
 

 

 

 

CITY OF MERCER ISLAND  
CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 

Saturday 
June 27, 2015 

8:30 AM 
  

Mayor Bruce Bassett 
Deputy Mayor Dan Grausz 

Councilmembers Debbie Bertlin, Jane Brahm, 
Mike Cero, Terry Pottmeyer, and Benson Wong 

Contact: 206.275.7793, council@mercergov.org 
www.mercergov.org/council 

The Mini-Planning Session will be  
held in the Slater room at the  

Mercer Island Community & Event Center at  
8236 SE 24th Street, Mercer Island, WA 

 

2015 CITY COUNCIL MINI-PLANNING SESSION  
CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL  8:30 AM 

SPECIAL BUSINESS Times are approximate 

(1) Recap of Council Work Plan and Progress to Date  8:35 am 

(2) Open Data Solution Briefing  9:00 am 

(3) General Fund Forecast  10:00 am 

 Break  10:45 am 

(4) YFS Fund Forecast  11:00 am 

(5) Deciding Use of Remaining Banked Capacity ($88,370)  11:30 am 

 Lunch  12:00 pm 

(6) Selective Service Level Review Discussion  12:30 pm 

(7) Comp Plan Update and Town Center Engagement Schedule  1:45 pm 

 Break  3:30 pm 

 Mercer Island Center for the Arts Update  3:45 pm 

 Wrap Up  4:15 pm 

ADJOURNMENT  4:30 PM 
 

mailto:council@mercergov.org
http://www.mercergov.org/council


2015 City Council Work Plan 

  = Completed  = In Process 
  = Scheduled for 2nd Half of 2015 | = Will move to 2016/No longer relevant 

  2015 PLANNED AGENDA ITEMS STAFF LEAD 
 Legislative Agenda Taylor 
 Public Engagement Process for Town Center Visioning and Commuter Parking Taylor/Freeman 

----- Town Center Visioning - Phase 1.5 and 2 ----------------------- 
 Town Center Construction Moratorium Sand 
 Public Engagement Plan for Town Center Visioning and Comprehensive Plan Taylor/Freeman 

----- Transportation Issues ----------------------- 
 Commuter Parking Taylor 
 Metro Bus Service (Commuter Shuttle Service) Taylor 

----- I-90 Issues ----------------------- 
| WSDOT Tolling  Treat 
 WSDOT Update on R8A Treat 
 Bus/Light Rail Transit (LRT) Intercept Plan/Sound Transit Loss of Mobility Treat 

----- Budget/Finance ----------------------- 

 Develop a selected service level review work plan that will identify scope of work 
and deliverables  Treat 

 Reserves 101 Study Session Corder 
 New Fire Mini Pumper Lease Purchase Corder/Heitman 

----- Sustainability Work Plan ----------------------- 
| Green building  Freeman/Cole 
 Solar array programs for city buildings Freeman 
 Sustainability Sub-Committee work on 6-Year Sustainability Plan and Metrics Freeman 
 Staff prepare info on paid intern/RCM for data entry and tracking Freeman 

----- Boil Water Advisory Follow-up Action Items ----------------------- 
 Cross Connection Control Program & Ordinance Update Lake/Schuck 
 General update on what's been done to date, what's planned, and the goals Boettcher 

----- Development Services Group ----------------------- 
 GMA 101 & Comp Plan 101 Study Session Greenberg 
 Comprehensive Plan Update Greenberg 
| DSG Cost Recovery and Fee Study Greenberg 
| Coval Final Long Plat Conservation Easement Sand 

| 
Code amendments for low-hanging fruit that can be implemented quickly 
(impervious surface, floor area ratio for two stories, definition of “tract,” and fence 
height deviations) 

Greenberg 

| Code amendments streamline the process for upgrading existing wireless cellular 
facilities (WCFs) in residential areas Greenberg 

| Code amendments re: federal law changes for wireless cellular facilities (WCFs) Greenberg/Sand 
----- Parks & Recreation ----------------------- 
 Groveland Beach Dock Repair project scenarios (1. per budget, 2. reduced scope) Fletcher 
 Fire Station 92 Project Updates Boettcher 
 Police Field Fingerprinting Policy Addressing Civil Liberty Issues Holmes/Sand 
 Review of YFS Needs Assessment and Funding Goodwin 
 Mercer Island Library Renovation Project Status Report Taylor 

 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TO:  City Council 
 
FROM:  Chip Corder, Assistant City Manager/Finance Director 
 
RE:  Open Public Data & Financial Transparency Vendor Presentation 
 
 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/QUESTIONS PRESENTED: 

Does the Council see any significant value for themselves or Mercer Island residents in making 
the City’s financial information (budget and actual) readily accessible through an open public 
data application? 
 

BACKGROUND:  

Mayor Bassett “teed up” this issue at the January 2015 Planning Session, and the Council 
directed the Finance Director to look into the cost and staff effort required to implement such a 
tool.  To that end, a local vendor (Socrata) has been invited to provide a primer on financial 
transparency, to show what its Open Budget application can do, and to note the annual cost 
and staff effort required to implement Open Budget.  This vendor presentation is intended as a 
preview of at least one open public data tool that we will be actively researching and evaluating 
in 2016-2017. 
 
In the Puget Sound region, the City of Redmond and the Washington State Department of 
Enterprise Services have implemented Socrata’s Open Budget, and the eGov Alliance, of which 
Mercer Island is a member, has begun looking at this application as well.  In addition, the City of 
Bainbridge Island recently implemented OpenGov, which offers a competing product to Socrata 
(the Mayor showed a brief demo of OpenGov at the January 2015 Planning Session). 
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TO:  City Council 
 
FROM:  Chip Corder, Assistant City Manager/Finance Director 
 
RE:  2015-2020 General Fund Forecast 
 
 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/QUESTIONS PRESENTED: 

Does the Council agree with staff’s recommendation to revisit the options for addressing the 
projected General Fund deficits at the January 2016 Planning Session and to engage the public 
during the first quarter of 2016? 
 

BACKGROUND:  

At the January 2015 Planning Session, staff presented its 2015-2020 General Fund forecast to 
the Council, noting ongoing, projected deficits beginning in 2017.  This forecast has been 
updated for the June 2015 Mini Planning Session (see Exhibit 1), with a $982,000 deficit 
projected at the end of 2017 and a $1,565,000 deficit projected at the end of 2018. 
 
