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MeMoranduM

Friday, November 2, 2007

to: The Honorable Mayor and 
 Members of the City Council

from: Dick Zais, City Manager
 Rita M. DeBord, Finance Director
 Cindy Epperson, Financial Services Manager

Subject:  2008 Policy issues docuMent (2008 Budget – VoluMe iii) 

We are pleased to transmit to the City Council the enclosed 2008 Budget Policy Issue Document. 
The proposed 2008 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 Document 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.

There are three separate documents that comprise and fully explain the proposed 2008 budget; 
(1) 2008 Budget Forecast, (2) 2008 Preliminary Budget Document and (3) this, 2008 Policy Issue 
Document. The Budget Forecast was distributed to Council on October 23, 2007. The latter two 
documents are being distributed simultaneously.  These two documents are being mass produced 
as separate documents; however, both the Policy Issues and the Preliminary Budget documents 
have been incorporated into Council’s Preliminary Budget binder for Council’s reading and referral 
convenience. (For holders of the Preliminary Budget in a 3 ring binder, the applicable Policy Issue(s) 
are included at the end of each Department Tab section.)

Note: Due to the size of the budget documents, a limited number of three-ring binder documents 
will be printed. Additional copies of the 2008 Comprehensive Preliminary Budget Report will be 
printed in three separate softbound covers:

Volume I – Budget Forecast, distributed Friday, October 23, 2007
Volume II – Preliminary Budget Document (detail by Operating Departments)
Volume III – Policy Issues Document

Copies of these documents may be obtained by contacting the City Clerk’s office.  Additionally, all 
three volumes of the 2008 proposed budget can be found on the City’s website (ci.yakima.wa.us, then 
select Services, click on Finance, click on Budget Information and select which budget document 
you would like to review.)





city of 
Washington

2008 Policy issue docuMent

taBle of contents

 

SuB-SEctioN

Policy Issue Summary

Outside Agencies, and Intergovernmental Agencies

City Management (including Water/Irrigation Utilities)

Municipal Court

Finance Department

Community and Economic Development Department

Police Department

Fire Department (including Public Safety Communications)

Public Works Department

Note:  The inside of each Department’s tab provides further detail of the Divisions and areas of 
responsibility included in that Department’s budget.
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Policy issue suMMary

2008 Budget PreParation

Policy issue suMMary(1)

i. outside agency and intergoVernMental reQuests

Outside Agency Requests
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Yakima County Development 
Association  (New Vision)(2)

General Fund 2007 $19,913
Increase                          87

2008 Total           $20,000

Budgeted
Unbudgeted

Yakima Chamber of Commerce(2) General Fund $5,900 Budgeted

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce(2) General Fund $5,900 Budgeted

Fourth of July Committee(2) General Fund/Fire
$5,000

2007 increase               500
$5,500

Budgeted
Unbudgeted

Sunfair Association(2) General Fund $1,000 Budgeted

Yakima Basin Storage Alliance, Black Rock(2) Water Reserves (60%)
Irrigation Reserves (40%)

$18,000
  12,000
$30,000 Budgeted

Yakima-Morelia Sister City Assn.(2) Economic Development 
Fund

$2,000 Budgeted

Committee for Downtown Yakima
(Request for maintenance assistance)

CBD Capital 
Improvement Fund (321)

$50,000 Budgeted

Allied Arts ArtsVan General Fund $5,333 Deleted

Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) Parks and Recreation 
Fund

$3,000
In-kind                    $2,000

Deleted
Deleted

Seasons Music Festival - Music education 
program for high school students

Parks and Recreation 
Fund

$8,000 Unbudgeted

Citizens for Safe Yakima Valley Communities General Fund $20,000 Unbudgeted

inteRgOVeRnMentAL Agencies
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Clean Air Authority Assessment General Fund 2007 Assessment    $12,622
Increase                     9,440

2008 Total                $22,062

Budgeted
Budgeted

Yakima County Emergency Management 
Assessment

General Fund 2007 Assessment     $54,721 
Increase                    2,491 

2008 Total                  $57,212

Budgeted
Budgeted

Yakima Valley Conference of Governments 
(COG) Membership Assessment

General Fund 2007 Assessment      $42,732  
Increase                     2,849

2008 Total                  $45,581

Budgeted
Budgeted

(1)   Policy proposal figures may be rounded. 
(2)  These Outside Agency Requests are included in the 2008 Preliminary Budget at the same levels as approved in the 2007 budget. 
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ii. city ManageMent

PuRchAsing
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

NIGP Joint City/County 
Purchasing Assessment 

General Fund $34,000
(Shared with 
the County)

$17,000 Unbudgeted

WAsteWAteR / PRe-tReAtMent
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

(a) Cost of service and rate study
2008 - 3.5%
2009 - 3.5%
2010 - 3.5%

(b)  Wastewater connection charge 
study

Bi-monthly 
Wastewater rate 
charges paid by 
customers of the 
Wastewater division

Revenue:
2008 $424,200
2009 $439,000
2010 $454,000

Budgeted

Revenue Bond for future Capital 
improvements & increased 
capacity

Revenue Bond - 
funded from existing 
rates with maturity 
of current bond

$5,500,000 Budgeted

WAteR / iRRigAtiOn
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Currently Approved Rate Increase:
2008 - 3.5%
2009 - 3.5%

Proposed:
Cost of Service and Rate Study 
for Water Operating and Capital 
Improvements: 

(a) 3.5% in years 2008 & 2009
      8.5% in years 2010-2012
(b) 3.5% in 2008
      5.0% in 2009
      7.5% in 2010-2012
(c) 5.5% per year, 2008-2012

Adjustment to installation 
fees for 3/4” & 1” New Water 
Services

Bi-monthly Water 
rate charges paid 
by customers of the 
Domestic Water 
system

Domestic Water 
utility new meter 
installation fees

Revenue           
2008   $187,975
2009   $194,500

2008 Revenue           
Option (a)   $187,975
Option (b)   $187,975
Option (c)   $295,389 

Total dependent 
on number of new 
services.  Increase 
will be $400 for 
3/4” and $390 
For 1”

Budgeted

Unbudgeted
Unbudgeted
Unbudgeted

Unbudgeted
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iii. MuniciPal court

dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

None

iV. finance

FinAnciAL seRVices
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Finance Department re-organization:
(affects Finance, Information 
Systems, Utility Services & 
ONDS divisions)

   I. Re-align Personnel
 II. Reprioritize Work
III. Upgrade Position
IV. Consolidate Positions

Net FTE Change: (.75)

General 
Fund ($2,600)

Utility 
Services $37,769

ONDS ($49,240)

Net
Savings ($14,071)

Total Net Change
(See Supp. Info)

I. ($40,771)
II.    $8,300
III.      $5,000
IV.    $13,400

Total ($14,071)

I.     Budgeted
II.    Budgeted
III.     Budgeted
IV. Recommend

Implementation 
in 2009

inFORMAtiOn systeMs / LegAL
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Implement an e-mail 
management & archiving system 
to facilitate data collection for 
public disclosure requests

2008:
Risk Management 
Fund

2009:
Information 
Systems - General 
Fund

2008:
Implemen-
   tation      $45,000

2009:
Annual 
   Support    $6,500

Budgeted
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V. coMMunity and econoMic deVeloPMent

cOdes 
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Add one Code Inspector position 
and related equipment / supplies 
– Total $88,000

General Fund – 
Increase in permit 
revenue from new 
construction and 
annexation

$66,000
Revenue $88,000
Expenditures:
Used 
   Vehicle       $12,000
Equipment 
  & Supplies       $10,000

Budgeted
(Currently listed as a 
75% position, but will 
be converted to 100% 
in the final budget)

Increase Humane Society service 
fee by 10% to adequately support 
operations

General Fund 2007 $57,162
Increase      $5,716

Total 2008   $62,878

Budgeted

Implement fee for Fire 
Inspections.  Less administration 
costs for billing a new program

General Fund – 
New revenue 
generated by Fire 
inspection fees

Revenue         $187,750
Admin 

Cost    ($15,000)
Net  $172,750

Unbudgeted

Onds (OFFice OF neighbORhOOd deVeLOPMent)
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Extend funding for SE Community 
Center an additional  2 years – 
$75,000 annually

Community 
Development Block
Grant

2008 $75,000
2009 $75,000

Budgeted



2008 Policy Issues • Summary – 5 

tOuRisM PROMOtiOn/yAkiMA cOnVentiOn centeR 
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Increase annual Management 
Fee from $565,000 to $645,000 
to adequately support Center 
operations

Tourist Promotion 
Operating Fund

Hotel / Motel Tax
Event revenue

$80,000 Budgeted

Increase support to the Sports 
Commission from $45,000 to 
$46,500

Tourist Promotion 
Operating Fund

Hotel / Motel Tax
$1,500 Budgeted

Complete “Branding” process 
to enhance regional promotion 
efforts

Tourist 
Promotion
Oper. Fund   $30,000

Tourism 
Promotion Area 
Fund       $30,000

$60,000 Budgeted

Market and Economic Feasibility 
Study - Expansion Plan

Convention Center
Capital

$26,000 Budgeted

Allocation of Tourism Promotion 
Area revenue

Tourism Promotion
Area

$370,000 Budgeted

cAPitOL theAtRe
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Increase annual Management Fee 
from $175,000 to $197,000

Capitol Theatre
Operating Fund

Hotel / Motel Tax
Cable Utility Tax

$22,000 Budgeted

Capitol Theatre Phase 2 
expansion.  

2008 preliminary work to be
funded by interfund loan, 
donations and new PFD State 
Sales Tax Credit

2009 Bond Issue to be repaid 
by PFD Sales Tax Credit

Capitol Theatre 
construction fund:

Capitol Theatre 
Reserve Interfund 
Loan - $500,000

Private Donations - 
$250,000

PFD transfer from
State Sales Tax 
Credit $416,000

Bond – $7,000,000
Other revenue, such 
as donations/grants/
interest – $1,400,000

Project Total – Phase 2

2008 
$1,100,000

2009 

 $8,400,000

$9,500,000

Budgeted
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engineeRing
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Councilmanic Bonds for critical 
Street projects:

(a)  Grind and Overlay (3rd Ave: 
Mead - Chestnut)

(b)  Pedestrian Crossing Safety 
Enhancements 

(c)  Add Traffic Signal 66th & 
Summitview

Arterial Street Fund:

Debt service split 
between REET 1 & 2

2008: $50,000
REET 1 & 2 – 
$25,000

2009: $250,000
REET 1 – $125K
REET 2 – $125K

Revenue:
Total Bond 
Amt: $2,050,000

Expenditures:
(a) $1,400,000

(b)            $300,000

(c) $350,000

Budgeted

Nob Hill overpass repair Arterial Street Fund:

50%  REET 2 Fund 
Cash Reserves

50%  Grant or PWTF 
Loan

$1,000,000 Budgeted

stORMWAteR
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Implement Stormwater Operating 
and Capital Improvement 
program:
Rate options per Equivalent 
Residential Unit (ERU)— 
About 50,000 ERUs to be billed
a) Original rate in 2004 ordinance:    

 $18 for 2008
b) Flat rate-next 3 years:     

$35 for 2008, 2009 & 2010
c) Graduated rate-next 2 years: 

$22 for 2008, $37 for 2009

A public hearing is scheduled in 
November for consideration of 
fee options

Stormwater Utility 
fees

All options 
propose minimum 
staffing levels 
to meet permit 
requirements:

Transfer from 
Wastewater: 
2.46 FTE

New positions: 
4.5 FTE authorized

(2008 budget 
funds 3 FTE’s)

Revenue 2008:
Option A  $864,000
Option B  

$1,680,000

Option C
   $1,056,000

2008 budget 
includes $28/
ERU charge – final 
budget will be 
adjusted to reflect 
option chosen by 
Council

Vi. Police

dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Add one Deputy Police Chief 
position(6 Months - effective 
7/1/08)

General Fund 2008 
$65,000

Annually
$120,000

Equipment $10,000 Budgeted
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Vii. fire
 
cAPitAL 
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Purchase of New Ladder Truck
Funded by:

Cash Reserve – $250,000
Line of Credit – $750,000
(repaid from REET 1)

Fire Capital Fund $1,000,000 Budgeted

Sale of Race Street Fire Station Revenue to Fire 
Capital

Revenue    $150,000 Unbudgeted

PubLic sAFety cOMMunicAtiOns
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Add one Public Safety Dispatcher 
Position (9 months – effective 
April 1, 2008)

Public Safety 
Communications 
Fund

0.3% Criminal
Justice Sales Tax

2008 $45,000

Annually $56,500

$5,000 Budgeted

Viii. PuBlic Works

tRAnsit
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Purchase of 3 Heavy Duty, Low 
Floor Buses

Transit Capital
Reserves

$1,330,000 Budgeted

Add: Part-time DAII position
(50% FTE):
(Dial-a-ride/Paratransit and 
Vanpool Program Admin & 
Marketing)

Transit Operating $21,000 Budgeted

Transit bus fare fuel surcharge:
Adults from $.50 to $.75
Youth from $.35 to $.50
Seniors from $.25 to $.50
Dial-a-ride from $1.00 to $1.50

per trip

Transit Fare Box Revenue      $30,000
(Net)

Unbudgeted

Purchase 10 vans for Dial-a-ride 
program

Transit Capital
Reserves and State 
Grant

Total 
Cost  $280,000

Less State
Grant        224,000

Net Cost     $56,000

Budgeted
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ReFuse
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

5% Rate increase to cover 
increased operating expenses

Bi-monthly charges 
paid by customers 
of the Refuse 
division

Revenue:
2008 $154,950

Partial Year

2009 $200,000
Annualized

Budgeted

2% Rate Increase to:

(1)  Take Over Fall Leaf Program
 from Streets

(2)  Administer Dial-a-dumpster
 program

Total 2008 expense – $60,000

Bi-monthly charges 
paid by customers 
of the Refuse 
division

(1) $35,000

Revenue:
2008 $60,000
2009 $80,000

Expenditures:
(1) $15,000

(2) $10,000

Total $25,000

Unbudgeted

equiPMent RentAL
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Install vehicle wash fluid 
containment system

Environmental 
Fund

$100,000 Budgeted
(carried forward 
from 2007 
contingency)

PARks And RecReAtiOn 
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

Parks Staff to Work With Special 
Task Force to Review Options 
to Eliminate Financial Subsidy 
for Fisher Golf Course - Parks 
Commission to Review Options

Parks Fund

Increase certain fees and charges 
for Parks and Recreation

Parks Fund Revenue $22,000 Budgeted

Harman Center Improvement -
Parking Lot Reconfiguration

Parks & Rec Capital $35,000 Budgeted

ceMeteRy
dePt./diV. POLicy issue
Request/JustiFicAtiOn

PROPOsed Funding 
sOuRce PeRsOnneL nOn-PeRsOnneL cOMMents

20% Increase Fee Schedule for 
Tahoma Cemetery

Cemetery Funds Revenue $20,000 Budgeted
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Yakima County Development Association    
(New Vision) – Budgeted

 

Proposal 1. – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $20,000 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 
to 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  Budgeted (same as 2007)
                87  Unbudgeted
      $20,000  Total request

Proposed funding Source b. – General Fund. 

Public impact c. – Economic Development Benefits per contract and attached report.

Personnel impact d. – Contract administration.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies e. – None.

Legal constraints, if applicable f. – None.

viable Alternatives g. – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation 3. – This is a Council policy decision. 
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suPPleMental inforMation
yakima County Development association (new vision)

 

September 28, 2007

Rita DeBord
City of Yakima
129 North Second Street
Yakima, WA  98901

Dear Rita

New Vision, the Yakima County Development Association (YCDA), is requesting $20,000 to support 
its economic development initiatives in 2007.  The City has provided YCDA 19,913 annually for the 
last ten plus years.  As you can see we are asking for a slight increase to round our request up to a 
more sensible and level investment.  

New Vision is the lead economic development entity for the Yakima County region.  It focuses 
its energy in three core areas:  1) Business Recruitment; 2) Local Industry Assistance; and 3) 
Community and Policy Leadership.  The City’s investment in our association supports this work 
and generates a tangible return on investment for the City of Yakima and its citizens.  

Over the last year, our association has actively worked with the City of Yakima to promote economic 
growth and diversification.  Initiatives implemented or continued in partnership with the City are 
as follows:   

Business Recruitment/Marketing 
New Vision produced a new promotional video series to raise the region’s image as  ¾
a business location.  Eight topical video segments were produced that feature happy 
businesses in Yakima as well as your City leaders, Dave Edler and Mike Morales;
YCDA upgraded its website adding new content, video clips, and a significant amount  ¾
of new information relevant to expanding companies.  The site lists major buildings and 
sites available within the City of Yakima as well as a host of pertinent demographics and 
statistics; 
New Vision has hosted nine companies so far this year that are looking at our region.  Seven  ¾
of these firms are specifically interested in Yakima; and.   
New Vision is organizing and sponsoring an insert in the November edition of  ¾ Seattle 
Business Monthly magazine.  This insert will publicize redevelopment activities in 
downtown Yakima, as well as a number of other positive items about the City.



2008 Policy Issues • Outside Agency, Intergovernmental and Citywide Issues – 5 

Local Industry Assistance
New Vision helped several Yakima-based manufacturers learn more about lean  ¾
manufacturing by organizing and providing topical seminars for these companies’ existing 
employees; 
The association is providing hands-on assistance to Jeld-Wen as it expands and rehabilitates  ¾
a production facility on Sixth Avenue.  We worked with the company earlier this year and 
helped convince them to put their expansion project in Yakima.  New Vision also helped 
them access state or local tax credits.  Jeld-Wen projects it will create 50-75 new jobs as a 
result of expanding in Yakima;
The association interviewed or visited with over 60 local manufacturing managers or owners  ¾
as part of outreach efforts to ensure these companies are well supported and appreciated; 
and  
The association offered seminars on government procurement as part of its new service  ¾
to help companies learn about and secure local, state or federal government contracts.  We 
provided initial or ongoing assistance to twelve businesses in the City and several of these 
firms landed new government contracts in 2007.   

Policy and Community Leadership
New Vision retained a highly qualified consultant to explore how Yakima County’s  ¾
industrial sites could support high tech data centers.  Eight sites within the region were 
carefully evaluated (three in the Yakima urban area) and the consultant felt that at least one 
property in the City was well suited for this capital intensive industry.    
The association helped the City access County SIED funds to support Fiesta Foods new  ¾
store.  New Vision is now helping the City, the airport and a private developer package 
a SIED request that would fund a new wastewater line on the south side of the Yakima 
airport runway.  If this project receives funding, wastewater utilities will be in place to serve 
approximately 350 acres of industrially zoned property near the airport.  
New Vision continued to work cooperatively with Yakima County to organize and help  ¾
host its development review customer service committee.  We are now working with the 
City to see how they may join this group that is focused on improving customer service and 
predictability at local permit counters

On behalf of the New Vision staff and Board of Directors, we appreciate the City’s financial support.  
More importantly though we enjoy a purposeful partnership together that is effectively growing 
our regional economy.  If you or anyone on staff or the city council has any questions about our 
request or our organization, please contact me at 575-1140 or davemc@ycda.com.  

Sincerely,  

David McFadden
President
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Yakima Chamber of Commerce – Budgeted

 

Proposal 1. – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support for 
Leadership Yakima, Community Pride Month and the continuation of Business Surveying. Details 
of these programs are described in the attached report. 

a.  fiscal impact 2. – Non-personnel: $5,900.  This is the same amount approved by City Council 
in the 2007 budget.

Proposed funding Source b. – General Fund.

Public impact c. – 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.

Personnel impact d. – None, with the exception of those who may be in or assist with the 
Leadership Yakima Program to help with Community Pride Month.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – 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.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision. 
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suPPleMental inforMation
yakima Chamber of Commerce
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Hispanic Chamber of Commerce – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This proposal is an outside agency request to provide $5,900 to the Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce (HCC) in 2007. The HCC did submit another formal application, which 
is very similar to the original application included in the 2006 budget. This complete application 
request is available from the Finance Department upon request.

Excerpts describing HCC programs follow:

Surveys were conducted among 175 Hispanic owned businesses during 2006.  The surveys show the 
biggest interest is computer and financial training and ways to promote and market their business 
and over 90% of the businesses surveyed preferred to respond in Spanish to the business survey.  
Language and culture continue to be deterrents for more participation by Latino business owners.

This year the Hispanic Chamber will develop a five year strategic plan for the HCC with the aim 
of better serving the Hispanic businesses.  With the information developed from the surveys, 
the Hispanic Chamber will seek partnerships with corporations and universities to assist in the 
development of  a formal business training program that can be delivered on a continuous and 
ongoing training schedule in the areas identified as needed by the business owners themselves.  
In addition to the business training , the businesses also need training in fraud detection, 
regulation compliance and tax reporting.  In order to accomplish this, a formal office and one 
staff person will be required to coordinate these activities.

Language and culture continue to be deterrents for more participation by Hispanic business 
owners and their families.  That is why training in Spanish and the development of a training 
program that is culturally relevant is critical to their successes.  The partnership with 
corporations and universities will allow the formal development of the training program and 
may be a source of funding in the future but another primary goal is to bridge the divide 
between the corporation in the West with our businesses in this area for increased procurement 
opportunities.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. Non-personnel: $5,900. This is the same amount approved by City Council in 
the 2007 budget.

Proposed funding Source – b. General Fund.

Public impact – c. The Hispanic Chamber’s primary mission is to provide information, referral 
and business assistance to Latino/Hispanic owned businesses in regard to business services, 
access to capital and technical assistance, as well as partner with corporate businesses to 
promote education and training for small businesses. These businesses provide goods and 
services for the Latino Community and create jobs within that community.
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Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. This is a Council policy decision.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Fourth of July Committee – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $5,500 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.” See the 
attached letter for additional information.

2.   a.  fiscal impact – Non-personnel. $5,000 Budgeted (same as 2007)
           500 Unbudgeted
      $5,500 Total request

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.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund. 

Public impactc.  – 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.

Personnel impactd.  – None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision. 
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14 – Outside Agency, Intergovernmental and Citywide Issues • 2008 Policy Issues

2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Sunfair Association – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide $1,000 to the Sunfair 
Association in 2008, to support the Sunfair parade held on the first Saturday of the Central 
Washington State Fair. 

a.  fiscal impact2.  – Non-personnel: $1,000. This is the same amount approved by City Council in 
the 2007 budget.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund. 

Public impactc.  – None.

Personnel impact –d.  None. 

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Yakima Basin Storage Alliance (Black Rock Reservoir) – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  – Financial contribution to promote Black Rock Reservoir (see attached for additional 
information). 

2.   a. fiscal impact – Water Reserves, 60%     $18,000
 Irrigation Reserves, 40%    $12,000
 Budgeted (Same as approved in 2007)  $30,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Water and Irrigation Operating Funds. 

Public impactc.  – May require a Water and/or Irrigation utility rate increase in future for 
continued support. 

Personnel impact –d.  Contract administration.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.  The Council 
Economic Development Committee unanimously recommends full funding.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Yakima-Morelia Sister City Association – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is to provide financial support to the Yakima - Morelia Sister City 
Association in 2008.

a. fiscal impact2.  – Non-personnel: $2,000 Budgeted (same as approved in the 2007 budget)

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund cash reserves. 

Public impactc.  – The primary service and mission of the Yakima-Morelia Sister City 
Association is to promote trade, economic development, education, cultural exchanges, and 
tourism between the Cities of Yakima and the City of Morelia, State of Michoacan, Mexico.

Personnel impactd.  – None. 

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision. Council member 
Susan whitman endorses this increased contribution.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Committee for Downtown Yakima – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  – Because of budget constraints, the $50,000 contribution made by Parks and 
Recreation to the Committee for Downtown Yakima (CDY) in 2007 to help support downtown 
maintenance was eliminated. When CDY was informed of this action, they requested that the 
City continue to support the program at the same level in 2008 (see attached letter). 

In reviewing options for funding, the possibility of funding it out of the Central Business 
District (CBD) Capital Improvement fund was identified, as the revenue consists of monthly 
parking permits in the downtown lots.

Even though this is a possible solution in the 2008 budget cycle, this funding source may 
not be sustainable into the future because of competing needs in the downtown, including 
continuation of improvements (Phase 3) and parking program changes.

a. fiscal impact2.  – $50,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – CBD Capital Improvement Fund – #321.

Public impactc.  – An attractive, inviting downtown.

Personnel impactd.  – Contract administration.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – Pursue private funding of enhanced downtown maintenance.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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suPPleMental inforMation
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Allied ArtsVan – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $5,333 to the Allied Arts ArtsVan in 2008. See the attached letter for additional 
information. Due to budget constraints, this program was deleted from the 2008 Preliminary 
Budget.

a.  fiscal impact2.  – Non-personnel: $5,333. This is the same amount approved by Council in the 
2007 budget, but unbudgeted in 2008.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund. 

Public impactc.  – Encourages children to enlarge their ability to visualize, create and 
communicate through the arts. 

Personnel impactd.  – Contract administration.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternatives –g.  None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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2008 Policy Issues • Outside Agency, Intergovernmental and Citywide Issues – 25 

2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $3,000 in funding and $2,000 of in-kind assistance to RSVP in 2008. See the attached 
letter for additional program information. Due to budget constraints, this program was deleted 
from the 2008 Preliminary Budget. 

a.  fiscal impact –2.  Non-personnel: $3,000. This is the same amount approved by Council in the 
2007 budget, but unbudgeted in 2008.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Parks and Recreation fund, Senior Center. 

Public impactc.  – Supports volunteers in the community. 

Personnel impact –d.  Contract administration. 

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternatives –g.  None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Seasons Music Festival – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $8,500 in funding in 2008. As this is the first request from this agency, an initial 
application is attached to provide additional program information.

a.  fiscal impact –2.  Non-personnel: $8,500. 

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Parks and Recreation Fund.

Public impactc.  – Provide music education programs for Yakima high school students, in 
partnership with the Yakima School of Arts and YVCC’s “Gear Up” project.

Personnel impact –d.  None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternatives –g.  None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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suPPleMental inforMation
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Outside Agency

Policy issue title:   Citizens for Safe Yakima Valley Communities – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $20,000 to the Citizens for Safe Yakima Valley Communities (CSC).  See the attached 
supplemental information for program information.

a.  fiscal impact –2.  Non-personnel: $20,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund.

Public impactc.  – CSC works to focus and coordinate the efforts of various groups in a 
collaborative manner and to execute projects and activities directed solely at making Yakima 
a safe place to work, run a business and raise a family.

Personnel impact –d.  None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternatives –g.  None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Intergovernmental Agency

Policy issue title:   Clean Air Authority – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $22,062 to the Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority. 

a. fiscal impact2.  – Non-personnel: $22,062 – Intergovernmental Program.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund. 

Public impactc.  – See Attached.

Personnel impactd.  – None. 

