  Proposal — This proposal is to purchase six 35-foot heavy-duty replacement buses. The 
purchase price of each bus is $330,000. That is a total of $1,980,000. 

Bus replacement strategies are based upon age, condition, ADA compliance, and life cycle 
cost analysis. Other considerations include technological obsolescence, fuel consumption 
and exhaust emissions increases, and maintenance cost increases. Buses that remain in the 
fleet are those that are in the best condition aesthetically and functionally, operating at the 
lowest cost per mile in terms of maintenance and operating costs. 

This plan calls for replacing six 16-year-old Gillig buses with six (6) heavy-duty low floor 
buses. This replacement proposal follows the bus replacement plan developed by City Staff 
and is in accord with the direction recommended to the full Council by the City Council 
Transit Committee after their review and discussion of the replacement proposal at the 
Committee’s August 17, 2005 meeting. 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — $1,980,000. 

b.  Proposed Funding Source — Transit Capital Reserves - Transit Sales tax allocated for 
Capital purposes. 

c.  Public Impact — Improved image of the transit system and considerably fewer 
breakdowns, which translates into less delays for the patrons. The new buses also have 
much better climate control than the current 15-year buses.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — None.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy 
issue. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: reFuSe

  
     
policy iSSue TiTle:   Refuse Rate increase — budgeted/unbudgeted

Two alternatives are offered:
 a)   Rate increase of 8% to cover operating cost increases and to fund a new Code Compliance 

Officer, 
 b)  Rate increase of 5% to cover operating cost increases.
Each of these options is outlined below.

a)  Refuse Rate increase to Cover operating Cost increases and to Fund one new Code 
Compliance officer Position — budgeted

1.  Proposal — In order to keep on track with the transition to automated refuse service and 
cover other operating cost increases (such as fuel, landfill, equipment, etc.) a rate adjustment 
is being proposed.  The budgeted proposal of an 8% increase provides funding for these 
operating costs and the addition of one new Code Compliance officer position to enforce 
Refuse Division ordinance violations. 

This position will enforce Refuse Division ordinances concerning scattered litter, illegal 
dumping, container placement, overflowing containers, and service levels. This position will 
respond to violations received from citizen complaints and through field investigation. This 
position will work directly with volunteer groups who will assist in educating the public 
through the use of door hangers.

This proposal is the result of recommendations from the Litter Committee formed in 
January 2005. The committee determined that there are adequate Refuse codes in place to 
address violations, however due to Refuse Division staff workload, timely enforcement has 
been a challenge. 

2. a. Fiscal Impact — The Refuse rate increase will generate approximately, $221,000 in 2006. 
The fully annualized revenue increase would be $253,500. The salary and benefits for the 
Code Compliance Officer will be approximately $51,900 for 2006 and will be reviewed 
annually.  Equipment for the new officer of $15,000 is also included in the 2006 budget. 

b. Proposed Funding Source — Refuse Division Operating Fund - Rates.

c. Public Impact — This proposal will impact the public through Refuse rates increases. 
However, violations of Refuse Division ordinances will be addressed promptly. The 
public will realize a cleaner community in which to live.

d. Personnel Impact — This policy issue would add one full-time Code Compliance 
Officer.
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e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — City ordinance revising the 
Refuse rate schedule will be required.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — Continue enforcing Refuse codes at current levels.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff respectfully recommends approval of 
this policy issue.

b) Rate increase of 5% to Cover operating Cost increases — unbudgeted

1. Proposal — This policy issue proposes a 5% increase in Refuse rates for 2006. 

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — The Refuse rate increase will generate approximately $138,000 in 2006, 
and fully annualized increase of $158,500.

b. Proposed Funding Source — Refuse Division Operating Fund - Rates.

c. Public Impact — This proposal will impact the public through Refuse rate increases.

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — City ordinance revising the   
 Refuse rate schedule will be required.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

g. Viable Alternatives — None.

3. Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — This is a Council policy decision.
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suPPleMental RePoRt

2006 buDgeteD PoliCy issue

The Refuse Division has submitted two Policy Issues for separate rates increases in 2006. 
The 8% rate increase is proposed to cover anticipated 2006 operating expenses including the 
funding for a Code Compliance Officer position intended to address litter and refuse code 
violations.  An alternative 5% rate increase is included to cover only the anticipated operating 
expenses without the Code Compliance Officer position.  The 8% rate increase would generate 
approximately $221,000 in revenue in 2006 and the 5% increase would generate approximately 
$138,000.  

