
Marysville City Council Meeting

 November 22, 2010                             7:00 p.m.                                      City Hall

Call to Order

Invocation/Pledge of Allegiance

Roll Call

Committee Report

Presentations
A. Employee Service Awards  *
B. Swearing-in of Police Officer  *

Audience Participation

Approval of Minutes (Written Comment Only Accepted from Audience.)
1. Approval of October 25, 2010 City Council Meeting Minutes.
2. Approval of November 1, 2010 City Council Work Session Minutes.

Consent
3. Approval of November 3, 2010 Claims in the Amount of $1,252,543.12; Paid by Check 

Number’s 66392 through 66500.
4. Approval of November 10, 2010 Claims in the Amount of $256,781.62; Paid by Check 

Number's 66501 through 66652 with Check Number's 65356 and 66378 Voided.  *
5. Approval of November 5, 2010 Payroll in the Amount of $1,540,544.32; Paid by Check 

Number's 23659  through 23712.
6. Authorize the Mayor to Sign the Professional Services Agreement with FCS GROUP for the 

Public Utility District (PUD) Sunnyside Water System Appraisal Project.  *
7. Authorize the Mayor to Sign the Acknowledgement that the City of Marysville Received Grant 

Funding from the Justice Assistance Grant (aka BYRNE Grant) in the Amount of 
$13,176.00.

8. Authorize the Mayor to Sign the Amendment Number 2 with Snohomish County to the 
Interlocal Agreement for Furnishing Equipment Maintenance/Repair Services for the Period 
of January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2011.

9. Authorize the Approval of the Application for City Cab to Operate a For-Hire Business in 
Marysville.

10. Authorize the Mayor to Sign the Supplement Number 2 to the Professional Services 
Agreement with Lane and Associates, Increasing the Maximum Amount Payable Under the 
Agreement by $10,000.00, for a Total Amount of $51,999.00.

18. Authorize the Mayor to Sign the Tolling Agreement between the City of Marysville and Clear 
Channel Outdoor, Inc.

Review Bids
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Public Hearings

New Business
11. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Relating to the City's Comprehensive 

Plan; and Amending Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-
Connnection Control Program of the City of Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan, a 
Subelement of the Public Facilities and Services Element of the Marysville Growth 
Management Comprehensive Plan, Pursuant to the City's Annual Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment and update Process.

12. An Ordinance of the Marysville, Washington Relating to the City's Comprehensive Plan; 
Amending the Comprehensive Plan by the Adoption of the Marysville, Lakewood and Lake 
Stevens School Districts' 2010 - 2015 Capital Facilities Plan as a Subelement of the City's 
Comprehensive Plan and Establishing the Adoption of Said Plan and the Collection and 
Imposition of School Impact Fees, Pursuant to the City's Annual Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment and Update Process.

13. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Relating to the City's Growth 
Management Act Comprehensive Plan; and Amending the Comprehensive Plan by 
Adopting Amendments to Chapter 4 - Land Use Element, Planning Area 10: Smokey Point 
Neighborhood, Designating the Planning Area as a "Potential Candidate as a Regional 
Manufacturing Industrial Center" and Including Relevant Policies and Standard Adopted in 
the Smokey Point Master Plan, Pursuant to the City's Annual Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment and Update Process.  *

14. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Relating to the Marysville Growth 
Management Comprehensive Plan, the City's Official Zoning Map, Ordinances No. 2131 
and 2569, as Previously Amended, and the City's Zoning Code (MMC Title 19); and 
Approving the 2010 Citizen Initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendment Request (27th 
Avenue Corridor), which Amends the Comprehensive Plan's Land Use Map Designation for 
Property Located North of Gissberg Twin Lake Park, South of 169th Place NE, Between 
25th Avenue NE and 27th Avenue NE, and Rezones Said Property from Low Density, Multi-
Family (R-12) to Medium Density, Multi-Family (R-18) and Two Small Pockets of Mixed Use 
and General Commercial, Pursuant to the City's Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
and Update Process.  *

15. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Making Technical Amendments and Corrections to 
Ordinance Number 2834 and Therefore Further Amending MMC Subsections 5.92.010 (11) 
and MMC 5.92.090 (1) (c).

16. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Amending the 2010 Budget and 
Providing for the Increase of Certain Expenditure Items as Budgeted for in Ordinance No. 
2798 as Amended by Ordinance No. 2814, 2822, and 2831.  *

17. A Resolution Amending Resolution 2272 of the City of Marysville Authorizing an Interfund 
Loan Not to Exceed $1,500,000 from the Waterworks Utility Fund 401 to the Golf Fund 420, 
and Providing a Formula for Payment of Interest.

19. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Stating an Intent to Annex to and Join 
Snohomish County Fire Protection District No. 12 and Making a Finding that the Public 
Interest will be Served thereby, Authorizing the Filing of a Notice of Intention with the 
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New Business
Snohomish County Boundary Review Board, Requesting that a Special Election be Called 
and Held on the Annexation on April 26, 2011 or as Soon thereafter as Possible, Providing 
for Severability and Establishing an Effective Date.

Legal

Mayor's Business
21. Appointment of Three Planning Commission Positions. *

Staff Business

Call on Councilmembers

Executive Session

A. Litigation

B. Personnel

C. Real Estate

Adjourn
Special Accommodations: The City of Marysville strives to provide accessible meetings for 
people with disabilities. Please contact the City Clerk's Office at (360) 363-8000 or 1-800-
833-6384 (Voice Relay), 1-800-833-6388 (TDD Relay) two days prior to the meeting date if 
any special accommodations are needed for this meeting.

*These items have been added or revised from the materials previously distributed 
in the packets for the November 15, 2010 Work Session.
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Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call 7:00 p.m.
Presentations
Employee Service Awards: Lois Geist, Maintenance Worker II - 15 Year 
Service Award; Bob Scott, Lead Mechanic - 10 Year Service Award; Lito 
Imadhay, Procurement/Distribution Assistant - 10 Year Service Award 

Presented

Approval of Minutes 
Approval of September 27, 2010 City Council Meeting Minutes. Approved
Approval of October 7, 2010 City Council Special Meeting Minutes. Approved
Approval of October 4, 2010 City Council Work Session Minutes. Approved
Consent Agenda
Approval of October 6, 2010 Claims in the Amount of $601,774.83; Paid 
by Check Number's 65877 through 65981 with No Check's Voided. 

Approved

Approval of October 13, 2010 Claims. Approved
Approval of October 20, 2010 Payroll. Approved
Third Renewal/Amendment of Intergovernmental Facilities Use 
Agreement between the City of Marysville and the U.S. Bankruptcy Court. 

Approved

Renewal of Marysville School District No. 25 and the City of Marysville for 
School Resource Officer Agreement and Payment Schedule Addendum. 

Approved

Amendment No. 1 to Janitorial Services Contract between the City of 
Marysville and Advantage Building Services in the Amount of $57,936.79. 

Approved

Renewal of Animal Shelter Interlocal Agreement with the City of Everett. Approved
Review Bids
Award the Boys and Girls Club Lighting Retrofit Project to DC Electric, 
Inc.

Approved

New Business
An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Related to 
Mobile/Manufactured Housing, Amending Section 19.04.020 Zones and 
Map Designations Established; Amending Section 19.04.080 Residential 
Zone; Amending Section 19.08.030 Residential Land Uses and Amending 
Footnotes 1; 24; 25 and 26; Amending Section 19.08.040 
Recreation/Cultural Land Uses and Amending Footnote 1a; Amending 
Section 19.08.050 General Services Land Uses; Amending 19.08.060 
Government/Business Service Land Uses; Amending 19.08.100 Regional 
Land Uses; Amending 19.38.030 Mobile/Manufactured Home Park Zone; 
and Amending 19.38.150 Standards for Existing Parks. 

Approved
Ord. No. 2832

An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Section 10.04.150 of the 
Marysville Municipal Code, Relating to Fees for Voluntarily Surrendered 
Animals and Effective Date. 

Approved
Ord. No. 2833

An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Portions of Marysville 
Municipal Code Chapter 5.92 Relating to Body Art, Body Piercing and 
Tattooing or Tattoo Parlors and Providing for Severability. 

Approved
Ord. No. 2834

An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Marysville Municipal 
Code Chapter 14.32 Relating to Utility Service Area. 

Approved
Ord. No. 2835 

Legal
Mayor’s Business 

Item 1 - 1
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Staff Business 
Call on Councilmembers 
Recess 8:38 p.m.
Executive Session 8:45 p.m.
Litigation – one potential litigation item, pursuant to RCW  42.30.110
Adjournment 8:50 p.m.

Item 1 - 2
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COUNCIL MINUTES

Council Meeting 
October 25, 2010 

Call to Order / Pledge of Allegiance 

Mayor Nehring called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and led those present in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. Pastor Kurt Onken from Messiah Lutheran Church gave the 
invocation.

Roll Call 

Chief Administrative Officer Hirashima gave the roll call. The following staff and 
councilmembers were in attendance.

Mayor: Jon Nehring 

Council: Councilmember Carmen Rasmussen, Councilmember Jeff 
Seibert, Councilmember John Soriano, Councilmember Jeff 
Vaughan, Councilmember Lee Phillips, Councilmember 
Donna Wright and Councilmember Michael Stevens 

Also Present: Chief Administrative Officer Gloria Hirashima, Finance 
Director Sandy Langdon, City Attorney Grant Weed, Public 
Works Director Kevin Nielsen, Parks and Recreation 
Director Jim Ballew, Public Works Superintendent Larry 
Larson, Chief Information Officer Doug Buell, Planning 
Manager Cheryl Dungan, Chief Rick Smith, and Recording 
Secretary Laurie Hugdahl. 

Councilmember Seibert reported on the October 20 Finance Committee meeting 
where the following items were discussed: 

� The budget is still gloomy, but they are planning for debt service. 
� They are looking at options for a new lease agreement for the restaurant.  
� Ongoing discussion regarding the Fire District Agreement. 
� There is an issue with some of the bills for the storm drainage fee. This will be 

discussed later.

Presentations:

A.  Employee Service Awards 

Item 1 - 3
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The following employees received service awards: 
� Lois Geist, Maintenance Worker II - 15 Year Service Award 
� Bob Scott, Lead Mechanic - 10 Year Service Award 
� Lito Imadhay, Procurement/Distribution Assistant - 10 Year Service Award 

Audience Participation - None 

Motion made by Councilmember Rasmussen, seconded by Councilmember Wright, to 
open discussion later on the agenda for item 13. Motion passed unanimously (7-0). 

Approval of Minutes

1. Approval of September 27, 2010 City Council Meeting Minutes.  

Councilmember Soriano referred to page 1-9 and noted that under Sandy Langdon’s 
comments, his name should be taken off the list of people attending the Finance 
Committee meeting. 

Motion made by Councilmember Soriano, seconded by Councilmember Vaughan, 
to approve the minutes of the September 27, 2010 City Council Meeting minutes as 
amended. Motion passed unanimously (7-0). 

2. Approval of October 7, 2010 City Council Special Meeting Minutes.

Councilmembers Seibert, Wright and Phillips indicated that they would be abstaining 
since they did not attend the October 7, 2010 Special Meeting. 

Councilmember Seibert noted that under the Roll Call section, the following 
sentence is repeated and should be deleted: Chief Administrative Officer Hirashima 
gave the roll call. The following staff and councilmembers were in attendance. 

Motion made by Councilmember Rasmussen, seconded by Councilmember 
Vaughan, to approve the October 7, 2010 City Council Special Meeting Minutes as 
amended. Motion passed (4-0) with Councilmembers Seibert, Philips and Wright 
abstaining.

3. Approval of October 4, 2010 City Council Work Session Minutes.  

Councilmembers Wright and Phillips indicated they would be abstaining since they 
were not at the meeting.

Motion made by Councilmember Vaughan, seconded by Councilmember Soriano, 
to approve the October 4, 2010 City Council Work Session Minutes. Motion passed 
5-0 with Councilmembers Phillips and Wright abstaining.

Item 1 - 4
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Consent

4. Approval of October 6, 2010 Claims in the Amount of $601,774.83; Paid by 
Check Number's 65877 through 65981 with No Check's Voided.  

5. Approval of October 13, 2010 Claims.

6. Approval of October 20, 2010 Payroll.  

8. Third Renewal/Amendment of Intergovernmental Facilities Use Agreement 
between the City of Marysville and the U.S. Bankruptcy Court.

9. Renewal of Marysville School District No. 25 and the City of Marysville for School 
Resource Officer Agreement and Payment Schedule Addendum.

10. Amendment No. 1 to Janitorial Services Contract between the City of Marysville 
and Advantage Building Services in the Amount of $57,936.79.  

11. Renewal of Animal Shelter Interlocal Agreement with the City of Everett.

Motion made by councilmember Wright, seconded by Councilmember Soriano to 
approve Consent Agenda items 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11. Motion passed unanimously 
(7-0).

Review Bids  

7.  Award Boys and Girls Club Lighting Retrofit Project.

Motion made by Councilmember Vaughan, seconded by Councilmember 
Stevens, to award the Boys and Girls Club Lighting Retrofit Project to DC 
Electric, Inc. in the amount of $11,837.40 including Washington State Sales Tax 
and Approve a Management Reserve of $2,500 for a total allocation of 
$14,337.40. Motion passed unanimously (7-0). 

New Business 

Motion made by Councilmember Seibert, seconded by Councilmember Phillips, to 
move item 13 to the first item under New Business. Motion passed unanimously (7-0). 

13. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Related to 
Mobile/Manufactured Housing, Amending Section 19.04.020 Zones and Map 

Item 1 - 5
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Designations Established; Amending Section 19.04.080 Residential Zone; 
Amending Section 19.08.030 Residential Land Uses and Amending Footnotes 1; 
24; 25 and 26; Amending Section 19.08.040 Recreation/Cultural Land Uses and 
Amending Footnote 1a; Amending Section 19.08.050 General Services Land 
Uses; Amending 19.08.060 Government/Business Service Land Uses; Amending 
19.08.100 Regional Land Uses; Amending 19.38.030 Mobile/Manufactured 
Home Park Zone; and Amending 19.38.150 Standards for Existing Parks. 

Councilmember Stevens announced that he was a member of the Planning 
Commission when this ordinance came through there and wanted to make sure 
there was no conflict of interest. Grant Weed explained that there was no legal 
reason he would not be able to participate on this item. 

Public Comment: 

Ishbel Dickens, Columbia Legal Services, 101 Yesler Way, Seattle, WA, thanked 
the Council for allowing this item to be addressed first. She also thanked the 
staff, especially Cheryl Dungan and Gloria Hirashima for the work they have 
done analyzing the situation of the manufactured home situation in Marysville. 
She commended the process in Marysville noting that people have had 
opportunity for input. She was happy about the ordinance that will apply to at 
least 615 households, but expressed concern about the 421 homes that would 
not be protected by the propose ordinance. She urged the Council to expand the 
ordinance to include all of the manufactured homes.

Kylin Park, 4515 - 176th Street SW #43, Lynnwood, WA 98037, discussed the 
type of residents who live in manufactured home communities and the reasons 
they choose to live there. She stated that they appreciate the property rights of 
the community owners, but the benefit of preserving these communities goes 
much further than just saving the homes people live in. She discussed the huge 
economic savings as a result of people helping people within these parks. She 
asked the Council to be forward thinking and address this issue now when there 
is no crisis.

Wayne Radder, 5900 64th Street NE #174, Marysvillee, WA, President of 
Glenwood Estates Homeowners Association, explained that he moved to his 
park for long-term stability. The Council has an opportunity to add to that security 
for him. He concurred with Ishbel Dickens’ and Kylin Park’s comments. He spoke 
in support of the ordinance and encouraged the Council to consider the long-term 
stability of residents in the parks.

Margaret Hopkins, 5900 64th St NE #90, Marysville, WA 98270, stated that she 
has lived in Glenwood Park for 11 years and in Marysville for 16 years. She 
expressed concern for all park residents and the always-present possibility of 
having to find a new home in one year. She urged the Council to consider the 
possible impacts on residents. 

Item 1 - 6
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Council Discussion: 

Donna Wright asked for clarification about the effect of this particular ordinance. 
Cheryl Dungan explained that it creates a residential mobile home park zone and 
allows permitted uses in that zone. It does not rezone any parks; that would be 
done at a later date. 

Councilmember Rasmussen expressed support for the ordinance and thanked 
Cheryl Dungan for her hard work on the ordinance and the outreach she has 
done. This ordinance provides a statement of the City’s value of affordable 
homes that are available to our seniors. She feels the Council has a duty to 
protect the vulnerable citizens in the community. She spoke in support of this as 
a beginning step to pursue the things that can be done to make the seniors feel 
secure in their housing. 

Councilmember Stevens clarified that even after this zone is created there is still 
a possibility that the land could be rezoned and that it is not completely 
protected. Cheryl Dungan concurred. She stated that a property owner could still 
apply for a rezone back to the comprehensive plan designation. 

Councilmember Wright spoke to the importance of affordable housing to a 
community, but recommended denying or postponing this until they hear about 
the results of the other court cases so that they do not put their city in a financial 
predicament at a later time. Because of the economy she does not feel there is 
any hurry.

Councilmember Soriano asked for confirmation that all they were really doing 
here was creating a new designation. Ms. Dungan concurred.

Motion made by Councilmember Rasmussen, seconded by Councilmember 
Phillips, to approve Ordinance No. 2832. Upon a roll call vote, the following votes 
were recorded: 

� Yes – Rasmussen, Phillips, Soriano, Seibert 
� No – Stevens, Wright, Vaughan

Motion passed (4-3). 

12. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Section 10.04.150 of the 
Marysville Municipal Code, Relating to Fees for Voluntarily Surrendered Animals 
and Effective Date.

Councilmember Seibert asked if staff had obtained any additional information 
from the shelter about how Lake Stevens has been impacted by the change in 
price as a result of annexation. Staff did not have that information.

Item 1 - 7
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Councilmember Seibert expressed his concerns about this. He feels that if they 
charge full price for this people will be less likely to take strays to the shelter and 
owners will be less likely to find their lost pets. Additionally, based on the number 
of animals surrendered he feels that the citizens are doing the city a service that 
would otherwise have to be done by a CSO.

Councilmember Rasmussen recommended a “Good Samaritan” exception where 
you sign an affidavit that you found this animal, in which case the City would take 
the responsibility for the cost of that animal. Chief Smith explained that the 
ordinance just allows them to have a discussion with the shelter. What 
Councilmember Rasmussen is referring to is something that can be negotiated 
between staff and the shelter. He stated that they are planning on looking at 
language that differentiates between turning in a stray and a surrendered animal. 
This ordinance just allows them to look at the issue. He stated that staff is 
committed to coming to Council for direction on the rest of the issue. 
Councilmember Rasmussen requested follow up on this issue. Chief Smith 
concurred.

Councilmember Wright asked if they could amend item 2 to say, “ the sum equal 
to the current rate charged by the city” so they could pass the ordinance but still 
allow the sum to be determined later. City Attorney Weed commented that they 
could say, “ . . . the sum equal to the current rate charged by the city or any 
portion thereof.” Or, . . . “ a sum to be determined by the Marysville City Council.”  

Councilmember Rasmussen expressed concern that the ordinance assumes the 
person in possession is the owner. City Attorney Weed suggested having a 
separate category that allows the Council to establish a different rate or scenario 
for those that have come into possession of an animal and have had possession 
for less than a certain amount of time. 

Councilmember Seibert stated that he would be more comfortable with having 
the discussion about the charges prior to approving the ordinance.  

Councilmember Rasmussen noted that 1M already refers to a person who is 
surrendering a stray. She suggested that they could separate this out. 
Councilmember Phillips recommended removing the second part of that section 
and dealing with that as a separate issue. 

Councilmember Soriano asked if they had information about the number of 
puppies or kittens that had been surrendered which might indicate that the owner 
had suddenly become burdened with a litter of animals they did not want. Chief 
Smith did not have that information. 

Motion made by Councilmember Phillips, seconded by Councilmember Wright, 
to adopt Ordinance No. 2833 as amended, withdrawing from section 10.4.150 M, 
“ . . . or by any person who declares that the animals are stray animals as 

Item 1 - 8
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defined by this chapter.” Motion carried 6-1 with Councilmember Seibert voting 
against the motion. 

Councilmember Wright thought that the Tribes had an animal shelter. She 
suggested seeing if that might be an option for the City. Chief Smith stated that 
he would look into this. 

Councilmember Phillips asked if an ordinance amendment would be brought 
back dealing with strays or a Good Samaritan clause. There was consensus that 
the Council was not in support of charging for strays, but did support having an 
affidavit that the person dropping off a stray could sign declaring that they are not 
the owner. There was no support for trying to recoup costs for stray drop-offs, 
although Councilmember Stevens said he would be willing to pay a very minimal 
drop-off fee such as $10. Councilmember Vaughan proposed that they let the 
ordinance stand for awhile to see what happens. Councilmember Soriano 
concurred with Councilmember Vaughan. There was consensus from Council to 
do nothing more at this point. 

14. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Portions of Marysville Municipal 
Code Chapter 5.92 Relating to Body Art, Body Piercing and Tattooing or Tattoo 
Parlors and Providing for Severability.

Motion made by Councilmember Phillips, seconded by Councilmember Seibert, 
to approve Ordinance No. 2834, an Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending 
Portions of Marysville Municipal Code Chapter 5.92 Relating to Body Art, Body 
Piercing and Tattooing or Tattoo Parlors and Providing for Severability. Motion
passed unanimously (7-0). 

15. An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Marysville Municipal Code 
Chapter 14.32 Relating to Utility Service Area.  

Motion made by Councilmember Seibert, seconded by Councilmember Soriano, 
to approve Ordinance No. 2835, an Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending 
Marysville Municipal Code Chapter 14.32 Relating to Utility Service Area. Motion
passed (6-0) with Councilmember Rasmussen abstaining since she did not have 
a chance to review the Ordinance. 

Mayor’s Business 

Mayor Nehring participated in the Jet City ribbon cutting. Councilmembers Stevens and 
Wright were also there. The business was great and the pizza was fantastic. He wished 
them success. 

He noted that the Ingraham Blvd. ribbon cutting would be held tomorrow morning.

Item 1 - 9
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Staff Business

Jim Ballew: 
� On Make a Difference Day the parishioners of Venture Church planted over 

30,000 bulbs.
� Teen Halloween Haunted Egg Hunt will be held at 7:00 p.m. on Friday Night at 

Jennings Park. 

Chief Smith stated that a group will be working on some of the redeployment issues; in 
general the energy is very positive right now. He thanked the Council for looking at the 
animal ordinance. 

Kevin Nielsen: 
� He discussed impacts of the wind and rain over the weekend. Staff is gearing up 

for the winter storm season.
� Ingraham Blvd. has some glare on it because of the newness of the road. Staff 

will be putting reflective turtles at the major intersections to aid in the visual 
aspect.

� Ribbon Cutting for Ingraham Blvd tomorrow at 11:00 a.m. He thanked everyone 
for their work on this.  

� He distributed a new truck route map and noted that signage would be going up.  
� He commended Mayor Nehring who spoke with the school district about 

pedestrian access with Getchell High School. As a result, improvements will be 
made by city staff immediately and the costs will be split with the school district. 

Doug Buell explained that they are working on an Emergency Management Pages for 
preparing for snow and ice and also an Emergency Alerts page for the website. 

Sandy Langdon had no comments. 

Gloria Hirashima reported that permitting is showing an increase, especially in 
residential.

Grant Weed reported that he attended the WSAMA Conference last week which 
included a lot of topics of interest to city attorneys and cities. He announced that they 
had one potential litigation item for Executive Session which was expected to take five 
minutes with no action.

Call on Councilmembers 

Carmen Rasmussen had no comments. 

Lee Phillips had no comments. 

Item 1 - 10
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John Soriano noted that both he and Councilmember Wright would have trouble making 
it to the public safety meeting this week. There was consensus to delay the meeting 
until November.

Michael Stevens echoed the Mayor’s comments about Jet City Pizza. He thought the 
pizza was very good.

Jeff Vaughan suggested carpooling to the Joint City Council County Hearing on 
Wednesday.

Donna Wright also thought the Jet City Pizza was very good. She attended the Cities 
and Towns Meeting where they requested a resolution from Marysville in support of five 
issues: unfunded mandates, GMA, funding of Public Works Trust Fund, Highway 2 and 
Highway 9. CAO Hirashima indicated that they would look into this. 

Jeff Seibert commended Chief Smith for his patience in dealing with the animal control 
issue.

Recess

Recessed the meeting at 8:40 for five minutes and reconvened into Executive Session 
at 8:45. No action was taken. 

Executive Session

A.    Litigation –  RCW 42.30.110 (1)(i) to discuss one potential litigation with legal
counsel. 

B.    Personnel 

C.    Real Estate

Adjournment

Seeing no further business Mayor Nehring adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m. 

Approved this _______ day of ___________________, 2010. 

_________________________ ________________________  
Mayor Deputy City Clerk 
Jon Nehring April O’Brien 

Item 1 - 11
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COUNCIL MINUTES

Work Session 
November 1, 2010 

Call to Order / Pledge of Allegiance 

Mayor Nehring called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and led those present in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Roll Call 

Chief Administrative Officer Hirashima gave the roll call. The following staff and 
councilmembers were in attendance. 

Mayor: Jon Nehring 

Council: Lee Phillips, Carmen Rasmussen, Jeff Seibert, John 
Soriano, Michael Stevens, Jeff Vaughan, and Donna 
Wright,

Absent: None

Also Present: Chief Administrative Officer Gloria Hirashima, Finance 
Director Sandy Langdon, Chief Smith, City Attorney Thom 
Graafstra, Public Works Director Kevin Nielsen, Parks and 
Recreation Director Jim Ballew, Court Administrator 
Suzanne Elsner, Recording Secretary Laurie Hugdahl. 

Committee Reports – None 

Councilmember Soriano noted that the LEOFF 1 Board met on Wednesday the 27th and 
reviewed and approved 4 claims. 

Presentations - None 

Discussion Items  

Approval of Minutes 

1. Approval of October 11, 2010 City Council Meeting Minutes. 

2.  Approval of October 13, 2010 City Council Budget Work Session Minutes. 

Item 2 - 1
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3.  Approval of October 18, 2010 City Council Work Session Minutes. 

Consent 

4.  Approval of October 20, 2010 Claims in the Amount of $324,551.33; Paid by 
Check Number's 66114 through 66266 with Check Number 66107 Voided. 

5.  Approval of October 27, 2010 Claims. 

6.  Approval of October 27, 2010 Payroll in the Amount of $396,351.62; Paid by 
Check Number's 23382 through 23657 with Check Number 23502 Voided 
and Reissued with Check Number 23658. 

Review Bids 

Public Hearings 

7.  Public Hearing regarding the 2011 Proposed Budget (will be held November 
8, 2010). 

Councilmember Wright noted that she would be out of town next Monday and 
suggested that they consider holding off on voting until she could participate. Sandy 
Langdon added that they would have an updated packet in council members’ mailboxes 
next Wednesday.

New Business 

8.  Renewal of Facility Use Agreement for AllianceOne, Inc. and Imposition of 
Usage Fee. 

Suzy Elsner explained that this is a renewal of the facilities agreement for collections 
and also imposes a usage fee. 

9.  Residential Lease Agreement between the City of Marysville and Jeffrey 
and Jordan Lee. 

Jim Ballew stated that this is a lease agreement for the Rose property. A city employee 
and his brother are willing to reside there. He feels very good about this 
recommendation.

10.  An Ordinance of the City of Marysville, Washington Increasing Water, 
Sewer, and Surface Water Utility Rates and Amending Sections 14.07.060, 
14.07.070, and 14.19.050 of the Marysville Municipal Code as Allowed Under 
Section 14.07.075. 

There were no comments or questions on this item. 
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11.  An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Levying EMS Taxes Upon All 
Property Real Personal and Utility Subject to Taxation Within the Corporate 
Limits of the City of Marysville, Washington for the Year 2011. 

Sandy Langdon reviewed this document. There were no further comments or questions 
regarding this item. 

12.  An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Levying Regular Taxes Upon All 
Property Real, Personal and Utility Subject to Taxation Within the 
Corporate Limits of the City of Marysville, Washington for the Year 2011 
and Levying Taxes in Addition to the Regular Property Tax for Payment of 
Debt Service on the City's Unlimited General Obligation Bonds, 1986 and 
Refunded in 1996. 

Councilmember Rasmussen asked what the average increase would be for a $250,000 
home with the 1% increase. Sandy Langdon indicated she would bring that information 
back on Monday.

13.  An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Adopting a Budget for the City of 
Marysville, Washington, for the Year 2011, Setting Forth in Summary Form 
the Totals of Estimated Revenues and Appropriations of Each Separate 
Fund and the Aggregate Totals of All Such Funds Combined, and Including 
the Pay Classification Plan. 

This is a draft, but an updated document will be in council members’ boxes on 
Wednesday.

Councilmember Seibert asked if this dollar amount reflects the 0% in property tax. 
Sandy Langdon affirmed that it reflects the 0% option for property tax, but 1% EMS.

14.  An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Sections 3.65.010 of the 
Marysville Municipal Code to Increase the City Tax Rate from Six Percent of 
Gross Receipts to Six and One Half Percent of Gross Receipts. 

Sandy Langdon explained that this is a tax on the internal water and sewer utilities. 
They are asking that it moves up from 6 to 6.5% to cover additional expenses. This is 
not a tax on the ratepayer. It is a minimal tax that utilities can absorb. 

15.  An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending Sections 3.64.020(1), 
3.64.030, and 3.64.040 of the Marysville Municipal Code, Relating to the 
Utility Tax on Telephone Services, Sale of Gases, and Sale of Electricity. 

This is the additional 1% utilities tax we had on telephone last year that will sunset in 
February. If it is adopted again it would continue for another year. 
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Councilmember Wright commented that it appears more people are discontinuing use of 
land lines. Sandy Langdon agreed that there is a decrease in revenues and she thinks 
this is due to land lines being discontinued, but she noted that this does apply to cell 
phones. 

Councilmember Soriano pointed out that on page 2, section 2, the repeal date needs to 
be corrected to 2012. 

Legal

16.  Professional Services Agreement between City of Marysville and Strategies 
360, Inc. for Consulting Services. 

CAO Hirashima reviewed this agreement which establishes a professional services 
agreement for lobbying services for Strategies 360 Inc. to provide general lobbyist 
services. She explained that this is two contracts rolled into one in an effort to cut costs. 

Councilmember Rasmussen commented that she still feels this is too much money and 
she would prefer to see the items related to the University branch removed and any 
other items that our staff could do.

Councilmember Wright asked what the contract would do for the redistricting efforts. 
CAO explained that this would make sure Marysville is apprised of all actions relating to 
redistricting and ensure that our wishes are known to people that are involved. 