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision. 
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Intergovernmental Agency

Policy issue title:   Yakima County Emergency Management – Budgeted

 

Proposal 1. – This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $57,212 to the Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management. For 2008, the per 
capita assessment is $0.6898 compared to $0.6697 in 2007. This results in an increase of $2,491 or 
4.5% from the 2007 assessment of $54,721.

a. fiscal impact2.  – Non-personnel: $57,212 – Intergovernmental Program.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund.

Public impactc.  – Coordinated regional Emergency Management services.

Personnel impactd.  – Unknown.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  – This is a Council policy decision.
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suPPleMental inforMation
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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

 

DATE:  August 22, 2007

TO:  Mr. Dick Zais, City Manager 
  City of Yakima
 
FROM:  Jim Hall, Director
  Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management

SUBJECT: 2008 Preliminary Budget and Yakima County Emergency Services Council Meeting 
Notice 

Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management’s preliminary budget reviewed and tentatively 
approved by the Emergency Services Executive Board (ESEB) is attached.  The tentatively approved 
annual assessment for 2008 is $.6898 per person or a 3% increase of the 2007 assessment.   The City 
of Yakima’s assessment for 2008 is $57212. This is an increase of $2491 for a population of 82940.  
This is a per capita assessment. Some jurisdictions have a greater overall increase because of an 
increase in population from people moving in or annexation. The City of Yakima’s population 
increased by 1230 for 2008. 

The Yakima Valley Office of Emergency Management is working on or completed several major 
projects this year, they include:

The update of our Comprehensive Emergency Management Program to include state  ¾
approval and local promulgation.  It is required by RCW. 

The continued development of the Community Emergency Management System.  This  ¾
system is a series of checklists for local and regional Emergency Coordination Centers and 
others who have responsibility in an emergency or disaster.

Developing a framework for planning Continuity of Operations for cities, towns, and county.  ¾
To be distributed late this year. 

Incident Management Team Development.  Team Charter, Training, and Equipment.  Nine  ¾
separate Incident Command Classes funded by a state grant through this office. 

Health Department Planning, A partnership with the Yakima Health District Updating the  ¾
response plan, training, and exercising both locally and regionally.
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Updated the Radiological Protection Plan for the Columbia Generating Station at Hanford.  ¾

Homeland Security Projects funded through this office in 2007: ¾

Selah Police to Yakima Fiber Connection• 
Law Enforcement Automatic Vehicle Locator System• 
Union Gap Police to Yakima Fiber Connection• 
SWAT Van for City of Yakima SWAT Team • 
Yakima County Elephant Mt. Communications Site Upgrade• 
Incident Management Team Equipment • 
Regional Technical Rescue Team Equipment• 
Fire District #5 Decontamination Personal Protective Equipment• 
Critical Infrastructure Mapping of State Fair Park and the SunDome • 

Emergency preparedness in a disaster is about understanding a need, communications, the 
willingness to help, and having systems in place to facilitate getting the help to where it is 
needed.  Emergency Management continues to work with over seventy government and private 
organizations to provide a comprehensive consolidated emergency management system to the 
Yakima Valley.  Developing partnerships and levels of trust preparing our community for the 
unthinkable event we hope will never happen. 

Meeting notice

The Emergency Services Executive Board has asked for an annual meeting of the Yakima 
County Emergency Services Council.  Council membership includes the 14 Mayors and 3 County 
Commissioners from the Valley.  By agreement, the chair of the council is the chair of the County 
Commission.  It is the governing body for Emergency Management.   The council meeting agenda 
will include the final approval of the 2008 Budget, a briefing on office activities, and the election of 
members to the Executive Board.  If you are receiving this as a city administrator please forward to 
the mayor so he/she may attend, provide impute, and vote on your emergency management system. 

The meeting will take place at the normal monthly meeting of Mayors and Commissioners October 
25, 2007 at the Pioneer Kitchen in Toppenish.  The Mayors meeting will start at 6:00PM.  The Council 
Meeting will be part of the Mayor’s agenda. 

We are available to present the 2008 Emergency Management Budget or any other issue or project 
to your city, town or county upon request.   If you have other questions or require additional 
information please contact me at 574-1904 or e-mail jim.hall@co.yakima.wa.us   

Thank you for your continued support. 

Attachments:  2008 Preliminary Budget
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yAkiMA VALLey OFFice OF eMeRgency MAnAgeMent
POPuLAtiOn / ReVenue cOMPARisOn

PoPulation / Revenue coMPaRison  2005-2008 Budget

Jurisdiction 2005 2006 2007 2008

city/town Population share Population share Population share Population share

. 0.514 0.532 0.670 0.690

% Change 2.40% 3.50% 26% 3%

Grandview 8,540 4,385 8,705 4,627 8840 $5,920 9,150 $6,312

Granger 2,760 1,417 2,835 1,507 2880 $1,929 2,955 $2,038

Harrah 630 324 630 335 630 $422 630 $435

Mabton 2,065 1,060 2,065 1,098 2075 $1,390 2,080 $1,435

Moxee 895 460 1,310 696 1800 $1,205 2,065 $1,424

Naches 758 389 755 401 761 $510 805 $555

Selah 6,625 3,402 6,740 3,582 6840 $4,581 6,935 $4,784

Sunnyside 14,520 7,456 14,710 7,818 14930 $9,999 15,130 $10,437

Tieton 1,185 608 1,185 630 1195 $800 1,200 $828

Toppenish 9,000 4,622 9,000 4,784 9015 $6,037 9,105 $6,281

Union Gap 5,675 2,914 5,695 3,027 5685 $3,807 5,700 $3,932

Wapato 4,525 2,324 4,535 2,410 4540 $3,040 4,540 $3,132

Yakima 79,480 40,813 79,480 42,244 81710 $54,721 82,940 $57,212

Yakima County 88,317 45,351 89,060 47,335 88264 $59,110 88,305 $60,913

Zillah 2,525 1,297 2,595 1,379 2635 $1,765 2,660 $1,835

Total Pop/Revenue 227,500 $116,821 229,300 $121,873 231,800 $155,236 234,200 $161,551

Population Change 1500 1,800 2,500 2,400

$ Change $3,482 $5,052 $33,364 $6,315



50 – Outside Agency, Intergovernmental and Citywide Issues • 2008 Policy Issues

2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Intergovernmental Agency

Policy issue title:   Yakima Valley Conference of Governments – Budgeted

 

Proposal1.  — This proposal is an outside agency request to provide financial support in the 
amount of $45,581 to the Yakima Valley Conference of Governments (COG) membership 
assessment. The General Assessment went from $42,732 in 2007 to $45,581 in 2008, an increase of 
$2,849 or 6.7%. The Metropolitan/Regional Transportation Planning portion increased by $2,369 
in order to provide local match for regional planning grants.

a. fiscal impact 2. — Non-personnel, $45,581; Intergovernmental Program.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  — General Fund.

Public impactc.  — Regional Transportation Planning coordination (necessary to be eligible 
for certain transportation grants).

Personnel impact d. — Unknown.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  — None.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  — None.

viable Alternativesg.  — None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation3.  — This is a Council policy decision.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  City Management diVision:  Purchasing

Policy issue title:   Joint City/County Purchasing Assessment – Unbudgeted 

 

Proposal – 1. This policy issue proposes to hire the National Institute of Governmental 
Purchasing, Inc. (NIGP) to conduct a joint administrative review of the City and County’s overall 
procurement programs.  Discussions have ensued in the recent past with City and County 
leaders to consider whether City and County Purchasing functions should be consolidated.  
County leaders strongly desire to study the feasibility of merging the two purchasing 
entities.  Given the differences in the processes, procedures and practices of the two agencies, 
a consolidation study would require an extreme amount of energy, time and expertise.  It is 
recommended that the NIGP conduct a joint administrative review of the City and County’s 
overall procurement programs.  The NIGP review would be accomplished in three phases.  

Phase one would establish the necessary working relationships with both City and County 
procurement functions.  The major work elements during this phase will include:

Review of the procurement regulations, policies and procedures to identify potential  ¾
changes to provide for more effective and efficient operations.
Review of current operating purchasing methods for potential changes to streamline the  ¾
method of operations.
Review and analysis of the NIGP Procurement Agency Satisfaction Survey (PASS) to  ¾
obtain feedback about both procurement operations.
Develop data collection templates for the on-site phase. ¾
Obtain data regarding budgets, workload statistics and staffing. ¾

Phase two would entail on-site data collection and interviews, and will assess:

Enabling legislation, statues and codes ¾
Policies, Procedures, Methodology, control of requisitions and Purchase Orders ¾
Interdepartmental Relationships to include levels of delegation of authority to using  ¾
departments
Purchasing Card Program ¾
Electronic Commerce Initiatives ¾
Management Reports ¾
Organization and Staffing ¾
Benchmarking and “Best Practices” ¾

At the conclusion of the on-site phase, the NIGP will present an exit briefing, outlining preliminary 
findings and potential areas for recommendation.
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Phase Three will assess the data collected during phase one and phase two and at the conclusion, 
deliver a draft report for review and comment prior to the final report.

This policy issue is in line with Council’s Strategic Direction Priorities for Regional Government 
Services.  

2. a. fiscal impact  –  $17,000:  Total cost of the review is $34,000 which will be shared with the 
County.  This is a one-time cost.

b. Proposed funding Source – General Fund Reserves.

c. Public impact – None at this time.

d.  Personnel impact – None at this time.  Results of assessment may require additional 
funding.

e. Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – None at this time.  

f. Legal constraints, if applicable – None at this time.  

g. viable Alternatives – Do not participate in the study.  The County could opt to conduct a 
study of their own purchasing functions.  

3. conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – Authorize the City Manager of the City of 
Yakima to execute a joint agreement with Yakima County and the NIGP, to conduct a joint 
administrative purchasing assessment of the City and County purchasing functions.
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Joint Administrative Purchasing Assessment 
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The City and County of Yakima, Washington 

 
July 10, 2007 

 
 Submitted by 

National Institute of Governmental Purchasing, Inc. 

151 Spring Street, Suite 300 
Herndon VA  20170 

(703) 736-8900 ext. 246 
e-mail: dmccarthy@nigp.org  
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NIGP PMAP Proposal – City and County of Yakima, WA – Page 2 of 2 
July 10, 2007 

PROCUREMENT 

MANAGEMENT REVIEW  
 

 

Presented to the City and County of Yakima, Washington 

GENERAL SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 
NIGP proposes to conduct a joint administrative review of the City and County of Yakima’s 

overall procurement program. Two NIGP-certified consultants will be assigned to this project.  

The consultants are backed up by our network of more than 25 procurement professionals who 

serve as consultants and 2600 member agencies from which we gather benchmarking data and 

best practices. NIGP will employ a phased approach designed to allow the consultant to study 

the operation before the site visit and therefore maximize his effectiveness during the visit. 

Phase One: Planning and Preparation  

During this initial preparation phase, the NIGP Consultants will establish the necessary working 

relationships with both City and County Procurement departments.  Major work elements during 

this phase will include: 

 

1. Review of the Procurement Regulations, Policies and Procedures to identify potential 

changes to provide for more effective and efficient operations.  

 

2. Review of current operating Purchasing Methods for potential changes to streamline the 

method of operations. 

 

3. Review and analysis of the NIGP Procurement Agency Satisfaction Survey (PASS) 

administered to procurement clients in advance of the on-site visit to obtain feedback about 

both procurement operations. 

 

4. Develop data collection templates for the on-site phase. 

 

5. Obtain data regarding departmental budgets, workload statistics and staffing (including 

organization charts and position descriptions). 

 

Phase Two: On-Site Data Collection and Interviews 

The on-site phase will commence with an entrance meeting with the Directors of Procurement 

to ensure a common understanding of the corporate vision, expectations and concerns related 

to the consolidation of the procurement functions. 

 

1. Conduct structured interviews with procurement staff and senior management officials at 

both the City and County to assess the current operation and define opportunities for 
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NIGP PMAP Proposal – City and County of Yakima, WA – Page 3 of 3 
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developing more efficient methods of operation. Specifically, the following functions and 

aspects will be assessed: 

 

! Enabling legislation, statues and codes 

! Purchasing Policies, Procedures, Methodology, Control of Requisitions and Purchase 

Orders 

! Interdepartmental Relationships to include levels of delegation of authority to using 

departments 

! Purchasing Card program 

! Electronic commerce initiatives 

! Management Reports 

! Organization and Staffing 

! Benchmarking and "Best Practices" 

 

2. Review and analysis of procurement management data maintained by both the City and 

County concerning the above-listed functions. This data will allow the consultants to assess 

the current workloads and staffing.  

 

3. Develop a benchmark of both the City and County’s procurement function based on NIGP 

and associated research studies. 

 

4. Conduct a limited review of the City and County’s automated purchasing system and what 

data it provides to enhance operations of the procurement function and how it could best be 

used to facilitate greater efficiency on consolidation. 

 

5. Review of previous audit reports pertaining to the purchasing activity. 

 

At the conclusion of the on-site phase, the Consultants will present an exit briefing, outlining 

preliminary findings and potential areas for recommendation. 

Phase Three – Analysis and Report Generation 

During this phase, the Consultants will assess the data collected during the on-site visitation 

and evaluate the observations, findings during the previous phases, and the customer survey 

responses. 

  
At the conclusion of the analysis phase, NIGP will deliver a draft report to include findings as 

well as specific action-oriented recommendations that are both meaningful and relevant. 

Recommendations will directly respond to both the City and County’s interest in making its 

procurement activity expeditious, efficient, and effective.  In order to help form the basis for a 

business improvement plan, recommendations will be detailed as Short Term (0 – 3 months), 

Medium Term (3 – 12 months) and Long Term (over 12 months) with an indication in each case 

whether the recommended action would better be conducted by internal or external resources. 

 
All deliverables will be presented to the City and/or County in draft format for review and 

comment prior to delivery of the final report. 

Support Provided by the Client 

The lead agency shall: 
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! Forward the reports and information requested to the Consultants for review prior to 

beginning Phase 1. 

! Provide access to files and policies and procedures.  

! Identify suitable workspace for the Consultant with access to a telephone and a 

photocopier. 

! Identify both City and County personnel to be interviewed and schedule interviews. 
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Experience 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Louisville/Jefferson County, KY 

NIGP conducted a comprehensive review of the Purchasing Department that serves both 

the City of Louisville and Jefferson County. The review included policy and procedures; 

organization and staffing; buying assignments and workload; procurement methods; 

information and computer technology; user's perception of the program and a 

comparative analysis with cities of similar size. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review and e-Procurement System Review, City of 

Naperville, Illinois 

Phase one consisted of a limited scope procurement management review which resulted in 

adoption of a new procurement ordinance and staff re-classification.  Phase two consisted of 

a comprehensive e-procurement system review. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, Policy Development and Regulations, 

Public Health Trust of Miami-Dade County. 

NIGP conducted a limited scope procurement management review, focusing on policies and 

staffing.  Subsequently, NIGP was engaged to draft both the new procurement policy and 

regulations.  The policy was adopted December 19, 2005 and the Regulations on February 

1, 2006. 

 

¥ Procurement Practices Review, Architectural and Engineering Design 

Services, Pima County, Arizona 

NIGP conducted a comprehensive review of the County’s procurement of design and 

construction services.  In its report to the Board of Supervisors, NIGP made specific 

recommendations with respect to the County’s Procurement Code, policies, procedures and 

workflows to improve transparency of the process.  

 

¥ Centralized Procurement Model, Policies and Organization, City of Pasadena, 

Texas 

NIGP drafted a Procurement Code and Regulations for the City.  In addition, NIGP 

conducted a benchmark analysis to determine staffing levels and provided recommendations 

and an implementation plan regarding centralization of the purchasing process. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, Miami-Dade County, Florida 

NIGP conducted a review of Miami-Dade’s procurement practices to include existing 

policies and authority, organization and staffing, procurement methods and practices, 

information technology applications, and an assessment of customer satisfaction.  These 

findings were compiled into an Executive Summary with specific recommendations for 

program enhancement.  

 

¥ Comprehensive Business Process Review, City of Kansas City, Missouri 

NIGP interviewed internal and external customers of the City’s Division of Purchasing 

and Supplies. NIGP also examined the City Charter, Code of Ordinances, Administrative 

Regulations and the Manual of Instructions. Additionally, NIGP assessed the City’s 

procurement organization, studied methods of procurement, reviewed the use of 

technology, surveyed customer satisfaction, reviewed supplier relations, and identified 
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benchmarks and ‘best practices’.  

 

¥ Organization & Staffing Study, Office of Contracting & Procurement, 

Washington, DC 

NIGP conducted desk audits with about 110 purchasing personnel working in 21 

different agencies in the District to determine exactly what purchases were being made 

where and by whom. This data was combined with financial system generated data and 

applied to a specially developed model to analyze the District's procurements. The 

resulting report made recommendations for a new organization designed to centralize a 

portion of the business and to redistribute staff positions accordingly. 

¥ Operational Analysis of Procurement Processes, City of Miami Beach, Florida 

NIGP conducted an operational analysis of the City’s current processes relative to the 

issuance of solicitations. Emphasis was placed on significantly increasing the number of 

respondents to City bids, RFPs and RFQs. 

 

¥ Development of Policy & Procedures Manual, City of Baltimore, Maryland 

NIGP reviewed City Charters, Codes and Administrative Manuals and developed a 

Purchasing Policy and Procedures Manual to be followed by the Bureau of Purchases and 

the City's requesting agencies. The manual also incorporated recommendations made 

following a review of City Audit Reports. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, State of New York, Office of the State 

Comptroller 

NIGP reviewed the purchasing process to include organization and staffing, staff 

assignments, workflow, and performance measurement and made recommendations for 

improvement. 

 

¥ Develop Position Descriptions, Prince William County Public Schools, VA 

NIGP administered a questionnaire designed to capture the significant duties and 

responsibilities of the purchasing staff and developed new position descriptions for the 

department. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Santa Monica CA 

NIGP conducted a comprehensive review of the purchasing function in the City and 

responded to 20 detailed issues prepared by the City. The report presents over 40 

recommendations designed to improve purchasing in the City of Santa Monica by 

revising policies, embracing new technology, and infusing best practices into the 

operation. 

 

¥ Procurement Policy Manual Review, Coconino County, AZ 

NIGP reviewed the draft Procurement Policy Manual for Coconino County and made 

recommendations to make the manual a more comprehensive and complete manual. 

 

¥ Procurement Policy Manual Review, Workers Compensation Board, Alberta, 

Canada 

NIGP reviewed the draft Procurement Policy Manual for the Workers Compensation 

Board and made recommendations to make the manual a more comprehensive and 

complete manual. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Burbank, CA 
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NIGP reviewed the Purchasing Department to determine whether the purchasing process 

supported the needs of the City. The resulting report was briefed to the City Council who 

accepted the report and is closely monitoring the City’s progress in adopting our 

recommendations. NIGP is assisting in the implementation phase of the project by reviewing 

plans, policies, and procedures. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, New York City Board of Education, NY 

NIGP reviewed the purchasing practices of the central purchasing office for City’s school 

system. The comprehensive review resulted in a report containing 18 recommendations for 

immediate improvement of the operation. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Chicago, IL. 

NIGP reviewed the purchasing process and made recommendations for its improvement. 

We addressed the contract award process, enabling state and municipal laws, and the 

contract modification process. The final report outlined six areas of concern and made 

41 specific recommendations. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Manchester, NH 

NIGP subcontracted for Melanson, Heath & Co to write the audit protocol and to guide 

the analysis and propose recommendations for an audit of the City of Manchester, NH. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Gallup, Gallup, NM. 

This audit was a comprehensive review of the purchasing and material management 

function for the city. The scope included policy and procedures; organization and staffing; 

buying assignments and workload; procurement methods; information and computer 

technology; user’s perception of the program; and a comparative analysis with cities of 

similar size. 

 

¥ Procurement Management Review, City of Yuma, Yuma, AZ 

This audit was a comprehensive review of the purchasing and material management 

function for the city. The scope included policy and procedures; organization and staffing; 

buying assignments and workload; procurement methods; information and computer 

technology; user’s perception of the program; and a comparative analysis with cities of 

similar size. 

 

NIGP’s Leadership in Public Procurement 

 

NIGP Commodity and Service Code 

 

In 1983, NIGP conducted a survey in North America on procurement automation. Of 

those responding, 79% indicated a need for assistance in automating their procurement 

process, and 83% expressed a strong interest in a standard commodity/services code. 

As a result, NIGP released the first version of the NIGP Code in 1984. Since then the 

NIGP Code has been adopted by more than 1,400 government users and continues to 

grow. The Code is now available as a 3-digit class code, a 5-digit class-item code, a 7-

digit class-item-group code, and a detailed 11-digit code.  The NIGP Commodity and 
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Service Code is the solution that, when mixed with a good procurement software 

package, brings order and efficiency to public procurement programs.  As of 2006, the 

NIGP Code has been translated into Spanish as well as cross-walked to the NAICS and 

the UN/SPSC coding systems. 

 

NIGP’s Sponsorship of Procurement Automation in the mid/late 1980’s 

 

Also as a result of the 1983 survey, NIGP entered into a marketing agreement in the 

mid- 1980's with Advanced Procurement Systems (APS) to promote adoption of the first 

PC-based procurement automation system specifically designed for state and local 

governments.  NIGP helped APS identify members who were willing to participate 

as beta sites for development of the software.  NIGP conducted workshops at the 

annual Forum that focused on the benefits of automation and the process for successful 

implementing an automated procurement system.  Through this partnership, NIGP and 

its members helped define the functional requirements that were written into 

the software application, thus meeting the unique needs of public purchasers.  This 

marketing agreement was allowed to expire in the early 1990's once a number of 

competing solutions had been introduced and initial reluctance by public entities to 

adopt procurement automation had been overcome. 
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NIGP’s Participation in Standardization through NECCC and OASIS 

 

National Electronic Commerce Coordinating Council 

 

The National Institute of Governmental Purchasing (NIGP) serves on the National Electronic 

Commerce Coordinating Council (NECCC) as an Executive Committee Signatory. 

 

The National Electronic Commerce Coordinating Council is an alliance of national state 

government organizations dedicated to the advancement of electronic commerce within the 

states. Its board of directors expects to pursue strategies to advance electronic commerce 

within the states that include:  

 

facilitating the coordination of electronic commerce adoption in the states through 

various means, such as participation in pilot projects and the dissemination of best 

practices in state electronic commerce,  

 

conducting an annual conference to study innovations in technology and review 

successful electronic commerce projects, and  

 

maintaining and expanding its web site for promotion and the distribution of 

association materials.  

 

Additionally, five issues-related work groups have been formed to address current 

technology issues: 

 

Citizen Confidence and Trust  

Electronic Government Best Practices  

Electronic Procurement  

Electronic Signatures  

Research and Development  

 

NIGP joins a select group of signatory associations including the National Association of 

State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers (NASACT) and the National Association of 

Secretaries of State (NASS). Affiliate organizations include the Information Technology 

Association of America, the National Automated Clearinghouse, the National Association of 

State Chief Administrators, the National Association of State Treasurers and the National 

Association of Government Archives and Records Administrators. 

 

Through its alignment with NECCC, NIGP plays an active role as a strategist for 

eGovernment and eProcurement issues.   
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Organization for the Advancement of Structured Information Standards  

The National Institute of Governmental Purchasing (NIGP) is a member of the Organization 

for the Advancement of Structured Information Standards (OASIS) - a not-for-profit, global 

consortium that drives the development, convergence and adoption of e-business 

standards.  

OASIS has more than 600 corporate and individual members in 100 countries around the 

world. OASIS and the United Nations jointly sponsor ebXML, a global framework for e-

business data exchange. OASIS also operates XML.org, a community clearinghouse for XML 

application schemas, vocabularies and related documents.  

OASIS produces worldwide standards for security, Web services, XML conformance, 

business transactions, electronic publishing, topic maps and interoperability within and 

between marketplaces. 

 

NIGP’s key involvement is focused on the development of Global Electronic Procurement 

Standardization. The OASIS Electronic Procurement Standardization (EPS) Technical 

Committee works to analyze requirements for electronic procurement processes, identify 

gaps, and recommend new standards as needed. 

 

To facilitate the adoption of its work, the OASIS EPS Technical Committee has secured 

broad global representation from the entire supply chain. Participants include NIGP as well 

as the National Association of State Procurement Officials (NASPO), the Institute for Supply 

Management (ISM), the Information Society Standardization System of the European 

Standards Committee (CEN/ISSS), RosettaNet, SeeBeyond, and others. 

 

NIGP’s Research into e-Procurement and e-Commerce through the Public 
Procurement Research Center 

 

As part of its regular research agenda, NIGP annually surveys its membership on issues and 

initiatives related to e-Commerce and e-Procurement.  Results from these surveys serve as 

benchmarks for the profession, as well as springboards for further scholarly research 

through the Public Procurement Research Center (PPRC), a partnership between NIGP and 

Florida Atlantic University.  Each year the PPRC delves into components of e-Commerce and 

e-Procurement, the results of which are published in the Journal of Public Procurement and 

through presentations to the NIGP membership and procurement symposiums world-wide. 

 

NIGP’s Annual e-Procurement Symposium 

 

2006 marks the fifth year of NIGP’s e-Procurement Symposium.  As the world of 

government e-procurement technology continues to mature, government procurement 

officials often face decision-making situations without a credible base of knowledge. This 

symposium provides the educational platform where participants can identify the 

advantages and disadvantages of a variety of available solutions, as well as creates the 

opportunity for valuable dialogue between the experts and the decision-makers.  

 

Within its membership, NIGP has found a strong cadre of e-Procurement technology experts 

who are enthusiastic about sharing their knowledge with fellow practitioners. Respected 
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practitioners in state and local governments and specialized authorities give presentations 

based on their experiences. Each presentation includes first-hand perspectives on 

implementing, managing and developing systems as solutions.  Additional networking 

sessions allow participants to interact in a free exchange of ideas. 

Each year, the relevant agenda allows attendees to begin to develop their own strategy for 

success amidst the changing rules and government climate 

 

NIGP’S Sponsorship of the Original 1979 and 2000 Revision of the American Bar 
Association’s Model Procurement Code 

 

The concept of the American Bar Association’s (ABA) Model Procurement Code for State and 

Local Governments as a standard for state and local procurement law.  NIGP believes that 

the Code has serves as a useful basis for improving the statutes and ordinances that provide 

the legal framework for state and local procurement; and 

 

The NIGP Board endorses the concept of the original Model Procurement Code established 

in 1979 and its subsequent 2000 revision by providing financial support to revise and update 

the Code on a continuing basis.  The Code, as currently drafted, contains model language 

that states and local governments can use to align their enabling authority with continuing 

changes in society, technology, and procurement practices.  When adopted by a state and 

local government, these provisions authorize electronic commerce, facilitate cooperative 

procurement, encourage the delegation of procurement authority, and provide the 

procurement officer with greater flexibility in special circumstances. 

