LITY OF

SHORELINE
E~ g
AGENDA
SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION
Monday, June 18, 2007 Shoreline Conference Center
6:30 p.m. Mt. Rainier Room

Page Estimated Time
1. CALL TO ORDER 6:30

2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL
6:30

=

(a) Proclamation of “Filipino American Month”

L0

(b) Recognition of Outgoing Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services Board Members

3. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT AND FUTURE AGENDAS

4. COMMUNITY PRESENTATION
6:45

Jn

(a) Shoreline Solar Project

S.  GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:15

This is an opportunity for the public to address the Council on topics other than those listed on the agenda, and
which are not of a quasi-judicial nature. The public may comment for up to three minutes; the Public Comment
under Item 5 will be limited to a maximum period of 30 minutes. The public may also comment for up to three
minutes on agenda items following each staff report. The total public comment period on each agenda item is
limited to 20 minutes. In all cases, speakers are asked to come to the front of the room to have their comments
recorded. Speakers should clearly state their name and city of residence.

6. STUDY ITEMS

(a) 2008-2013 Capital Improvement Plan Discussion 9 7:30
(b) Solid Waste Collection Request for Proposals and Contract 15 9:00
(c) Shoreline Senior Center Request for Funding 53
(d) YMCA Request for Funding TBD

7. ADJOURNMENT 9:30

The Council meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact
the City Clerk’s Office at 546-8919 in advance for more information. For TTY service, call 546-0457. For up-
to-date information on future agendas, call 546-2190 or see the web page at www.cityofshoreline.com. Council
meetings are shown on Comcast Cable Services Channel 21 Tuesdays at 12 noon and 8 p.m., and Wednesday
through Sunday at 6 a.m., 12 noon and 8 p.m. Online Council meetings can also be viewed on the City’s Web
site at http.//cityofshoreline.com/cityhall/citycouncil/index.cfin.




Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda Item: 2(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Proclamation of “Filipino American Month”
DEPARTMENT: CMO/CCK
PRESENTED BY: Scott Passey, City Clerk

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

On March 3, 1995, a group of Filipino-American residents came together to form an
organization that would help "build a strong Filipino-American community” in the newly
incorporated City of Shoreline, calling themselves the Filipino American Association of
Shoreline.

This proclamation recognizes the many contributions that Filipino-Americans make to
our community through their rich cultural heritage, strong work ethic, and
entrepreneurial spirit. It also proclaims the month of June as “Filipino American Month”

and urges citizens to acknowledge the many achievements and contributions of our
Filipino-American neighbors.

Connie Samson, a member of the Filipino-American community of Shoreline, will be at
the meeting to accept the proclamation.

RECOMMENDATION

No action is required.

’
Approved By: City Manage City Attorney




ey

CITY OF

PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline is enriched by the cultural diversity of its citizens; and

WHEREAS, on March 3, 1995, a group of Filipino-American residents came together to
Jorm an organization that would help "build a strong Filipino-American
community" in the newly incorporated City of Shoreline, calling themselves the
Filipino American Association of Shoreline”; and

WHEREAS,‘ the Philippine nation won its independence Jrom Spain on June 12, 1898;
therefore, this month marks the 109" anniversary of Filipino independence;
and

WHERFEAS, the Filipino-American community will celebrate this occasion on Saturday,
June 23, 2007, with a dinner/dance and other JSestivities at St. Luke’s Catholic
Church Hall; and

WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline recognizes the many contributions that Filipino-
Americans make to our community through their rich cultural heritage, strong

work ethic, and entrepreneurial spirit;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Shoreline City Council hereby recognizes the month of June, 2007

FILIPINO AMERICAN MONTH

in the City of Shoreline and urges our citizens to acknowledge the many
achievements and contributions that our Filipino-American neighbors make to
our community.

Mayor Robert L. Ransom Deputy Mayor Maggie Fimia

Councilmember Rich Gustafson Councilmember Ronald Hansen

Councilmember Keith McGlashan Councilmember Cindy Ryu

Councilmember Janet Way




Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda item: 2(b)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Recognizing Outgoing Members to the Shoreline Parks, Recreation
and Cultural Services Board

DEPARTMENT:  Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services

PRESENTED BY: Dick Deal

EXECUTIVE / COUNCIL SUMMARY

The City of Shoreline would like to thank the outgoing members of the Parks,
Recreation and Cultural Services Board for their dedicated service in directing City staff
on project development and recreation services.

The following members terms expired March 31 , 2007: Larry Blake, Margaret Boyce,
Dwight Stevens.

These individuals provided their direction and support for many years toward various

topics, improvements to the Shoreline park system and assistance with the May 2006
Parks, Trails and Open Space bond issue.

RECOMMENDATION

Present plaques to outgoing Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Board members
and thank these individuals for their dedicated efforts.

-
X

Approved By: City Manage ity Attorney

C:\Documents and Settings\rolander\Local Settings\Temporarv lnterget Files\OLK4\6-8-07 Staff Report PRCS Board Member
Recognition.doc
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Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda Item: 4(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Community Group Presentation: Shoreline Solar Project

DEPARTMENT: City Council

PREPARED BY: Julie Modrzejewski, Assistant City Manager

PRESENTED BY: Maryn Wynne, Executive Director and Co-founder, Shoreline Solar
Project

ISSUE STATEMENT:

Shoreline Solar Project will provide to the Council and community a presentation on
their mission and programs. Providing the presentation this evening is Maryn Wynne,
Executive Director and Co-founder.

BACKGROUND:

In 2006 the Council amended their Rules of Procedure to include an agenda item titled,
“Community Group Presentation,” which is made available by request at the second
study session of each month (Section 5.4.B). Attached are presentation guidelines
(attachment A).

In order for the presentation to be scheduled on the Council agenda planner, two
Councilmembers must sponsor the presentation. Mayor Bob Ransom and Deputy
Maggie Fimia are the two sponsoring Councilmembers as per the attached request form
(attachment B). Shoreline Solar Project is the seventh community group presentation
scheduled and presented. :

RECOMMENDATION

No action is required.

Approved By: City Manag@ Attorney

ATTACHMENT A
Shoreline City Council Community Group Presentations Guidelines

ATTACHMENT B
Shoreline Solar Project Request Form



Attachment A

CITY OF

SHORELINE
% v

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
COMMUNITY GROUP PRESENTATIONS GUIDELINES

Under the Shoreline City Council’s Rules of Procedure, Section 5.4: Study Sessions....

The Council shall make available at its study session of each month, a Community Group
Presentation. The order of business shall omit Council Reports and include Community
Presentations following the Consent Calendar. The intent of the presentations is to provide
a means for nonprofit organizations to inform the Council, staff and public about their
initiatives or efforts in the community to address a specific problem or need. The
presentations are available to individuals who are affiliated with a registered nonprofit
organization. In order to schedule the presentation, two Councilmembers under rule 3.2 B
must sponsor the request. The presentations shall be limited to 30 minutes with
approximately 15 minutes for the presentation and 15 minutes for questions. Guidelines for
presentations include;

1. Each organization or agency must complete a request form and submit it to the
Shoreline City Council Office. The form shall be available on the web, from the City
Clerk's Office and also published in the agenda packet.

2. For planning purposes, the presentation must be scheduled on the agenda planner at
least four (4) weeks in advance of the meeting date requested.

3. Information and sources used in the presentation should be available in hard copy or
electronically for reference.

4. Up to three (3) members of the organization are invited to participate.

5. The presentation must support the adopted position/policy of the organization.

6. The presentation should be more than a general promotion of the organization. The
information presented should be about specific initiatives/programs or planning that the
organization is doing which is relevant to Shoreline citizens and government.

7. Presentations shall not include:

i. Discussion of ballot measures or candidates.
ii. Issues of a partisan or religious nature.
iii. Negative statements or information about other organizations, agencies or
individuals.
iv. Commercial solicitations or endorsements.

8. Organizations which may have alternative, controversial positions or information will be

scheduled at the next study session.

Please complete the attached form. For questions regarding scheduling Community
Presentations, contact Julie Modrzejewski, Assistant City Manager, at (206) 546-8978

6



Attachment B

SHORELINE
=g

REQUEST TO APPEAR BEFORE
THE SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL

Date Request Submitted: "2~ 2 - C> 7

Council Study Session Date Requested:_ (- | € - &7

Name:_ Maro~ L ane

Title or Position: _é'ice_c.. wtrue Director [ Co-tounde—

Nonprofit Organization:_ S he celine, Solar £ (=] :51 et Registration #2319 4 oy
Address:_ |z 3 Mcridian Ave N Shoreline | 98I

Email Address:_ra - YA wunne. QD shorelinesolar.or )

Phone Number:_2.ote- 30(-- €12 33 Fax Number_2 ©¢o- S 7 <1 Ol O

Topic: Summary overview of the presentation you wish to make and statement of action you wish Council and/or the
community to take if relevant. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

Quverviciy of S he 44 Annual l?c'r\c_(.gq_b((_ Snereroq €
s — . - ~ J
Sustacnalblc Living F2~ . :)u-\ls-,[ 2o /zy, dhe Coions

_LC(/‘ij. 3“f“ cue~sT of \F{\f S—f'tj ’,ssa .
Visien~n % c_:)c;q)s ot Shorejine Solar Pfo\'}c .