The following chart provides a comparison of 2005 refuse rates to the 8% and 5% proposed 
rates.

Description 2005 Rates
8% Proposed 
2006 Rates

2005 vs. 8% 
increase

5% Proposed
2006 Rates

2005 vs. 5% 
increase

2006 number of 
accounts

1 Can – Curb or Alley $9.89 $10.68 $.79 $10.38 $.49 2,750

Additional. Subscribed Can $5.19 $5.61 $.42 $5.45 $.26 1,500*

1 32-gallon Cart $8.20 $8.86 $.66 $8.61 $.41 3,800

1 96-gallon Cart $13.93 $15.04 $1.11 $14.63 $.70 10,700

1 Can – Carry-out $19.15 $20.68 $1.53 $20.11 $.96 35     

Additional Subscribed Can $5.75 $6.21 $.46 $6.04 $.29 33*

Call Back Fee $9.89 $10.68 $.79 $10.38 $.49 Per Occurrence

Extra Charge – Per Can $2.61 $2.82 $.21 $2.74 $.13 Per Occurrence

Extra Charge – Per Bag, etc. $1.93 $2.08 $.15 $2.03 $.10 Per Occurrence

Yard Service-96-gallon cart $10.50 $11.34 $.84 $11.03 $.53 4,100

Bin Service $66.95 $72.31 $5.36 $70.30 $3.35 430

* Each account varies in the number of additional subscribed cans.

baCkgRounD

The purpose of the Refuse Division is to collect and dispose of garbage and yard waste generated 
from City-owned facilities and residential customers within the City of Yakima.  It is the goal of 
the Refuse Division to provide these essential services to the citizens of Yakima as efficiently and 
economically as possible.  

Mandatory refuse service is required for all city residents.  Therefore, Yakima offers a variety of 
services from which citizens may select those that best suit their needs.  Manual collection has 
historically been the method used to collect residential refuse.  The citizens have had choices 
regarding the placement and quantity of 32-gallon garbage cans collected from their residence.  
Yard waste collected from 96-gallon wheeled carts is available March 1 through November 30.  
City facilities, multi-family residential complexes and households generating large quantities of 
garbage may choose to use city owned metal dumpsters, in lieu of using garbage cans.  Litter 
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abatement and special hauls are also services provided by the Refuse Division.  

In 2001 City Council approved implementation of automated refuse collection.  A number of 
objectives have been achieved through this program.  There has been a significant reduction 
in employee injuries due to decreased lifting, twisting, slips and falls.  As a result workers’ 
compensation costs have also decreased.  The employment of temporary workers has been nearly 
eliminated.  The use of the carts has also resulted in cleaner neighborhoods, since the capacity 
and uniformity of the carts have reduced scattering of garbage from plastic bags and overturned 
garbage cans.  By year-end 2005, approximately 12,000 residential customers will have their 
service changed from manual to automated collection.  An additional 2,500 customers will receive 
automated service in 2006.  It is our goal to complete the automation process by year-end 2007.   

2006 exPenDituRe iMPaCts

The 2006 proposed budget expenditure detail of $3,723,456 is $220,169 above the 2005 year-end 
estimate of $3,503,287.  Operating expenses have resulted in increased costs and a proportionate 
reduction in reserves.  Listed below are the key areas that have driven the increases.
 
•	 Yakima County Landfill charges show an increase of $26,000.  This increase is due to anticipated 

increases in the amount of garage collected and taken to the landfill for disposal.

•	 Salaries, Overtime and Benefits for 2006 show an increase of $111,021 from the 2005 year-
end estimate.  The 2005 year-end estimate is approximately $25,000 less than the 2005 
Budget due to position remaining unfilled in 2005 and a reduction in the use of temporary 
employees.  The 2006 budget includes increases due to employee wage settlement, longevity 
and merit adjustments.  Approximately $51,000 of the increase is for funding a proposed Code 
Compliance Officer position to address litter and refuse code violations.   (See Budgeted 8% 
Rate Increase Policy Issue.)