Mayor’s Business 

Mayor Nehring: 
� The food bank is getting dangerously low on food. There will be an all-city food 

drive this Saturday at Fred Meyer, Albertsons, Haggens, Grocery Outlet, IGA and 
Safeway. City employees will be at Fred Meyer all day on Saturday. 

� He attended the Premier Partners Breakfast at the School District where they 
awarded the Premier Partner award to the Tulalip Tribes. They also introduced 
Junior Achievement of Marysville and discussed the different collaborations they 
have had with the City and other partners. He reported that the school board 
members that he saw are very eager for the January 31 meeting.

� Ingraham Blvd. ribbon cutting was fabulous. He thanked all those responsible for 
the project and the ribbon-cutting event.

� Snohomish County Tomorrow met last week. They are one meeting away from 
finishing the Countywide Planning Policies.  

� Community Transit met Thursday night for a budget presentation.
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Staff Business

Chief Smith: 
� Lisa Brenton was on the air last week and commended the Marysville Police 

Department and how they have taken her in since Tim’s death. 
� We have a person doing electronic home monitoring over at the courts. There is 

also a bailiff there. Councilmember Rasmussen suggested that they make a 
presentation to Council after they get up and running. 

Kevin Nielsen: 
� Ingraham Blvd. turned out to be a beautiful corridor. He thanked Parks for their 

participation. He expressed special thanks to TIB for the $1million to build the 
corridor.

� Public Works Committee this Friday at Steamboat at 2:00 p.m. 
� CD is scheduled to come back “home” the week after Thanksgiving. 
� Thanks to finance for the budget preparation. 

Jim Ballew: 
� The Teen Halloween Egg Hunt turned out very well. They collected a lot of food 

for the food bank. 
� Basketball drafts are starting this weekend.
� They will start advertising for the Father Daughter Dance. 
� He commended staff for the budget process. 

Sandy Langdon noted that next week is the big budget week. She acknowledged that 
her team has done a good job getting things done and getting responses as quickly as 
possible. She thanked the other directors and Gloria for their quick responses and 
participation.

Gloria Hirashima: 
� It was very exciting to have Ingraham Blvd. opened. Many people have been 

watching the project for a very long time. She reviewed some of the history on 
this project. 

� The layoff process was completed last week. A lot of transfers moved to new 
positions today. There was a settlement meeting with Teamsters last week and a 
lot of grievances were resolved.

� She thanked all the departments and especially finance for the work they have 
done on the budget. She wished the Council well on the decisions ahead. 

Thom Graafstsra stated that he had no business for tonight.

Call on Councilmembers 

Carmen Rasmussen echoed comments on the budget process. She expressed 
appreciation for the thoroughness, clarity, and transparency of the budget information. 
She thanked the Mayor and his staff as well as the directors. 
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Jeff Vaughan had no comments. 

Michael Stevens echoed the comments about the budget. It has been helpful for him 
coming in new to this process.

Donna Wright echoed the positive comments on the budget process and the budget. 
She commented on the huge number of sailors at the Ingraham Blvd. ribbon-cutting. 
She appreciated the comments from the Captain expressing appreciation to the City. 

Lee Phillips was impressed with the Ingraham Blvd. event and the turnout. He thought 
that a lot of the sailors were very impressed with the project. He gave an update on a 
land use matter that he, Donna Wright, and Jeff Vaughan completed recently.

John Soriano echoed compliments to staff on the budget. 

Jeff Seibert: 
� He thanked finance and everybody for the budget. 
� He thanked staff for the ribbon-cutting event and was pleased that they agreed to 

name it after the City’s adopted ship. 
� He commented on the difficult budget process and expressed frustration with 

some of the misinformed comments in the newspaper. Mayor Nehring concurred, 
but noted that he has been trying to get out to meet with as many people and 
groups as possible to get the message across. He recommended taking any 
opportunity that the Council might have to inform people about the budget.

Adjournment

Seeing no further business Mayor Nehring adjourned the meeting at 7:38 p.m. 

Approved this _______ day of ___________________, 2010. 

_________________________ ________________________  
Mayor Deputy City Clerk 
Jon Nehring April O’Brien 
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR ACTION 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE:    November 22, 2010 
AGENDA ITEM: 
Approval of New For-Hire Business to Operate in Marysville 

AGENDA SECTION: 
Consent

PREPARED BY: 
Carol Mulligan, Program Specialist 

AGENDA NUMBER: 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Copy of  For-Hire Business License Application 
2. Copy of Police Department Approval. 
3. Experience and Description of Services. 
4. Copy of  DOL Vehicle Registration. 
5. Copy of Certificates of Liability Insurance Coverage for the Single 

Vehicle to Operate in Marysville (includes make, model and VIN 
number). 

APPROVED BY: 

MAYOR  CAO 

BUDGET CODE: AMOUNT: 

City Cab has submitted an application to operate a “For-Hire” business in Marysville, initially consisting of ONE 
(1) for-hire vehicle.

In accordance to MMC 5.24.060(2):  a) the applicant, by deed and word,  has demonstrated the willingness and 
ability to provide public transportation services in full compliance with this chapter; b)  the applicant has provided 
documentation, including vehicle number, make, model, and VIN numbers, for each vehicle verifying the number 
of public service vehicles as one.  With the continued growth of the greater Marysville area, the number of residents 
and visitors have increased accordingly with a corresponding increase in the necessity of public transportation 
services;  c) the proposed increase of one vehicle should not create any adverse impact on environmental or 
economic growth.   

City Staff have determined that all required information has been submitted in its entirety and to the satisfaction of 
the department.  Currently, there are eight (8) For-Hire businesses licensed and operating in the City of Marysville:  
AAA Dispatch Services dba North County Limo and Taxi Services, AAA Taxi / Ace Taxi, Eagle Taxi, American 
Checker Taxi Cab, Marysville Transportation, Orange Cab, Yellow Cab of Marysville, and Yellow Cab of 
Washington.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
City Staff recommends City Council approve the application for City Cab to operate a For-Hire business in 
Marysville. 

COUNCIL ACTION: 

Item 9 - 1



Item 9 - 2



Item 9 - 3



Item 9 - 4



Item 9 - 5



Item 9 - 6



Item 10 - 1



Item 10 - 2



Item 10 - 3



Item 18 - 1



CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR ACTION 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE:  November 22, 2010 
AGENDA ITEM:
Water Comp Plan Amendment – Cross Connection Control
PA 10015

AGENDA SECTION:
New Business

PREPARED BY:
Chris Holland, Senior Planner

APPROVED BY:

ATTACHMENTS:
1. PC Recommendation
2. WCP Cross Connection Control Program Amendments
3. Memo to PC, from Chris Holland, dated July 9, 2010
4. Memo to PC, from Chris Holland, dated July 23, 2010
5.  Ordinance

MAYOR CAO

BUDGET CODE: AMOUNT:

DESCRIPTION: 

A NON-PROJECT action amendment to Appendix C Fire Hydrant utilization, of 
Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program, of the Marysville Water 
Comprehensive Plan (WCP).  The WCP is proposed to be amended in order to prevent 
cross connection to the city’s water supply and to implement a new vehicle fill station 
application, a new hydrant meter application and amending the fee structure in order to 
cover the administrative permit processing and permit renewal notification.fee structure 
amendments costs. 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 27, 2010 recommending 
adoption of the proposed WCP amendments, requesting City Staff implement a policy 
allowing individuals obtaining an annual vehicle permit be allowed to turn in their
vehicle identification card during “off-peak” months or during months of non-usage, 
without being charged an additional set-up fee ($50.00) or the monthly utilization fee 
($50.00) within the annual vehicle permit period. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Affirm the PC’s Recommendation and adopt the NON-PROJECT action amendments to 
Appendix C Fire Hydrant utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program of the 
Marysville WCP by Ordinance.

COUNCIL ACTION:
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City of Marysville 
Water Comprehensive Plan 

Text Amendment 

Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program 
Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization Program track changes follow
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Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization Program 
1.0 Policy 
Any person who wishes to withdraw water from a City of Marysville fire hydrant or City designated fill 
station, must apply to the Public Works Department for a permit and agree to follow all rules, regulations, 
and procedures that the Public Works Department may adopt in connection with granting and/or renewing 
such a permit. Access will be limited to one or more specific fire hydrants as designated by the Public 
Works Department. The initial permit period will expire after one year. If the need for fire hydrant water 
extends beyond one year, the permit must be renewed. Prior to utilizing any fire hydrantfill station for 
filling, all vehicle’s air gaps must be inspected and approved as meeting requirements of the City’s Cross-
Connection Control Program. Similarly, any permit renewal requires that vehicle’s air gaps be re-
inspected. The initial inspection and any permit-renewal inspections must be conducted and documented 
by a Public Works Department employee certified by the DOH as a Cross-Connection Control Specialist 
(CCS).  

2.0 Procedures 
The following sections define specific procedures and requirements associated with the two types of fire 
hydrant utilization permits. Implementation details for each type of permit are discussed below.  

2.1 Vehicle Permits
Each tanker truck, trailer or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a city designated fill station, must apply 
for, and obtain a vehicle permit. Fill stations are accessible at the following locations:

 Midway (Fire Station # 63 at 14800 Smokey Point Boulevard).
 Kellogg Marsh (6605 – 100th Street NE).
 South End (Public Works at 80 Columbia Avenue).

To obtain a Vehicle Permit, the applicant must contact the Public Works Department and arrange to meet 
with a CCS at the Public Works Department offices (80 Columbia Avenue, Marysville, WA 98270). At the 
appointment, the applicant must complete a Vehicle Fill StationHydrant Utilization Permit Application. 
[insert reference] presents a sample permit application.) The CCS will conduct an inspection to ensure 
that each vessel the applicant intends to use for water withdrawal incorporates an approved air gap 
suitable for eliminating potential for cross-connections with the City’s water distribution system. After 
successful inspection, the MPWD will collect appropriate fees and issues a vehicle identification card that 
must be carried in the vehicle when withdrawing water from a fill station hydrant. A deposit is required for 
the identification card. 

Existing Vehicle Permit holders must have the air gaps on their vehicles inspected annually in order to 
renew the vehiclehydrant use permit. Forty eight (48) hours notice is required for all vehicle air gap 
inspection appointments. The CCSCCP Administrator will mails an air gap inspection reminder letter to 
the permit holder prior to the anniversary date of the initial permit.  

For each tanker truck, trailer, or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a fill station hydrant, the applicant
permit holder must pay the Public Works Department a $100.00 refundable deposit to obtain a vehicle 
identification card, and will then be required to pay a $50.00 per month vehicle fill station utilization fee, 
which includes recordkeeping costs. monthly Vehicle Hydrant Utilization Permit fee. This fee is imposed 
to cover the cost of water as well as the associated costs for permit recordkeeping. In addition, the card 
holder will be required to pay monthly water consumption charges based on the City’s current water rates. 
The $100.00 refundable deposit, less accrued monthly fees and usage charges, will be refunded when 
the permit holder returns the vehicle identification card to the Public Works Department. If the associated 
costs exceed the deposit amount, the customer will be billed for the remaining fees. The return of the card 
will terminate the vehicle permit.  

For each vehicle to be filled from a hydrant, the permit holder must pay a $100.00 refundable deposit to 
obtain a vehicle identification card. The permit holder is responsible for assuring that the identification 
card is present on or in the vehicle and available for inspection at any time when the vehicle is being 
filled. The City will refund the deposit(s) when the permit holder returns the vehicle identification card(s) to 
the Public Works Department. That return will terminate the permit. 
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2.2 Site Permits 
A site permit is required by any person wanting to withdraw water from a specific City hydrant for 
construction purposes. The applicant must pay a $1200.00 refundable deposit to obtain a site permit, 
hydrant backflow prevention assembly, and hydrant meter. Each month that the permit is in effect, the 
customer will also be required to pay a base fee of $50.00 per month plus water consumption charges 
based on the City’s current water rates. The $1200.00 refundable deposit, less accrued monthly fees and 
usage charges, will be refunded after the customer returns all of the equipment in good condition, as 
verified by inspection of Public Works personnel. If the associated costs exceed the deposit amount, the 
customer will be billed for the remaining fees. Returning all equipment in good condition and paying all 
applicable fees will terminate the site permit.

To obtain a Site Permit to withdraw water from a specific City fire hydrant for construction purposes, an 
applicant must contact the Public Works Department, either in person at 80 Columbia Avenue, or by 
phone at (360)363-8100 and arrange a meeting to fill out the proper application paperwork and/or forms. 
The following forms will be required to obtain a site permit:complete relevant forms:  

 Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit Application / Hydrant Backflow Prevention Assembly and 
Meter Loan Agreement.
Hydrant Backflow Prevention Assembly and Meter Loan Agreement
Hydrant Meter Check Out Form.

Hydrant Meter Checkout Form 

These forms are available from the Public Works Department located at 80 Columbia Avenue.
  
A refundable deposit (minus $50.00 per month and damages) in the amount of $1,200.00 is required. If a 
hydrant meter is not deemed necessary by MPWD and not checked out, the deposit will be $600.00 
(minus $50.00 per month and damages). The City will refund the customer’s deposit after the customer 
returns all equipment in good condition (as verified via inspection by MPWD personnel) and all charges 
are paid.
  
Each month that the permit is in effect, the City will bill the customer a base fee of $50.00 plus water 
consumption charges based on the current City ordinance water rates.

2.3  Meter and Equipment Checkout  

One year is the maximum length of time a meter and backflow prevention assembly can be checked out. 
If a permit holder needs a meter and assembly for more than one year, the MPWD will issue a new meter 
and assembly and retrieve the original unit for inspection and maintenance.  

The MPWD provides the customer with:  

 A fire hydrant meter with gate valve (or gate valve alone when a meter is not required)  
 A section of fire hose  
 A hydrant valve wrench  
 A double check valve assembly (DCVA) or a reduced pressure back flow assembly (RPBA)       

according to the need. 
 Adapters for connecting either a fire hose or a garden hose to the hydrant meter  
 An instruction sheet that details proper installation procedures  
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January 20, 2002  
Marysville Public Works Department  
80 Columbia Avenue  
Marysville, WA 98270  

To: [Insert Customer’s Name]  
[Insert Customer’s Address] 
[Insert Customer’s City, State, and Zip Code] 

Subject: Vehicle Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit Renewal 
  
The vehicle with license number [insert vehicle license number] is due for an annual air gap inspection, as 
required by Chapter 246-290-490 of the Washington Administrative Code and by Chapter 14.10.080
[insert appropriate chapter reference] of the Marysville Municipal Code. This inspection shall be 
performed free of charge by a City of Marysville employee who holds a valid Certificate of Competency in 
cross-connection control issued by the Washington State Department of Health.  

If the inspection discloses that the air gap is not satisfactory, please make the necessary repairs and 
have the vehicle re-inspected in accordance with the instructions above. Failure to do so would require 
denial of a vehiclehydrant use permit renewal. 
  
If you have any questions concerning the above requirements, please contact me.  

Sincerely,  

John Doe  
Cross-Connection Control Specialist  
Phone: (360) 651-5100  
Fax: (360) 651-5182  
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REMOVE AND REPLACE WITH NEW FIRE HYDRANT UTILIZATION PERMIT APPLICATION 
Marysville Public Works Department Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit Application 

And Hydrant Backflow Prevention Assembly and Meter Loan Agreement 

______________________________________              ______________________________________
Applicant or Company Name Applicant or Company Street Address

_______________________________________ ______________________________________
Designated Contact Person Applicant or Company City & ZIP Code 

_______________________________________
Applicant or Company Phone Number 

_______________________________________ ______________________________________
Designated Hydrant Location Intended Water Use 

_______________________________________ ______________________________________
Start Date (Month/Day/Year) Expiration Date (Month/Day/Year) 

Meter Serial Number ______________________ RPBA Serial Number _____________________

  
DCVA Serial Number _____________________

_______________________________________ ______________________________________
Issued By (MPWD Employee) Issue Date (Month/Day/Year) 

Fee Amount Paid ($) ______________________  

Deposit Amount Paid ($) ___________________  

Total Amount Paid ($) _____________________

Receipt Number __________________________

MPWD and/or Applicant Comments 
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
The applicable monthly hydrant use fee, water consumption fee, and any costs to repair or replace City 
equipment or property will be deducted from the original deposit prior to refund. 

Acknowledgment 
The undersigned applicant hereby agrees to hold and save harmless the City of Marysville from any and 
all claims for damages, costs, expenses, or causes of action that may arise of installation and 
maintenance of the improvement or other equipment use hereto applied. The undersigned further agrees 
to remove the equipment and return it to the City upon notice from the City and agrees to reimburse the 
City for loss of or damage to the assembly or City property. 

________________________________________ ______________________________________
Print Applicant’s Name Sign Applicant’s Name 

Original to Applicant - Copy to Public Works Department File  
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REMOVE AND REPLACE WITH NEW FIRE HYDRANT METER CHECKOUT FORM 
Marysville Public Works Department 

Hydrant Meter Checkout Form 

The CCP Administrator should ensure that the Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit holder receives 
applicable items as marked below and understands the instructions for their proper installation and use. 

_____ 2-inch Meter With Control Valve, Handle, Meter number _________________________  
and Adapters. 

_____ 2-1/2-inch Fire Hose Serial number _________________________

_____ For Low Hazard Use: 
Double Check Valve Assembly with Serial number _________________________  
2” Female to Hydrant Adapter Fitting 

_____ For High Hazard Use: 
Reduced Pressure Backflow Assembly with Serial number _________________________
2-inch Female to Hydrant Adapter Fitting 

_____ Hydrant Valve Wrench Serial number _________________________  

_____ 2-inch Male IPT to Hydrant Adapter Fitting Serial number _________________________  

_____ 2-inch x 3/4-inch Bushing with 3/4-inch Serial number _________________________
Garden Hose Adapter Fitting 

_____ 2-inch Control Valve (Gate Valve) with Serial number _________________________  
Adapter Fittings 

Instructions: 
1. Attach the meter (or the 2-inch control valve, if a meter is not used) to the designated hydrant outlet. 
2. Connect the fire hose to the meter at one end, and to the backflow prevention assembly at the other 

end. Observe the directional arrows on the backflow assembly. 
3. With the 2-inch control valve closed, use the hydrant wrench to open and close the hydrant. 
4. The control valve on the meter MUST be used to prevent damage to the hydrant and to the water 

distribution system. Always open and close the control valve slowly to prevent surges or water 
hammer that could cause damage to the water system. 

STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING: I have received the components specified above and understand 
the instructions for their use. 

_________________________________________ ________________________________
Signature of Hydrant Permit Holder Date  

Checked out by ______________ Meter Reading ______________ Date _______________  
 

Checked in by ______________ Meter Reading ______________ Date _______________
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NEW FORM 
VEHICLE FILL STATION PERMIT

FEES AND INSTRUCTIONS

FEE SCHEDULE*

Deposit –
Vehicle Identification Card $100.00 (refundable)

Set-up Fee $50.00 (non-refundable)

Monthly Utilization Fee $50.00 (non-refundable)

Usage $3.50 per 1000 gallons

INSTRUCTIONS
Each tanker truck, trailer or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a city designated fill station, 
must apply for, and obtain a vehicle permit. Fill stations are accessible at the following locations:
 Midway (Fire Station # 63 at 14800 Smokey Point Boulevard).
 Kellogg Marsh (6605 – 100th Street NE).
 South End (Public Works at 80 Columbia Avenue).

To obtain a Vehicle Permit, the applicant must contact the Public Works Department and 
arrange to meet with a CCS at the Public Works Department offices (80 Columbia Avenue, 
Marysville, WA 98270). At the appointment, the applicant must complete a Vehicle Fill Station   
Permit Application.  The CCS will conduct an inspection to ensure that each vessel the applicant 
intends to use for water withdrawal incorporates an approved air gap suitable for eliminating 
potential for cross-connections with the City’s water distribution system. After successful 
inspection, the MPWD will collect appropriate fees and issue a vehicle identification card that 
must be carried in the vehicle when withdrawing water from a fill station. 

Existing Vehicle Permit holders must have the air gaps on their vehicles inspected annually in 
order to renew the vehicle permit. Forty eight (48) hours notice is required for all vehicle air gap 
inspection appointments. The CCS will mail an air gap inspection reminder letter to the permit 
holder prior to the anniversary date of the initial permit. 

For each tanker truck, trailer, or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a fill station, the applicant 
must pay the Public Works Department a $100.00 refundable deposit to obtain a vehicle 
identification card, and will then be required to pay a $50.00 per month vehicle fill station 
utilization fee, which includes recordkeeping costs.  In addition, the card holder will be required 
to pay monthly water consumption charges based on the City’s current water rates. The 
$100.00 refundable deposit, less accrued monthly fees and usage charges, will be refunded 
when the permit holder returns the vehicle identification card to the Public Works Department. If 
the associated costs exceed the deposit amount, the customer will be billed for the remaining 
fees. The return of the card will terminate the vehicle permit. 

The permit holder is responsible for assuring that the identification card is present on or in the 
vehicle and available for inspection at any time when the vehicle is being filled.

*Per Appendix C, Fire Hydrant Utilization Program/July 2002
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NEW FORM 
VEHICLE FILL STATION PERMIT APPLICATION

____________________________________ ________________________________________
Applicant or Company Name   Applicant or Company Street Address

____________________________________ ________________________________________
Designated Contact Person   Applicant or Company City & Zip Code

____________________________________ ________________________________________
Applicant or Company Phone Number  Intended Water Use

____________________________________ ________________________________________
Vehicle Make & Model    Vehicle License Number

____________________________________
Vehicle Air Gap Inspection Performed By Circle One: Pass  Fail

____________________________________ ________________________________________
Permit Issued by (MPWD Employee)  Permit Issue Date (Month/Day/Year)

Vehicle Identification Card Number Assigned:  ________________________________________

Deposit Amount Paid ($)  

Utilization Fee Paid ($)  

Total Amount Paid ($)  

Receipt Number  

MPWD and/or Applicant Comments _______________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________
The applicable monthly utilization fees and water usage charges will be deducted from the original deposit prior to refund. 

Acknowledgement

The undersigned applicant agrees to fill their vehicle at designated fill stations only, and understands that 
termination of this permit is dependent on their return of the vehicle identification card to Public Works.

The undersigned applicant hereby agrees to indemnify, defend, hold and save harmless the City of Marysville from 
any and all claims for damages, costs, expenses or causes of action that may arise of the use of equipment use and 
fill station services hereto applied.  

____________________________________ _____________________________________________
Print Applicant’s Name    Sign Applicant’s Name
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NEW FORM 
Original to Applicant – Copy to Public Works Department

VEHICLE FILL STATION PERMIT
PUBLIC WORKS WORKSHEET

(INTERNAL USE ONLY)

INSPECTIONS

Date Read By Date Read By

FEES

Deposit $100.00 Refundable

Set-up fee $50.00 Non-refundable

Monthly Utilization Fee $50.00 Non-refundable, number of months

Total usage $3.50 Per 1000 gallons

Other
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NEW FORM 
SITE FIRE HYDRANT UTILIZATION PERMIT APPLICATION AND 

HYDRANT BACKFLOW PREVENTION ASSEMBLY /  METER LOAN AGREEMENT

FEES AND INSTRUCTIONS
FEE SCHEDULE*

Deposit $1200.00 (refundable)

Set-up fee $50.00 (non-refundable)

Monthly rental $50.00 (non-refundable)

Usage $3.50 per 1000 gallons

The applicable monthly hydrant use fee, water consumption fee, and any costs to repair or 
replace City equipment or property will be deducted from the original deposit prior to refund. 

INSTRUCTIONS

The maximum length of time a meter and backflow assembly (BFA) can be checked out is one 
year.  If a meter and BFA is needed for a period exceeding one year, a new meter and BFA will 
be issued, and the original unit must be returned for inspection and maintenance.

The City will provide the customer a fire hydrant meter and gate valve, a section of fire hose, a 
hydrant wrench, a double check valve assembly (DCVA) or a reduced pressure back flow 
assembly (RPBA) according to the need, adapters for either a fire or garden hose, and 
instructions (as shown below) for proper installation.  The deposit shall be refunded after the 
equipment has been returned in good condition and inspected by Utilities personnel, and all 
charges are paid.

1. Attach the meter to the designated hydrant outlet.

2. Connect the fire hose to the meter at one end, and to the backflow prevention 
assembly at the other end.  Observe the directional arrows on the backflow 
assembly.

3. With the 2-inch control valve closed, use the hydrant wrench to open and close the 
hydrant.  The hydrant must be in the full open position while using it.

4. The control valve on the meter MUST be used to prevent damage to the hydrant 
and to the water distribution system.  Always open and close the control valve 
slowly to prevent surges or water hammer that could cause damage to the water 
system.

*Per Appendix C, Fire Hydrant Utilization Program/July 2002
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NEW FORM 
HYDRANT METER CHECKOUT FORM and PERMIT

PERMIT HOLDER INFORMATION     Date     

Name:              

Contact:           Phone:       

Contact:           Phone:       

Address:              

                  

Deposit rec'd �   $_____________  Check # __________     Rec'd by    

METER INFORMATION
Designated Hydrant Location           

Estimated Return Date           

The CCS should ensure that the Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit holder receives applicable items as 
marked below and understands the instructions for proper installation and use. 

_____  Meter With Control Valve, Handle,   Meter number _________________________ 
and Adapters. 
¾ inch   – 1 inch   – 2 inch  – Circle applicable size

_____ 2-1/2-inch Fire Hose     Serial number _________________________

_____ For Low Hazard Use: 
Double Check Valve Assembly with   Serial number _________________________ 
 Female to Hydrant Adapter Fitting 

 ¾ inch  - 1 inch  - 2 inch  - Circle applicable size

_____ For High Hazard Use: 
Reduced Pressure Backflow Assembly with  Serial number _________________________
 Female to Hydrant Adapter Fitting 
¾ inch - 1 inch  - 2 inch  - Circle applicable size

_____ Hydrant Valve Wrench     Serial number _________________________ 

_____ 2-inch Male IPT to Hydrant Adapter Fitting  Serial number _________________________ 

_____ 2-inch x 3/4-inch Bushing with 3/4-inch   Serial number _________________________
Garden Hose Adapter Fitting 

_____ 2-inch Control Valve (Gate Valve) with   Serial number _________________________ 
Adapter Fittings 

Additional equipment/comments: 
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STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING
The undersigned applicant hereby agrees to indemnify, defend, hold and save harmless the City 
of Marysville from any and all claims for damages, costs, expenses or causes of action that may 
arise of installation and maintenance of the improvement or other equipment use hereto applied.  
The undersigned further agrees to remove the equipment and return it to the City of Marysville 
upon notice from the City and agrees to reimburse the City for loss or damage to the assembly 
or city property.  I have received the components specified and understand the instructions for 
their use.  I understand this permit expires in one year.

Issue Date        Expiration Date     

Signature of Permit Holder           

METER READ
Checked out by _____________   Meter reading ____________   Date    

Checked in by ______________   Meter reading ____________   Date    

Incoming Condition/Additional Comments:         
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NEW FORM 
HYDRANT USE PERMIT 

PUBLIC WORKS WORKSHEET
(INTERNAL USE ONLY)

INSPECTIONS

Date Read By Date Read By

FEES

Deposit $1200.00 Refundable

Set-up fee $50.00 Non-refundable

Monthly rental $50.00 Non-refundable, number of months

Total usage $3.50 Per 1000 gallons

Other

  

Item 11 - 18



CCOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
80 Columbia Avenue � Marysville, WA 98270 

(360) 363-8100 � (360) 651-5099 FAX 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: July 9, 2010 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Chris Holland, Senior Planner 

RE: Water Comp Plan (WCP) Amendment – Cross-Connection Control 
PA 10015 

CC: Gloria Hirashima, CAO 
Cheryl Dungan, Planning Manager – Land Use 
Kevin Nielsen, Public Works Director 
Doug Byde, Water Quality Manager 

Marysville Public Works is proposing a NON-PROJECT action text amendment to the City of 
Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan (WCP).  Appendix C Fire Hydrant utilization, of 
Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program, of the WCP, is proposed to be amended in 
order to prevent cross connections to the city’s water supply and to implement a new 
vehicle fill station application, and a new hydrant meter application. 

The proposed amendments are intended to: 

1. Protect public health and safety by closer monitoring of the city’s fill stations and fire 
hydrants, and by annual inspection of those vessels using the city’s water system. 

2. Charge and collect appropriate fees (see fee structure below) for those using the city’s fill 
stations and hydrants, and recover costs associated with set up and monitoring of the 
program. 

3. Require users of the city’s fill stations to have their vehicle/vessel air gap inspected annually 
by our water quality/cross connection staff, and to carry a vehicle permit at all times while in 
the field, for identification and compliance purposes. 

4. Define and clarify the difference between who needs to have a vehicle fill station permit in 
comparison to who needs to have a site fire hydrant permit. It is public work’s goal to have 
most contractors using the city’s fill stations, unless the contractor is at a specific site for a 
long term project, and needs a consistent water supply at the site. 

Proposed fee structure amendments: 

Vehicle Fill Station Permit 

Fee Structure Set Up Fee Water Use Fee 
Monthly 

Utilization Fee Vehicle ID Fee 

Current None None 50.00 - NR 100.00 - R 

Proposed 50.00 – NR 3.50/1000 gallons 50.00 - NR 100.00 - R 

NR = Non Refundable R = Refundable 
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Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit 

Fee Structure Set Up Fee Water Use Fee Monthly Rental 
Fee 

Deposit 

Current None 3.50/1000 gallons 50.00 - NR 1200.00 - R 

Proposed 50.00 - NR 3.50/1000 gallons 50.00 - NR 1200.00 - R 

NR = Non Refundable R = Refundable 

All of the proposed text amendments to the WCP are attached in a track change format. 
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CCOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
80 Columbia Avenue � Marysville, WA 98270 

(360) 363-8100 � (360) 651-5099 FAX 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: July 23, 2010 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Chris Holland, Senior Planner 

RE: Water Comp Plan (WCP) Amendment – Cross-Connection Control 
PA 10015 

CC: Gloria Hirashima, CAO 
Cheryl Dungan, Planning Manager – Land Use 
Kevin Nielsen, Public Works Director 
Larry Larson, Public Works Superintendent 
Doug Byde, Water Quality Manager 

At the public workshop, held on July 13, 2010, the Planning Commission had some specific 
questions regarding the proposed amendment to the cross-connection control program 
outlined in the Water Comprehensive Plan (WCP).  The following is offered to clarify the PCs 
concerns regarding the proposed amendment: 

1. Why is the city imposing an annual vehicle/vessel air gap inspection? 

The inspection is necessary in order to help prevent cross contamination from 
vehicles not only legally utilizing the city’s fill stations and “watch-dogs,” but 
also in order to help prevent cross contamination form vehicles who illegally 
connect to hydrants without utilizing a designated “watch-dog” that is equipped 
with a double-check valve. 

2. Are the fill stations equipped with a double-check valve? 

The fill stations are equipped with an RP (Reduced Pressure) backflow assembly 
device, which is a step higher in protection that the double-check and are 
generally used in high health hazard situation to protect the water system. 