I have received and read Council rule 5.4-Community Presentations and affirm that my presentation will comply
with this rule.

Signature of Requestor_ Y V1a e (U e

(1) Sponsoring Counciimember: Bo r’:) Ra Sann

s

(2) Sponsoring Councilmember:  } Y\ Cj 3\ e Flmmie

This form must be returned to the Shoreline City Council Office 4 weeks prior to the City Council study session meeting date
requested. For confirmation, staff from the Council Office will contact you to discuss amangements. Please send this form to:

Shoreline City Council
17544 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreline, WA 98133-4921
Fax: (206) 546-2200 or Email: Council@ci.shoreline. wa.us

The City of Shoreline will not discriminate against qualified individuals with disablities In the City's services, programs or activities.
The Council meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk's
Office at (206) 546-8919 in advance for more information. ,

7 03/12/07 MON 12:43 [TX/RX NO 6770]
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Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda ltem: 6(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Capital Improvement Plan Discussion
DEPARTMENT: Finance
PRESENTED BY: Debbie Tarry, Finance Director

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

On June 11, 2006, staff presented the proposed 2008 — 2013 CIP to the City Council.
The following schedule is being followed to facilitate the adoption of the 2008 — 2013
CIP and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

June 11, 2007 Presentation of the Proposed 2008 — 2013 CIP and TIP

June 18, 2007 Council Discussion on the Proposed 2008 — 2013 CIP and
TIP

June 25, 2007 Public Hearing and Council Discussion on the Proposed
2008 — 2013 CIP and TIP

July 2, 2007 Council Discussion on the Proposed 2008 — 2013 CIP and
TIP

July 9, 2007 Council Adoption of 2008 — 2013 CIP and 2008 — 2013 TIP

Tonight, the City Council will have an opportunity to discuss the proposed CIP.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

The Proposed 2008 — 2013 CIP is balanced as required by the Growth Management
Act and totals $172 million. The General Capital Fund totals $32.9 million; City
Facilities/Major Maintenance Fund totals $340,000; Roads Capital Fund totals $120.4
million; and Surface Water Utility Fund capital projects totals $18.3 million.

Capital Fund 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total

General

Capital $27,340,313 $2,585,362 $363,831 $378,345  $1,792,017 $456,773 $32,916,641

City Facilities $40,000 $44,000 $53?OOO $48,000 $67,000 $88,000 $340,000

Roads

Capital $20,461,211 $26,849,156  $28,809,247 $20,515,392  $21,433,743  $2,358,632 $ 120,427,380

SWM Capital $8,322,444 $2,527,106 $2,169,338  $2,401,165 51,738,614  $1,167,713 $18,326,380
CIP By Year  $56,163,968 $32,005,624  $31,395,416 $23,342,901 $25,031,373  $4,071,118 $172,010,402

RECOMMENDATION

This item is for discussion purposes only. Council discussion is desired regarding the
- Capital Improvement Program including any key questions or issues that Council may
wish staff to address as part of the process. '

C:\Documents and Settings\cwurdeman\Local Settings\Temporary l&ernet Files\OLK88\6_18 Council Discussion.doc



Approved By: City Manag ity Attorney

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A — Proposed 2008 — 2013 Capital Improvement Summary

C:\Documents and Settings\cwurdeman\Local Settings\Temporaryanrnet Files\OLK88\6_18 Council Discussion.doc



City of Shoreline 2008 - 2013 Capital iImprovement Plan

PROGRAM SUMMARY
EXPENDITURES Prop d Proposed Pr d Proposed Prop d Prop d Total
Fund 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013
Profect
General Capital
Facilitles Projects
City Malntenance Facility $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,400,000 $0 $1,400,000
Civic Center/City Hall $18,697,162 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $18,697,162
Parks Projects
Richmond Beach Park Imp $2,440,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,440,000
Parks Repair and Replacement $241,000 $242,000 $252,000 $263,000 $273,000 $283,920 $1,554,920
Richmond Beach Area Park Improvements Pump Station $381,000 $145,893 $0 $0 $0 $0 $526,893
Sahtwater Park Pedestrian Bridge Major Repair $220,000 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $220,000
Cromwell Park Improvements $1,075,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,075,000
Boeing Creek Park Improvements $943,899 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $943,899
Baseball/Softball Field Improvements $110,000 $115,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,000
Hamlin Park Improvements $85,000 $665,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $750,000
Kruckeberg Gardens $475,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $475,000
Off Leash Dog Park $140,000 $0 $0 $0 §0 $0 $140,000
Trail Comidors $1,151,000 $1,309,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,460,000
Twin Ponds Park Soccer Field Improvements $1,112,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,112,000
Twin Ponds Park Master Plan $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 $50,000
Open Space Projects
Paramount Open Space $164,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $164,000
Non-Project Specific
General Capitai Engineering $71,498 $74,715 $78,077 $81,591 $85,263 $89,099 $480,243
General Fund Cost Allocation Charge $33,754 $33,754 $33,754 $33,754 $33,754 $33,754 $202,524
General Caplital Fund Total  $27,340,313 $2,585,362 $363,831 $378,345 $1,792,017 $456,773 $32,916,641
City Facilities - Major Maintenance
Faclifties Projects
Police Station Long-Term Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $48,000 $0 $0 $48,000
Parks Projects
Pool Long-Term Maintenance $0 $0 $17,000 $0 $67,000 $88,000 $172,000
Richmond Highlands Community Center Long-Term Mainte $40,000 $44,000 $36,000 $0 $0 $0 $120,000
City Facllities - Major Maintenance Fund Total $40,000 $44,000 $53,000 $48,000 $67,000 $88,000 $340,000

11



City of Shoreline 2008 - 2013 Capital Improvement Plan

PROGRAM SUMMARY
EXPENDITURES Prop d Proposed Prop d Prop d Prop d Prop Total
Fund 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013
Project
Roads Capital Fund
Pedestrian / Non-Motorized Projects
Curb Ramp, Gutter & Sldewalk Program $122,000 $130,000 ' $138,000 $145,000 $151,000 $157,000 $843,000
Sidewalks - Priority Routes : $600,000 $600,000 $600,000 $600,000 $600,000 $600,000 $3,600,000
Traffic Small Works $220,000 $232,000 $248,000 $261,000 $273,000 $285,000 $1,519,000
System Preservation Profects
Annual Road Surface Maintenance Program $822,000 $700,000 $700,000 $700,000 $700,000 $700,000 $4,322,000
Richmond Beach Overcrossing 167A0X $2,940,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,940,000
Traffic Signal Rehabiiitation $168,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $168,000
Safety / Operations Projects )
Nelghborhood Traffic Satety Program $192,000 $202,000 $213,000 $223,000 $230,000 $239,000 $1,299,000
145th Dual Left Turn at Aurora and New Traffic Signal at
149th $0 $0 $150,000 $175,000 $175,000 $0 $500,000
Traffic Signal at 170th/15th Ave NE $365,000 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0 $365,000
Aurora Avenue North 165th-205th $14,718,000 $18,719,311 $20,007,245 $18,060,685 $18,945,760 $0 $90,451,001
Aurora Avenue North 165th - 205th Utility Improvements $0 $5,940,000 $6.415,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,355,000
Non-Project Specific
Transportation Improvements Formulation & Engineering $258,531 $270,165 $282,322 $295,027 $303,303 $321,952 $1,731,299
General Fund Cost Allocation Overhead Charge $55,680 $55,680 $55,680 $55,680 $55,680 $55,680 $334,080

Roads Capital Fund Total  $20,461,211 $26,849,156 $28,809,247 $20,515,392 $21,433,743  $2,358,632  $120,427,380

12



Clty of Shoreline 2008 - 2013 Capltal Improvement Plan

PROGRAM SUMMARY

EXPENDITURES Prop d Proposed Prop d Prop d Prop Prop d Total

Fund 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013
Project

Surface Water Capital
Flood Protection Projects
Surface Water Small Projects $184,000 $197,000 $210,000 $222,000 $233,000 $243,000 $1,289,000
Boeing Creek Park Stormwater Project © $785,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $785,000
East Boeing Creek Drainage Improvements $858,000 $469,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,327,000
Hiliwood Park Emergency Bypass $0 $0 $52,000 $387,000 $0 $0 $439,000
N 167th & Whitman Avenue N Drainage Impvs. $152,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $152,000
N 148th St. Near Linden Ave N Drainage Improvement $219,000 $46,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $265,000
Pan Terra Pond & Pump Project $2,155,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155,000
Pump Station No. 25 $0 $264,000 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $264,000
Cromwell Park Wetland $291,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $291,000
Cromwell Park Pond $291,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $291,000
Thornton Greek Corridor $2,469,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,469,000
Ronald Bog Park Wetland $0 $70,000 $501,000 $0 $0 $0 $571,000
Water Quality Facllities
Damell Park Wetpond $123,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $123,000
Cromwelt Park Wetpond $165,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $165,000
Stream Rehabllitation/Habitat Enhancement
Stream RAehab / Habitat Enhancement Program $63,000 $67,000 $72,000 $76,000 $79,000 $83,000 $440,000
Boeing Creek Reach 1 - Bank Stabilization $0 $730,000 $679,000 $875,000 $551,000 $405,000 $3,240,000
Boeing Creek Reach 8 - Bank Stabilization $0 $304,000 $262,000 $434,000 $454,000 $0 $1,454,000
Green (Shore) Streets Initiative $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $200,000
Non-Profect Specific
SWM CIP Project Formulation & Engineering $281,371 $294,033 $307,265 $321,092 $335,541 $350,640 $1,889,942
General Fund Cost Allocation Overhead Charge $86,073 $86,073 $86,073 $86,073 $86,073 $86,073 $516,438