•	 Professional Services charges show an increase of $70,000 for 2006.  This was a budgeted 
policy issue for 2005 to purchase a route analysis system to be installed in refuse collection 
vehicles.  This system installation has been carried over to 2006.

•	 Small Tools and Equipment charges show a decrease of $94,000 from the 2005 year-end 
estimate of $204,000.  This decrease is due to the reduction in the number of automated refuse 
carts to be purchased in 2006.

•	 Fuel charges for 2006 have increased $3,000 from the 2005 year-end estimate of $127,000.   

•	 Maintenance and Operation charges show an increase of $34,659.  This increase is due to 
additional costs for work performed on refuse equipment. 

• State and County taxes and assessments are based on revenue from charges for service.  The 
increase for 2006 is approximately $15,750.

• In Lieu of Tax is levied against the total gross revenue of the refuse fund derived from refuse 
collection and disposal service charges.  The current rate is 9% on the total gross revenue.  For 
2006 the In Lieu of Tax shows an increase of $26,800 from the 2005 year-end estimate.  

• City Services and Customer Service charges show an increase of $9,480.
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• Public Works Administrative charges show an increase of $4,416.

• Vehicle Insurance charges show an increase of $10,251 from the 2005 year-end estimate.  

2006 Revenue ReQuiReMents

The proposed 8% rate increase for 2006 is estimated to generate an additional $221,000 in 
revenue.  The increase will provide a 2006 ending fund balance of $114,606, which is less than 
a one-month operating reserve.  Below is a summary of the Refuse Division expenditures and 
resources from 2002 through 2006.

2002  

ACTUAL

2003 

ACTUAL

2004 

ACTUAL

2005 

YEAR-END 

ESTIMATE

2006 

PROPOSED 

BUDGET

Total Expenditures $2,886,968 $3,090,617 $3,278,596 $3,503,287 $3,723,456

Resources

   Charge For Service 2,928,993 3,061,430 3,282,672 3,485,500 3,749,500

   Interest/misc. 1,073 1,280 3,495 3,000 3,000

   Beginning Fund Balance 77,588 120,686 92,778 100,349 85,562

Total Resources 3,007,654 3,183,396 3,378,945 3,588,849 3,838,062

Ending Fund Balance $120,686 $92,778 $100,349 $85,562 $114,606

        

ReCoMMenDations

Staff respectfully recommends Council approval of the Refuse Policy Issue for 2006 to increase 
refuse rates 8% on residential can services, automated refuse cart service; extra refuse charges, 
bin service and yard waste cart service. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: parkS anD recreaTion, or

       cenTral buSineSS DiSTricT,

       
policy iSSue TiTle:    Funding for Central business District landscaping        

— budgeted ($7,500)

1.  Proposal — The Parks and Recreation Division provides maintenance and landscaping 
services in the 16-block Central Business District. Fee box parking revenues are used to 
offset the cost of this service. However, revenue received from the fee box parking does not 
fully cover operational costs. Expenditures and revenues are shown below: 

  2003 2004 2005 2006
  Actual Actual Estimated Proposed
Expenditures  $53,724 $49,559              $51,284 $50,786
Fee Box Rev.  24,171 19,179 10,000   10,000
YDA Support  37,700 20,000 15,000     7,500
Parks Property Tax
  Revenue (Subsidy)  $8,147 ($10,380) ($26,284) ($33,286)

This policy issue is to request Council determination of the contribution from YDA to the 
operational maintenance costs in the Central Business District. Three “levels” are presented 
for review: 

Level 1 — to fully fund, YDA support in 2006 would need to be $42,786 
Level 2 — to fund the same level as 2004 at $20,000
Level 3 — to fund the same level as 2005 at $15,000
Level 4  —  to fund at a reduced amount of $7,500 (budgeted) 

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — As the above spreadsheet indicates, unless expenditures (and services) 
are reduced or fee box revenues increased, the city will subsidize the downtown 
maintenance by $33,286. Note: the expenditures shown do not include garbage pick-
up, street sweeping or wintertime maintenance (except contracted snow removal in the 
downtown parking lots) in the 16-block CBD.

b. Proposed Funding Source — PBIA Fund. 

c. Public Impact — This would allow the Parks and Recreation Division the ability to focus  
 existing resources toward other park maintenance tasks. 

d. Personnel Impact — None.