3. Is it the city’s intention to eliminate allowance of “watch-dogs”? 

No changes are proposed for allowing contractors to check out a “watch-dog” 
from the city and utilize on a job site or sites.  The fill stations are intended 
mainly for irrigation vehicles. 

4. Why is there a proposed fee increase? 

The following in red are the proposed increases:  

Vehicle Fill Station Permit 

Fee Structure Set Up Fee Water Use Fee Monthly 
Utilization Fee 

Vehicle ID Fee 

Current None None 50.00 - NR 100.00 - R 

Proposed 50.00 – NR 3.50/1000 gallons 50.00 - NR 100.00 - R 

NR = Non Refundable R = Refundable 
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Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit 

Fee Structure Set Up Fee Water Use Fee Monthly Rental 
Fee 

Deposit 

Current None 3.50/1000 gallons 50.00 - NR 1200.00 - R 

Proposed 50.00 - NR 3.50/1000 gallons 50.00 - NR 1200.00 - R 

NR = Non Refundable R = Refundable 

The proposed set up fee covers the administrative permit processing costs and 
permit renewal notification.  The $3.50/1,000 gallons water use fee for vehicle 
fill stations is proposed to match the water use fee for site fire hydrant 
utilization. 
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
Marysville, Washington 

ORDINANCE NO. _________

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE, WASHINGTON 
RELATING TO THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AND AMENDING 
APPENDIX C FIRE HYDRANT UTILIZATION, OF APPENDIX 8-2 CROSS-
CONNECTION CONTROL PROGRAM OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
WATER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, A SUBELEMENT OF THE PUBLIC 
FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT OF THE MARYSVILLE GROWTH 
MANAGEMENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, PURSUANT TO THE CITY’S 
ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT AND UPDATE PROCESS.  

 WHEREAS, on April 27, 2005 the Marysville City Council enacted Ordinance No. 2569 
adopting an updated Growth Management Comprehensive Plan (“Comprehensive Plan”) for 
the City of Marysville; and 

 WHEREAS, the Growth Management Act allows jurisdictions to amend comprehensive 
plans once a year, except in those situations enumerated in RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a); and 

 WHEREAS, on January 27, 1997 the Marysville City Council adopted Resolution No. 
1839, providing for procedures for annual amendment and update of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan; and 

 WHEREAS, on May 27, 2002 the Marysville City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2406, 
adding Chapter 18.10 to the Marysville Municipal Code (MMC) entitled “Procedures For 
Legislative Actions” which establishes procedures for processing and review of legislative 
actions relating to amendments or revision to the Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Regulations; and 

 WHEREAS, the City of Marysville’s existing Water Comprehensive Plan was approved 
by Ordinance No. 2781 on July 27, 2009; and 

 WHEREAS, the 2010 Comprehensive Plan Amendments include amending Appendix C 
Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program of the City of 
Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan, a subelement of the Public Facilities and Services 
Element of the Marysville Growth Management Comprehensive Plan, in order to prevent 
cross connections to the City’s water supply and to implement a new vehicle fill station 
application, and a new hydrant meter application; and 

 WHEREAS, on July 23, 2010, the City issued a State Environment Policy Act 
Threshold Determination of Non-significance (DNS), which addresses the environmental 
impacts of the amendments to Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-
Connection Control Program of the City of Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan, a Non-
Project action proposal; and 

 WHEREAS, the City has submitted the amendments to Appendix C Fire Hydrant 
Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program of the City of Marysville 
Water Comprehensive Plan to the State of Washington Department of Commerce for 60-day 
review in accordance with RCW 36.70A.106; and 
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 WHEREAS, the Marysville Planning Commission, after review of the proposed 
amendments to Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection 
Control Program of the City of Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan, held a public workshop 
on July 13, 2010, and held a public hearing on July 27, 2010, and received testimony from 
staff and other interested parties following public notice; and 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission prepared and provided its written 
recommendation that said proposed amendments be approved by the Marysville City 
Council; and     

 WHEREAS, on November 8, 2010 the Marysville City Council reviewed the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation relating to the proposed 2010 Comprehensive Plan 
amendments to Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection 
Control Program of the City of Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan; 

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

 Section 1.  The City Council hereby finds that the 2010 Comprehensive Plan 
amendments to Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection 
Control Program of the City of Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan attached hereto as 
Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference are: 

1. Consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan;  
2. Consistent with the State Growth Management Act and the State Environmental 

Policy Act;  
3. Warranted by significant changes in circumstances; and 
4. Warranted by sufficient benefit or cost to the public health, safety, and welfare. 

 Section 2.  The City Council hereby amends the Marysville Growth Management 
Comprehensive Plan and Ordinance No. 2569, as previously amended, by adopting the 
amendments to Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization, of Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection 
Control Program of the City of Marysville Water Comprehensive Plan, a subelement of the 
Public Facilities and Services Element of the Marysville Growth Management Comprehensive 
Plan, in order to prevent cross connections to the City’s water supply and to implement a 
new vehicle fill station application, and a new hydrant meter application, as illustrated in 
attached Exhibit A.  This amendment shall be included with the Comprehensive Plan filed 
with the office of the City Clerk and shall be available for public inspection. 

Section 3: Severability.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or work 
of this ordinance should be held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality thereof shall not affect the validity or 
constitutionality of any other section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or word of this 
ordinance. 

 PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this ______ day of 

__________________, 2010. 

CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
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By: ________________________________ 
 JON NEHRING, MAYOR 

Attest: 

By: __________________________________ 
     , CITY CLERK 

Approved as to form: 

By: __________________________________ 
 GRANT K. WEED, CITY ATTORNEY 

Date of Publication:  

Effective Date:  
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EXHIBIT A 

City of Marysville 
Water Comprehensive Plan 

Text Amendment 

Appendix 8-2 Cross-Connection Control Program 
Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization Program

Item 11 - 26

Amending Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization Ordinance



Appendix C Fire Hydrant Utilization Program 
1.0 Policy 
Any person who wishes to withdraw water from a City of Marysville fire hydrant or City designated fill 
station, must apply to the Public Works Department for a permit and agree to follow all rules, regulations, 
and procedures that the Public Works Department may adopt in connection with granting and/or renewing 
such a permit. Access will be limited to one or more specific fire hydrants as designated by the Public 
Works Department. The initial permit period will expire after one year. If the need for fire hydrant water 
extends beyond one year, the permit must be renewed. Prior to utilizing any fill station for filling, all 
vehicle’s air gaps must be inspected and approved as meeting requirements of the City’s Cross-
Connection Control Program. Similarly, any permit renewal requires that vehicle’s air gaps be re-
inspected. The initial inspection and any permit-renewal inspections must be conducted and documented 
by a Public Works Department employee certified by the DOH as a Cross-Connection Control Specialist 
(CCS).  

2.0 Procedures 
The following sections define specific procedures and requirements associated with the two types of fire 
hydrant utilization permits. Implementation details for each type of permit are discussed below.  

2.1 Vehicle Permits
Each tanker truck, trailer or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a city designated fill station, must apply 
for, and obtain a vehicle permit. Fill stations are accessible at the following locations: 

� Midway (Fire Station # 63 at 14800 Smokey Point Boulevard). 
� Kellogg Marsh (6605 – 100th Street NE). 
� South End (Public Works at 80 Columbia Avenue). 

To obtain a Vehicle Permit, the applicant must contact the Public Works Department and arrange to meet 
with a CCS at the Public Works Department offices (80 Columbia Avenue, Marysville, WA 98270). At the 
appointment, the applicant must complete a Vehicle Fill Station Permit Application. The CCS will conduct 
an inspection to ensure that each vessel the applicant intends to use for water withdrawal incorporates an 
approved air gap suitable for eliminating potential for cross-connections with the City’s water distribution 
system. After successful inspection, the MPWD will collect appropriate fees and issue a vehicle 
identification card that must be carried in the vehicle when withdrawing water from a fill station.  

Existing Vehicle Permit holders must have the air gaps on their vehicles inspected annually in order to 
renew the vehicle permit. Forty eight (48) hours notice is required for all vehicle air gap inspection 
appointments. The CCS will mail an air gap inspection reminder letter to the permit holder prior to the 
anniversary date of the initial permit.  

For each tanker truck, trailer, or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a fill station, the applicant must pay 
the Public Works Department a $100.00 refundable deposit to obtain a vehicle identification card, and will 
then be required to pay a $50.00 per month vehicle fill station utilization fee, which includes 
recordkeeping costs.  In addition, the card holder will be required to pay monthly water consumption 
charges based on the City’s current water rates. The $100.00 refundable deposit, less accrued monthly 
fees and usage charges, will be refunded when the permit holder returns the vehicle identification card to 
the Public Works Department. If the associated costs exceed the deposit amount, the customer will be 
billed for the remaining fees. The return of the card will terminate the vehicle permit.  

The permit holder is responsible for assuring that the identification card is present on or in the vehicle and 
available for inspection at any time when the vehicle is being filled.  

2.2 Site Permits 
A site permit is required by any person wanting to withdraw water from a specific City hydrant for 
construction purposes. The applicant must pay a $1200.00 refundable deposit to obtain a site permit, 
hydrant backflow prevention assembly, and hydrant meter. Each month that the permit is in effect, the 
customer will also be required to pay a base fee of $50.00 per month plus water consumption charges 
based on the City’s current water rates. The $1200.00 refundable deposit, less accrued monthly fees and 
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usage charges, will be refunded after the customer returns all of the equipment in good condition, as 
verified by inspection of Public Works personnel. If the associated costs exceed the deposit amount, the 
customer will be billed for the remaining fees. Returning all equipment in good condition and paying all 
applicable fees will terminate the site permit. 

To obtain a Site Permit to withdraw water from a specific City fire hydrant for construction purposes, an 
applicant must contact the Public Works Department, either in person at 80 Columbia Avenue, or by 
phone at (360)363-8100 and arrange a meeting to fill out the proper application paperwork and/or forms. 
The following forms will be required to obtain a site permit:

� Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit Application / Hydrant Backflow Prevention Assembly and 
Meter Loan Agreement. 

� Hydrant Meter Check Out Form. 

2.3  Meter and Equipment Checkout  

One year is the maximum length of time a meter and backflow prevention assembly can be checked out. 
If a permit holder needs a meter and assembly for more than one year, the MPWD will issue a new meter 
and assembly and retrieve the original unit for inspection and maintenance.  

The MPWD provides the customer with:  

� A fire hydrant meter with gate valve (or gate valve alone when a meter is not required)  
� A section of fire hose  
� A hydrant valve wrench  
� A double check valve assembly (DCVA) or a reduced pressure back flow assembly (RPBA)       

according to the need. 
� Adapters for connecting either a fire hose or a garden hose to the hydrant meter  
� An instruction sheet that details proper installation procedures  
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January 20, 2002  
Marysville Public Works Department
80 Columbia Avenue  
Marysville, WA 98270  

To: [Insert Customer’s Name]  
[Insert Customer’s Address]  
[Insert Customer’s City, State, and Zip Code]  

Subject: Vehicle Permit Renewal 

The vehicle with license number [insert vehicle license number] is due for an annual air gap inspection, as 
required by Chapter 246-290-490 of the Washington Administrative Code and by Chapter 14.10.080  of 
the Marysville Municipal Code. This inspection shall be performed free of charge by a City of Marysville 
employee who holds a valid Certificate of Competency in cross-connection control issued by the 
Washington State Department of Health.  

If the inspection discloses that the air gap is not satisfactory, please make the necessary repairs and have 
the vehicle re-inspected in accordance with the instructions above. Failure to do so would require denial 
of a vehicle permit renewal. 

If you have any questions concerning the above requirements, please contact me.  

Sincerely,  

John Doe  
Cross-Connection Control Specialist  
Phone: (360) 651-5100  
Fax: (360) 651-5182  
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VEHICLE FILL STATION PERMIT 
FEES AND INSTRUCTIONS 

FEE SCHEDULE*

Deposit – 
Vehicle Identification Card $100.00 (refundable) 

Set-up Fee $50.00 (non-refundable) 

Monthly Utilization Fee $50.00 (non-refundable) 

Usage $3.50 per 1000 gallons 

INSTRUCTIONS
Each tanker truck, trailer or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a city designated fill station, 
must apply for, and obtain a vehicle permit. Fill stations are accessible at the following locations: 

� Midway (Fire Station # 63 at 14800 Smokey Point Boulevard). 
� Kellogg Marsh (6605 – 100th Street NE). 
� South End (Public Works at 80 Columbia Avenue). 

To obtain a Vehicle Permit, the applicant must contact the Public Works Department and 
arrange to meet with a CCS at the Public Works Department offices (80 Columbia Avenue, 
Marysville, WA 98270). At the appointment, the applicant must complete a Vehicle Fill Station   
Permit Application.  The CCS will conduct an inspection to ensure that each vessel the applicant 
intends to use for water withdrawal incorporates an approved air gap suitable for eliminating 
potential for cross-connections with the City’s water distribution system. After successful 
inspection, the MPWD will collect appropriate fees and issue a vehicle identification card that 
must be carried in the vehicle when withdrawing water from a fill station.  

Existing Vehicle Permit holders must have the air gaps on their vehicles inspected annually in 
order to renew the vehicle permit. Forty eight (48) hours notice is required for all vehicle air gap 
inspection appointments. The CCS will mail an air gap inspection reminder letter to the permit 
holder prior to the anniversary date of the initial permit.  

For each tanker truck, trailer, or other vessel (vehicle) to be filled from a fill station, the applicant 
must pay the Public Works Department a $100.00 refundable deposit to obtain a vehicle 
identification card, and will then be required to pay a $50.00 per month vehicle fill station 
utilization fee, which includes recordkeeping costs.  In addition, the card holder will be required 
to pay monthly water consumption charges based on the City’s current water rates. The 
$100.00 refundable deposit, less accrued monthly fees and usage charges, will be refunded 
when the permit holder returns the vehicle identification card to the Public Works Department. If 
the associated costs exceed the deposit amount, the customer will be billed for the remaining 
fees. The return of the card will terminate the vehicle permit.  

The permit holder is responsible for assuring that the identification card is present on or in the 
vehicle and available for inspection at any time when the vehicle is being filled. 

*Per Appendix C, Fire Hydrant Utilization Program/July 2002 
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VEHICLE FILL STATION PERMIT APPLICATION 

____________________________________ ________________________________________ 
Applicant or Company Name   Applicant or Company Street Address 

____________________________________ ________________________________________ 
Designated Contact Person   Applicant or Company City & Zip Code 

____________________________________ ________________________________________ 
Applicant or Company Phone Number  Intended Water Use 

____________________________________ ________________________________________ 
Vehicle Make & Model    Vehicle License Number 

____________________________________ 
Vehicle Air Gap Inspection Performed By Circle One: Pass  Fail 

____________________________________ ________________________________________ 
Permit Issued by (MPWD Employee)  Permit Issue Date (Month/Day/Year) 

Vehicle Identification Card Number Assigned:  ________________________________________ 

Deposit Amount Paid ($)  

Utilization Fee Paid ($)  

Total Amount Paid ($)  

Receipt Number  

MPWD and/or Applicant Comments _______________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
The applicable monthly utilization fees and water usage charges will be deducted from the original deposit prior to refund.  

Acknowledgement 

The undersigned applicant agrees to fill their vehicle at designated fill stations only, and understands that 
termination of this permit is dependent on their return of the vehicle identification card to Public Works. 
The undersigned applicant hereby agrees to indemnify, defend, hold and save harmless the City of Marysville from 
any and all claims for damages, costs, expenses or causes of action that may arise of the use of equipment use and 
fill station services hereto applied.   

____________________________________ _____________________________________________ 
Print Applicant’s Name    Sign Applicant’s Name 
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Original to Applicant – Copy to Public Works Department 

VEHICLE FILL STATION PERMIT 
PUBLIC WORKS WORKSHEET 

(INTERNAL USE ONLY) 

INSPECTIONS

Date Read By Date Read By

FEES

Deposit $100.00 Refundable 

Set-up fee $50.00 Non-refundable 

Monthly Utilization Fee $50.00  Non-refundable, number of months 

Total usage $3.50 Per 1000 gallons 

Other   
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SITE FIRE HYDRANT UTILIZATION PERMIT APPLICATION AND 
HYDRANT BACKFLOW PREVENTION ASSEMBLY /  METER LOAN AGREEMENT 

FEES AND INSTRUCTIONS 
FEE SCHEDULE*

Deposit $1200.00 (refundable) 

Set-up fee $50.00 (non-refundable) 

Monthly rental $50.00 (non-refundable) 

Usage $3.50 per 1000 gallons 

The applicable monthly hydrant use fee, water consumption fee, and any costs to repair or replace City 
equipment or property will be deducted from the original deposit prior to refund.  

INSTRUCTIONS

The maximum length of time a meter and backflow assembly (BFA) can be checked out is one year.  If a 
meter and BFA is needed for a period exceeding one year, a new meter and BFA will be issued, and the 
original unit must be returned for inspection and maintenance. 

The City will provide the customer a fire hydrant meter and gate valve, a section of fire hose, a hydrant 
wrench, a double check valve assembly (DCVA) or a reduced pressure back flow assembly (RPBA) 
according to the need, adapters for either a fire or garden hose, and instructions (as shown below) for 
proper installation.  The deposit shall be refunded after the equipment has been returned in good 
condition and inspected by Utilities personnel, and all charges are paid. 

1. Attach the meter to the designated hydrant outlet. 

2. Connect the fire hose to the meter at one end, and to the backflow prevention assembly at 
the other end.  Observe the directional arrows on the backflow assembly. 

3. With the 2-inch control valve closed, use the hydrant wrench to open and close the hydrant.  
The hydrant must be in the full open position while using it. 

4. The control valve on the meter MUST be used to prevent damage to the hydrant and to the 
water distribution system.  Always open and close the control valve slowly to prevent 
surges or water hammer that could cause damage to the water system. 

*Per Appendix C, Fire Hydrant Utilization Program/July 2002 
�

HYDRANT METER CHECKOUT FORM and PERMIT 

PERMIT HOLDER INFORMATION     Date     
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Name:              

Contact:           Phone:       

Contact:           Phone:       

Address:              

                  

Deposit rec'd �   $_____________    Check # __________     Rec'd by    

METER INFORMATION

Designated Hydrant Location           

Estimated Return Date           

The CCS should ensure that the Site Fire Hydrant Utilization Permit holder receives applicable items as 
marked below and understands the instructions for proper installation and use.  

_____  Meter With Control Valve, Handle,   Meter number _________________________  
and Adapters.  
¾ inch   –  1 inch   –  2 inch  –  Circle applicable size 

_____ 2-1/2-inch Fire Hose     Serial number _________________________ 

_____ For Low Hazard Use:  
Double Check Valve Assembly with   Serial number _________________________  
 Female to Hydrant Adapter Fitting  

 ¾ inch  -  1 inch  -  2 inch  -  Circle applicable size 

_____ For High Hazard Use:  
Reduced Pressure Backflow Assembly with  Serial number _________________________ 
 Female to Hydrant Adapter Fitting  
¾ inch  -  1 inch  -  2 inch  -  Circle applicable size 

_____ Hydrant Valve Wrench     Serial number _________________________  

_____ 2-inch Male IPT to Hydrant Adapter Fitting  Serial number _________________________  

_____ 2-inch x 3/4-inch Bushing with 3/4-inch   Serial number _________________________ 
Garden Hose Adapter Fitting  

_____ 2-inch Control Valve (Gate Valve) with   Serial number _________________________  
Adapter Fittings  

Additional equipment/comments:  
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STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING
The undersigned applicant hereby agrees to indemnify, defend, hold and save harmless the City of 
Marysville from any and all claims for damages, costs, expenses or causes of action that may arise of 
installation and maintenance of the improvement or other equipment use hereto applied.  The 
undersigned further agrees to remove the equipment and return it to the City of Marysville upon notice 
from the City and agrees to reimburse the City for loss or damage to the assembly or city property.  I have 
received the components specified and understand the instructions for their use.  I understand this permit 
expires in one year. 

Issue Date        Expiration Date     

Signature of Permit Holder           

METER READ

Checked out by _____________    Meter reading ____________   Date    

Checked in by ______________    Meter reading ____________   Date    

Incoming Condition/Additional Comments:         
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HYDRANT USE PERMIT 
PUBLIC WORKS WORKSHEET 

(INTERNAL USE ONLY) 

INSPECTIONS

Date Read By Date Read By

FEES

Deposit $1200.00 Refundable 

Set-up fee $50.00 Non-refundable 

Monthly rental $50.00 Non-refundable, number of months 

Total usage $3.50 Per 1000 gallons 

Other   
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR ACTION 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE:  November 22, 2010 
AGENDA ITEM:
PA 10021 – Marysville School District CFP
PA 10022 – Lakewood School District CFP
PA 10023 – Lake Stevens School District CFP

AGENDA SECTION:
New Business

PREPARED BY:
Chris Holland, Senior Planner

APPROVED BY:

ATTACHMENTS:
1. PC Recommendation
2. Memo to PC, from Chris Holland, dated October 8, 2010
3.  Marysville School District CFP
4.  Lakewood School District CFP
5.  Lake Stevens School District CFP
6.  Ordinance

MAYOR CAO

BUDGET CODE: AMOUNT:  

DESCRIPTION: 

Pursuant to Section 18C.06.010 MMC, Capital facilities plan required, any district 
serving the City of Marysville shall be eligible to receive school impact fees upon 
adoption by Marysville City Council of a capital facilities plan (CFP) for the district as a 
sub-element of the Capital Facilities Element of the Marysville Comprehensive Plan.  
District’s CFP are reviewed and adopted on a biennial basis.

The Planning Commission (PC) held a Public Workshop on September 28, 2010 and a 
Public Hearing on October 12, 2010 to review the Marysville, Lakewood and Lake 
Stevens School District’s 2010 – 2015 CFP’s, and receive testimony from property 
owners, staff and other interested parties following public notice.  The PC made a motion 
to forward the Marysville, Lakewood and Lake Stevens School Districts 2010 – 2015 
CFP’s, as presented, to Marysville City Council for adoption by ordinance.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Affirm the PC’s Recommendation and adopt the Marysville, Lakewood and Lake Stevens 2010 –
2015 Capital Facilities Plans by Ordinance.

COUNCIL ACTION:
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CCOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
80 Columbia Avenue � Marysville, WA 98270 

(360) 363-8100 � (360) 651-5099 FAX 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: October 8, 2010 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Chris Holland, Senior Planner 

RE: School District Capital Facilities Plans – PC Public Hearing 
PA 10021 – Marysville School District 
PA 10022 – Lakewood School District 
PA 10023 – Lake Stevens School District 

CC: Gloria Hirashima, CD Director 
Cheryl Dungan, Planning Manager – Land Use 
Jim Baker, Marysville School District 
Fred Owyen, Lakewood School District 
Robb Stanton, Lake Stevens School District 

Pursuant to Section 18C.06.010 MMC, Capital facilities plan required, any district serving the 
City of Marysville shall be eligible to receive school impact fees upon adoption by Marysville 
City Council of a capital facilities plan (CFP) for the district as a sub-element of the Capital 
Facilities Element of the Marysville Comprehensive Plan.  District’s CFP are reviewed and 
adopted on a biennial basis.   

Upon receipt of a district’s CFP the Community Development Department must determine: 

1. That the analysis contained within the CFP is consistent with current data developed 
pursuant to the requirements of the GMA. 

2. That any school impact fee proposed in the district’s CFP has been calculated using the 
formula contained in Section 18C.10.010 MMC Table 1. 

3. That the CFP has been adopted by the District’s board of directors. 

Based on a review of the district’s CFP it appears each plan has been prepared pursuant to 
the requirements of the GMA (RCW 36.70A), the impact fees have been calculated using the 
formula contained in Section 18C.10.010 MMC Table 1 and the CFP’s have been adopted by 
each district’s board of directors (Marysville adopted August 16, 2010, Lakewood adopted 
on August 18, 2010 and Lake Stevens adopted on August 11, 2010). 

The following is a breakdown of current and proposed impact fees, as outlined in the 
district’s CFP, applying the 50% discount required pursuant to Section 18C.10.010 MMC: 

Marysville School District 2008 - 2013 
(current) 

2010 - 2015 
(proposed) Difference 

Single-family $5,705.00 $4,263.00 -$1,442.00 

Multi-family (studio or one bedroom unit) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Multi-family (two or more bedroom unit) $4,713.00 $3,637.00 -$1,076.00 
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Lakewood School District  
2008 - 2013 

(current) 
2010 - 2015 
(proposed) Difference 

Single-family $1,906.00 $1,780.00 -$126.00 

Multi-family (studio or one bedroom unit) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Multi-family (two or more bedroom unit) $2,121.00 $1,379.00 -$742.00 

Lake Stevens School District  2008 - 2013 
(current) 

2010 - 2015 
(proposed) Difference 

Single-family $4,414.00 $4,532.00 +$118.00 

Duplex/Townhouse $2,720.00 $3,035.00 +$315.00 

Multi-family (studio or one bedroom unit) $0.00 $0.00  $0.00 

Multi-family (two or more bedroom unit) $2,720.00 $3,035.00 +$315.00 

Staff respectfully requests the Planning Commission recommend forwarding the Marysville, 
Lakewood and Lake Stevens 2010 – 2015 CFPs to the City Council for adoption as a sub-
element of Chapter 12: Capital Facilities Plan of the Marysville Comprehensive Plan as part 
of the 2010 amendment cycle. 
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CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN
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For information regarding the Lakewood School District Capital Facilities Plan, contact the Office of the Superintendent, 
Lakewood School District, P.O. Box 220, North Lakewood, WA 98259-0220.  Tel:  (360) 652-4500 or Fax:  (360) 652-4502.
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INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan

The Washington State Growth Management Act (the “GMA”) includes schools in the category 
of public facilities and services.  School districts have adopted capital facilities plans to satisfy 
the requirements of the GMA and to identify additional school facilities necessary to meet the 
educational needs of the growing student populations anticipated in their districts.

The Lakewood School District (the “District”) has prepared this Capital Facilities Plan (the 
“CFP”) to provide Snohomish County (the “County”) and the cities of Arlington and Marysville 
with a description of facilities needed to accommodate projected student enrollment and a 
schedule and financing program for capital improvements over the next six years (2010-2015).

In accordance with the Growth Management Act, adopted County Policy, the Snohomish County 
Ordinance Nos. 97-095 and 99-107, the City of Arlington Ordinance No. 1263, and the City of 
Marysville Ordinance Nos. 2306 and 2213, this CFP contains the following required elements:

• Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle, and 
high school).

• An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing 
the locations and capacities of the facilities.

• A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites.

• The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities.

• A six-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding 
capacities, which clearly identifies sources of public money for such 
purposes.  The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects 
which add capacity from those which do not, since the latter are generally 
not appropriate for impact fee funding.  

• A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and supporting data 
substantiating said fees.

In developing this CFP, the District followed the following guidelines set forth in the Snohomish 
County General Policy Plan:

• Districts should use information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. 
Census or the Puget Sound Regional Council.  School districts may 
generate their own data if it is derived through statistically reliable 
methodologies.  Information must not be inconsistent with Office of 
Financial Management (“OFM”) population forecasts.  Student generation 
rates must be independently calculated by each school district.

• The CFP must comply with the GMA.

• The methodology used to calculate impact fees must comply with the 
GMA.  The CFP must identify alternative funding sources in the event that 
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impact fees are not available due to action by the state, county or cities 
within the District.

• The methodology used to calculate impact fees also complies with the 
criteria and the formulas established by the County.

B. Overview of the Lakewood School District

The Lakewood School District is located along Interstate 5, north of Marysville, Washington, 
primarily serving unincorporated Snohomish County and a part of the City of Arlington and the 
City of Marysville.  The District is bordered on the south by the Marysville School District, on 
the west and north by the Stanwood School District, and on the east by the Arlington School 
District.  

The District serves a student population of 2,436 (October 1, 2009 FTE Enrollment) with three 
elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school.  
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FIGURE 1
MAP OF FACILITIES
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SECTION 2
DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS

School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District’s adopted educational program.  The educational program 
standards which typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum 
facility size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling 
requirements, and use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables), as well as specific and 
unique physical structure needs required to meet the full access needs of students with special 
needs.  

In addition to factors which affect the amount of space required, government mandates and 
community expectations may affect how classroom space is used.  Traditional educational 
programs offered by school districts are often supplemented by nontraditional, or special 
programs such as special education, expanded bilingual education, remediation, migrant 
education, alcohol and drug education, AIDS education, preschool and daycare programs, 
computer labs, music programs, and others.  These special or nontraditional educational 
programs can have a significant impact on the available student capacity of school facilities, and 
upon planning for future needs.  

Special programs offered by the District at specific school sites include, but are not limited to:

Lakewood Elementary School (Preschool through 2nd Grade)
• Bilingual Education Program

• Title I Remedial Services Program

• P – 2nd Grade Counseling Services

• Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program

• Early Childhood Education and Assistance Program (ECEAP)

• Developmentally Delayed Preschool Program - Ages 3 to 5

• K-2nd Grade Special Education Resource Room Program

• Learning Assistance Program - Remedial Services 

• Occupational Therapy Program

• K-2nd Grade Autism Program

• Kindergarten Boost Program

English Crossing Elementary School (3rd through 5th Grades)
• 3rd through 5th Grade Special Education Resource Room Program

• After School Tutoring Program

• Bilingual Education Program

• 3rd – 5th Grade Counseling Services
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• Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program

• Learning Assistance Program - Tutorial Services

• Occupational Therapy Program

• Special Education EBD Program

Cougar Creek Elementary School (Kindergarten through 5th Grades)
• Bilingual Education Program

• Title I Remedial Services Program

• Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program

• Learning Assistance Program – Remedial Services (Learning Lab)

• Occupational Therapy Program

• After School Tutoring Program

• K – 5th Grade Special Education Resource Room Program

• K – 5th Grade Special Education Life Skills Program

• K – 5th Grade Counseling Services

• Grades 3-5 Highly Capable/Enrichment Program

Lakewood Middle School (6th through 8th Grades)
• Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program

• 6th-8th Grade Special Education Resource and Inclusion Program

• After School Tutoring Program

• Bilingual Education Program

• Learning Assistance Program - Tutorial Services

• Occupational Therapy Program

• 6th – 8th Grade Counseling Services 

Lakewood High School
• 9th-12th Grade Special Education Resource Room and Transition Program

• 6th-12th Grade Special Education Life Skills Program

• Bilingual Education Program

• Occupational Therapy Program

• Speech and Language Disorder Program

• 9th – 12th Grade Counseling Program
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Variations in student capacity between schools may result from the special or nontraditional 
programs offered at specific schools.  Some students, for example, leave their regular classroom 
for a short period of time to receive instruction in these special programs. Schools recently added 
to the District’s inventory have been designed to accommodate many of these programs.  
However, existing schools often require space modifications to accommodate special programs, 
and in some circumstances, these modifications may affect the overall classroom capacities of 
the buildings.