What is driving these projected deficits?  Simply put, annual revenue growth is not keeping 
pace with annual expenditure growth.  This is evident in the adopted 2015-2016 General Fund 
Budget, which needed $440,675 of the 2014 General Fund surplus to balance the second year 
of the biennium (2016), and the revenue and expenditure projections for 2017-2020, which are 
summarized in percentage growth terms in the table below. 
 

General Fund 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Total Revenue Growth 4.4% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 

Total Expenditure Growth 4.7% 3.8% 4.9% 4.9% 4.9% 5.0% 

Net Expenditure Growth 
Differential 

0.3% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 

 
For the period 2016-2020, the average net expenditure growth differential is 1.9% per year.  In 
other words, total expenditures are projected to grow 1.9% more per year than total revenues.  
Even more concerning is the fact that this differential has an annual compounding effect. 
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At the root of the revenue growth problem is property tax, which makes up 42% of total 
budgeted revenues in 2015-2016.  By comparison, property tax makes up only 19-23% of total 
budgeted revenues in the cities of Bellevue, Bothell, Issaquah, Kirkland, and Redmond.  Per 
state law, the Council can increase the regular levy by only 1% per year, excluding the use of 
banked capacity.  In addition, the City is provided an allowance for new construction, which 
entitles the City to the property tax revenue generated by newly constructed and improved 
residential and commercial properties.  On average, new construction generates another 1% 
per year in property tax revenue.  Taken together, the effective cap is 2% per year for Mercer 
Island.  This growth limitation on the General Fund’s largest revenue source puts an unrealistic 
burden for growth on the City’s other major revenues:  utility tax (17% of total), sales tax (13% 
of total), license & permit fees (11% of total), and recreation fees (6% of total). 
 
So, how has the City managed to balance the budget over the past 10+ years? 
 

• High level of development activity in the Town Center in 2004-2007 and 2013-2015, 
resulting in spikes in construction-related sales tax and development fees; 

• Low inflation in 2009-2014, which has kept cost growth down (especially wages); 

• Parks M&O levy lid lift approved by Island voters in November 2008; 

• Significant budget cuts in 2009-2012 due to the Great Recession; and 

• New utility tax on the City’s water, sewer, and storm water utilities beginning in 2013. 
 
What can be done to address the projected deficits in 2017-2020?  The options include the 
following: 
 

• Reduce current service levels. 

o Based on the results of the April 2014 biennial citizen survey, 85% of Mercer 
Island residents think the City provides the right amount of services. 

o For a full service city, which typically includes police, fire & emergency medical 
services, parks & recreation, development services, and public works (i.e. street 
maintenance and water, sewer, and storm water utilities), Mercer Island has one 
of the lowest total number of employees per 1,000 population in the Seattle 
metropolitan area.  This excludes the Youth & Family Services Department (15.5 
FTEs), which no other city has except for Seattle. 

o The following positions, which were cut or reduced in 2009-2014 due to the 
Great Recession, have not been restored to date: 

 Right-of-Way Maintenance Team Member (2.0 FTEs) 
 Parks Manager (1.0 FTE) 
 Police Records Clerk (0.5 FTE) 
 Legal Assistant (0.5 FTE) 
 Right-of-Way Arborist (0.5 FTE) 
 Assistant City Attorney (0.25 FTE) 



o Unless done on a significant scale, service level reductions do not materially 
affect the slope of the expenditure growth line (i.e. they do not bend the line 
downwards).  Instead, they shift the expenditure growth line downwards, 
thereby temporarily reducing or postponing the projected General Fund deficits. 

• Adjust the City’s compensation policy and practices regarding salaries and/or benefits. 

o Salaries and benefits comprise 73% of the 2015-2016 General Fund budget. 

o At the January 2015 Planning Session, staff briefed the Council on the City’s 
compensation policy and practices, noting that salaries, which are generally 
reviewed every three years, have been consistently tied to the mid-point of the 
market and that benefits have been consistently at or near the bottom of the 
market.  Based on this information as well as concern about employee retention, 
the Council decided not to consider any changes to the City’s compensation 
policy and practices. 

• Conduct an organizational efficiency and effectiveness audit to determine if significant 
cost saving opportunities can be identified for specific City services. 

o At the January 2015 Planning Session, the Council discussed the idea of a 
selective service level review of one or more City departments, looking at how 
specific City services could be provided more efficiently, more effectively, and 
more inexpensively.  The Council directed staff to bring back a specific proposal 
for Council consideration.  This proposal will be presented to the Council at the 
June 2015 Mini Planning Session. 

o Generally speaking, such efforts do not result in staffing reductions or significant 
personnel cost savings—especially for organizations that are leanly staffed.  
Rather, they help with prioritizing tasks and services, eliminating low value work, 
and securing productivity gains, thereby reducing or eliminating the need to add 
more staff in the future. 

• Go to the voters in August or November 2016 to form a metropolitan park district with 
the same boundaries as the City. 

o This entails moving the Parks & Recreation function, including parks and other 
assets, operations and maintenance, and capital projects, from the City to a 
voter approved special purpose district, which has its own levy and bond 
issuance authority. 

o Because the City would provide administrative support to the park district, like it 
currently does to the Parks & Recreation Department, an interlocal agreement 
between the two governmental entities would need to be executed. 

o This option, including the ballot timing required to ensure an effective date of 
January 1, 2017, has not been fully researched by staff yet.  

• Go to the voters with a property tax levy lid lift request in November 2016. 

o The City’s 2015 property tax levy includes two voter approved levy lid lifts: 



 November 2008 Parks Maintenance & Operations levy lid lift, which was 
approved for 15 years (2009-2023). 

 November 2012 Fire Station & Fire Rescue Truck levy lid lift, which was 
approved for 9 years (2013-2021). 

o Such a request could be tied to maintaining current service levels in Parks & 
Recreation, which represents the City’s number 5 priority of government (along 
with Youth & Family Services).  A Council decision to go this route would need to 
be made by March 2016.  Then, a ballot measure ordinance would need to be 
approved by July 2016 and submitted to the King County Elections Office by 
August 2, 2016. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Given the significant work items on the Council’s 2015 workplan (i.e. Town Center Vision, 
Policies and Code Update and 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update), staff recommends the 
following process and timeline: 
 

• Update the 2015-2020 General Fund forecast again in January 2016 and revisit the 
options for addressing the projected deficits at the January 2016 Planning Session. 

• In the first quarter of 2016, engage the public on this issue, especially the options for 
bridging the projected deficits, through one or more of the following means: 

o Include some specific questions on the next biennial citizen survey, which will be 
conducted in January/February 2016. 

o Conduct a series of public hearings in March 2016. 

o Send out an Island-wide mailing in the first quarter of 2016, which describes the 
issue, its causes, and the options for bridging the projected deficits and includes 
a survey. 