 
 

 

 

Financial Proposal 

 

Professional Fees 

NIGP proposes to perform the tasks associated with this project for the not-to-exceed fee of 

$28,000 for professional services.  Should it be requested by the client, NIGP proposes to 

perform an on-site presentation of the final report for the not-to-exceed fee of $4,000 for 

professional services.  The detailed cost proposal for this engagement is as follows : 
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Joint Administrative Purchasing Assessment

Task Function

1 Planning and Preparation 20 16 36

1.1 Review Background Info. 16 16 32

1.2 Develop Interview Documents 4 0 4

2 On-Site Data Collection 38 38 76

2.1 Team Planning Session 2 2 4

2.2 Interviews:

Purchasing Staff 8 8 16

Senior Management 6 6 12

A/P, IT, Legal, etc. 10 10 20

2.3 Data Collection; Workflow 2 6 8

2.4 Technology Assessment: 4 4

2.5 Review Assessment Analysis 4 4 8

2.6 Review Assessment Mtg. 2 2 4

3 Analysis, Conclusions 36 12 48

3.1 Consolidation Analysis 4 4 8

3.2 Benchmark Analysis 4 0 4

3.3 Technology Analysis 4 0 4

3.4 Policy Analysis 4 0 4

3.5 Draft Report 20 8 28

3.6 Final Written Report 4 0 4

TOTAL HOURS 94 66 160

Hourly Rate

Total Fees

Travel and Administrative

Task 2 

Air Fare $400 $500 $900

Lodging 900 900 $1,800

Meals 260 260 $520

Car Rental 400 $400

Local Transportation 125 125 $250

Contingency 115 115 $230

Travel Total $4,100

Administrative $2,500 0 $2,500

ENGAGEMENT TOTAL $34,600

$2,200 $1,900

Senior

Consultant Consultant

$28,000$16,450 $11,550

TOTAL

$175 $175

 

 

 

Any work beyond the scope of this engagement, as well as any work following on directly from 

this engagement, is subject to prior approval by the lead agency on behalf of the City and 

County.  It will be performed at the hourly professional fees quoted in the following section. 
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Consultant Fee Schedule 

Lead Consultant $200 per billable hour (on projects over 200 hours) 

Senior Consultant $175 per billable hour 

Junior Consultant $150 per billable hour 

Travel Expenses 

Professional fees do not include travel costs.  Travel costs include coach airfare, lodging meals 

($45 per day per consultant), car rental, local transportation, parking, and other reasonable and 

customary expenses.  The City/County shall reimburse NIGP for actual costs incurred for travel 

expenses.  Travel expenses for this engagement are estimated to be $4,100. 

Progress Payments 

Based on the following schedule, progress payments shall be due within thirty calendar days 

following receipt of an invoice from NIGP: 

 

 Completion of Phase 2: On-Site Data Collection 30% 

 Submission of Draft Report 50% 

Submission of Final Report    20% 

 

In the event that the project is delayed by more than fourteen days, NIGP may request 

additional progress payments for work completed. 

 

Project Schedule 

Upon acceptance of this proposal, NIGP’s Consultants will develop a project schedule in 

consultation with the project’s authority.   

 

In the event that additional on-site meetings are required, they shall be deemed additional 

consulting services.  For any on-site visit, there is a minimum fee of eight billable hours at the 

appropriate rates shown above. 
 

PROJECT CONSULTANT 
 

The National Institute of Governmental Purchasing is pleased to recommend the selection of the 

professional listed below as primary consultant for this engagement. 

 

Philip E. Scales, CPPO –  Senior Consultant  
Mr. Scales is a senior-level PMAP consultant for NIGP. Mr. Scales has provided 

comprehensive consulting services to state and local governments in purchasing and 

materials management.  Prior to joining the NIGP PMAP team in 1995, Mr. Scales was 

Director of Purchasing for the County of Lake, Illinois. In 1996 Mr. Scales served as a 

technical advisor to the State of New Jersey Procurement Task Force and prepared the 

final report submitted to then-Governor Christine Todd Whitman.  Mr. Scales has led 

and served on Procurement Management Review teams from the National Institute of 

Government Purchasing (NIGP) in the City of Chicago; Lousiville/Jefferson County 

Kentucky, for the Houston Community College System, District of Columbia Public 

Schools; Miami Public Health Trust, as well as consulted for Pennsylvania State 

University.  Other projects include the development of procurement staffing and 

organizational plans for: the District of Columbia; procurement reviews for the State of 
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Kansas; and reviews for the cities of Aurora, Colorado, Baltimore, Maryland, and San 

Jose, California, Pasadena, Texas, and Pima County, Arizona.  

 

  

It must be noted that the final selection NIGP consultants is dependent upon the tentative 

award of the contract to NIGP and the ensuing dates when the work must be completed.  Each 

NIGP consultant serves other NIGP contracts as well as business concerns – and may not be 

available to serve this project at the time of award.  For this reason, NIGP and agency 

representatives shall negotiate the final selection of NIGP Consultants prior to the execution of 

the agreement.   

 

The City and County will be working with Dr. Donna McCarthy, CPPO, CPPB, C.P.M., NIGP’s 

PMAP Program Director and contact for administrative matters with regard to this engagement.  

 

Donna T. McCarthy, PhD. CPPO, CPPB, C.P.M. – NIGP’s PMAP Program Manager 
 
The County’s contact at NIGP shall be Donna McCarthy, CPPO, CPPB, C.P.M., Director of 

Research and Technical Resources for the Institute.  Dr. McCarthy has worked in the 

procurement field for over 25 years, serving in both the public and private sectors.  She 

has served as a Purchasing Director for Counties, Special Taxing Districts and School 

Districts.   

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The City and County are encouraged to review this proposal to ensure consistency with the 

intended outcomes. The scope can be expanded or modified if desired. If the scope is modified, 

a discussion on the proposed approaches should then be pursued so a revised cost proposal 

can be generated.  If you have any questions regarding this proposal, please contact Dr. Donna 

McCarthy, CPPO, CPPB, C.P.M., Director, Research and Technical Resources, 800-367-6447 

x246. 

 

The National Institute of Governmental Purchasing (NIGP) looks forward to working with the 

City and County of Yakima. 

 
SUBMITTED BY: 
 

 
 
Rick Grimm, CPPO, CPPB 
NIGP Chief Executive Officer 
 
 
 
 
ACCEPTED BY: 
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___________________________ ______         ____________________________ 
Signature of Agent   Date  Printed Name of Agent and Agency 
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  City Management diVision:  Wastewater

Policy issue title:   Wastewater Cost Of Service & Rate Study / Connection Charge 
Study– Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This proposal is to (a) adopt the 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study 
and implement the recommended rate increases beginning in January 2008 and (b) to adopt the 
2007 Wastewater Connection Charge Study and implement the recommended rate increases 
beginning in January 2008.

The Cost Of Service & Rate Study performs a comprehensive review of all customers of the 
Wastewater system.  The last complete Rate Study was adopted in Spring 2002.  In spite of the 
fact that minor rate adjustments have been implemented during the interim, the ever increasing 
costs of utilities, fuel, chemicals, and construction have overwhelmed the division’s capacity 
to meet the mandated requirements of the Federal, State, and local governments and meet the 
health and economic development needs of the community.

The Connection Charge Study performs a comprehensive review of the historic and future 
costs to connect new customers within the City’s Wastewater Service Area.  The last complete 
Connection Charge Study was adopted in 2004.  Since that time, we have experienced several 
large annexations and seen a significant increase in the cost of construction.

a.  fiscal impact 2. – The retail customer rate adjustment is 3.5% in 2008 – other customer 
categories are also affected. A detailed impact is presented in the document 2007 Wastewater 
Cost of Service and Rate Study and the 2007 Wastewater Connection Charge Study. The 
executive summaries of each of these studies contain the complete rate proposals and are 
attached.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Revenue will be from bi-monthly billing paid by retail 
customers of the Wastewater Division.

Public impact – c. Approval of this proposal would require the retail customers of the City’s 
Wastewater Division to pay increased bi-monthly and connection charges.  The additional 
revenue would be used to fund maintenance/improvements to the Wastewater Treatment 
Facility and to assist funding of infrastructure, and to fund expansion of the Wastewater 
Treatment Facility and to assist funding of expansions to the Wastewater Collection System.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. Amendments to the applicable City 
Municipal Code will be required.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.
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viable Alternatives – g. Adopt option B as presented in the 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and 
Rate Study and adopt option B as presented in the 2007 Wastewater Connection Charge Study

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of Option A as 
presented in the 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study and Option A as presented in 
the 2007 Wastewater Connection Charge Study.
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suPPleMental inforMation
 Wastewater Cost of service & Rate study / Connection Charge study
 

couNciL StuDy SESSioN
tRANSMittAL
October 30, 2007

To:  Honorable Mayor, Members of the City Council 
From:  Dick Zais, City Manager
  Dave Zabell, Assistant City Manager

Doug Mayo, Wastewater Manager
  
Subject: Transmittal of Mandated 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study

oPENiNG:
This memorandum transmits the accompanying 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study 
(COS).  The need for this COS update was outlined in a Council Information Item of October 4, 2006 
titled Wastewater Utility Improvement Planning (see Attachment “A”).  This COS is presented for your 
review, analysis, and comment.  This COS and its recommendations shall be presented as a policy 
issue with the 2008 budget.  Your final deliberation and action will come during the deliberation of 
the 2008 budget policy issues. The COS analyzes the mandated requirements and financial condition 
of the Wastewater Operating and Capital Funds and recommends action and adjusted wastewater 
rates to meet those conditions.

In October 2004, Council adopted the 2004 Mandated Wastewater Facility Plan (Facility Plan).  This Plan 
identified over $26.1 million of capital improvements required within the first 6 years (2004-2010) to 
maintain our ability to serve the community. Of this, $20.2 million (77%) is due to the City’s legal, 
mandated, and contractual obligations.  We have completed several of the identified projects and 
others are under construction.  However, due to rapidly escalating construction costs, the current cost 
estimate to complete these projects is over $23 million. 

The Facility Plan also identifies the need for an additional $39.5 million of capital improvements 
during the years 2011-2016, and $20.2 million of capital improvements during the years 2017-2024.  
The total financial obligation over the next 17 years (2007-2024) equals over $70 million in expenses, 
in addition to existing programs, for Wastewater Facility operations.

On October 4, 2006, Council was transmitted for Council information a white-paper titled Wastewater 
Utility Improvement Planning.  This document outlined the Division’s progress and position toward 
meeting the mandates outlined in the 2000 Wastewater Facilities Plan and the 2004 Wastewater 
Facility Plan.  This paper concludes “The Wastewater budget is fully obligated and spending on any new 
or non-emergency projects is on hold for at least 15 Months.  In addition, the City’s level of participation in 
collection system expansion and participation in non-emergency projects will need to be reevaluated as there 
are many existing lines in need of replacement and /or repair. Growth needs to pay for growth.  However, 
the City’s assistance in this area has been a powerful tool for economic expansion. Both of these efforts will 
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require significant funding“.  This paper also states as “Long Term Funding Strategies: Alternatives to 
fund mandated improvements to the WTF include a cost of service evaluation including connection fees (to be 
completed in 2007), low interest loans, and additional revenue bonds depending on capacity available for debt 
service. For instance; one loan repayment will be complete in 2008, this will unlock debt service capacity for a 
revenue bond of approximately $4,500,000, which could be obtained as early as 2007 with first payments due 
in 2008. The current dept service is approximately 19.2% of our current budget. The maximum of the budget 
allowed is 25%”.  

The Wastewater Division’s ability to meet the needs of the environment and community continue to 
face a very expensive future.  There will be grave consequences to the City’s ability to meet regulatory 
and community demands if these challenges are not adequately met. 

REfLEctioN:
Staff reviewed the predictions and proposals made in the 2001 Cost of Service Plan.  During the period 
2001 through 2006, Operation and Maintenance (O&M) expenses for the Wastewater Division showed 
a cumulative savings of $2.0 million (4.7%) ($40.9 v. $42.9) from that predicted and revenue showed an 
increase of $5.6 million (7.5%) ($81.1 v. $75.4).  However, Capital Transfers showed an increase of $7.8 
million (38.5%) ($27.9 v. $20.2).  Of the increased transfers, $1.9 million went toward Treatment Facility 
projects; a portion of the remaining $5.9 million was invested in the expansion of the collection system.  
This investment is a plays a critical role in enabling economic development throughout the community 
and to bring much needed service to previously unsewered existing City neighborhoods.

Staff also reviewed staffing levels during the period 2002 to that recommended in this COS for 2008. 
Staffing levels for the entire Wastewater Division decrease 1.52 FTEs.  Treatment Facility Operations 
and Maintenance show a decrease of 1.22 FTE.  Increases of 0.03 FTE are shown in Collection 
Maintenance (in addition to assisting on projects for several other City divisions, our service area 
has increased significantly) and the Pretreatment program that became delegated during this period 
increased 1.95 FTE.

During this same period (2002-2008) our payroll expenses have increased 3.7% annually compared 
to an annual increase of 8.5% for our other O&M expenses.  These other expenses include utilities, 
chemicals, fuel, and other private sector furnished items required by our operation.  Overall, during 
the period 2002 actual through our 2008 projection, our total expenses, including debt service and 
capital transfers, have increased at an annual rate of 6.36%.

As indicated on TABLE 1-4, for 2008, the system’s expenses are budgeted to be:

1) Operation and Maintenance   Expense  % of Total 
a) Labor + benefits  $4,747,720  (28.6%)
b) Other  *   $4,015,599  (24.2%)

2) Capital Transfers    $2,431,850  (14.7%)
3) Capital Debt Service   $3,477,845  (21.0%)
4) Utility Tax     $1,918,150  (11.6%)

   totAL             $16,591,164
 * Chemicals, utilities, fuel, etc.
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REquiREMENtS foR SEWER RAtE ADJuStMENtS:
This study makes recommendations to adjust the current rate and fee schedules to accommodate the 
demands outlined in the 2004 Facility Plan and satisfy the City’s legal, mandated, and contractual 
obligations.

An accompanying 2007 Update to the Wastewater Connection Charge Study has also been prepared and 
is under your consideration.  Any adjustment in Connection rates and charges will have an effect 
on the rates in this report.  Each $130,000 worth of revenue from any other source translates to a 1% 
savings to City retail customers.

• As a prior recipient of Federal grant assistance, the City is required to: “Generate sufficient 
revenue to pay the total operation and maintenance costs necessary to the proper operation and 
maintenance (including replacement) of the treatment works.”  40 CFR 35.929-2(b) (2).

• “The user charge system must be designed to produce adequate revenues required for operation and 
maintenance (including replacement).  It shall provide that each user which discharges pollutants that 
cause an increase in the cost of managing the effluent or sludge from the treatment works shall pay for 
such increased cost.”  40 CFR 35.2140.

The City of Yakima is responsible for securing adequate collection, treatment, and administrative 
programs to meet Federal, State, and local wastewater obligations.  In general, those obligations are 
public health, regulatory compliance, financing, and community growth.  Today there are no more 
Federal Grants.  However, as a prior recipient of earlier Federal and State grants, the City remains 
bound to the terms of the Federal requirements cited above.  The City’s financing choices are loans, 
revenue bonds, or cash.  All choices are entirely supported by wastewater customer rates.

The Proposed Rates Increases are driven by:

•	 federal NPDES Permit/clean Water Act:  Failure or delay to authorize the Plan and rate 
increase recommendations could lead to violations of the City’s NPDES permit which could 
mean fines and other civil and criminal penalties against the City of Yakima and make the 
City vulnerable to third party lawsuits. (See Appendix I for existing NPDES permit.)

•	 Mandates/contractual obligations: Federal and State laws, Regulatory Agencies, and 
Contractual Obligation of the City including obligations of the 4-Party Agreement and 
maintaining debt coverage requirements on existing bonded debt.  (See Appendix I for 
Regulations, Rules and Citations.)

• capacity:  Without improvements, the capacity of the treatment facility and some of our trunk 
pipes will soon be fully utilized.

•	 Service:   Our ability to provide adequate, professional service to the community and to new 
customers of our area is diminishing annually.



2008 Policy Issues • City Management – 23 

• Declining Reserves: In spite of a drop in actual and budgeted expenditures, all Wastewater 
funds are experiencing declining reserves levels. The reserves are declining at over $700,000 
per year.  This situation cannot be allowed to continue.  If all new construction activity was 
halted, and NONE of the Facilities Plan recommendations were enacted the operating reserve 
would still fall to ZERO within four years.   

coNcLuSioN:
If the City does not take decisive action and obtain the resources necessary for the future, the following 
consequences could arise:  

• The capacity of the Treatment Facility and of several of our major interceptors will soon be 
exhausted. A Moratorium on new services (residential, commercial, and industrial) will likely 
be required within ten years or less effectively stopping development;  

• The City’s ability to remain in compliance with all elements of our Federal NPDES Permit 
would be in severe jeopardy;  

• The City would be unable to meet existing contractual agreements together with new 
obligations within our service area limiting development to the area already served; and

• The City could be unable to meet adequate debt coverage/bond covenant requirements.  This 
could put the City’s credit rating and ability to borrow money at risk.
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REcoMMENDAtioNS:
The following recommendations of rate adjustments are provided to adjust current rate and fee 
schedules to generate a target revenue increase required to meet the 2010 funding requirements of the 
Wastewater Division’s existing programs and the 2004-2010 phase of the Updated 2004 Wastewater 
Facility Plan ($26.1 million over 6 years).   The recommendations for all customer classes are for a 
phased rate adjustment beginning Spring 2008.  This option would allow some reserve capacity to 
transfer into the second phase 2011-2016 of the Facility Plan capital requirements. 

Implementation of the recommendations in this “cost of service evaluation” will increase the average 
City retail customer’s bill, over three years, a total of  $3.95 per month (10.8%).  During the same period 
(2008-2010), rates paid to the Division from all customers will cumulatively increase $4,010,290.  This 
increase will predominately be used to meet our obligations to provide wastewater service to existing 
City neighborhoods.

Summary of the net effect of the additional revenue

        2008         2009         2010  Cumulative
Additional Revenue: $453,096 $1,448,779 $2,108,415 $4,010,290
Increased Capital Transfers: 0    950,000 1,600,000 2,550,000 
Increased 473 Reserve: $453,096    $324,926    $255,405 $1,033,427

the proposed level rate adjustments of major user groups being:

User Group    2008  2009  2010  Cumulative
Pretreatment Program 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 17.4%  
County Retail 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 17.4%
Wholesale Municipal  Adjustment per 1976 agreement
City Retail Strong Waste 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 33.1% 
City Retail 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 10.8%
• Pretreatment – Section 6 
    Outside City
Current Rate:   $70.91  $53.18
Proposed Rate:  

Phase One (13%)/ (5.5%) $80.13  $56.11 (includes 40% cost share)
Phase Two (13%)/ (5.5%) $90.54  $59.19 (includes 40% cost share)
Phase Three (13%)/ (5.5%) $102.32  $62.45 (includes 40% cost share)

Cumulative Increase % 45.3%  17.4%

The large percentage increase is due to the requirement to add a permit writer to staff.
Proposed adjustments of Sampling and Testing Fees and SIU Permit Fees are listed in Section 6.
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city Strong Waste Retail customers – Section 10

     BOD/lb.  TSS/lb.  FOG/lb.
Current Rate:    $0.332  $0.339  none
Proposed Rate:  
 Phase One (10.0%)  $0.365  $0.373  $0.276

Phase Two (10.0%)  $0.402  $0.410  $0.276 
Phase Three (10.0%)  $0.442  $0.451  $0.276
 
Cumulative Increase % 33.1% 33.1% n/a

Large increase in rate for BOD and TSS due to considerably less loading than anticipated in previous 
COS.  FOG charge is initiated with this Study. Even with these adjustments, there remains a subsidy 
by City retail ratepayers of approximately 10%.  Note that businesses have control over reducing 
these charges by good management practices to reduce loadings.

Working on the hypothesis that the above outlined adjustments are substantially approved by City 
Council, the following adjustments to City retail customers are recommended.  

city Retail customers – Section 11

 Ready to Serve Volume/UOC  Increase@10 UOC    $ Increase
Current Rate: $13.34 $2.34 $36.74 
Proposed Rate:  
Phase One (3.5%) $13.81 $2.42 $38.01    $1.27
Phase Two (3.5%) $14.29 $2.51 $39.39    $1.38
Phase Three (3.5%) $14.79 $2.59 $40.69    $1.30

Cumulative Increase % 10.9% 10.7% 10.75%    $3.95

REquEStED ActioN:
Staff respectfully requests City Council review and analyze this study, which will be submitted as a 
policy issue with the 2008 budget for action during the budget process.  A Public Hearing on this issue 
will be held on November 20, with Council Action scheduled for early December.  In the interim, staff 
will schedule meetings with council committees and with various community groups to discuss the 
Study’s recommendations. 
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BUSINESS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
YAKIMA, WASHINGTON

TRANSMITTAL MEMO

FOR October 30, 2007  
COUNCIL STUDY SESSION

ITEM TITLE: Proposed Revisions to the Wastewater Connection Charge (WCC) 
Study and Subsequent Revisions to Wastewater Connection Rates and 
Charges.

SUBMITTED BY: Dick Zais, City Manager
   Dave Zabell, ACM
   Doug Mayo, Wastewater Division Manager

CONTACT PERSON/TELEPHONE: Doug Mayo/575-6077

SUMMARY EXPLANATION:

Under current City policy, costs for capital improvements that are driven by regulations and renewal/
safety are included in the monthly service charges.  Costs caused by growth are allocated to the new 
customers through the Wastewater Connection Charge (WCC). 

The WCC serves two important functions within the Wastewater revenue stream.  
1) The equitable share of existing facilities (“Historic Cost”) element of this charge is the method through 
which the City is partially reimbursed for prior investments made to construct existing wastewater 
facilities to be used by new customers.  

2) The actual (including future) connection costs element of this charge will be the method through 
which the City generates the revenue necessary to construct new wastewater facilities required to 
accommodate the additional waste stream from new customers.  

A report entitled 1997 Wastewater Connection Charge Study dated May 20, 1997, was adopted by 
resolution R-97-83.  Ordinance 97-38 was enacted setting related WCC rates and policies.  Resolution 
2004-181 adopted a major update, done in 2004.  Ordinance 2004-69 was enacted setting related WCC 
rates and policies.  In May of 2005, Council reconsidered a select few issues and passed Ordinance 
2005-22 that supplemented and clarified the connection rates and charges.

Ordinance 2004-69 set rates for a three-year period.  Rates were set with a 3% annual escalator, the last 
adjustment being January 2007.  Review of the 2004 Study and current rate structure has identified 
the following reasons why an updated Study is necessary and justified:  

Since the 2004 Study, construction costs have escalated beyond what was 1. 
anticipated; 
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This report proposes the creation of a second Zone within the City.  Zone 1A being 2. 
that area of the City lying east of 40th Avenue and Zone 1B being west of 40th Avenue.    
Recent annexations shifted the burden of considerable infrastructure (interceptors), 
from Outside City (Zone 2) to Inside City (Zone 1) future customers.  This proposal 
will lift the burden for this infrastructure from those east of 40th, which lowers their 
rates.   However, it concentrates this burden on the area west of 40th, effectively 
increasing their rates.

In summary, items reviewed which affected revisions in the attached report and rate ordinance 
included: 

Reviewed projection of anticipated facility loading based upon 1. 2004 Wastewater 
Facility Plan; 
Updated projection of future connected area based upon adopted City 2. 
Comprehensive Plan; 
Updated City’s Equity portion of historic Cost3. 
Reviewed capacity of existing treatment facility per 4. 2004 Wastewater Facility Plan; 
Updated future “Treatment” expense due to NPDES mandates and 5. 2004 Wastewater 
Facility Plan requirements; 
Re-allocation between zones of future and existing trunks due to most recent 6. 
annexations; 
Update of connected acreage per current information; 7. 
Updated appropriate cost for units of hydraulic, biochemical oxygen demand and 8. 
total suspended solids.
Reviewed waivers to include only “Future” element of applicable charge.9. 

 
This proposal continues Council policy to allow a waiver of the “Future” element of applicable 
charges under certain circumstance; usually the construction of infrastructure.  

This proposal continues Council policy that proposed rates will look both at the actual amount of 
flow from each account and at the strength of this discharge.  Thereby, connection charges will more 
fairly reflect the actual impact on the treatment system. 

This proposal continues Council policy that Wastewater Reimbursable Agreements be limited to 
projects that, as determined by the Wastewater Manager, build infrastructure that conforms to the 
Wastewater Comprehensive Plan.  The terms and conditions for all Reimbursable Agreements must 
be established prior to the construction of a project.

ATTACHMENT 1 compares the existing WCC and the proposed WCC for two sized parcels (8,000sf 
and 12,000sf) in each Zone.  The proposed increase on any individual customer would depend on 
several variables including the size of their parcel and any waivers.  This sheet illustrates the impact 
of concentrating the burden of the new City infrastructure on Zone 1B.

The estimated rate adjustment  a Single Dwelling Unit (SDU) within each Zone is as follows:
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Zone 1A - 22%
Zone 1B  11%
Zone 2   5%
Zone 3   5%

At Council’s direction, staff will prepare legislation to enact the herein described adjustments in two 
phases.  Phase 1 to be in effect in early 2008 will adjust each Zone to one-half the change indicated.  
Phase 2 in January of 2009 will complete the adjustment.   In January of 2010 rates will be increased 
an additional 3% for escalation of construction costs.

REQUESTED ACTION:
Staff respectfully requests City Council review and analyze this study, which will be submitted as a 
policy issue with the 2008 budget for action during the budget process.  A Public Hearing on this issue 
will be held on November 20, with Council Action scheduled for early December.  In the interim, staff 
will schedule meetings with council committees and with various community groups to discuss the 
Study’s recommendations. 
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  City Management diVision:  Wastewater

Policy issue title:   Issue $5.5 million of Revenue Bonds for Future Capital 
Improvements & Increased Capacity – Budgeted

 

Proposal 1. – This proposal is to issue a $5.5 million Revenue Bond mid-2008 for use by the 
Wastewater Division to continue the Mandated Renewal/Reliability, and Growth Capital needs 
outlined in the adopted mandated 2004 Wastewater Facility Plan.

This Bond will be used to fund the $1,500,000 final modernization of the older Supervisory 
Communication and Data Administration (SCADA) system initiated with the current ongoing 
Phase 1 Improvements and to do the $750,000 retro fit of the existing Dissolved Air Flotation 
Thickener (DAFT) at the WWTP.  From this funding $700,000 will be used to design and prepare 
bid packages for two Centrate Equalization tanks.  The remainder of the funding will be used 
to build reserves for the actual construction of the Centrate Tanks which will replace the 
remaining Centrate Lagoon at the plant.