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Unknown.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.
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g. Viable Alternatives — To continue to subsidize the maintenance of the Central Business 
District at some different level, to contract with a private vendor at a lesser cost if 
possible for those activities not currently being done by the City, or to reduce services in 
the Central Business District. 

In a broader context, it may be appropriate for the “greater” downtown area to consider 
participation and support in maintenance activities by a level of “self-assessment.” These 
Downtown Futures Initiative projects will significantly upgrade the quality and aesthetic 
values of a “larger downtown” area — outside of the traditional PBIA/CBD area. Parks 
will not be able to accommodate maintenance of these improvements without reducing 
services elsewhere or receiving new revenue. 

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — Staff recommends approval of this policy 
issue to assist with funding the Central Business District maintenance. It is a Council deci-
sion on what level of support to approve. Option 1 is to fully support maintenance efforts 
utilizing PBIA Funds. Option 2 and 3 utilize a portion of PBIA funds ($20,000 and $15,000, 
respectively) with the remaining support from Parks Property Tax allocation. Option 4 is the 
option currently budgeted ($7,500.) 

The Yakima Downtown Association (YDA) has discussed “contracting out” this work over 
the last several years. If it is ultimately their recommendation to Council, and Council 
directs that the CBD maintenance work be placed for bid, then City staff shall clearly 
identify what tasks in the CBD are to be done in the Request for Bids with the understanding 
that Parks staff will not be doing those tasks. Further, supervision of the work, from the 
Division’s perspective, should be the responsibility of YDA’s downtown manager (as yet not 
hired). Finally, YDA may find it constructive to their position to participate in the Collective 
Bargaining process as outlined in the AFSCME Contract, Article VIII, “Contracting Out.” 
This is a 45-day process of discussions with the Union over the potential for contracting out 
followed by another 45-day process to bargain the effects of the contracting-out decision — a 
total of three months. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: parkS anD recreaTion 

       
policy iSSue TiTle:    increase of .5% in lieu of tax on Private and Public   

utilities (water, sewer and refuse) to secure additional, 
stable funding for the City’s Park system — unbudgeted 

   
1.  Proposal — This policy issue proposes to increase the in lieu tax on public and private utili-

ties to provide additional, stable funding for the City’s Parks system. Currently, the Parks 
Division receives 3.5 percentage points of the 14% utility tax. For 2006, this equals to $951,000 
“in lieu of tax” revenue for the Parks and Recreation Division. The Parks Division cur-
rently uses this revenue to offset maintenance costs and Tahoma Cemetery operations. The 
proposed new increase would be for future Parks Capital projects. The .5% increase would 
generate approximately $130,000 per year at current utility rate levels.

Currently, the Parks Division does not have a revenue stream to make capital improvements 
in the parks, purchase future park property or match for future grants. The dollars 
generated from this policy issue would be dedicated to future Park Capital needs. 

As a point of fact, the total water, sewer and refuse costs for 2006 are estimated to be 
$186,000 for the Parks Division. The increased cost of fuel, power, fertilizer, other supplies, 
equipment, minimum wage impacts, and City labor have all combined to overwhelm 
the small increase in general revenues granted the Parks Division. Since the Year 2000, 
with the first of several major tax reduction initiatives combined with regional economic 
challenges, the Parks Division has reduced its Full Time Equivalency’s (FTE’s) by 4.75. 
Notwithstanding, the unprecedented capital program and park development activities over 
the last several years (funded by grants, donations and property sales) have greatly impacted 
the demand for the Parks Division’s limited resources. Operating funds have not kept pace 
with increased costs or additional acreage that has been developed. The subsidy of Tahoma 
Cemetery continues with yearly contributions approaching $150,000. Without new, stable 
revenue sources or some other significant governance change, the trend in reducing Park 
services will continue its slide downward. 