District educational program standards may change in the future as a result of changes in the 
program year, special programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, use of new technology, 
and other physical aspects of the school facilities.  The school capacity inventory will be 
reviewed periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program standards.  These 
changes will also be reflected in future updates of this Capital Facilities Plan.

The District educational program standards which directly affect school capacity are outlined 
below for the elementary, middle, and high school grade levels.

Educational Program Standards For Elementary Schools
• Class size for grades K – 4th will not exceed 26 students.

• Class size for grades 5th – 8th will not exceed 28 students.

• All students will be provided library/media services in a school library.

• Special Education for students may be provided in self-contained or specialized 
classrooms.

• All students will be provided music instruction in a separate classroom.

• All students will have scheduled time in a computer lab, or time in which a mobile lab 
will be assigned to each classroom, for those buildings that have mobile computer labs.  
Each classroom will have access to computers and related educational technology.

• Optimum design capacity for new elementary schools is 475 students.  However, actual 
capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered.

• All students will be provided physical education instruction in a gym or in a multipurpose 
room.

Educational Program Standards For Middle and High Schools
• Class size for middle school grades will not exceed 28 students.

• Class size for high school grades will not exceed 30 students.

• As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms 
for certain programs, and the need for teachers to have a work space during planning 
periods, it is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations 
throughout the day.  In updating this Capital Facility Plan, a building review of classroom 
use was conducted in order to reflect the actual classroom utilization in the high school 
and middle school. Therefore, classroom capacity should be adjusted using a utilization 
factor of 86% at the middle school and 83% at the high school to reflect the use of 
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classrooms for teacher planning.  Special Education for students will be provided in self-
contained or specialized classrooms.

• All students will have scheduled time in a computer lab, or time in which a mobile lab 
will be assigned to each classroom, for those buildings that have mobile computer labs.  
Each classroom is equipped with access to computers and related educational-technology.

• Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows:

Counseling Offices

Resource Rooms (i.e. computer labs, study rooms)

Special Education Classrooms

Program Specific Classrooms (i.e. music, drama, art, home-economics,

physical education, Industrial Arts and Agricultural Sciences).

• Optimum design capacity for new middle schools is 600 students.  However, actual 
capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered.

• Optimum design capacity for new high schools is 800 students.  However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered.

Minimum Educational Service Standards

The District will evaluate student housing levels based on the District as a whole system and not 
on a school by school or site by site basis.  This may result in portable classrooms being used as 
interim housing, attendance boundary changes or other program changes to balance student 
housing across the system as a whole, while meeting the District’s paramount duties under the 
State Constitution.   A boundary change or a significant programmatic change would be made by 
the District’s Board of Directors following appropriate public review and comment.

The District has set minimum educational service standards based on several criteria.  Exceeding 
these minimum standards will trigger significant changes in program delivery.  Minimum 
standards have not been met if, on average using current FTE figures:  K-4 classrooms have 26 
or more students per classroom, 5-8 classrooms have 28 or more students per classroom, or 9-12 
classrooms have 30 or more students per classroom.  For purposes of this determination, the term 
“classroom” does not include special education classrooms or special program classrooms (i.e. 
computer labs, art rooms, chorus and band rooms, spaces used for physical education and other 
special program areas).   Furthermore, the term “classroom” does not apply to special programs 
or activities that may occur in a regular classroom.  

The minimum educational service standards are not District’s desired or accepted operating 
standard.  
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SECTION 3
CAPITAL FACILITIES INVENTORY

The facilities inventory serves to establish a baseline for determining the facilities necessary to 
accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable levels of service.  This section 
provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the District including schools, 
relocatable classrooms, undeveloped land, and support facilities.  Facility capacity is based on
the space required to accommodate the District’s adopted educational program standards.  See
Section 2.  Attached as Figure 1 is a map showing locations of District facilities.

A. Schools

The District maintains three elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school.  
Lakewood Elementary School accommodates grades K-2, Cougar Creek Elementary School 
accommodates grades K-5, and English Crossing Elementary School accommodates grades 3-5.  
Lakewood Middle School serves grades 6-8, and Lakewood High School serves grades 9-12. 

School capacity was determined based on the number of teaching stations within each building 
and the space requirements of the District’s adopted educational program.  It is this capacity 
calculation that is used to establish the District’s baseline capacity, and to determine future 
capacity needs based on projected student enrollment.  The school capacity inventory is 
summarized in Table 1.

Relocatable classrooms are not viewed by the District as a solution for housing students on a 
permanent basis.  Therefore, these facilities were not included in the school capacity calculations 
provided in Table 1.

Table 1
School Capacity Inventory

Elementary School
Site Size 
(Acres)

Building Area 
(Square Feet)

Teaching 
Stations

Permanent 
Capacity

Year Built or 
Remodeled

English Crossing * 41,430 18 479 1994

Cougar Creek 10** 44,217 19 500 2003

Lakewood * 45,400 16 416 1998/1997

TOTAL * 131,047 53 1,395

Middle School
Site Size 
(Acres)

Building Area 
(Square Feet)

Teaching 
Stations

Permanent 
Capacity

Year Built or 
Remodeled

Lakewood Middle * 62,835 25 602 1971, 1994, 
and 2002

High School
Site Size 
(Acres)

Building Area 
(Square Feet)

Teaching 
Stations

Permanent 
Capacity

Year Built or 
Remodeled

Lakewood High * 79,422 24 598 1982

*Note:  All facilities are located on one 89-acre campus
**The Cougar Creek site is approximately 22 acres; however, the presence of critical areas on the site does not 
allow full utilization.  
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B. Relocatable Classrooms

Relocatable classrooms are used on an interim basis to house students until funding can be 
secured to construct permanent classrooms.  The District currently uses 29 relocatable 
classrooms at various school sites throughout the District to provide additional interim capacity.  
A typical relocatable classroom can provide capacity for a full-size class of students.  Current use 
of relocatable classrooms throughout the District is summarized in Table 2.  Table 2 includes 
only those relocatable classrooms used for regular capacity purposes.

Table 2
Relocatable Classroom (Portable) Inventory

Elementary School Relocatables
Interim

Capacity

English Crossing 5 135

Cougar Creek 0 0

Lakewood 7 182

SUBTOTAL 12 317

Middle School Relocatables
Interim

Capacity

Lakewood Middle 10 241

SUBTOTAL 10 241

High School Relocatables
Interim 

Capacity

Lakewood High 7 174

SUBTOTAL 7 174

TOTAL 29 732
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C. Support Facilities

In addition to schools, the District owns and operates additional facilities which provide 
operational support functions to the schools.  An inventory of these facilities is provided in 
Table 3.

Table 3
Support Facility Inventory

Facility
Building Area 
(Square Feet)

Administration 1,384

Business and Operations 1,152

Storage 2,456

Bus Garage 5,216

Maintenance Shop 4,096

Stadium 14,500

D. Land Inventory

The District does not own any sites which are developed for uses other than schools and/or 
which are leased to other parties.
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SECTION 4
STUDENT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

The District’s October 1, 2009 FTE enrollment was 2,436.  Enrollment projections are most 
accurate for the initial years of the forecast period.  Moving further into the future, more 
assumptions about economic conditions and demographic trends in the area affect the projection.  
Monitoring birth rates in Snohomish County and population growth for the area are essential 
yearly activities in the ongoing management of the capital facilities plan.  In the event that 
enrollment growth slows, plans for new facilities can be delayed.  It is much more difficult, 
however, to initiate new projects or speed projects up in the event enrollment growth exceeds the 
projection. 

A. Six Year Enrollment Projections

Two enrollment forecasts were conducted for the District:  an estimate by OSPI based upon the 
cohort survival method; and an estimate based upon County population as provided by OFM 
(“ratio method”).

Based on the cohort survival methodology, a total of 2,279 FTE students are expected to be 
enrolled in the District by 2015, a decrease from the October 2009 enrollment levels.  Notably, 
the cohort survival method does not anticipate new students from new development patterns.  
This is particularly true of new development resulting from annexation and rezoning (both of 
which have recently occurred in the City of Marysville).  

OFM population-based enrollment projections were estimated for the District using OFM 
population forecasts for the County.  The County provided the District with the estimated total 
population in the District by year.  In 2009, the District’s average student enrollment constituted 
approximately 17.9% of the total population in the District.  Assuming that between 2010 and 
2015, the District’s enrollment will constitute 17.9% of the District’s total population and using 
OFM/County data, OFM/County methodology projects a total enrollment of 2,632 FTEs in 2015.  

Table 4
Projected Student Enrollment 

2010-2015

Projection
Oct.

2009* 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Change 
2010-15

Percent 
Change 
2010-15

OFM/County 2,436 2,469 2,502 2,535 2,568 2,601 2,632 196 8.0%

OSPI** 2,436 2,405 2,372 2,336 2,329 2,302 2,279 (157) (6.5%)

* Actual FTE, October 2009
**Based upon the cohort survival methodology; complete projections located at Appendix A.
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In addition to the OFM population-based enrollment projections, the District is aware of pending 
development within the District’s portion of the City of Marysville. This information is based on 
development applications filed with the City and does not consider additional projects that may 
be submitted to the City within the six years of this plan period.  

Given the relative uncertainty of these pending developments, the District has chosen to rely on 
the OFM population-based enrollment projections for purposes of planning for the District’s 
needs during the six years of this plan period.  Future updates to the Plan may revisit this issue.  

B. 2025 Enrollment Projections

Student enrollment projections beyond 2015 are highly speculative.  Using OFM/County data as 
a base, the District projects a 2025 student FTE population of 3,154.  This is based on the 
OFM/County data for the years 1990 through 2009 and the District’s average fulltime equivalent 
enrollment for the corresponding years (for the years 1990 to 2009, the District’s actual 
enrollment averaged 18.95% of the OFM/County population estimates).  The total enrollment 
estimate was broken down by grade span to evaluate long-term needs for capital facilities.

Projected enrollment by grade span for the year 2025 is provided in Table 5.  Again, these 
estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general planning purposes.

Table 5
Projected Student Enrollment

2025

Grade Span FTE Enrollment –
October 2009

Projected Enrollment 2025*

Elementary (K-5) 1,043 1,347

Middle School (6-8) 599 789

High School (9-12) 794 1,018

TOTAL (K-12) 2,436 3,154

*Assumes that percentage per grade span will remain constant through 2025.

Note:  Snohomish County Planning and Development Service provided the underlying data for 
the 2025 projections.
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SECTION 5
CAPITAL FACILITIES NEEDS

The projected available student capacity was determined by subtracting projected FTE student 
enrollment from permanent school capacity (i.e. excluding portables) for each of the six years in 
the forecast period (2010-2015). 

Capacity needs are expressed in terms of “unhoused students.”  

Projected future capacity needs are depicted on Table 6-A and are derived by applying the 
projected enrollment to the capacity existing in 2010.  The method used to define future capacity 
needs assumes no new construction.  For this reason, planned construction projects are not 
included at this point.  This factor is added later (see Table 7).  

This table shows actual space needs and the portion of those needs that are “growth related” for 
the years 2010-2015.  

Table 6-A*
Additional Capacity Needs

2009-2015
Grade Span 2009** 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Pct. 

Growth 
Related

Elementary (K-5)
Total

Growth Related
0
--

0
--

0
--

0
--

0
--

0
--

0
-- 0%

Middle School (6-8)
Total

Growth Related***
0
--

15
15

24
24

32
32

40
40

48
48

57
57 100%

High School
Total

Growth Related***
196

--
200

4
210

14
221

25
231

35
242

46
252

56 22.2%

*Please refer to Table 7 for capacity and projected enrollment information.
**Actual October 2009 FTE Enrollment
***This figure does not include growth-related needs from recent development activity within the District. Therefore, the District’s 

growth-related needs are much higher.  For example, the 2008 Capital Facilities Plan shows that, based on October 2007 FTE enrollment, the 
District’s growth needs include an additional 9 students at the middle school level and an additional 29 students at the high school level.  The 
actual growth-related needs are higher than even the 2008 base figures when considering recent development activity and its impact on District 
facilities.
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By the end of the six-year forecast period (2015), additional permanent classroom capacity will 
be needed as follows:

Table 6-B
Unhoused Students

Grade Span Unhoused Students 
/Growth Related in 

Parentheses)

Elementary (K-5) 0  / (0)

Middle School (6-8) 57 / (57)

High School (9-12) 252 / (56)

TOTAL UNHOUSED 
(K-12) 309 / (113)

It is not the District’s policy to include relocatable classrooms when determining future capital 
facility needs; therefore interim capacity provided by relocatable classrooms is not included in 
Table 6-B.  However, Table 6-C incorporates the District’s current relocatable capacity (see 
Table 2) for purposes of identifying available capacity.  

Table 6-C
Unhoused Students – Mitigated with Relocatables

Grade Span 2015 Unhoused Students 
/Growth Related in 

Parentheses)

Relocatable Capacity Unhoused Students*

Elementary (K-5) 0 / (0) 182 -----

Middle School (6-8) 57 / (57) 241 -----

High School (9-12) 252 / (56) 174 78

Importantly, Table 6-C does not include relocatable adjustment that may be made to meet 
capacity needs.  For example, the relocatable classrooms currently designated to serve 
elementary school needs could be used to serve high school capacity needs.  Therefore, assuming 
no permanent capacity improvements are made, Table 6-C indicates that the District will have 
adequate interim capacity with the use of relocatable classrooms to house students during this 
planning period. 

Projected permanent capacity needs are depicted in Table 7.  They are derived by applying the 
District’s projected number of students to the projected capacity.  Planned improvements by the 
District through 2015 are included in Table 7 and more fully described in Table 8.  
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Table 7
Projected Student Capacity

2010-2015

Elementary School Surplus/Deficiency
Oct 2009 

FTE
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Existing Capacity 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395

Added Permanent 
Capacity

Total Capacity 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395

Enrollment 1,043 1,054 1,068 1,082 1,097 1,111 1,123

Surplus (Deficiency)
352 341 327 313 298 284 272

Middle School Surplus/Deficiency
Oct 2009 

FTE
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Existing Capacity 602 602 602 602 602 642 727

Added Permanent 
Capacity*

85

Added Alternative 
Program Capacity*

40

Total Capacity 602 602 602 602 642 727 727

Enrollment 599 617 626 634 642 650 659

Surplus (Deficiency) 3 (15) (24) (32) -- 77 68
*See Section 6 for project information.

High School Surplus/Deficiency
Oct 2009

FTE
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Existing Capacity 598 598 598 598 598 658 823

Added Permanent 
Capacity*

165

Added Alternative 
Program Capacity*

60

Total Capacity 598 598 598 598 658 823 823

Enrollment 794 798 808 819 829 840 850

Surplus (Deficiency) (196) (200) (210) (221) (171) (17) (27)
*See Section 6 for project information.

See Appendix A for complete breakdown of enrollment projections.
See Table 6-A for a comparison of additional capacity needs due to growth versus existing deficiencies.

Item 12 - 61



-16-

SECTION 6
CAPITAL FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN

A. Planned Improvements

In March 2000, the voters passed a $14,258,664 bond issue for school construction and site 
acquisition.  A new elementary school and a middle school addition were funded by that bond 
measure.  These projects are complete.  Based upon current needs, the District anticipates that it 
may need to consider the following acquisitions and/or improvements within the six years of this 
Plan:  

Projects Adding Permanent Capacity:
• Acquisition of a new 10 to 15 acre Elementary School site within the 

District’s service boundaries and dependent on growth needs; 
• Acquisition of a new high school or middle school site within the 

District’s service boundaries and dependent on growth needs; 
• An eighty-five (85) student expansion at the Lakewood Middle School; 
• A one hundred sixty-five (165) student expansion at Lakewood High 

School; and
• Acquisition and siting of portable facilities to accommodate growth needs.

Projects Adding Program Capacity: 
• Lease space for a new alternative program, providing program capacity for 

forty (40) middle school students and sixty (60) high school students.

Non-Capacity Adding Projects:
• High School modernization and improvements; 
• Middle School modernization and improvements;
• Lakewood Elementary School modernization;
• Replacement of 11 relocatable classrooms;
• Bus Garage improvements; 
• Replace Administration Building; and
• Replace Business Office Building.   

In the event that planned construction projects do not fully address space needs for student 
growth and a reduction in interim student housing, the Board could consider various courses of 
action, including, but not limited to:

• Alternative scheduling options;
• Changes in the instructional model;
• Grade configuration changes; 
• Increased class sizes; or
• Modified school calendar.
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Funding for planned improvements is typically secured from a number of sources including voter 
approved bonds, State Match funds, and impact fees.  The District would need to request voter 
authorization of a bond issue within the six years of this Plan to fund the above projects and/or 
find other capital funding sources (including the use of school impact fees).  The potential 
funding sources are discussed below.

B. Financing for Planned Improvements

1. General Obligation Bonds 

Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital 
improvement projects. A 60% voter approval is required to approve the issuance of bonds.  
Bonds are then retired through collection of property taxes.  In March 2000, District voters 
approved a $14,258,664 bond issue for school construction and site acquisition, which included
funding of the recently completed elementary school.  The District is considering a request for 
voter authorization of a bond issue within the six-years of this Plan to fund the school 
construction projects identified in this plan.  Additional details regarding the bond issue will be 
included in future updates. 

2. State School Construction Assistance

State School Construction Assistance funds come from the Common School Construction 
Fund (the “Fund”).  Bonds are sold on behalf of the Fund, and then retired from revenues 
accruing predominantly from the sale of timber from common school lands.  If these sources are 
insufficient, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of Education can change 
the standards.  School districts may qualify for State School Construction Assistance funds for 
specific capital projects based on a prioritization system.  The District is eligible for State School 
Construction Assistance funds for new schools at the 53.12% funding percentage level.

3. Impact Fees

Impact fees are a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of 
public facilities needed to accommodate new development.  School impact fees are generally 
collected by the permitting agency at the time plats are approved or building permits are issued.  

4. Six Year Financing Plan

The Six-Year Financing Plan shown in Table 8 demonstrates how the District intends to 
fund new construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2010-2015.  The 
financing components include a bond issue, impact fees, and State Match funds.  Projects and 
portions of projects which remedy existing deficiencies are not appropriate for impact fee 
funding.  Thus, impact fees will not be used to finance projects or portions of projects which do 
not add capacity or which remedy existing deficiencies.
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Table 8
Capital Facilities Plan

Improvements Adding Permanent Capacity (Costs in Millions)

Project 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Total
Cost

Bonds/
Levy

State
Match

Impact
Fees

Elementary School
Site Acquisition

$1.5000
$1.5000 X

Middle School
Lakewood Middle 
Addition $1.56625 $1.56625 $3.13251 X X X

High School
Lakewood High 
Addition $3.03125 $3.03125  $6.06252 X X X

Secondary
Site Acquisition $4.5000 $4.5000 X X

Improvements Not Adding Capacity (Costs in Millions)

Project 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Total
Cost

Bonds/
Levy

State
Match

Impact
Fees

Elementary
Lakewood Elem 2.0000 $2.0000
Middle School

Lakewood Middle $6.00125 $6.00125 $12.0025 X X
High School

Lakewood High $15.74875 $15.74875 $31.4975 X X
11 Relocatables 

Replaced
$1.1000 $1.1000 X

Bus Garage $1.4361 $1.4361 X
Admin Area $0.6564 $0.6564 X
Business Office $0.7612 $0.7612 X

Total Permanent Improvements (Costs in Millions)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Total
Cost

Bonds/
Levy

State
Match

Impact
Fees

TOTAL $28.9475 $28.3475 $2.8537 $64.6487 X X X

Leased Program Facilities (Costs in Millions)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Total
Cost

Bonds/
Levy

State
Match

Impact
Fees

Alternative Program 
(Grades 6-12)

$1.1203 X

  
1 Includes a portion of capacity-related improvements related to core gymnasium/ancillary space.  Remaining costs included in “Improvements Not Adding 
Capacity.”
2 Includes a portion of capacity-related improvements related to core gymnasium/ancillary space and performance arts space.  Remaining costs included in 
“Improvements Not Adding Capacity.”
3 Tenant Improvement Costs.  Does not include annual lease costs. 
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SECTION 7
SCHOOL IMPACT FEES

The GMA authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to supplement funding of 
additional public facilities needed to accommodate new development.  Impact fees cannot be 
used for the operation, maintenance, repair, alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities 
used to meet existing service demands. 

A. School Impact Fees in Snohomish County

The Snohomish County General Policy Plan (“GPP”) which implements the GMA sets 
certain conditions for school districts wishing to assess impact fees:

• The District must provide support data including: an explanation of the 
calculation methodology, a description of key variables and their 
computation, and definitions and sources of data for all inputs into the fee 
calculation.

• Such data must be accurate, reliable and statistically valid.

• Data must accurately reflect projected costs in the Six-Year Financing 
Plan.

• Data in the proposed impact fee schedule must reflect expected student 
generation rates from the following residential unit types: single family; 
multi-family/studio or 1-bedroom; and multi-family/2-bedroom or more.

Snohomish County established a school impact fee program in November 1997, and 
amended the program in December 1999.  This program requires school districts to prepare and 
adopt Capital Facilities Plans meeting the specifications of the GMA.  Impact fees calculated in 
accordance with the formula, which are based on projected school facility costs necessitated by 
new growth and are contained in the District’s CFP, become effective following County Council 
adoption of the District’s CFP.

B. Methodology and Variables Used to Calculate School Impact Fees

Impact fees have been calculated utilizing the formula in the Snohomish County Impact 
Fee Ordinance.  The resulting figures are based on the District’s cost per dwelling unit to 
purchase land for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools, and purchase/install 
relocatable facilities that add interim capacity needed to serve new development.  As required 
under the GMA, credits have also been applied in the formula to account for State Match funds 
to be reimbursed to the District and projected future property taxes to be paid by the dwelling 
unit.  The costs of projects that do not add capacity are not included in the impact fee 
calculations.  Furthermore, because the impact fee formula calculates a “cost per dwelling unit”, 
an identical fee is generated regardless of whether the total new capacity project costs are used in 

Item 12 - 65



-20-

the calculation or whether the District only uses the percentage of the total new capacity project 
costs allocated to the Districts growth-related needs, as demonstrated in Table 6-A.  For purposes 
of this Plan, the District has chosen to use the full project costs in the fee formula.  Furthermore, 
impact fees will not be used to address existing deficiencies.  See Table 8 for a complete 
identification of funding sources.   

The following projects are included in the impact fee calculation:

• A capacity addition at Lakewood Middle School; and

• A capacity addition at Lakewood High School.

Please see Table 8 and page 21 for relevant cost data related to each capacity project. 
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FACTORS FOR ESTIMATED IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS

Student Generation Factors – Single Family Average Site Cost/Acre
Elementary .269
Middle .125
Senior .197

Total .591
Temporary Facility Capacity

Student Generation Factors – Multi Family (1 Bdrm) Capacity
Elementary .000 Cost
Middle .000
Senior .000 State Match Credit

Total .000 Current State Match Percentage 53.12%

Student Generation Factors – Multi Family (2+ Bdrm) Construction Cost Allocation 
Elementary .322 Current CCA 180.17
Middle .107
Senior .078 District Average Assessed Value

Total .507 Single Family Residence $323,833

Projected Student Capacity per Facility District Average Assessed Value
Middle School (new capacity) – 85

High School (new capacity) - 165
Multi Family (1 Bedroom) $90,329

Multi Family (2+ Bedroom) $131,359
Required Site Acreage per Facility

SPI Square Footage per Student
Facility Construction/Cost Average Elementary 90

Middle (Addition)                                      $3,132500 Middle 108
High School (Addition)                              $6,062,500 High 130 

District Debt Service Tax Rate
 

  
Current/$1,000 $1.417

Permanent Facility Square Footage General Obligation Bond Interest Rate
Elementary  113,472 Current Bond Buyer Index 4.00%
Middle 62,835
Senior  79,422 Developer Provided Sites/Facilities

Total 93.15% 255,729 Value 0
Dwelling Units 0

Temporary Facility Square Footage
Elementary 8,960
Middle 6,272
Senior 3,584

Total 6.85% 18,816

Total Facility Square Footage The total costs of the school construction projects 
Elementary 122,432 and the total capacities are shown in the fee calculations.

Middle 69,107 However, new development will only be charged for the
Senior 83,006 system improvements needed to serve new growth.

Total 100.00% 274,545
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C. Proposed Lakewood School District Impact Fee Schedule

Using the variables and formula described in subsection B, impact fees proposed for the 
District are summarized in Table 9A.  See also Appendix C.

Table 9A
School Impact Fees

Snohomish County, City of Arlington, City of Marysville

Housing Type Impact Fee Per Dwelling Unit

Single Family $1,780

Multi-Family (1 Bedroom) $0

Multi-Family (2+ Bedroom) $1,379
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

The Washington Growth Management Act (GMA) outlines thirteen broad goals including 
adequate provision of necessary public facilities and services.  Schools are among these 
necessary facilities and services.  The public school districts serving Snohomish County 
residents have developed capital facilities plans to satisfy the requirements of RCW 36.70A.070 
and to identify additional school facilities necessary to meet the educational needs of the growing 
student populations anticipated in their districts. 

This Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is intended to provide the Lake Stevens School District 
(District), Snohomish County, the City of Lake Stevens, the City of Marysville and other 
jurisdictions a description of facilities needed to accommodate projected student enrollment at 
acceptable levels of service over the next fifteen years, with more detailed schedule and 
financing program for capital improvements over the next six years (2010-2015). 

The CFP for the District was first prepared in 1998 in accordance with the specifications set in 
Snohomish County Code; “certification” packets were prepared earlier for the County’s old 
SEPA-based “fee” program. When Snohomish County adopted its GMA Comprehensive Plan in 
1995, it addressed future school capital facilities plans in Appendix F of the General Policy Plan.  
This part of the plan establishes the criteria for all future updates of the District CFP, which is to 
occur every two years.  This CFP updates the GMA-based Capital Facilities Plan last adopted by 
the District in 2008. 

In accordance with GMA mandates, and Snohomish County Chapter 30.66C, this CFP contains 
the following required elements: 
� Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle, mid-high and high). 
� An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing the locations and 

student capacities of the facilities. 
� A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites; distinguishing between 

existing and projected deficiencies. 
� The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 
� A six-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding capacities, which 

clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes. The financing plan separates 
projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those which do not, since the latter 
are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding.  The financing plan and/or the impact 
fee calculation formula must also differentiate between projects or portions of projects that 
address existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those which address future 
growth-related needs. 

� A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and support data substantiating said fees. 

In developing this CFP, the guidelines of Appendix F of the General Policy Plan were used as 
follows: 
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� Information was obtained from recognized sources, such as the U.S. Census or the Puget 
Sound Regional Council. School districts may generate their own data if it is derived through 
statistically reliable methodologies.  Information is to be consistent with the State Office of 
Financial Management (OFM) population forecasts and those of Snohomish County. 

� Chapter 30.66C requires that student generation rates be independently calculated by each 
school district.  Rates were updated for this CFP. 

� The CFP complies with RCW 36.70A (the Growth Management Act) and, where impact fees 
are to be assessed, RCW 82.02. 

� The calculation methodology for impact fees meets the conditions and test of RCW 82.02.  
Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan updates 
alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action by the 
state, county or the cities within their district boundaries. 

Adoption of this CFP by reference by the County and cities constitutes approval of the 
methodology used herein by the Council(s). 

Unless otherwise noted, all enrollment and student capacity data in this CFP is expressed in 
terms of FTE (Full Time Equivalent)1.

Overview of the Lake Stevens School District 

The Lake Stevens School District is located six miles east of downtown Everett, and 
encompasses all of the City of Lake Stevens as well as portions of unincorporated Snohomish 
County and a small portion of the City of Marysville.  The District is located south of the 
Marysville School District and north of the Snohomish School District. 

The District currently serves a student population of  7,795 (October 1, 2009 headcount) with six 
elementary schools, two middle schools, one mid-high school, one high school and two 
alternative schools (Prove High School and HomeLink). Elementary schools provide educational 
programs for students in Kindergarten through grade five.  Middle schools serve grades six and 
seven, the mid-high serves grades eight and nine and the high schools serve grades ten through 
twelve. HomeLink provides programs for students from Kindergarten through grade twelve. 

Significant Issues Related to Facility Planning in the Lake Stevens School District 

The most significant issues facing the Lake Stevens School District in terms of providing 
classroom capacity to accommodate existing and projected demands are: 

� rapid growth of enrollment during the past sixteen years (among the highest in 
Snohomish County since 2000) along with the shifting demographics of the student 
population;

� aging school facilities  

� the need for additional property and lack of suitable sites to accommodate a school 
facility; 

                                                          
1  Full Time Equivalents (FTE) include half the students attending kindergarten and all students enrolled in  
grades 1 – 12. 

Item 12 - 86



� the need for additional infrastructure such as on-campus fire hydrants, electrical services, 
telephone, data, fire alarms etc. that drive the costs of portables up significantly; 

� gymnasium and athletic fields that are not adequate to handle the student population; and 

� limited local resources to hire maintenance and grounds personnel. 

These issued are addressed in greater detail in this Capital Facilities Plan. 
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SECTION 2: DEFINITIONS 

Note:  Definitions of terms proceeded by an asterisk (*) are provided in Chapter 30.9SCC.  
They are included here, in some cases with further clarification to aid in the understanding of 
this CFP.  Any such clarifications provided herein in no way affect the legal definitions and 
meanings assigned to them in Chapter 30.9SCC. 

*Appendix F means Appendix F of the Snohomish County Growth Management Act (GMA) 
Comprehensive Plan, also referred to as the General Policy Plan (GPP). 

*Area Cost Allowance (Boeckh Index) means the current OSPI construction allowance for 
construction costs for each school type. 

*Average Assessed Value means the average assessed value by dwelling unit type of all 
residential units constructed within the District. 

*Boeckh Index means the number generated by the E.H. Boeckh Company and used by OSPI as 
a guideline for determining the area cost allowance for new school construction. 

*Board means the Board of Directors of the Lake Stevens School District (“School Board”). 

*Capital Facilities means school facilities identified in the District’s capital facilities plan and are 
“system improvements” as defined by the GMA as opposed to localized “project improvements.” 

*Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) means the District’s facilities plan adopted by its school board 
consisting of those elements required by Chapter 30.66C and meeting the requirements of the 
GMA and Appendix F of the General Policy Plan.  The definition refers to this document. 

*City means City of Lake Stevens and/or City of Marysville. 

*Council means the Snohomish County Council and/or the Lake Stevens or Marysville City 
Council.

*County means Snohomish County. 

*DCTED means the Washington State Department of Community, Trade and Economic 
Development. 

*Developer means the proponent of a development activity, such as any person or entity that 
owns or holds purchase options or other development control over property for which 
development activity is proposed. 