Surface Water Capital Fund Total  $8,322,444 $2,527,106 $2,169,338 $2,401,165 $1,738,614  $1,167,713 $18,326,380

TOTAL EXPENDITURES ) $56,163,968  $32,005,624 $31,395,416 $23,342,901 $25,031,373  $4,071,118  $172,010,401
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City of Shoreline 2008 - 2013 Capltal Improvement Plan

PROGRAM SUMMARY

EXPENDITURES Proposed Proposed Prop Proposed Proposed Proposed Total

Fund 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008-2013
Project

RESOURCES
General Fund Contribution $874,509 $878,215 $892,017 $905,918 $919,920 $934,027 $5,404,605
Real Estate Excise Tax - 1st Quarter Percent $841,500 $458,330 $475,497 $493,007 $510,867 $529,084 $3,308,285
Real Estate Excise Tax - 2nd Quarter Percent $841,500 $858,330 $875,497 $893,007 $910,867 $929,084 $5,308,284
Fuel Tax $603,138 $615,201 $627,505 $640,055 $652,856 $665,913 $3,804,669
Surface Water Fees $1,174,820 $1,237,523 $1,181,639 $1,242,122 $1,347,513  $1,565,834 $7,749,451
Investment interest Income $569,192 $289,348 $268,822 $187,120 $208,643 $48,985 $1,572,111
Lease Savings & Revenue $500,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $0 $1,200,000
Municipal Financing $12,750,000 $0 0 $0 0 $0 $12,750,000
Other Financing for Surface Water $o $1.500.000 $2,000.000 $1,500.000 $0 20 $5,000,000
Public Works Trust Fund Loan $2,052,090 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,052,090
Grants - Awarded $17,174,790  $16,344,662 $0 $0 $0 $0 $33,519,452
Future Grants $125.000 $75,000 $200,000 $225.000 $225,000 $50,000 $900,000
Euture Grants - Aurora 145th - 165th 80 $1.000.000 £16.507.000 $17.002.435 16.662, 20 $51,171,988
King County Mitigation (Brightwater, Hidden Lake) $1,417,570 $145,893 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,563,463
Bond Issue $6,245,000 $2,014,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,259,000
Utility Reimbursements $0 $5,940,000 $6,415,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,355,000
In-Lieu of Sidewalk Fees $49,003 $38,601 $118,406 $184,688 $0 $0 $390,698
LID Participation . $0 $0 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $900,000
Use of Accumulated Fund Balance $10,945,856 $410,521 $1,634,034 :$420.451) $3,193,154 ($5051,300)  $14,801,305

TOTAL RESOURCES $56,163,968  $32,005,624 $31,395,416 $23,342,901 $25,031,373  $4,071,118  $172,010,401

14



Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda ltem:: G(b)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Solid Waste Collection Request for Proposals and Contract

DEPARTMENT:  Public Works

PRESENTED BY: Mark Relph, Public Works Director; Jesus Sanchez, Operations
Manager; Rika Cecil, Environmental Programs Coordinator

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

On February 28, 2008, the City’s current contract for solid waste services expires. In
order to find a service provider with the best package of services at the lowest price for
residents and businesses, a Request for Proposals (RFP) and Contract were
developed. The RFP is scheduled to be issued on June 20, in order to complete the
RFP process, finalize a contract, and allow start-up time to implement the contract prior
to March 1, 2008.

Staff is seeking Council concurrence and direction on the various new service level
options, as well as the policy issue of instituting mandatory curbside collection service.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The cost to the City and to Shoreline residents and businesses will be determined by
the cost of the services selected through the RFP evaluation and Council approval

process.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is recommending a variety of service level enhancements to include in the
forthcoming solid waste Request for Proposals and is requesting Council discussion, -
concurrence and direction.

(=
Approved By: City Manag ity Attorney

15



, INTRODUCTION
On February 28, 2008, the City's current contract for solid waste services expires. In
order to find a service provider with the best package of services at the lowest price for
residents and businesses, a Request for Proposals (RFP) and Contract were
developed. The RFP is scheduled to be issued on June 20, in order to complete the
RFP process, finalize a contract, and allow start-up time to implement the contract prior
to March 1, 2008. (See Attachment A for the RFP-schedule)

BACKGROUND
In 2000, the City went out to bid for solid waste collection services. Council approved
the selection of Waste Management Northwest as the service provider with a seven
year contract.

DISCUSSION
Staff is seeking Council review and direction with respect to key elements in the RFP
and Base Contract, noted in this Discussion section. The primary components for
Council deliberation are 1) the basic levels of service, which are proposed in the new
Contract; 2) the service level alternatives, which will provide specific, enhanced services
at a separate individual cost; and 3) mandatory curbside collection.

1. Service Options
Since 2000, when the last solid waste contract was authorized , solid waste and
recycling services in municipalities throughout King County have evolved to include:

» Creating to the extent possible, a more affordable and efficient service capacity
for residents by creating a competitive marketplace through competitive bidding

e Supporting higher recycling goals in amounts and quantities of items

* Supporting sustainability and protecting the environment by using higher
efficiency and lower emission vehicles

* Reducing collection worker injuries by automating services with universal carts

e Minimizing garbage through education, recycling and reuse, in anticipation of rate
increases with waste export

 Providing the same level of recycling service to multi-family complexes, as to
residential homes

* Requiring credible reporting and on-site verification of amounts recycled in
recycling facilities

* Providing embedded" recycling to commercial businesses

In addition, King County codes now ban yard waste, fluorescent light bulbs, computers,
televisions and cell phones from curbside garbage. ‘

The new Base Contract includes a number of enhancements, including requiring new
trucks and sustainable fuels, embedding multifamily recycling, adding plastics #3-7 to
curbside recycling, adding food scrap collection to yard debris and other enhancements

' The cost is built into the haulers charge for garbage services for all commercial facilities. It provides ‘free’
recycling to all businesses and can greatly increase the commercial recycling rate.

16



shown on the chart in Attachment B, “Major Changes Between .Current 2000 Solid
Waste Contract & Proposed RFP 2008 Base Contract.”

The RFP also requests contractor prices for seven alternatives, including increasing
collection to a weekly schedule for yard debris and/or recycling, incorporating
mandatory collection, embedding commercial recycling and other alternatives shown on
the chart in Attachment C, “Service Level Options.” Once price proposals are reviewed
by staff, those alternatives will be presented to Council for decision.

To facilitate Council discussion of whethér or not to mandate curbside garbage
collection, Attachment D, *Mandatory Single Family Residential Garbage Collection,”
provides the advantages and disadvantages of various billing scenarios of this issue.

2. Community Input

In May 2007, a random telephone survey was conducted of 467 Shoreline residents,
living in single family and multi-family units. A survey with 19 questions was asked of
400 residents who said that they currently have garbage and recycling services. This
data is statistically reliable with an error range of +/- 4.9%. A shorter survey was given
to the remaining 67 (14%) who identified themselves as self-haulers.

Significant findings for residents with curbside collection include the following:

e 69% pay for yard debris recycling

* Most of those who do not purchase yard debris service have little or no yard
debris (38%), compost it on their property (21%), have it hauled away by a yard
service (12%), or take it to the Transfer Station (12%)

* 42% participate in the City’s recycling events

* Most people recycle, because it's good for the environment (48%), and because
it's the right thing to do (35%) '

» When asked how important an Annual Curbside Spring Cleanup would be
(possible new service), 51% said that it was important to very important.

* When asked how important Weekly Yard Debris Collection and Weekly
Recycling Collection would be, 20% said important to very important for each
category (currently these services are offered twice a month between March and
December)

Findings for residents who self-haul:
» When asked what, if anything, would encourage them to purchase curbside
services, 61% said nothing would encourage them; 25% said they lived in an
apartment; and a handful suggested financial incentives.