2. a.  Fiscal Impact — An increase of .5 % equals approximately $130,000 per year additional 
funding to the Parks Capital Budget.

b. Proposed Funding Source — In lieu Utility Tax Funds for Public and Private Water, 
Wastewater and Refuse. 

c.  Public Impact — While this will generate an increase in the average homeowners 
bill for water, sewer and refuse of approximately $0.88 per month, it will assist in the 
preservation of Yakima’s Public Parks. A far-reaching public impact would be that 
by setting aside this revenue for grant match and property acquisition efforts, future 
generations of residents could benefit from new recreational opportunities and satisfy 
“quality of life” expectations which are so broadly touted in the area. 
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d. Personnel Impact — None.

e.  Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Change in City’s Public Utility In 
lieu tax ordinance. Ordinance amendments will also be required to adjust tax for Nob 
Hill Water and Yakima Waste Systems for service within City of Yakima corporate limits.

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

j.  Viable Alternatives — 1) One option would be to increase a lesser amount, .25%, which 
would generate $62,500 at current revenue levels for the Parks Capital Fund on a yearly 
basis. 2) The second option, in the longer-term movement toward a Metropolitan Parks 
District may provide a solution to the service/financial gap dilemma. The financial tool 
for such a district would be a multi-year operational levy voted on by the citizens of the 
district. This concept would be consistent with the City Council’s desire to explore and 
implement consolidation of local government services.

3.  Conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation — At its meeting on October 10, 2005, the Parks 
and Recreation Commission voted to support staff’s recommendation to the City Council to 
approve this policy issue for a .5% increase in lieu of tax on private and public utilities (Wa-
ter, Wastewater and Refuse) to secure additional, stable funding for the City’s Park system. 
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2006 major policy iSSueS/SupplemenTal buDgeT requeSTS

DeparTmenT: public workS  DiviSion: parkS anD recreaTion 

       
policy iSSue TiTle:  study the Feasibility of the formation of a Metropolitan 

Park District — unbudgeted

1.  Proposal — A metropolitan park district is an independent, regional unit of government 
similar to a fire district, hospital district or school district. Chapter 98, Laws of 1907 autho-
rize cities of the first class to create Metropolitan Park Districts (MPD). The Metropolitan 
Park District Statues were reenacted in 1943, when, according to an AWC legislative bulletin, 
the previous Statues had been inadvertently repealed by one of the state highway acts. The 
Statues were amended by Chapter 88, Laws of 2002. 

In 1907 legislation was effective immediately and Tacoma voters approved the formation 
of a Metropolitan Park District a month after the law was passed. (Tacoma Metropolitan 
Park District). A second Metropolitan Park District was formed in Yakima around 1945 
and functioned until 1969. In September 2002, Pullman voters approved the creation of 
a Metropolitan Park District and in February 2003 voters around North Bend approved 
the creation of the Si View Metropolitan Park District. These are the first new districts to 
be created since the legislature amended the Metropolitan Park Districts statutes in 2002 
(Chapter ��, Laws of �00� [SHB 2557]). 

In December 2001, the Legislative Task Force on Local Parks and Recreation Maintenance 
and Operations recommended that the statutes be amended to make it practical for cities 
and counties, or a combination of them, to create Metropolitan Park Districts (See Report, 
MPD discussion on page 23 of file.) Prior to 2002, cities under 5,000 and counties could not 
create metropolitan park districts. 

Parks in Yakima were under a Metropolitan Park District until 1969. As a junior taxing 
district, financing the program apparently become a significant challenge and the City 
Council acted to preserve the system by bringing it formally into the City. This proposal 
requests direction from City Council with regards to approving the formation of a broader 
Metropolitan Parks District. The Budget Strategy Team recommended this approach in their 
final report (October 2005). 

2.  History (Excerpted from the Parks Comprehensive Plan) — Yakima was a rumble tumble 
town. Its early residents exercised caution as they walked the streets for they never knew 
when they would find themselves in the middle of a horse race. It seems that, while they 
were refreshing themselves in one of the local saloons along East Yakima Avenue, cowboys 
would often fall into disagreement over the quality of horseflesh. They would usually settle 
the argument by dashing out, jumping on their mounts, and racing down Naches Avenue 
and back.