*Development means all subdivisions, short subdivisions, conditional use or special use permits, 
binding site plan approvals, rezones accompanied by an official site plan, or building permits 
(including building permits for multi-family and duplex residential structures, and all similar 
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uses) and other applications requiring land use permits or approval by Snohomish County, the 
City of Lake Stevens and/or City of Marysville. 

*Development Activity means any residential construction or expansion of a building, structure 
or use of land or any other change of building, structure or land that creates additional demand 
and need for school facilities, but excluding building permits for attached or detached accessory 
apartments, and remodeling or renovation permits which do not result in additional dwelling 
units.  Also excluded from this definition is “Housing for Older Persons” as defined by 46 U.S.C. 
§ 3607, when guaranteed by a restrictive covenant, and new single-family detached units 
constructed on legal lots created prior to May 1, 1991. 

*Development Approval means any written authorization from the County and/or City, which 
authorizes the commencement of a development activity. 

*Director means the Director of the Snohomish County Department of Planning and 
Development Services (PDS), or the Director’s designee. 

District means Lake Stevens School District No. 4 whose geographic boundaries are within 
Snohomish County. 

*District Property Tax Levy Rate means the District’s current capital property tax rate per 
thousand dollars of assessed value. 

*Dwelling Unit Type means (1) single-family residences, (2) multi-family one-bedroom 
apartment or condominium units and (3) multi-family multiple-bedroom apartment or 
condominium units. 

*Encumbered means school impact fees identified by the District to be committed as part of the 
funding for capital facilities for which the publicly funded share has been assured, development 
approvals have been sought or construction contracts have been let. 

*Estimated Facility Construction Cost means the planned costs of new schools or the actual 
construction costs of schools of the same grade span recently constructed by the District, 
including on-site and off-site improvement costs.  If the District does not have this cost 
information available, construction costs of school facilities of the same or similar grade span 
within another District are acceptable. 

*FTE (Full Time Equivalent) is a means of measuring student enrollment based on the number 
of hours per day in attendance at the District’s schools. A student is considered one FTE if he/she 
is enrolled for the equivalent of a full schedule each full day.  Kindergarten students attend half-
day programs and therefore are counted as 0.5 FTE.  For purposes of this Capital Facilities Plan, 
all other students are counted as full FTE.  (This is in line with OSPI’s Capital Facilities Section, 
FTE measurements and projections.) 

*GFA (per student) means the Gross Floor Area per student. 

*Grade Span means a category into which the District groups its grades of students (e.g., 
elementary, middle or junior high, and high school).
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*Growth Management Act (GMA) means the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of the 
State of Washington of 1990, 1st Ex. Sess., as now in existence or as hereafter amended. 

*Interest Rate means the current interest rate as stated in the Bond Buyer Twenty-Bond General 
Obligation Bond Index. 

*Land Cost Per Acre means the estimated average land acquisition cost per acre (in current 
dollars) based on recent site acquisition costs, comparisons of comparable site acquisition costs 
in other districts, or the average assessed value per acre of properties comparable to school sites 
located within the District. 

*Multi-Family Dwelling Unit means any residential dwelling unit that is not a single-family unit 
as defined by ordinance Chapter 30.66C.2

*OFM means Washington State Office of Financial Management. 

*OSPI means Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

*Permanent Facilities means school facilities of the District with a fixed foundation. 

*R.C.W. means the Revised Code of Washington (a state law). 

*Relocatable Facilities (also referred to as Portables) means factory-built structures, 
transportable in one or more sections, that are designed to be used as an education spaces and are 
needed to prevent the overbuilding of school facilities, to meet the needs of service areas within 
the District, or to cover the gap between the time that families move into new residential 
developments and the date that construction is completed on permanent school facilities. 

*Relocatable Facilities Cost means the total cost, based on actual costs incurred by the District, 
for purchasing and installing portable classrooms. 

*Relocatable Facilities Student Capacity means the rated capacity for a typical portable 
classroom used for a specified grade span. 

*School Impact Fee means a payment of money imposed upon development as a condition of 
development approval to pay for school facilities needed to serve the new growth and 
development.  The school impact fee does not include a reasonable permit fee, an application fee, 
the administrative fee for collecting and handling impact fees, or the cost of reviewing 
independent fee calculations. 

*SEPA means the State Environmental Policy Act. 

*Single-Family Dwelling Unit means any detached residential dwelling unit designed for 
occupancy by a single-family or household. 

                                                          
2  For purposes of calculating Student Generation Rates, assisted living or senior citizen housing is not included in 
this definition. 
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*Standard of Service means the standard adopted by the District which identifies the program 
year, the class size by grade span and taking into account the requirements of students with 
special needs, the number of classrooms, the types of facilities the District believes will best 
serve its student population and other factors as identified in the District’s capital facilities plan. 
The District’s standard of service shall not be adjusted for any portion of the classrooms housed 
in relocatable facilities that are used as transitional facilities or from any specialized facilities 
housed in relocatable facilities. 

*State Match Percentage means the proportion of funds that are provided to the District for 
specific capital projects from the State’s Common School Construction Fund.  These funds are 
disbursed based on a formula which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the 
whole State assessed valuation per pupil to establish the maximum percentage of the total project 
eligible to be paid by the State. 

*Student Factor [Student Generation Rate (SGR)] means the number of students of each grade 
span (elementary, middle, mid-high, high school) that the District determines are typically 
generated by different dwelling unit types within the District.  Each District will use a survey or 
statistically valid methodology to derive the specific student generation rate, provided that the 
survey or methodology is approved by the Snohomish County Council as part of the adopted 
capital facilities plan for each District. 

*Subdivision means all small and large lot subdivisions as defined in Title 19 of the Snohomish 
County Code, and all short subdivisions as defined in Title 20, which are within the definition of 
“development” above. 

*Teaching Station means a facility space (classroom) specifically dedicated to implementing the 
District’s educational program and capable of accommodating at any one time, at least a full 
class of up to 30 students.  In addition to traditional classrooms, these spaces can include 
computer labs, auditoriums, gymnasiums, music rooms and other special education and resource 
rooms. 

*Unhoused Students means District enrolled students who are housed in portable or temporary 
classroom space, or in permanent classrooms in which the maximum class size is exceeded. 

*WAC means the Washington Administrative Code. 
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SECTION 3: DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS 

School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District’s adopted educational program.  The educational program 
standards that typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum facility 
size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling 
requirements, and use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables). 

In addition, government mandates and community expectations may affect how classroom space 
is used.  Traditional educational programs offered by school districts are often supplemented by 
nontraditional or special programs such as special education, English as a second language, 
remediation, migrant education, alcohol and drug education, AIDS education, preschool and 
daycare programs, computer labs, music programs, etc.  These special or nontraditional 
educational programs can have a significant impact on the available student capacity of school 
facilities 

Examples of special programs offered by the Lake Stevens School District at specific school 
sites include: 

� Bilingual Program 

� Title 1 

� Title 2 

� Community Education

� Conflict Resolution 

� Contract-Based Learning 

� Drug Resistance Education 

� Early Learning Center, which includes ECEAP and developmentally-delayed preschool 

� Highly Capable 

� Home School Partnership (HomeLink) 

� Language Assistance Program (LAP) 

� Multi-Age Instruction 

� Online Learning 

� PROVE Alternative High School 

� Running Start 

� Senior Project (volunteer time as part of course work) 

� Vocational Education 

Variations in student capacity between schools are often a result of what special or nontraditional 
programs are offered at specific schools.  These special programs require classroom space, which 
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can reduce the permanent capacity of some of the buildings housing these programs.  Some 
students, for example, leave their regular classroom for a short period of time to receive 
instruction in these special programs.  Newer schools within the District have been designed to 
accommodate most of these programs.  However, older schools often require space modifications 
to accommodate special programs, and in some circumstances, these modifications may reduce 
the overall classroom capacities of the buildings. 

District educational program requirements will undoubtedly change in the future as a result of 
changes in the program year, special programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, and use of 
new technology, as well as other physical aspects of the school facilities.  The school capacity 
inventory will be reviewed periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program 
standards.  These changes will also be reflected in future updates of this Capital Facilities Plan. 

The District’s minimum educational program requirements, which directly affect school 
capacity, are outlined on page 3-3 for the elementary, middle and high school grade levels. 

Educational Program Standards for Elementary Grades 

� Average class size for grades K-3 should not exceed 25 students. 
� Average class size for grades 4-5 should not exceed 27 students. 
� Special Education for students may be provided in a self-contained classroom.  The practical 

capacity for these classrooms is 12 students. 
� All students will be provided music instruction in a separate classroom. 
� Students may have a scheduled time in a computer lab. 
� Optimum design capacity for new elementary schools is 500 students.  However, actual 

capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

Educational Program Standards for Middle, Mid-High and High Schools 

� Class size for middle school grades should not exceed 30 students.  The District assumes a 
practical capacity for high school and middle school classrooms of 30 students. 

� Class size for grades 9-12 should not exceed 30 students. 
� Special Education for students may be provided in a self-contained classroom.  The practical 

capacity for these classrooms is 12 students. 
� As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms for 

certain programs, and the need for teachers to have a workspace during planning periods, it is 
not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations throughout the day.  
Therefore, classroom capacity is adjusted using a utilization factor of 83% at the high school 
level and 80% at the middle and mid-high levels. 

� Some Special Education services for students will be provided in a self-contained classroom. 
� Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 

classrooms designated as follows: 
� Resource Rooms (i.e. computer labs, study rooms). 
� Special Education Classrooms. 
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� Program Specific Classrooms, for example:  (i.e. music, drama, art, home-economics, 
physical education) 
� Music
� Drama 
� Art
� Physical Education 
� Family and Consumer Sciences 
� Career and Technical Education 

� Optimum design capacity for new middle schools is 750 students.  However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

� Optimum design capacity for new high schools is 1500 students.  However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

Minimum Educational Service Standards 

The Lake Stevens School District will evaluate student housing levels based on the District as a 
whole system and not on a school by school or site by site basis.  This may result in portable 
classrooms being used as interim housing, attendance boundary changes or other program 
changes to balance student housing across the system as a whole. 

The Lake Stevens School District has set minimum educational service standards based on 
several criteria.  Exceeding these minimum standards will trigger significant changes in program 
delivery.  If there are 26 or more students per classroom in a majority of K-3 classrooms, 28 or 
more students in 4-5 classrooms or 31 or more students in a majority of 6-12 classrooms, the 
minimum standards have not been met. 

Although they may meet the number criteria above, double shifting with reduced hours of “Year 
Round Education” programs adopted for housing reasons would also not meet the minimums. 

It should be noted that the minimum educational standard is just that, a minimum, and not the 
desired or accepted operating standard. 
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SECTION 4: CAPITAL FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Capital Facilities 

Under GMA, public entities are required to inventory capital facilities used to serve the existing 
populations.  Capital facilities are defined as any structure, improvement, piece of equipment, or 
other major asset, including land that has a useful life of at least ten years.  The purpose of the 
facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for determining what facilities will be required to 
accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable or established levels of service.  
This section provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the Lake Stevens 
School District including schools, portables, developed school sites, undeveloped land and 
support facilities.  School facility capacity was inventoried based on the space required to 
accommodate the District’s adopted educational program standards (see Section 3).  A map 
showing locations of District school facilities is provided as Figure 1. 

Lake Stevens School District 
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Figure 1 – Map of District Facilities 
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Schools

The Lake Stevens School District includes: six elementary schools grades K-5, two middle 
schools grades 6-7, one mid-high school grades 8-9, one high school grades 10-12, one 
alternative high school (PROVE) serving grades 9-12, an alternative K-12 home school 
partnership program (HomeLink), and one online school serving an average of twelve students 
grades 9-12 which does not require student housing. 

The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) calculates school capacity by 
dividing gross square footage of a building by a standard square footage per student.  This 
method is used by the State as a simple and uniform approach for determining school capacity 
for purposes of allocating available State Match Funds to school districts for school construction.  
However, this method is not considered an accurate reflection of the capacity required to 
accommodate the adopted educational program of each individual district.  For this reason, 
school capacity was determined based on the number of teaching stations within each building 
and the space requirements of the District’s adopted education program.  These capacity 
calculations were used to establish the District’s baseline capacity and determine future capacity 
needs based on projected student enrollment.  The school capacity inventory is summarized in 
Table 1. 

School Name

Site 
Size 

(acres)
Bldg. Area

(Sq. Ft.)

Teaching 
Stations 
SPED

Teaching 
Stations 
Regular

Perm. 
Student 

Capacity*

Capacity 
with 

Portables

Year Built
or Last 

Remodel

Potential for 
Expansion of 
Perm. Facility

Elementary Schools
Glenwood Elementary 9 42,673       2                21 513         621           1992 No
Hillcrest Elementary 15 49,735       23 549         711           2008 No
Highland Elementary 8.7 49,727       21 512         620           1999 No
Mt. Pilchuck Elementary 22 49,833       4                19 501         582           2008 No
Skyline Elementary 15 42,673       3                20 513         621           1992 No
Sunnycrest Elementary 15 46,970       23 549         738           2009 No

Total 84.7 281,611     9                127 3,137      3,893        
Middle Schools

Lake Stevens Middle School 25 86,374       4                27 684         924           1996 No
North Lake Middle School 15 90,323       39 751         991           2001 No

Total 40 176,697     4                66 1,435      1,915        
Mid-High 
    Cavelero Mid-High School 37 224,694     3                62 1,418      1,418        2007 Yes

Total 37 224,694     3                62 1,418      1,418        
High Schools

Lake Stevens High School 38 207,195     8                61 1,526      2,036        2008 Yes
Prove High School Housed at Cavelero MHS

Total 38 207,195     8                61 1,526      2,036        
Other

HomeLink
(K-12 Homeschool Program) Housed at North Lake MS

Total 0 -             -             0 -          -            

Table 1 – School Capacity Inventory 
Source: Lake Stevens School District
* Note: Student Capacity figure is exclusive of portables and adjustments for special programs.

Relocatable classrooms (portables) are not viewed by the District as a solution for housing 
students on a permanent basis.  Therefore, these facilities were not included in the permanent 
school capacity calculations provided in Table l.
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Leased Facilities 

The District does not lease any permanent classroom space.  The 24 portables leased to facilitate 
construction identified in the 2008 Capital Facilities Plan have been returned. 

Relocatable Classroom Facilities (Portables) 

Portables are used as interim classroom space to house students until funding can be secured to 
construct permanent classroom facilities.  Portables are not viewed by the District as a solution 
for housing students on a permanent basis.  The Lake Stevens School District currently uses 61 
portables at various school sites throughout the District to provide interim capacity for K-12 
students.  In addition, 14 portables are used to accommodate the Early Learning Center, which is 
not a K-12 program. A typical portable classroom can provide capacity for a full-size class of 
students.  Current use of portables throughout the District is summarized in Table 2.

Portable Capacity in Portable 
School Name Classrooms Portables ft2

ELEMENTARY
Glenwood 4 108 3,584           
Hillcrest 6 162 5,376           
Highland 4 108 3,584           
Mt. Pilchuck 3 81 2,688           
Skyline 4 108 3,584           
Sunnycrest 7 189 6,272           

Total 28 756 25,088         
MIDDLE

Lake Stevens Middle 8 240 7,168           
North Lake Middle 8 240 7,168           

Total 16 480 14,336         
MID-HIGH
   Cavelero Mid-High 0 0 -              

Total 0 0 -              
HIGH

Lake Stevens High School 17 510 15,232         
Total 17 510 15,232         

District K-12 Total 61 1,746 54,656         
OTHER

Early Learning Center 14 350 12,544         
Non K-12 Total 14 350 12,544         

Table 2 – Portables 

In addition to the portables listed above, the District purchased a portable in 2005 to house the 
Technology Support Group, a District-wide support group.  The portable is located at North Lake 
Middle School, across from the District Administration Office.  It will not add space for interim 
student housing.

The District will continue to purchase or move existing portables, as needed, to cover the gap 
between the time that families move into new residential developments and the time the District 
is able to complete construction on permanent school facilities.   
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Some of the District’s existing portables are beyond their serviceable age and are no longer able 
to be moved.  Upon completion of additional school facilities, the probability exists these units 
will be demolished. 

Support Facilities 

In addition to schools, the Lake Stevens School District owns and operates additional facilities 
that provide operational support functions to the schools.  An inventory of these facilities is 
provided in Table 3.

Facility Site Acres

Building 
Area

(sq.ft.)
Education Service Center 1.4 13,700
Grounds 1.0 3,000
Maintenance 1.0 6,391
Transportation 6.0 17,550

Total 9.4 40,641

Table 3 – Support Facilities 

Land Inventory 

The Lake Stevens School District owns six undeveloped sites described below: 

Ten acres located in the northeast area of the District (Lochsloy area), west of Highway 92.  This 
site will eventually be used for an elementary school (beyond the year 2015).  It is presently used 
as an auxiliary sports field. 

An approximately 35-acre site northwest of the intersection of Highway 9 and Soper Hill Road, 
bordered by Lake Drive on the east planned for use as a middle school site. 

A parcel of approximately 23 acres located at 20th Street SE and 83rd Street.  This property was 
donated to the School District for an educational facility.  The property is encumbered by 
wetlands and easements, leaving less than 10 available acres (not considered sufficient for an 
elementary school site). 

A 5.4 acre parcel located at 20th Street SE and 83rd Street that has been used as an access to the 
new mid-high site. 

A 20 ft. x 200 ft. parcel located on 20th Street SE has been declared surplus by the Lake Stevens 
School Board as it has no purpose for the District.

A 2.42 acre site (Bond Field), located in an area north of Highway #92, is used as a small softball 
field.  It is not of sufficient size to support a school. 
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SECTION 5: STUDENT ENROLLMENT TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS 

-
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Figure 2 – Lake Stevens School District Enrollment 

Historic Trends and Projections 

Student enrollment records dating back to 1973 were available from Snohomish County and 
OSPI.  Student enrollment in the Lake Stevens School District remained relatively constant 
between 1973 and 1985 (15%) and then grew significantly from 1985 through 2005 
(approximately 120%).  Between October 1991 and October 2000, student enrollment increased 
by 2553 students, the 4th highest in the County.  Between October 2000 and October 2006, 
student enrollment increased by 905 students, or 25.5% of the total student growth experienced 
in Snohomish County public schools and 2nd highest in Snohomish County.  The October 1, 2009 
enrollment was 7,795 (7517 FTE) students, an increase of 213 students, or 2.8% over October 1, 
2007.  Lake Stevens is one of the few districts in Snohomish County with increased enrollment 
from September 2008 to September 2009. 

Actual enrollment by year is shown in Figure 2.  Average annual growth between 1974 and 2005 
was 4.18%, more than double the countywide average of 1.75% per year.  Between 1994 and 
2005 average annual growth was 4.47% compared to a countywide average of 1.71%.  The 
District has been, and is projected to continue to be, one of the fastest growing districts in 
Snohomish County based on the OFM-based population forecast.  Between 2007 and 2009, the 
Lake Stevens School District enrollment increased 2.8% compared to nearly flat County-wide 
enrollment growth. 
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Enrollment projections are most accurate for the initial years of the forecast period.  Moving 
further into the future, more assumptions about economic conditions and demographic trends in 
the area affect the projections.  Monitoring birth rates in Snohomish County and population 
growth for the area are essential yearly activities in the ongoing management of the capital 
facilities plan.  In the event that enrollment growth slows, plans for new facilities can be delayed.
It is much more difficult, however, to initiate new projects or speed projects up in the event 
enrollment growth exceeds the projections. 

Actual Percent
Change Change

Projection 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2010-2015 2010-2015
OSPI 7,517 7,595 7,655 7,708 7,763 7,815 7,852 335 4.5%
Ratio 7,517 7,294 7,505 7,716 7,927 8,137 8,348 831 11.1%

Table 4 – Comparison of Enrollment Projections 2010 – 2015 
Source:  Lake Stevens School District, OSPI
* Actual FTE student enrollment (October 1, 2009)

Two enrollment forecasts were conducted for the Lake Stevens School District and are shown in 
Table 4.  The first is an estimate by the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction 
(OSPI). OSPI estimates future enrollment using a modified cohort survival method.  This method 
estimates how many students in one year will attend the next grade in the following year.  The 
methodology is explained in Appendix B. 

The second method is an estimate based upon Snohomish County population estimates as 
provided by the State Office of Financial Management (OFM).  Section 11 of ESHB 2929 (The 
Growth Management Act) requires that planning for public facilities be based on the 20-year 
population projections developed by the OFM.  OFM population-based enrollment projections 
have been estimated using the revised Draft Population Forecast by the School District prepared 
by the Snohomish County Department of Planning and Development Services, and OFM 
population forecasts for Snohomish County. 

The ratio method traces the ratio of student enrollment to total population and assumes what this 
ratio will be in future years.  On average, for the period 2002– 2009, 21.25% of the population in 
the Lake Stevens School District was students. 

Combining the OSPI enrollment projections with the 2009 OFM population relationship, the 
average student population ratio through 2015 is 19.00%.  The District finds that this is a 
reasonable assumption and therefore assumes that the OSPI and OFM ratio methods are 
comparable.  Inasmuch as the ratio method parallels the District’s projections over the five-year 
period, a straight ratio of 19% of population was applied, rather than the gradual OSPI decline.  
See Appendix C – Enrollment Data, Table C-1 for historical trends in enrollment/population 
ratios.

OSPI estimates that enrollment will total 7,852 student FTEs in 2015.  This is a 4.5% increase 
over 2009.  The Ratio Method estimates that enrollment will total 8,348 student FTEs in 2015, 
which is an 11.1% increase over 2009 

Lake Stevens School District 5-2 Capital Facilities Plan 
Item 12 - 106



The Ratio Method has been used to determine facility needs inasmuch as it the most closely 
relates to the District’s internal long-range projections. 

Grade Span 2009* 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Elementary School 3,294 3,196 3,289 3,381 3,474 3,566 3,658
Middle School 1,252 1,215 1,250 1,285 1,321 1,356 1,391
Mid-High School 1,308 1,269 1,306 1,343 1,379 1,416 1,453
High School 1,663 1,613 1,660 1,707 1,753 1,800 1,847
Total 7,517 7,294 7,505 7,716 7,927 8,137 8,348

Table 5 – Projected Enrollment by Grade Span 2010-2015 
Source: OSPI data:  Report dates 11/09
* Actual FTE Student Enrollment (October 1, 2009) 

2025 Enrollment Projections 

Although student enrollment projections beyond 2015 are highly speculative, they are useful for 
developing long-range comprehensive facilities plans.  These long-range enrollment projections 
may also be used in determining future site acquisition needs. 

The District projects a 2025 student FTE enrollment of 10,455 based on the “ratio” method.  
(OSPI does not forecast enrollments beyond 2015)  The forecast is based on the County’s OFM-
based population forecast and applies the student-to-population ratio of 19.00% estimated for 
2015. Assuming the County forecasts are correct, student enrollment will continue to increase 
through 2025 and the 19.00% ratio is considered reasonable and has been used to estimate the 
2025 student population. The 2025 estimate represents a 39.1% increase over existing 2009 
enrollment levels.  The total enrollment estimate was broken down by grade span to evaluate 
long-term site acquisition needs for elementary, middle school, mid-high school and high school 
facilities.  Enrollment by grade span was determined based on recent and projected enrollment 
trends at the elementary, middle, mid-high and high school levels.  Projected enrollment by 
grade span for the year 2025 is provided in Table 6. 

Projected 2025 FTE
Grade Span Student Enrollment

Elementary (K-5) 4,581
Middle (6-7) 1,742
Mid-High (8-9) 1,819
High (10-12) 2,313
District Total (K-12) 10,455

Table 6 – Projected 2025 Enrollment (Ratio Method - OFM) 

Should projected enrollment materialize as described in Table 6, it is estimated that the District 
would require an additional 58 classrooms at the elementary level, 10 classrooms at the middle 
school level, 13 classrooms at the mid-high level and 27 classrooms at the high school level. 
These additional classrooms could take the form of relocatable classrooms (portables), additional 
classrooms at existing schools or new campuses. In addition, it is possible that the District would 
require additional support facilities, like a maintenance building, technology center or additional 
bus service facilities, to serve the projected enrollment. 
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Lake Stevens School District 5-4 Capital Facilities Plan 

Again, these estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general planning purposes.  
Analysis of future facility and capacity needs is provided in Section 6 of this Capital Facilities 
Plan.

Item 12 - 108



SECTION 6: CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 

Existing Deficiencies 

Current enrollment at each grade level is identified in Appendix C-3.  The District is currently 
(2009) over capacity at the elementary level by 157 students, under capacity at the middle school 
level by 183 students, under capacity at the mid-high level by 110 students and over capacity at 
the high school by 137 students. 

The District expects that .690 students will be generated from each new single family home in 
the District and that .317 students will be generated from each new two-plus bedroom multi-
family unit.  These numbers are based upon the District’s student generation rates. 

The District’s enrollment projections, in Table 5, have been applied to the existing capacity and 
the District will be over capacity at the elementary level by 521 students, over capacity at the 
mid-high level by 35 students and over capacity at the high school by 321 students if no capacity 
improvements are made by the year 2015. 

The District’s six-year capital improvement plan (Table 9) includes capacity projects to address 
existing and future needs. 

Facility Needs (2010-2015) 

Projected available student capacity was derived by subtracting projected FTE student 
enrollment from existing permanent school capacity (excluding portables) for each of the six 
years in the forecast period (2010-2015). 

Capacity needs are expressed in terms of “unhoused students.”  Unhoused students are defined as 
students expected to be housed in portable classrooms or classrooms where class size exceeds 
State standards or contractually negotiated agreements within the local school district. 

The method used to define future capacity needs assumes no new construction.  For this reason 
planned construction projects are not included at this point.  This factor is added later (see Table 
9).

Projected future capacity needs are depicted on Table 7.  This table shows actual space needs and 
the portion of those needs that are “growth related.”  RCW 82.02 and SCC 30.66C mandate that 
new developments cannot be assessed impact fees to correct existing deficiencies.  Thus, any 
capacity deficiencies existing in the District in 2009 must be deducted from the total projected 
deficiencies before impact fees are assessed.  (Inasmuch as the District builds elementary schools 
to serve 500 students, the 69.87 percent growth factor reflects 349 students in the impact fee 
calculation rather than the 364 reflected in Table 7). 
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Grade Span 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2010-2015
 Elementary (K-5)

Total 157 59 152 244 337 429 521
Growth Related 0 0 87 180 272 364 69.87%

Middle School (6-7)
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Growth Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Mid-High (8-9)

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 35
Growth Related 0 0 0 0 0 35 100.00%

High School 10-12)
Total 137 87 134 181 227 274 321

Growth Related 0 0 44 90 137 184 57.32%

Table 7 - Projected Additional Capacity Needs 2010- 2015) 

Forecast of Future Facility Needs through 2025 

Additional elementary, middle, mid-high and high school classroom space will need to be 
constructed between 2015 and 2025 to meet the projected student population increase. The 
District will have to purchase additional school sites to facilitate growth during this time frame. 
By the end of the six-year forecast period (2015), additional permanent student capacity will be 
needed as follows: 

2009
Capacity

2015
Capacity

2015
Additional 
Capacity 
Needed

2025
Additional 
Capacity 
Needed

3,137 3,137 521 1,324
1,435 1,435 0 307
1,418 1,418 35 401
1,526 1,526 321 787
7,516 7,516 877 2,819

Table 8 – 2015 Additional Capacity Needed 

These figures do not reflect any planned improvements by the District through 2015. Planned 
improvements are discussed in the sections that follow.

Planned Improvements (2010 – 2015) 

The following is a brief outline of those projects likely needed to accommodate un-housed 
students in the Lake Stevens School District through the Year 2015 based on ratio enrollment 
projections.  The District placed a successful bond issue before the voters in February 2005 for 
$65,500,000.  This amount represented the District (local) portion of projects totaling 
approximately $117,345,511.  Mitigation fees were included in the local portion of entitled 
projects.

Elementary Schools: Based upon current enrollment estimates, elementary student population 
will increase to the level of requiring a new elementary school.  The construction of a new 
elementary school is projected by 2015 and will require placing a bond issue before the 
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electorate in 2014.  Renovation of Mt. Pilchuck, Hillcrest Elementary School and Sunnycrest 
Elementary schools was completed in 2008 & 2009. The renovations did not add classroom 
space.

Middle Schools:  With the move of the 8th grade to the new Cavelero Mid-High School, there is 
sufficient student capacity through 2015 at the middle school level. 

Mid-High School: Cavelero Mid-High, opened in 2007, houses grades 8 & 9. Additional 
classroom space may be needed by 2015 based on the ratio forecasting method.   

High Schools:  Effective September 2007, the high school houses grades 10-12.  There are 
currently unhoused students at this level.  Prove High School is currently located in a wing of 
Cavelero Mid-High.  Student enrollment numbers for this group of students in included with the 
High School.  Additional classroom space will be needed at the high school by 2015 

Interim Classroom Facilities (Portables): Additional portables will be purchased in future 
years, as needed.  However, it remains a District goal to house all students in permanent 
facilities. 

Site Acquisition and Improvements:  An additional elementary school site will be needed in an 
area where student growth is taking place. The 10-acre Lochsloy property is in the far corner of 
the district, not in an area of growth and will not meet this need.  Affordable land suitable for 
school facilities will be difficult to acquire. Funds for the purchase of land suitable for an 
elementary facility will have to be included in a bond issue.  At this time a bond issue has not 
been scheduled for placement before the District electorate. 

Support Facilities

The District does not project the need for additional support facilities during period of the six-
year finance plan. 

Capital Facilities Six-Year Finance Plan 

The Six Year Finance Plan shown on Table 9 demonstrates how the District intends to fund new 
construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2010-2015. The financing 
components include bond issue(s), school mitigation and impact fees. 

The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those that 
do not, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding.  The financing plan 
and impact fee calculation formula also differentiate between projects or portions of projects that 
address existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those which address future growth 
related needs. 

General Obligation Bonds: Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and 
other capital improvement projects.  A 60% voter approval is required to pass a bond.  Bonds are 
then retired through collection of property taxes.  The Lake Stevens School District passed a 
capital improvements bond for $15 million in 1994, another for $9 million in 1999. All funds 
from these bonds have been utilized.  A capital improvements bond for $65,500,000 was 
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Lake Stevens School District 6-4 Capital Facilities Plan 

approved by the electorate in February 2005.  These funds were used to construct the Cavelero 
Mid-High School, the modernization of Mt. Pilchuck, Sunnycrest and Hillcrest Elementary 
schools, Lake Stevens High School 500 Building and the District athletic facility. 

In the event action by state, county and local jurisdictions determined that impact fees were not 
available in the future to fund growth-related projects, it would be necessary for the District to 
seek additional funds through voter approved general obligation bonds coupled with available 
state match. 

