CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND

July 25, 2013 Workstudy Agenda
25510 Lawson St., Black Diamond, Washington

Workstudies are meetings for Council to review upcoming and pertinent business of the City.
Public testimony is only accepted at the discretion of the Council.

5:30 P.M. - CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL

1) Community Facilities District — Mr. Bacha
2) 2014 — 2019 Capital Improvement Plan Top Five Priorities — Mayor Olness, Mr. Hoppen

3.) Adjournment

Americans with Disabilities Act — Reasonable Accommodations Provided Upon Request (360-886-5700)
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December 12, 2011

Dear City Councilmembers;

YarrowBay is pleased to present the Petition for Black Diamond Community Facilities District (CFD} No. 2011-1
to the City Council. We hope the City Council will take the following three points under consideration in its
Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 review and deliberation process:

CED Formation Is In The Best interest Of The City. The proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will
finance a portion of ten infrastructure improvements that: improve public health, safety, and welfare
by improving traffic circulation and thereby reducing accidents; improve pedestrian safety; provide
street lights thereby deterring crime and improving vehicular and pedestrian safety; facilitate the safe
transmission of wastewater; mitigate flooding; provide for the transmission of stormwater; deliver
potable water; and provide recreation and park improvements. In addition, the infrastructure
improvements have benefits for the City, its residents and those wha visit, drive through or recreate in
the City. Moreover, using a CFD to finance portions of these infrastructure improvements allows for
YarrowBay to use other sources of funding for improvements not being financed by CFD but which are
very important to the City, such as early construction of a new fire station that serves all of Black
Diamond. In fact, YarrowBay will provide a commitment to the City for the early funding of a satellite
fire station when the CFD bonds for the ten infrastructure improvements have been sold. Finally, the
proposed CFD, through the application of assessments, will provide a secure, long-term financing
source for portions of these ten infrastructure improvements thereby reducing the City’s reliance on
unsecured funds from a for-profit fand developer.

The Proposed CFD Is Consistent With The GMA. Black Diamond CFD. No. 2011-1, as proposed, is

consistent with Washington’s Growth Management Act. First and foremost, this proposed CFD is an
excellent example of growth paying for infrastructure to support growth inside an urban growth area
(UGA). Second, the infrastructure improvements are consistent with the GMA’s planning goals as
outlined in RCW 36.70A.020. Last, the infrastructure improvements are consistent with Black

Diamond’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan.

Petitioners Will Benefit. If approved by the City Council, Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will provide
YarrowBay with a secure source of financing for ten infrastructure improvements necessary to move
forward with The Villages and Lawson Hills planned communities. In addition, the properties in the CFD
boundaries, all of which are owned by YarrowBay, will receive special benefits from the infrastructure
improvements financed by the CFD.

YarrowBay is committed to getting The Villages and Lawson Hills off the ground and partnering with the City
the whole way. We are excited about the opportunity to use CFDs as a new, innovative financing tool in Black
Diamond in order to create jobs and facilitate economic development. YarrowBay strongly urges that the City
Councif approve Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1,

Sincerely,

B\ e

Brian Ross, CEQ, YarrowBay
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” YARROWBAY
HOLDINGS
MEMORANDUM
To: Black Diamond City Council
From: Megan Nelson, Director of Legal Affairs, YarrowBay
cc: John Hempelmann, Legal Counsel for YarrowBay
Re: YarrowBay's Memorandum Supporting Black Diamond CED No. 2011-1
Date: December 12, 2011
i REQUEST FOR APPROVAL.

BD Village Partners, LP and Yarrow Bay Development LLC (collectively, “YarrowBay”) asks that the City
Council act to approve Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 as outlined in the petition dated October 19,
2011 (the “Petition” or “CFD Petition”). YarrowBay recommends the Council pass a resolution including
findings of fact and conclusions of law, that approves Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 in conformance
with the terms and conditions contained in the Petition, including the maximum amounts of special
assessments set forth in the Petition, that designates the name and number of the community facility
district being formed {i.e., “Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1), and finds as required by RCW 36.145.060
that: (1) the formation of the district will be in the best of the City; (2) formation of the district is
consistent with the requirements of Washington’s Growth Management Act, Ch. 36.70A RCW {GMA);
and (3) the petitioners (i.e., YarrowBay} will benefit from the proposed district.

HR DESCRIPTION OF CFDS GENERALLY.

On May 12, 2011, the Black Diamond City Council held a work study session on CFDs. A summary of the
information presented during this session regarding CFDs is provided below for the Council’s ease of

reference.
A. WhatisaCFD?

Approved by the Washington State legislature in 2010 and codified at Chapter 36.145 RCW (the “CFD
Statute”), a Community Facilities District or CFD is a special purpose district to finance and potentially
construct, local and sub-regional improvements/infrastructure needed to support growth. Inclusion in a
CFD district is one hundred percent (100%) voluntary. CFD district property owners pay one hundred

' CFDs have also been described as “"super” local improvement districts or LIDs.
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percent (100%) of formation and operations costs associated with the CFD. A CFD is a financing tool.
Bonds are secured only by the land inside the CFD’s district. Infrastructure improvements may be
financed by a CFD prior to, during or after completion of improvements.

B. Whata CFD is not.
A CFD is not a separate government. All infrastructure improvements must be permitted, and approved,
by the City or applicable governing jurisdiction, e.g. WSDOT. A CFD does not burden municipal finances
or debt capacity; is not backed by the full faith and credit of the state or city; and is not funded, or paid

for, by any property owner, resident or business outside the district.

C. How Does a CFD Work?

After approval of a CFD by the City, the CFD’s Board of Supervisors hires, or contracts for, staff and/or
consultants and counsel to conduct the business of the district. The Board of Supervisors completes
infrastructure improvement plans {in accordance with the City’s design and permitting process and
requirements); finalizes project finances and special assessments; and obtains permits from the City.
The Board of Supervisors constructs, feases or purchases improvements or contracts with others to
construct improvements based on public works requirements, and then sells assessment or revenue
bonds to pay for the infrastructure improvements and to establish a bond reserve account.
Assessments are collected like property taxes to pay bond principal and interest and are split many
times as property within the CFD district is divided over periods of development. When the bonds are
paid off, assessments terminate.

(H S SUMMARY OF BLACK DIAMOND CFD NO. 2011-1.

Proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 encompasses certain parcels within The Villages Master
Planned Development (MPD) site {the “CFD Property”). The CFD’s boundaries are identified on
Attachment 1 with a pink line. See also CFD Boundary Exhibit on page 11 of Attachment 2. No property
outside these boundaries will be assessed by the CFD and all land within the CFD is owned by BD Village

Partners, LP.

The objective of Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 is to fund the portions of ten specific infrastructure
improvements that provide special benefits to property within the CFD’s district through the application
of assessments. The ten infrastructure improvements are discussed in detail in Section iV below.

Special benefit is defined as the particular and distinct benefit provided by the ten infrastructure
improvements over and above the general benefits conferred on real property located within and
outside the CFD. As a result of receiving this special benefit, the fair market value (FMV) of each parcel
within the CFD will be greater than it was prior to the construction of the infrastructure improvements.
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The level of special benefit received by a CFD parcel is reflected in the amount of special assessment
assigned to that parcel.

As required by the CFD Statute, Ch. 36.145 RCW, the computation of a CFD's special assessments must
follow the requirements of Ch. 35.44 RCW and Ch. 35.51 RCW in developing a method or combination of
methods to compute special assessments. Moreover, the CFD Statute requires that all special
assessments must “fairly reflect” the special benefits to the properties being assessed.

In conformance with Washington State law, the net amount proposed to be assessed on each parcel
within Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 is proporticnal to the special benefit conferred on such parcel by
the ten infrastructure improvements. in order to determine the assessments to be assessed against
each parcel, YarrowBay asked David Taussig and Associates, Inc. (DTA) to prepare a special
apportionment benefit analysis in support of its CFD Petition. DTA’s special benefit analysis is attached
hereto as Attachment 2. The analysis outlines the combination of methods for computing special
assessments for each parcel within the proposed CFD based on the special benefit to assessed property
from the use of the ten infrastructure improvements funded in part by the special assessments. The
CFD’s preliminary assessment roll prepared by DTA showing the special assessment proposed to be

imposed on each parcel is below:

Community Facility District (CFD) No. 2011-1
Preliminary Assessment Roll
Parcel Total $ per Parcel
Number  Acreage incl C.0.I/Reserve/Cap. I/Incidental
1 8.28 $1,575,836
2 34.44 $2,716,776
3 11.26 $0
4 52.87 $7,828,999
5 2.51 $82,706
6 3.79 $0
7 10.01 $580,886
8 5.96 $499,913
9 37.71 $2,134,417
10 12.30 $0
11 41.49 $1,794,292
TPN -9096 157.27 33,674,272
Total: 377.80 $20,888,097
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Per Washington State law, a CFD’s special assessments may not exceed the special benefit to a
particular property. The FMV of each parcel within the CFD will be greater that it was previously due to
the impact of the infrastructure improvements. Generally, no assessment may he imposed on any parcel
which exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parce! by the
improvements. Section VI of Attachment 2 describes in detail the methodology used by DTA to calculate
the net amount to be assessed on each parcel within Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 to assure that it is
proportional to the special benefit conferred on each such parcel. In summary, however, the special
benefit created by Projects 1, 3, 4, and 5 (road and street improvements) are calculated based on each
CFD parcel’s road usage and trip generation; the special benefits produced by Projects 2, 6, 7, and 8
{water, sewer, and stormwater facilities) are calculated using drainage coefficients associated with the
type of use projected for each CFD parcel; and the special benefits generated by Projects 9 and 10 {park
and recreational improvements} are calculated based on proximity of the improvements to
development within a given CFD parcel as a proxy for such development’s expected park usage.