2. a.  fiscal impact – The timing of the new Revenue Bond corresponds with the payoff of the 
existing 1978 wastewater bond such that the annual debt service payment obligation to the 
Division remains fairly even.  A detailed impact is presented in the 2007 Wastewater Cost of 
Service and Rate Study.

 b.  Proposed funding Source – Debt service payments will be from revenue collected from bi-
monthly billing paid by retail customers of the Wastewater Division.   The City’s wholesale 
customers also shall contribute their allocated share of the debt service.

 c.  Public impact – Approval of this proposal does not drive the proposed rate adjustment 
presented in the 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study.

d. Personnel impact – None

e. Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – None

f.  Legal constraints, if applicable –  A bond ordinance will need to be approved by Council 
prior to issuance.

g.  viable Alternatives – Raise retail rates significantly as an alternative source of the revenue 
required to finance the mandated capital projects outlined in the 2004 Wastewater Facility 
Plan and the 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study.

3.  conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – Staff recommends approval to issue a $5.5 million 
Revenue Bond as presented in the 2007 Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Study.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  City Management diVision:  Water/Irrigation

Policy issue title:   Cost of Service and Rate Study for Water Operating and Capital 
Improvements / Adjustment to Installation Fees for 3/4” & 1” 
Water Services  – Budgeted (3.5% increase)

 

Proposal – 1. This proposal is to implement a new rate schedule as indicated in the 2007 cost of 
service and rate study beginning in January 2008, or defer implementation of this new rate 
schedule, continue the current rate schedule and revisit the 2007 cost of service and rate study 
in 2008.  The last cost of service and rate study was completed in 2004, with a series of rate 
increases over a 5 year period, including 2008 and 2009. Adjust service installation fees for ¾ 
and 1 inch water services to reflect actual costs, the last adjustment to these fees was in 1990. 
Subsequently, the ever-increasing cost of goods and services has eroded the utility’s capacity to 
meet its needs..

a.  fiscal impact – 2. This study has determined the revenue needs required for the division to 
continue meeting current levels of service needs, for the capital improvement program as 
well as providing funds for identified critical needs, over the next five (5) years.  The results 
of this study indicate that a revenue increase is warranted. 

Option 1:  Continues the last two years (2008 & 2009) of the 2004 rate study’s five-year  ¾
rate forecast, which called for 3.5 percent increases in each of those two years.  These 
rates are currently set by an ordinance enacted in 2004. This option does not require any 
Council action at this time.  However, the 2007 Cost of Service and Rate Study and the 
options for rates through 2012 should be revisited in 2008. Additional revenue for 2008 
would be $187,975.

Option 2: ¾

Scenario A - Continues the last two years (2008 & 2009) of the 2004 rate study’s • 
five-year rate forecast, which called for 3.5 percent increases in each of those 
two years. Future year increases are smoothed in equally over the remaining 
three years of this rate study period to fund the capital program, meet annual 
expenditures, and maintain minimum cash reserve requirements. Three years 
of 8.5 percent increases are proposed (2010 – 2012).  This strategy results in a 
cumulative increase over the study period of about 41 percent above current 
(2007) rate revenues. Additional revenue for 2008 would be $187,975.

Scenario B - Maintains the 3.5 percent increase for 2008, proposes a 5.0% increase in • 
2009, with future increases smoothed in equally over the remaining three years of 
forecast period. Three years of 7.5 percent increases are proposed (2010 – 2012).  This 
strategy results in a cumulative increase over the study period of about 39 percent 
above current rate revenues. Additional revenue for 2008 would be $187,975.
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Scenario C - Proposes a rate strategy of equal annual adjustments over the five-• 
year forecast period. This results in annual revenue increases of 5.5 percent in 
years 2008 through 2012, for a cumulative increase of 34 percent above current 
rate revenues. Additional revenue for 2008 would be $295,389.

Adjust service installation fee for ¾ inch water service to $1,285
Adjust service installation fee for 1 inch water service to $1,325

 Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Revenue will be from bi-monthly  water rate charges paid by 
customers of the Domestic Water System.  Service installation fee revenue is from customers 
requesting new water services.

Public impact – c. Approval of this proposal would result in the preparation of ordinances to 
implement the cost of service and rate study and would most likely require the customers 
of the Domestic Water Utility to pay increased bi-monthly charges.  The customer impact 
has been determined by the cost of service and rate study along with the date that any rate 
adjustments should be implemented.  Public would pay increased fees for new ¾ and 1 inch 
water services. 

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. An amendment to the City Codes will 
be required.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Leave rate increases as scheduled for 2008 and 2009 at 3.5% and revisit 
the 2007 Cost of Service and Rate Study and the options for rates through 2012 in 2008.  
Reduce rate increases and eliminate or differ capital improvements.  Continue to subsidize 
the cost of ¾ and 1 inch water services.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of the 2007 Cost 
of Service and Rate Study, the selection of rate scenario A, B or C and approval of the new 
installation fees for ¾ and 1 inch water services.



32 – City Management • 2008 Policy Issues

suPPleMental inforMation
 Water Cost of service and Rate study
 

    

October 19, 2007

Mr. Dave Brown
Water/Irrigation Division Manager
City of Yakima
2301 Fruitvale Blvd.
Yakima, WA 98902

Revised 2007 Domestic Water System Rate update 

Dear Mr. Brown:

fcS GRouP is pleased to submit our report for the 2007 Domestic Water System Rate Update 
for the City of Yakima. This letter provides a brief summary of the study objectives, finding and 
conclusions. Additional detail is provided in the attached study report. 

A. Study Objectives and Approach:

The 2007 Domestic Water System Rate Update involved a review of previously established Utility 
fiscal policies, development of a capital financing plan for the Capital Improvement Program, an 
update of annual revenue needs, and development of a schedule of proposed rates for years 2008 
through 2012. 

The methods used in this study follow general industry guidelines for developing utility rates – 
rates must generate enough revenue to maintain self-supporting and financially viable utilities 
without undue discrimination toward or against any customer. 

Alternative scenarios were developed that vary the timing and level of annual rate increases. Each 
scenario was crafted to recover the full cost of Utility operations.

Interim results were reviewed with City staff and management prior to presentation of study 
results to the City Council.

The following fiscal policies were incorporated into the analyses:

Self-Sufficient Enterprise Fund -  ¾ Rates were developed with the expectation that the Utility 
will continue to operate as a self-supporting enterprise fund, generating necessary revenues 
from user fees rather than from property taxes or other non-utility sources. 

System Replacement Funding -  ¾ The purpose of system replacement funding is to provide for the 
replacement of aging system facilities to ensure sustainability of the system for ongoing operations.  
This study incorporates direct rate funding for capital projects in the amount of $700,000 per year. 
This level of funding approximates annual depreciation expense less debt principal payment; 
therefore no additional funding is necessary for system replacement at this time.
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Reserve Levels -  ¾ Cash reserves are a necessary and appropriate part of prudent utility 
management and on-going operations. This study maintains the minimum operating fund 
balance target of $1 million, which falls within the industry standard of 45 to 90 days of 
O&M. The capital contingency reserve continues at $750,000, within the industry standards 
of 1% to 2% of system assets. Per bond covenants, the City maintains restricted reserves 
equal to one year’s annual principal and interest payment on all outstanding revenue bonds.    

Debt Service Coverage -  ¾ The City’s current minimum coverage requirement on outstanding 
revenue bonds is 1.25 times annual revenue bond debt service, using the net revenues of the 
Utility. This study continues the City’s internal policy to set rates such that the Utility will 
meet coverage of at least 2.0 times annual revenue bond debt service.

Debt Management – ¾  The City’s general policy is to maintain debt service below 25 percent of 
the total Utility budget. Debt service is currently 8 percent of the budget, increasing to 12 
percent of the budget by the end of the study period – well within the established target.

B. Major Study Assumptions and Findings

The Utility customer base is projected to increase from about 18,800 to 19,300 by the end  ¾
of the study period, assuming customer growth of 0.5 percent per year.  Revenue under 
existing rates increases from $6.4 million to $6.6 million over the study period.

The City has identified $15.2 million (inflated dollars) in projects over the next five years  ¾
consisting of replacement and rehabilitation projects necessary to sustain viable operation 
of the system, as well as supply and treatment projects necessary to comply with state and 
federal regulations and ensure the public health and safety of the community. In addition to 
the use of direct rate-funding and cash reserves, a revenue bond issue of $3 million and $7.6 
million in low-interest state loans are needed to fund identified capital projects. 

New annual debt service payments reach just over $600,000 by the end of the study period,  ¾
which when added to the existing debt burden, totals just over a $1 million in total debt 
service payments.

Operating & Maintenance (O&M) expenses consist of the cost of personnel and materials to  ¾
supply, pump, and distribute water on a routine basis. O&M expense projections are based 
on the 2007 budget, plus 3.0 percent annual inflation and/or known cost changes.  Salaries 
and benefits represent about 31 percent of the total Utility budget, up from about 28 percent 
last year. No new staff is anticipated in this study period. Total O&M costs range from $5.6 
million to $7 million over the study period. 

The Utility currently pays about $280,000 in state excise and business & occupation (B&O)  ¾
taxes, representing about 4 percent of the total budget. The City is interested in pursuing 
legislation for next year to eliminate or reduce the tax on utilities. If successful, future rates 
that include this tax should be revisited.

Study findings concluded that annual revenue adjustments are potentially necessary in  ¾
each year of the planning period. Three scenarios were developed incorporating varying 
strategies to phase-in the revenue needs over the study period: 
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Scenario A - Continues the last two years (2008 & 2009) of the 2004 rate study’s five-year 
rate forecast, which called for 3.5 percent increases in each of those two years. Future year 
increases are smoothed in equally over the remaining three years of this rate study period to 
fund the capital program, meet annual expenditures, and maintain minimum cash reserve 
requirements. Three years of 8.5 percent increases are proposed (2010 – 2012).  This strategy 
results in a cumulative increase over the study period of about 37 percent above current 
(2007) rate revenues. 

Scenario B - Maintains the 3.5 percent increase for 2008, proposes a 5.0% increase in 2009, 
with future increases smoothed in equally over the remaining three years of forecast period. 
Three years of 7.5 percent increases are proposed (2010 – 2012).  This strategy results in a 
cumulative increase over the study period of about 35 percent above current rate revenues.

Scenario C - Proposes a rate strategy of equal annual adjustments over the five-year forecast 
period. This results in annual revenue increases of 5.5 percent in years 2008 through 2012, 
for a cumulative increase of 31 percent above current rate revenues. 

Rates were designed for each scenario in accordance with the City’s policy to maintain an  ¾
appropriate balance between the fixed and volume rate components and to transition from 
a declining block volume rate structure to a uniform block rate structure by 2009. Under 
Scenarios A and B, a typical single family residential customer (3/4-inch meter) using 2,500 
cubic feet of water per bi-monthly period will experience, on average, an $0.85 increase in 
their bi-monthly bill in 2008. Under Scenario 3, a $1.43 increase is projected. The detailed 
schedule of rates and sample typical bills for each scenario is presented beginning on Page 
19 of the study report.

C. Conclusions and Recommendations

All rate scenarios presented herein are designed to generate the revenues necessary to fund the 
capital program, cover forecasted ongoing annual expenditures, and meet cash reserve targets. As, 
such, selection of the preferred rate strategy is a matter of policy.

FCS GROUP and City staff recommends that this study be utilized as a major budget policy issue 
to further study and select a rate scenario from the proposed schedule of rates for Scenario A, 
Scenario B, or Scenario C as presented herein. The study assumes adoption in December 2007, with 
implementation of rates effective January 1, 2008, and January 1 of each subsequent year in the 
study period.

Regular review of actual financial performance of the Utility should be an integral part of the 
successful implementation of this study.

As always, it has been a pleasure working with you and the City and hope to be of continued 
service in the future.

Sincerely,

Karyn Johnson   
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the Municipal court 
is not proposing any individual policy issues 

for the 2008 budget.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Finance diVision:  Finance, Information Systems  
    & Utility Services Divisions

Policy issue title:   Finance Department Re-organization – Budgeted & Unbudgeted

 

Proposal – 1. The Finance department continually searches for ways to increase efficiencies, 
effectiveness and productivity in order to maintain a high volume of quality services with 
minimal staffing.  As part of this on-going effort and in response to the Council Budget 
Committee’s request to reduce budgets and increase efficiencies, staff has identified a number 
of changes that will both re-allocate our limited staffing resources to the highest priorities and 
result in a net, citywide, reduction in costs.    

There are four major but separate components of this re-organization plan.  The major 
components are outlined below and the staffing and cost impacts of each are summarized in the 
chart on the following page. 

 Re-align personnel in the Utility Services, Finance and Office of Neighborhood 1. 
Development Services (ONDS) Divisions; (eliminate Utility Services Field Lead position; Re-
instate .25 FTE Water Service Specialist and portion of temporary salary, and Transfer 60% FTE 
Accountant position from ONDS to Utility Services Division.)

•  Provides: better utilization of existing personnel, needed additional support for office 
and billing functions in Utility Services Division, transition assistance in anticipation 
of the retirement of a key, long-term employee and provides needed support for the 
design/implementation of a new Utility Customer Service System.  

 Reprioritize Accounting / Graphics duties in Finance and Information Systems 2. 
Divisions; (Add Accounting Technician position and, if necessary for cost containment purposes, 
eliminate Information Systems Graphic/Publications position.)  

•  Accounting Technician position is essential - provides critical budget and accounting 
technical support for high priority work.

 Upgrade key financial position;3.  (more closely align Financial Services Manager’s compensation 
with job duties and responsibilities), and 

 Study the benefits of consolidating positions in the Finance and Utility Services 4. 
Divisions; (Cashier and Utility Service Representative positions).   

•  Consolidation would provide greater staff flexibility and coverage where needed 
during peak workload periods without increasing FTEs and better allocate resources 
to highest priority work during non-peak periods. 
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Items 1, 2 and 3, above, have been included in the proposed 2008 budget; however, item 4 is 
recommended for study, only, in 2008.  

note: Because the purpose and objectives of each component of this proposal may differ, 
and some background is helpful in understanding what prompted the various proposals, 
what alternatives were considered and what benefits we anticipate from these changes, staff 
prepared a Supplementary Document to accompany this summary information.  (See attached 
“Supplemental Information” for more detailed information about each proposed change.)

a. fiscal impact – 2. 

 < ---------- 2008 budget Allocation ---------- >

general utility

summary - net changes Proposed Reorganization Fte’s Fund services Onds total

1.. Re-alignment (transfer) of Personnel - Budgeted (0.75) ($4,475) $12,944 ($49,240) ($40,771)

2. Re-prioritize Work - Budgeted (Accounting & Publications) 0.00 8,300 0 0 8,300 

3. Upgrade of Position (Finance Services Manager) 0.00 5,000 0 0 5,000 

4.
Consolidate Positions - Unbudgeted 

(Cashier & Utility Service Reps)
0.00 (11,425) 24,825 0

 
13,400

Grand Total - Net Change (0.75) ($2,600) $37,769 ($49,240) ($14,071)

(Refer to the attached Supplemental Information for more detailed information and 
background regarding this Policy Issue.)

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – The impact of the net changes results in a reduction of both 
FTE’s and total costs citywide.  However, these changes require a re-allocation of funding 
between various funds, thus it results in a cost increase in some funds (Utility Services 
Division) and a cost reduction in others.  (Refer to above chart for a breakdown of where the 
increases and decreases would occur.)

Public impactc.  – More effective utilization of tax/rate payer funds and improved customer service.

Personnel impactd.  – Increased supervision of Utility Services field employees, increased 
support to existing Finance and Utility Services staff and pro-active planning and 
preparation for both the retirement of a long term Utility Services employee and the 
proposed new Utility Customer Service system.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies e. – None identified.

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – Consolidation of Cashiers and Utility Service 
Representative positions (Item #4, above) may have some impact on union represented 
employees that may need to be bargained.
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viable Alternativesg.  –

 Re-alignment of personnel: Leave the department as it is and forego efficiency 1. 
improvements and (a) risk a significant reduction in Utility Customer Service when 
current Division Supervisor retires and adequate back-up support is not available, and 
(b) jeopardize and/or significantly prolong the development and design of the billing 
and customer records modules of the proposed Utility Customer Service System – as key 
staff would have minimal time available to participate. 

Reprioritize Accounting / Graphics duties:  2. 

  Add one Accounting Technician position as proposed, but maintain existing a. 
Graphics / Publication position.  This would maintain the City’s graphics / 
publications support, and would increase Department costs by approximately 
$55,000 annually - possible funding sources include the General Fund Reserves or an 
increase in the City Service Charge; 

Not adding the Accounting Technician position is strongly discouraged.  This b. 
position is critical to the preparation of the annual financial statements and the 
annual budget documents and related worksheets, schedules, etc.  

 Upgrade of a key financial position: Do not upgrade position and do not provide 3. 
appropriate recognition / compensation for quality, quantity and level of work 
performed;

Study benefits of consolidating positions in Finance / Utility Services Divisions: Leave 4. 
staff as is and forego possible efficiency and customer service improvements.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. 

Staff recommends implementation of items 1, 2, and 3 of this policy issue.a. 

 Staff requests Council directive to perform further research on possible consolidation of b. 
the Cashier and Utility Services Representative positions (Item 4 above) and to budget this 
change in the 2009 budget, if appropriate and beneficial based on results of study.
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suPPleMental inforMation
 Finance Department Re-organization
 

Proposal – As part of the Department’s recent efforts to improve service and minimize costs, staff 
has identified a number of changes that will both re-allocate staff resources to the highest priorities 
and result in a net, city-wide reduction in costs.  There are four major components of this re-
organization proposal, including: 

Re-alignment of personnel in Utility Services, Finance and ONDS divisions, 1. 
Re-prioritization of Accounting / Graphics duties, 2. 
Upgrade of a key financial position and 3. 
Study Consolidation of positions in Finance and Utility Services.  4. 

Due to the number of changes proposed, the number of divisions and personnel impacted and the 
numerous objectives sought, only summary information regarding this proposal was included 
in the Policy Issue document; this “Supplemental Information” report is meant to accompany the 
Policy Issue and will provide more detailed information regarding the purpose and benefits of 
these proposed changes.   

Some background information is helpful in understanding what prompted this proposed 
reorganization and the objectives and benefits anticipated from the implementation of these 
changes. 

BackgRound / issues: 

Utility Services Division:1. 

Personnel need increased training and supervision in the field; a. 

Key division personnel will need to take a significant role in the design and b. 
implementation of the proposed new Utility Customer Service System (UCSS) – current 
workload will not allow existing staff to provide the necessary level of support without 
serious detrimental impacts to customer service levels or significant delays in the project;  

The sole Division Supervisor and utility billing expert is currently eligible to retire and c. 
will likely do so in the next couple of years.  It is critical that the this person’s knowledge 
of the current billing system, processes and procedures is passed on to another 
employee(s) prior to her departure;

Many “common” services are either not currently provided (such as ability to pay d. 
bills electronically, or view bills on-line) or are processed in a very labor intensive 
and inefficient manner.  These services need to be modernized and/or computerized; 
however, improvements have been very slow largely due to the existing staff/workload 
levels. 
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Financial Services Division:2. 

The preparation of the annual budget and financial statements, and related documents, a. 
requires significant time and effort.  For years, the document preparation was supported 
by two Word Processing positions in the Information Systems Division.   In 2004, both 
Word Processors retired; this provided the City with an opportunity to take a new look 
at our corporate needs and priorities.  

As is usually the case, we had multiple needs.  There continued to be a significant need 
for both data entry and word processing assistance within the Finance Division and 
there was a growing desire, throughout the City, for the development of professional 
looking publications, brochures and the like.  Therefore, we purchased new document 
/ publishing software and created one position (a “graphic & production / word 
processor” combination position) that we hoped could meet both of these needs; the 
second word processing position was eliminated in an effort to reduce costs.   

These changes were made with the expectation that the existing Finance staff could 
absorb the balance of the financial related workload of the previous two positions that 
was not offset by the addition of the new software system and/or support from the new 
graphic-publications/word processing position (it was thought that this would be a 
minimal impact on the Division).  If so, this would not only benefit the Finance Division, 
but also the whole City as the new position would provide graphics and publications 
support for all departments, citywide; and this would all be accomplished at a lower cost.

We have now worked with this new structure for four (budget) years and, while the 
graphics position has provided electronic and paper publications and Website support 
for all departments, the Finance Division continues to struggle and is working without 
adequate accounting and budgeting technical support.  The lack of adequate technical 
support for these critical functions places at risk our ability to meet legal and regulatory 
financial and reporting requirements, not to mention jeopardizes the accuracy, timeliness 
and completeness of the related work.   

In the past several years - with the worsening local economy, voter approved reductions b. 
in funding and seemingly never-ending unfunded mandates all placing increased fiscal 
pressure on the City – the number of projects, business proposals, legislation, regulatory 
changes, annexations, and other issues that require financial analysis have steadily 
increased in volume and complexity.  

The Financial Services Manager stepped up and took on additional responsibilities, 
including taking a significant role in the preparation and administration of the annual 
operating and capital budgets and in the monitoring and administration of these budgets 
throughout the year.  This position now functions similar to a Financial Controller or 
Deputy Budget Director – not the Manager level where it is currently slotted in the City’s 
pay ordinance.

Over the past eight years, the number of Cashiers has been steadily reduced from 3.5 c. 
FTE’s in 1999 to 2 FTE’s currently.  2.5 FTE’s are preferable in order to have adequate 
coverage for vacations, sick leave, etc.  Two Cashiers are the minimum necessary to keep 
the cashier window open all day, on a regular, day-to-day basis.  However, should there 
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be an extended absence of either of the two Cashiers, the cashier window would need to 
be closed for some period of time each day. 

While the primary – and most time consuming – duty for a Cashier is processing d. 
Customer utility payments, their current job description does not allow them to access 
customer accounts or accept a partial payment without first being reviewed/approved 
by a Utility Service Representative.  This has resulted in an inefficient and cumbersome 
internal process, which in turn produces inferior customer service. The Cashier position 
is extremely busy during the first and last part of each month and tapers off somewhat in 
mid-month.

There are 5 Utility Service Representative positions - they staff two customer service e. 
windows eight hours a day, five days a week; answer close to 100,000 phone calls a year; 
maintain accounts and records for approximately 90,000 utility customers; generate over 
200,000 bills and reminder / collection notices annually; process service requests and 
the like.  The Utility Services office staff is continually challenged to meet the existing 
workload, and, in fact, maintain an on-going backlog of outstanding work.  This back-log 
can affect a customer’s account, billing records and/or management decisions.  

Office of Neighborhood Development Divisions (ONDS):3. 

The City currently has 4 Accountant positions. One Accountant was re-assigned a. 
to ONDS on a full-time “temporary” basis in late 2001, to help improve/update the 
Division’s accounting, tracking and monitoring of federal grants and the like.  This 
objective has been accomplished and a process has been implemented to maintain these 
improvements with only minimal oversight / direction required by the Accountant in 
the future; thus, this valuable employee resource is currently under-utilized.

PRoPosed changes & Benefits:

Listed below are the four major components of this re-organization proposal followed by the 
Benefit the proposed change is anticipated to generate.  (Each of the changes proposed in the 
Reorganization Policy Issue is designed to address at least one (and generally multiple) of the issues 
noted above.)

Note: refer to the charts at the end of this report for the staffing (FTE) and funding changes that 
would occur as a result of each of the proposed changes and citywide totals.

Re-alignment of personnel in Utility Services, Finance and ONDS divisions, 1. 

As noted above, there are numerous issues impacting the Utility Services Division that need to 
be addressed (e.g.: need for increased field supervision and training; staff availability to support 
the design and implementation of a new Utility computer system; pro-active preparation for the 
anticipated retirement of a key, long-term employee; as well as a financial perspective on current 
operating policies and practices).    

These are not new issues, in 2006, staff brought the need for increased field supervision and 
training to the attention of the City Council – and Council unanimously approved staff’s 
proposed 2007 Policy Issue to upgrade a Water Services Specialist position to a Water Service 
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Field Lead and add a 75% Water Services Specialist.  However, in the process of implementing 
this Policy Issue, the Utility Services and Operating managers along with Finance staff 
identified issues and alternative options for performing this critical work and formed a revised 
recommendation, which includes: 

“Retraction / Replacement” of the 2007 policy issue (i.e.: delete the Field Lead position, a. 
return the number of Water Service Specials positions to the 2006 level (5 FTE) and re-
instate $10,000 of the temporary salaries eliminated to support these positions.) 

Unburden the Division Manager from some of his administrative and office duties so b. 
that he can provide the needed field supervision, and

Transfer 60% of an existing Accountant position (primary support is currently the c. 
ONDS Division) to the Utility Services Division.  This position would absorb some of the 
administrative and office duties and provide support for both the implementation of the 
new Utility computer system and the retirement of Division Supervisor. 

Re-prioritization of Accounting / Graphics duties: 2. 

The accurate and timely preparation of financial and budget data is a priority for the Finance 
Department – and the City.  The addition of an Accounting Technician position will provide 
the critical technical support that has been missing since the elimination of the Word 
Processing positions in 2004.  

I want to acknowledge the benefit the City has received over the past three years from the 
graphic design / publication services position and communicate my desire to retain this 
position should the funding be available to do so.  

Upgrade of a key financial position: 3. 

The Financial Services Manager continues to perform above and beyond her job description 
and provides critical and invaluable support to the Finance Director, other Department 
Heads, the City Manager and the City Council.  As workload has increased on additional 
duties including the Department Director, the Financial Services Manager has stepped up 
and taken on the burden of providing the primary support for the preparation of the annual 
operations and capital budget, and monitoring and administration of the budget throughout 
the year. At some point, this position should be upgraded to that of Deputy Budget Director; 
however, due to fiscal constraints at this time, this proposal is simply for a minimal salary 
increase of approximately 5% or $5,000.  

Study Consolidation of Finance Cashier and Utility Services Representative positions – into 4. 
the Utility Service Rep. (USR) position and job description.  

This proposal would increase the number of Utility Service Representative (USR) positions 
from 5.75 to 7.75 FTE’s and would eliminate the 2 existing Cashier positions; thus no net 
change in total FTE positions.

Benefits / Objectives of the proposed consolidation include:
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Provide two additional FTE’s to assist with the workload in the Utility office and help  ¾
eliminate – and hopefully, prevent a future build-up of – the backlog of work noted 
above, as well as providing back-up support for the cashiering function; 

A larger pool of employees that can be allocated to the highest priority work at any given  ¾
time; (e.g.: provide back-up for employees on vacation and sick leave and allow for a 
better utilization of staff throughout the month);

Eliminate the need for the current practice of requiring a customer to go to two different  ¾
windows (standing in two lines) in order to make certain types of utility payments;

Note:  Staff has not yet researched / addressed many of the issues related to the 
consolidation of these two positions and, therefore, recommends a study be performed 
in 2008 to identify issues and perform a “cost / benefit” assessment prior to moving 
forward.  Should the results of this study so warrant, staff will prepare a follow-up 
Policy Issue to consolidate these positions in 2009.