The total costs of the growth related projects outlined in Table 9 represent recent and current bids 
per information obtained through OSPI, the District’s architect and neighboring school districts 
that have recently or are planning to construct classroom space.  An inflation factor of 2.5% per 
year has been applied out to 2015.
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Lake Stevens School District 6-6 Capital Facilities Plan 

State Match Funds: State Match Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund.  
Bonds are sold on behalf of the fund then retired from revenues accruing predominately from the 
sale of renewable resources (i.e. timber) from State school lands set aside by the Enabling Act of 
1889.  If these sources are insufficient to meet needs, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the 
State Board of Education can establish a moratorium on certain projects. 

School districts may qualify for State matching funds for a specific capital project.  To qualify, a 
project must first meet State-established criteria of need.  This is determined by a formula that 
specifies the amount of square footage the State will help finance to house the enrollment 
projected for the district.  If a project qualifies, it can become part of a State prioritization 
system.  This system prioritizes allocation of available funding resources to school districts based 
on a formula which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole State 
assessed valuation per pupil to establish the percent of the total project cost to be paid by the 
State for eligible projects.  The State contribution for eligible projects can range from less than 
half to more than 70% of the project’s cost.3

State Match Funds can only be applied to major school construction projects.  Site acquisition 
and minor improvements are not eligible to receive matching funds from the State.  Because 
availability of State Match Funds has not been able to keep pace with the rapid enrollment 
growth occurring in many of Washington’s school districts, matching funds from the State may 
not be received by a school district until after a school has been constructed.  In such cases, the 
District must “front fund” a project.  That is, the District must finance the complete project with 
local funds (the future State’s share coming from funds allocated to future District projects).  
When the State share is finally disbursed (without accounting for escalation) the future District 
project is partially reimbursed. 

Because of the method of computing State Match, the District has historically received 
approximately 39 percent of the actual cost of school construction in state matching funds. 

School Impact Fees Development impact fees have been adopted by a number of jurisdictions 
as a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public facilities 
needed to accommodate new development.  School impact fees are generally collected by the 
permitting agency at the time building permits or certificates of occupancy are issued.   

Impact fees have been calculated utilizing the formula in Table 1 of Snohomish County 
Ordinance, Chapter 30.66C.  The resulting figures are based on the District’s cost per dwelling 
unit to purchase land for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools and purchase, 
install or relocate temporary facilities (portables).  Credits have also been applied in the formula 
to account for State Match Funds to be reimbursed to the District and projected future property 
taxes to be paid by the owner of a dwelling unit.  The costs of projects that do not add capacity or 
which address existing deficiencies have been eliminated from the variables used in the 
calculations. 

By ordinance, new developments cannot be assessed impact fees to correct existing deficiencies.  
Thus, existing capacity deficiencies must be deducted from the total projected deficiencies in the 
calculation of impact fees. 

                                                          
3 Paying for Growth’s Impacts – A Guide to Impact Fees, State of Washington Department of Community 
Development Growth Management Division, January 1992, Pg. 30. 
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Lake Stevens School District 6-7 Capital Facilities Plan 

The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those that 
do not, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding.  The financing plan 
and impact fee calculation also differentiate between projects or portions of projects that address 
existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those which address future growth-related 
needs.  From this process, the District can develop a plan that can be translated into a bond issue 
package for submittal to District voters, if deemed appropriate. 

Table 10 presents an estimate of the capacity impacts of the proposed capital construction 
projects.

Elementary Middle Mid-High High School
2010

Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Projected Enrollment 3,196 1,215 1,269 1,613
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement (59) 220 149 (87)

2011
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Projected Enrollment 3,289 1,250 1,306 1,660
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement (152) 185 112 (134)

2012
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Projected Enrollment 3,381 1,285 1,343 1,707
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement (244) 150 75 (181)

2013
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Projected Enrollment 3,474 1,321 1,379 1,753
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement* (337) 114 39 (227)

2014
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Projected Enrollment 3,566 1,356 1,416 1,800
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement* (429) 79 2 (274)

2015
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526
Programmed Improvement Capacity 500 0 0 0
Capacity After Improvement 3,637 1,435 1,418 1,526
Projected Enrollment 3,658 1,391 1,453 1,847
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement (21) 44 (35) (321)

Table 10 – Projected Capacity Surplus (Deficit) After Programmed Improvements 
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Calculation Criteria: 

1.  Site Acquisition Cost Element

Site Size:  The site size given the optimum acreage for each school type based on studies of 
existing school sites OSPI standards.  Generally, districts will require 11-15 acres for an 
elementary school; 25-30 acres for a middle school or junior high school; and 40 acres or more 
for a high school.  Actual school sites may vary in size depending on the size of parcels available 
for sale and other site development constraints, such as wetlands.  It also varies based on the 
need for athletic fields adjacent to the school along with other specific planning factors.   

This space for site size on the Variable Table contains a number only when the particular district 
plans to acquire additional land during the six-year planning period, 2010-2015.  As noted 
previously, the District will need to acquire an additional elementary school site between 2010 
and 2015.  The District acquired a site for an elementary school and a high school in 2001.  

Average Land Cost Per Acre:  The cost per acre is based on estimates of land costs within the 
District, based either on recent land purchases or by its knowledge of prevailing costs in the 
particular real estate market.  Prices per acre will vary throughout the County and will be heavily 
influenced by the urban vs. rural setting of the specific district and the location of the planned 
school site.  The Lake Stevens School District estimates its vacant land costs to be $100,000 per 
acre.  Until a site is actually located for acquisition, the actual purchase price is unknown.  
Developed sites, which sometimes must be acquired adjacent to existing school sites, can cost 
well over $125,000 per acre. 

Facility Design Capacity (Student FTE):  Facility design capacities reflect the District’s optimum 
number of students each school type is designed to accommodate.  These figures are based on 
actual design studies of optimum floor area for new school facilities. The Lake Stevens School 
District designs new elementary schools to accommodate 500 students, new middle schools 750 
students and new high schools 1,500 students.

Student Factor:  The student factor (or student generation rate) is the average number of students 
generated by each housing type – in this case: single-family detached dwellings and multiple-
family dwellings.  Multiple-family dwellings, which may be rental or owner-occupied units 
within structures containing two or more dwelling units, were broken out into one-bedroom and 
two-plus bedroom units. 

Pursuant to a requirement of Chapter 30.66C, each school district was required to conduct 
student generation studies within their jurisdictions.  This was done to “localize” generation rates 
for purposes of calculating impact fees.  A description of this methodology is contained in 
Appendix D. 

The student generation rates for the Lake Stevens School District are shown on Table 11. 

Elementary Middle Mid-High High Total
Single Family 0.356 0.120 0.090 0.124 0.690
Multiple Family, 1 Bedroom 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Multiple Family, 2+ Bedroom 0.213 0.040 0.048 0.016 0.317

Table 11 – Student Generation Rates 
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2.  School Construction Cost Variables

Additional Building Capacity:  These figures are the actual capacity additions to the Lake 
Stevens School District that will occur as a result of improvements listed on Table 9 (Capital 
Facilities Plan). 

Current Facility Square Footage:  These numbers are taken from Tables 1-3.  They are used in 
combination with the “Existing Portables Square Footage” to apportion the impact fee amounts 
between permanent and temporary capacity figures in accordance with Chapter 30.66C. 

Estimated Facility Construction Cost:  The estimated facility construction cost is based on 
planned costs or on actual costs of recently constructed schools.  The facility cost is the total cost 
for construction projects as defined on Table 9, including only capacity related improvements 
and adjusted to the “growth related” factor.  Projects or portions of projects that address existing 
deficiencies (which are those students who are un-housed as of October 2009) are not included in 
the calculation of facility cost for impact fee calculation. 

Facility construction costs also include the off-site development costs.  Costs vary with each site 
and may include such items as sewer line extensions, water lines, off-site road and frontage 
improvements.  Off-site development costs are not covered by State Match Funds.  Off-site 
development costs vary, and can represent 10% or more of the total building construction cost. 

3.  Relocatable Facilities Cost Element

Impact fees may be collected to allow acquisition of portables to help relieve capacity 
deficiencies on a temporary basis.  The cost allocated to new development must be growth 
related and must be in proportion to the current permanent versus temporary space allocations by 
the district. 

Existing Units:  This is the total number of existing portables in use by the district as reported on 
Table 2. 

New Facilities Required Through 2015 This is the estimated number of portables to be acquired. 

Cost Per Unit:  This is the average cost to purchase and set up a portable.  It includes site 
preparation, but does not include furnishing of the unit. 

Relocatable Facilities Cost:  This is simply the total number of needed units multiplied by the 
cost per unit.  The number is then adjusted to the “growth-related” factor. 

For districts, such as Lake Stevens, that do not credit any portable capacity to the permanent 
capacity total (see Table 1), this number is not directly applicable to the fee calculation and is for 
information only.  The impact fee allows a general fee calculation for portables; however the 
amount is adjusted to the proportion of total square footage in portables to the total square 
footage of permanent and portable space in the district. 

Where districts do allow a certain amount of portable space to be credited to permanent capacity, 
that amount would be adjusted by the “growth-related” factor, because it is considered to be 
permanent space. 
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4.  Fee Credit Variables

BOECKH Index:  This number is generated by the E.H. Boeckh Company and is used by OSPI 
as a guideline for determining the area cost allowance for new school construction.  The index is 
an average of a seven-city building cost index for commercial and factory buildings in 
Washington State, and is adjusted every two months for inflation.  The current BOECKH Index 
is $180.17 (July 2010). 

State Match Percentage:  The State match percentage is the proportion of funds that are provided 
to the school districts, for specific capital projects, from the State’s Common School 
Construction Fund.  These funds are disbursed based on a formula which calculates the District’s 
assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole State assessed valuation per pupil to establish 
the percentage of the total project to be paid by the State.  For new construction and additions, if 
the Lake Stevens School District qualified under OSPI guidelines for matching funds, it is 
OSPI’s stated match is 63.39% on qualified square footage. However, the State match eventually 
received by the District would not actually be 63.39% of the entire project cost.  There are many 
costs associated with projects that are not matchable, and districts rarely receive the total amount 
of stated eligible matching dollars.  Historically, the Lake Stevens School District has received 
approximately 40% of the total project costs from state match. For the District’s most-recent, 
growth-related project, Cavelero Mid High, the actual percentage of project costs received in 
state match was 29.5%. Choosing to be conservative, the District will continue to use a state 
match percentage of 40%. 

Project Cost State Match % State Match
Cavelero Mid High 68,157,818.15$  20,074,255.25$  29.5%

Table 12 – Actual Project State Match Percentage 

5.  Tax Credit Variables

Under Title 30.66C, a credit is granted to new development to account for taxes that will be paid 
to the school district over the next ten years.  The credit is calculated using a “present value” 
formula. 

Interest Rate (20-year GO Bond):  This is the interest rate of return on a 20-year General 
Obligation Bond and is derived from the bond buyer index.  The current assumed interest rate is 
4.00%.

Levy Rate (in mils):  The capital construction levy rate is determined by dividing the District’s 
average capital property tax rate by one thousand.  The current levy rate for the Lake Stevens 
School District is 1.83268986. 

Average Assessed Value:  This figure is based on the District’s average assessed value for each 
type of dwelling unit (single-family and multiple-family).  The averaged assessed values are 
based on estimates made by the County’s Planning and Development Services Department 
utilizing information from the Assessor’s files.  The current average assessed value is $293,317 
for single-family detached residential dwellings; $90,329 for one-bedroom multi-family units, 
and $131,359 for two or more bedroom multi-family units. 

6.  Adjustments

Growth Related Capacity Percentage:  This is explained in preceding sections. 
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Discount:  In accordance with Chapter 30.66C, all fees calculated using the above factors are to 
be reduced by 50%. 

These variables and calculations are shown in Table 13. 

Criteria Elementary Middle Mid-High High
Site Acquisition Cost Element

Site Needs (acres) 15.0                    
Growth Related 10.5                    -                     -                     -                     

Cost Per Acre 100,000$            
Additional Capacity 500                   

Growth Related 349                     -                     -                     -                     
Student Factor
     Single Family 0.356                  0.120                  0.090                  0.124                  
     Multiple Family 1 Bdrm -                     -                     -                     -                     
     Multiple Family 2 Bdrm 0.213                  0.040                  0.048                  0.016                  

School Construction Cost Element
Estimated Facility Construction Cost 21,695,406$       -                     -                     -                     

Growth Related 15,157,634$       -$                   -$                   -$                   
Additional Capacity 500                     -                     -                     -                     

Growth Related 349                     -                     -                     -                     
Current Facility Square Footage 281,611              176,697              224,694              207,195              

Relocatable Facilities Cost Element
Relocatable Facilities Cost 75,000$              75,000$              75,000$              75,000$              

Growth Related 52,399$              -$                   75,000$              42,990$              
Relocatable Facilities Capacity/Unit 25                       30                       30                       30                       

Growth Related 17                       -                     30                       17                       
Existing Portable Square Footage 25,088                14,336                -                     15,232                

State Match Credit
Boeckh Index 180.17                180.17                180.17                180.17                
School Space per Student (OSPI) 90.00                  117.00                117.00                130.00                
State Match Percentage 40% 40% 40% 40%

Tax Payment Credit
Interest Rate 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%
Loan Payoff  (Years) 10                       10                       10                       10                       
Property Tax Levy Rate 0.00183268986  0.00183268986  0.00183268986  0.00183268986
Average AV per DU Type 293,317$            90,319$              131,359$            

(Single Fam.) (MF 1 bdrm) (MF 2 bdrm)

Growth-Related Capacity Percentage 69.87% 0.00% 100.00% 57.32%
Discount 0.50                  0.50                  0.50                   0.50                  

Table 13 - Impact Fee Variables 
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Proposed Lake Stevens School District Impact Fee Schedule 

Using the variables and formula described, impact fees proposed for the Lake Stevens School 
District are summarized in Table 13 (refer to Appendix A for worksheets). 

Without the County Discount, the fee amounts would have been as follows: 

Housing Type
Impact Fee

Per Unit 2008-2013
Single Family Detached $9,064 $8,828
One Bedroom Apartment $0 $0
Two + Bedroom Apartment $6,070 $5,441
Duplex/Townhouse $6,070 $5,441

Table 14 - Calculated Impact Fees 

Housing Type
Impact Fee

Per Unit 2008-2013
Single Family Detached $4,532 $4,414
One Bedroom Apartment $0 $0
Two + Bedroom Apartment $3,035 $2,721
Duplex/Townhouse $3,035 $2,721

Table 15 – Calculated Impact Fees (50% Discount) 
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OSPI PROJECTION OF ENROLLMENT DATA 
Cohort-Survival or Grade-Succession Technique 

Development of a long-range school-building program requires a careful forecast of school 
enrollment indicating the projected number of children who will attend school each year. 

The following procedures are suggested for determining enrollment projections: 

1. Enter in the lower left corner of the rectangle for each year the number of pupils 
actually enrolled in each grade on October 1, as reported on the October Report of 
School District Enrollment, Form M-70, column A.  (For years prior to October 1, 
1965, enter pupils actually enrolled as reported in the county superintendent’s annual 
report, Form A-1.) 

2. In order to arrive at enrollment projections for kindergarten and/or grade one pupils, 
determine the percent that the number of such pupils each year was of the number 
shown for the immediately preceding year.  Compute an average of the percentages, 
enter it in the column headed “Ave. % of Survival”, and apply such average percentage 
in projecting kindergarten and/or grade one enrollment for the next six years. 

3. For grade two and above determine the percent of survival of the enrollment in each 
grade for each year to the enrollment.  In the next lower grade during the preceding 
year and place this percentage in the upper right corner of the rectangle.  (For example, 
if there were 75 pupils in actual enrollment in grade one on October 1, 1963, and 80 
pupils were in actual enrollment in grade two on October 1, 1964, the percent of 
survival would be 80/75, or 106.7%.  If the actual enrollment on October 1, 1965 in 
grade three had further increased to 100 pupils, the percent of survival to grade three 
would be 100/80 or 125 %.) 

Compute an average of survival percentages for each year for each grade and enter it in 
the column, “Ave. % of Survival”. 

In order to determine six-year enrollment projections for grade two and above, multiply 
the enrollment in the next lower grade during the preceding year by 7 the average 
percent of survival.  For example, if, on October 1 of the last year of record, there were 
100 students in grade one and the average percent of survival to grade two was 105, 
then 105% of 100 would result in a projection of 105 students in grade two on October 
1 of the succeeding year. 

4. If, after calculating the “Projected Enrollment”, there are known factors which will 
further influence the projections, a statement should be prepared showing the nature of 
those factors, involved and their anticipated effect upon any portion of the calculated 
projection.

*Kindergarten students are projected based on a regression line.
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Table C-1
LAKE STEVENS SCHOOL DISTRICT

STUDENT ENROLLMENT, BY GRADE SPAN 2001-2008
(Based on actual student enrollment on October 1 of each year) 

School Grade   School Year 
Type Level 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Elementary K 458 533 470 534 545 534 498 510 

1 507 520 555 536 555 558 563 538 
2 567 514 540 568 555 570 575 594 
3 534 586 533 557 591 563 586 587 
4 569 552 607 544 589 592 577 615 
5 559 585 576 618 552 568 616 597 

Middle 6 580 582 599 610 654 570 576 624 
7 617 594 610 603 602 645 596 600 

Mid-High 8 539 611 609 611 612 603 646 595 
9 525 646 748 714 717 679 702 725 

Sr. High 10 552 543 586 657 652 663 623 632 
11 502 502 460 504 584 545 564 556 
12 412 381 419 397 429 503 460 470 

Grades K-5 Headcount 3194 3,290 3,281 3,357 3,387 3,515 3,415 3,441 
Grades K-5 FTE (2) 2965 3,024 3,046 3,090 3,115 3,118 3,166 3,186 
Grades 6-7 Headcount 1,197 1,176 1,209 1,213 1,256 1,215 1,172 1,224 
Grades 8-9 Headcount 1,064 1,257 1,357 1,325 1,329 1,282 1,348 1,320 
Grades 9-12 Headcount 1,466 1,426 1,465 1,558 1,665 1,711 1,647 1,658 

Grades K-12 
Headcount 

6921 7,149 7,312 7,453 7,637 7,593 7,582 7,643 

Grades K-12 
FTE (2) 

6692 6,883 7,077 7,186 7,365 7,326 7,333 7,388 

Source: Lake Stevens School District, OSPI
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Appendix D 
Student Generation Rate Methodology
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Appendix E 
Board Resolution No. xx-10
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Appendix F
Snohomish County General Policy Plan, Appendix F
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APPENDIX F
REVIEW CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL FACILITY PLANS

Required Plan Contents

1. Future Enrollment Forecasts by Grade Span, including: 
- a 6-year forecast (or more) to support the financing program; 

*See Tables 4 and 5; Appendix C
 - a description of the forecasting methodology and justification for its consistency with  OFM 
population forecasts used in the county's comprehensive plan. 

*Explanation on page 5-2
2. Inventory of Existing Facilities, including: 

- the location and capacity of existing schools; 
*See Figure 1 for location; See Table 1 for schools, their capacities and grade spans served

- a description of educational standards and a clearly defined minimum level of service  such 
as classroom size, school size, use of portables, etc.; 
*See Section 3 for educational standards; minimum educational service standards are 
identified on page 3-3; 

- the location and description of all district-owned or leased sites (if any) and properties; 
*See Figure 1 for map of school facilities; See table 1 for schools with further description 
located on page 4-3; land inventory is located on page 4-5.

- a description of support facilities, such as administrative centers, transportation and 
maintenance yards and facilities, etc.;  
*See page 4-4 for a description of support facilities; also, Table 3.

-  and information on portables, including numbers, locations, remaining useful life (as 
appropriate to educational standards), etc. 
Relocatable classroom facilities (portables) are identified on page 4-4; see Table 2 for 
locations and capacities.

-
3. Forecast of Future Facility Needs, including: 

- identification of new schools and/or school additions needed to address existing deficiencies 
and to meet demands of projected growth over the next 6 years; and 
*See pages 6-2 and 6-3 for schools and school additions; 

 - the number of additional portable classrooms needed. 
*See pages 6-3 and pages 4-2 and 4-3. 

4. Forecast of Future Site Needs, including: 
 - the number, size, and general location of needed new school sites. 

*See pages 6-2 and 6-3 
5. Financing Program (6-year minimum Planning Horizon) 

- estimated cost of specific construction and site acquisition and development projects proposed 
to address growth-related needs; 
*See Table 9; see also pages 6-2

- projected schedule for completion of these projects; and 
*See Table 9

 - proposed sources of funding, including impact fees (if proposed), local bond issues  (both approved 
and proposed), and state matching funds. 

*See Table 9
6. Impact Fee Support Data (where applicable), including: 

- an explanation of the calculation methodology, including description of key variables and 
their computation; 
*See pages 6- 8, 6-9, 6-10; Table 13; see also appendices A-1 through A-3.

- definitions and sources of data for all inputs into the fee calculation, indicating that it: 
a) is accurate and reliable and that any sample data is statistically valid; 
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*See Appendices B, C and D; see also pages 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 6-8, 6-9 and 6-10.
b) accurately reflects projected costs in the 6-year financing program; 

*See pages 6-2 & 6-3.
c)  and a proposed fee schedule that reflects expected student generation rates from, at 

minimum, the following residential unit types:  single-family, multi-family/studio or 1-
bedroom, and multi-family/2-bedroom or more. 
*See Tables 14 and 15. 

Plan Performance Criteria

1. School facility plans must meet the basic requirements set down in RCW 36.70A  (the Growth 
Management Act).  Districts proposing to use impact fees as a part of their financing program must also 
meet the requirements of RCW 82.02. 

2. Where proposed, impact fees must utilize a calculation methodology that meets the conditions and tests 
of RCW 82.02. 

3. Enrollment forecasts should utilize established methods and should produce results which are not 
inconsistent with the OFM population forecasts used in the county comprehensive plan. Each plan should 
also demonstrate that it is consistent with the 20-year forecast in the land use element of the county's 
comprehensive plan. 

4. The financing plan should separate projects and portions of projects which add capacity from those 
which do not, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding.  The financing plan 
and/or the impact fee calculation formula must also differentiate between projects or portions of projects 
which address existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those which address future growth-
related needs. 

*Table 9 delineates improvements adding student capacity from those that don’t.  The inclusion of the 
student generation factor within the formula addresses specifically that growth which is forthcoming from 
any new housing unit. 

5. Plans should use best-available information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. Census or the 
Puget Sound Regional Council.  District-generated data may be used if it is derived through statistically 
reliable methodologies. 

6. Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan updates alternative funding 
sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action by the state, county or the cities within 
their district boundaries. 

*See page 6-2 relating to General Obligation Bonds. 

7. Repealed effective January 2, 2000. 

Plan Review Procedures

1. District capital facility plan updates should be submitted to the County Planning and Development 
Services Department for review prior to formal adoption by the school district. 

2. Each school district planning to expand its school capacity must submit to the county an updated capital 
facilities plan at least every 2 years.  Proposed increases in impact fees must be submitted as part of an 
update to the capital facilities plan, and will be considered no more frequently than once a year. 

3. Each school district will be responsible for conducting any required SEPA reviews on its capital facilities 
plan prior to its adoption, in accordance with state statutes and regulations. 
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4. School district capital facility plans and plan updates must be submitted no later than 60 calendar days 
prior to their desired effective date. (For example, if a district requires its updated plan to take effect on 
January 1, 2007 in order to meet the minimum updating requirement of item 2. above, it must formally 
submit that plan no later than October 30, 2006.) 

5. District plans and plan updates must include a resolution or motion from the district school board 
adopting the plan before it will become effective. 
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Appendix G
Determination of Non-Significance and Environmental Checklist
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LAKE STEVENS SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 4 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

Applicant: Lake Stevens School District No. 4 
 12309 – 22nd Street 

Lake Stevens, WA 98023 
Phone:  (425) 335-1506 

Project: Lake Stevens School District No. 4 
Capital Facilities Plan, 2010-2015 
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LAKE STEVENS SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 4  
Environmental Checklist Form 

A. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: 

 Adoption of the Capital Facilities Plan, 2010-2015, for the Lake Stevens School District No. 4   

2. Name of applicant 

Lake Stevens School District No. 4 

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 

 Owner: 

 Lake Stevens School District No. 4 
 12309 – 22nd Street 
 Lake Stevens WA 98023 
 Phone: (425) 335-1506 
 Robb Stanton, Director of Operations Services 

4. Date checklist prepared:  April 18, 2010 

5. Agency requesting checklist: 

Lake Stevens School District No. 4 - Lead agency for SEPA review. 

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

The Capital Facilities Plan 2010-2015 is prepared in accordance with the State Growth Management 
Act and is a non-project document.  It provides an inventory of district owned facilities, school 
facilities scheduled for construction within the next six years, current student enrollment, six-year and 
twenty-year projected student enrollment, and analyzes the implications of the data on facility needs. 

The district is using phased review.  Project-specific environmental review will be undertaken when 
identified and future individual projects are initiated. 

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected 
with this proposal?  If yes, explain. 

The Capital Facilities Plan identifies school construction projects to accommodate unhoused students 
in the Lake Stevens School District (the District) through the year 2013.  The Capital Facilities Plan 
will be updated at least bi-annually.  Changes in actual enrollment and in enrollment projections will 
be used to recalculate facility needs.  As noted above, project-specific environmental review will be 
undertaken at the time of construction on the identified projects and future projects. 

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal. 

� Snohomish County Draft General Policy Plan 
� Snohomish County Draft General Policy Plan Environmental Impact Statement 
� City of Lake Stevens Comprehensive Plan 
� City of Marysville Comprehensive Plan 
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9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals 
directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain. 

Following adoption of the Capital Facilities Plan, it is anticipated that it will be incorporated into the 
comprehensive plans for the County of Snohomish, the City of Lake Stevens and the City of 
Marysville.   

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 

None. 

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the 
project and site.  There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe 
certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. 

This is a non-project action proposed by the Lake Stevens School District.  The proposal involves the 
adoption of the Lake Stevens School District’s 2010-2015 Capital Facilities Plan.  The Capital 
Facilities Plan has been developed in accordance with requirements of the State Growth Management 
Act.  It documents how the Lake Stevens School District utilizes its existing educational facilities 
given current district enrollment configurations and educational program standards.  In addition, it uses 
six-year, eight-year and nineteen-year enrollment projections to quantify capital facility needs for years 
2008-2025.   

The Lake Stevens School District currently serves 7,795 students (October 1, 2009 headcount).  
Students are dispersed throughout six elementary schools, two middle schools, one mid-high school, 
one comprehensive high school, one alternative high school, one K-12 alternative program (Home-
Link), and 61 portable classrooms.  District staff members number approximately 873.  This includes 
448 (429.41 FTE) certificated staff and 425 (253.791 FTE) classified employees.

12. Location of the proposal.  Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and 
range, if known.  If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s).  Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic 
map, if reasonably available.  While you should submit any plans required by the agency, you 
are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications 
related to this checklist. 

The Capital Facilities Plan outlines the capital facility needs within the boundaries of the Lake Stevens 
School District.  The Lake Stevens School District is located six miles east of downtown Everett and 
encompasses all of the City of Lake Stevens as well as portions of the City of Marysville and 
unincorporated Snohomish County.  The District is located south of the Marysville School District and 
north of the Snohomish School District. 

The adoption of the plan will not directly result in any individual projects.  Future projects will 
undergo individual SEPA review at time of construction.  Therefore, the questions in Section B are not 
applicable at this time but will be at the time individual projects are initiated. 
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 

1. EARTH

A. General description of the site (underline one): Flat, rolling, hill, steep slopes, mountainous, 
other.

The Lake Stevens School District is comprised of a variety of topographic features and landforms.  
Specific topographic and landform characteristics of the sites of proposed individual projects 
included in the Capital Facilities Plan would be described during project-level environmental 
review. 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 

Specific slope characteristics at the sites of the proposed individual projects included in the Capital 
Facilities Plan will be identified during project-level environmental review. 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)?  If 
you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland. 

Specific soil types and their characteristics at the sites of the proposed individual projects included 
in the CFP will be identified during project-level environmental review. 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, 
describe.

Unstable soils may exist within the Lake Stevens School District.  Specific soils types and 
properties will be analyzed on the sites of proposed individual projects included in the Capital 
Facilities Plan at the time of project-level environmental review. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading proposed.  
Indicate source of fill. 

Individual projects included in the CFP will be subject to local jurisdictional project approval and 
environmental review at the time of application.  Proposed grading activities as well as quantity, 
type, source and purpose of such activities will be addressed at that time.  Adoption of the Capital 
Facilities Plan will not cause any significant adverse unavoidable impact.  It is not anticipated that 
any project described in the CFP will cause any significant adverse unavoidable impact. 

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction or use? If so, generally describe. 

It is not anticipated that any project described in the Capital Facilities Plan will cause any 
significant adverse unavoidable impact.  Potential erosion impacts will be addressed on a site-
specific basis during project-level environmental review.   

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? 

Renovations and new school facilities proposed in the Capital Facilities Plan will result in the 
increase of impervious surfaces.  The amount of impervious surface constructed will vary by 
individual project.  Each individual project will be subject to project-level environmental review 
as well as a local project review process.  Adoption of the Capital Facilities Plan will not cause 
any significant adverse unavoidable impact. 
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h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: 

Erosion control and reduction measures will be determined during project-level environmental 
review and the requirements of the permitting jurisdiction.   

2. AIR

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors, 
industrial wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed?  If any, 
generally describe and give approximate quantities if known. 

Various air emissions may result from projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan.  Most of 
the emissions would be temporary, construction related.  The air quality impacts of specific 
projects will be evaluated during project-level environmental review. 

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so, 
generally describe. 

Any off-site sources of emissions or odor(s) that may affect individual projects identified within 
the Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed during project-level environmental review.  Adoption 
of the CFP is not anticipated to cause any significant adverse unavoidable impact. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 

Individual projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be subject to site-specific 
environmental review and subject to individual jurisdiction project review.  The District will be 
required to comply with all applicable clean air regulations and permit requirements.  Proposed air 
quality measures specific to individual projects will be identified during project-level 
environmental review.  Adoption of the Capital Facilities Plan will not cause any significant 
adverse unavoidable impact. 

3. WATER

a. Surface Water 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-round 
and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)?  If yes, describe type and provide 
names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 

The Lake Stevens School District is characterized by a variety of surface water bodies.  The 
individual water bodies that are in close proximity to proposed projects included in the Capital 
Facilities Plan will be identified during project-level environmental review.  When necessary, 
detailed studies of surface water regimes and flow patterns will be conducted and the findings of 
the studies incorporated into the site designs of the individual projects.  Adoption of the Capital 
Facilities Plan will not cause any significant adverse unavoidable impact. 

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters?  
If yes, please describe and attach available plans. 

Projects proposed within the Capital Facilities Plan may require work within 200 feet of the 
surface waters located in the Lake Stevens School District.  All applicable project-specific 
approval requirements will be satisfied. 
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3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from surface 
water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.   Indicate the source of 
fill material. 