Iv. INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS.

A. Description of Infrastructure Improvements.

The proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 anticipates funding portions of the following ten specific
facilities {the “Infrastructure Improvements”). The location of each infrastructure Improvement is
identified on Attachment 1 attached hereto:

s SR-169 / Roberts Drive / Black Diamond (Project 1) — This construction will reconfigure two
intersections to increase their collective capacity to operate adequately through the completion
of the CFD district’s occupancies. Located within close proximity of each other, the two
intersections are the connections of Roberts Drive to $.R. 169 and Black Diamond - Ravensdale

Road to S.R. 169,

e Roberts Drive - 750 / 850 Zone Water Main Extension (Project 2) — This main line extension is
necessary to provide water services and to satisfy fire flow requirements for development
within the CFD. The construction consists of two lines, oriented vertically, one pipe over the
other, configured as a looped system.

* Auburn —Black Diamond Road Frontage {Project 3) — The scope of the construction is to
augment the current through traffic lanes with turning structures and intersections to facilitate
ingress and egress into The Villages MPD. The current design includes two roundabouts, a
center turn lane and frontage landscaping.

* Onsite Spine Road (Project 4} —The Onsite Spine Road is an in-tract road which intersects Auburn
- Black Diamond Road and traverses the CFD district in a North-South orientation. While the
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limits of construction are the CFD’s boundaries, extensions of the road will eventually serve all
of The Villages MPD when built out and occupied.

s Onsite Ring Road {Project 5} — The Onsite Ring Road connects to Auburn — Black Diamond Road
and travels in a circular arc as it traverses the CFD district. This road provides additional traffic
capacity within the internal road network and also provides an additional point of access to the
CFD district for fire and safety equipment.

s Stormwater Detention Pond {Project 6) — The Stormwater Detention Pond is designed to detain,
treat and infiltrate storm water runoff from large portions of the CFD district as well as other
parts of The Villages MPD. In addition, the pond serves as the ultimate overflow route for all
stormwater runoff from the CFD that is not infiltrated or detained in other facilities within the

CFD Property.

» Sanitary Sewer Lift Station (Project 7} — The Sanitary Sewer Lift Station is being constructed to
service the CFD district as well as other portions of The Villages MPD. At a later date, a higher
capacity sewer lift station sized to service all of The Villages MPDs (including the CFD) may be
constructed in a different location.

s Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility (Project 8} — This facility works in conjunction with the Sanitary
Sewer Lift Station described above. The purpose of the Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility is to
retain flows for transport during off-peak demand. This Sewer Storage Facility is sized to detain
sewer flows from the CFD Property as well as other areas within The Villages MPD.

¢ Village Green Park Improvements (Project 9} — These improvements will provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of The Villages MPD residents, the
Lawson Hills MPDs residents, and the public at large for entertainment, assembly, and

recreation.

s Civic Park Improvements {Project 10} — These improvements will also provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of The Villages MPD residents, the
tawson Hills MPDs residents, and the public at large for entertainment, assembly, and

recreation.

B. Cost of Infrastructure Improvements.

The estimated construction cost of each Infrastructure Improvement proposed to be funded by the
proposed CFD is outlined in the table below:

[see table on following page]
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‘ltem Description - - . ' Cost Estimate

(1) SR-168 / Roberts Drive / Black Diamond $1,758,178
(2) Roberts Drive - 750 / 850 Zone Water Main Extension | $2 261 657
{3) Auburn —Black Diamond Road Frontage $7,239,271
{4) Onsite Spine Road $4,877,075
{5) Onsite Ring Road $3,171,050
{(6) Stormwater Detention Pond $1,762,200
(7} Sanitary Sewer Lift Station $1,492,912
(8) Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility $588,000

(9) Village Green Park Improvements 51,397,617
(10) Civic Park Improvements 52,156,167

| s26704127

C. Percentage of Infrastructure Improvement Costs Allocated to CFD.

As noted above, Washington State law only authorizes a CFD to impose special assessments up to the
value of the special benefit accrued by a particular property as a result of the improvements funded by
the given CFD. Proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1, therefore, can only fund the Infrastructure
Improvements up to the value of the special benefits apportioned to the CFD Property. As determined
by the special benefits analysis produced by DTA (attached hereto as Attachment 2) and outlined in the
table below, only 62.6% of the special benefits created by the Infrastructure Improvements accrue to

the CFD Property:

[see table on following page)
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Cost L ”

: Speci‘aIiBen'eﬁt

of :[mp.r.d\'re_rn_"e_nt.h CFD

26,704,127

16,710,477

. tem Description Estimate  Apportioned " No. 2011
{1} SR-169 / Roberts Drive / Black $1,758,178 $1,166,316 66.3%
Diamond
(2) Roberts Drive - 750/850 Zone .
Water Main Ext. 52,261,657 $2,261,657 100%
{3} Auburn - Black Diamond Road $7,239,271 $3,236,150 44.7%
Frontage {three stages)

{4) Onsite Spine Road $4,877,075 $2,028,091 41.6%
(5) Onsite Ring Road $3,171,050 $2,019,657 63.7%
{6) Stormwater Detention Pond $1,762,200 $1,377,401 78.2%
(7) Sanitary Sewer Lift Station $1,492,912 $1,109,893 74.3%
(8) Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility $588,000 $437,144 74.3%
(9) Village Green Park Improvements $1,397,617 $1,207,025 86.4%
(10} Civic Park Improvements 52,156,167 $1,867,144 86.3%

Thus, only 62.6% of the cost of the Infrastructure Improvements can be borne by the CFD. The
remaining special benefits accrue to the City of Black Diamond at large, including the remainder of The
Villages and Lawson Hills MPDs. The portion of the Infrastructure Improvements not funded by Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will be funded pursuant to the terms of The Villages and Lawson Hills Master
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Planned Development Development Agreements between the City, BD Village Partners, LP, and BD
Lawson Partners, LP dated December 12, 2011.

V. HOMEOWNER IMPACTS.

It is reasonable for the Black Diamond City Council to ask how the special assessments resulting from
this proposed CFD will impact future Black Diamond home and business owners living and working
within the boundaries of the CFD. Based on the proposed preliminary assessment roll contained in
Section lil above, homeowners and businesses within this CFD would owe approximately the following
special assessments:

CFD PROJECTED TAX LEVY
PRODUCT FINANCIAL
CATEGORY IN CALCULATION CFD PRODUCT MIX ANNUﬁ;: ZS;?TSMENT
REPORT CATEGORY

Single-Family Single-Family 858 Dwelling Units $938 per DU
Detached
Single-Family Townhome 460 Dwelling Units $912 per DU
Attached
Multi-Family Mutti-Family 334 Dwelling Units $ 756 per DU
Commercial Commercial 186,400 Total Sq.Ft. $2.07 per 5q.Ft.
School School 45,000 Total 8q.Ft. $0.76 per Sq.Ft.

For purposes of comparison, below are the 2011 rates per $1000 assessed value for Black Diamond’s
neighboring cities:

s Maple Valley: 51.29
e Covington: $1.18
s  Enumclaw: $2,112
e lIssaquah: 51.380

e Auburn: $1.934

o Kent:51.484

With the inclusion of the proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 special assessments, homeowners
within the CFD’s district, assuming 2011 tax rates, would have approximately the following tax and
assessment rate:

+ Single Family Detached: $1.43

e Single Family Attached: $1.40
s Multi-Family: 51.35
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Therefare, even with the addition of the CFD's special assessment, tax and assessment rates within the
boundaries of the CFD remain within the range of neighboring cities.

Vi CRITERIA FOR CFD APPROVAL.

Pursuant to RCW 36.145.060, a CFD may not be formed unless the Black Diamond City Council finds the
following: (1) that the formation of the CFD district will be in the best interest of the City; (2} that
formation of the CFD district is consistent with the requirements of Washington’s Growth Management
Act; and (3) that the petitioners wilt benefit from the proposed CFD district. YarrowBay's proposed Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 meets each of these three criteria as summarized below.

A. CFDIs In The Best Interest Of The City.

The Infrastructure Improvements proposed to be financed by Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will
improve public health, safety, and welfare within the City by improving traffic circulation and thereby
reducing accidents; improving pedestrian safety; providing street lights thereby deterring crime and
improving vehicular and pedestrian safety; facilitating the safe transmission of wastewater; mitigating
flooding; providing for the transmission of stormwater; delivering potable water; and providing
recreation and park improvements. In addition, the infrastructure improvements have benefits for the
City, its residents and those who visit, drive through or recreate in the City, and the formation of the CFD
will create jobs and facilitate economic development within Black Diamond. Moreover, using a CFD to
finance portions of the Infrastructure Improvements allows YarrowBay to use the monies that would
otherwise have been spent on such improvement for other improvements not being financed by CFD
No. 2011-1, but which are very important to the City, such as early construction of a new satellite fire
station as described in Section 13.4 of The Villages Master Planned Development Development
Agreement dated December 12, 2011, that serves all of Black Diamond. YarrowBay's commitment to use
the funds freed up by approval of this proposed CFD for other infrastructure improvements supporting
development within the City, such as the new satellite fire station, is detailed in the Undertaking
Agreement attached hereto as Attachment 3. By freeing up private capital, Black Diamond CFD No.
2011-1 will enable mcre funds to be spent earlier in the development timeline of The Villages and
Lawson Hills MPDs. For example, commercial development in the MPDs may be started earlier; park
improvements within the MPDs may be fully outfitted from the start instead of waiting for the
installation of play structures and other amenities; and the SR-169 intersection improvements at
Roberts Drive and Black Diamond-Ravensdale Road can be fully completed even before being triggered
by trips generated by MPD development. Such outcomes benefit the entire Black Diamond community.
Finally, the proposed CFD, through the application of special assessments, will provide a secure, long-
term financing source for the Infrastruciure Improvements thereby reducing the City’'s reliance on
unsecured funds from a for-profit land developer.
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B. Formation Of The CFD [s Consistent With The GMA.