See Attachment E, “City of Shoreline: Garbage Collection Survey: Attitudes and
Practices of Shoreline Households,” for the Executive Summary and survey details.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is recommending a variety of service level enhancements to include in the forthcoming
solid waste Request for Proposals and is requesting Council discussion, concurrence and
direction.
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ATTACHMENTS

A. RFP Sche dule

B. Major Changes B etween Current 2000 Solid Waste Contract & Proposed
RFP 2008 Base Contract

C. Service Level Options ,

D. Mandatory Single Family Residential Garbage Collection

E. City of Sh oreline: Garbage Collection Survey: Attitudes and Practices of
Shoreline Households
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Attachment A

RFP Schedule
Event Time Frame
Telephone Survey and policy issues report to Council June 18, 2007
Publish Notice of Proposal Documents June 20, 2007
Issue Proposal Documents June 20, 2007
Deadline for Proponent Questions 5:00 PM July 11, 2007
Proposals Due and Opened , 1:00 PM August 20, 2007
Proposal Evaluation August-September, 2007
Staff Recommendation to Council September 24, 2007
Notice of Finalist to Selected Proponent late September, 2007
Finalization of Contract late September - early October, 2007
Contract to Council for Approval October 22, 2007
City Executes Contract October, 2007
Notice to Proceed Given to Contractor October, 2007
Contractor Delivers Transition/Implementation Plan November, 2007
Container Delivery February, 2008
Start of Collection Services March 1, 2008
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City of Shoreline
Garbage Collection Survey
Conducted April 2007

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

The City of Shoreline is in the process of evaluating curbside garbage collection and recycling
services offered to city residents. Resuits of the survey will be used to help design future solid
waste and recycling pickup services. As part of this process, a survey of residents was
conducted to learn more about their current practices and their attitudes toward the services
currently being offered and possible new services.

Carolyn Browne Associates, conducted the survey with 467 heads of households living within
the city. Respondents were selected at random from lists obtained by the data collection firm.

GMA Research of Bellevue conducted the interviews from their Bellevue phone center. Data
was tabulated by GMA. Carolyn Browne Tamler, principal of Carolyn Browne Associates,
completed the questionnaire design, coordinated the data collection and coding, analyzed the
data, and prepared this report.

A total of 467 interviews were completed. The goal was to interview 400 residents who were
purchasing curbside collection services. Initially, respondents were asked if they have curbside
collection services. Of those contacted, about 14% were not currently using these services.
The tabulations in this report are based upon interviews with 400 heads of households who
completed a full survey, including questions about their current practices. The additional 67
people, not purchasing these services, were given a short survey asking, “What would
encourage you to purchase curbside services?” and some demographic information.

Many questions were asked in an open-end format with no suggested responses supplied by
the interviewers. Thus, the responses for many of the questions accurately reflect what was on
peoples’ minds at the time they were surveyed. For some of the tables, a statement in
parentheses - “Multiple, open-end responses; do not add to 100%" - indicates that people were
allowed to answer the questions without any prompting or suggestions, and were permitted to
have more than one answer to the question. Responses were coded based upon the patterns
in the answers. The responses that did not fit into coding patterns (in other words, where few
others had the same response) are listed for each question in the Appendix of this report.

The random sample of 400 heads of households using curbside collection services provides
data that is projectable to the total population from which it is drawn, with an error range of +/-
4.9% with a 95% confidence. Where data is based upon 200, the error range is +/- 6.9% with
the same confidence level. When base sizes are less than 200, care should be taken in
drawing conclusions, as the error range increases sharply as the sample size drops below 200.

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Visti §t. * Greenbank, WA 98253 - 360-222-6820



Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline — page 2

Definitions and Report Organization

Tables in this report include data for the 400 respondents who are using the garbage collection
and recycling services; demographic data and responses to a question about what would make
people participate, or participate more, were collected from all 467 residents called.

When cross-tabulations were examined, there were many statistically significant differences
between those who have been residences of Shoreline for less than 16 years compared with
those who have lived in the community for 16 years or more. These cross-tabulations are
included in all of the tables in this report.

For purposes of clarity, the following terms are used in this report;

Total Sample/total respondents — The 467 male and female heads of households who
were interviewed in the City of Shoreline.

Curbside Service Users/service users/participants — The 400 respondents who
currently use Waste Management'’s garbage and recycling services.

Long-time/short-time or newer residents — Long-time residents of Shoreline are defined
as heads of households who have been residents of the community for 16 or more years;
short-time or newer residents have lived in the community for less than 16 years.

Additional cross-tabulations are available in the Detailed Tabulations on file at the City of
Shoreline, including:

Service users/non-users

Very satisfied/less than very satisfied customers
Under 55/55 years and older

Recycling participants/non-participants

Single family/multi-family residents

Children under 18 in household/no children

ZIP Codes: 98133/98155/98177

The Detailed Survey Results include tables that document the information contained in each
section. Individual responses to the open-end questions and a copy of the survey questionnaire
are in the Appendix.

Detailed Survey Tabulations, which include the cross-tabulations identified above, arein a
separate, bound volume at the City of Shoreline.

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Vista St. * Greenbank, WA 98253 *+ 360-222-6820
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Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline - page 3

OVERVIEW OF SURVEY RESULTS
Eighty-six percent (86%) of Shoreline residents currently purchase curbside garbage and

recycling services; 14% live in apartments or take. care of disposing of the trash and recyclables
on their own.

Shoreline residents are generally satisfied with the curbside and recycling services they
currently receive. Most of those who use the service recycle, and have largely selfless reasons
for doing so. Those who are not purchasing the yard waste service have no need for the
service, compost it on their own property or arrange to have someone else haul it away.

A high proportion (42%) of curbside service users participate in the City’s recycling events.

The annual spring cleanup curbside collection was seen as the most important alternative
service by a majority (51%) of the respondents. A majority of those who rate a spring cleanup
collection as important say they are willing to pay $1 or more additional dollars per month to
receive the service.

Those who have lived in the Shoreline community for a longer period (16 or more years
compared to those who have lived in Shoreline for 15 years or less) are more likely to subscribe
to curbside garbage and recycling services, participate in city recycling events and be satisfied
with the service they are receiving. Short-time residents are more likely to need more help with
information about the services, to live in a household with three or more people, and are more
likely to live in a household where a language other than English is spoken.

MAJOR THEMES

Curbside service subscribers:

» Nearly all (96%) of those who use curbside services are satisfied with the service they
receive, and 63% say they are “Very satisfied.”

. Most service users (69%) purchase both garbage collection and yard waste pickup
services. However, 30% use only garbage and 1% buy just yard waste pickup
services.

« Most of those who do not purchase yard waste service have little or no yard waste to
haul away (38%), compost it on their own property (21%), have it hauled away by a
gardener or yard service (12%), or take it to a transfer site (12%).
Sources of information:

« Waste Management is the primary source for learning about curbside services. Nearly
half (46%) of those surveyed say that they contact the company or receive information
or a calendar that gives them information. A much smaller proportion of users get
information from the City newsletter, the City website, or by calling the City.

Recycling:

« Nearly all (92%) of those who purchase curbside services say they placed some
recyclables out for pickup in the month prior to the survey.

« A high proportion (42%) participates in City of Shoreline recycling events.
» People recycle because:
— It's good for the environment (48%);

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Vista St. * Greenbank, WA 98253 « 360-222-6820
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Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline ~ page 4

- It's the right thing to do (35%);

— There is less garbage and waste to throw away (25%);
-~ There is less garbage going to a landfill (12%);

— It's easy and convenient to do (7%).

« Nearly half (47%) of the users believe they are doing all the recycling they can right
now. The few who offered ideas to encourage more recycling suggested:

— Being able to recycle more types of materials;
-~ Having some monetary incentive to recycle;
— Receiving more information about how and what to recycle.

Additional services wanted:

« Of three suggestions for service improvements, only one — annual curbside spring
cleanup collection — was rated as important (receiving a 5 or 4 rating on a 5-point
scale) by a slim majority (51%) of the respondents; the other two suggestions — weekly
yard waste and debris collection and weekly recycling collection - were each given
high importance ratings by just 20%.

» Of those who gave a high rating to the annual curbside spring cleanup collection, 57%
were willing to paying at least $1 or more per month for this service; 35% were willing
to pay $3 or more per month for the additional service. '

Long-time (16 years or more) vs. short-time (15 years or less) Shoreline residents:

Compared with short-time residents, long-time Shoreline residents are:

« More likely to subscribe to curbside services (90% vs. 80%);

« Less likely to contact Waste Management for information (43% vs. 52%);

« More likely to be “Very satisfied” with yard waste collection (62% vs. 52%);

« More likely to have participated in the City’s recycling events (45% vs. 38%);

+ Less likely to suggest they recycle because it is good for the environment (43% vs.
53%), but more likely to say it is the right thing to do (40% vs. 31%);

« More likely to live in a single-family residence (94% vs. 79%);

+ More likely to own their home (92% vs. 72%);

« More likely to be 55 and over (69% vs. 35%),

» Less likely to live in a household with three or more people (37% vs. 56%);

» Less likely to have children in the household (24% vs. 47%);

« More likely to live in a household where English is the only fanguage (83% vs. 70%).