• Make a decision on which option(s) to pursue by March 2016. 
 

EXHIBITS: 

1. 2015-2020 General Fund Forecast 



2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Description Budget Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

RESOURCES:
Beginning Fund Balance -               440,675        -               -               -               -               

Property Tax 11,309,460    11,585,339    11,817,046    12,053,387    12,294,454    12,540,344    

Utility Taxes 4,461,100      4,632,350      4,817,644      5,010,350      5,210,764      5,419,194      

Sales Tax 3,487,000      3,731,000      3,917,550      4,113,428      4,319,099      4,535,054      

Licenses & Permits 3,003,500      2,836,500      2,949,960      3,067,958      3,190,677      3,318,304      

Recreation Programs & Rentals 1,632,331      1,644,095      1,693,418      1,744,220      1,796,547      1,850,443      

EMS Revenues 1,231,735      1,262,507      1,287,757      1,313,512      1,339,783      1,366,578      

Shared Revenues 511,500        449,600        449,600        449,600        449,600        449,600        

Utility Overhead 424,977        440,193        457,801        476,113        495,157        514,964        

Court Fines 400,000        400,000        400,000        400,000        400,000        400,000        

CIP Overhead 227,787        237,595        247,099        256,983        267,262        277,953        

General Government 230,360        237,960        237,960        237,960        237,960        237,960        

Interest 3,100            3,100            3,410            3,751            4,126            4,539            

Total Resources 26,922,850  27,900,914  28,279,244  29,127,262  30,005,429  30,914,932  
% Change (excluding beg. FB) N/A 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

EXPENDITURES:
Salaries & Wages 14,475,403    15,083,617    15,837,798    16,629,688    17,461,172    18,334,231    

Benefits 5,051,200      5,385,015      5,735,041      6,107,819      6,504,827      6,927,641      

Contractual Services 1,777,923      1,700,681      1,751,701      1,804,252      1,858,380      1,914,131.45 

Internal Service Charges 1,391,612      1,402,573      1,472,702      1,546,337      1,623,654      1,704,836      

Intergovernmental 835,062        869,186        912,645        958,278        1,006,191      1,056,501      

Supplies 699,539        718,464        740,018        762,218        785,085        808,638        

Utilities 562,624        586,699        610,167        634,574        659,957        686,355        

Insurance 446,020        467,433        490,805        515,345        541,112        568,168        

Other Services & Charges 323,402        357,688        368,419        379,471        390,855        402,581        

Communications 122,285        121,625        121,625        121,625        121,625        121,625        

Jail Costs 90,850          90,850          95,393          100,162        105,170        110,429        

Interfund Transfers:

To YFS Fund 350,000        350,000        350,000        350,000        350,000        350,000        

To Technology & Equipment Fund 302,000        302,000        302,000        302,000        302,000        302,000        

To Water Fund 100,100        113,350        120,151        127,360        135,002        143,102        

To Bond Fund (Non-Voted) 95,637          93,911          93,911          93,911          93,911          93,911          

To Equipment Rental Fund 80,000          80,000          80,000          80,000          80,000          80,000          

Total Expenditures 26,703,657  27,723,092  29,082,375  30,513,040  32,018,941  33,604,148  
% Change N/A 3.8% 4.9% 4.9% 4.9% 5.0%

RESERVED RESOURCES:
Unallocated Banked Capacity 88,370          88,370          88,370          88,370          88,370          88,370          

LEOFF I Long-Term Care 85,500          85,500          85,810          86,151          86,526          86,939          

Net DSG Technology Fee 18,000          5,000            5,000            5,000            5,000            5,000            

Total Reserved Resources 191,870       178,870       179,180       179,521       179,896       180,309       

Surplus (Deficit) 27,323         (1,048)         (982,311)     (1,565,299)   (2,193,408)   (2,869,525)   

Exhibit 1:  2015-2020 General Fund Forecast



Exhibit 1:  2015-2020 General Fund Forecast

GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS: 2017 2018 2019 2020
Revenues:

Property Tax 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02

Utility Taxes 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04
Sales Tax 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05
Licenses & Permits 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04
Recreation Programs & Rentals 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03

EMS Revenues 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02

Shared Revenues 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Utility Overhead 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

Court Fines 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

CIP Overhead 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

General Government 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Interest 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10

Expenditures:
Salaries & Wages 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05
Benefits 1.065 1.065 1.065 1.065
Contractual Services 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03

Internal Service Charges 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Intergovernmental 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Supplies 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03

Utilities 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

Insurance 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Other Services & Charges 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03

Communications 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Jail Costs 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Interfund Transfers:

To YFS Fund 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

To Technology & Equipment Fund 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

To Water Fund 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06

To Bond Fund (Non-Voted) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

To Equipment Rental Fund 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TO:  City Council 
 
FROM:  Chip Corder, Assistant City Manager/Finance Director 
 
RE:  2015-2020 YFS Fund Forecast 
 
 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/QUESTIONS PRESENTED:  

Does the Council agree with staff’s recommendation to: 

• Distribute $50,000 of the $88,370 in unallocated banked capacity to the YFS Fund, 
thereby eliminating the projected deficit of $100,000 at the end of 2016? 

• Revisit the options for addressing the projected YFS Fund deficits at the January 2016 
Planning Session and engage the public during the first quarter of 2016? 

 

BACKGROUND:  

The YFS Fund has a projected deficit of $100,000 at the end of 2016, $361,000 at the end of 
2017, and $460,000 at the end of 2018 (see Exhibit 1).  The following should be noted regarding 
these projected deficits: 
 

• They include a fourth elementary school counselor (funded 100% by the City) beginning 
in September 2016. 

• They do not include any service level reductions, with the exception of the CTC program 
beginning in 2018 (which is noted below).  An assessment of YFS Department services 
was conducted in the first quarter of 2015 by Berk Consulting and presented to the 
Mercer Island City Council and School Board at a special joint meeting on April 30, 2015.  
None of the focus groups that were interviewed identified any YFS program that should 
be cut or otherwise replaced with another service provider on Mercer Island. 

• The projected deficit at the end of 2016 reflects the Council’s decision (AB 5080, 6/1/15) 
to transfer $120,184 of the 2014 General Fund surplus to the YFS Fund. 