Black Diamond CFD. No. 2011-1, as proposed, is consistent with Washington’s Growth Management Act,
Ch. 36.70A RCW., First, this proposed CFD is an excellent example of growth paying for infrastructure to
support growth inside an urban growth area {UGA). All the Infrastructure Improvements are located
within the UGA and the majority of the property specially benefitied by construction of the
Infrastructure Improvements is within the UGA as well.

Second, the Infrastructure Improvements are consistent with the GMA’s planning goals as outlined in
RCW 36.70A.02Q. For example,

{1) Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public
facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner. The Villages and
Lawson Hills MPDs are developments located within the Black Diamond UGA where the
Infrastructure Improvements can be provided In an efficient manner.

(3] Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems that are
based on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans.
Projects 1, 3, 4, and 5 of the Infrastructure Improvements are “coordinated with” the
City’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan as engineering equivalents to specific transportation
improvements outlined on Figure 7-4 of the plan itself,

{5) Economic development. Encourage economic development throughout the state that
is consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic opportunity for all
citizens of this state, especially for unemployed and for disadvantaged persons, promote
the retention and expansion of existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses,
recognize regional differences impacting economic development opportunities, and
encourage growth in areas experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within the
capacities of the state's natural resources, public services, and public facilities. Proposed
CFD No. 2011-1 creates jobs and facilitates economic development by providing funding
for the construction of the Infrastructure Improvements. The infrastructure
Improvements will allow for the construction of new commercial square footage
thereby recruiting new businesses and bring more peopie to Black Diamond thereby
supporting the retention of existing businesses within the City.

(9) Open space and recreation. Retain open space, enhance recreational opportunities,
conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to naturof rescurce lands and water,
and develop parks and recreation facilities. Projects 9 and 10 of the Infrastructure
Improvements specifically provide for the development of new parks and recreation

facilities.
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(12} Public facilities and services. Ensure that those public facilities and services
necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve the development ot the
time the development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing current
service levels below locally established minimum stondards. Proposed Black Diamond
CFD No. 2011-1 provides for the Infrastructure Improvements that are necessary to
support The Villages and Lawson Hills MPDs while ensuring that the City’s established
LOS standards are met through MPD development.

Last, the Infrastructure Improvements are consistent with Black Diamond’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan,
which was never appealed and, thus, under RCW 36.70A.300, presumed compliant with the GMA.

Many of the Infrastructure Improvements, or their engineering equivalents, are specifically outlined in
the Capital Facilities Chapter of the City’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan: Project 2 (see page 8-36); Project 7
{see page 8-41); and Project 8 (see pages 8-42 and 8-43}. Projects 1, 3, 4, and 5 are transportation
improvements generally set forth on Figure 7-4 {page 7-25) of the Transportation Chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan. Projects 9 and 10 are park improvements necessary to meet the City’s park and
recreation LOS standards set forth on pages 8-10 and 8-13 of the Comprehensive Plan. And, Project 6 is
consistent with Policy CF-44 and Policy CF-46 by ensuring that storm drainage facilities necessary to
serve MPD development are available for occupancy and use, by minimizing increases in total runoff
gquantity, and preventing water quality degradation (see pages 8-44, 8-45, and B8-48 of the

Comprehensive Plan).

C. Petitioners Will Benefit From The CFD.

if approved by the City Council, Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will provide YarrowBay with a secure
source of financing for portions of the Infrastructure Improvements necessary to move forward with The
Villages and Lawson Hills planned communities. These Infrastructure improvements provide the
following special benefits to the Petitioners and subsequent homeowners within the CFD boundaries as

summarized below.

» Roads and Street Improvements (Projects 1, 3, 4, and 5). The primary benefits of the road and
street improvements to properties included within the CFD are as follows:
a. Improvements to traffic circulation and reduction in accidents;
b. The improved ability of pedestrians to manage and navigate their surroundings,
which helps pedestrians safely find their way;
c. Lighted ingress and egress to lots and parcels resulting from street lights; and
d. The enhancement to the value of the property which results from the foregoing

benefits.
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¢ Water Main Extension, Sewer Lift Station and Stormwater Drainage (Projects 2, 6, 7, and 8). The
primary benefits of sewer, water and storm drain improvements to property owners included
within the Black Diamond CFD No, 2011-1 are set forth below:
a. Extension of a water main from the current water facilities delivers required water
service and fire flow to enable the construction and occupancy of residences and
commercial facilities on previously vacant undeveloped land;
b. Sewer lift stations pump wastewater to regional gravity flow sanitary sewer systems
and facilitate the safe transmission of wastewater to centralized wastewater treatment

facilities;

¢. Sewer storage facilities store wastewater for delayed transmission through the
sanitary sewer system during off-peak hours;

d. Stormwater drainage and storage facilities mitigate flooding during peak rainfall
storms by safely channeling and storing storm runoff for transmission to community
storm drain systems during off-peak demand;

e. Health and safety benefits resulting from construction of the subject infrastructure
are the delivery of potabie water, the sanitary removal of wastewater and the
protection of life and property froam the damage incurred as a result of flooding; and
f. The enhancement to the value of the property which resulis from the faregoing
benefits.

e Park and Recreational Improvements (Projects 9 and 10). The primary benefits of the parks and
recreation improvements to properties within Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 are set forth

below:
a. Improved aesthetic appeal of nearby parcels;
b. Green space within the urban environment; and
c. Opportunities for active and passive recreation.

The Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis, attached hereto as Attachment 2, calculates the total value
of these special benefits to the underlying property owners within the CFD district to be greater than or
equal to the portions of the costs of the Improvements that are assessed on the parcels within the CFD.

in summary, proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 meets the three criteria for formation approval
by the City Council set forth in the State’s CFD statute, Ch. 36.145 RCW: it is in the best interest of the
City; its formation is consistent with the GMA; and it benefits YarrowBay and subsequent property
owners within the CFD.

Vil NEXT STEPS.

Pursuant to RCW 36.145.080, CFDs are governed by a Board of Supervisors. This Board must be
appointed by the Black Diamond City Council within sixty {60) days after the formation of the CFD. See
RCW 36.145.080(1). The Board consists of five (5) members — 2 members must be appointed from the
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nominees provided by YarrowBay in its CFD Petition and the other 3 members must either be City
Council members or qualified professionals with expertise in municipal finance. See RCW 36.145.080(2)
and {5). Once appointed by the City Council, Board members may only be removed for cause; must
serve without compensation; and are vested with the corporate authority to make local improvements
by special assessment in accordance with Ch. 36.145 RCW. Such autherity includes, but is not limited to,
hiring bond counsel; adopting a charter and/or bylaws; enter into contracts; acquire and purchase real
property; construct facilities; and levy and enforce the collection of special assessments. See RCW

36.145.090.

Vili.  CONCLUSION.
In summary, YarrowBay respectfully requests that the City Council approve the formation of the Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 as outlined in its Petition. This proposed CFD meets the approval criteria set

forth in the CFD Statute at RCW 36.145.060: (1) it is in the best interest of the City; (2} it is consistent
with the GMA; and (3) it benefits the Petitioner YarrowBay.

List of Attachments

1. Black Biamond CFD No. 2011-1 Project Map

2. Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis by David Taussig & Associates, Inc. dated
November 28, 2011

3. tUndertaking Agreement

Page 14
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ATTACHMENT 3
UNDERTAKING AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, BD Village Partners, LP, a Washington limited partnership ("YarrowBay") is preparing to
develop a Master Planned Development in the City of Black Diamond, Washington {"City") known as The

Villages {"The Villages"); and

WHEREAS, the costs of on-site and off-site infrastructure, such as roads, parks, water, stormwater and
wastewater facilities and similar facilities, to support development in The Villages and to serve existing
and future City and regional growth will cost tens of millions of dollars; and

WHEREAS, funding for such infrastructure is seriously constrained at both the public and private levels; -
and :

WHEREAS, YarrowBay has petitioned the City of Rlack Diamond (the “City"), pursuant to Ch. 36.145
RCW ("Petition™), to form Black Diamond Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 {"CFD") to finance a
part of the on-site and off-site infrastructure described above which is more fully described in the
Petition {"CFD Improvements"}; and

WIUHEREAS, if the CFD funding is invested in the CFD Improvements, YarrowBay is willing and able to
commit private funding to advance th2 portions of the costs of the CFD Improvements that directly
benefit the City and the region and are not covered by the CFD funding; and

WHEREAS, if the CFD funding is invested in the CFD Improvements, YarrowBay Is also willing and able to
commit private funding to support early construction of a new City fire station {the “Satellite Fire
Station) as defined in The Villages Master Planned Development Development Agreement between
YarrowBay and the City dated December 12, 2011 (the “Development Agreement”) that otherwise
might not be funded and constructed until some years in the future;

NOW, THEREFORE:

YarrowBay commits to the City:

1. When the CFD contracts for the CFD Improvements and sells CFD bonds to finance the CFD
Improvements, YarrowBay will invest private funds consistent with the terms of the Development
Agreement to finance portions of the CFD Improvements that provide a direct benefit to the City and
the region and which are not properly charged to the properties within the CFD.

2. When the CFD contracts for the CFD Improvements and sells CFD bonds to finance the CFD
Improvements, YarrowBay will provide private financing to facilitate construction of the new Satellite
Fire Station in the City prior to the threshold triggers set forth in Section 13.4(D} of the Development
Agreement. The new fire station is generally described as a satellite fires station consisting of two bays
and not exceeding 4,915 square feet and is further described in the “Impact Fees for Fire Protection
Facilities” study dated January 13, 2011. YarrowBay funds shall be available so that the Satellite Fire

Attachment 3 -~ page i
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Station design phase can be commenced when the City issues the first (1") dwelling unit building permit
in The Villages with construction to immediately follow thereafter.

BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, L.P., a Washington limited partnership
By: Yarrow Bay Development, LLC, a
Washington limited liability company, its
General Partner
By: BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation,

its Member

By:

Brian Ross, President

Approved as to Form:

, Black Diamand City Attorney

Attachment 3 — page ii
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DECEMBER 15, 2011

INTRODUCTION OF CFD NOQO. 2011-1 PETITION
CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND

1. INTRODUCTION

Before the Council tonight is a public hearing regarding a petition to form Community Facilities
District No. 2011-1. The petition was filed by Petiti BD Village Partners, LP and
YarrowBay Development LLC, owners of 100% of .the perty located within the proposed
District Boundaries. . "

2. THE-LEGISLATION -:‘?BACKG UND

%

In 2010, the ta‘ Legislature icted engrdésed substitute senate bill 6241, codified at RCW Ch.
36.145, authonzm;g cities to form independently governed special purpose districts known as
community facilities districts (héréinafter referred to as “CFD™). The legislature found that this
new taxing authority” w: needed because cities did not have adequate or flexible enough
financing options to fund .‘_'nﬁ‘astructure improvements needed over the next 20 years to
accommodate anticipated growth. This legislation focused upon authorizing the formation of
taxing districts with consent of 100% of the property owners within the district to essentially
allow the property owners, through the CFD, to impose assessments upon their property to fund
public improvements benefitting the property within the district. Thus, property owners would
fund a portion of these improvements resulting in growth paying for growth.

CFD Presentation utline drft vl 121411cdb i
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Special purpose districts do not have a single unified definition but can generally be thought of
as quasi-municipal corporations. The scope of its authority is defined by statute. In this case,
although a CFD is independently governed, its purpose is to undertake to finance through special
assessment those public improvement projects set forth in the petition. It does not have power of
eminent domain nor does it have any regulatory or police power authority. Thus, for example,
the CFD must comply with all regulatory and land use permitting requirements of the City of
Black Diamond.

3. FILING AND TRANSMITTAL OF A PETITION

The formation of 2 CFD can only begin by the filing of a petztlon with the County Auditor, or in
this case, with the County Executive’s Records and L1censmg Division. On October 26, 2011,

the Petitioner filed with the County their petition for fonnatlon ‘of CFD No. 2011-1. The soIe
purpose of filing with the County is for the Coun v the. petition to verify that the
petition has been vahdly executed by 100% of 11"'30wners of the P .perty located w1th1n the

On October 31, 2011, the County i§ii"""
met the signature require ments. Th

ermining i the petition complies with all the
of those requlrements in the procedures

CFD will beneﬁt the property within th * district. Whether or not this requirement has been met
does not requlre a value judgm nt as to whether or not such benefit exists, but requires only a
determination regardlng whether | or not the petition asserts that there is such a benefit.

I have reviewed the contents of the petition for compliance with those requirements and have
concluded that the pet1t10n meets those requirements. A detailed list of those requirements can
be found at pages 2-3 of the procedures memorandum.

5. COSTS OF FORMATION

The CFD statule requires that the petition include an obligation that petitioner will pay for the
costs of the process for formation of the CFD. The Petitioner has included this obligation in the
petition and has forwarded to the City a cost reimbursement agreement that makes provision for
reimbursement to the City of these costs. [ have reviewed the agreement and recommend its

approval.

CFD Presentation utline drft v1 12141 1cdb 2
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In addition, if formation of the CFD is approved, the petitioners have represented that they will
initially fund the operational costs that the CFD will incur prior to bond issuance.

6. PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE REQUIRED

The CFD statute requires that the City Council hold a public hearing regarding the formation of
the District. The hearing must be held no less than 30 and no more than 60 days from the date
that the county certificate of sufficiency is issued. Public notice of the hearing was provided
under the direction of the City Clerk, Brenda Martinez, and she is available to answer questions
from the City Council regarding that notice. '

7. COUNCIL RULES

This is a legislative and not a quasi-judicial hea
Procedure 11.2,

‘to analyze ‘the methodolo gy used by pet1t1oner s consultant
_ﬁ_It may be helpful for the public to hear his remarks prior to
tlmony as well. Presenting this information at or prior to the
commencement of the hearing Wbuld ensure that the public is informed of the content of the
petition, the petltloner S representatlons regarding the merit of the petition, and the results of Mr.
Young’s examination.” :

8. THE HEARING

The CFD statute provides that the City Council “must” consider the petition at the time and place
of the hearing. The meaning of this statutory obligation is not clear; however, it appears that the
legislature intended that the Council commence its consideration of the petition at the time of the
hearing. The statute also provides that the City Council may act on the petition at the public
hearing, but is not required to. Thus, although the City Council must commence its
consideration of the petition at the time of the hearing, it need not complete its consideration of
the petition on the date of the hearing.

CFD Presentation utline deft vl 121411cdb 3
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In the event that the City Council determines that is will take action to approve formation of the
petition at the council meeting tonight, I have prepared a resolution meeting the statutory
requirements for formation. The findings contained in the resolution reflect placeholder
language taken from the petition in the absence of any other information in the record upon
which to include as findings in the draft resolution. The City Council may, of course, modify,
remove, edit, disagree or agree with these findings at its discretion.

The CFD statute provides that the City Council may not issue a decision later than thirty (30)

&4

days after the day of the public hearing. Thus, if the City Cous cil chooses to approve formation
of the District, it must do so by resolution of the City Councﬂ within 30 days of this date.

a. What evidence may be presented? “Any evldence written or oral, may be
presented that the City Council dee material {0 formatlon of the district. The
Council may, if it chooses, establish rules governing the scope of what may be
considered evidence material to ation of the District’

E

Who may give eVLdence'? The statu
ewdence Thus an 3 qhopposmg

SOLE DISCRE’I‘IOT\T= makes the"followmg ﬁildmgs )

i.  The petitioners will benefit from the proposed district.

ii. The fortﬁation of the district will be in the best interest of the City; and

ii. The formanon of th ;DlStI‘lCt is consistent with the requirements of Washington’s
growth managemen’ act.

When acting in its legislative capacity, the City Council has broad discretion. However, the City
Council is constitutionally mandated to act in a reasonable manner and cannot act arbitrarily or
capriciously in arriving at its decision. Thus, the City Council is required to make a reasoned
decision upon due consideration of the contents of the petition and the evidence submitted to the
City Council. However, the City Council is not obligated to grant the petition and has sole
discretion to determine whether or not each of the criteria is met. Substantial deference is given
to the City Council to determine how best to serve the public interest.

CFD Presentation ntline drft vl 121411cdb 4
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If the City Council determines that one or more criteria are or are not met, the fact that the
applicant or speaker may have a different opinion does not matter, as long as the City Council
did not act arbitrarily or capriciously in making this determination or was unreasoning in its
determination.

It should be noted that the CFD Statute provides no authority for the City Council to unilaterally
amend or alter a petition. Further, it provides that the resolution approving the petition must
conform to the terms and conditions contained in the petition. Thus, the City Council can only
approve, deny or take no action upon the petition as presented by the petitioner. For example,
the City Council cannot remove or modify any of the proposed projects listed in the petition.

10. RIGHT OF APPEAL

to any person who objects to

The statute includes a right to appeal. However, t
 appeal a decision of the

formation of the district. Further, the statute only pf5V1des for a nght:'
Clty Councﬂ to approve formatlon of the dIStnct Thus, failure to
0‘appeal.

challenged

11. CONCLUSIO?T

This concludes my réma:;; 3, r any questions the Mayor or Council may

have.

I arjn‘_.happy to amn

CFD Presentation utline drft vl 12141 1cdb 5



COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT
PROCEDURES FOR FORMATION
The following is 2 description of the statutory procedures governing the formation of a

community facilities District that is located entirely within the incorporated boundaries of a City.
These procedures were enacted in 2010 and are codified at RCW Ch. 36.145.

I. PURPOSE:

Community Facilities Districts are special taxing districts that may be created by cities and
counties to provide financing for local improvements. The legislature found that inadequate
community facilities and infrastructure exist to support growth that the legislature anticipates to
occur over the next 20 years. It further found that current financing options were not adequate or
flexible enough to fund these needed facilities and that voluntary landowner financing of such
facilities should be authorized. Thus, the legislature enacted the CFD legislation with the
specific purpose of creating a financing mechanism allowing property owners to finance needed

public improvements.
II. FILING AND TRANSMITTAL OF A PETITION.
1. A petition is a2 request to form a CFD that,

a. Statutory Requirements. Meets the requirements of RCW 36.145.020
(requirements for formation of the CFD by petition);

b. Property Owners. Is made by 100% of the persons owning land within the
District Boundaries; and

c. Voluntary Agreement. Includes agreement for the landowners to voluntarily
submit their land to assessments authorized under Ch. 36.145 RCW;

2. The petition must be filed with the County Auditor.” The petition must first be filed

with the County Auditor by the applicant.

The County Auditor must confirm that the petition has been validly executed by 100% of
the landowners within the proposed district boundaries.

1 RCW 36.145.005.
2 RCW 36.145.020(2)
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The County Auditor has 30 days to determine compliance or non-compliance. Upon a
determination of compliance, the County Auditor will have 10 days to transmit the petition with

a certificate of sufficiency to the City.

The County Auditor has no statutory duty to determine if the petition is complete, i.e., if
it meets the requirements of RCW 36.145.020.