The following charts reflect the staffing (FTE) and funding changes that would occur as a result 
of each of the proposed changes and summarizes all of the changes to provide citywide totals.

suMMARy - net chAnges PROPOsed ReORgAniZAtiOn

 < -------------------- 2008 budget Allocation ------------- >

general utility Water 

Fte’s Fund services utilities Onds total

1.. Re-alignment (transfer) of Personnel (0.75) ($4,475) $12,944 $0 ($49,240) ($40,771)

2. Reprioritization of Work  
(Accounting & Publication)

0.00 8,300 0 0 0 8,300 

3. Upgrade of Position 
(Finance Services Manager)

0.00 5,000 0 0 0 5,000 

4. Consolidation of Positions 
(Cashier & Utility Services Reps)

0.00 (11,425) 24,825 0 0 13,400 

grand total - net change (0.75) ($2,600) $37,769 $0 ($49,240) ($14,071)
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i. Re-ALignMent (tRAnsFeR) OF PeRsOnneL

 < -------------------- 2008 budget Allocation ------------- >
general utility Water 

Fte’s Fund services utilities Onds total
(a) Eliminate Field Crew Leader

Current 1.00 $0 $62,308 $0 $0 $62,308 
Proposed 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal - Net Change (1.00) 0 (62,308) 0 0 (62,308)

(b) Reinstate Water Service Specialist .25 FTE
Current 4.75 0 287,009 0 0 287,009 
Proposed 5.00 0 298,546 0 0 298,546 
Subtotal - Net Change 0.25 0 11,537 0 0 11,537 

(c) Re-instate portion of Temporary Salary  - 0 10,000 0 0 10,000 

(d) Accountant  
Current (.25 Finance/.75 ONDS) 1.00 22,380 0 0 67,145 89,525 

Proposed (.20 Finance/.60 Utility Service/.20 ONDS) 1.00 17,905 53,715 0 17,905 89,525 
Subtotal - Net Change 0.00 (4,475) 53,715 0 (49,240) 0 

total - net change (budgeted) (0.75) ($4,475) $12,944 $0 ($49,240) ($40,771)

ii. RePRiORitiZe AccOunting & PubLicAtiOns WORk

(a) Current 
Publications / Graphics (1) 1.00 $46,000  $0 $0 $0 $46,000 
Temporary Salary 0.00 6,900 0 0 0 6,900 
Subtotal - Net Change 1.00 52,900 0 0 0 52,900 

(b) Proposed (1)

Accounting Budget Technician (Step 2) 1.00 61,200 0 0 0 61,200 
Subtotal - Net Change 1.00 61,200 0 0 0 61,200 

total - net change (budgeted) 0.00 $8,300 $0 $0 $0 $8,300 

(1)  The Publications & Graphic position provides professional support for the enhancement of City documents, manual, brochures and 
the like.  The Accounting Technician position is needed to provide critical budget and accounting support. Staff would like to simply 
add the Accounting Technician position and maintain the Publications & Graphic position; if the budget cannot sustain both positions 
the Accounting Technician work is of a more critical nature and this position is necessary to accomplish the highest priority work.

iV. cOnsOLidAte cAshieR & utiLity seRVices ReP. POsitiOns

(a) Current 
Cashiers 2.00 $85,900  $0 $0 $0 $85,900 
Utility Services Representatives 5.75 0 303,660 0 0 303,660 
Subtotal 7.75 85,900 303,660 0 0 389,560 

(b) Proposed
Cashiers 0.00 0  0 0 0 0 
Utility Services Representatives (Transferred - Step 2) (1) 2.00 74,475 24,825 0 0 99,300 
Utility Services Representatives (Current) (1) 5.75 0 303,660 0 0 303,660 
Subtotal 7.75 74,475 328,485 0 0 402,960 

total - net change (budgeted) 0.00 ($11,425) $24,825 $0 $0 $13,400 

(1)  For explanatory purposes, the allocation of the “new” 2 Utility Service Representative FTE’s (formerly cashier) are shown as 75% 
to General Fund and 25% to Utility Services.  In reality, once these positions have been consolidated, all 7.75 FTE Utility Service 
Representative positions would be split  at approximately 82% Utility Services and 18% General Fund; equating to the same total 
amount allocation as shown above.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Finance diVision:  Information Systems/Legal

Policy issue title:   Implement an E-mail Management & Archiving System – 
Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. Implement an automated E-Mail Management & Archiving system to meet legally 
mandated retention requirements.  

The proposed system will facilitate the process of categorizing, archiving, and indexing all 
e-mail received by the City into a central repository.  Once properly indexed and categorized, 
the City can much more easily meet any public records requests and legal discovery processes 
for the e-mail.  In addition, the system will facilitate the purging of e-mail documents once they 
have met the mandated retention period.

This system will require the e-mail management software, a server and substantial disk storage 
space.  Information Systems will provide the design and implementation services.  Once 
implemented, the Public Records Officer in the City Clerks office will utilize the system to 
manage the City’s e-mail and to respond to public records requests.

a. fiscal impact –  2. Software            $30,000

     Hardware     15,000*
     Total Implementation Cost $45,000

     Software Maintenance $4,500
     Hardware Maintenance   2,000*
     Total Annual Cost $6,500

*   Most of the hardware will include a three-year warranty.  These costs are an estimate after 
the warranty expires.  Some of these costs will be offset by off-loading some of the storage 
in the e-mail server hardware.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Risk Management – Implementation costs; General Fund – 
Information Systems –Future annual maintenance costs.

Public impact – c. Ability to meet the legally required response to public records and 
discovery requests.

Personnel impact – d. Facilitate filing and archiving of e-mail and recovery of past e-mail.  A 
concentrated effort will be required by the Public Records Officer and Information Systems 
to implement the system.  Once completed, significant savings will be realized by the Public 
Records Officer when responding to e-mail related information requests.
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Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. Develop and enforce a standard, 
Citywide e-mail policy.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Continue to rely on individuals to determine document retention 
requirements on an e-mail-by-e-mail basis and archive as necessary.  Continue with tedious, 
inefficient, and ineffective searches of individual e-mail files when responding to Public 
Disclosure and Litigation Discovery Requests.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Code Administration
Development

Policy issue title:   Add 1 FTE Code Inspector Position – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. Add one Code Inspector position in the Code Administration Division, and related 
equipment/supplies.

The Code Administration and Planning Division is proposing to add an additional FTE Code 
Inspector position to assist with the construction inspection workload volume.  The growth 
of the City of Yakima has been substantial over the last several years to the extent that in 1990 
the population of the City was 54,843 compared to the 2007 population of 82,546.  During this 
17-year period the Code Inspector staff has remained at a level of three (3) Code Inspectors.  
By comparison, Yakima County Code Inspection staff has 6 inspectors for a population of 
approximately 85,000 as of 2007.  Due to recent annexations, plus substantial development that 
has been made possible by recent annexations, continued economic growth is anticipated which 
will significantly increase the workload on the already overloaded inspection division staff.

The Code Administration Division attempts to provide a building inspection within 24 hours 
after the applicant has made the request.  An additional Code Inspector would help preserve 
and sustain the development growth and enable the division to continue to provide the level of 
customer service that the City consistently strives to provide.  Recently, with continued growth 
demands and construction projects increasing the workload volume, construction inspections 
have regularly been scheduled three (3) to five (5) days after the request is received.

The Code Inspector position is an essential member of the permitting team that provides 
a neutral observation of the construction process to insure that fire, life safety, and other 
minimum code requirements have been achieved.  Over the last several years, there has been 
a significant increase in the size of the city, resulting in a drastic increase in the number of 
construction applications submitted.  Additionally, the increase in the size of the city has caused 
an increase in driving distance between inspections.

It is important to mention that the amount of regulations has changed considerably over the 
last 17 years.  With the number of completed and proposed annexations in the future, the 
workload volume, and the complexity of construction applications, the present inspection staff 
is at a critical level as far as being able to complete the required inspections.  Management staff 
is concerned that the completeness of inspections will be compromised if the code inspection 
staffing level is not increased.  In addition, the ability to sustain the Money Back Guarantee 
without defaulting could be also compromised.
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a. fiscal impact – 2. $88,000.

Salaries and Benefits  $66,000
Vehicle      12,000
Other equipment/supplies   10,000
Total    $88,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund – Additional Permit Fees from increased activity. 
The 2008 revenue budget is estimated to increase enough to fund this position. 

Public impact – c. If the position is not added, the possibility of inspections that are not able 
to be completed in the time frame allotted, causing delays in construction project(s) and a 
negative impact on the “money back guarantee” program.  The delay of the construction 
projects costs the developer, contractor and or homeowner/building owner time and money.  
Additionally, this could have an effect on loss of dollars due to less construction, less sales 
tax on construction material, property assessments that lead to property tax dollars, etc.

Personnel impact – d. Establishing this position will help ensure construction projects are 
inspected in compliance with local and State mandates.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. 

Option (1) To suspend the “money back guarantee”  ¾

Option (2) Continue to delay construction projects because the workload volume of  ¾
inspections is so great, inspection requests can not be provided for three (3) to five (5) 
days after the request.

Option (3) Raise building permit fees in order to add the additional code inspector.   ¾
However, staff is not recommending this option.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Code Administration Division recommends 
approval of this policy issue to add an additional code inspector position.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Code Administration
Development

Policy issue title:   Increase Humane Society Service Fee – Budgeted

 

Proposal –1.  The Humane Society of Central Washington has requested a 10% increase in their 
annual contract for 2008 with the City of Yakima to more appropriately reflect the true cost of 
caring for the number of animals delivered to the Shelter by the City Animal Control Officers 
and residents of Yakima.  The increased request for the 2008 Professional Service contract is 
$62,878, an increase of $5,716 from the 2007 budgeted amount of $57,162.

2005 2006 2007 2008

humane society of central Washington Actual Actual Actual Requested

Professional Services Contract $55,000 $56,042 $57,162 $62,878

It should be noted, the Humane Society of Central Washington has requested and received 
increases of 2% each year for the last two years.  In addition, in 2006 the Humane Society of 
Central Washington also requested and received approval for the following modifications to 
their contract:

Section 1.G was revised to state the “Shelter shall submit license fees, fines and other amounts to 
the City once a month with billing”.

This modification decreased the number of deposits to the City of Yakima from twelve (12)  ¾
times to only one (1) time each month.

Section 1.G was revised to state that “the Shelter shall provide fidelity bond insurance coverage 
for theft in the amount of $25,000 to cover all employees”. 

This modification decreased the Shelter’s required bond in the amount of $5,000 for each  ¾
employee to $25,000 for the entire Shelter.

Section 2 was revised to reflect a $3.00 agent fee for the sale of each dog license sold at the 
shelter.

This modification increased the agent fee by $1.00. ¾

A long-standing policy of the Humane Society was changed to charge $10 when a City of 
Yakima citizen/resident brought a dog into the Shelter.  In the past, a City of Yakima citizen/
resident was not charged when they brought a dog to the Shelter. 

This modification increased the fee from no charge to $10.00 for a City of Yakima citizen/ ¾
resident.
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a. fiscal impact – 2. $5,716 – Net Annual Increase.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  –General Fund.

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – this is a council policy decision.3. 
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Codes
Development

Policy issue title:   Implementation of Fee for Fire Inspections to reduce General 
Fund subsidy – Unbudgeted

 

Background – This policy issue would establish annual fire inspection fees for the approximate 
3,755 annual commercial fire inspections based upon the recommendation of the City of Yakima’s 
2006 Budget Strategy Team report.  A similar policy issue concept was presented to the City Council 
during the 2006 budget process and was deferred with no formal decision by the City Council.  
Therefore, the topic is being brought back to the Council for reconsideration.  If approved the 
additional funding raised by the implementation of this policy issue could help next year’s budget 
shortfall.

The City Council has made public safety its number one priority. The overall theme of public safety 
has been expressed to have the City of Yakima be safer, healthier and provide a better quality of 
life for the citizens of Yakima.  This priority affects and includes many aspects of City government 
as a whole, such as the need for more police staff, the regionalization of the Fire Department, and 
an overburdened criminal justice system, which would also include the annual Fire Inspection 
program for commercial buildings within the City of Yakima.

The Fire Inspection program for the City of Yakima has many major benefits that affect every aspect 
of the City and its citizens.  In addition, the Fire Inspection program is considered a preventive 
maintenance program to reduce the risk of fire and other building safety related matters.  As with 
any preventive maintenance, such as with a car or home, there is a reduced maintenance cost when 
preventive maintenance is performed.  The same can be said about the Fire Inspection program and 
some examples of the major benefits included:

The number of fires are reduced ¾
The amount of loss is minimized ¾
The severity of the fire is lessened ¾
The downtime for the use of property is reduced ¾
The insurance rating for the City is maintained or not increased ¾
The exposure to harm for firefighters is lessened ¾
The safety of the public using the commercial buildings is not compromised ¾

With approximately 3,755 commercial fire inspections, net revenue of approximately $172,750 could 
be generated with a fee of $50.00 per annual commercial fire inspection.  These funds would be 
used to offset the salaries of the two (2) current fire inspector positions. As the City has increased 
in size, the number of inspections has increased as well.  This annual commercial fire inspection 
has been subsidized by the General Fund without charge since the fire inspection program was 
established in the 1970’s.
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In addition, it should be mentioned, the City of Yakima’s 2006 Budget Strategy Team report 
suggested implementing an annual fire inspection fee to offset the cost of the fire inspection 
program to the General Fund.  The growth of the City of Yakima has been substantial over the last 
several years to the extent that in 1990 the population of the City was 54,843 with one Fire Inspector 
compared to the 2006 population of 82,867 with two fire inspectors.  During this 16-year period, 
the number of Fire Inspection staff personnel in the Code Administration and Planning Division 
has varied from one (1) to three (3) Fire Code Inspectors.  By comparison, Yakima County Fire 
Inspection staff is five (5) fire inspectors for a population of 87,256 as of 2006 and only approximately 
1,000 annual fire inspections compared to the 3,755 fire inspections in the City of Yakima.  Due 
to recent annexations, together with substantial development that has been made possible by the 
recent annexations, continued economic growth is anticipated, and the increasing workload volume 
is placing a strain on the fire inspection staff.

The Code Administration and Planning Division’s attempt to accommodate the approximately 
3,755 commercial fire inspections has been very difficult.  The Fire Inspector position is an essential 
member of the Fire Life Safety team that provides safety observations to insure the commercial 
businesses are properly maintained per the International Fire Code.  Much of this demand results 
from new regulations, changes in present regulations, additional construction activity, and growth 
of the City.  Yet there is a desire by the City Council to ensure fire life safety is at an appropriate 
level for the citizens of Yakima.  With construction projects becoming more complex with multiple 
uses as part of the project, there is a need to ensure that the number and the cost of fire losses 
are minimized.  Over the last several years there has been a drastic increase in the number of 
construction applications submitted, which also impacts the fire inspection program since it 
provides plan review and inspections for those new construction projects.

It is important to mention that the number of regulation changes have been considerable over the 
last 16 years.  The workload volume and complexity of construction applications will cause the 
strain to continue to increase beyond current staffing level’s ability to provide the critical level of 
inspections required, which could compromise fire life safety minimum standards.

The City of Yakima, citizens, firefighters, and the Fire Department benefit from the Fire Inspection 
program.  The Fire Department has fewer fire service calls and the risk of injury to the firefighters 
resulting in lost time is decreased as a result of the Fire Inspection program.  When a firefighter 
enters a building during a fire, the safety provided by the Fire Code and inspections performed help 
protect the firefighter.  Therefore, it can be said that the Fire Inspection program helps reduce the 
Fire Department’s overall budget.  

The demand on the limited resources has become greater each and every day in the Code 
Administration and Planning Division.  

Throughout the State of Washington, there are multiple jurisdictions that charge for annual fire 
inspections. Some of the jurisdictions for comparison are as follows:

Yakima County-Annual inspection fee is based on a square footage formula ranging  ¾
from $46 to $688;
Kittitas County- Annual fire inspection fee based on an hourly rate of $44; ¾
Longview-Annual fire inspection fee of $47, which is billed with the Business License; ¾
Portland-Annual fire inspection fee averages $66, which nets approximately $2.1 million  ¾



2008 Policy Issues • Community and Economic Development – 7 

annually;
Puyallup-Annual inspection fee is based on a square footage formula ranging from  ¾
$12.25 to several hundred dollars;
Burien-Annual fire inspection fee of $40; ¾
Camas-Annual fire inspection fee ranging from $75 to $300; and, ¾
Cowlitz County-Annual fire inspection fee based on an hourly rate of $88. ¾

Proposal1.  – The fees collected for annual commercial fire inspections ($187,750) with an automatic 
adjustment using the Seattle Consumer Price Index (Seattle CPI-W) each January 1, would 
offset the cost of the two (2) current fire inspector salaries ($146,000). The Finance Department 
has estimated an administrative cost of approximately $15,000 would be incurred to process 
the 3,755 commercial fire inspection fees, which when netted against the estimated $187,750 
collected, results in a net revenue of approximately $172,750.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. Revenue $ 187,750, less administrative costs of approximately $15,000, for 
a net revenue of $172,750. Considering the fact that almost $800,000 was eliminated from 
General Government budgets just to balance in 2008, this is proposed to reduce the tax 
subsidy of this program.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Annual Commercial Fire Inspection fee, annual fire plan 
review and new construction inspection permit fees.

Public impact – c. This policy issue would establish an annual commercial fire inspection fee 
that has not been charged historically by the City.  The fire inspection fee is not based upon 
size, type or location of the business, but a flat fee for each commercial business.

Personnel impact – d. No additional staffing is being proposed at this time.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. Establish an ordinance creating the fire 
inspection annual fee.  (See attached ordinance)

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. The annual fire inspection for the 3,755 commercial businesses would 
remain free, but a decision on how to offset the General Fund budget shortfall would still be 
needed.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. City of Yakima’s 2006 Budget Strategy Team 
report recommended approval of this policy issue to establish an annual fire inspection fee for 
commercial businesses in order to offset the fire inspection program costs to the General Fund, 
which has subsidized this program since its inception.
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suPPleMental inforMation
ImplementatIon of fee for fIre InspectIons

 

MeMORAnduM

October 11, 2007

to:  the Honorable Mayor and Members of the city council
  Dick Zais, city Manager

from:  Bill cook, Director of community and Economic Development 
  Doug Maples, code Administration & Planning Manager

Subject: 2008 Policy issue for Annual fire inspection fee

fire inspections Mission statement – safety of citizens, customers, workers and other people 
within the building / structure of the city of yakima

Fire safety inspection program is vital to our community and society.  A fire inspector evaluates a 
building or structure during the life of the building for safety issues.  The fire inspection program 
must be committed to an efficient and effective program for improving the fire safety environment.  
The fire inspector will concentrate on identifying unsafe conditions or deficiencies in buildings and 
structures related to the Uniform Fire Code.  These unsafe conditions include, but are not limited to:

Obstructed or locked exit doors ¾
Inoperative and malfunctioning fire alarms ¾
Inoperative and/or malfunctioning sprinkler systems ¾
Fire doors blocked open ¾
Improper storage ¾
Exterior housekeeping and maintenance  ¾
Storage of used materials (cardboard, waste paper, propane containers, etc.) ¾

The unsafe conditions can be caused by many reasons such as:

Renovation ¾
Alteration of existing buildings ¾
New construction projects not in compliance with the UFC ¾
Deterioration of existing buildings ¾
Changes in Occupancy  ¾
Improper interior finishes ¾
Improperly separated hazardous areas ¾
Unenclosed vertical openings ¾

A fire inspector is an ambassador of the City.  They must explain in very simple terms the problem 
or deficiency to the owner or the owner’s agent.  Items a fire inspector may discuss with an owner 
can be:
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Building Services ¾

Electrical systems• 
Heating systems• 
Air Conditioning • 
Ventilation systems• 
Waste handling systems• 
Materials handling systems• 

Hazardous Material ¾

Flammable gases• 
Explosives• 
Corrosives• 
Reactive materials• 
Unstable materials• 
Toxic materials• 
Oxidizers• 
Radioactive materials• 
Natural and synthetic fibers• 
Combustible metals• 
Combustible dusts• 

Process Hazards ¾

Industrial processes• 

Fire Protection Equipment ¾

Sprinklers systems• 
Portable fire extinguishers• 
Standpipe and hose systems• 
Carbon dioxide• 
Dry Chemical• 
Foam• 
Public Water system• 

Fire Detection and Alarm Equipment ¾

To detect the presence of fire• 
Alert the occupants• 
Notify the fire department• 
Cause doors to close• 
Recall the elevator(s)• 
Open smoke and heat vents• 
Heat Detection• 
Smoke Detection• 
Flame Detection• 
Strobes• 
Pull Stations• 
Annunciations systems• 
Recall systems• 
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Building Conditions ¾

Attic• 
Concealed spaces• 

Voids above suspended ceilings• 
Interiors of shafts• 
Stair enclosures• 

Basements• 
Other unoccupied areas where fire, if started, would go undetected• 

Exterior of the Building / Structure ¾

Fire hydrant locations, obstructions and protection from damage• 
Sprinkler valves are in the open position• 
Sprinkler and standpipe connection must be capped, free of debris, and accessible• 
If flammable liquid were spilled what direction would the liquid flow and in what • 
area would it be contained

The fire inspection should inspire others to take action to reduce fire hazards, encourage an improved 
and informed attitude toward fire safety.

The type of construction (fire rating of the walls, ceiling and floors) will influence the ease of ignition 
and rate the fire spread.  Therefore, the integrity of fire-resistive walls and floor/ceiling assemblies 
must be assured.  

Doors in fire-rated wall must be kept closed or close automatically to ensure reasonable safe • 
avenue of escape for the occupants and restrict fire spread.
Exit enclosure• 
Exit stair enclosure• 

Hazards of Contents

Low hazard contents• 
No self-propagating fire can occur• 
Only probable danger requiring the use of emergency exits will be from • 

Panic• 
Fumes• 
Smoke• 
Fire from some external source• 

Ordinary Hazard contents• 
Liable to burn with moderate rapidity or• 
Give off a considerable volume of smoke• 
But will not produce poisonous fume or explode in the event of a fire• 

High hazard contents• 
Hazard that are liable to burn with extreme rapidity or• 
From which poisonous fumes or explosions are possible in the event of a fire.• 
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Controlling the hazards of materials depends on:

Storing, ¾
Handling ¾
Using ¾
Disposing of them properly ¾

A fire inspector during the walk through will be evaluating the actual contents and fuel loading 
within the structure.

Coordination between the Fire Department and Fire Inspections

Fire Incident ¾
Review cause• 
Review last inspection at site• 
Review procedures, methods or inspections• 
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oRDiNANcE No. 2007 ____

AN oRDiNANcE  Relating to the fire code; providing for an annual fifty dollar fire inspection 
fee for annual commercial building fire inspections required by the 
International Fire Code; permitting City Code Administration and Planning 
Division to recover a portion of the cost incurred from providing the 
mandatory commercial building fire inspections; and amending Section 
10.05.015 of Chapter 10.05 of the City of Yakima Municipal Code.  

 BE it oRDAiNED By tHE city of yAKiMA:
 Section 1. Section 10.05.015 of Chapter 10.05 of the City of Yakima Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows:

“10.05.015 fire code plan review and inspection fees.
A. General. Fees as set forth in Table 10.05.015A shall be paid to the city for review of building 

plans for compliance with Chapter 10.05 YMC and for inspection of construction for compliance 
with Chapter 10.05 YMC. No A fifty dollar fire inspection fee shall be charged for annual inspection 
of existing commercial buildings after a certificate of occupancy has been issued, as specifically 
described in sub-section E, below.

B. Fees Required for Plan Review. For construction projects for which the Fire Code requires 
submittal documents, the hourly plan review fee indicated in Table 10.05.015A shall be charged 
for the time to perform the plan review. The plan review fees required by this section are separate 
from the inspection fees required by this section, and are in addition to any inspection fees. 
When submittal documents are incomplete or are changed so as to require additional plan review, 
additional plan review fees shall be charged at the rate shown in Table 10.05.015A.

C. Fees Required for Inspection. For construction projects for which the Fire Code requires 
inspection, the hourly inspection fee indicated in Table 10.05.015A shall be charged for the time 
to perform the inspection. The inspection fees required by this section are separate from the plan 
review fees required by this section, and are in addition to any plan review fees.

D. Fees Required for Re-inspections. A fee shall be charged for re-inspection for each inspection 
that must be made: (1) because work for which inspection is called by the permittee is not complete 
and ready for inspection; (2) when the inspection record card is not posted or otherwise available 
on the work site; (3) when the approved plans are not readily available to the inspector; (4) for failure 
to provide access on the date for which inspection is requested; or (5) when corrections required 
by an inspector are not satisfactorily made when the permittee calls for a follow-up inspection 
for corrections. No re-inspection fee shall be incurred for verification of corrections when such 
corrections are satisfactorily made.
To obtain a re-inspection, the permittee must pay the re-inspection fee stated in Table 10.05.015A in 
advance.
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table 10.05.015A
Plan Review and inspection fees:

1.  Plan review for compliance with Title 10.05 YMC and for changes, additions 
or revisions to approved plans (minimum charge – one hour) $69.14 per hr.

2. Normal Inspection (minimum charge – one hour) $69.14 per hr.
3. Re-inspection (minimum charge – one hour) $69.14 per hr.
4.  Inspections for which no other fee is specifically indicated (minimum charge – one 

hour) $69.14 per hr.

E. Fees required for annual fire inspection.  For existing commercial buildings that have been 
granted a certificate of occupancy and for which the Fire Code requires an annual fire inspection, 
the city shall assess a fifty dollar fire inspection registration fee for each building, office or 
independent business establishment inspected.  The fire inspection registration fee shall be assessed 
upon completion of the required annual fire inspection and shall be billed to the building owner / 
occupant at the same time as the annual business license renewal is billed, in the year following the 
year of the fire inspection for which the charge accrued.  
In the event the fire inspection registration fee is not paid by the building owner / occupant  when 
the business license is renewed in the year following the inspection, as stated above, no further 
required annual fire inspections shall be performed until the unpaid inspection fee is paid in full.  
A building owner / occupant’s failure to obtain an annual fire inspection could be grounds for 
denial upon application for subsequent business license renewal. 

F. Severability. If any part of this section is declared invalid or unconstitutional for any reason, 
such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this section.”

 Section 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect 30 days after its passage, 
approval, and publication as provided by law and by the City Charter.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL, signed and approved this         day of December ,2007.