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Vista St. * Greenbank, WA 98253 « 360-222-6820
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Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline — page 5

DETAILED
SURVEY RESULTS -
AND

SUPPORTING TABLES

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Vista St. * Greenbank, WA 98253 + 360-222-6820
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Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shorefine — page 6

CURRENT CURBSIDE COLLECTION SERVICE USERS (TABLE 1)

Current users

Most Shoreline residents are currently purchasing curbside garbage collection services. Of the
467 randomly selected households in the survey, 400, or 86%, currently say they are using the
garbage collection and recycling services provided by Waste Management Services for the City

of Shoreline.

A significantly higher proportion of the older residents of the city - those who have lived in
Shoreline for 16 years or more - are subscribers, compared to those who have lived in Shoreline
for less than 16 years (90% vs. 80%).

Satisfaction with curbside services

The great majority (63%) of garbage collection users are “Very satisfied” with the services they
are receiving, and an additional 33% are “Somewhat satisfied;” only 4% say they are
“Somewhat” or “Very dissatisfied.”

While over two-thirds (68%) of the long-time residents say they are “Very satisfied” with
curbside services, a smaller proportion of the newer residents (56%) have this opinion.

Sources of information for garbage services

The most frequently mentioned source for information about garbage services is Waste
Management. Nearly half (46%) of the respondents say that they hear about what is happening
from Waste Management, either through mailings or from the Waste Management Calendar, or
they simply call the company. A much smaller proportion of citizens learn about garbage
services from the City newsletter (8%), the City website (4%), or by calling the City (3%). Over
a third (35%) have no recollection of where they get their information about curbside services.

Waste Management is a greater source of information for the newer, compared with, the long-
time residents (52% vs. 43%).

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Vista St. * Greenbank, WA 98253 * 360-222-6820
34



Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline — page 7

Table 1: Current Curbside Collection Service Users

Question/ Total Years in Shoreline
Response Sample Under 16 16 or More
(Base=467) (Base=224) (Base=242)

Q2. Do you currently have curbside
garbage collection services?
Yes 86% 81% 90%
No 14 19 10
Q3. Overall, how satisfied are you with
the current garbage and recycling
services you are receiving?
(Of those receiving services) (Base=400) (Base=182) (Base=217)
Very satisfied 63% 56% 68%
Somewhat satisfied 33 37 29
Somewhat/very dissatisfied 4 7 3
Q6. How do you learn about your
garbage services? (Multiple, open-end
responses; do not add to 100%)
(Of those receiving services) (Base=400) (Base=182) {Base=217)
Waste Management 46% 52% 43%
City newsletter 8 7 10
City website 4 5 2
Call the City 3 4 1
Can’t recall 35 28 41

Other responses; see Appendix

Carolyn Browne Associates * 3420 Camano Vista St. * Greenbank, WA 98253 * 360-222-6820
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CURBSIDE COLLECTION SERVICE PATTERNS (TABLE 2)

Services purchased

While over two-thirds (69%) of those purchasing curbside services are using both
garbage and yard waste pickup, 30% purchase only garbage pickup, while just 1% have
yard waste service only.

Yard waste services

The primary reasons given by those who do not use the yard waste collection service
are: they have little or no yard waste and no use for the service (38%); they compost on
their property (21%); a yard service/gardener hauls it away (12%); or they self-haul it to
a transfer site (12%).

The great majority (87%) of those who purchase yard waste pickup service are satisfied,
and most users of this service (67%) say they are “Very satisfied.” A small proportion
(8%) is “Somewhat dissatisfied,” and only 3% are “Very dissatisfied” with the yard waste
service; and 2% have no opinion. _

Carolyn Browne Associates = 3420 Camano V§t61 St. = Greenbank, WA 98253 ~ 360-222-6820



Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline — page 9

Table 2. Garbage Collection Service Patterns

Question/ Service Years in Shoreline
Response Users Under 16 16 or More
(Base=400) (Base=182) (Base=217)

Q4a. Are you subscribing to curbside
collection, yard waste collection, or
both services?

Both services 69% 68% 70%
Curbside only 30 30 29
Yard waste only 1 1 1
Not sure * 1 -

Q4b. (Asked of those not subscribing to
yard waste collection) Why are you not
subscribing to yard waste collection
services? (Multiple, open-end

responses; do not add to 100%) (Base=121) (Base=57)) (Base=63)
No use for it/little or no yard waste 38% 35% 41%
Compost on property 21 25 19
Yard service/gardener hauls away 12 12 13
Self-haul to transfer site 12 11 13
Don’'t know 7 11 3

Other mentions: See Appendix

Q4c.. (Asked of those subscribing to yard
waste collection) Qverall, how satisfied
are you with the yard waste collection
service you are receiving? (Multiple,
open-end responses; do not add to

100%) ' (Base=279) (Base=125) (Base=154)
Very satisfied 57% 52% 62%
Somewhat satisfied 30 33 , 28
Somewhat dissatisfied ' 8 10 6
Very dissatisfied 3 2 4
Not sure 2 3 *

*Less than 1%.

Carolyn Browne Associates « 3420 Camano Vigt7 St. » Greenbank, WA 98253 « 360-222-6820



Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline — page 10

PARTICIPATION IN, AND ATTITUDES TOWARD, RECYCLING (TABLE 3)

Participation in recycling
Nearly all (92%, plus 1% who usually do) of the respondents in the survey said they had
placed recyclables out for pickup in the month prior to the survey.

In addition, a sizeable portion (42%) has participated in City recycling events.

A slightly higher proportion of long-time, compared with newer, residents went to City
recycling events (45% vs. 38%). A few said they tried to participate, but were put off by
long lines.

Perceived benefits to recycling

Those who recycle do so for a variety of reasons, but the primary motivators appear to
be selfless. Nearly half (48%) say they recycled because, “It's good for the
environment;” 35% simply stated, “It's the right thing to do.” Other reasons given
included: less garbage and waste to throw away (25%); less garbage going to a landfill
(12%); and it's easy and convenient to recycle (7%). A few (3%) responded that they
believe it is a law or a requirement to recycle.

Only 2% of those surveyed could not think of any response to the question about
recycling benefits.

Newer residents appeared to be somewhat more motivated by environmental reasons
(53% vs. 43%), while a higher proportion of long-time residents said, “It's the right thing
to do” (40% vs. 31% of the newer residents).

Encouraging people to recycle more

When asked what would encourage them to recycle more, nearly half (47%) of the
respondents said they were recycling all they could now. Suggestions to encourage
more recycling included: being able to recycle more types of materials (9%); receiving
some type of monetary incentive to do so (6%); and providing more information about

how and what to recycle (5%).

Carolyn Browne Associates » 3420 Camano Vig,t%St. = Greenbank, WA 98253 = 360-222-6820



Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline - page 11

Table 3. Participation in/Attitudes toward Recycling

Question/ Service Years in Shoreline
Response Users Under 16 16 or More
) (Base=400) (Base=182) (Base=217)

Qba. Have you placed recyclables out
for pickup in the last month?
Yes 92% 94% 91%
No 7 4 8
No, but usually do 1 2 *
Q7. Have you participated in any of the
City’s recycling events?
Yes 42% 38% 45%
No 57 61 53
| tried but the line was too long 1 1 2
Q5b. (Asked of those who placed
recycling out in the past month) What are
the major reasons you currently
recycle? (Multiple, open-end responses;
do not add to 100%) (Base=373 (Base=173) (Base=199)
Good for the environment 48% 53% 43%
It’s the right thing to do 35 31 40
Less garbage/waste to throw out 25 26 24
Less garbage going to landfills 12 9 14
Easy/convenient to do 7 6 8
Believe it is a requirement to do so 3 5 3
Will lower rates over time 2 3 1
Can't think of any reasons 2 3 2
Additional mentions: See Appendix
Q8. What, if anything, would
encourage you to recycle more?
(Multiple, open-end responses; do not
add to 100%) (Base=400) (Base=182) (Base=217)
Nothing; already doing all | can 47% 45% 49%
Ability to recycle more things 9 8 10
If City provides monetary incentive 6 7 4
More information about recycling 5 4 6
Putting kitchen waste with yard waste 2 ** **
Can't think of anything 24 23 24

Other suggestions: See Appendix

* Less than 1%.
** Numbers too small for significance.

Carolyn Browne Associates » 3420 Camano Vgtg St. « Greenbank, WA 98253 = 360-222-6820




Curbside Collection Survey
City of Shoreline — page 12

RESPONSES TO SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING CURBSIDE SERVICES (TABLES 4 AND 5)

Additional services wanted

Those surveyed were asked to rate the importance of three possible garbage and
recycling improvements. Only one — “Annual curbside spring cleanup of large, bulky
garden items” — was seen as important by more than half (51%) of the respondents.

Percentage of Respondents Giving 5 or 4 Importance Rating
(Where 5 is “Very Important” and 1 is “Not at all Important”)

+  51% - Annual curbside spring cleanup collection of large, bulky garbage items
« 20% - Weekly yard waste and debris collection, instead of every other week
« 20% - Weekly recycling collection instead of every other week

Willingness to pay for additional services

Those who gave these top importance ratings were then asked how much they would be
willing to pay per month for the additional service. Over half (57%) of those who gave
the 5 or 4 rating to the annual spring cleanup said they would be willing to pay at least
$1 more per month, and many (35%) were willing to pay $3 or more per month for this
service.