3. Completeness of Petition. Ch 36.145 RCW does not include a specific process for
determining whether or not & petition is complete. However, The CFD statute does include a
hearing requirement and a right of appeal. Thus, issues related to the completeness of the
petition can be raised at the time of the hearing and may be considered by the City Council in
determining whether or not to approve the petition.

In determining the Completeness of the petition, the City Council may consider whether
or not the Petition includes the following mandatory criteria:

Boundary Description. Does the petition designate and describe the boundaries of
the district by metes and bounds or reference to United States townships, ranges,

and legal subdivisions;

100% of all Property Owners. Is the petition executed by one hundred percent of
all owners of private property located within the boundaries of the proposed

district.

Authorize Assessrnents. Does the petition include a request by the propetty
owners to subject their property to the assessments;

Assessments Stated in the Petition. Does the request to subject the property to
assessments include a maximum amount the property owners may be subject to;

Authorized Assessments.  Are the assessments described in the petition
authorized under Chapter 36.145 RCW,

Certification. Does the petition include a certification by the petitioners that they
want to voluntarily submit their property to the authority of the district under
Chapter 36.145 RCW to approve the petitioner's request to submit their property
to the assessments, up to the amount included in the petition and authorized under

this chapter;

Explanation of Objective and Plan. Does the petition include a general
explanation of the objective and plan of the district;

Description of Special Facilities. Does the petition describe the specific facilities
that the district anticipates financing;
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Declaration of Public Health, Welfare and Safety. Does the petition declare that
the district will be conducive to public health, safety, and welfare;

Declaration of Benefit. Does the petition assert that the purpose for forming the
district will be a benefit te the land located in the district;

Reimbursement Obligation. Is the petition accompanied by an "obligation”
signed by at least two petitioners who agree to pay the costs of the formation

process;

List of Representatives. Does the petition include a list of petitioners or
representatives thereof who are willing and able to serve on the board of
supervisors;

Property Information for Assessment. If the petition proposes a special

assessment, does it include:

i. A diagram showing each separate lot, tract, parcel of land, or other
property in the district;

ii.  the acreage of the property;

iii. the name and address of the owner or reputed owner of each lot, tract,
parcel of land, or other property as shown on the tax rolls of the county

AS85888071,

iv. a preliminary assessment roll showing the special assessment proposed
to be imposed on each lot, tract, parcel of land, or other property; and

v.  a proposed method or combination of methods for computing special
assessments, determining the benefit to assessed property or use from
facilities or improvements funded directly or indircctly by special
assessments under this chapter; and

Security. Does the petition include an explanation of what security will be
provided to ensure the timely payment of assessments and the timely payment of
bonds issued by the district?

4, Cost Reimbursement. The statute provides at RCW 36.145.020(1)(g) that at least two
of the petitioners must sign an obligation to agree to pay the costs of the formation process.
These costs are different from and not included in the costs that may be funded by district
revenue. Thus, these costs must be paid by the petitioners and not the district.

The statute does not delineate or categorize the costs that may be included as part of this
obligation nor does it provide whether or not such costs must be advanced and paid up front or
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are subject to reimbursement. However, because the statute uses the present tense and does not
speak to this obligation as an obligation to reimburse those costs, it appears to be within the
legislative intent to allow the City to require payment either through reimbursement of the City’s
costs or through an advance deposit and draw upon the deposit.

The Statute also does not specify any limit upon costs other than that they must be “costs
of the formation process”. Thus, Costs reasonably incurred by the City related to formation of

the district appear to be within the scope of the payment obligation of the petitioners.
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III. PUBLIC HEARING.’

1. Public Hearing Obligation. The City Council is required to hold a public hearing
regarding the formation of the District.

2. Timing of Hearing. The hearing must be held no less than 30 and no more than 60
days from the date that the county certificate of sufficiency is issued.*

* The time begins from date of issuance and not receipt by the City.

* The following question may arise: “may the hearing be continued beyond the 60
day?” This is an open question; however, the statute uses the term “held” in reference to the
hearing requirement. Held” is the past tense of “hold”; therefore, the reference to when the
hearing must be conducted is in the past tense. By providing in the statute that the hearing must
be “held” no later than 60 days after the certificate of sufficiency, the legislature appears to have
intended that the hearing shall be commenced and completed prior to that time.

3. Hearing Notice*, The City is required {o give public notice of the hearing. Notice
must comply with the following:

a. Description of Proposal. Notice of all public hearings must include a description
of the proposal;

b. Mailing. Notice must be mailed to all petitioners.

c. Publication. Notice must be published once & week for three consecutive weeks
in the official paper of the City, prior to the date set for the hearing.

d. Posting Within the District. The notice must be posted for not less than fifteen
days prior to the date of the hearing in each of three (3) public places within the
boundaries of the proposed district;

e. Posting in Public Places. The notice must be posted for not less than fifteen days
prior fo the date of the hearing in three (3) public places of the City.

f. Time, Date and Location. All notices must contain the time, date, and place of
the public hearing,

4. Hearing and Decision Making Process. The hearing and deciston making process may
generally be described as follows:

% For purposes of this procedural outline, it is presumed that the formation of a community facilities district is a
legislative process rather than a quasi-judicial process.
4 RCW 36.145.040.

26



a. Who may give evidence? The statute contains no limitations upon who may give
evidence. Thus, anyone opposing or supporting the petition may provide
testimony or provide written evidence, The Council should establish time limits,

as are customary, for other public legislative hearings.

b. What evidence may be presented? Any evidence, written or oral, may be
presented that the City Council deems material to formation of the district. The
Council may establish rules governing the scope of what may be considered
evidence material to formation of the District.

c. What Evidence is Material? The statute does not define “materiality” but does
describe the relevant decision criteria of the City Council. Evidence that relates to
these decision criteria is clearly material to formation of the District. Further, as
noted previously, evidence relating to the completeness of the petition would also

be material.

d. City Council Consideration of the Petifion? The statute provides that the City
Council “must” consider the petition at the time and place of the hearing. The
meaning of this statufory obligation is not clear; however, it appears that the
legislature intended that the Council commence its consideration of the petition at

that time.

The statute also provides that the City Council may act on the petition at the
public hearing, but is not required to. Thus, although the City Council must
commence its consideration of the petition at the time of the hearing, it need not
complete its consideration of the petition on the date of the hearing.

e. Is there a time limit upon when the City Council Must Take Action? The statute

provides that the City Council may not issue a decision later than thirty (30) days
after the day of the public hearing.” Thus, if the City Council takes action, it must
do so within that time period.

The statuie also provides that a district may not be formed unless the City Council
makes the required findings set forth in RCW 36.145.060(1). Thus, it is clear
that, if the City Council does not approve a resolution containing the required
findings withia the 30 day time period, the district cannot be lawfully formed.

f.  What Criteria Must the Council Consider? A petition for formation of the district
may not be approved by the City Council unless it makes the following findings:

i The petitioners will benefit from the proposed district. The statute does not
specify or give context to what benefit must be conferred. However, if the

5 RCW 36.145.060



petition specifics that special assessments will be imposed, such assessments
are required to provide special benefit to the District;

ii,  The formation of the district will be in the best inferest of the City; and

ili. The formation of the District is consistent with the requirements of
Washington’s growth management act.

. What Standard Applies? The creation of a special purpose districts is a legislative
act. When acting in its legislative capacity, the City Council has broad discretion.
However, the City Council is constitutionally mandated to act in a reasonable
manner and cannot act arbitrarily or capriciously.

The statute provides that the Council may approve the petition by resolution if it
finds, in its “sole discretion” that the petition meets the foregoing criteria (see
above). Thus, the City Couneil is obligated to make a reasoned decision upon due
consideration of the contents of the petition and the evidence submiited to the
City Council. However, it is not obligated to grant the pefition and has sole
discretion to determine whether or not each of the criferia is met. Substantial
deference is given to the City Council to determine how best to serve the public
interest. If the City Council determines that one or more criteria are not met, the
fact that the applicant or speaker may have a different opinion does not matter, as
long as the City Council did not act arbitrarily or capriciously in making this
determination or was unreasoning in its determination.

. What is the Process for Approval? The Council must adopt a resolution
approving the petition within 30 days following the day of the public hearing.®
The resolution must meet the following requirements:

i. Findings. It must include findings for each one of the mandaiory elements set
forth in (f) above (See, RCW 36.145.060(1));

1i. Content of Petition. The resolution must, conform to the terms and conditions
contained in the petition, including the maximum amounts of special assessments
set forth in the petition, and must designate the name and number of the
community facilities district being formed.

1ii. Filing with Auditor. Certified copies of the resolution must be filed with the
County Auditor (or equivalent).

Can the City Council Alter the Petition? The Statute provides no authority for the
City Council to unilaterally amend or alter a petition. Further, it provides that the
resolution approving the petition must conform fo fthe terms and conditions

¢ Presumably this means the day the public hearing closes if the hearing last mare than one day.
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contained in the petition.” Thus, unless the petition is amended in accordance
with the statutory process, the City Council can only approve, deny or take no
action upon the petition as presented by the applicant.

The statute provides that a petition may be amended for any reason but only if it is
signed by one hundred percent of the owners of the property within the district.®

j. Isthere a Right of Appeal? Yes.

k. Who May Appeal? Any person who objects to formation of the district may
appeal the final decision of the City Council to approve the petition. The statute
does not provide that the appeilant must be a person who objected at the time of
the hearing. Thus, it appears that anyone may appeal.

1. What Decision may be Appealed? The statute only provides for a right to appeal
a decision of the City Council to approve formation of the district. Thus, failure
to take action to approve the district or action denying approval is not subject to
appeal. This [imitation upon the right to appeal seems consistent with the fact that
action to approve a petition is a legislative decision.

m. What is the Time Period for Filing Appeal? An appeal must be filed in the
Superior Court of the county in which the property is located within 30 days of

the effective date of the resolution approving the petition. If an appeal is not
timely filed, the district will be deemed validly constituted and its formation

cannot thereafter be challenged,

T RCW 36.145.060(3).
¥ RCW 36.145.020(3).