• The projected deficit at the end of 2017 increases to $361,000, because: 1) 2017 
represents the first full year of having the 4th elementary school counselor; and 2) the 
remaining available fund balance was used up in 2016. 
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• The projected deficit at the end of 2018 increases to $460,000, because federal funding 
for the CTC program will cease at the end of 2017. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends taking the following steps to address the projected YFS Fund deficits in 2016 
and thereafter: 
 

• Beginning in 2015, increase the General Fund’s annual support of the YFS Fund from 
$350,000 to $400,000 by distributing $50,000 of the $88,370 in unallocated banked 
capacity to the YFS Fund.  This would provide $100,000 in new funding in 2015-2016, 
thereby eliminating the $100,000 projected deficit at the end of 2016 (see Exhibit 2). 

• The above step of adding $50,000 per year in new funding for the YFS Fund would 
reduce the projected deficit at the end of 2017 from $361,000 to $311,000, which could 
be addressed in one of three ways: 

o Option 1:  Reduce service levels.  In 2017, a $311,000 reduction equates to 11% 
of the YFS Department budget or almost 50% of the YFS school counseling 
program.  The downside to this option is that it would not fully address the 
projected deficits in 2018-2020 (i.e. additional service cuts would be required). 

o Option 2:  Amend the interlocal agreement with the School District to have them 
pay for a greater percentage of the school-based mental health counselors.  
Under the current agreement, the School District would pay $60,000, or 9.5%, of 
the $635,000 total estimated cost in 2017, which includes a fourth elementary 
school counselor.  To completely erase the $311,000 projected deficit in 2017, 
the School District would need to pay $371,000, or almost 60%, of the total cost 
going forward ($60,000 current contribution + $311,000 additional contribution 
= $371,000).  Whether or not the School District would be able to absorb this 
additional cost within its annual operating levy is unclear.  The downside to this 
option is that it would not fully address the projected deficits in 2018-2020 (i.e. 
the School District would need to pay more than 60% of the total cost). 

o Option 3:  Submit a levy lid lift request to Island voters in November 2016 to 
bridge the ongoing, projected deficits beginning in 2017.  This could be added to 
a General Fund levy lid lift request to maintain current service levels in Parks & 
Recreation, if the Council ultimately determines that a ballot measure in 
November 2016 is warranted.  A Council decision to go this route would need to 
be made by March 2016.  Then, a ballot measure ordinance would need to be 
approved by July 2016 and submitted to the King County Elections Office by 
August 2, 2016. 

• Follow the same process and timeline recommended in the 2015-2020 General Fund 
Forecast memo (2015 City Council Mini Planning Session) given the significant work 
items on the Council’s 2015 workplan (i.e. Town Center Vision, Policies and Code Update 
and 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update). 



o Update the 2015-2020 YFS Fund forecast again in January 2016 and revisit the 
options for addressing the projected deficits at the January 2016 Planning 
Session. 

o In the first quarter of 2016, engage the public on this issue, especially the 
options for bridging the projected deficits, through one or more of the following 
means: 

 Include some specific questions on the next biennial citizen survey, which 
will be conducted in January/February 2016. 

 Conduct a series of public hearings in March 2016. 

 Send out an Island-wide mailing in the first quarter of 2016, which 
describes the issue, its causes, and the options for bridging the projected 
deficits and includes a survey. 

o Make a decision on which option to pursue by March 2016. 
 

EXHIBITS: 

1. 2015-2020 YFS Fund Forecast (Excluding Use of $48,370 in Banked Capacity) 
2. 2015-2020 YFS Fund Forecast (Including Use of $48,370 in Banked Capacity) 



 



2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Budget Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

RESOURCES:

Beginning Fund Balance 235,418$       124,694$       

KC Grant Revenue 36,000           36,000           36,000           36,000           36,000           36,000           

School Counselor Program Support 60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           

Thrift Shop (4% in 2016 & 3% in 2017-2020) 1,359,280       1,413,651       1,456,061       1,499,742       1,544,735       1,591,077       

Program Fees & Donations 190,500         190,500         192,405         194,329         196,272         198,235         

CTC Grant Funding 125,000         125,000         125,000         -                    -                    -                    

MIYFS Foundation Support 155,000         155,000         155,000         155,000         155,000         155,000         

Interfund Transfers:

From YFS Endowment Fund 500                500                500                500                500                500                

From General Fund 350,000         350,000         350,000         350,000         350,000         350,000         

Total Resources 2,511,698$   2,455,345$   2,374,966$   2,295,571$   2,342,507$   2,390,812$   

% Change N/A -2.2% -3.3% -3.3% 2.0% 2.1%

EXPENDITURES:

Salaries & Wages 1,442,551$     1,474,329$     1,551,809$     1,571,043$     1,618,174$     1,666,719$     

Benefits 579,511         627,246         687,971         722,179         772,731         826,823         

Supplies 61,700           62,700           64,268           65,874           67,521           69,209           

Contractual Services 113,928         115,622         118,513         80,475           82,487           84,549           

Equipment Rental 108,128         109,818         115,309         115,309         121,074         121,074         

Utilities & Insurance 10,589           11,127           11,405           11,690           11,983           12,282           

Other Services and Charges 101,625         102,101         104,654         107,270         109,952         112,700         

Intergovernmental 6,156             6,402             6,858             7,064             7,276             7,494             

Interfund Transfers (Thrift Shop CIP) 63,000           46,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           

Total Expenditures 2,487,188$   2,555,345$   2,720,787$   2,740,904$   2,851,198$   2,960,851$   

% Change N/A 2.7% 6.5% 0.7% 4.0% 3.8%

Surplus (Deficit) Before Adjustments 24,510$        (100,000)$    (345,821)$    (445,333)$    (508,691)$    (570,040)$    

Plus 2014 General Fund Surplus Distribution 120,184         -                -                -                -                -                

Plus Use of Banked Capacity -                -                -                -                -                -                

Less Working Capital Build Up ($75K) (20,000)          (15,000)          (15,000)          (15,000)          (10,000)          

Surplus (Deficit) After Adjustments 124,694$      (100,000)$    (360,821)$    (460,333)$    (523,691)$    (580,040)$    

School Counselors: 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Salaries 359,442         399,908         445,156         458,510         472,266         486,434         

Benefits 147,443         159,747         187,748         200,890         214,952         229,999         

Other Costs 2,200             2,200             2,255             2,311             2,369             2,428             

Total 509,085         561,855         635,158         661,712         689,587         718,861         