Although the actual number of people who said that a weekly yard waste pickup is
important is small (83), most said they would be willing to pay something for the service.

The small number of people who said weekly recycling collection is important, would not
be generally inclined to pay for this service.

Carolyn Browne Associates = 3420 Camano Vﬁtﬁ St. » Greenbank, WA 98253 « 360-222-6820
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City of Shoreline — page 13

Table 4. Responses to Alternatives Suggested for Improving Services

Question. "The City of Shoreline is exploring altematives to improve the current garbage
and recycling services for residents. For some of these improvements, curbside
collection costs might increase by about 10%. Please tell me how important it is to you
to have any of the following additional services, on a S-point scale, where 5 is "Very

important”and 1 is "Not at all important.” (List was rotated to eliminate bias, )

Alternative Suggested for

Improving Curbside and Don’t
Recycling Services Want
(Arranged in order of Importance of Suggestion Don’t | to Pay

most important) Very important-----Not at all important | Know | More
Annual curbside Spring
cleanup collection of large,
bulky garbage items 34% 17% | 12% 8% | 23% 2% 4%
Weekly yard waste and '
debris collection instead of
every other week 12 8 12 9 52 3 4
Weekly recycling collection
instead of every other week 14 6 13 13 51 * 3

Table 5. Extra Amount Willing to Pay for Service

Question. "I notice you rated

month would you be willing to pay for this additional service?)

as important to you. About how much more per

Alternative Rated
Important (5 or 4)

Amount person is willing to pay per month

for additional service

Nothing

$1 to $2

$3 to $5

$6 or
more

Don’t
know

Annual curbside Spring
cleanup collection of
large, bulky garbage
items (Base = 202)

27%

22%

18%

17%

16%

Weekly yard waste and

debris collection instead.

of every other week
(Base = 83)

27

28

27

11

Weekly recycling
coliection instead of
every other week
(Base = 78)

42

21

17

17

Carolyn Browne Associates = 3420 Camano Viat_al_ St. » Greenbank, WA 98253 « 360-222-6820




Curbside Collection Survey
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF RESPONDENTS (TABLE 6)
Those living in Shoreline tend to be relatively younger households with children.

Type of residence/own or rent _
Most Shoreline residents live in single-family homes (87%); 13% are in multi-family
housing. Long-time, compared to short-time, residents are more likely to live in single-
family homes (94% vs. 79%).

Eighty-three percent (83%) of those contacted own their homes, while 17% rent. Long-
term residents are considerably more likely to be homeowners than those who have
lived in Shoreline for 15 years or less (92% vs. 72%).

Age of Head of Household _

Over half (52%) of the Shoreline heads of households interviewed are 55 or older; 9%
are under 35; 16% are 35 to 44, 23% are 45 to 54: 37% are 55 to 64; and 15% are 65
and older.

Short-time, compared to long-time residents, are younger; 42% vs. 8% are under 45
years of age. Conversely, 69% of the long-time residents compared to just 35% of the
short-time residents, are 55 and older.

Number in household

One in five (20%) of those surveyed live in single-person households; 35% have two in
the households; 20% have three; and 25% have four or more. Short-time residents are
more likely to live in households with two people (40% vs. 30% of the long-term
residents), while 58% have three or more household members (compared to just 37% of
the short-term residents).

Children in household

Just over a third (35%) of the Shoreline households have children under 18; 17% have
one child; and 18% have two or more children. Short-term residents are considerably
more likely to be in households with children (47% vs. 34% of the long-term
households).

Years as a resident of Shoreline

Some 71% of the residents surveyed have been residents of Shoreline for more than
five years; 29% have lived in the community for six to 15 years; 19% for 16 to 25 years;
22% for 26 to 45 years; and 11% for more than 45 years.

Languages spoken in the home

Nearly one-fourth (24%) of the Shoreline households surveyed speak a language, in
addition to English, in their homes. Some of the languages spoken include Spanish
(6%), German (3%), Chinese, Filipino, French (2% each), and many others.

Short-term, compared to long-term residents are considerably more likely to speak
another language in their homes (30% vs. 17%).

ZIP Codes

Respondents were chosen randomly, but relatively proportional to population, within the
three ZIP Codes: 98155 (405); 98133 (36%); and 98177 (24%). A higher proportion of
short-time residents live in the 98155 ZIP Code (44% vs. 37%); while there is a higher
proportion of long-time residents in the 98177 ZIP Code (27% vs. 19%); about the same
proportion live in the 98133 ZIP Code (37% vs. 36%).

Carolyn Browne Associates = 3420 Camano Viati St. » Greenbank, WA 98253 = 360-222-6820
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Gender of respondent

Interviewers were instructed to obtain a sample with about an even proportion of men
and women. Overall, 59% of the respondents were female and 41% were male.

Users vs. Non-users of curbside garbage and recycling collection services

Interviewers were instructed to call households at random until 400 surveys were
completed with users of the curbside services. At the time the 400 full surveys had been
finished, there were also 67 short-surveys that had been conducted with Shoreline
residents who are not currently purchasing curbside services.

Those respondents completing the short survey were asked, “What, if anything, would
encourage you to purchase curbside services?” The sample size of 67 is too small to
draw statistically significant conclusions; still there were two primary answers to this
question: 61% said nothing would encourage them to purchase the services; 25% said
they lived in an apartment and there was no curbside service available; a handful
suggested providing financial incentives.

Carolyn Browne Associates » 3420 Camano Viatg St. « Greenbank, WA 98253 = 360-222-6820
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Table 6. Demographics of Respondents

Question/ Total |Years in Shoreline Use Collection
Respbonse Sample Services
Under 16 16 + Yes No
(Base=467) | (Base=224 | (Base=242 | (Base=400) | (Base=67)"

Q12. Type of residence

Single family 87% 79% 94% 95% 40%
Multi-family 13 21 6 5 60
Q13. Own or rent

Own 83% 72% 92% 88% 51%
Rent 17 28 8 12 49
Q14. Age of respondent

Under 35 9% 16% 2% 9% 10%
351044 16 26 6 15 21
45 to 54 23 23 23 25 15
55 to 64 37 30 44 38 34
65 and over 15 5 25 14 19
Q15a. Number in household

One 20% 17% 22% 16% 43%
Two 35 30 40 37 27
Three 20 19 20 20 18
Four or more 25 37 17 28 12
Q15b. Children under 18

None 65% 53% 76% 64% 69%
One 17 21 14 17 22
Two or more 18 26 10 19 9
| Q716. Years as resident of Shoreline

5 years or less 19% 40% -- 17% 31%
6 to 15 years 29 60 - 28 31
16 to 25 years 19 - 36% 21 9
26 to 45 years 22 - 42 23 18
46 years or more 11 - 22 11 11
Q17. Languages spoken (Multiple

responses)

English only 76% 70% 83% 77% 73%
Spanish 6 8 5 ** *x
German 3 *%k xk k% *%k
Chinese, Filipino, French ~ 2% each 6 ** ** ** **
Other languages: See Appendix

ZIP Code '

98155 40% 44% 37% 40% 44%
98133 36 37 36 35 44
98177 24 19 27 25 12
Sex of respondent

Female 56% 70% 83% 55% 58%
Male 44 30 17 45 42

*Sample size is very low; error range is high;

** Numbers too small for significance.
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APPENDIX:

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES TO OPEN-END QUESTIONS

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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ADDITIONAL RESPONSES FROM OPEN-END QUESTIONS
(Number of responses, beyond one, shown in parenthesis)

Q.4b. Why are you not subscribing to yard waste collection?

Too expensive (5); don't know about service (2); planning on doing it; | wish [ could
dispose of the sharp containers for my used needles; | use the neighbor’s; containers
are too bulky; someone else pays for it; just haven't got it yet; haven't received it yet.

Q.5b. What are the major reasons you currently recycle?

Habit (4); I've always done it (2); to clean house; set a good example for the kids;
energy; they closed the dump; not wasteful; | deliver newspapers and have a lot of
extras; get rid of yard waste; my daughter came home from school and said we must
and we have been doing it ever since.

Q6. How do you learn about your garbage services?
Automatic phone message (5); The Enterprise (3); TV.

Q8. What, if anything, would encourage you to recycle more?

More recycling events (5); knowing it helps protect the environment (4); more frequent
pickups (4); if | knew | would make a difference (3); bigger recycling bin (3); a consistent
schedule; getting my husband to clean the cans; more recycle bins in the Shoreline
area; a recycle bin for indoors; manufacturers using more recyclable materials; more TV
ads; if we had a truck; if they picked up the trash they spilled; if they would make sure
they emptied the entire can; make it more convenient; charge by the pound:; driveway is

too long to haul materials down.

Q17. What other languages are spoken in the household?