IV. APPOINTMENT OF SUPERVISORS.

1. Formation of the District. The District is likely formed upon passage of the resolution
approving formation. However, because there is a requirement for filing a certified copy of the
resolution with the County Auditor, it may be that the District is not created unless and until this
filing occurs. Because the stafute is silent on this issue and does not explicitly state that this is a
jurisdictional requirement, it is not absolutely clear at what point the district is formed.

2. Creation of Board of Supervisors. The District cannot take action until the five (5)
member “Board of Supervisors” is duly constituted by the City Council.

3. Timing of Appointments. The statute provides that the board members must be
appointed within sixty (60) days of the formation of the district.

4. How Appointed. Each of the five members must be natural persons and shall be
appointed by the City Council. Three (3) of the members shall be appointed from among the
members of the City Council and two (2) of the members shall be appointed from among the
petitioner members or nominees identified in the petition.

The statute also provides that the City may, in the alternative, appoint qualified
professionals with expertise in ““municipal finance in leu of one or more authorized
appointments from among the members of the City Council. However, the statute appears to
require that at least one City Council member remain on the Board. Note that only persons with
experlise in municipal finance arc qualified to serve on the Board in lieu of appointment of a

City Council Member.

5. Term of Office. The term of each supervisor is three (3} years, and until a successor is
appointed. Initial terms are limited to one (1) and two (2) year appointments respectively. Thus,
for example, two council members and one petitioner member will have a one-year initial term
and one council member one petition member will have a two-year initial term,

6. Vacancies in Office. Upon expiration of each term, the appoiniee may continue to
serve as a supervisor until the new term is filled. Persons may only be appointed to a vacant
position from those persons eligible fo fill that position. In other words, the two petitioner
appointments must be filled by petitioner nominees from the petition or successor property
owners. The three council positions must be filled by council members or a qualified

professional.
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Please publish in the next three (3) consecutive editions of the Covington/Maple Valley
Reporter.

CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
REGARDING THE PETITION FOR FORMATION OF BLACK DIAMOND
COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2011-1

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Black Diamond City Council will be holding a
public hearing on Thursday, December 15, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. at the Black Diamond
Council Chambers, 25510 Lawson Street, Black Diamond, WA.

APPLICANT: BD Village Partners, LP and YarrowBay Development LLC, 10220 NE
Points Drive Suite 310, Kirkland, WA 98033

ISSUE UNDER CONSIDERATION: The City of Black Diamond has received a
petition from the applicant for the formation of Community Facility District No. 2011-1
(hereinafter the “District”) pursuant to Chapter 36.145 RCW. The petition proposes over
$20 Million of assessments upon the property located within the boundaries of the
proposed District, which consists of 377.8 acres. The purpose of the hearing is for the
Black Diamond City Council to receive public comments and evidence in support of, or
in opposition to, formation of the District. The City Council is required by law to take
action approving or denying the petition within 30 days after the hearing,

OBJECTIVE: The proposed District’s objective is to finance portions of ten specific
improvements that provide special benefits to property located within the District through
the application of assessments. The applicant states in its petition that the net amount
proposed to be assessed on each parcel within the District is proportional to the special
benefit conferred on such parcel by the ten improvements. The applicant has proposed
financing the following ten specific facilities:

e SR-169/Roberts Drive/Black Diamond - This construction is intended to
reconfigure two intersections to increase their collective capacity to operate
adequately through the completion of the proposed District’s occupancies,
Located within close proximity of each other, the two intersections are the
connections of Roberts Drive to S. R. 169 and Black Diamond — Ravensdale Road
to S.R, 169,

* Roberts Drive — 750/850 Zone Water Main Extension — This main line extension
is intended to provide water services and satisfy fire flow requirements for the
District. The construction consists of two lines, oriented vertically, one pipe over
the ather, configured as a looped system,

¢ Aubum - Black Diamond Road Frontage — The proposed scope of the
construction is to augment the current through traffic lanes with turning structures
and intersections to facilitate ingress and egress into The Villages MPD. The
current design includes two roundabouts, a center turn lane and frontage
landscaping, The Improvements are grouped into three construction phases.
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» Onsite Spine Road — The Onsite Spine Road is an in-tract road which intersects
Aubumn-Black Diamond Road and traverses the District in a North-South
orientation. While the limits of construction are the District’s boundaries,
extensions of the road will eventually serve all of The Villages Master Plan
Development (MPD) when built out and occupied.

¢ Onsite Ring Road — The proposed onsite Ring Road connects to Auburn — Black
Diamond Road and will fravel in a circular arc as it traverses the District, This
road is intended to provide additional fraffic capacily within the internal road
network and also provides an additional point of access to the District for fire and
safety equipment.

o Stormwater Detention Pond ~ The Stormwater Detention Pond will be designed to
detain, treat and infiltrate stormwater runoff from large portions of the District as
well as other parts of The Villages MPD, In addition, the pond will serve as the
ultimate overflow route for all stormwater runoff from the District that is not
infiltrated or detained in other facilities within the District,

e Sanitary Sewer Lift Station — The Sanitary Sewer Lift Station will be constructed
to service the District as well as other portions of The Villages MPD. At a later
date, a higher capacity sewer lift station sized to service all of The Villages MPD
(including the District) may be constructed in a different location.

e Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility — This facility will work in conjunction with the
Sanitary Sewer Lift Station described above. The Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility
will be sized to detain sewer flows from the full District as well as other areas
within The Villages MPD,

» Village Green Park Improvements - These improvements will provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of The Villages MPD
residents, the Lawson Hills MPDs residents, and the public at large for
enfertainment, assembly, and recreation.

¢ Civic Park Improvements — These improvements will also provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of The Villages MPD
residents, the Larson Hills MPDs residents, and the public at large for
enfertainment, assembly, and recreation.

PURPOSE: The purpose for forming the District is to finance portions of the
Emprovements as they provide special benefits to the property located within the District.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: See the below diagram showing each separate lot,
tract, parcel of land, or other property in the District. The District boundary legal

descriptions by metes and bounds is available for review in the Petition.
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Written comments may be submitted to the Clerk’s office located at 24301 Roberts
Drive, Black Diamond, WA until 5:00 p.m. on December 15, 2011, or otherwise they
must be submitted at the hearing. The applicant’s petition for formation of the District
and all documents related to the petition and the hearing are available for inspection or
purchase at City Hall, 24301 Roberts Drive, or on the City’s website at
hitp://www.ci.blackdiamond. wa.us under “In the Spotlight”.

Dated this 18th day of November, 2011
Brenda L. Martinez
Assistant City Administrator/City Clerk
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BLACK DIAMOND CFD No. 2011-1
Community Facilities District (“CFD") Petition pursuant to Chapter 36.145 RCW

BD Village Partners, LP and YarrowBay Development LLC (hereinafter “Petitioners”)
respectfully submit this Community Facilities District Petition (the “Petition™) to the City of
Black Diamond pursuant to Chapter 36.145 RCW. This Petition requests the formation of Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 (the “District” or “CFD No. 2011-1"), which shall include the Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property, as defined below, that is both located within the Black
Diamond Urban Growth Area (“UUGA”) and within the city limits of Black Diamond as required
by RCW 36.145.020, The requirements for a CFD petition are set forth in RCW 36.145.020(1).
Each of these requirements is addressed subsection-by-subsection below.

RCW 36.145.020(1)(b): See the metes and bounds description of the boundaries of the District
attached to this Petition as Attachment 1 (hereinafter the “Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1

Property™).

RCW 36.145.020(1)(b): The undersigned property owner hereby requests that the Rlack
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Propexty be subject to assessments up to the amount outlined in RCW

36.145.020(1)(i)(iv) as authorized by Chapter 36,145 RCW.

RCW 36.145.020(1){c): See the certification attached to this Petition as Attachment 2.

RCW 36.145.020(1)(d): The District’s objective is to finance portions of ten specific
improvements that provide special benefits to the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property
through the application of assessments. The net amount to be assessed on each parcel within the
District is proportional to the special benefit conferred on such parcel by the ten improvements.
The District anticipates financing the following ten specific facilities (the “Improvements™):

SR-169 / Roberis Drive / Black Diamond - This construction will reconfigure two
infersections to increase their collective capacity to operate adequately through the
completion of District’s occupancics. Located within close proximity of each other, the
two intersections are the connections of Roberts Drive to S.R. 169 and Black Diamond -

Ravensdale Road to S.R. 169.

s Roberis Drive - 750 / 850 Zone Water Main Extension — This main line extension is
necessary to provide water services and to satisfy fire flow requirements for the District.
The construction consists of two lines, oriented vertically, one pipe over the other,

configured as a looped system.

Auburn — Black Diamond Road Frontage — The scope of the construction is to augment
the current through traffic lanes with turning structures and intersections to facilitate
ingress and egress into The Villages MPD. The current design includes two roundabouts,
a center turn lane and frontage landscaping, The Improvements are grouped into three

construction phases.
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Onsite Spine Road —The Onsite Spine Road is an in-tract road which intersects Auburn -
Black Diamond Road and traverses the District in a North-South orientation. While the
limits of construction are the District’s boundaries, extensions of the road will eventually
serve all of The Villages MPD when built out and occupied.

Onsite Ring Road — The Onsite Ring Road connects to Auburn — Black Diamond Road
and travels in a circular arc as it traverses the District. This road provides additional
traffic capacity within the internal road network and also provides an additional point of
access to the District for fire and safety equipment.