Exhibit 1:  2015-2020 YFS Fund Forecast

Description

Excluding Use of $50,000 in Banked Capacity in 2015



EXPENDITURE ADJUSTMENTS

Inflationary Factors:

Salaries 3.0%

Benefits 7.0%

Other Costs 2.5%

Add 4th Elementary School Counselor in 2017 (Jan-Jun):

Salary 32,282           

Benefits 15,718           

Total 48,000           

Back out CTC Program Costs in 2018:

0.5 CTC Coord. salary 26,525           

0.5 CTC Coord. benefits 13,038           

CTC contractual services 40,000           

Total 79,563           



2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Budget Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

RESOURCES:

Beginning Fund Balance 235,418$       174,694$       

KC Grant Revenue 36,000           36,000           36,000           36,000           36,000           36,000           

School Counselor Program Support 60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           

Thrift Shop (4% in 2016 & 3% in 2017-2020) 1,359,280       1,413,651       1,456,061       1,499,742       1,544,735       1,591,077       

Program Fees & Donations 190,500         190,500         192,405         194,329         196,272         198,235         

CTC Grant Funding 125,000         125,000         125,000         -                    -                    -                    

MIYFS Foundation Support 155,000         155,000         155,000         155,000         155,000         155,000         

Interfund Transfers:

From YFS Endowment Fund 500                500                500                500                500                500                

From General Fund 350,000         350,000         350,000         350,000         350,000         350,000         

Total Resources 2,511,698$   2,505,345$   2,374,966$   2,295,571$   2,342,507$   2,390,812$   

% Change N/A -0.3% -5.2% -3.3% 2.0% 2.1%

EXPENDITURES:

Salaries & Wages 1,442,551$     1,474,329$     1,551,809$     1,571,043$     1,618,174$     1,666,719$     

Benefits 579,511         627,246         687,971         722,179         772,731         826,823         

Supplies 61,700           62,700           64,268           65,874           67,521           69,209           

Contractual Services 113,928         115,622         118,513         80,475           82,487           84,549           

Equipment Rental 108,128         109,818         115,309         115,309         121,074         121,074         

Utilities & Insurance 10,589           11,127           11,405           11,690           11,983           12,282           

Other Services and Charges 101,625         102,101         104,654         107,270         109,952         112,700         

Intergovernmental 6,156             6,402             6,858             7,064             7,276             7,494             

Interfund Transfers (Thrift Shop CIP) 63,000           46,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           60,000           

Total Expenditures 2,487,188$   2,555,345$   2,720,787$   2,740,904$   2,851,198$   2,960,851$   

% Change N/A 2.7% 6.5% 0.7% 4.0% 3.8%

Surplus (Deficit) Before Adjustments 24,510$        (50,000)$      (345,821)$    (445,333)$    (508,691)$    (570,040)$    

Plus 2014 General Fund Surplus Distribution 120,184         -                -                -                -                -                

Plus Use of Banked Capacity 50,000           50,000           50,000           50,000           50,000           50,000           

Less Working Capital Build Up ($75K) (20,000)          (15,000)          (15,000)          (15,000)          (10,000)          

Surplus (Deficit) After Adjustments 174,694$      -$                 (310,821)$    (410,333)$    (473,691)$    (530,040)$    

School Counselors: 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Salaries 359,442         399,908         445,156         458,510         472,266         486,434         

Benefits 147,443         159,747         187,748         200,890         214,952         229,999         

Other Costs 2,200             2,200             2,255             2,311             2,369             2,428             

Total 509,085         561,855         635,158         661,712         689,587         718,861         

Exhibit 2:  2015-2020 YFS Fund Forecast

Description

Including Use of $50,000 in Banked Capacity in 2015



EXPENDITURE ADJUSTMENTS

Inflationary Factors:

Salaries 3.0%

Benefits 7.0%

Other Costs 2.5%

Add 4th Elementary School Counselor in 2017 (Jan-Jun):

Salary 32,282           

Benefits 15,718           

Total 48,000           

Back out CTC Program Costs in 2018:

0.5 CTC Coord. salary 26,525           

0.5 CTC Coord. benefits 13,038           

CTC contractual services 40,000           

Total 79,563           
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TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Chip Corder, Assistant City Manager/Finance Director 
 
RE: Unallocated Banked Capacity Uses 
 
 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/QUESTION PRESENTED:  

Does the Council agree with staff’s recommendation to use: 

• $50,000 of the $88,370 in unallocated banked capacity to address the projected YFS 
Fund deficits in 2016 and beyond? 

• $38,370 of the $88,370 in unallocated banked capacity to fund the replacement of 
MICEC equipment, technology & furnishings? 

 

BACKGROUND:  

The City’s 2015 property tax levy includes $144,960 in banked capacity, which the Council took 
in addition to the 1% optional increase on November 17, 2014.  At its January 2015 Planning 
Session, the Council directed staff to use $56,590 of the banked capacity, beginning in 2015, to 
fund the LEOFF I retiree long-term care liability through 2034 (i.e. the next 20 years).  The 
Council opted to hold off until the June 2015 Mini Planning Session to decide on the disposition 
of the remaining $88,370 in banked capacity. 
 
Following are the City’s most significant, ongoing funding needs: 
 

• The Youth & Family Services (YFS) Fund has a projected deficit of $100,000 at the end 
of 2016, $361,000 at the end of 2017, and $460,000 at the end of 2018. 

o These projected deficits include a 4th elementary school counselor beginning in 
September 2016. 

o The projected deficit at the end of 2016 reflects the Council’s decision (AB 5080, 
6/1/15) to transfer $120,184 of the 2014 General Fund surplus to the YFS Fund. 
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• The replacement of MICEC equipment, technology & furnishings is only funded 
through 2015. 

o New, ongoing funding of $40,000 per year, beginning in 2015, is needed to fund 
the projected replacement costs through at least 2029 (and possibly longer). 

o A sinking fund for the replacement of MICEC equipment, technology & 
furnishings was not created until 2011 (i.e. the 6th year of MICEC operations). 

o In 2011-2012, the annual sinking fund contribution was initially set at $31,000 
(funded by MICEC revenues). 

o In 2013-2014, the annual sinking fund contribution was increased from $31,000 
to $42,500 ($40,000 from MICEC revenues + $2,500 annual contribution from 
Rotary Club). 

o With the exception of the Mercer Island Rotary Club, which receives a heavily 
discounted rate, staff does not believe that room rental rates can be adjusted 
upward beyond the cost of inflation. 

o One-time supplemental funding of $100,000 will be needed in 2016 and 
periodically thereafter, if new, ongoing funding of $40,000 per year is not 
approved in 2015. 