Japanese (5); Norwegian (5); Italian (4); Korean (3); Vietnamese (2); Urdu (2); Greek
(2); Tigrinya(2); Hebrew (2); ASL (2); Haitian; Swedish (2); Amharic (2); Indian; Persian;
Dutch; Romanian; Pigniya; Portuguese; French; Tocalic; Arabic; Alba; Hungarian;
Albanian; Triug; Polish, Russian; Tagalog; Fujian; Cambodian.
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Carolyn Browne Associates INTERVIEWER
3420 Camano Vista St; START
Greenbank, WA 98253 STOP
360-222-6820 TOTAL

Person Called:

Phone:

City of Shoreline
Survey of Attitudes toward Curbside services

April 2007
1. Are you a resident of the City of Shoreline?
1 Yes
2 No - TERMINATE POLITELY
2. Do you currently have curbside garbage collection services?
1 Yes

2 Not sure — verify they are receiving curbside collection services
3 No - SKIP TO QUESTION 11

3. Overall, how satisfied are you with the current garbage and recycling services
you are receiving? Are you:

1 Very satisfied

2 Somewhat satisfied

3 Somewhat dissatisfied

4 Very dissatisfied

5 Not sure/No opinion (DON'T READ)

4a. Are you subscribing to curbside collection, yard waste collection or both
services?

1 Curbside only

2 Yard waste only )

3 Both ) SKIP TO QUESTION 4c¢

4b. Why are you NOT subscribing to yardwaste collection services?

4c. Overall, how satisfied are you with the yard waste collection service you are
receiving? Are you:

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Not sure/No opinion (DON'T READ)

B WN

5a Have you placed recyclables out for pickup in the last month?
1 Yes
2 No, but usually do (away on trip, etc.)
3 No ) SKIP TO QUESTION 6
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4 Did not know | could/don’t know how to do it )

5b. What are the major reasons you currently recycle?

6. How do you learn about your garbage services?

7. Have you participated in any of the City's Recycling Events?
1 Yes
2 No
3 ltried, but the line was too long
4 Wasn't aware this happened

8. What, if anything, would encourage you to recycle more? (DON'T READ; MARK
ALL THAT APPLY, PROBE)
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9. The City of Shoreline is exploring alternatives to improve the current garbage and
recycling services for residents. For some of these improvements, curbside collection
costs might increase by about 10%. Please tell me how important it is to you to have

~ any of the following additional services, on a 5-point scale where 5 is “Very important”
and 1 is “Not at all important.” (ROTATE LIST) First, how about.....

Don’t
Very important---Not at all important | Don’t Want
Alternative Know | to Pay
More
A. Weekly recycling 5.1 4 3 2 1 6 7

collection, instead of every
other week? e ,
B. Weekly yardwaste and -5 41 3 2 1 6 7
debris collection, instead of | = "

every other week? e
C. An annual curbside Spring | 5|4 | 3 2 1 6 7
Cleanup collection of large, B E

bulky garbage items?

10. (ASK ONLY ABOUT ITEMS RATED 5 OR 4 IN Q.9) | notice you rated (ABOVE)
as important to you. About how much more per month, would you be willing to pay for
this additional service? (WRITE “0” LEGIBLY IF PERSON DOES NOT WANT TO PAY)

A. Weekly recycling collection: $
B. Weekly yard waste collection $

C. Annual Spring cleanup collection $

IﬁOTE: SKIP QUESTION 11, IF PERSON IS PURCHASING CURBSIDE SERVICES (SEE Q2). |

11. What, if anything, would encourage you to purchase curbside services?

Now | am going to ask a few demographic QUestions for classification purposes only.
Your responses will not be identified with your name.

12. Do you currently reside in a single family home or in a multi-family building?
1 Single family
2 Multi-family

13. And, do you rent or own your home?

1 Rent
2 Own

14, What is your age?

15a. How many people, including yourself, are in your household?
(IF 1, SKIP TO QUESTION 16)
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15b.  How many children under 18 years of age are in your household?
16. How many years have you been a resident of Shoreline?
17. What languages, other than English, are spoken in your home?

1 None
Other:

18. Gender of respondent:
1 Male
2 Female
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19. What is your home zip code?

Thank you very much for taking the time to help us with this survey.
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Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda ltem: g(c)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Emergency Funding request from the Shoreline Lake Forest Park
Senior Center

DEPARTMENT: City Manager's Office

PRESENTED BY: Robert Olander, City Manager

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The Shoreline Lake Forest Park Senior Center has approached the City with a request
for emergency funding which will allow them to avoid service cutbacks for the next two
years. The Center is requesting $18,000 for the balance of 2007 and again in 2008.
This funding will allow the Center to maintain service levels while it identifies a long term
financial strategy and increases revenues.

The City has not established a routine process to address such emergencies and must
consider the merits of the request, the availability of City funding and the implications for
future support to this and other agencies/programs.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED:

The City can either grant or deny the request. If the City opts to grant all or a portion of
the request staff recommends that the Center be tasked with the development of a short
and long term financial and operational plan to ensure the Center's independence and
long term financial viability.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

Staff is recommending that the $36,000 be funded with one-time monies from the
$838,000 of one-time savings generated in 2006. Staff is not recommending that this
be funded at an on-going level; rather, the Senior Center will have an opportunity to
request the needed level of funding during the regular two year human service funding
cycle that will begin in April 2008 for 2009 and 2010. As staff has previously
recommended, the City of shoreline is not in a financial position to commit to any long
term funding increases, since the City is projecting serious operating shortfalls for 2009
and beyond. It would be fiscally irresponsible at this time to add to that projected deficit.
The two year one time funding will allow time for the city and Council to consider this,
and other pending requests, as part of our community outreach strategic financial
planning that the Council has endorsed which will start this fall.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City allocate an additional $36,000 ($18,000 in 2007 and
$18,000 in 2008) of one time funding for the Shoreline Lake Forest Park Senior Center

C:\Documents and Settings\cwurdemanm\lLocal Settings\TemporanE_)I@ernet Files\OLK88\Emergency Funding Staff Report.docPage
1




and require the S/LFP Senior Center to develop a short and long term financial plan
prior to the next round of City Human Services Funding.

Approved By: City Manaﬁr E %: City Attorney
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INTRODUCTION

The Shoreline Lake Forest Park Senior Center (S/LFP Senior Center) provides services
to some 3127 individuals each year. Roughly 50% of those served are Shoreline
residents. The City of Shoreline has supported the operation of the Center at increasing
levels since the City's incorporation. In 2007, the City increased its level of support by
12% to a total of $77,708. Like many other non-profits, despite increases in fundraising,
revenues are not keeping pace with increases in costs. The Center's revenues have
increased each year since 2002 yet it has needed to use reserves to cover operating
losses since 2003. Continuing this practice is no longer feasible and the Center is
appealing to public funders for emergency support.

In mid-June of 2007 the S/LFP Senior Center announced it would be reducing the hours
of operation each day in order to balance its 2007 budget. The S/LFP Senior Center
will be closing at 3:00 p.m. rather than at 4:30 p.m. for the months of July and August
and possibly throughout the balance of the year. This will save approximately
$1,500/month.

BACKGROUND

The Center met with the City Council at a dinner meeting on April 23, 2007 and
presented information on their current financial situation. At the Council’s June 4t
meeting the S/LFP Senior Center presented a specific request for $18,000 in
emergency funding and the City Council scheduled this item for action at the June 18,
2007 meeting. In these sessions the S/LFP Senior Center reviewed its services, history
and finances. These are summarized below.

The S/ILFP Center’s Services

The S/LFP Senior Center served 3127 unique participants in 2006. As the following
chart displays the Center’s participants are about equally split between those over and
under 75 years of age. Income levels of participants too are split roughly equally
around the total household income of $27,000.

.- Ages of Participants
Income Levels of Participants
> 85 years of 39-54 years of
Above Moderate, agé 9% age, 5%
24% :

Very Low, 27%

B 55-69 years of
| age, 43%
70-84 years of

age, 43%

0,
Low, 23% Moderate, 26%
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Shoreline residents made up 46% or 1440 of the participants. The largest other
grouping of participants comes from Seattle, 35% and Lake Forest Park residents
account for a total of 6%, or 127 of the Center’s patrons. The distribution of participants
among various cities is typical of senior centers across the region. Participants often
will cross municipal and county boundaries to attend activities that provide an activity
that is of specific interest and is offered at convenient time.

Each month the S/LFP Center provides an average of 6055 hours of service. These
services are split 60/40 between Education/Recreation and Health/Exercise.
Education/Recreation includes programs such as computer literacy, crafts and
socialization. Health/exercise includes counseling, health clinics, exercise classes and
support groups. The S/LFP Center has two full time and one half time staff and many
volunteers that provide these services.

Funding History

When the Center was first started in 1975 the Shoreline Community College provided
an organizational home. In 1980 the Center came under the umbrella and fiscal
sponsorship of Senior Services of King County. Today the S/LFP Senior Center joins 7
other senior centers as a part of Senior Services of King County and receives specific
financial support and management/organizational support from this organization.

Throughout the early days of the S/LFP Senior Center operation King County provided
a substantial portion of its budget. When the City incorporated, the County began to
withdraw its funding and has since completely eliminated the Center, as well as all other
centers serving incorporated areas, from ongoing funding.