» Stormwater Detention Pond — The Stormwater Detention Pond is designed to detain, treat
and infiltrate storm water runoff from large portions of the District as well as other parts
of The Villages MPD. In addition, the pond serves as the ultimate overflow route for all
stormwater runoff from the District that is not infiltrated or detained in other facilities

within the Disirict.

» Sanitary Sewer Lift Station — The Sanitary Sewer Lift Station is being constructed to
service the District as well as other portions of The Villages MPD. At a later date, &
higher capacity sewer lift station sized to service all of The Villages MPDs (including the

District) may be constructed in a different location.

Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility - This facility works in conjunction with the Sanitary
Sewer Lift Station described above. The purpose of the Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility is
to retain flows for transport during off-peak demand. This Sewer Storage Pacility is sized
to detain sewer flows from the full District as well as other areas within the Villages

MPD.

¢ Village Green Park Improvements — These improvements will provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of The Villages MPD
residents, the Lawson Hills MPDs residents, and the public at large for entertainment,

assembly, and recreation.

» Civic Park Improvements — These improvements will also provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of The Villages MPD
residents, the Lawson Hills MPDs residents, and the public at large for entertainment,

assemnbly, and recreation.

RCW 36.145.02002)(e): The undersigned property owner declares that CFD No. 2011-1 will be
conducive to public health, safety, and welfare for the following reasons. First, the proposed
District will finance Improvements (as defined above) that improve public health, safety, and
welfare by improving traffic circulation and thereby reducing accidents; improving pedestrian
safety; providing street lights thereby deterring crime and improving vehicular and pedestrian
safety; facilitating the safe transmission of wastcwater; mitigating flooding; providing for the
transmission of stormwater; delivering potable water; and providing recreation and park
improvements. The Improvements are in the best interest of the City for several reasons. Many
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of the Improvements have benefits for the City, its residents and those who visit, drive through or
recreate in the City, Moreover, nsing the District to finance these Improvements allows the
property owner to use other sources of funding for improvements not being financed by the
District but which are very important to the City, such as early construction of 2 new main fire
station in the City. Second, the proposed District, through the application of assessments,
provides a secure financing source for the Improvements that provide public health, safety, and
welfare benefits to the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property and its future residents.

RCW 36.145.020(1)(f): The purpose for forming the District is to finance portions of the
Improvements. The Improvements provide special benefits to the Black Diamond CFD No.

2011-11 as summarized below.

¢ Roads and Street Improvements. The primary benefits of road and street improvements
are as follows:

a. Improvement to traffic circulation and reduction in accidents.

b. The improved ability of pedestrians to manage and navigate their surroundings,
which helps pedestrians safely find their way.

c. Lighted ingress and egress to lots and parcels resulting from street lights.

d. The enhancement to the valne of the property which results from the foregoing
henefits.

« Water Main Extension, Sewer Lift Station and Stormwater Drainage. The primary

benefits of sewer, water and storm drain improvements are set forth below:

a. Extension of a water main from the current water facilities delivers required
water service and fire flow to enable the construction and occupancy of residences
and commercial facilities on previously vacant undeveloped land.

b. Sewer Lift Stations purp wastewater to regional gravity flow sanitary sewer
systems and facilitating the safe transmission of wastewater to centralized

waslewater treatment facilities.

c. Sewer Storage facilities store wastewater for delayed transmission through the
sanitary sewer system during off-peak hours.

d. Stormwater Drainage and Storage Facilities mitigate flooding during peak
rainfall storms by safely channeling and storing storm runoff for transmission to
community storm drain systems during off-peak demand,

e. Health and safety benefits resulting from construction of the subject
infrastrneture are the delivery of potable water, the sanitary removal of
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wastewater and the protection of life and property from the damage incurred as a
result of flooding.

f. The enhancement to the value of the property which results from the foregoing
benefits.

« Park and Recreational Improvements. The primary benefits of parks and recreation

improvements are set forth below:

a. Improved aesthetic appeal of nearby parcels.
b. Green space within the urban environment,
c. Enhanced wind breaks.

d. Improved erosion resistance.

e. Improved dust control.

RCW 36.145.020(1Xg): See the “obligation™ attached fo this Petition as Attachment 3.

RCW 36.145.020(1)(h): The Petitioners nominate the following two individuals as eligible
supervisors for the Distriet: (1) Alan Boeker, as a representative of the Petitioners; and (2) Alan
Fure, as a qualified professional. Both Mr. Boeker and Mr. Fure are willing and able to serve on
the District’s board of supervisors. Curriculum vitae for Mr. Boeker and Mr. Fure, as well as
docnmentation of their consent to serve, are attached herefo as Attachment 4,

RCW 36.145.020(1)(1): Subsections (i)-(v) of this section are each addressed separately below.

(i) See the diagram showing each separate lot, tract, parcel of and, or other property in
the District attached hereto as Attachment 3.

(ii) The acreage of the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property is 377.8 acres.

(iii) The name and address of the owner of each lot, parcel as shown on the tax rolls of
the King County assessor:

[see table of property owners on following page)
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Lot/Parcel FProperty Owner Property Owner Address

Eﬁ’; 152106- c/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

9098) 10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, LP | Kirkland, WA 98033

J(;A?lilif 152106- ¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

9101) 10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, LP | Kirkland, WA 98033

é:;,il 152106- ¢fo Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

9099) 10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, LP | Kirkland, WA 98033

%X;; 152106- ¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

9100) 10220 WE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, I.P | Kirkland, WA 93033

{'ﬂj; 152106- ¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

0104) 10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, LP | Kirkland, WA 98033

bgltjg 152106- ¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

9105) 10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, LP | Kirkland, WA 28033

a)lt?’; 152106- ¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

9103) 10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
BD Village Partners, LP | Kirkland, WA 98033

Lot 8 cfe Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC

(APN 152106~
9102)

BD Village Partness, LP

10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
Kirkland, WA 98033

Lot 9
(APN 152106~
9109)

BD Village Partners, LP

¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC
10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
Kirkland, WA 98033

Lot 10
(APN 1521006-
9106)

BD Village Partuners, LP

c/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LLC
10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
Kirkland, WA 98033

Lot 11
(APN 152106~
9108)

BD Village Partners, LP

¢/o Yarrow Bay Holdings, LI.C
10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
Kirkland, WA 98033

APN 152106-
9096

BD Village Partners, LP

¢/o Yarrow Bay Haldings, LLC
10220 NE Points Drive, Ste 120
Kirkland, WA 98033

Page§

(iv) See Preliminary Assessment Roll on following page:
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Community Facility District (CFD) No. 2011-1
Preliminary Assessment Roll
Parcel Total § per Parcel
Number  Acreage inct C.0.J/Reserve/Cap. Fncidental
1 8.28 $1,575,836
2 34.44 $2,716,776
3 11.26 $0
4 52.87 $7,828,999
S 2.51 $82,706
6 3.79 $0
7 10.01 $580,886
8 5.96 $499,913
9 37.71 $2,134.417
10 12.30 $0
11 41.40 $1,794,292
TPN -9096 157.27 $3,674,272
Total: 377.80 $20,888,097

(v) The proposed comhination of methods for computing special assessments and
determining the benefit to the assessed property from the planned facilities and
improvements include the zone method and the alternative and additional methods of

assessment authorized by RCW 35.51.030.

RCW 36.145.020(1)(j): The security to ensure the timely payment of assessments and the timely
payment of bonds issued by the District will be the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property.

[see signature of property owner on following page]
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PROPERTY OWNER:
BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, LP, a Washington limited partnership

By:  YarrowBay Development LLC, a Washington limited liability company
Its:  General Partner

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washingion corporation
Itss Member

By: E—\\ E")

Brian Ross
Iis: President

Mailing Address: {DZZD ME [QDMK O‘AU@‘. &J )I€, K]D} tlﬂdﬁi HCI, UM’ G}%bg%
Telephone No.: HZS l %q(c))’ 24 oo
Date; !G! (4 ! ?_Di,!
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NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

[ certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Ine., 2 Washington
corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development LI.C, a Washington limifed liability
company, the General Partner of BD Villace Partners, LP, a Washington limited partnership to

be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrurnent

(Seal or stamp) Dated: (0(/ 14 [/ L

\\\\\\\\\\\\m;, ™

.55:‘ M ’r@ ’-"f

;—Aﬁ. 3 ;\\\\\\1\11 Ir, % I"‘} - ; j :"/\ :
:—.Q_::__;g olAR, 4%‘“4,2 f-,g S1gna@ U/
ED .- z E:
: iz 2 ke
_wh, umiaER 2 adin P
Y r;,fe 21'\\\5‘ <5 Printed Name
‘S' 8 Pl oo \\\'é &
Yy, OF WASY o - i / /
Mg My appointment expires; |7 /21 l‘-f
{f L
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ATTACHMENT 1

BLACK DIAMOND CFD NO. 2011-1 PROPERTY

Page 8
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SEPTEMBER 12,2011

THE YILLAGES
TRIAD PRGJECT NO. 10-001

CFD NO., 2011-1 BOUNDARY
LEGAY, DESCRIFTIONS BY METES AND BOUNDS

THAT PORTION OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, WM., IN
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS;

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER. OF SAID SECTION 15

THENCE NORTH 01°32'55" WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE CF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER COF SAID SECTION 15, A DISTANCE OF 2365.58 FEET,

THENCE NORTH 01°2433"EAST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF NORTHWEST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 15, A DISTANCE OF 115030 FEET TO THE
CENTERLINE OF THE AUBURN-BLACK DIAMOND ROAD;

THENCE SOUTH 86°16'49" EAST ALONG SAID CENTERLINE, 257.80 FEET TO A
POINT OF CURVE,

THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CENTERLINE AND ON SAID CURVE TO THE
LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 1432.3% FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF

10°00'00", AN ARC DISTANCE QF 250.00 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 83°43'11" EAST ALONG SAID CENTERLINE, 2185.81 TO THE EAST
LINE THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID S8ECTION 15;