Specific information relating to quantities and placement of fill or dredge material resulting from 
proposed projects within the Capital Facilities Plan will be provided during project-specific 
environmental review.  All applicable local regulations regarding quantity and placement of 
dredge and fill material will be satisfied for each individual project.  All projects will be subject to 
local project review processes. 

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general description, 
purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

Any surface water withdrawals or diversions made in connection with the proposed projects 
outlined in the Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed during project-specific environmental 
review.  Adoption of the CFP will not cause any significant adverse unavoidable impact. 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year flood plain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 

If any of the projects proposed in the Capital Facilities Plan are located in a floodplain area, they 
will be required to meet all applicable regulations addressing flood hazard areas through project-
specific environmental review.  Adoption of the CFP will not cause any significant adverse 
unavoidable impact.   

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so, describe 
the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 

Waste material disposal methods required for specific projects identified within the Capital 
Facilities Plan will be addressed during project-level environmental review.  Adoption of the CFP 
will not cause any significant adverse unavoidable impact.   

b. Ground 

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water?  Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

Individual projects identified within the Capital Facilities Plan may withdraw or discharge to 
groundwater resources.  Any potential impacts on groundwater resources will be identified during 
project-specific environmental review.  Each project is subject to the permitting jurisdiction’s 
regulations regarding groundwater resources and will be complaint with such regulations.   

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other 
sources, if any (for example: domestic sewage, industrial, containing the following chemicals; 
agricultural; etc.).  Describe the general size of the system, the number of such systems, the 
number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the system(s) 
are expected to serve. 

Discharge of waste material associated with any proposed individual projects identified in the 
Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed during project-specific environmental review.   
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c. Water Runoff (including storm water) 

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if 
any (include quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?  Will this water flow into other 
waters?  If so, describe. 

Individual projects included in the Capital Facilities Plan may have various affects on storm water 
runoff quantities and rates.  Any such affects will be identified during project-specific 
environmental review.  All proposed projects will be subject to storm water regulations and will 
be complaint as such. 

2. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. 

The impacts of specific projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan on potential ground or 
surface water discharges will be addressed during project-specific environmental review.  Each 
project will be subject to all applicable regulations regarding discharges to ground or surface 
water.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any: 

Proposed measures to reduce or control surface runoff attributable to the individual projects 
identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed during project-specific environmental 
review. 

4. PLANTS

a. Check or underline types of vegetation found on the site: 

___ deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 
___ evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 
___ shrubs 
___ grass 
___ pasture 
___ crop or grain 
___ wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bulrush, skunk cabbage, other 
___ water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
___ other types of vegetation:  domestic vegetation 

A variety of plant communities exist within the Lake Stevens School District.  Vegetation types 
located at specific project sites included in the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified during 
project-specific environmental review.  Any wet soil plants will be determined and mitigated at 
the project-specific level. 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

Some projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan may require removal or alteration of     
vegetation.  Specific impacts to vegetation on the sites of individual projects will be identified during 
project-specific environmental analysis. 

c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site, if any: 

Any specific impacts to threatened or endangered species by any of the proposed projects in the Capital 
Facilities Plan will be identified during project-specific environmental analysis.  Proposed projects will be 
compliant with all local regulations regarding threatened and endangered species. 
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d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation 
on the site, if any: 

Proposed landscaping and other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on sites identified 
within the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified during project-specific environmental review.  
All projects will be subject to local jurisdiction project review and the landscaping requirements 
implied therein. 

5. ANIMALS 

a. Underline any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to 
be on or near the site:

Birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other 
Mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other 
Fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other 

A wide variety of wildlife exists within the Lake Stevens School District boundaries.  A complete 
inventory of animals observed on the proposed sites identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be 
conducted during project-level environmental review. 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

The specific impacts to threatened or endangered species by any of the proposed projects in the 
Capital Facilities Plan will be identified during project-level environmental review.  The proposed 
projects will be compliant with all regulations regarding threatened and endangered species. 

c. Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 

Impacts on migration routes by any proposed project identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will 
be identified during project-level environmental review. 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

Measures to preserve or enhance wildlife will be identified and determined during project-level 
environmental analysis. 

6. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the 
completed project’s energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, 
etc.

The State Board of Education requires a life cycle cost analysis be conducted for all heating, 
lighting and insulation systems prior to permitting of specific school projects.  The identification 
of project energy needs will be done during project-specific environmental review.   

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  If so, 
generally describe. 

Any impact of proposed projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan on the use of solar energy 
by adjacent properties will be identified during project-specific environmental review. 
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c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal?  List of 
other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: 

Projects included in the Capital Facilities Plan will be required to complete a life cycle cost 
analysis.  Other conservation measures will be identified during project-specific environmental 
review. 

7. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire 
and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, which could occur as a result of this proposal?  If so, 
describe.

1) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

Special emergency services will be identified during project-specific environmental review. 

2) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: 

Safety procedures and programs are part of the District’s emergency programs for both existing 
and proposed school facilities.  Projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will comply with 
all applicable codes, regulations and rules.  Individual projects will be subject to environmental 
review and the local project approval process. 

b. Noise

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, 
equipment, operation, aircraft, other? 

Various noise sources exist within the Lake Stevens School District boundaries.  The specific 
noise sources that may affect individual projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be 
identified during project-specific environmental review. 

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-term 
or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)?  Indicate what hours 
noise would come from the site. 

Short-term noise impacts associated with construction will exist for future projects identified in 
the Capital Facilities Plan.  Long-term noise impacts associated with individual projects identified 
in the Plan will be identified through project-specific environmental review. 

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

Mitigation measures to reduce or control project-generated noise impacts will be analyzed during 
project-specific environmental review.  All projects will be subject to all applicable regulations 
regarding noise and will be compliant as such. 

8. LAND AND SHORELINE USE 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 

There are various land uses throughout Lake Stevens School District.  Specific land use 
designations that apply to individual sites identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified 
during project-specific environmental review. 
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b. Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe. 

Existing school sites have not recently been used for agriculture.  A historical review will be 
conducted for proposed sites in conjunction with project-specific environmental review. 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

A brief description of existing school facilities is included in the Capital Facilities Plan.  Proposed 
structures, located on the proposed sites, will be described in detail during the project-specific 
environmental review. 

d. Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

The remodeling and renovation of school structures may involve demolition of existing structures.  
Any potential demolition will be reviewed for hazardous material removal.  Any demolition of 
structures will be identified during project-specific environmental review. 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

Projects in the Lake Stevens School District are and will be located in various zoning 
classifications under applicable local zoning codes.  Current zoning classifications, at the time of 
project application, will be identified during project-specific environmental review. 

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

Projects included in the Capital Facilities Plan are located within various comprehensive plan 
designations.  Then-current comprehensive plan designations will be identified at the time of 
project-specific environmental review. 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 

Shoreline master program designations of the proposed project sites identified in the Capital 
Facilities Plan will be identified during project-specific environmental review. 

h. Has any part of the site been classified as an “environmentally sensitive” area?  If so, specify. 

Any environmentally sensitive areas located on District project sites will be identified during the 
project-specific environmental review. 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 

The Lake Stevens School District currently serves 7,795 students (October 1, 2009 headcount) in 
five elementary schools, two middle schools, one mid-high school and one comprehensive high 
school.  The District currently employs a staff of 873.  This includes 448 certificated and 425 
classified staff members. 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

Any displacement of people caused by projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be 
identified during project-specific environmental review. 
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k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 

Projects included in the Capital Facilities Plan will be subject to project-specific environmental 
review and local approval, when appropriate.  Proposed mitigating measures will be identified at 
that time. 

l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses 
and plans, if any: 

The compatibility of the specific projects included in the Capital Facilities Plan with existing uses 
and plans will be assessed as part of the comprehensive planning process and during project-
specific environmental review, when appropriate. 

9. HOUSING

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? 

  N/A 

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated?  Indicate whether high, middle, or 
low-income housing. 

The impacts of projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan on existing housing units will be 
identified at the time of project-specific environmental analysis. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 

Measures to reduce or control any housing impacts caused by the projects included in the Capital 
Facilities Plan will be addressed during project-specific environmental review. 

10. AESTHETICS

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the 
principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 

The design elements of the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed 
during project-specific environmental review. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

The aesthetic impacts of the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified 
during project-specific environmental review. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

Appropriate measures to reduce or control the aesthetic impacts of the projects identified in the 
Capital Facilities Plan will be identified on a project-specific basis.  Jurisdictional design 
requirements will be satisfied during project review. 

11. LIGHT AND GLARE 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly occur? 

Light or glare impacts of projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified during 
project-specific environmental review. 
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b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? 

Light or glare impacts of projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified during 
project-specific environmental review, when appropriate. 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

Off-site sources (such as land use generators and traffic) of light or glare that may affect projects 
identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be identified during project-specific environmental 
review, when appropriate. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts will be identified during project-
specific environmental review. 

12. RECREATION

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? 

There are numerous formal and informal recreational facilities within the Lake Stevens School 
District boundaries.  These include facilities both on and in the vicinity of District facilities.  
Recreational opportunities exist after school hours at the various schools in the District. 

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. 

The recreational impacts of the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed 
during project-specific environmental review.  The projects proposed in the CFP, once completed, 
may enhance recreational opportunities and uses that exist on school sites. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including opportunities to be 
provided by the project or applicant, if any: 

Recreational impacts of the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be subject to 
mitigation during project-specific environmental review.  School sites provide opportunities for 
public use throughout the District’s boundaries. 

13. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation 
registers known to be on or next to the site?  If so, generally describe. 

Existence of historic and cultural resources on or next to the proposed sites identified in the 
Capital Facilities Plan will be identified in more detail during project-specific environmental 
review. 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural 
importance known to be on or next to the site? 

An inventory of historical sites at or near the sites of the projects included in the Capital Facilities 
Plan has been or will be developed during project-specific environmental review. 
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c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 

If any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance is 
discovered during project-specific review, the State Historic Preservation Officer will be 
contacted. 

14. TRANSPORTATION

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the existing 
street system.  Show on site plans, if any. 

The impact on public streets and highways of individual projects identified in the Capital Facilities 
Plan will be identified during project-specific environmental review. 

b. Is site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest 
transit stop? 

The relationship between specific projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan and public 
transit will be identified during project-specific environmental review.  The District does provide 
school bus service to its facilities, and the need for service will be evaluated during project-
specific environmental review. 

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have?  How many would the project 
eliminate? 

An inventory of parking spaces located at the sites of the projects identified in the Capital 
Facilities Plan, and the impacts of specific projects on parking availability, will be conducted 
during project-specific environmental review. 

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets, 
not including driveways?  If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private). 

The need for new streets, roads or improvements to existing streets and roads will be addressed 
during project-specific environmental review. 

e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation?  If 
so, generally describe. 

Use of water, rail or air transportation will be addressed during project-specific environmental 
review, when appropriate. 

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project?  If known, 
indicate when peak volumes would occur. 

The traffic impacts of the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will be addressed during 
project-specific environmental review. 

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

Mitigation of traffic impacts associated with the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan 
will be addressed during project-specific environmental review.  Identified mitigation will be 
consistent with the permitting jurisdiction requirements for transportation and concurrency. 
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, 
police protection, health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally describe: 

The District does not anticipate that the projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will 
substantially increase the need for public services.  Actual needs will be evaluated at project-
specific environmental review. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. 

New school facilities will be built with automatic security systems, fire alarms, smoke alarms, heat 
sensors and sprinkler systems.  Other measures to reduce or control impacts to public services will 
be identified at the project-specific level of environmental review. 

16. UTILITIES

a. Underline utilities currently available at the site:  electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, 
telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other 

The types of utilities available at specific project sites identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will 
be addressed during project-specific environmental review. 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the 
general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity that might be needed. 

Utility revisions and construction will be identified during project-specific environmental review, 
when appropriate. 

C. SIGNATURE 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the 
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Signature:               
      Lake Stevens School District No. 4 

Date submitted:  May 1, 2010   
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON-PROJECT ACTIONS 
(Do not use this sheet for project actions.) 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with the list of 
the elements of the environment. 

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal or the types of activities likely to 
result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the 
proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general terms. 

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water, emissions to air, 
production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 

The adoption of the Capital Facilities Plan, 2010-2015, will not result in an increase in discharges 
to water; emissions to air; production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or 
production of noise.  The construction of a new school or the alteration of existing school sites 
proposed in the plan could increase impervious surfaces, resulting in an increase in storm water 
runoff.  Activities and traffic resulting from school construction and school operations could 
produce air emissions and noise. 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 

The implementation of storm water runoff controls and the use of site buffering to minimize noise 
impacts could be utilized as appropriate.   Site-specific measures will be proposed at time of 
construction as project impacts are identified. 

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish or marine life? 

As specific projects identified in the plan are constructed, additional impervious surfaces are likely 
to result.  These are not anticipated to have any significant adverse effect on plants, animals, fish 
or marine life. 

Proposed measures to project or conserve plants, animals, fish or marine life are:

Specific measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish or marine life will be proposed at the 
time of construction as specific project impacts are identified. 

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

The construction and operation of specific projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan will 
require the use of energy and natural resources. 

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 

At time of construction, individual buildings will be designed to meet applicable energy standards. 

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas 
designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or 
cultural sites, wetlands, flood plains or prime farmlands? 

Some undeveloped sites currently owned by the district contain wetlands that could be impacted 
by development. 

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 

Item 12 - 171



As specific projects are undertaken, environmentally sensitive areas will be protected through the 
SEPA review process.  The district will avoid, protect, or attempt to mitigate damage to 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it 
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 

Specific projects identified in the Capital Facilities Plan are intended to be compatible with 
comprehensive plans, current zoning classifications, and land use designations of district-owned 
properties.  Future development of Lake Stevens School District properties is not anticipated to 
affect shoreline use. 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

It is not anticipated that future development of Lake Stevens School District properties will affect 
shoreline use. 

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services 
and utilities? 

The construction of future school facilities identified in the plan would likely create additional 
demands on transportation, public services, and utilities. 

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 

Specific measures to address increased demands will be identified as specific projects are 
proposed for construction. 

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or 
requirements for the protection of the environment. 

Neither the Capital Facilities Plan nor any future construction projects identified in the plan will 
conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment. 

Prior to initiating any future school construction projects, the district will provide a site/project 
DNS for the specific construction activity. 
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Education Program Standards
Verification

School
#
Classrooms

Grade 
Span

#
Classrooms 
Exceeding 
Class Size 
Guidelines 

Glenwood Elementary 27 K-5 8
Highland Elementary 25 K-5 5
Hillcrest Elementary 23 K-5 4
Mt. Pilchuck Elementary 23 K-5 8
Skyline Elementary 27 K-5 0
Sunnycrest Elementary 30 K-5 5

Lake Stevens Middle 40 6-7 2
North Lake Middle 47 6-7 1

Cavelero Mid-High 60 8-9 2

Lake Stevens High School 69 10-12 0
Prove 6 10-12 0

Total 377 9

(Note: Information provided by the Lake Stevens School District. Reflects January 2010 class sizes.) 

The District meets its minimum educational service standards with approximately 90% of 
its classes having enrollment at or below its established guidelines. (Refer to Minimum 
Educational Standards, page 3-3.) 
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
Marysville, Washington 

ORDINANCE NO. _________

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE, WASHINGTON 
RELATING TO THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AMENDING THE 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BY THE ADOPTION OF THE MARYSVILLE, 
LAKEWOOD AND LAKE STEVENS SCHOOL DISTRICTS’ 2010 – 2015 
CAPITAL FACILITIES PLANS AS A SUBELEMENT OF THE CITY’S 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ESTABLISHING THE ADOPTION OF SAID 
PLAN AND THE COLLECTION AND IMPOSITION OF SCHOOL IMPACT 
FEES, PURSUANT TO THE CITY’S ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AMENDMENT AND UPDATE PROCESS. 

 WHEREAS, the State of Washington enacted the Growth Management Act (“GMA”) in 
1990 amending RCW Chapter 82.02 to authorize the collection of school impact fees on new 
development under specified conditions, including the adoption by the City of a GMA 
Comprehensive Plan as defined in RCW Chapter 36.70A; and 

 WHEREAS, the Marysville City Council adopted a GMA Comprehensive Plan on April 
1, 1996 that included a policy commitment to consider the adoption of a GMA-based school 
impact fee program (Policy 10.S.6); and 

 WHEREAS, on March 9, 2009 the Marysville City Council approved Ordinance No. 
2768, adopting an update to the Comprehensive Plan that adopted the Marysville, Lakewood 
and Lake Stevens School Districts’ 2008 – 2013 Capital Facilities Plans as a subelement to 
the City Comprehensive Plan; and 

 WHEREAS, City staff has reviewed the respective capital facility plans developed by 
the Marysville, Lakewood, and Lake Stevens School Districts and adopted by their Board of 
Directors in accordance with the requirements of RCW Chapter 36.70A and RCW 82.02.050, 
et seq. and has determined that the plans meet the requirements of said statutes and 
Marysville Municipal Code (MMC) Title 18C; and 

 WHEREAS, the City of Marysville has adopted MMC Title 18C relating to school 
impact fees and mitigation which is designed to meet the conditions for impact fee 
programs in RCW 82.02.050, et seq.; and 

 WHEREAS, the Marysville Planning Commission held public hearings on the 2010 – 
2015 Capital Facilities Plans of each School District on October 12, 2010; and 

 WHEREAS, the Marysville, Lakewood and Lake Stevens School Districts have 
prepared an environmental checklist and issued a SEPA Threshold Determination of Non-
significance relating to their respective capital facilities plans; and  

 WHEREAS, the Marysville, Lakewood and Lake Stevens School Districts Board of 
Directors have each adopted their respective 2010 – 2015 Capital Facilities Plan; and 

 WHEREAS, the Marysville City Council has considered the recommendation of staff 
and the Planning Commission; and 

Comprehensive Plan Ordinance
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 WHEREAS, the Marysville City Council has considered the School Districts’ 2010 – 
2015 Capital Facilities Plans in the context of the adopted Comprehensive Plan. 

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

Section 1: Adoption.  The Marysville School District Capital Facilities Plan 2010 – 
2015, the Lakewood School District Capital Facilities Plan 2010 – 2015, and the Lake 
Stevens School District Capital Facilities Plan 2010 – 2015 (collectively referred to as 
“Plans”) are hereby incorporated by this reference and are hereby adopted as a subelement 
to the capital facilities element of the City of Marysville Comprehensive Plan.  The Plans 
hereby adopted replace the School District Capital Facility Plans previously adopted by 
Marysville City Council in Ordinances Nos. 2689, 2605, 2569 & 2768. 

Section 2: Schedule of fees.  The Department of Community Development is hereby 
directed to develop a schedule of school impact fees based upon the School Districts’ Capital 
Facilities Plans hereby adopted and as adjusted by the provisions of MMC Chapter 18C.10. 

Section 3: Severability.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or work 
of this ordinance should be held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality thereof shall not affect the validity or 
constitutionality of any other section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or word of this 
ordinance. 

 PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this ______ day of 

__________________, 2010. 

CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

By: ________________________________ 
 JON NEHRING, MAYOR 

Attest: 

By: __________________________________ 
     , CITY CLERK 

Approved as to form: 

By: __________________________________ 
 GRANT K. WEED, CITY ATTORNEY 

Date of Publication:  

Effective Date:  

Comprehensive Plan Ordinance
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR ACTION 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATE:  November 22, 2010 
AGENDA ITEM:
PA 10001 – 27th Avenue Corridor Comp Plan Amendment and 
Concurrent Rezone (Hylback/Young/Grdina)

AGENDA SECTION:
New Business

PREPARED BY:
Chris Holland, Senior Planner

APPROVED BY:

ATTACHMENTS:
1. PC Recommendation (with Staff Rec & PC Minutes)
2.  Exhibits (including application materials, public comments,

MDNS and MDNS Addendum)
3.  Ordinance

MAYOR CAO

BUDGET CODE: AMOUNT:  

DESCRIPTION: 

A NON-PROJECT Action citizen initiated Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and 
Concurrent Rezone request, known as “27th Avenue Corridor,” was submitted for review 
as part of Marysville’s 2010 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket. 

The applicants (Hylback/Young/Grdina) are proposing to change the land use designation 
and concurrently rezone approximately 18.47-acres from Low Density, Multi-family (R-
12) to Medium Density, Multi-family (R-18) with a small pocket of Mixed Use (1.12 net 
acres) and General Commercial (1.79 net acres).  The proposed NON-PROJECT action 
site is located north of Gissberg Twin Lakes Park, south of 169th Place NE, between 25th

Avenue NE and 27th Avenue NE, and is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
31052900201500 & 31052900201700.  

The Planning Commission (PC) held a Public Hearing on September 14, 2010 and 
received testimony from property owners, staff and interested citizens following public 
notice.  The PC made a motion to forward the NON-PROJECT Action Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment and Concurrent Rezone as presented, subject to the conditions outlined 
in the Staff Recommendation, to Marysville City Council for adoption by ordinance. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Affirm the PC’s Recommendation and adopt the “27th Avenue Corridor” Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment and Concurrent Rezone by Ordinance, subject to the conditions outlined in the Staff 
Recommendation.

COUNCIL ACTION:
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 EXHIBIT A 

CCOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
80 Columbia Avenue � Marysville, WA 98270 

(360) 363-8100 � (360) 651-5099 FAX 
 
 
 

REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT 
TO THE 

CITY OF MARYSVILLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
Citizen Initiated Amendment 

 
The following is a review of a citizen initiated request for an amendment to the City of 

Marysville Comprehensive Plan Map land use designation and concurrent Rezone. 

File Number: PA 10001 

Applicant: Joel & Tami Hylback 
Ronald & Marlene Young 
James Grdina 

Contact: Laurey Tobiason 
Tobiason & Co., Inc. 
20434 10th Place SW 
Seattle, WA 98166 
(206) 429-2875 

Location of Proposal: North of Gissberg Twin Lakes Park, south of 169th Place NE, 
between 25th Avenue NE and 27th Avenue NE. 

Assessor’s Parcel No.: 31052900201500 
31052900201700 

Current Use: Vacant undeveloped land 

Property size: Approximately 18.47-acres 

Marysville Comp Plan: Low Density, Multi-Family 

Proposed Comp Plan: Medium Density, Multi-Family 
Mixed Use 
General Commercial 

Marysville Zoning: R-12 

Proposed Zoning: R-18 
Mixed Use (MU) 
General Commercial (GC) 

Amendment Request: Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment to change the land use 
designation from Low Density, Multi-Family to Medium Density, 
Multi-Family and two small pockets of Mixed Use and General 
Commercial. 

Staff Recommendation: APPROVE, subject to the conditions outlined in Section 3.0. 
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1.0 EVALUATION 
 
1.1 Request: A NON-PROJECT citizen initiated action requesting approval of a Comprehensive 
Plan Map Amendment and concurrent rezone to change the land use designation of approximately 
18.47-acres from Low Density, Multi-family (R-12) to Medium Density, Multi-family (R-18) with a 
small pocket of Mixed Use (1.12 net acres) and General Commercial (1.79 net acres).  The proposed 
map amendment and concurrent rezone would allow an increase in residential density from twelve 
(12) dwelling units per acre to eighteen (18) dwelling units per acre.  The small pockets of Mixed Use 
and General Commercial land use would complement the adjacent land uses once right-of-way is 
dedicated to the City of Marysville for future extension of 27th Avenue NE and 164th Street NE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If the proposed Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and concurrent rezone request is approved, all 
future project action development proposals will be subject to the applicable Marysville Municipal 
Codes (MMC) and fees, as well as project level State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review, at the 
time of application. 

1.2 Location of Proposal: The proposed NON-PROJECT action site is located north of Gissberg 
Twin Lakes Park, south of 169th Place NE, between 25th Avenue NE and 27th Avenue NE, and is 
identified as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 31052900201500 & 31052900201700. 

1.3 Site Description: The proposed site consists of two (2) parcels of property, totaling 
approximately 18.47-acres.  Currently the site is vacant and vegetated with alder, fir, cedar, shrubs 
and grasses.  Topography of the proposed amendment area is generally flat. 

1.4 Surrounding Uses: Surrounding uses to the north include a condominium plat, known as 
Lakewood Meadow, consisting of 43 single-family units.  Lakewood Crossing shopping center, 
consisting of big box retail stores Costco and Target is located to the east.  Gissberg Twin Lakes Park 
is located to the south and a 21-acre mobile home park, known as Crystal Tree Village is located to 
the west. 

1.5 Critical Areas: Two wetlands are located on the southern parcel (APN 31052900201700) of 
the proposed amendment site.  Wetland A is an approximately 2,498 SF Category IV wetland.  
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Wetland B is an approximately 8,729 SF Category III wetland.  Category IV wetlands require a 35’ 
natural vegetative buffer and Category III wetlands required a 75’ natural vegetative buffer, pursuant 
to Chapter 19.24 MMC, Critical Areas Management. 

The proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and concurrent rezone is a NON-PROJECT action, 
therefore, no impacts to the wetlands are proposed at this time.  However, according to the 
Environmental Checklist (EC), submitted with the application, future development of the site may 
include filling of the wetlands.  Additionally, the EC states that approval for filling these wetlands has 
been obtained. 

The applicant has not obtained city, state or federal approval to fill the wetlands.  Therefore, the 
applicant shall obtain all necessary city, state and federal authorizations for wetland impacts prior to 
beginning any ground disturbing activities or timber harvest. 

1.6 Traffic & Circulation:  The applicant submitted two traffic impact analysis (TIA) reports, and 
a revised intersection analysis memorandum, prepared by Gibson Traffic Consultants (GTC).  The first 
TIA is dated January 2010 and reflects the traffic impacts of the comprehensive plan map amendment 
and concurrent rezone, as originally proposed.  The second TIA is dated May 2010 and reflects the 
traffic impacts of the comprehensive plan map amendment and concurrent rezone, as revised.  The 
revised intersection analysis memorandum, dated August 3, 2010, analyzes intersection phasing 
recently implemented by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) at the 
intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 172nd Street NE.  The TIA, dated May 2010, and the revised 
intersection analysis memorandum, dated August 3, 2010, was analyzed by staff in order to determine 
traffic impacts for this proposal. 

The TIA analyzes the anticipated number of trips and the difference in impacts to the surrounding 
intersections of 27th Avenue NE @ 172nd Street NE, 25th Avenue NE @ 172nd Street NE and 27th 
Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE.  These intersections have been analyzed for the 2010 existing 
conditions, 2016 baseline conditions and the 2016 future conditions with and without the rezone for 
the weekday PM peak-hour between 4:00 and 6:00 PM and the Saturday peak-hour between 12:00 
and 2:00 PM. 

Proposed zoning is anticipated to generate 2,470 average daily trips (ADT) and 207 PM peak-hour 
trips (PMPHT) on a normal weekday.  Anticipated trips on Saturday, with the proposed zoning, are 
2,364 ADT and 205 PMPHT.  The proposed zoning would result in a trip generation increase of 1,294 
ADT and 101 PMPHT on a normal weekday and 1,230 ADT and 104 PMPHT on Saturday. 

According to the TIA, the proposed comprehensive plan amendment and concurrent rezone is not 
anticipated to significantly impact the study intersections during the weekday PM peak-hour.  The 
2016 future level of service (LOS) with and without the proposed amendment are anticipated to 
operate at an acceptable LOS C.  However, a project-action would impact the intersection of 27th 
Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE, which is anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS F during the Saturday 
peak-hour. 

In addition, the change in land use would cause delay at the intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 172nd 
Street NE to increase by 5.3 seconds, which causes the intersection to move from LOS D to LOS E.  
However, the intersection phasing has recently been changed by the Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) to allow northbound/southbound protected-permitted left-turns and shared 
through phasing, replacing the previous split-phasing for the northbound/southbound movements.  
The applicant submitted a revised intersection analysis taking into consideration the recently 
implemented northbound/southbound shared phasing.  This revised analysis shows that the 
intersection will operate an acceptable LOS D. 

If approved, the comprehensive plan amendment and concurrent rezone would have an impact upon 
the future capacity of the intersections of 27th Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE.  Therefore, the applicant 
will be required to mitigate said impacts by constructing off-site road improvements, as conditioned in 
the MDNS addendum issued on August 13, 2010, and referenced in Section 4.0 of this Staff 
Recommendation. 

1.7 Public Comments: The Community Development Department received four (4) letters of 
opposition on the original proposal, as well as a form letter of opposition, signed by twenty-four (24) 
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residents of Lakewood Meadow and a form letter of opposition, signed by ninety-two (92) unit owners 
within Crystal Tree Village.  The opposition letters raised concerns regarding large 3-story apartments 
located adjacent to single-family homes, increased traffic, decrease in property values and perceived 
increase in crime. 

In response to the concerns expressed by adjacent residents and city staff, the applicant amended the 
application to the current proposal, as described in Section 1.1 of this report.  The Community 
Development Department sent an amended application notice to all parties of record.  Three (3) 
letters of opposition were received on the amended application, including a letter from Lakewood 
Meadow Owner’s Association, submitted by Jerald L Osterman, a letter from JoAnn DeLazzari 
representing the residents of Crystal Tree Village and a letter addressed to the Arlington Times, from 
Peter McKeown who lives in space 40 of Crystal Tree Village. 

The opposition letters raised the same concerns as the original letters of opposition related to large 3-
story apartments located adjacent to single-family homes, increased traffic, decrease in property 
values and perceived increase in crime. 

The Community Development Department offers the following comments, related to the concerns 
raised by adjacent property owners: 

3-story apartments, located adjacent to single-family homes: 
Land Use Policy LU-46 of the Marysville Comprehensive Plan recommends multi-family 
structures abutting or adjacent to single-family residences reflect the single-family character.  
Therefore, Staff is recommending the proposal be conditioned as follows:  

 “Multi-family structures abutting or adjacent to single family residences must reflect the single family 
character.  This will be achieved by a combination of the following elements:  additional setbacks, 
open space, fencing, screening, landscaping, and architecture.  In addition, multi-family buildings 
may have no more floors (exclusive of daylight basements) than the adjacent and nearby single 
family dwellings (up to 2) when single family is the predominate adjacent land use.” 

This condition will allow for a transition between the existing single-family residences located 
north and abutting the proposed amendment area. 

Traffic Impacts: 
The applicant submitted a TIA that analyzed the anticipated number of trips and the difference 
in impacts to the surrounding intersections of 27th Avenue NE @ 172nd Street NE, 25th Avenue 
NE @ 172nd Street NE and 27th Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE.  The TIA is specifically referenced 
in Section 1.6 of this report.  If approved, the comprehensive plan amendment and concurrent 
rezone would have an impact upon the future capacity of the intersections of 27th Avenue NE @ 
169th Place NE and 27th Avenue NE @ 172nd Street NE.  Therefore, the applicant will be required 
to mitigate said impacts by constructing off-site road improvements, as conditioned in the 
Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS), issued on July 9, 2010.  The  conditions of 
the MDNS are referenced in Section 4.0 of this report. 