• The Contingency Fund (the City’s “Rainy Day” reserve) is currently funded at the 2013 
target level. 

o The current funding practice, which is based on a one year lag, relies on General 
Fund surplus from the prior year and investment interest in the current year to 
reach the prior year’s target level. 

o One-time funding of $40,291 is needed to reach the 2014 target level in 2015. 

o New, ongoing funding of $90,000-$100,000 per year, beginning in 2015, is 
needed to fund this reserve at the appropriate target level each year. 

• The General Fund has a projected deficit of $982,000 at the end of 2017 and $1,565,000 
at the end of 2018. 

o This funding need is addressed in the 2015-2020 General Fund Forecast memo 
(2015 City Council Mini Planning Session). 

• The Capital Improvement Fund has a projected deficit of $279,000 at the end of 2017 
and $483,000 at the end of 2018. 

• The replacement of fire apparatus is only funded through 2026. 

o New, ongoing funding of $45,000 per year, beginning in 2015, is needed to fund 
the projected replacement costs through 2034 (i.e. the next 20 years). 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends using the $88,370 in unallocated banked capacity as follows: 
 

• Use $50,000 to address the projected YFS Fund deficits in 2016 and beyond. 

o This would provide $100,000 in new funding in 2015-2016, thereby eliminating 
the $100,000 projected YFS Fund deficit at the end of 2016. 

o The $50,000 per year in new funding for the YFS Fund would reduce the 
projected deficit at the end of 2017 from $361,000 to $311,000.  Three options 
for addressing this projected deficit are identified in the 2015-2020 YFS Fund 
Forecast memo (2015 City Council Mini Planning Session). 

• Use $38,370 to fund the replacement of MICEC equipment, technology & furnishings.  
To round this amount up to $40,000, staff would increase the annual sinking fund 
contribution from the General Fund by $1,630 beginning in 2015. 

 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TO:  City Council 
 
FROM:  Chip Corder, Assistant City Manager/Finance Director 
 
RE:  Selective Service Level Review Proposal 
 
 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/QUESTIONS PRESENTED:  

Does the Council agree with staff’s recommendation to institute an organizational efficiency 
and effectiveness audit on a biennial cycle beginning in 2017, with the goal of reviewing all City 
departments over a 10 year period? 
 

BACKGROUND:  

After reviewing the 2015-2020 General Fund forecast at the January 2015 Planning Session, the 
Council discussed the idea of a selective service level review of one or more City departments.  
Such a review represents an organizational efficiency and effectiveness audit, which is focused 
on determining if any significant cost saving opportunities exist for specific City services.  The 
Council directed staff to bring back a specific proposal for Council consideration. 
 
The primary objective of this audit would be to significantly reduce or eliminate, if possible, the 
projected General Fund deficits in 2017 and beyond.  A summary level 2017-2020 General Fund 
forecast is presented below. 
 

General Fund 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Total Resources 28.28M 29.13M 30.01M 30.91M 

Total Expenditures 29.08M 30.51M 32.02M 33.60M 

Less Reserved Resources -0.18M -0.18M -0.18M -0.18M 

Projected Surplus/Deficit -0.98M -1.56M -2.19M -2.87M 

Deficit Increase vs. Prior Year N/A -0.58M -0.63M -0.68M 
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In addition, the 2017-2020 revenue and expenditure projections are summarized in percentage 
growth terms in the following table. 
 

General Fund 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Total Revenue Growth* 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 

Total Expenditure Growth 4.9% 4.9% 4.9% 5.0% 

Net Expenditure Growth 
Differential 

1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 

* Excluding beginning fund balance. 
 
The average net expenditure growth differential is 1.9% per year.  In other words, total 
expenditures are projected to grow 1.9% more per year than total revenues.  Even more 
concerning is the fact that this differential has an annual compounding effect. 
 
In looking for a good service level review candidate, every General Fund department was 
considered based on the Finance Director’s knowledge of departmental operations and 
budgets.  In the end, only two possible opportunities for significant cost savings (i.e. at least 
$100,000) were identified:  
 

1. Forming a Regional Fire Authority (RFA) with the cities of Bellevue and Kirkland. 
2. Converting YFS School Counselors to School District employees. 

 
Forming a Regional Fire Authority 

Staff is currently assessing the feasibility and potential cost savings of consolidating all three fire 
departments into a separate governmental entity with its own levy and bond issuance 
authority.  This assessment will likely continue into 2016.  If the respective staff and Councils of 
Bellevue, Kirkland, and Mercer Island ultimately conclude that a RFA makes operational and 
financial sense, then a ballot measure would need to go to the voters of all three cities. 
 
In theory, significant cost savings should be achievable, in terms of number of staff, firefighter 
overtime, administrative overhead, and number of fire apparatus (especially reserve units).  
However, there are complicating factors, such as whether or not LEOFF I retiree long-term care 
costs, pre-LEOFF I firefighter pension costs, and fire department-related debt service should be 
included in the RFA.  Also, an agreement on an equitable levy calculation would need to be 
forged.  For example, it would not be in Mercer Island’s interest to agree to a levy calculation 
that is based primarily on assessed valuation.  Historical calls for service, fire loss experience, 
and multi-storied commercial properties requiring a ladder truck for fire suppression calls 
should factored into the levy calculation as well. 
 
Annual cost savings for Mercer Island taxpayers have not been determined yet, but it would 
likely be in the range of $200,000-$400,000, which equates to 3.33%-6.67% of the Fire 
Department’s average annual budget in 2015-2016.  The midpoint of this range is $300,000, 



which corresponds to 5.00%.  This falls significantly short of the projected General Fund deficits 
in 2017-2020. 
 
Converting YFS School Counselors to School District Employees 

Doing this would not improve the efficiency or effectiveness of providing mental health-based 
services in our public schools, nor would it save Mercer Island taxpayers any money.  What it 
would do is eliminate $635,000 from the YFS Fund budget in 2017, moving the full financial 
burden to the School District and erasing the projected YFS Fund deficits in 2017-2020.  
However, such a move would not result in a reduction in General Fund support of the YFS 
Department, which is currently budgeted at $350,000 annually.  In addition, the Finance 
Director would still recommend distributing $50,000 of the $88,370 in unallocated banked 
capacity to ensure that the YFS Fund can be balanced through 2022. 
 
Why Are There Not More Opportunities for Cost Savings? 