            
 David Edler, Mayor

ATTEST:

     
  City Clerk

Publication Date:   

Effective Date:   
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Office of Neighborhood 
Development    Development

Policy issue title:   Extend Southeast Community Center Contract – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. At the June 12, 2007 City Council Study Session, staff updated Council on the status 
of the Five-Year Management Agreement with OIC for operation of the Southeast Community 
Center (Attachment “A”).  

Attachment “B” is a letter from OIC requesting a two-year extension of the financial support for 
operating the center.  This Policy Issue is to approve a two-year request by OIC in the amounts 
of $75,000 a year, not to exceed a total of $150,000.  Enclosed for your review is “Attachment 
“C”—Southeast Yakima Community Center Operating Agreement.”  This is a copy of the 5-Year 
Operational Agreement.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. 
2008 – $75,000
2009 – $75,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Community Development Block Grant.

Public impact – c. The Southeast Community Center is the focal point for services in the 
Southeast Neighborhood.

Personnel impact – d. None

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Without the continued $75,000 annual support, a significant challenge 
will exist for OIC to manage the facility.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff respectfully requests approval of the Policy 
Issue.  The Council Neighborhood Development Committee reviewed this Policy Issue at their 
September 12, 2007 meeting.  They recommend approval of this policy issue and to forward it to 
the whole Council for approval.  
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Attachment A

suPPleMental inforMation
extend se Community Center Contract
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Attachment B
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Yakima Convention Center
Development

Policy issue title:   Increase Management Fee – Budgeted

 

 Proposal – 1. This proposal requests an $80,000 overall increase to the management fee. This 
line item includes wages for the Convention Center staff from $407,400 to $482,400 and the 
management fee to the Visitors and Convention Bureau from $157,600 to $162,600. The increase 
will serve a number of purposes. 

Assist in covering the increased costs of medical insurance and L&I rates. ($2,000) ¾
Add 1800-2000 part time hours  ($22,000) ¾
Add one FTE to the maintenance side of the operation ($40,000) ¾
COLA for the existing staff ($11,000) ¾

Continued rising costs cannot be absorbed into this line item nor can the Center maintain 
the building and service the groups with the existing staff. The full time position will be a 
Supervisory position with emphasis on technical skills. The technical aspects of the building 
have increased substantially over the last five years and we can no longer rely on two 
technologically advanced staff members to oversee 550 event days. Yakima Convention Center 
exceeds the national average of event days for Centers this size by 41%. All this is accomplished 
with just 7% of the national average staff.  

Outlined below is the Yakima Convention Center compared to the National average for 
Convention Centers our size according to PriceWaterhouseCoopers.  

Staffing:

Yakima Convention Center  - 7 full-time employees and 5 FTE’s –  ¾ Total: 12
National averages for comparable size facilities - 50 full time and 68 FTE’s  ¾ – Total: 118 

Event Days:

Yakima Convention Center Event Days:  ¾

2006 – 537 • 
2007 Projected – 550     • 
2008 Projected – 560• 

2006 National average for a comparable size facility:  Event Days – 380 ¾
 
In addition, a survey was completed with facilities around the state to compare staffing to the 
size of the facility. 
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facility: squaRe footage fte PaRt tiMe

Meydenbauer   55,720    19 FT   25 part time
Lynnwood   34,385   12 FT    30 part time
Spokane  178,705  38 FT Use temp agency for all PT 
Tacoma  104,070 34 FT Use temp agency for all PT
Tri-Cities   47474 17 FT   38 part time
Wenatchee   30,594 7 FT    35 part time
Yakima 41,000 7 FT 10 part time

The expansion/renovation of the Convention Center is five years old. Maintenance and upkeep 
is on the rise. It is becoming more difficult to perform maintenance on the building in addition 
to hosting 550 event days. The customer service the Convention Center staff gives to its clients 
is well known throughout the state. This is why our customers keep coming back and new 
business is secured (through recommendations from clients that have experienced our service). 
Therefore, it behooves us to add hours and staff to secure future bookings and continued 
success.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. $80,000 – Fund #170 Operating Account (PFD transfer to assist in covering 
this cost).

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Convention Center Operating Account, Fund #170; Hotel/Motel 
tax and event revenue.

Public impact – c. Continue to provide exceptional service.

Personnel impact – d. Allow adequate staffing resources to maintain the Convention Center 
facility and provide a high level of service/support to clients and patrons.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable –f.  None. 

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff and the Public Facility District Board of 
Directors recommends approval of this policy issue
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Yakima Convention Center
Development

Policy issue title:   Increase Sports Commission support – Budgeted

 

 Proposal –1.  The Yakima Valley Visitors and Convention Bureau organized a Sports Commission 
whose mission has been:  To enhance and stimulate positive economic growth through sporting 
events by promoting and developing the Yakima Valley as a sports venue, with primary 
emphasis on overnight stays for those who play sports, watch sports or visit a sports attraction. 
The main mission is to generate economic impact through marketing, servicing and recruiting 
of sporting events.  The Bureau developed the business plan, which put in place the Sports 
Commission that has been a catalyst in attracting, promoting and maintaining sporting events, 
thus creating economic growth for the region through sporting tournaments now and many 
years into the future.  

This policy issue requests an increase of $1,500 (from $45,000 to $46,500) to the Sports 
Commission to offset fees to the WIAA (Washington Interscholastic Activities Association) for 
usage of the SunDome. These monies will be combined with $1,500 from the City of Union Gap 
and $5,000 from the Tourist Promotion Area for a total of $8,000 per year. The Tourist Promotion 
Area and the City of Union Gap have approved their participation as all agreed that this is a 
critical piece of business to keep in our community. The return on investment from the WIAA 
tournament is $3.7 million dollars per year or $18.5 million dollars of economic impact over the 
next five years. 

a. fiscal impact –2.  Additional $1,500.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Convention Center Operating Account, Fund #170; Hotel/Motel 
tax.

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Yakima Convention Center
Development

Policy issue title:   Branding the Yakima Valley – Budgeted

 

 Proposal – 1. This request is to undertake a comprehensive branding process for the region. 
Successful branding of a destination helps to elevate the community as a desirable destination 
in all visitor segments: leisure, convention/events, sports, and corporate and group tours. This 
in turn leads to greater visitor numbers and media recognition for the community thereby 
increasing the economic impact of tourism. Coordinated branding efforts strengthen all 
industry efforts to project the region as an attractive place to visit, live, work and invest. It will 
also differentiate us from competing destinations. 

A brand advisory committee of professionals and civic leaders will guide what is normally 
a six-month process. A request for proposals for a specialist in destination branding will be 
conducted. Typically the firm selected uses an approach that encourages community leaders, 
major stakeholders and partner buy-in throughout the process. In the initial stages, a series of 
workshops and interviews will be conducted throughout the city and county to harness the 
insights and opinions of local residents, stakeholders, and industry partners regarding the 
destination.  The firm conducts on-line and written surveys within the county to ensure that we 
provide opportunities for people unable to meet with the consultants in person.  In addition, 
the firm surveys “buyers” of the product like meeting planners, past visitors and tour operators 
to gauge their perceptions of the destination. This process helps to create the message and 
perception areas that need to be addressed.

A particularly valuable part of the process is the exhaustive consumer and market research that 
pin-points desirable markets and motivating factors that would influence visitor segments to 
come to Yakima.

From this research and community process the company: 

Develops brand strategies ¾
Develops graphic looks to interpret the brand  ¾
Tests the brand strategy options with marketing professionals and potential visitors ¾
Gets final approval from the brand advisory committee. ¾

The final product is a full set of brand guidelines, design standards, consultation on 
implementing the brand strategies, and extensive research to generate a successful community-
wide launch.

a. fiscal impact –2.  $60,000. 
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Proposed funding Sourceb.  –  Convention Center Operating Account - $30,000, Fund #170;
 Tourist Promotion Area - $30,000, Fund # 173

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – b. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – c. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – d. None.

viable Alternatives –e.  None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Yakima Convention Center
Development

Policy issue title:   Market and Economic Feasibility Study for Convention Center 
Expansion – Budgeted

 

 Proposal –1.  This proposal is to undertake a comprehensive Market and Economic Feasibility 
Study regarding the expansion plans for the Yakima Convention Center. Initial plans have been 
developed along with estimated costs; the next step is to evaluate the current market for the 
proposed project. The purpose of this study is to review historical performance, evaluate the 
competitive position of the Yakima Convention Center, make recommendations concerning 
the expansion, and estimate future performance. The Convention business has changed 
dramatically over the past years due to the Public Facility District legislation passed in 2001. 
Therefore, it behooves us to take this step to insure the future success of the facility. 

a. fiscal impact –2.  $26,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Convention Center Capital Fund (Public Facilities District, Fund 
172, transfer to assist funding.)

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff and the Public Facility District Board of 
Directors recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Yakima Valley Visitor’s and  
 Development  Convention Bureau

Policy issue title:   Tourism Promotion Area (TPA) – Budgeted

 

 Proposal 1. – The Tourism Promotion Area (TPA) Ordinance was established on April 13, 2004 
after a majority of the affected lodging properties agreed by petition to a self-assessment charge 
per occupied lodging room. It is much like a Business Improvement District. Participating 
communities/areas include Yakima, Selah, Union Gap and the unincorporated areas of Yakima 
County. The City of Yakima holds an inter-local agreement with the other communities and 
county to administer the revenue, which is collected by the Washington Department of Revenue.

The Yakima Valley Visitors and Convention Bureau (YVVCB) was appointed to manage the 
TPA budget and program of work.  Revenue paid to the City of Yakima by the Washington 
Department of Revenue is disbursed in its entirety to the YVVCB for TPA marketing activities, 
developed and approved by the Yakima Hotel and Motel Commission (TPA Board), aimed at 
increasing overnight stays in commercial lodging establishments located within the TPA.  The 
projected revenue and expenses for 2008 are $370,000. 

These marketing activities will include advertising campaign management, sales and 
promotion for the convention, sports, group tour and leisure markets, as well as funding a 
portion of the Community Branding Initiative (see additional Policy Issue regarding Branding 
in the Convention Center Budget). Outlined below is a summary of the TPA Board approved 
expenditures, including spending down the YVVCB reserves in the amount of $56,500 to fund 
the Branding the Yakima Valley, Wine Country P.R. Campaign, and a portion of the Marketing 
and Publicity projects.  

Branding the Yakima Valley    $30,000
Trade Shows    11,800
Marketing & Publicity   76,669
Advertising & Distribution   10,500
Administrative    29,000
WIAA/Sun Dome Offset Fee    5,000
Payroll Expenses   253,531*
Wine Country P.R. Campaign 10,000

Total $426,500

* Includes restructuring the current payroll to develop a new a State Fair Park/SunDome 
direct sales position. Employed by the Yakima Valley Visitors and Convention Bureau, this 
position will work with State Fair Park/SunDome employees to increase overnight visitors 
to the Yakima Valley by booking the SunDome for large events and conventions.
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a.  fiscal impact – $370,000
Fund # 173 Tourist Promotion Area  

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Revenue from Tourism Promotion Area collections

Public impact c. – None.

Personnel impact d. – None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies e. – None.

Legal constraints, if applicable f. – None.

viable Alternatives g. – None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation 3. – Staff and the Yakima Hotel and Motel 
Commission (TPA Board) recommends approval of this policy issue. 
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Capitol Theatre
Development

Policy issue title:   Management Fee – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. The Capitol Theatre facility is owned by the City of Yakima.  For the past 29 years, the 
facility has been managed by the Capitol Theatre Committee (CTC), a separate non-profit corporation 
administered by a professional staff under the stewardship of a community based volunteer board 
of directors.  The City and CTC have a management agreement that is renewed every five years.  
Under the terms of the agreement, the CTC is responsible for, “the enhancement of the economic and 
cultural climate of the City and its environs.  This includes the promotion, operation and/or use of 
such facility for assembly purposes”.  The CTC has taken these covenants and expanded them into 
three core values that guide the organization:  Maintain the facility on behalf of its owner, the City of 
Yakima; facilitate access to the facility for both clients and consumers; and present performing arts 
events that would not otherwise be available to our community.  

This partnership has built and sustained a foundation of quality-of-life and economic vitality by 
drawing 100,000 visitations annually to the downtown core for nearly three decades.   During 
this time, the CTC has been able to grow the organization to meet the ever evolving demands of 
the business that is the performing arts.   It has done so through a community based investment 
formula that has fostered growth within the realistic boundaries of available resources.  We 
have been careful not to overly rely on any one revenue stream.  At the same time, each resource 
is critical to the financial solvency of the organizations.  For example, the CTC generates 16% of 
its revenue through community contributions and support, and 75% through ticket sales, rental 
fees and other earned sources.  The remaining 9% is received as a City management fee.  With a 
breakeven budget of approximately $2.2 million, any small change in the makeup of our support 
matrix dramatically affects the CTC’s financial stability.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. $22,000 increase in the management fee (from $175,000 to $197,000).  This 
represents 9% of the CTC’s 2008 operating budget.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Hotel/Motel Room Tax and the Capitol Theatre’s dedicated 
revenues from the Cable TV Franchise Fee.

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. The requested increase is within the parameters of the 
revenue streams for both Hotel/Motel Tax and the dedicated portion of the Cable TV Franchise Fee.
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suPPleMental inforMation
Management Fee

 

The CTC has historically prided itself on self-sufficiency with minimal reliance on public sector 
support.  The following graph demonstrates that between 1995 and today, the City sponsored 
management fee to CTC has fallen from 10.2% of budget to a low of 3.5% in 2004 and 2005.  Even 
with a $22,000 increase in 2008, the management fee increases to only 9% of CTC’s operating budget.

History of City Sponsored Support
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Capitol Theatre
Development

Policy issue title:   Phase 2 Capitol Theatre Expansion – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. The Capitol Theatre is one of Yakima’s proudest accomplishments. Built in 1920, the 
theatre has served as a cultural icon, entertaining hundreds of thousands of patrons with a 
diversity of programming ranging from touring Broadway musicals to community-based events 
including our own Yakima Symphony Orchestra and Yakima Town Hall Series. 

As beautiful and historic as the Capitol Theatre is, each passing year shows the current 
infrastructure to be less than adequate for today’s performances. The electronic requirements for 
computerized lighting, staging and sound; the need for prop and equipment storage; even the 
parking facilities for production trucks, is insufficient to host most of the larger performances 
that are affordable but cannot fit in the facility. 

We recognize that the theatre is a significant community asset and a broader social 
responsibility has always been the heart and soul of the Capitol Theatre.  With the closing of 
the Yakima Mall in 2002, Yakima experienced a tremendous exodus, as business after business 
fled the downtown area in search of greener pastures.  In response, the Capitol Theatre Board 
of Trustees (CTC) began to move forward in addressing both the facility’s infrastructure 
shortcomings as well as how the theatre’s presence might be used as an asset to downtown 
rejuvenation. With a $500,000 grant from local benefactor Helen Jewett, the highly regarded 
Traho Design firm was engaged and the vision for a Capitol Theatre Campus was created.  This 
plan is grounded in the value that carefully designed, purposeful improvements to the Capitol 
Theatre’s ability to increase activities will significantly contribute to growth in the downtown.

The Capitol Theatre Campus is divided into three separate and stand-alone phases:

 Phase 1 has already been completed, at a cost of $1,213,750.  Of this amount, $500,000 was 1. 
spent for planning and fund raising, and $713,750 for the purchase of the parking lot 
behind the Theatre where the Production facility is to be built, and the Wilson Building 
on the corner of 3rd Street and Yakima, where the Pavilion is to be built.  All of this 
money for Phase 1 was provided through the fundraising efforts of the CTC.

 Phase 2 – $9,500,000 for two support facilities.  First is the Production Center 2. (attached to the 
back of the Capitol Theatre facility) that will include a 200 to 400 seat flexible “Black Box” theatre.  
Second is a two story annex on the corner of Yakima Avenue and 3rd Street.  With the working 
title of “Pavilion,” this structure is designed to serve as a beacon to the center of downtown 
providing both public and private meeting and gathering spaces including a CT lobby annex, 
food and beverage service, box office, and jazz club, with administrative offices on the second 
floor.  It will be designed to represent what is authentic to our Valley, complimenting both the 
Capitol Theatre and the architectural environment that makes up our downtown core.  



36 – Community and Economic Development • 2008 Policy Issues

Included in phase two is $550,000 to move the utilities in back of the Theatre to 
accommodate the Production Center.

 Phase 3 – The projected cost is $5,000,000 for a pedestrian plaza and lobby extension by closing 3. 
traffic on 3rd Street between Yakima and Chestnut Avenues.  The concept of the plaza is an 
integral component to defining a destination point draw that will enhance the community 
that is becoming Yakima’s downtown core.  This is still very much in the conceptual stage and 
more work needs to be done.  We do know that a defined city center, one that offers open space 
for gatherings and activities featuring spaces for performance along with food and beverage 
services, will attract and sustain the visitor — a key element in enabling a viable and exciting 
future for Yakima.  Attached is a supplement to this policy issue that offers a concept designed 
by the Berger Partnership in Seattle (which was paid for by the CTC.)  

To date, the Capitol Theatre has secured nearly $9 million dollars through a combination 
of local fundraising and changes in State legislation that increases the authority of the 
Public Facilities District to collect additional state sales tax credit revenue.  

Phase 1 ($1,213,750) is completed, funded entirely with private donations secured by the CTC.  

Phase 2 is 86% funded through a combination of PFD revenues and bonding ($7.4 million) 
and private contributions ($.7 million) with the remaining $1.4 million committed to be 
raised by the CTC (through a combination of grants, interest earnings on the bond issue, private 
fundraising and soliciting the State of Washington.)

a.  fiscal impact 2. – $1.1 million in 2008; approximately $8.4 million in 2009.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – For 2008, $416,000 through PFD tax collections, $500,000 through 
an Interfund loan from the Capitol Theatre Depreciation Reserve (to be repaid in 2009 upon the 
issuance of general obligation bonds), and private donations of up to $250,000 to provide the 
balance necessary to complete the first part of Phase 2, which will include moving the utilities 
behind the Theatre and Architectural/Engineering services.  Actual construction of the new 
facilities would be scheduled to begin in early 2009.  This construction will be funded by a $7 
million general obligation bond, with a combination of grants and private fundraising efforts 
by the Capitol Theatre Committee to provide the remaining $1.4 million necessary.   

Public impact c. – None.

Personnel impact d. – None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies e. – None.

Legal constraints, if applicable f. – None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – h. The CTC has embarked on a bold and 
historic course to secure the future of the Capitol Theatre by contributing to the quality-
of-life for Yakima’s downtown core.  Their efforts to date have raised over $8.8 million, 
along with a commitment to secure the remaining $1.4 million to complete Phase 2.  Staff 
recommendation is to approve the policy issue then begin a dialogue to explore and secure 
the necessary resources that will launch and complete Phase 3.
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Policy Issues 2005  --   
4   --  11/1/07 -- 2:05 PM 

POLICY ISSUE TITLE: Phase 2 Capitol Theatre Campus Expansion  --  Budgeted 
  

SUPPLEMENT 
Phase 2 Campus Budget Pro Forma 

 

Phase 1 – Planning/Fundraising/Land   Prior       Total  

Planning & Fundraising 500,000          

Parking Lot behind CT  288,750       

Wilson Bldg (3
rd

 St & Yakima)  425,000         

 CTC Commitment  1,213,750       

 Phase 1 Revenues  1,213,750         1,213,750 

       

 Phase 2 - Production & Pavilion   2007 2008 2009 Total 

      

Utilities relocation    550,000  550,000 

Design (architects, engineers, etc.)     540,000  10,000      550,000  

      1,100,000 

 Construction:       

    Production Center           4,100,000    4,100,000  

    Pavilion         4,300,000    4,300,000  

          

 Construction            -         1,090,000    8,410,000    8,400,000  

 Phase 2 Expenses        1,090,000    8,410,000  9,500,000  

        

 Raised    35,000  250,000       415,000    700,000  

 To be Raised          1,384,000    1,384,000  

 CTC Commitment      35,000     250,000      1,799,000    2,084,000  

 Tax Collections     416,000        416,000  

 Bond           7,000,000  7,000,000  

 Public Facilities District            -                -    416,000    7,000,000    7,416,000  

 Inter-fund Loan     500,000     (500,000)                -    

 Phase 2  Revenues  713,750     35,000  1,166,000    8,299,000  9,500,000  

 
Phase 3 - Plaza     2009 2010 Total 

 Design (architects, engineers, etc.)    200,000        100,000       300,000  

 Foyer        1,000,000    1,000,000  

 Landscaping        3,700,000    3,700,000  

 Phase 3 - Expenses        
      

200,000  
    

4,800,000  
   

5,000,000  

       

      High   Low  

 New Market Tax Credits  
    

3,000,000  
   

2,000,000  

 Bonding funded by a 1% increase in the Cable TV Franchise Fee  
    

2,000,000  
   

2,000,000  

 Bonding funded by a 1% increase in the Cable TV Franchise Fee  
    

2,000,000  
   

2,000,000  

 CTC Fund Raising  
    

1,500,000  
   

1,000,000  

 State Capitol Budget  
    

1,000,000  
      

250,000  

 State Building for the Arts  
       

500,000  
      

250,000  

 Increase in PFD credit to .33%  
    

2,500,000  
   

2,000,000  

 Phase 3 - Revenue Options   
  

12,500,000  
   

9,500,000  

Lobby 

Box Office 

Café 

99 Seat Club 

 

 Capitol 

Theatre  

Pavilion 
& 

Offices 
The Capitol Theatre Campus 

Expand Participation & SupportExpand Participation & Support   

• Build a Foundation for Economic Growth 

• Use the Arts as a tool for Community Service 

• Create a Center of Experiences 

• Draw People to the Core of Downtown 

Production 

Center 

Production Center 

2 10,000 sq ft, beam 
free, 25 ft high 

2 Dressing Rooms 

2 Five new openings to 
the back of the theatre 

2 Four truck loading bay 
with additional parking 
for 2 show buses 

2 Ground level access 
from the truck to the 
stage. 

2 Ability to change out 
sets during per-
formance increasing 
production quality 

2 Space for small 
intimate performances 
when not being used 
to support larger 
productions 

 

suPPleMental inforMation
Phase 2 Capitol theatre expansion
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POLICY ISSUE TITLE: Phase 2 Capitol Theatre Campus Expansion  --  Budgeted 
  

SUPPLEMENT 
Phase 2 Campus Budget Pro Forma 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Phase 3 - Plaza 2009 2010 Total
 Design (architects, engineers, etc.) 200,000       100,000      300,000 
 Foyer    1,000,000   1,000,000 
 Landscaping   3,700,000   3,700,000 

 Phase 3 - Expenses 200,000 4,800,000 5,000,000

 High  Low 

 New Market Tax Credits 3,000,000 2,000,000

 Bonding funded by a 1% increase in the Cable TV Franchise Fee 2,000,000 2,000,000

 Bonding funded by a 1% increase in the Cable TV Franchise Fee 2,000,000 2,000,000

 CTC Fund Raising 1,500,000 1,000,000

 State Capitol Budget 1,000,000 250,000

 State Building for the Arts 500,000 250,000

 Increase in PFD credit to .33% 2,500,000 2,000,000

 Phase 3 - Revenue Options 12,500,000 9,500,000

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy Issues 2005  --   
4   --  10/22/2007 -- 1:30 PM 

POLICY ISSUE TITLE: Phase 2 Capitol Theatre Campus Expansion  
  

SUPPLEMENT 
Phase 3 Campus Budget Pro Forma 

 

FFeessttiivvaall SSttaaggee

3rd Street Plaza 
Between Yakima and Chestnut Avenues 

Policy Issues 2005  --   
6   --  10/22/2007 -- 1:31 PM 

Federal
Courthouse

Winter  
Glassed Foyer 

Summer 
Open Veranda 

Pavilion 
13,500sq ft 

Lobby, Box Office, Café,
Cabaret & 2d floor offices 

Olive Millennium 
Garden Plaza

suPPleMental inforMation
Phase 3 Capitol theatre expansion
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Engineering
Development

Policy issue title:   Issue of $2.05 million of Councilmanic Bonds     
for street projects – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. The Department of Community & Economic Development proposes the issue of a 
councilmanic bond for $2,050,000 to fund the design and construction of three critical street 
projects:

Asphalt pavement improvement (grind and overlay) on Third Avenue from Mead • 
Avenue to Chestnut Avenue.  This stretch of roadway has the lowest pavement condition 
index of any roadway in the City.  The budgeted cost for this project is $1,400,000.  

Install pedestrian crossing signals at the most warranted locations within the City.  The • 
budgeted cost for this work is $300,000.  

Install a traffic signal at the intersection of 66thAvenue and Summitview due to the • 
increasing number of accidents.  The budgeted cost for this project is $350,000.   

All three projects are budgeted in Fund #142 Arterial Streets.

a. fiscal impact – 2. $2,050,000 Councilmanic Bond.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Councilmanic bond to be serviced equally by REET 1 (Fund 
#342 Public Works Trust Construction) and REET 2 (Fund #343 Capital Fund) for 10 years.  
The first year, 2008, would be interest only budgeted at $50,000, or $25,000 from each fund.  
Principal and interest for future years is estimated at $250,000 a year or $125,000 from each 
fund.

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Not taking action will only allow the conditions to deteriorate further.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Engineering
Development

Policy issue title:   Nob Hill Overpass Repair – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This proposal is to design and make the necessary repairs to the Nob Hill Overpass 
noted in the latest HDR Bridge Inspection Report.  In 2004, the City contracted with HDR 
Engineering to inspect the condition of the Nob Hill Overpass.  The report stated that the 
overpass was in good shape, but the recommended repairs were never made.  The City recently 
contracted with HDR to update the condition of the overpass.  Their report stated that the 
“cracking in the abutments and bent caps has increased and that water is still leaking through 
the overpass deck joints, causing additional cracking as the rebar rusts and expands inside the 
concrete.  The overpass is not in danger of collapsing, however, there are serious deficiencies 
that HDR recommends the City correct before they deteriorate further.”  The estimate to make 
the necessary repairs is around $1,000,000.  It is our intent to apply and receive either a grant or 
Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) loan to cover half of the expenses.

a. fiscal impact – 2. $1,000,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – REET 2 Capital Fund 343:  $500,000, and a grant or PWTF loan 
for $500,000.

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Community & Economic diVision:  Stormwater
Development

Policy issue title:   Implement Stormwater Operating and Capital Improvement 
Program/User Fees – Budgeted

 

Background – Because of pending regulations for stormwater management/treatment, the City 
passed an ordinance in 2004 that established a new stormwater utility, including a rate structure 
to support an operational and capital program that would comply with applicable regulations.  
Subsequent to that action, there was discussion with neighboring jurisdictions to make the 
stormwater program regional, therefore the billing of a new utility by the City was deferred.  
Between 2005 and 2008, the Wastewater and Street Divisions performed functions to keep the City 
in compliance with regulations, with the understanding that these costs would be reimbursed once 
the new utility was activated.