Naches Avenue, in fact, became the oldest parcel on the Yakima’s Park Property Listing 
when its fifteen landscaped blocks were platted in 1885. South 2nd Street Park, a half-acre 
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at the intersection of South 2nd and Race Streets, was established in 1908. By the 1920’s, 
Lions, Miller and Portia Parks were on the books and, in 1933, the City established a Parks 
Department to oversee the maintenance and operation of its parks. A decade later, in 1943, 
alert to funding advantages available to independent park districts, the citizens of Yakima 
petitioned and subsequently voted to establish an independent Metropolitan Park District. 
An adequately funded parks system flourished and grew by leaps and bounds. 

In 1951, however, the State Legislature readjusted the rate of taxation to the detriment of park 
districts. Although the City supported the District with a two-mill contribution, the District 
now had to submit special levies to the voters every two years in order to raise the necessary 
revenue for maintenance and operations. Obligated to maintain and operate the system 
at an adequate level and to acquire and develop new areas and facilities for its growing 
population, the District now found itself in a constant funding crisis. Finally in 1968, the 
maintenance and operations levy failed. Dissolution of the District became an increasingly 
logical solution.

Within a year the new Metropolitan Park Director did just that — dissolved the Park 
District — but he also managed to convince the City Council that the City should assume 
responsibility for the Park System. The security and direction that accompanied the 
new relationship not only raised staff morale and effectiveness but also increased public 
appreciation and participation in the park system. Although a bond issue in 1970 barely 
failed with a vote of 59% (60% needed), the department staff and Park Board rallied back, 
and the issue passed in 1971. 

Parks and Recreation continued operations as a City Department until 1982 when, 
responding to budget short falls, the City Council voted to override the recommendation 
of the Park Commission and made Parks and Recreation a Division of the Public Works 
Department. The following year the division moved its operations from an old trolley barn 
location on south Fourth Avenue to the Public Works complex on Fruitvale Boulevard in 
north central Yakima.

Voters again supported their parks with a 1987 $2.25 million bond issue that resulted in 
expansion of the North Sixth Street Senior Citizen’s Center, installation of new irrigation 
systems in several parks, Chesterly Park’s Phase I development and renovation of both 
Franklin and Washington Pools, work that was all completed in 1990.

Purpose — A metropolitan park district may be created for the management, control, 
improvement, maintenance, and acquisition of parks, parkways, boulevards, and recreational 
facilities. 

Government Type: Municipal Corporation
Function and Powers of Metropolitan Park District:

•  May purchase, acquire and condemn lands within or without the boundaries of park 
district

• May issue and sell warrants, short-term obligations, or general obligation bonds

• May issue revenue bonds
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• Can petition for the creation of local improvement districts

•  May employ counsel, provide for park police officers, secretary of the board, and all 
necessary employees

• May establish civil service for employees

•  Has power to regulate, manage and control, improve, acquire, extend and maintain, 
open and lay out, parks, parkways, boulevards, avenues, aviation landings and 
playgrounds, within or without the park district

•  The management and conduct of such forms of recreation or business as it shall judge 
desirable or beneficial for the public, or for the production of revenue for expenditure 
for park purposes

Formation of Metropolitan Park District — A metropolitan park district may include territory 
located in portions or all of one or more cities or counties, or one or more cities and counties, 
when created or enlarged. There are two ways to initiate the formation of a park district: by 
petition and by a resolution of the governing body or bodies within which the district is to 
be located. (RCW 35.61.020)

3. a. Fiscal Impact — Unknown at this time. 

b.  Proposed Funding Source — The normal method of funding such a district is through 
voted property tax levies presented to citizens every 2 — 4 years.

c.  Public Impact — The public would vote on an operation and maintenance levy and a 
parks capital levy on a frequent basis. The results of such votes would determine the 
scope of the Park’s program regionally. 

d. Personnel Impact — All or most of the current Parks employees would move to this 
Metropolitan Parks District and not be City employees. 

e. Required Changes in City Regulations or Policies — Regional vote on Metropolitan 
Parks District and funding required. 

f. Legal Constraints, if applicable — None.

j. Viable Alternatives — None.

4.  Conclusion and Staff Recommendation — This policy issue directs staff to begin the study 
and researching the formation of a Metropolitan Park District in concert with other Upper 
Valley parks’ service providers and/or those entities who are desirous of participating.
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