As conditioned, the impacted intersections would operate at an acceptable level-of-service 
standard, in accordance with Title 18B MMC, Traffic Impact Fees. 

Decrease in property values: 
The property is currently zoned R-12, low density, multi-family.  The applicant has proposed 
amending the comprehensive plan and rezoning the bulk of the site to R-18, medium density, 
multi-family.  Multi-family development is permitted outright in both the R-12 and R-18 zones.  
There has been no evidence presented that an increase in density from twelve (12) units per 
acre to eighteen (18) units per acre would cause a decrease in property values in the area. 

Additionally, urban development has been shown to actually increase property values with the 
addition of urban services, such as the extension of public water and sewer to the area, 
stormwater improvements and installation of sidewalks. 

Crime increase: 
The property is currently zoned R-12, low density, multi-family.  The applicant has proposed 
amending the comprehensive plan and rezoning the bulk of the site to R-18, medium density, 
multi-family.  Multi-family development is permitted outright in both the R-12 and R-18 zones.  
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There has been no evidence presented that an increase in density from twelve (12) units per 
acre to eighteen (18) units per acre would cause an increase in crime in the area. 

With or without the proposed amendment, the City of Marysville will continue to provide police 
services to the area.  The City of Marysville has police coverage 24-hours a day, 7-days a week.  
The Marysville Police Department is currently staffed by 81.5 full time employees, including 53 
commissioned police officers, which includes a detective unit, a Pro-Act Team and a traffic unit. 

1.8 Staff Analysis: In reviewing a Comprehensive Plan Amendment application, Staff considers 
whether or not changed circumstances have occurred in the area to warrant said amendment request 
and if the proposed amendment request serves the communities interest as a whole, including a 
review of adjacent land uses, and whether or not the proposed amendment request is compatible with 
the surrounding established uses. 

a. Multi-Family Land Use Goals & Policies: 
The Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan establishes location criteria and standards for 
each land use district.  The Comprehensive Plan encourages locating multi-family land uses to 
allow residents access to services and facilities in the immediate area.  Multi-family should also 
acknowledge the character of the surrounding neighborhood so multi-family can blend or be 
compatible with it. 

The following land use policies, outlined in the Marysville Comprehensive Plan, are specifically 
related to the applicant’s proposal: 

LU-18 Housing densities should be determined by community values, development type 
and compatibility, proximity to public/private facilities and services, immediate 
surrounding densities, and natural system protection and capability. 

Staff response: The proposed amendment is a NON-PROJECT action, therefore, 
the development type is currently unknown.  The existing land use (R-12) and 
proposed land use (R-18) are both multi-family land uses that are compatible with 
the surrounding community. 

The proposed amendment site is located adjacent to public water/sewer facilities 
and retail services.  Lakewood Meadow Condominium, located to the north, and 
Crystal Tree Village, located to the west, are developed with single-family homes 
and mobile homes at a density of approximately 8 du/acre.  The proposed land use 
would allow up to 18 dwelling units per acre which is compatible with the 
surrounding community. 

LU-19 In determining housing densities, consider the impact of lot size on the cost of 
housing and thus its affordability. 

Staff response:  A goal of “Vision 2040,” the long-range growth management, 
environmental, economic, and transportation strategy for the central Puget Sound 
region, is to preserve, improve, and expand its housing stock to provide a range of 
affordable, healthy, and safe housing choices for every resident.  The City of 
Marysville and Snohomish County continue to face housing challenges for adequate 
supply of affordable housing for all economic segments and adequate supply of 
quality housing options in proximity or satisfactory access to places of 
employment. 

An increase in multi-family density, adjacent to retail and employment 
opportunities would assist in providing more affordable housing in order to meet 
the goals of Vision 2040. 

LU-22 Distribute higher densities in appropriate locations.  Locate in residential areas 
where they will not detract from the existing character.  Locate near employment 
and retail centers, and to transportation corridors as appropriate. 

Staff Response: The proposed amendment area is located adjacent to General 
Commercial zoned property to the east, Mixed Use zoning to the south and R-12 
low-density, multi-family to the north and west. 

“Big box” stores Costco and Target, restaurants and other retail and personal 
service stores are located within the “Lakewood Crossing” shopping center to the 
east of the proposed amendment area.  A condominium plat, known as Lakewood 
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Meadow, consisting of 43 single-family units is located to the north and a 21-acre 
mobile home park, known as Crystal Tree Village is located to the west.  Other 
surrounding properties are currently vacant and undeveloped. 

Due to the existing developed uses (commercial/residential) and existing zoning 
designations in the area the proposed amendment would not detract from the 
existing character of the area.  In addition the proposed amendment area is located 
directly adjacent to employment and retail opportunities. 

LU-45 Multi-family development is required to bear the burden of transition and 
mitigation when the development is located near single family residences. 

Staff Response: The proposed amendment site is currently designated multi-
family.  A project action developed under the current zoning and proposed zoning 
is recommended to bear the burden of transition and mitigation from the single-
family developed properties located on the north boundary of the proposed 
amendment area, as conditioned in Section 3.0 of this report.  

LU-46 Outside of Planning Area 1, Downtown, multi-family structures abutting or 
adjacent to single family residences, areas zoned as single family, or identified in 
the Comprehensive Plan as single family, must reflect that single family character.  
This will be achieved by a combination of the following elements:  additional 
setbacks, open space, fencing, screening, landscaping, and architecture.  In 
addition, multi-family buildings may have no more floors (exclusive of daylight 
basements) than the adjacent and nearby single family dwellings (up to 2) when 
single family is the predominate adjacent land use (actual or zoned). 

Staff Response: The Community Development Department is recommending the 
above language be a condition of approval of the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Map amendment and concurrent Rezone, as outlined in Section 3.0 of this report. 

b. Surrounding Land Uses: 

North: R-12, low-density multi-family 

East: General Commercial (GC) 

South: Mixed Use (MU) 

West: R-12, low-density multi-family 

The proposed amendment site is bounded by a condominium plat, known as Lakewood Meadow, 
consisting of 43 single-family units to the north.  Lakewood Crossing shopping center, consisting 
of big box retail stores Costco and Target is located to the east.  Vacant undeveloped, Mixed Use 
zoned property is located to the south and a 21-acre mobile home park, known as Crystal Tree 
Village is located to the west. 

Multi-family land use policy LU-44 recommends locating multi-family development adjacent to 
arterial streets, along public transportation routes, and on the periphery of commercially 
designated areas, or in locations that are sufficiently compatible or buffered from single family 
areas.  As conditioned herein, the proposed comprehensive plan amendment and concurrent 
rezone complies with all of the provisions of policy LU-44, as well as all other applicable multi-
family land use policies outlined in the Marysville Comprehensive Plan. 

1.9 Conformance with State Environmental Policy Act: After evaluation of the applicant’s 
environmental checklist, supporting documentation submitted with the application, and review of 
information on file with the City, a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) was issued on 
July 9, 2010.  A timely administrative appeal of the MDNS was filed on July 23, 2010. 

The following is the basis for the appeal filed by the applicant: 

1) Mitigation measure No. 2, as written, is static and does not take into account changed 
circumstances whereby the LOS of the intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE  
during the Saturday peak-hour complies with the concurrency requirements, as defined 
in Title 18B MMC. 
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2) Intersection phasing of 27th Avenue NE @ 172nd Street NE was recently changed by 
WSDOT to allow northbound/southbound protected-permitted left-turns and shared 
through phasing, replacing the previous split-phasing for the northbound/southbound 
movements.  A revised analysis shows that this intersection will operate an acceptable 
LOS D.  Therefore, mitigation measure No. 3 is not warranted. 

An addendum to the MDNS was issued in accordance with WAC 197-11-625 on August 13, 2010.  The 
addendum to the MDNS modifies mitigation measure No. 2 to take into account changed 
circumstances, whereby the intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE operates at an 
acceptable LOS, and eliminates mitigation measure No. 3 to take into account changed circumstances 
whereby the intersection will operate at an acceptable LOS.  The conditions of the MDNS, as amended, 
are referenced in Section 4.0 of this Staff Recommendation. 

The appeal of the MDNS was withdrawn by the applicant through the applicant’s contact Laurey 
Tobiason, Tobiason & Company, Inc., 20434 10th Pace SW, Seattle, WA 98166-4106. 

2.0 CONCLUSIONS 

1. The applicant is requesting approval of a NON-PROJECT action Comprehensive Plan Map 
amendment and concurrent rezone to change the land use designation of approximately 
18.47-acres of property from LDMF to MDMF with small pockets of MU and GC. 

2. The proposed map amendment is located north of Gissberg Twin Lakes Park, south of 169th 
Place NE, between 25th Avenue NE and 27th Avenue NE. 

3. Surrounding uses to the north include a condominium plat, known as Lakewood Meadow, 
consisting of 43 single-family units.  Lakewood Crossing shopping center, consisting of big 
box retail stores Costco and Target is located to the east.  Gissberg Twin Lakes Park is 
located to the south and a 21-acre mobile home park, known as Crystal Tree Village is 
located to the west. 

4. Two wetlands are located on the southern parcel (APN 31052900201700) of the proposed 
amendment site.  Wetland A is an approximately 2,498 SF Category IV wetland.  Wetland B 
is an approximately 8,729 SF Category III wetland. 

5. The proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and concurrent rezone is a NON-
PROJECT action, therefore, no impacts to the wetlands are proposed at this time. 

6. The proposed zoning is anticipated to generate 2,470 average daily trips (ADT) and 207 PM 
peak-hour trips (PMPHT) on a normal weekday.  Anticipated trips on Saturday, with the 
proposed zoning, are 2,364 ADT and 205 PMPHT. 

7. A project-action would impact the intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE, which is 
anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS F during the Saturday peak-hour. 

8. The applicant will be required to mitigate said impacts by constructing off-site road 
improvements, as conditioned in the MDNS addendum issued on August 13, 2010, and 
referenced in Section 4.0 of this Staff Recommendation. 

9. The Community Development Department received four (4) letters of opposition on the 
original proposal, as well as a form letter of opposition, signed by twenty-four (24) residents 
of Lakewood Meadow and a form letter of opposition, signed by ninety-two (92) unit owners 
within Crystal Tree Village.  The opposition letters raised concerns regarding large 3-story 
apartments located adjacent to single-family homes, increased traffic, decrease in property 
values and perceived increase in crime. 

10. Three letters of opposition were received on the amended application, including a letter from 
Lakewood Meadow Owner’s Association, submitted by Jerald L. Osterman, a letter from 
JaAnn Delazarri, representing the residents of Crystal Tree Village and a letter addressed to 
the Arlington Times, from Peter McKeown who lives in space 40 of Crystal Tree Village.  The 
opposition letters raised the same concerns as outlined in Conclusion No. 9 above. 
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11. The proposed land use would allow up to 18 dwelling units per acre which is compatible with 
the surrounding community. 

12. An increase in multi-family density, adjacent to retail and employment opportunities would 
assist in providing more affordable housing in order to meet the goals of Vision 2040. 

13. Due to the existing developed uses (commercial/residential) and existing zoning 
designations in the area the proposed amendment would not detract from the existing 
character of the area.  In addition the proposed amendment area is located directly adjacent 
to employment and retail opportunities. 

14. As conditioned herein, the proposed comprehensive plan amendment and concurrent rezone 
complies with all applicable multi-family land use policies outlined in the Marysville 
Comprehensive Plan. 

15. A Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was issued on July 9, 2010. 

16. A timely administrative appeal of the MDNS was filed on July 23, 2010. 

17. An addendum to the MDNS was issued in accordance with WAC 197-11-625 on August 13, 
2010.  The addendum to the MDNS modifies mitigation measure No. 2 and eliminated 
mitigation measure No. 3.  The conditions of the MDNS, as amended, are referenced in 
Section 4.0 of this Staff Recommendation. 

18. The appeal of the MDNS was withdrawn by the applicant through the applicant’s contact 
Laurey Tobiason, Tobiason & Company, Inc., 20434 10th Pace SW, Seattle, WA 98166-4106. 

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the above stated findings and conclusions CD recommends APPROVAL of the NON-PROJECT 
action request, amending the Comprehensive Plan Map and concurrently Rezoning approximately 
18.47-acres from Low Density, Multi-family (R-12) to Medium Density, Multi-family (R-18) with a 
small pocket of Mixed Use and General Commercial (1.79 net acres), subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Multi-family structures abutting or adjacent to single family residences must reflect the 
single family character.  Future project actions shall accomplish this through a combination 
of the following elements:  additional setbacks, open space, fencing, screening, landscaping, 
and architecture, as approved by the Community Development Director.  In addition, multi-
family buildings adjacent to single-family dwellings, may have no more than two (2) floors 
(exclusive of daylight basements), not to exceed a height of 30’, when single family is the 
predominate adjacent land use. 

2. Future “project-action” submittals will be required to comply with all of the applicable 
development standards outlined in Title 19 MMC, Zoning, including but not limited to, 
density and dimensions, design requirements, landscaping and critical areas management. 

4.0 MITIGATED SEPA THRESHOLD DETERMINATION CONDITIONS 

A Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) was issued on July 9, 2010 and an addendum 
to the MDNS was issued in accordance with WAC 197-11-625 on August 13, 2010.  The mitigation 
measures imposed to minimize the probable significant adverse environmental impacts as a result of 
the proposed comprehensive plan amendment and concurrent rezone proposal are referenced below: 

1. The applicant shall obtain all necessary city, state and federal authorizations for wetland 
impacts prior to beginning any ground disturbing activities or timber harvest. 

2. A traffic signal will be required to be constructed at the intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 
169th Place NE, unless conditions have changed resulting in a reduction of the LOS deficiency 
at the intersection of 27th Avenue NE @ 169th Place NE to LOS D or better during the 
Saturday peak-hour.  The traffic signal shall be designed to accommodate the ultimate cross 
section, as approved by the City Engineer. 
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3. The applicant shall be required to dedicate right-of-way for the ultimate design width of 25th 
Avenue NE, 27th Avenue NE and 164th Street NE, as approved by the City Engineer, in 
accordance with Section 12.02A.110(1)(d) MMC. 
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EXHIBIT LIST 
“27th AVENUE CORRIDOR – HYLBACK/YOUNG/GRDINA” 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Concurrent Rezone 

PA 10-001 

* Items that are bold italic are included with your Agenda Bill packet.  The 
other exhibit items are available upon request. 

1. Affidavit of Posting-Comp Plan Applications being accepted 
2. Receipts 
3. Master Permit Application 
4. Application for Amendments to Marysville Comp Plan 
5. NON-Project Action Comp Plan Amendment & Concurrent Rezone Checklist 
6. Tobiason & Co.- Cover letter, 01.20.10 
7. Environmental Checklist 
8. MMC 19.54.070-Zone Reclassification-27th Ave Corridor Comp Plan 

Amendment 
9. Sewell Consulting- Letter to Grdina- Wetlands delineated, 01.22.10 
10. Sewell Consulting- Letter to Hylback- Confirming no wetlands on parcel, 

012210 
11. 8 ½ x 11 zoning map 
12. 11 x 17 Conceptual Site Plan 
13. 24 x 36 Conceptual Site Plan 
14. GTC- Traffic Impact Analysis, Jan. ‘10 
15. Pacific NW Title- Title Report 
16. RFR Checklist 
17. Affidavit of Posting-NOA 
18. Dept of Commerce- Notification for 60-day review, 02.11.10 
19. Dept of Commerce- Confirmation of meeting procedural requirements, 

02.16.10 
20. Affidavit of Publication-Notice –Comp Plan Amend Apps being accepted 
21. Affidavit of Publication- NOA 
22. Tobiason & Co-Letter acknowledging meeting & chgs to the proposal, 04.16.10   
23. Tobiason & Co-Cover letter, 05.06.10 
24. Application for Amendment to Marysville Comp Plan, 05.07.10 
25. Environmental Checklist 
26. Rezone Narrative 
27. 11 x 17 Conceptual Site Plan 
28. 24 x 36 Conceptual Site Plan 
29. GTC- Traffic Impact Analysis-Revised, May ‘10 
30. RFR Checklist 
31. Affidavit of Mailing-NOA amendment 
32. City Dept & Agency Tech Review comments 
33. Public Comments 
34. 8 ½ x 11 Vicinity map 
35. Notice of Hearing 
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36. Affidavit of Posting- NOH 
37. MDNS 
38. Affidavit of Posting-MDNS 
39. Staff Recommendations Draft 
40. Email between Holland and Jerald Osterman, 07.13.10 
41. Email between Holland and Tobiason, possible rescheduling of hearing, 

07.15.10 
42. Tobiason & Co.- Letter requesting hearing be rescheduled, 07.15.10 
43. Hylback- Letter requesting Staff Recommendation changes, 07.23.10 
44. Affidavit of Publication-MDNS 
45. Hylback- Letter appealing the MDNS, 07.23.10 
46. GTC- Phasing Plan revisions, 08.03.10 
47. Comments regarding revised analysis, 08.05.10 
48. Tobiason&Co.-Withdrawal of Appeal of SEPA MDNS, 08.05.10 
49. Addendum to Existing Environmental Document, 08.13.10 
50. Affidavit of Posting- mailing of Addendum 
51. Affidavit of Publication 
52. Affidavit of posting-NOH 
53. Staff Recommendation 
54. Email between City & WSDOT regarding WSDOT’s comments, 09.09.10 
55. Affidavit of Publication-NOH 
56. Citizen letters, 09.14.10 
57. 27th Ave Corridor Comp Plan Amendment & Concurrent Rezone map 
58. PC Recommendation, 09.14.10 
59. Letter from Crystal Tree Village Property Owner, in favor of rezoning, 

10.19.10 
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
Marysville, Washington 

ORDINANCE NO. _________ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE, MAKING TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS AND CORRECTIONS TO ORDINANCE NO. 2834 AND 

THEREFORE FURTHER AMENDING MMC SUBSECTIONS 5.92.010 (11) AND 
MMC 5.92.090 (1) (c). 

WHEREAS  the City Council adopted Ordinance 2834 on October 25, 2010 generally to 
conform City regulation of Tattoo Parlors to state regulation; 

WHEREAS  a review of Ordinance 2834 and subsections 5.92.010 (11) and 5.92.090 (1) 
(c) has disclosed that further technical amendment is necessary to correct either erroneous 
cross references or extraneous language; 

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

Section 1. Marysville Municipal Code Subsection 5.92.010 (11) is amended to read as 
follows: 

 (11) “Public bath house” means any place open to the public where Russian, 
Turkish, Swedish, hot air, vapor, electric cabinet or other baths of any kind are given or 
furnished; provided, that the term “public bath house” shall not include ordinary tub baths 
where an attendant is not provided; and provided further, that a public bath house shall 
not include a club organized for athletic purposes, or a country club. 

Section 2. Marysville Municipal Code Subsection 5.92.090 (1)(c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

 (c) The applicant, applicant control person, manager, assistant manager, attendant, 
employee or independent contractor has violated or permitted violation of any of the 
provisions of this chapter. 

PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this ______day of 
________________, 2010. 

      CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

      _____________________ 
                                                                        Jon Nehring, Mayor 
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ATTEST: 

__________________________
April O’Brien, Deputy City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

__________________________
Grant K. Weed, City Attorney 

Date of Publication:  _________________ 
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
Marysville, Washington 

ORDINANCE NO.   

An Ordinance of the City of Marysville Amending the 2010 Budget and 
providing for the increase of certain expenditure items as budgeted for 
in Ordinance No. 2798 as amended by Ordinance No. 2814, 2822, and 
2831

 THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE, WASHINGTON DO 
ORDAIN  AS FOLLOWS: 

 Section 1. Since the adoption of the 2010 budget by the City Council on 
November of 2009, it has been determined that the interests of the residents of the 
City of Marysville may best be served by the increase of certain expenditures. The 
following funds as referenced in Ordinance No. 2798 as amended by Ordinance No. 
2814, 2822 and 2831 are hereby amended to read as follows: 

The detail concerning the above – referenced amendments are attached hereto as 
Exhibit “A”. 

 Section 2. Except as provided herein, all other provisions of Ordinance No. 
2798 shall remain in full force and effect, unchanged. 

Est. Beg. Ending Fund
Fund Bal. & Appropriations Balance

Fund Description Fund No. Revenue Adj. Adjustment Adjustment

General Fund 001 5,138,318 5,549,006 (410,688)
Streets 101 188,500         188,500 -               
Waterworks Utility 401 -                2,773,845 (2,773,845)
Golf Course 420 289,422         289,422 -               
Utilities Debt Service 450 2,190,000 2,190,000 -               
Fleet Services 501 260,000         279,000 (19,000)
Library Debt Service 204 420,000         420,000 -               

Total Budget Adjustment 8,486,240$     11,689,773$   (3,203,533)$
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 PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this   
day of   , 2010. 

       CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

       By     
                 MAYOR 
ATTEST:

By       ___    
       DEPUTY CITY CLERK 

Approved as to form: 

By     
      CITY ATTORNEY 

Date of Publication:    

Effective Date (5 days after publication):     

Item 16 - 2



Page 3 of 3

EXHIBIT A – 2010 
Amendment Account Detail 

 Beg Fund 
Balance/ 

Revenue Adj 
 Appropriation 

Adjustment 

 Ending Fund 
Balance 

Adjustment 
General Fund

Namoa Conference (Hotel/Motel Grant) 4,929             4,929              -                    
WTSC School Zone Grant - Radar Equipment 8,765             8,765              -                    
Courthouse Purchase 4,120,250        (4,120,250)      
Purchase of Williams Property from Utilities 230,467           (230,467)        
Purchase of Peak Building from Utilities 764,595           (764,595)        
2010 LTGO Bond Proceeds 5,124,624       5,124,624       
Transfer to Fund 204 for 2010 LTGO payment 420,000           420,000         

Total General Fund 5,138,318       5,549,006        429,312         

Streets - Fund 101
Transfer to Fleet - Vehicle Purchase 135,000           (135,000)        
Transfer to Fund 102 Arterial Streets - Overlays 53,500             (53,500)          
Transfer from Utilities 123,845         123,845         
Adjustment to beginning cash balance 64,655           64,655           

Total Streets 188,500         188,500           -                    

Waterworks Utilities - 401
Emergency Flood Repairs 460,000           (460,000)        
Transfer to 450 - Bond Call (1998 Water/Sewer) 2,190,000        (2,190,000)      
Transfer to 101 - Surface Water Services 123,845           (123,845)        

Total Waterworks Utility -                    2,773,845        (2,773,845)      

Golf Course - 420
Cost of Goods Sold (non-cash transaction) 48,710             (48,710)          
Restaurant Expenses 135,712           (135,712)        
Bunker Repairs (Expense in 2010/Revenue in 2011) 105,000           (105,000)        
Proceeds from Interfund Loans 289,422         289,422         

-                    
Total Golf Course 289,422         289,422           -                    
Utility Debt Service - Fund 450

Bond Call - 1998 W/S Revenue Bonds 2,190,000        (2,190,000)      
Transfer from Fund 401 - Waterworks Utility 2,190,000       2,190,000       

-                    

Total Utility Debt Service 2,190,000       2,190,000        -                    

Fleet Maintenance - Fund 501
Plow and Sander (Streets) 55,000             (55,000)          
Used 5-yd Dump Truck (Streets) 60,000             (60,000)          
F550 (Streets) 70,000             (70,000)          
F450 for Sign Shop (Streets 75,000             (75,000)          
Golf Tractor 19,000             (19,000)          
Transfer in from Streets to fund vehicle purchases 260,000         260,000         

-                    
Total Fleet Maintenance 260,000         279,000           (19,000)          

Library Debt Service - Fund 204
Payment on the 2010 LTGO Bond 420,000           (420,000)        
Transfer from General Fund 420,000         420,000         

-                    
Total Information Services 420,000         420,000           -                    

GRAND TOTAL 8,486,240       11,689,773      (2,363,533)      

Description
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CITY OF MARYSILLE 
Marysville, Washington 

RESOLUTION NO.   

A RESOLUTION AMENDING RESOLUTION 2272 OF THE CITY OF 
MARYSVILLE AUTHORIZING A  INTERFUND LOAN NOT TO EXCEED $700,000
$1,500,000 FROM THE WATERWORKS UTILITY FUND 401 TO THE GOLF FUND 
420, AND PROVIDING A FORMULA FOR PAYMENT OF INTEREST. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution No. 2272 the Marysville City Council authorized an 
interfund loan in the amount not to exceed $700,000 from the Waterwoerksorks Utility Fund
401 it was determined to subsidize the on going Golf Course operations until December 31, 
2012; and

WHEREAS, City golf course operations continue to require additional short term 
financing;and 

WHEREAS, the need for short-term financing is necessary and accordingly, establish an
interfund loan from the Waterworks Utility Fund; and 

WHEREAS, the Waterworks Utility Fund 401 is able to loan the additional funds and 
will not require the loaned funds during the loan period; and  

WHEREAS, interest on said loan is subject to interest imposed at a rate as set forth by 
the Local Government Investment Pool; and  

WHEREAS, said loan will not be repaid until permanent financing is complete;   

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF MARYSVILLE, WASHINGTON AS FOLLOWS:  

Section 1. Section 1 of Resolution No.2272 is amended to read as follows: 

There is established an interfund loan not to exceed $1,500,000 from the Waterworks Utility 
Fund 401 to the Golf Course Fund 420.

Section 2. Except as provided herein, all other provisions of Resolution No. 2272 shall remain
in full force, unchanged. 

 PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this    day of   
, 2010. 

      CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

Formatted: No underline

Formatted: Underline
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      By      
                   MAYOR 

Attest: 

By      
     CITY CLERK 

Approved as to from: 

By       
         CITY ATTORNEY 
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CITY OF MARYSILLE 
Marysville, Washington 

RESOLUTION NO.   

A RESOLUTION AMENDING RESOLUTION 2272 OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
AUTHORIZING A INTERFUND LOAN NOT TO EXCEED $1,500,000 FROM THE 

WATERWORKS UTILITY FUND 401 TO THE GOLF FUND 420, AND PROVIDING A 
FORMULA FOR PAYMENT OF INTEREST 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution No. 2272 the Marysville City Council authorized an 
interfund loan in the amount not to exceed $700,000 from the Waterworks Utility Fund 401  to subsidize 
the on going Golf Course operations until December 31, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, City golf course operations continue to require additional short term financing; and   

WHEREAS, the Waterworks Utility Fund 401 is able to loan  additional funds and will not 
require the loaned funds during the loan period; and  

WHEREAS, interest on said loan is subject to interest imposed at a rate as set forth by the Local 
Government Investment Pool; and  

WHEREAS, said loan will not be repaid until permanent financing is complete;   

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
MARYSVILLE, WASHINGTON AS FOLLOWS:  

Section 1. Section 1 of  Resolution No.2272 is amended to read as follows: 

There is established an interfund loan not to exceed $1,500,000 from the Waterworks Utility Fund 401 to 
the Golf Course Fund 420. 

Section 2. Except as provided herein, all other provisions of Resolution No. 2272 shall remain in full 
force, unchanged.  

 PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this    day of   
, 2010. 

      CITY OF MARYSVILLE 

      By      
                   MAYOR 

Attest: 

By      
     CITY CLERK 

Approved as to from: 

By       
         CITY ATTORNEY 

Item 17 - 3



W/gw/10-120/Ord.AnnexFD12 

ORDINANCE NO. _______ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MARYSVILLE, WASHINGTON STATING 
AN INTENT TO ANNEX TO AND JOIN SNOHOMISH COUNTY FIRE 
PROTECTION DISTRICT NO. 12 AND MAKING A FINDING THAT THE 
PUBLIC INTEREST WILL BE SERVED THEREBY, AUTHORIZING THE 
FILING OF A NOTICE OF INTENTION WITH THE SNOHOMISH COUNTY 
BOUNDARY REVIEW BOARD, REQUESTING THAT A SPECIAL ELECTION 
BE CALLED AND HELD ON THE ANNEXATION ON APRIL 26, 2011 OR AS 
SOON THEREAFTER AS POSSIBLE, PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY AND 
ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

WHEREAS, the City of Marysville and Snohomish County Fire Protection 
District No. 12 have engaged in discussions concerning the potential annexation of the 
City to the District; and  

 WHEREAS, the City of Marysville and Snohomish County Fire Protection 
District No. 12 have entered into detailed discussions which are expected to result in an 
agreement on the terms and conditions under which such an annexation would take place; 
and

 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to enter into and approve such an agreement 
and to initiate the process described in Chapter 52.04 RCW for annexation of the City to 
the District,

NOW, THEREFORE, 

The City Council of the City of Marysville, Washington, do ordain as follows: 

Section 1.  Intent to Annex – Finding of Public Interest.  The City Council hereby 
states its intent to have the City annex to and join Snohomish County Fire Protection 
District No. 12, subject to concurrence of the Board of Commissioners of said Fire 
Protection District, and subject to approval of the Snohomish County Boundary Review 
Board, and to approval of the voters of the City and the District.  The City Council finds 
that annexation of the City to Snohomish County Fire Protection District No. 12 will 
serve the public interest of the citizens of the City of Marysville and the greater 
Marysville area.  The Board of Commissioners of Snohomish County Fire Protection 
District No. 12 is hereby requested to concur in the annexation and to notify the 
Snohomish County Council so that an election may be called on the question of 
annexation.

Section 2.  Execution of Agreement.  The Mayor and City staff are hereby authorized to 
continue to negotiate an interlocal agreement with Snohomish County Fire Protection 
District No. 12 regarding annexation and to bring to the City Council for action an 
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W/gw/10-120/Ord.AnnexFD12 

agreement in substantially the form attached hereto and incorporated herein by this 
reference as if set forth in full herein. 

Section 3.  Notice of Intent.  The Mayor or his designee is hereby authorized to file a 
notice of intent with the Snohomish County Boundary Review Board seeking approval 
for annexation of the City of Marysville to Snohomish County Fire Protection District 
No. 12.  The Mayor and City staff are authorized to take all necessary steps to pursue 
approval of the annexation by the Boundary Review Board. 

Section 4.  Election. The City Council hereby requests that the special election to be 
held on the annexation pursuant to RCW 52.04.071 be called for on April 26, 2011 or as 
soon thereafter as the same may be called consistent with state law and the required 
approvals by Snohomish County Fire Protection District No. 12 and the Boundary 
Review Board. 

Section 5.  Severability. If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance 
should be held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such 
invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any 
other section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance. 

Section 6.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall take effect five (5) days after its 
publication, or publication of a summary hereof. 

PASSED and APPROVED this ______ day of November, 2010. 

      APPROVED: 

      _______________________________ 
      MAYOR, John Nehring 

ATTEST / AUTHENTICATED 

__________________________
CITY CLERK,  

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

___________________________
CITY ATTORNEY, Grant Weed  

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:_________ 
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:_________ 
PUBLISHED:_________
EFFECTIVE DATE:____________ 
ORDINANCE NUMBER:____________ 
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