In February 2007, the City received its stormwater National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit.  This started the clock on what is known as the 6+2 requirements.  In July 2007, 
a regional stormwater entity was formalized through an Interlocal Agreement (ILA) between the 
cities of Yakima, Sunnyside, Union Gap and Yakima County that had established a working group 
called the Regional Stormwater Policy Group (RSPG).  Yakima County was identified as the Lead 
Agency of this regional Group.   The regional stormwater entity is a creation of the RSPG and is 
formalized through the ILA.  While the individual agencies remain responsible for their publicly-
owned stormwater infrastructure, the County will take on several tasks such as public education, 
permit reporting, and administration that create an economy of scale for the partners. Each 
member is to reimburse the County for this Regional effort.  Allocations were established based 
upon consideration of factors including population, size of area, amount of existing infrastructure, 
and miles of roadway, all within the combined Urban Growth Areas.  The City’s allocation of the 
Regional effort is 70%, to be paid to the County each year. 

With these decisions made at a regional level, the 2008 budget was developed with the following 
objectives:

• Meet the permit requirement minimums by providing staffing and equipment; 
• Meet our obligation to the County (as described above);
• Begin a modest capital program (flood control); and
• Reimburse Wastewater and Streets for prior year program costs

The rate per ERU to accomplish these objectives was $28, and this was the rate used as to develop 
the revenue estimate in the Preliminary 2008 Budget.

Proposal 1. – Concurrent with the budget development process, the Council representatives to 
the RSPG were meeting and discussing options for the rate structure for the new utility.  This 
proposal is the result of those deliberations, and includes three different stormwater rates for 
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funding the Stormwater Utility in 2008. Option A is for 2008 only and leaves the rate at $18 per 
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU), as it is in the existing ordinance. Option B proposes a flat rate 
of $35 per ERU that will be in effect for 2008, 2009 and 2010. Option C establishes a graduated 
rate schedule of $22 per ERU for 2008 and $37 for 2009 and thereafter. 

a. fiscal impact2. 

Option A - Leave the user fee at $18 as per the existing ordinance enacted in 2004.  Even 
though this option does not require Council to amend the ordinance for a rate adjustment, 
there are other amendments proposed to make billing and collection more efficient.  Option 
A allows the City to meet “minimum” requirements towards the permits for 2008 and apply 
$20,000 towards a Capital program. There would be no reimbursement to Wastewater and 
Streets under this scenario and future rate increases may have to be accelerated to meet 
permit requirements. Revenue and expenses for 2008 would be $864,000.

Option B – Flat Rate Proposal – Repeal the $18/ERU rate and establish a three-year flat rate 
of $35/ERU for 2008, 2009 and 2010. 

This rate would sufficiently fund the mandated regulatory requirements of the 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) and NPDES laws over the next three year permit 
horizon. As proposed, repayment of the prior subsidies from Wastewater and Streets would 
be delayed until 2009, and would then continue for the next several years.  Significant dollars 
would be generated to establish a robust Stormwater Capital Program of $200,000, $350,000, 
$600,000 in years 2008, 2009 and 2010 respectively. Council will need to amend the ordinance 
for this as well as other amendments to make billing and collection more efficient. Revenue 
for 2008 would be $1,680,000 while expenses would be $1,045,000.

Option C – Graduated Rate Proposal. 
Repeal the $18/ERU rate and establish a rate schedule providing for a 2008 rate of $22/
ERU and increasing the annual rate to $37 effective January 1, 2009. Similar to Option B 
this proposal would sufficiently fund the mandated regulatory requirements of the UIC 
and NPDES laws over the next three year permit horizon.  As proposed, repayment of the 
prior subsidies from Wastewater and Streets would be delayed until 2009, and would then 
continue for the next several years.  Significant dollars would be generated to establish a 
robust Stormwater Capital Program, though less than what is projected under Option B. 
Council will need to amend the ordinance for this as well as other amendments to make 
billing and collection more efficient. Revenue for 2008 would be $1,056,000 while expenses 
would be $1,045,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Revenue will be from stormwater fees paid by property owners 
for parcels within the city limits of Yakima.  

Public impact – c. Approval of any of the options will result in the property owners for 
parcels in the city limits of Yakima being assessed a stormwater fee. Future rates may 
increase as necessary to meet permit requirements. A Stormwater Management Program 
study completed by OTAK and Value Engineering study of the OTAK report outlined a rate 
structure for a five-year period beginning in 2005. The rate suggested in the VE study for 
2005 was $18/ERU and this is the rate currently in the ordinance. Any change to the rate will 
require a Council vote.
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Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. An amendment to Chapter 7.80 (Storm 
Drainage and Surface Water Management Utility) of the City Codes will be required.Legal 
constraints, if applicable –  None.

viable Alternativesf.  – Options A, B and C are all viable alternatives. They differ in the size 
of Capital program, rate structure and time frame, and the amount placed in reserves that 
could be used for capital projects or emergencies.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation1.  – The implementation of this program and the 
attending rates are a Council public policy issue. A public hearing concerning the three rate 
proposals will be held during the November 6, 2007 City Council meeting.
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2008 Policy Issues • Police – 1 

2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Police diVision:  Administration

Policy issue title:   Add one Deputy Police Chief Position – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. The Police Department is proposing to add an additional FTE Deputy Chief position 
to assist with the oversight and day to day operations of the police department.  The growth of 
the Yakima Police Department requires the addition of a Deputy Chief to assist the Police Chief 
in the following areas:

 Functioning as second in command of the police department and commanding   ¾
officer in the absence of the Chief; 

 Assuming responsibility for all line functions of the police department, including patrol  ¾
division, criminal investigations and jail operations; 

 Assisting in the development, administration and monitoring of annual and long-range  ¾
department goals  –  developing and supporting programs that are consistent with the 
goals and objectives of the Yakima Police Department and its strategic plan;

 Providing control and standardization of all the operational procedures, including  ¾
manpower allocation, scheduling, staffing, organization, methods of patrol, patrol 
coverage, and special patrol coverage; 

 Assisting in the planning, development and implementation of policies and procedures  ¾
that ensure efficient delivery of police services to the community; 

 Preparing, coordinating and activating operational plans and orders, reviewing plan  ¾
orders from subordinates and recommending priorities for allocating critical resources of 
the department; 

 Providing input to the Chief in evaluating the performance of tasks related to fiscal  ¾
management, property, personnel and records management; 

 Planning, coordinating and providing budget preparation information for all operations  ¾
of the department; and 

 Processing internal/citizen complaints of officers under his/her direction and making  ¾
recommendations for appropriate action and disposition.

The Deputy Chief position will relieve the Chief of Police to focus on department leadership and 
community relations.
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a. fiscal impact – 2. 2008  Budget, (assuming filling the position for one-half year to start July 1)

Salary and Benefits $65,000
Equipment/Supplies $10,000
Total 2008 Budget $75,000

Annualized Salary and Benefits:   $120,000

This position is proposed to be slotted at the pay range one below Department Directors and 
one above the Police Captains.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – General Fund.

Public impact – c. The Chief of Police will be better able to effectively lead the Department 
and meet the demands of the public.

Personnel impact – d. Provides for more effective leadership of the Department.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. Development of a new job description.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternativesg.  – None.  Continuing with the current command structure will require 
the Chief to redirect attention from administrative duties to personnel matters.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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suPPleMental inforMation
DRaFt Job Description –Deputy Police Chief

 

The Deputy Chief performs at a highly skilled professional level and is considered an upper level/
command position.  In this role the Deputy Chief performs such tasks of an administrative or 
investigative nature as directed by the Chief of Police. The Deputy Chief will be held accountable 
for the accomplishments of the Yakima Police Department Mission.  This position has significant 
managerial authority and responsibility to assist in the determination of the organizational 
response of a variety of law enforcement needs and make modifications as conditions dictate.

ESSENtiAL DutiES AND RESPoNSiBiLitiES:
The Deputy Chief shall have command and management responsibility, under the general direction 
and supervision of the Police Chief.  Any one position may not include all the duties listed, nor do 
the examples listed in their relative order of importance include all the duties that may be found in 
positions of the like.  Other duties may be required and assigned.

Functions as second in command of the police department and is the commanding officer in 1. 
the absence of the Chief
 Is responsible for all line function of the police department; including patrol division, 2. 
criminal investigations, and jail operations
 Assists in the development, administration and monitoring of the annual and long-range 3. 
departmental goals.  Develops and supports programs that are consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the Yakima Police Department, and its strategic plan, and in accordance with 
Yakima City Council’s Strategic Direction Priorities for the City.
 Provides control and standardization of all the operational procedures; including manpower 4. 
allocation, scheduling, staffing, organization, methods of patrol, patrol coverage, and special 
patrol coverage.
 Assists in the negotiation and administration of the YPPA and AFSCME labor contracts for 5. 
the Department, in accordance with guidelines set by the City Manager and pursuant to 
provisions of State Law – RCW 41.56
 Assists in the planning, development, and implementation of policies and procedures that 6. 
ensure efficient delivery of police services to the community.
 Prepares, coordinates, and activates operational plans and orders, reviews plan orders from 7. 
subordinates and recommends priorities for allocating critical resources of the department.
 Provides input to the Chief in evaluating the performance of tasks related to fiscal 8. 
management, property, personnel, and records management.
 Assists in planning, coordinating, developing, reporting, analyzing and monitoring of the 9. 
annual budget for the department.
 Responsible for processing of internal/citizen complaints of officers under his/her direction 10. 
and makes recommendations for appropriate action and disposition.
 Provides personnel recommendations relative to hiring, promotion, transfer, discipline, 11. 
commendations, and discharge, to the Chief of Police and the City Manager.
 Supervises and evaluates commanders and captains, and conveys instructions and 12. 
information from the Chief.
 Reviews and approves assignments of personnel by lieutenants/sergeants and orders 13. 
changes in assignments as necessary.  He/She is authorized to transfer officers temporarily 
from one shift to another to assure a distribution of the workforce in proportion to the work 
load on each shift and in compliance with the collective bargaining agreement.
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 Observes procedures affecting the operation of the department and recommends changes 14. 
designed to increase its effectiveness.
 Makes tours of inspection of on-duty officers at unusual hours to assure duties are property 15. 
being performed.
 Participates as needed or requested at civic-related meetings, citizen inquiries, speeches and 16. 
interview; coordinates ride alongs and other public relations duties as assigned by the Chief.
 Represents the department at City Council and/or committee meetings as needed to 17. 
explain/justify requests and provide information on other topics or situations related to the 
police department.
 Identifies and addressed critical situations/circumstances that may require law enforcement 18. 
intervention.  Respond as needed to critical incidents/accidents so as to assume operations 
command and/or control.  This includes responsibilities as required within the City of 
Yakima Emergency Operations Plan.
 Contributes to a cooperative working effort by demonstrating a willingness to perform other 19. 
job-related work, as needed or requested.  The interdependency of operations is recognized 
and the abilities and skills exist to do other work as needed or requested.  Assistance is given 
to others and special projects completed as scheduled or requested.
  Acts as a member of the City’s Emergency Operations Team and is responsible for 20. 
emergency management tasks as assigned.
 Assists in the administration of discipline and grievance processes within the Police 21. 
Department pursuant to the provisions of the City’s collective bargaining agreements and 
Civil Service rules and regulations.
Performs other duties as needed or assigned.22. 

MiNiMuM tRAiNiNG AND EXPERiENcE REquiRED       
to PERfoRM ESSENtiAL JoB fuNctioNS:

1 Four (4) year Bachelor’s Degree in Police Administration and/or a Criminal Justice 1. 
related field from an accredited college or university; or experience and training equal to 
a combination of 10 years supervisory and management service with training from the 
FBI National Academy, FBI Law Enforcement Executive College, Southern Police Institute 
Graduate, National Corrections Institute or Washington State Command College.  Masters 
degree desirable.

 Certified by the Washington State Criminal Justice Training Commission, or capable of being 2. 
certified within one year of appointment.
 Knowledge of the techniques, objectives, and technology of modern police procedures and 3. 
practices.
Knowledge of ordinances, statutes, and laws and their interpretation.4. 
Knowledge of police powers.5. 
Ability to effectively plan and supervise officers and police department administration.6. 
 Ability to direct the work of various operational units to provide effective leadership 7. 
including; teamwork directing, planning and assigning.
 Ability to prepare requested reports and records necessary for the effective and efficient 8. 
operation of the Yakima Police Department.
Ability to express ideas clearly and concisely both orally and in writing.9. 
Computer skills as necessary for the position.10. 
Working knowledge of jail operations.11. 
 Appointee is subject to the Police Administrations random drug testing policy for Police 12. 
command staff.
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2008 Policy Issues • Fire – 1 

2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Fire diVision:  Operations

Policy issue title:  Purchase of New Ladder Truck – Budgeted

 

 Proposal – 1. The Fire Department needs to replace the ladder truck currently assigned to 
Fire Station #91, which has reached the end of its useful service life and will be sold.  The 
recommended National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standard is ten years.  This 
apparatus has exhausted its useful life having been in service for 12 years.  It is currently out of 
service approximately 30% of the time due to various mechanical breakdowns.

The new apparatus will provide for efficient and dependable fire operations and will also have 
an additional complement of equipment.  The new vehicle will be a dependable DOT, NFPA and 
WAC compliant firefighting vehicle.

This apparatus replacement is identified in the Apparatus Replacement Schedule and consistent 
with current and future needs.

a. fiscal impact – 2. $1,000,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Fire Capital Funds ($250,000)/Line of Credit ($750,000).

Beginning in 2007, a portion of the first quarter percent Real Estate Excise Tax (REET 1) is 
being allocated for Fire Capital needs. This fire truck purchase will require $250,000/year for 
the next four years to provide a down payment in 2008 and repay the line of credit 2009-2011.

Public impact – c. This will provide the citizens of Yakima with a dependable and suitable 
vehicle to help protect them from all types of fire and rescue emergencies.

Personnel impact – d. This provides our emergency response personnel with a dependable 
and functionally appropriate firefighting vehicle for utilization in the all risk emergency 
environment.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Continue with current fleet and anticipate more frequent and costly 
mechanical repairs and less dependability.  A dependable ladder truck is critical to our 
mission.  Not having one will most certainly degrade the city’s WSRB rating, resulting in 
increased insurance premiums.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Fire diVision:  Support Services

Policy issue title: Sale of Race Street Fire Station – Unbudgeted  

 

Proposal – 1. Sale of Race Street Fire Station located at 1216 E. Race St. and accompanying property 
at 1304 E. Race St.  Funds would facilitate the purchase of a vehicle for the Assistant Fire 
Marshal and cover the cost of replacing the Battalion Chief vehicle that was destroyed by fire.

a. fiscal impact – 2. Revenue: $150,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – N/A

Public impact – c. Supply needed revenue for Fire Capital without impact to taxpayers.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. An appraisal has been obtained.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – S3. taff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Fire diVision:  Public Safety Communications

Policy issue title:   Add 1 FTE Public Safety Dispatch Position (9 months) – 
Budgeted

 

 Proposal – 1. From the inception of the consolidated communications center in 1997 through 2006 we 
have had a 28.5% increase in incidents dispatched, from 76,083 to 106,395 annually, while having only 
increased our dispatch staff by one position, or 8.5%.  We have been able to handle the additional 
workload through creative scheduling and the introduction of new technology, but we have reached 
a critical point where we cannot absorb any more without degrading the level of service, which can 
equate to a reduction in the management of officer and public safety.  National Standards indicate 
that it takes 5.5 personnel to fill a single 24 hour/ 7 day week position.  In our operation we actually 
need three of these manned positions to cover the workload, or 16.5 personnel.  Currently we are 
operating with only 14 Public Safety Dispatchers.  We do so by excessive overtime and just doing 
without at times when we need to have that third person on duty. 

Our proposal is that we continue to address this shortage by adding an additional Public Safety 
Dispatcher in 2008.  This action will not make us fully functional, but having an additional staff 
member will help relieve some of the overtime demands on current staff. To help control the 
2008 budget impact, we are proposing the position be filled effective April 1, 2008, thus reducing 
the impact for this first year to 75% of the full time costs.

a. fiscal impact – 2. Annually –$56,500. 

Salary and benefits (9 months) $45,000

Equipment and supplies      5,000

2008 Budget impact   $50,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – 0.3% Criminal Justice Sales Tax allocated to the Public Safety 
Communications Fund.

Public impact – c. Less direct impact to the public other than increased diligence in dispatch 
operations.

Personnel impact – d. Increase by one position.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. The Communications Center has worked hard 
at containing costs but it has come to a point that the increasing workload can no longer be 
absorbed without severely affecting the dispatch operation.  We respectfully recommend the 
addition of one Public Safety Dispatcher position in the 2008 budget, to begin on April 1, 2008.
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2008 Policy Issues • Public Works – 1 

2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Transit

Policy issue title:   Purchase of 3 Heavy Duty, Low Floor Transit Buses – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. Purchasing 3 heavy-duty low floor replacement buses. These will be replacing our 
1991 coaches that have passed their useful life of 12 years in transit service by 6 years.  Transit 
originally planned to replace four buses; but because of increased costs for environmental issues 
such as exhaust and engine redesigns, we can only replace three buses at the revised price.  
Should Capital Reserves funds in the near future support a fourth bus, transit would then like to 
acquire an additional unit to complete the changeover to a newer fleet of vehicles.  

a. fiscal impact – 2. Approximately $1,330,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Transit Capital Reserve Fund.

Public impact – c. Enhance the level of comfort, safety and reliability.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Keep the current vehicles that are difficult to maintain. These buses 
do not have the capability of housing the new technologies and will become increasingly 
unreliable and costly to keep operating as high mileage accumulates.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.  
These buses will be running at least through 2021.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Transit

Policy issue title:  Add one half-time DA II position – Budgeted

 

 Proposal –1.  Add one (1) half-time Department Assistant II position to handle administrative 
work and transit information calls.  

a. fiscal impact – 2. Approximately $21,000

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Transit Operating Budget.

Public impact – c. Performs all of the Dial-A-Ride contract required checks; managing areas 
of the vanpool program promoting the service and completing office administrative work. 
Twenty percent of transit’s operating budget covers paratransit service cost, yet there are no 
full-time staff oversight to ensure performance and billing compliance. 

The following are the specific areas that this person will be responsible for:

Keep track of daily Dial-A-Ride rides status – currently not done daily ¾

Audit the accuracy of information submitted to us by Tri-City Taxi as is specified in  ¾
the contract – not done fully.  

Perform data entry tasks and record keeping of maintenance, fueling, payments,  ¾
etc. in order to fulfill contract requirements to keep track of missed &  late trips for 
further processing – not done fully.  

Keeping track of the Dial-A-Ride and vanpool fleets statistics, maintenance, service,  ¾
payments, etc. – not done fully.  

Coordinating the Dial-A-Ride & vanpool activities and growth in a more timely  ¾
manner.  Temporary position is vacant.

Accident data entry, cost recovery and tracking damage assessment – not specifically  ¾
assigned. 

Using a bilingual employee at this position to increase accessibility and effectiveness   ¾
of these duties / programs to the public

Back up for illness, vacation and time offs  ¾

Personnel impact – d. Adding one part time DAII employee to the administrative staff.
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Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Restructure existing staff’s responsibilities (transit and finance) to 
include these work issues into their position. 

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. The staff recommends the proposed additional 
part time administrative staffing.  Additional oversight by our people is required as the transit 
services are expanding in 2008 and beyond.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Transit

Policy issue title:  Bus Fare Fuel Surcharge – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal – 1. Increase the base bus fare to offset a portion of the expenses associated with the 
increase in the cost of fuel. There will be no change to the cost of monthly passes for each rider 
category.  This would be the first rate increase since the current fares were first imposed in 1994.  

The proposed new fare rates are as follows: ¾

Adults – increase from 50 cents to 75 cents ¾

Youth – increase from 35 cents to 50 cents ¾

Senior – increase from 25 cents to 50 cents ¾

Dial-A-Ride fares are calculated as twice the Adult bus rate and will increase from                                                                                                                  ¾
$1.00 to $1.50 per trip.

a. fiscal impact – 2. Approximately $30,000 Revenue.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Bus fare increase. Transit will still need to seek supplemental 
fuel assistance from the State.

Public impact – c.  Higher cost of public transportation (base fare cost).  This could result in 
reduced ridership, which may minimize some of the gain from the higher fare revenues. 

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Use the Transit reserves to cover the additional cost of fuel. Transit 
reserves are mainly used to finance capital equipment purchases and by using the funds for 
other purposes, would reduce Yakima Transit’s ability to acquire new equipment.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. The staff suggests the proposed fare increase as 
one way to sustain the service level for a longer period of time.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Transit

Policy issue title:  Dial-A-Ride Equipment Purchase – Budgeted

 

Proposal –1.  Purchasing up to 10 Dial-A-Ride vehicles to replace the existing used vans.  Tri-City 
Taxi, the city’s Dial-A-Ride provider, leases these vans from transit.  $20,000 is budgeted for 
Vehicle Lease Revenue in 2008, which helps off-set the cost of matching the grant funds.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. The 10 new vans will cost $280,000.  The City of Yakima must pay 20% of 
that total, or $56,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – State grant pays 80% or $224,000 with a 20% match from 
Yakima of $56,000. The future lease revenue would then be available to build a replacement 
reserve for these vehicles.

Public impact – c. Enhance the level of comfort, safety and reliability.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. Keep the current vehicles that are aging & high maintenance. If 
rejected, transit will forfeit nearly a quarter of a million dollars in secured grant funds.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. The staff recommends the proposed bus purchase. 
These vehicles will be running at least through 2014. The Transit Council Committee members 
approved the award and asked that the purchase be completed in early 2008.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Refuse

Policy issue title:  5% Refuse Rate Increase – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This policy issue proposes a 5% increase in Refuse rates for 2008 for expenses 
relating to anticipated increases in landfill tipping fees, equipment replacement, fuel cost 
increases, maintenance and operation charges, and salary and benefit increases.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. The Refuse rate increase will generate approximately $154,950 in 2008 and 
fully annualized increase of $200,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Refuse Division Operating Fund.

Public impact – c. This proposal will impact the public through an increase in Refuse rates.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. City Ordinance revising the Refuse 
rate schedule will be required.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None. 

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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suPPleMental inforMation
5% Refuse Rate increase

 

The 2008 Refuse Division Policy Issues proposes a 5% increase in rates to cover anticipated 2008 
operating expenses. The 5% rate increase would generate approximately $154,950 in revenue in 2008 
and the fully annualized increase would generate approximately $200,000.  

The following chart provides a comparison of 2007 refuse rates to 5% proposed rates.

description 2007 Rates
5% Proposed 
2008 Rates

2007 
vs. 2008 
increase

2008 estimated 
number of 
Accounts

1 32-gallon Cart $8.61 $9.04 $.43 5,661

1 32-gallon Cart (carry-out service) $16.68 $17.51 $.83 42

1 96-gallon Cart $14.63 $15.36 $.73 14,443

1 96-gallon Cart (carry-out service) $24.18 $25.39 $1.21 54

Call Back Fee $10.38 $10.90 $.52 Per Occurrence

Yard Service-96-gallon cart $11.03 $11.58 $.55 4,310

Bin Service $70.30 $73.82 $3.52 440

2008 exPendituRe iMPacts

The 2008 projected budget expenditures of $4,274,735 are $370,895 above the 2007 year-end estimate 
of $3,903,840.  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 ¾  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.  
Yakima County is also discussing proposed fee increase for 2008.  The Refuse Division and 
Neighborhood Development (ONDS) will partner in cleaning sites where debris has illegally 
been dumped.  ONDS will provide the volunteers for the clean up and the Refuse Division 
will provide the funding for the disposal fees. 

Salaries and Overtime ¾  charges for 2008 show an increase of $40,926 from the 2007 year-end 
estimate.  The 2007 year-end estimate is approximately $48,014 less than the 2007 Budget 
due to a half-time position remaining unfilled in 2007.  This half-time position has been 
eliminated from the 2008 budget.  The 2008 budget includes increases due to employee 
wage settlement, and the implementation of a 1% Deferred Compensation contribution for 
AFSCME represented employees.  

Personnel Benefits ¾  charges for 2008 show an increase of $76,913 from the 2007 year-
end estimate.  The increase includes $50,000 to cover worker’s compensation benefits for 
injured Refuse Division employees.  The injuries were attributed to work performed while 
manually collecting refuse.  This account includes increases for medical insurance of 3.6% 
and dental insurance of 6.2%.  The State’s Public Employees’ Retirement System (PERS) 
contributions have increased 24% for 2008.  

Small Tools and Equipment ¾  charges show a decrease of $28,000 from the 2007 year-
end estimate of $258,000.  The conversion from manual collect to automated collect 
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was completed in 2007.  The budgeted $230,00 will purchase automated refuse carts for the 
72nd Avenue Annexation service area.  It is necessary to purchase carts in 2008 in preparation 
for this new service area, which will begin city refuse service in January 2009.

Fuel ¾  charges for 2008 have increased $11,625 from the 2007 year-end estimate of $155,000.   

Maintenance and Operation ¾  charges show an increase of $92,350.  This increase is due to 
additional costs for work performed on refuse equipment. 

Rentals/Replacement ¾  charges show an increase of $150,000 for 2008.  This increase in the 
replacement fund will enable the Refuse Division to purchase two automated refuse trucks 
in 2008.

State and County Taxes and Assessments ¾  are based on revenue from charges for service.  
The increase for 2008 is $12,750.

In Lieu of Tax ¾  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 2008 the In Lieu of Tax shows an increase of $10,000 from the 2007 year-end 
estimate.  

City Services and Customer Service ¾  charges show an increase of $25,233.

Public Works Administrative ¾  charges show an increase of $4,776.

Vehicle Insurance ¾  charges show an increase of $4,322 from the 2007 year-end estimate.  

2008 Revenue RequiReMents

The proposed 5% rate increase for 2008 is estimated to generate an additional $154,950 in revenue.  
The increase will provide a 2008 ending fund balance of $307,856.  Below is a summary of the 
Refuse Division expenditures and resources from 2004 through 2008.

2004 
Actual

2005 
Actual

2006 
Actual

2007 
year-end 
estimate

2008 
Proposed 
budget

Total Expenditures 3,278,596 3,485,228 3,559,184 3,903,840 4,274,735

Resources

Charge For Service 3,282,672 3,472,378 3,822,267 3,967,660 4,159,450

Interest/Misc. 3,495 1,358 1,382 3,000 3,000

Beginning Fund Balance 92,778 100,349 88,857 353,322 420,142

Total Resources 3,378,945 3,183,396 3,832,506 4,323,982 4,582,592

ending Fund balance $100,349 $88,857 $353,322 $420,142 $307,856

        
RecoMMendations

Staff respectfully recommends Council approval of the Refuse Policy Issue for 2008 to 
increase refuse rates 5% on residential can services, automated refuse cart service; extra 
refuse charges, bin service and yard waste cart service. 
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Refuse

Policy issue title:   2% Rate Increase to Take Over Fall Leaf Program and add Dial-a-
Dumpster program – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This policy issue proposes a 2% increase in Refuse rates for 2008 to provide funding 
for the Fall Leaf Program and a Dial-A-Dumpster Program.