To help the Council understand why more department opportunities were not identified, a brief 
explanation is provided for each General Fund department: 
 

• Maintenance:  At the January 2015 Planning Session, the Maintenance Department was 
mentioned as a possible candidate, considering the value of the infrastructure it is 
responsible for maintaining and replacing.  However, most of the Maintenance 
Department budget resides outside of the General Fund in the Street, Water, Sewer, 
and Storm Water Funds.  The Department’s average annual General Fund budget in 
2015-2016 is $1.65 million.  It includes Right-of-Way (ROW) Maintenance ($0.78 
million), a proportionate share of Support Services ($0.32 million), which is allocated to 
the Street, Water, Sewer, and Storm Water Funds as well, and Building Services ($0.55 
million).  During the Great Recession, 2.5 FTEs were cut from ROW Maintenance and 1.0 
FTE was cut from Building Services.  To date, the only position that has been restored is 
the Facilities Maintenance Technician, which was approved by the Council as part of the 
2015-2016 Adopted Budget.  If there is an opportunity for greater efficiency and 
effectiveness, it rests with the implementation of a new maintenance management 
system in 2017. 

• Police:  The Department’s average annual General Fund budget in 2015-2016 is $6.06 
million.  It includes Patrol ($2.91 million); Administration ($1.01 million); Police Records, 
Property & Dispatch ($0.69 million); Marine Patrol ($0.49 million); Investigations ($0.46 
million); Jail/Other ($0.29 million); and Emergency Management ($0.21 million).  During 
the Great Recession, a Police Records Clerk was reduced by 0.5 FTE, which has not been 
restored.  Any attempt to reduce staffing further, especially patrol officers, would 
negatively impact overtime costs.  A change in the patrol shift schedule (to a 12 hour 
shift) was implemented as an experiment in April 2014.  Having been on this new 
schedule for over a year now, there has been a significant reduction in patrol overtime 
as well as an increase in the number of patrol officers on each shift, enhancing response 
capability.  In the Finance Director’s opinion, there is no significant opportunity for cost 
savings in the Police Department, which is very lean, highly productive, and frugal. 



• Parks & Recreation:  The Department’s average annual General Fund budget in 2015-
2016 is $4.77 million.  It includes Parks Maintenance ($1.65 million), MI Community & 
Event Center ($1.18 million), Recreation & Special Programs ($1.09 million), and 
Administration ($0.85 million).  The Parks Maintenance Team has a long standing history 
of figuring out more cost effective ways to maintain the City’s parks.  During the Great 
Recession, a Parks Maintenance Manager (1.0 FTE) was cut, which has not been 
restored.  Approximately 66% of the MI Community & Event Center budget is funded by 
room rental and program fees.  Since it opened in 2006, staff retention has been an 
ongoing challenge, requiring the City to increase the hourly wage for casual labor and to 
convert some casual labor positions to regular (i.e. benefited) employees.  
Approximately 55% of the Recreation & Special Programs budget is funded by recreation 
and program fees.  These programs are adjusted regularly in response to customer 
demand or lack thereof.  In the Finance Director’s opinion, there is no significant 
opportunity for cost savings in the Parks & Recreation Department.  

• DSG:  This department’s staffing level is tied to development activity, which is currently 
very high.  Development fees are set based on the City’s cost recovery policy:  95% for 
eligible Building Services, 60% for eligible Planning Services, and 60% for eligible 
Engineering Services.  All of the contract positions that were added to DSG in 2013-2014 
and then extended in 2015-2016 are funded by development fees.  Also, the 
Transportation Planner/Engineer position, which was cut back in 2011, was recently 
approved by the Council to be restored effective October 1, 2015 to address 
transportation planning, neighborhood traffic control, and traffic engineering needs, 
which are overwhelming current staff in the DSG and Maintenance Departments.  In the 
Finance Director’s opinion, there is no significant opportunity for cost savings in DSG. 

• All other departments:  During the Great Recession, the Assistant City Attorney was 
reduced by 0.25 FTE, the Legal Assistant was reduced by 0.50 FTE, the Court 
Administrator was reduced by 0.50 FTE, and the Judge was reduced by 0.13 FTE.  In 
terms of staff additions, the Council approved a full-time Deputy City Clerk (contract 
position) in 2011.  In 2013-2014, the Deputy City Clerk was converted to a regular FTE, a 
full-time Computer Support Technician (1.0 FTE) was approved, and the 
Communications Coordinator (0.60 FTE) was expanded to include responsibility for 
Sustainability (0.40 FTE).  Both the Deputy City Clerk and the Computer Support 
Technician were approved to address major workload concerns.  In the Finance 
Director’s opinion, there is no significant opportunity for cost savings in the City 
Manager’s Office, City Attorney’s Office, Human Resources, Finance, Information & 
Geographic Services, and Municipal Court, which collectively comprise 26.7 FTEs.  All of 
these departments are very lean relative to other Eastside cities. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Achieving 1.9% in annual, ongoing cost savings is not possible without reductions in current 
service levels.  Why not?  Because the City is so leanly staffed already, as noted in the 2015-
2020 General Fund Forecast memo.  In addition, unless done on a significant scale, service level 
reductions do not materially affect the slope of the expenditure growth line (i.e. they do not 



bend the line downwards).  Instead, they shift the expenditure growth line downwards, thereby 
temporarily reducing or postponing the projected General Fund deficits. 
 
Generally speaking, an organizational efficiency and effectiveness audit does not result in 
staffing reductions or significant personnel cost savings—especially when an organization is so 
leanly staffed.  Rather, it helps with prioritizing tasks and services, eliminating low value work, 
and securing productivity gains, thereby reducing or eliminating the need to add more staff in 
the future. 
 
Given how time consuming these audits can be and how tightly packed the 2016 City workplan 
already is, staff recommends establishing a biennial review cycle beginning in 2017 (i.e. an off-
budget year) encompassing one or more departments.  The goal would be to review all City 
departments over a 10 year period. 
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TO:  City Council 
 
FROM:  Scott Greenberg, Development Services Director 
 
RE:  2015 Comprehensive Plan Update and Town Center Engagement Schedule 
 

 
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/QUESTION PRESENTED:  

1. Other than the three remaining items on Exhibit 1, what other issues would City Council 
like to discuss as part of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan update? 