The City of Shoreline has and continues to provide funding to the S/LFP Senior Center
through its Human Services Allocation process. In 2007 this funding stands at $77,708
and accounts for roughly 25% of total revenue.

Structural Problem in Senior Serving Community

The S/LFP Senior Center has seen a steady but small increase in expenses since 2002.
Costs have risen by a modest of 7% over the past 3 years. At the same time revenues
have increased by just over 2%. While the overall support from Senior Services has
increased so to have its administrative fees charged to the S/LFP Senior Center. This
year the S/LFP Center has been notified by its landlord, Shoreline Public Schools that
its rent will increase by a substantially larger measure than typical. Typically rent has
been rising 3-4%/year. Shoreline Public Schools is reevaluating their rental fees across
the board and has notified the S/LFP Senior Center that they may see an increase in
the 10 — 20% range. This would mean an additional $3100 to $7800 for rent over and
above their current projections.

Many other senior centers around the region, particularly in King County, are facing the
same financial squeeze. Major historical funders are tightening their budgets, focusing
and prioritizing their funding priorities and as a result support for generalized senior
activities is declining. As an example, Senior Services has recently had to scale back its
Meals on Wheels and noon time nutrition programs. It is likely that the coming years
will see a continued erosion in financial support from traditional funders. Some but not
all centers have been able to meet this challenge with significant new revenue
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producing activities. The S/LFP Center is successfully developing some new revenue
producing events. These have increased the annual revenue from fundraising by
$15,000 since 2002. However, even this increase is not yet producing sufficient income
to close the projected gap. While the requested emergency funding will see the S/LFP
Center through the next two years, a long term solution must be found.

ANALYSIS

The S/LFP Center's precise financial situation is in flux. The S/LFP staff and Board are
considering implementing cost saving measures and the ultimate size of rent increases
is not known. It is clear from the S/LFP Senior Center’s financial history that 2007 and
2008 will show a deficit absent any infusion of revenue. This deficit is estimated to be
from $15,000 to $20,000. The Center is also seeking funding from King County and
from the City of Lake Forest Park. These appeals have yet to be fully considered. It
does appear likely though that some additional funding, perhaps small, will be
forthcoming from at least one of these sources. As noted above, this will not address
the long term financial trends the S/LFP Senior Center is facing.

The S/LFP Center provides a unique service to the community and has received
significant support from the City throughout its history. By providing the requested
funding the City would be supporting efforts to maintain this service for the 1400
Shoreline residents who now use the S/LFP Center. The S/LFP remains a strong
organization and is a going concern with viable options to address their current shortfall.
With this request the Board and staff are asking for the City’s support to grant them
sufficient time to develop and implement longer term solutions.

Support from the City for the balance of our current two-year Human Services Funding
Cycle (2007-2008) would provide the Senior Center with the bulk of the revenue needed
to address their shortfall and give the Board and staff time to address the structural
problems they are facing. This then allows the City to consider any ongoing needs of
the Senior Center along with other human services needs in the community.

The City’s funding should both support continuing operations as well as the S/LFP
Senior Center's staff and Board’s development of a short and long term financial and
operating plan. This plan will need to be submitted to the City for review pnor to the
consideration of any further funding of the S/LFP Senior Center.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City allocate an additional $36,000 ($18,000 in 2007 and
$18,000 in 2008) of one time funding for the Shoreline Lake Forest Park Senior Center
and require the S/LFP Senior Center to develop a short and long term financial plan
prior to the next round of City Human Services Funding.
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Council Meeting Date: June 18, 2007 Agenda item: 6(d)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: YMCA Request for Funding
DEPARTMENT: Finance
PRESENTED BY: Debbie Tarry, Finance Director

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The Shoreline/South County Family YMCA is building a new facility at the south end of
Echo Lake. In March 2007 the YMCA provided a presentation to the City Council on the
status of the development of their new facility in Shoreline. At that time they requested
that the Council waive their permitting fees (estimated at $60,000) and have the City
enter into a service agreement for $1 million payable over 20 years.

BACKGROUND

At the June 4, 2007 City Council meeting Council discussed the YMCA's request for
funding and requested that staff develop recommendations for one-time and ongoing
financial support.

There are legal obligations that must be met with the distribution of any City funds. The
State Constitution prohibits the gift of public funds to private entities, including non-profit
organizations. Although the City is allowed to contract with private organizations for
services and programs that accomplish a municipal purpose, we typically fund those
services that we are not currently providing or are not able to provide ourselves, such as
museum, art, and senior services. Thus, if there is a program or service that the YMCA
will offer in its new facility which is outside the scope of our current City of Shoreline
recreation programs, it would be legally possible to contract. It would be a matter of
determining what the appropriate service would be, whether the service should be
contracted, and how that service compares in priority to other services.

The original request from the YMCA requested that the City and the YMCA enter into a
service agreement for $50,000 annually (over and above current jointly provided
programs) over a twenty year period commencing in 2008. As was discussed with
Council on June 4, 2007, the City does not currently have any agreements in which we
have obligated a service to a specific service provider for this period of time. Also at
this point in time, staff does not believe that it is financially prudent for the City to enter
into such an agreement. In the later part of 2007 the City will be initiating a long-term
financial strategy process with a Citizen Advisory Group. This process is primarily to
dialogue with representatives of the community on how to address the projected
operating budget gaps for 2010 and beyond. Through the process, which is anticipated
to take twelve to eighteen months, we will hear their suggestions on priorities for
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services and funding options. From staff's perspective, it is premature to add a large
on-going obligation to the City’s budget prior to completing this process.

The City already contracts with the YMCA for two programs: youth diversity program
and the after school Hang-Time program that is held at Kellogg Middle School. The City
pays the YMCA $13,000 annually for these programs and in addition provides an
additional $19,000 in in-kind services, for a total or $32,000 annually. In-kind services
include staffing, supplies, and some contractual services.

In addition to these services the YMCA has been allowed to rent park facilities for their
summer programs at the resident youth rate ($3/hr) even though the YMCA charges a
fee for participant participation. The primary site is Shoreview Park. In 2007 the City
anticipates receiving $3,735 in rental revenue related to City facilities. This includes
650 hours of baseball field usage at Hamlin Park, Ridgecrest and Shoreview ($1,950),
455 hours of soccer field usage at Paramount School Park, Shoreview Park, and Field
B at Shoreline Park ($1,785), and 173 hours of tennis court usage at Shoreview Park at
no charge. The rental rates which the City charges the YMCA do not capture the actual
cost of providing the various parks or facilities. The value of the existing contracts, in-
kind services, and below cost field rental may well meet or exceed the $50,000 per year
that the YMCA is requesting.

The YMCA has also requested that the City consider waiving permitting fees. The
permit fees due to the City are estimated at $60,000. RCW 43.09.210 requires separate
accounting by division or department, for example the City cannot waive the fees on its
own projects. The waiver proposal would require our development services division to
subsidize the parks and recreation benefits received by agreement for YMCA services.
The lost fee revenue must be considered along with other general fund revenue paid in
negotiating an equivalent value from the YMCA.

Given the City’s long-term financial challenges, staff has recommended that the City not
commit to additional on-going expenditure obligations until such time as on-going
resources are identified to support the on-going costs.

ALTERNATIVES

If Council desires to provide one-time funding to the YMCA, then staff recommends that
we enter into a service agreement with the YMCA for a total of $80,000 over a two year
period or $40,000 annually. Since the City currently provides approximately $32,000 in
direct and indirect resources annually to the YMCA, adding this additional funding would
bring the total annual level of funding to approximately $72,000 for two years. Staff will
identify the highest priority needs that the YMCA could fulfill in deliverable services and
bring back a contract for your review and approval allowing the City to incorporate this
agreement into the City's 2008 budget process. Legally the City can not exchange the
funds with the YMCA until the time that services are provided, and therefore the timing
of the distribution will be determined as part of the service contract. The funding source
for the service agreement will be the use one-time dollars from the fund balance in the
General Fund. The City currently has approximately $952,000 of one-time dollars
available.
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If Council desires to direct staff to enter into a long-term service agreement over a five,
ten or twenty year period, this would represent a new ongoing commitment for the City.
Since the City is currently projecting future gaps between ongoing revenues and
expenditures, the City would need to either reduce current ongoing expenditures or
implement new ongoing revenue sources such as a levy lid lift.

SUMMARY
As the City engages the community in the long-term financial strategy planning process,
one aspect will be hearing from the community their desire for changes in service levels
provided by the City. This will provide the Council information on any increases to
services that may be desired in future years and possible funding sources to provide
those services. Until this process has been completed the City can enter into a service
agreement using one-time resources for a limited period of time. '

The services that the YMCA provides to our community are valuable and the City will
continue to look for ways to partner with the YMCA to best serve our community in the
areas of recreation and social services. The City already partners with the YMCA to
provide the Hang-Time and Youth Diversity program. In addition the City has partnered
with the YMCA in providing recreational sites for their summer programming at a
minimal cost.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Council direct staff to negotiate a service contract with the
YMCA for services not to exceed $80,000.

=

Approved By: City Manager City Attorney
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