Fall Leaf Program  – The Street Division has previously provided funding for personnel, 
equipment and disposal fees to perform the Fall Leaf Program.  Due to the reduction in funding 
of certain programs in the Street Division, we propose this program be transferred to the Refuse 
Division.  It is proposed that beginning December 1st, Refuse Division crews, using refuse 
equipment, will collect leaves in disposable bags from residential streets.  Disposable bags 
will be provided to any person living within the City of Yakima.  The leaves will be disposed 
of at the compost site at the Terrace Heights Landfill.  Depending upon the quantity of leaves 
set out for collection, it is anticipated that the program will be completed within the month of 
December.  

Dial-A-Dumpster Program – This program is intended to assist City of Yakima residents in 
keeping their yards and neighborhoods clean.  The program is designed to allow a small group 
of residents to have a 30-yard dumpster delivered to their home for 48-hours.  Five neighbors 
within a one block area will use the dumpster to dispose of miscellaneous yard and household 
debris.  No hazardous materials, shingles, concrete, dirt, rocks, asphalt, etc. will be accepted.  
There will be no direct charge for the service.  The program can be provided through a contract 
for services with a private vendor, or a 30-yard dumpster can be purchased and the service 
provided by the Refuse Division. 

a.  fiscal impact – 2. The 2% Refuse rate increase will generate approximately $60,000 in 
2008.  The fully annualized revenue increase would be $80,000.  The Fall Leaf Program is 
estimated to cost $35,000 for employee salaries and benefits and $15,000 for disposable bags, 
equipment costs and landfill tipping fees.  The Dial-A-Dumpster Program is estimated to 
cost approximately $5,000 in delivery, removal and daily rental fees for one dumpster, placed 
twice a week from April through September and $5,000 for landfill tipping fees.  The Refuse 
Division annually received approximately $24,000 in revenue for temporary dumpsters 
requested by citizens. There may be some reduction in revenue for temporary dumpster 
rentals with the implementation of this program.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Refuse Division Operating Fund.

Public impact – c. This proposal will impact the public through further Refuse rate increases.  
The public will continue to receive the benefit of the Fall Leaf Program and they will realize 
a cleaner community through the Dial-A-Dumpster Program.
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Personnel impact – d. Personnel normally assigned to reduced hours during the winter 
season, will have an increase in their hours during the Fall Leaf Program.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. City ordinance revising the Refuse rate 
schedule will be required. 

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. If the Fall Leaf Program is not transferred to the Refuse Division, 
other reductions in the Street Division will be required to accommodate its cost.  In 
researching information regarding Dial-A-Dumpster, it was discovered that one community 
has funded their leaf collection program through the Stormwater Program.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Equipment Rental

Policy issue title:  Install Vehicle Wash Fluid Containment System – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This issue was brought to a regular City Council Meeting and, at the request of the 
City Council, was placed into the 2008 Budget Policy Issue process.  

Solids and debris cleaned from City of Yakima vehicles and construction equipment are 
classified a moderate risk waste and must be carefully collected to prevent pollution to surface 
water and the wastewater treatment facility.  The volume of solids and debris collected has 
grown to such a significant level that the existing collection system becomes overloaded 
very frequently and costly removal by the Wastewater Division becomes problematic due to 
scheduling and workload conflicts.

Staff respectfully requests Council approval of the attached resolution authorizing procurement 
of a new, patented HYDROPAD TM vehicle wash fluid containment system provided by Hydro 
Engineering, Inc. 

Requesting sole source is appropriate because bidding would be futile.  Only one qualified 
bidder would be able to supply this patented equipment.  Further, this device, see attached, 
is allowed to be procured without normal bidding processes because of provisions of State 
Pollution Prevention Exemption laws (RCW 70.95A.090) allowing for the purchase of equipment 
for the purpose of abating, controlling, or preventing pollution without utilizing the formal bid 
process.

This project is consistent with existing Wastewater Pretreatment guidance and emerging 
stormwater requirements for “industrial type sites” such as Public Works facilities. 

a.  fiscal impact – 2. The cost of the equipment portion of this sole source request is $86,500 
(2007 pricing level, further price increases of 4 to 5% are anticipated in 2008).  Installation 
is estimated to be another $12,000, for a total project cost of $98,500.   Current annual 
maintenance costs exceed $25,000.  R.O.I. (Return on Investment), effected by reducing these 
annual costs, should be in four to five years.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Environmental Fund Budget. The purpose of this fund is to 
provide a funding source for complying with rules and regulations imposed by Federal and 
State mandates regarding underground storage tank operations, hazardous waste disposal, 
site cleanup, and other environmental compliance issues.

This fund typically includes a contingency of $100,000 – therefore the contingency allocation 
for the 2007 budget is available for this project.

Public impact – c. None.
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Personnel impact – d. Maintenance of the new system will be conducted by Public Works staff, 
minimizing the need for Wastewater personnel and equipment..

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None. 

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Parks & Recreation

Policy issue title:   Fisher Golf Course Review  – Unbudgeted

 

Proposal – 1. This Policy Issue would direct Parks and Recreation staff to work with a special 
task force to review options to eliminate/reduce financial subsidy for Fisher Golf Course.  The 
Parks and Recreation Commission will review options and make a recommendation to the full 
Council.  

a.  fiscal impact – 2. The current financial subsidy to the Golf Course is approximately $90,000 a 
year.  The goal would be to eliminate/reduce such a subsidy by the end of the 2008 budget 
year.  The study will be conducted internally.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Will be identified during the study.  However, the current 
funding source is a property tax allocation to the Parks and Recreation Fund.  

Public impactc.  – In September 2006, a petition was submitted to Council showing support of 
the Golf Course.  

Personnel impactd.  – Currently, three permanent staff work at the golf course.  

Required changes in city Regulations or Policiese.  – N/A

Legal constraints, if applicablef.  – N/A

viable Alternativesg.  – The Committee may want to examine the following alternatives:  

 Continue to operate the course and support a policy decision to offset operational 1. 
costs utilizing property taxes directed toward Parks and Recreation.  

Contract management of the course to the private sector.  2. 

Sell the course.3. 

Continue operations and phase in cost-recovery over three or more years.  4. 

Increase marketing of the course to increase participation.  5. 

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3.  To approve the policy issue to conduct a study.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Parks & Recreation

Policy issue title:   5% General Fee Increase  – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. On an annual basis, the Parks and Recreation Division has reviewed fees and 
charges for programs and services, and submitted them for Council review and approval.

a. fiscal impact – 2. Revenue: $22,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – User Fees.

Public impact – c. Staff feels that the public impact would be minimal.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. Formal legislation adopting a new Fees 
Schedule.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None.

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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suPPleMental inforMation
5% general Fee increase
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Parks & Recreation

Policy issue title:   Harman Center Improvement / Parking Lot  – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. A Council member requested a study be done to look at redesign of the Harman 
Center parking lot. This was a 2007 Policy Issue, which the full Council did not approve at that 
time. Because of the on going challenges of adequate parking at the Center, staff met with the 
Senior Committee to look at options. The Engineering Division is working on final layout and 
cost estimates.

a. fiscal impact – 2. $35,000 (estimated).

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Parks Capital.

Public impact – c. Will add additional parking spaces at the Harman Center.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. None.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. To not make any improvements and continue to deal with parking 
shortage. 

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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2008 Major Policy issue

dePartMent:  Public Works diVision:  Cemetery

Policy issue title:  Fee Schedule for Tahoma Cemetery – Budgeted

 

Proposal – 1. Because of continuing budgetary pressures, all tax supported operations prepared 
Contingency Budget Reduction Options to assist in balancing the 2008 budget. The Parks 
Department proposed to reduce the property tax subsidy of the Cemetery. The result of this 
action was to both reduce expenses and increase fees. Therefore, staff is proposing a 20% 
increase in cemetery rates for 2008.  The last fee increase occurred in 2007 when fees were 
increased by 3%.

a.  fiscal impact – 2. Revenue: $20,000.

Proposed funding Sourceb.  – Cemetery Funds.

Public impact – c. None.

Personnel impact – d. None.

Required changes in city Regulations or Policies – e. Formal legislation adopting a new Fee 
Schedule for Tahoma Cemetery.

Legal constraints, if applicable – f. None.

viable Alternatives – g. None. 

conclusion and/or Staff Recommendation – 3. Staff recommends approval of this policy issue.
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suPPleMental inforMation
Fee schedule for tahoma Cemetery

 

ORDINANCE NO. 2007 8-____ 

AN ORDINANCE  relating to rules and regulations for Tahoma Cemetery; 
increasing and amending fees; amending the 
requirements for burial liners; adding provisions 
relating to responsibility for damage to headstones; 
clarifying use of flat markers in section M; amending 
terms relating to installment contracts; and amending 
section 7.04.090 of the City of Yakima Municipal Code. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF YAKIMA: 

Section 1.  Section 7.04.090 of the City of Yakima Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

7.04.090 Rules and Regulations. 

Following are the rules and regulations, including schedules of fees and charges 
applicable to the operation of Tahoma Cemetery: 
 
A. Liner sizes are as follows: 
"Regular" shall mean an outside measurement of approximately thirty-three by 
eighty-nine inches. 
"5-0" shall mean an outside measurement of approximately twenty-four by 
seventy-three inches. 
"4-0" shall mean an outside measurement of approximately twenty by sixty 
inches. 
"3-0" shall mean an outside measurement of approximately twenty by forty-
seven inches. 
"2-0" means an outside measurement of approximately eighteen by thirty-seven 
inches. 
"Oversize" means an outside measurement of approximately thirty-five by 
ninety-one inches. 
 “Extra Large” means an outside measurement of approximately forty-three and 
one-half by one hundred one inches. 
 
B. Commencing January 9, 2007, January 9, 2008, the following schedule of fees 
and charges shall be in effect and applicable at Tahoma Cemetery. With the 
exception of funeral homes, all fees and charges shall be paid in advance for 
burials. 

1 
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Cemetery Lot Use Fee 

Section A   $547              $657 
Section B    547                657 
Section C    547                657 
Section D    673                808 
Section E (Non-veterans)    622                747 
Individual Veteran All Sections   465                558 
Section F    547                657 
Section G    547                657 
Section H    547                657 
Section I    547                657 
Section J    547                657 
Section K    547                657 
Section L    539                647 
Section M (Flat Marker Graves)   649                779 
Section M (Upright Marker graves)   694                833 
City section    547                657 
Masonic section    547                657 
I.O.O.F. section    547                657  
Baby section (Maximum 3-0 liner size)   226                272 
Section E (Cremains)    249                299 
Right of 2nd inurnment**    152                319 
 
**This price includes endowment care. 
Note:  Price of lot includes Endownment Care Fee. 
 
Above prices include mandatory Endowment Care fee. 
 

Columbarium 
Niche  $751            $901    
Endowment Care     91             
Right of 2nd Inurnment    266              319 
 
Above prices include mandatory Endowment Care fee. 
 

Mausoleum Niches 
Niche, marble front (12" × 12")  $491               $589 

2 
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Endowment care     76                    91 
Niche, smallest glass front (18" × 20")    507                 608 
Endowment care      76                   91 
Niche, medium glass front (40" × 22")    564                 677 
Endowment care    149                 179 
Niche, large glass front (46" × 40")    613                 736 
Endowment care    149                 179 
 

Opening and Closing Graves 
Regular liner  $450                  $540     
Oversized and jumbo liner    524                    629 
Baby (30 inch)    150                    180 
Child (45 inch)    166                    199 
Cremains    211                    253 
Mausoleum crypts    409                    491 
Niches    188                    226 
Vault    524                    809 
 

Liners 
Regular  $450                $540 
Oversized liner    599                  719 
Extra large liner    675                  810 
Baby (30 inch)    150                  180 
Child (45 inch)    173                  208 
Cremain Liner Urn Vault    225                  270 

(plus Washington State Sales Tax) 
 

3 
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Monument Settings 

Government marker (Veteran)  $188                     $ 226 
Veteran’s bronze marker on granite 24” x 36” base   271                        325 
Flat marker, 12”x up to 24”.    196                        235 
Flat marker, 12”x 25”- 36”.   225                        270 
Flat marker 12” x 36” - 48”   362                        434 
Flat marker 12” x 49” - 60”   497                        596 
Flat marker 12” x 61” - 72”   633                        760 
Upright marker, 12”x up to 24”.    225                        270 
Upright marker, 12”x 25”– 36”.   300                        360 
Upright marker, 12” x 37”– 48”   500                        600 
Upright marker, 12” x 49”– 60”   705                        846 
Upright marker, 12” x 61”– 70”   908                      1090 
Each additional inch, either way      18                          22 
Niche Inscription, Up to 30 characters                            187.50 
Niche Inscription, Each additional character                                2.50 
Niche Emblem                             62.50 
Niche Photo                             87.50 
Niche Vase  
Galvanized vase setting charge (when set 
w/monument) 

    17                          20    

Aeon vase setting charge (when set w/monument)     30                          36 
Galvanized vase      17                          20 
Aeon vase      61                          73 
Galvanized vase setting in granite border    139                        167 
Aeon vase setting in granite border    149                        179 
Galvanized insert      17                          20    
Re-set monuments  setting fee + $61            70 

clean up charge.   

12 inch marker cremains only      98                         118 
16 inch marker (cremains and baby lots only)   150                         180 
Urn/marker combination (price does not include 
mandatory right of 2nd inurnment fee)  

  318                         382 

Identification marker      38    
(plus Washington State Sales Tax) 

 

4 
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Incidental Charges 
Disinterment, Adult (does not include opening and 
closing of new grave if relocation in Tahoma) 

$6751                     $8101     

Disinterment, Baby (does not include opening and 
closing of new grave if relocation in Tahoma) 

 3751                        4501 

Disinterment, Cremains (does not include opening 
and closing of new grave if relocation in Tahoma) 

 2631                        3161 

 
1 Depending on degree of difficulty, an additional charge of up to $595.00 may be 
determined by the Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee. 
 
Quit claim grave use certificate processing fee        (to 
transfer ownership of lot) 

$ 28                        $  34 

Historic Register copy    11                            12 
Saturday overtime A.M. only--Standard   3002                         4022   
Saturday overtime A.M. only--Cremains   225                           2703 
(No Saturday chapel burials scheduled after 11:00 a.m.) 
(No Saturday graveside burials scheduled after 11:30 a.m.) 
 
2 includes up to six staff hours and two staff members for full size burial 
3 includes up to six staff hours and one staff member for cremain size burial 
 
Weekdays: No indigent burial after 2:00 p.m. 
No chapel service after 3:00 p.m. 
No graveside service after 3:30 p.m. 
 
An additional overtime charge of $56 $67per staff hour shall be charged for each 
additional staff hour incurred by the City due to services being required outside 
normal business hours. 
 
C. If the cemetery is provided with verification and documentation that the 
deceased has no surviving family members and was receiving one of the 
following types of public assistance at the time of his or her death: Aid to 
families with dependent children, general assistance, and poverty-related 
veterans’ benefits, the cemetery charges will be fifty percent of the normal 
charge. This fifty percent reduction in price shall not apply to monument setting 
fees, vases or vase setting fees. The cemetery reserves the right to designate the 
location of all indigent burials with the exception of burials intended for 
previously purchased gravesites. Indigent burials will be allowed Monday 
through Friday only, unless by special permission of the Parks and Recreation 
Manager or appointee. 
 

5 
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D. The size of grave liners or vaults in all cases is determined by the Funeral 
Director in charge. Double-deep interments shall only be permitted if arranged 
prior to 2001. No double-deep burials shall be permitted in the baby and cremain 
section. In addition, no double-deep interments shall be permitted if a sectional 
grave liner is present in either of the adjoining lots. All graves shall be numbered 
with a permanent number and an accurate record kept of the name of the 
decedent and the number of the grave. 
 
E. A maximum of four cremains may be placed on an occupied full size lot. This 
must be accompanied with the proper notarized authorizations from the lot 
owner and/or the next of kin. A maximum of six cremains may be interred on a 
full size unoccupied lot. All cremations placed on full size occupied or 
unoccupied lots are required to pay Right of Second Inurnment fees. Full sized 
lots may not be divided and sold as individual cremain lots by private owner for 
profit. 
 
F. Persons with dogs or firearms shall not be permitted to enter the cemetery 
grounds. Firearms will be permitted only for use during a military service.  The 
speed limit for vehicular traffic within the cemetery is established at fifteen miles 
per hour.  Each violation of this subsection shall constitute a civil infraction.  The 
penalty for each infraction shall be a fine in the amount of $50 $100. Speed 
infractions shall be in accordance with City and State Laws. 
 
G. Notification and payment for interment or disinterment must be received in 
the cemetery office at least one business day in advance of such interment or 
disinterment. The cemetery can limit the number of services scheduled on any 
given day and can require services to be rescheduled if publication of said 
service was done prior to notification being received. This is to provide ample 
time for proper opening and closing and to ensure adequate parking and privacy 
for each service. 
 
H. A burial permit must, in all cases, be filed with the Tahoma Cemetery office 
before interment. A death certificate must, in all cases, be filed with the Tahoma 
Cemetery office before inurnment.   
 
I. Interments or disinterments will not be allowed on Sunday, on a public holiday 
as defined in the Yakima Municipal Code Section 9.10.060, or on Saturday 
afternoon, except in cases of emergency as determined by the Parks and 
Recreation Manager or appointee. 
 
J. The cemetery reserves and shall have the right to correct any errors that may 
be made by the cemetery either in making interments, disinterments or in the 
description, transfer or conveyance of any interment property, either by 
canceling such conveyance and substituting and conveying in lieu thereof other 
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interment property selected by Tahoma Cemetery of equal value and similar 
location; or, at the sole discretion of the cemetery, by refunding the amount of 
money paid on account of said purchase. In the event the error shall involve the 
interment of the remains of any person in such property, the cemetery reserves 
the right to remove and reinter the remains to such other property of equal value 
and similar location as may be substituted and conveyed to the purchaser. 
 
K. All interments must be made in cement liners, cement vaults, cremain vaults 
or steel vaults, with the exception of cremains placed in marble or metal urns 
which must be in an urn vault purchased from Tahoma Cemetery, with the 
exception of arrangements pre-paid prior to 2008. The Cement liners shall be 
made according to specifications designated by the Parks and Recreation 
Manager or appointee. No grave shall be opened or closed by anyone other than 
employees of the City of Yakima. 
 
L. No tombs shall be erected on top of the ground. No stone or marker shall be 
placed on an occupied gravesite until all cemetery fees are paid in full. No stone 
or marker shall be placed at a pre-need gravesite until said gravesite is paid for 
in full. Foundations for all monuments and vases shall be built by the City of 
Yakima only, at the expense of the owner. All foundations must be three to six 
inches larger all around than the base of the monument to a depth of four to six 
inches, and said foundation must be flush with the ground level. Footstones will 
not be allowed in the cemetery except for footstones presently existing in the 
cemetery. All monuments must be set in line; monuments in the west row of 
each block must face west, monuments in the east row of each block must face 
east according to the cemetery survey; except on the tracts of irregular shape in 
which case the Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee will determine the 
setting. All bases for monuments must be made of granite or marble. No 
sandstone or artificial base will be permitted. All markers placed in Section L, in 
the Masonic baby plot, and in that part of Section E lying south of a line drawn 
from the southwest corner of Block 35 to the southeast corner of Block 29, and 
west of a line drawn from the southeast corner of Block 29 to the southeast corner 
of Block 68, thence west to the southwest corner of Block 67, thence south to the 
southwest corner of Block 144, shall be level with the ground. Markers for single 
full size graves will be a maximum of twenty-four inches in length and twelve 
inches in width. Double markers for full size graves will not exceed thirty-six 
inches in length and twelve inches in width over two full size graves. Larger 
companion markers will be allowed only with prior approval by the Parks and 
Recreation Manager or appointee. Markers for single cremain graves will be no 
more than twelve sixteen inches in length and six eight inches in width. Double 
markers for cremain graves will not exceed twenty-four inches in length and 
twelve inches in width over two cremain size graves. No ledger type markers 
will be allowed in any location; provided, that this section shall not apply to 
ledgers presently existing in the cemetery. All monument setting fees must be 
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paid in full prior to the installation of any monuments. Care and maintenance of 
headstones and monuments is the sole responsibility of the family of the 
deceased.  Tahoma Cemetery and the City of Yakima are not responsible for 
damage to headstones caused by weather or by the actions of persons not 
employed by the City of Yakima. 
 
M. The indiscriminate planting of trees and shrubs in the cemetery is prohibited, 
and it shall be the duty of the Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee to 
remove all landscape features determined to be objectionable. If trees or shrubs 
in any lot become detrimental to adjacent lots or avenues in the judgment of the 
Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee, they shall be removed. 
 
N. Coping, fences, posts, and chains, and all wooden structures around lots, 
blocks or graves, are prohibited; and, if any inscription, monument, effigy or 
other structure which the Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee deems 
offensive or improper is placed in or upon any lot or grave, the name shall be 
removed upon order of the said Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee. 
 
O. Funeral designs and floral pieces will be removed to a designated place as 
soon as the same become unsightly or interfere with mowing in the judgment of 
the Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee. The City is not responsible for 
damage to or theft of cut flowers, potted plants, displays or containers. Anyone 
leaving such articles in the cemetery does so at their own risk. The placing of 
balloons, toys, ornaments, settees, and similar articles, upon plots shall not be 
permitted and if so placed, the cemetery may remove the same. 
 
P. Due to the inconvenience to mowing and grounds maintenance, artificial floral 
pieces will not be allowed during the period from April 1 to October 31, with the 
exception of Memorial weekend. 
 
Q. Receptacles for cut flowers must be sunk level with the ground, thus insuring 
the safety of such articles and facilitating the cutting of the grass from the grave. 
Tin cans sunk in the ground are prohibited. Glass containers are prohibited. 
Receptacles must be approved by the Parks and Recreation Manager or 
appointee. 
 
R. All employees or other workmen people engaged in performing work within 
the confines of the cemetery shall be under the supervision and direction of the 
Parks and Recreation Manager. Visitors must not interfere with the performance 
of duties of any employee or grounds-keeper. 
 
S. Lost and found articles are to be turned in to the Tahoma Cemetery site office. 
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T. All paper and other rubbish must be deposited, by the person responsible 
therefore, in a receptacle provided for that purpose. 
 
U. As provided for by this chapter, any owner desiring to transfer or assign a 
part of his tract to another person must have a record of his transfer or 
assignment noted on the cemetery records and a copy of the transaction shall be 
kept in the cemetery office. 
 
V.  The Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee is authorized and directed to 
expel from the cemetery any person disturbing its sanctity by boisterous or other 
improper conduct, or who shall violate any of the foregoing rules. 
 
W. (1) Endowment care lots, pre-need arrangements or a combination of both 
may be purchased on installment contracts in the form provided by the City of 
Yakima. Under this plan, no lot(s), service(s), or monument(s) can be used or 
placed until property fees, service fees, and monument setting fees are paid in 
full.  
(2) Contracts will be signed and kept on file in the cemetery office. All contracts 
will require a ten percent down payment with an appropriate payment schedule 
designated. Contracts for Endowment Care lots shall require payment in full 
within twelve months. A Grave Use Permit to the Endowment Care lot(s) will be 
mailed from the City of Yakima clerk’s office to the lot owner within thirty days 
of final payment. A combined contract for an endowment care lot and pre-need 
services shall require payment in full within twenty-four thirty-six months. Any 
payment that is more than ten sixty days past due will be assessed a one percent 
per month interest penalty on the unpaid balance. In the event the delinquent 
account is for a pre-need gravesite, the City may, at its option, return the grave to 
open inventory for the purpose of resale and the purchaser will forfeit any 
monies paid to that date. Upon default in payment of the balance due for 
contracted services the cemetery may deny further burials in the cemetery until 
full payment is made. 
(3) The Public Works Director and Parks and Recreation Manager are hereby 
authorized to enter into contracts for the sale of lots, liners, vases, markers and 
other incidental services. All contracts must be approved and signed by the 
Public Works Director and Parks and Recreation Manager before acceptance. All 
contracts will constitute a personal obligation on the part of the purchaser(s) and 
also shall be binding on the purchaser(s)’ heirs, successors, and assigns. 
(4) No refunds on Endowment Care, lots or pre-need services will be given. Any 
property abandoned for a period of seven years with no contact from the 
owner(s), after attempt by certified mail to contact, shall revert back to the City of 
Yakima for resale.  
(5) Any person that purchases ten or more lots at one time is entitled to a seven 
percent discount on the total price of the lots.  This discount does not apply to 
the purchase of Endowment Care lots. 
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X. Section “M” of the Tahoma Cemetery will have the following maximum 
marker sizes. Single grave upright marker will be no greater than 12” W x 24” L 
and no more than 48” high. Double upright marker may be no more than 12” 
wide, up to 57” long and no more than 48” high. Single flat markers will be no 
greater than 12” wide and 24” long and will be set flush with the ground. Double 
flat markers may be no more than 12” wide and up to 57” long and will be set 
flush with the ground. Upright markers will be allowed required only in Block 
69; in all blocks north thereof to and including Block 58; in all blocks east thereof 
to and including block 285 and in all blocks northeast thereof to and including 
Block 274: for a total of 156 Blocks.  Flat markers will only be allowed in the 
upright area for the second marker placed on a grave.  If Right of Second 
Inurnment is exercised, for up to two additional cremain burials per grave, only 
one additional flat headstone will be allowed per grave. That marker will be 
placed against the East edge of the existing marker.  Each grave is 36” by 120.” 
 
Y.  A maximum of two cremains may be placed in a columbarium niche. This 
must be accompanied with the proper notarized authorizations from the niche 
owner and/or the next of kin. The second cremation placed in a niche must pay 
Right of Second Inurnment fees as required by the Tahoma Cemetery. 
Columbarium niches may not be divided and sold as individual niches by 
private owner for profit. 
 
Z.  All inscriptions on the columbarium niches shall be of similar style and size.  
All inscription fees must be paid in full prior to inscription services being 
ordered. All inscription services will be performed by Tahoma Cemetery staff or 
their appointee determined by the Parks and Recreation Manager. Vases will be 
allowed only at the discretion of the Parks and Recreation Manager or appointee.   
 
 

Section 2. This ordinance shall be is full force and effect 30 days after its 
passage, approval, and publication as provided by law and by the City Charter. 
 
 PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL, signed and approved this 5th 4th day of 
December, 2006 7. 
 

 _______________________________ 
 Dave Edler, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
By_____________________________ 

City Clerk 
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Publication Date: _________________ 
 
Effective Date: ___________________ 
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