2. Is the proposed engagement plan for the Town Center visioning and code update 
acceptable? 

3. Is the proposed schedule (Exhibit 2) acceptable, or should there be a revised schedule? 
 
BACKGROUND: 

2015 Comprehensive Plan Update: 
On May 4, 2015, City Council discussed the 2015 periodic Comprehensive Plan update.  Prior to 
the May 4, 2015 meeting, Councilmembers posed some issues for discussion, which were 
partially addressed during the meeting. See highlighted rows on Exhibit 1.  Due to time 
constraints, discussion of three issues were delayed to a future date.  The proposed review 
schedule shows Council discussion of item 1 (population growth) as part of the Housing 
Element on July 20, item 5 (Town Center purpose) as part of the Town Center briefing on 
September 8 and item 7 (transportation level of service) as part of the Transportation Element 
on Sept. 21 (see Exhibit 2). 
 
The State‐mandated deadline for adopting the periodic Comprehensive Plan update is June 30, 
2015. On June 1, 2015, the City Council passed Resolution 1500, delaying adoption of the 
periodic Comprehensive Plan update to coincide with completion of work on the Town Center 
visioning and code revision project.  The proposed schedule shows adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan update and Town Center code revisions occurring on November 16. 
 
Town Center Visioning Schedule: 
Over the past few weeks, Councilmembers and staff have heard concerns from the public and 
some members of the Town Center Stakeholder and Liaison Groups regarding the current Town 
Center visioning process.  The City Council’s Town Center Subcommittee met on June 18, 2015 
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to discuss process concerns and changes to the proposed Phase 3 plan (see below).  Additional  
details will be provided to Council prior to the mini planning session. 
 

CONCERN  PROPOSED SOLUTION  TIMING 

Need to better 
communicate work done 
to date 

Issue interim report describing work to date and 
summarizing process to date (February through 
May) 

Complete review 
draft by date TBD 

Need for better 
communication with 
Council and public 

 Reallocate staff resources to provide faster 
dissemination of information. 

 Redesign website to be more user‐friendly. 

 Hire strategic communication 
consultant/professional facilitator 

 Underway 
 

 By July 13 
 By July 6 

Process improvement 
needed 

Discuss process improvements with 
Councilmembers and TCLG members. Coordinate 
with communication consultant. 

By July 13 

Deliverables and 
deadlines unclear 

Prepare detailed schedule with tasks, milestones, 
deliverables and deadlines 

By July 6 

Councilmembers not 
receiving timely updates 

Provide updates in City Manager’s Report and at 
Council meetings 

Underway 

 
SUMMARY: 
Staff is requesting Council discussion and direction on: 

1. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update issues for future discussion; 
2. The Town Center engagement plan above; and  
3. Master Schedule: DSG Long‐Range Planning Projects. 

 
EXHIBITS: 

1. 2015 Comp Plan Update ‐ Council Issues 
2. Proposed Schedule (Master Schedule: DSG Long‐Range Planning Projects) 
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PHASE 3 PLAN 
            1.         Interim Report:  Seth Harry and staff will prepare an Interim Report summarizing 

what has been done so far with respect to contemplated changes to the Development Code.  

This would be similar to the Report that he would have presented to the Council at the June 1st 

meeting.  The Report is not intended to represent final proposals but instead will provide the 

Council, Town Center Stakeholder Group (TCSG), Town Center Liaison Group (TCLG) and public 

with a specific list of changes that can be further refined during the remainder of the 

community engagement period.  Consideration should be given to using the comparison table 

of current code requirements and proposed changes reviewed by the TCSG on May 5, 2015 as 

the starting point for, or a key part of, the Report.   TCLG and Council Town Center 

Subcommittee will review the draft Interim Report before it is finalized by providing written or 

verbal comments.  Stakeholder Group comments on the Interim report (after July 31) will be 

complied and provided to the City Council, and will be considered as part of the Phase 3 work. 

Draft report due to TCLG and Subcommittee July 9 

Comments due to staff for compilation July 16 

Final report due to TCLG and Subcommittee July 23 

Comments due to staff July 28 

Final report issued to community July 31 
 

            2.         Vision Statement:  City staff will complete work on a draft Vision Statement based 

on prior TCSG and public input.  The draft will be circulated by email to TCSG and TCLG for 

comments after which any required additional editing will be undertaken by City staff. 

Draft vision sent to TCSG and TCLG for review 
and comment  

June 30 

Comments due to staff for compilation July 7 

Draft vision added to interim report July 9 
 

             3.         Public Survey:  City staff will discuss with Ian Stewart of EMC Research on how 

best to devise a reliable and statistically valid community survey.  The preliminary thinking 

would be to design the survey around the Interim Report and draft vision to determine 

community reaction to the recommendations.   Until this is discussed further with Ian, it is not 

possible to say whether a survey will be feasible.  There was no interest in conducting a survey 

unless it was statistically valid.   Timing to be determined, based on interim report schedule. 



            4.         Consultants:  The next phase of work will require a different skill set than the 

meeting facilitation work previously done by 3 Square Blocks.  Staff will be looking for a 

consultant with strategic communication experience and strong meeting facilitation, mediation 

and presentation skills (both in terms of preparing materials for presentation and being able to 

explain the materials in response to questions).  Therefore, the 3 Square Blocks contract should 

not be extended.  The Seth Harry contract should be extended and will include a specific set of 

deliverables together with a schedule for completing them.  

            5.        Public Outreach:   Communications both to the Council and the public have not 

been sufficient to date and must be improved.  The community engagement schedule will be 

revised to include regular status reports to the full Council. Ross Freeman will be more involved 

in preparing and disseminating materials for public and Council use.  This will include, 

significant improvements to the relevant City website pages to make the pages more user-

friendly, especially for residents just getting involved in the Town Center issues, as well as hard 

copies of all meeting materials placed at City Hall and the Library.   The comparison table that 

will be part of the Interim Report should be an important element of the public information 

process.  The Town Center Subcommittee may become more involved in working with City staff 

to make public presentations similar to what Councilmembers did during the I-90 tolling 

community outreach process. 

            6.         Future TCSG Meetings:  Future TCSG meetings will be structured so that the TCSG 

is asked to respond to a draft deliverable (provided at least a week before the meeting).   The 

deliverable will then be finalized shortly after the TCSG meeting so that the TCSG can see what 

changes, if any, were made in the draft as a consequence of the TCSG input.               

             7.         Council Updates:  Updates on the Town Center visioning process will be provided 

by staff and/or the Town Center Subcommittee at every Council meeting. 

            8.         Community Engagement Schedule:    A revised community engagement schedule 

(TCSG, TCLG and Public Input) will be finalized following the Council’s June mini planning 

session, decisions are made on the survey and funding for consultant contracts has been 

appropriated by the Council. 
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