THENCE SOUTH 060°27'27" WEST, ALONG SAID EAST LINE, 140790 FEET TO THE
NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH HALF OF SAID SECTION L3;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21'530" EAST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, 65222 FEET TO THE
WEST LINE OF PARCEL 1, ACCORDING TO A COMMON BOUNDARY LINE
AGREEMENT BRECORDED UNDER KING COUNTY RECORDING WNUMBER

20030917900009;
THENCE NORTH 00°47'08" EAST ALONG SAID WEST LINE OF PARCEL 1, A
DISTANCE OF 1457.79 FEET TO THE SOUTH MARGIN OF SAID AUBURN-BLACK
DIAMOND ROAD;

THENCE NORTH 83°43'11" EAST, ALONG SAID SOUTH MARGIN, 281.92 FRET TO
THE COMMON NORTH-SOUTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL I AND PARCEL 2 OF SAID
COMMON BOUNDARY LINE AGREEMENT;

THENCE SOUTH ¢1°0523" WEST ALONG SATD COMMON LINE, 188.86 FEET TO
THE COMMON EAST-WEST LINE OF SAID PARCELS 1 AND 2;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21221" EAST ALONG SAID COMMON LINE AND THE COMMON
BAST-WEST LINE CF SAID PARCEL 2 AND PARCEL 3 OF SAID COMMON
BOUNDARY LINE AGREEMENT, 291.43 FEET TO THE COMMON NORTH-SOUTH
LINE OF SAID PARCEL { AND PARCEL 4 OF SAID COMMON BOUNDARY LINE

AGREEMENT;
N\

ASSOCTATES

EAPROIECTNO5IISNCORRSPNCATRIAD LEGALS\ 1 13906 10-001 Legal Dasciption
CFO No 20| t METES AND BOUNDS.dae

12112 115™ Avenye NE Kirkiand, Washinglon 700349623

425.821.8418 -800.488.0756 - Fax 425.821.3481

www.iriadassaciales.net
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THENCE SCUTH 01°0523" WEST ALONG SAIl} COMMON NORTH-SOUTH LINE,
165.70 FEET TO THE COMMON BAST-WEST LINE OF SAID PARCELS 1 AND 4;

THENCE S0OUTH 85°21721" EAST ALONG SAID COMMON EAST-WEST LINE, 89.40
FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1;

THENCE SOUTH 01°06'50" WEST ALONG SAID EAST LINE, 1137.17 FEET TO THE
NORTH LINE OF SAJD SOUTHEAST QUARTER,;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21'50" EAST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, 1304.43 FEET TO THE
EAST LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 15;

THENCE SOUTH 00°2['04" WEST ALONG SAID EAST LINE, 2104.13 FEET TO THE
NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 15;

THENCE NORTH 85°44'16" WEST ALONG SATD NORTH LINE, §54.63 FEET TO THE
WEST LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER QUARTER;

THENCE SOUTH 00°22'34" WEST ALONG SAID WEST LINE, 687.57 FEET TO THE
SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15;

THENCE NORTH §4°32'13" WEST ALONG SAID SQUTH LINE, 1568.05 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 8§4°32'13" WEST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF SECTION 15, A DISTANCE OF 2624.07 FEET TO THE PCINT OF

BEGINNING.

WRITTEN BY: ART
CHECKED BY: MSH

P oia aaa sns

S\PROJECTRAT Q07 NCORRSPNC\SEPTEMEER 201 ) WATER EASEMENT\I 1-0909 jO-
074 Exhlbit C-1 Ofitite Water Easement Legal Cescriptiondoc

12112 115™ Avenue ME Xlrkfand, Warhington 98034-9623

425.821.8448 - 800.488.0755 + Fax 425.821.348)

wvav.brfadasroclatesnet

ASSOCIATES P33320f2

and Devetopment Gonsultaiits . -~ -
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ATTACHMENT 2
CERTIFICATION

BD Village Partners, LP and YarrowBay Development LLC, the undersigned petitioners,
voluntarily submit the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property, as defined in Attachment 1 of
the attached Petition, to the authority of the District described in the Petition pursuant to Chapter
36.145 RCW to approve the Petitioners’ request to submit the Property to the assessments, up to
the amount included in Section 36.145.020(1)(i) of the Petition and authorized under Chapter

36.145RCW.

The undersigned petitioners certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
Washington that the foregoing is true and correct,

PETITIONERS:

BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, LP, a Washington limited partnership

By:  YarrowBay Development LLC, a Washington limited liability company
Its:  General Partner

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation

Tts: Member
By: \E‘k IZJ)
Brian Ross

its: President

Mailing Address: 10 220 NE s Qnie Yl 210, }/MLMWOI LB 28033

YARROWBAY DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Washington Iimited liability company

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation
Its: Member

By: E”\%

Brian Ross
Its: President

Mailing Address: 10220 NE Pt Dive, Qe 210, Liveland, g 948032
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NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inc,, a Washington
corporation, 2 Member of YarrowBay Development LL.C, a Washingfon limited liability
company, the General Partner of BD Village Partners, LP, a Washington Hmited partnership fo
be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

(Seal or stamp) Dated: l,d] l‘}/ |

\\\\\\\“\\\" Nt |
N
< PMES i )

\\\\m G\ i -
Eky! Signature U \\\J

&
= é !,
= _-_.‘.- \O *A, ffl /,

= ;"‘E) 2

H E.—-?\ il ‘t}."": %

: Xig - £ 7 ‘QMM J,é&vw
z L - FRC J
z % Ay £0 E J

: g LAY Printed Name

5 ’:f,, 122 ’\‘gé’_g

'7)- TSN
", < OF wh "ls‘

[“Hnm I

My appointment expires: l?/ s L/ l’-!

NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

1 certify that T know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inec., a Washington
corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development LL.C, a Washingtfon limited liability
company to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the

instrument.

Dated: lo/t‘g/ 1|

Signature U Q

(Seal or stamp)
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ATTACHMENT 3
OBLIGATION

BD Viliage Partners, LP and YarrowBay Development LLC certify that they are the Petitioners
for the attached Petition and that they agree to pay the costs of the formation of the Black

Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 pursuant to the Petition.

The undersigned petitioners certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
Washington that the foregoing is true and correct.

PETTTIONERS:

BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, LP, a Washington limited partnership

By:  YarrowBay Development LLC, a Washington limited liability company
Its:  General Partner

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation
Its: Member

Brian Ross
lis: President

Maiting Address: 10220 NE Pt Qe y1ile 20, vk nd 1M 98032

YARROWBAY DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Washingtor limited liability company

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation
Its: Member

TG

Briaf Ross
Tis: President

Mailing Address: ()220 NE Pt Quve. iite a0 \Uvkland, L Aaasps>
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NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

I certify that T know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
fo execute the instrinment and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inc., 2 Washington
corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development LL.C, a Washington limited liability
company, the General Partoer of BD Village Partners, LP, a Washington limited partnership to
be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

(Seal or staqm}“mml Dated: lC:/m;/n

"-"\ ES ’I’
& \\\\\\\m“ }r I

Flr g éo“fh ﬁ‘ % S

£ 8%, mg 2 1gnature U U—'

2 % a0 EFZ

Z2 w4 “upN, FOZ

% ’%"”m’-?-zt-'\i‘fé* z Curgn .[aé&vwa

o, e s (@ S Printed Namel)
l" i, FWAS ¢¢
ll[“ - - . )
e My appointment expires. l_?;/ mp/le
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inc., a Washington
corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development L.L.C, a Washington limited liability

company to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the

instrument.

Dated: iO/l ‘i/ L!

L)
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1}
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ATTACHMENT 4

NOMINEES FOR BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

L, Alan Boeker, hereby acknowledge that Property Owner, BD Village Partners, LP, has
nominated me to serve as a supervisor on Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1’s Board of
Supervisors and hereby consent to serve on such board if [ am appointed by the City of Black

Diamond.
(e 151/
el Date
General Manager of YarrowBay Holdings LLC
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE
State of Washington
County of King

I certify that T know or have satisfactory evidence that Alan Boeker is the person who appeared
before me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument and acknowledged it to

be his free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

Dated: {0 !‘E) !2.01\\
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I, Alan D. Fure, PE, hereby acknowledge that Property Owner, BD Village Partners, LP, has
nominated me to serve as a supervisor on Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1’s Board of
Supervisors and hereby consent to serve on such board if I am appointed by the City of Black

Diamon% % Oidchee 17, 20/

7/ ! Date

Alan Fure
Senior Vice Present, Triad Associates

NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washingion
County of King

1 certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Alan D. Fare is the person who appeared
before me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument and acknowledged it to
be his free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

Dated: ‘D!H “l
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= I
ST, Neipid WA Pl
£ e‘:‘?’i«m N "’ffzﬁq‘% Signathre
EREE T . % )
iz oo, 482 ADTIN, e, Vielson Rilbeasiain
Vu U eiNE Title A
" Fin £
4’ @)’l;"' 1-29"\\\{'7' q“\% ;
< My appointment expires: \-Z29-15

"f: Wy
7€

o
Ty

Page 11 of 12

51



Alan Boeker
t General Manager of Yarrow Bay Holdings LLC

£ Alan Beeker has a passion for and a wealth of experience in creating
- successful communities and building homes with great consumer

appeal.

T As founding president of the Los Angeles division of Standard Pacific
Homes (NYSE: SPF), a national, publicly traded development and building company, Boeker led
initiatives to meet the growing need for high-density, urban in-fill housing. Projects of note
include five vertically integrated, mixcd-use boildings in Playa Vista; urban redevelopment
projects in Pasadena; and the Redwood Lofts in Los Angeles. Boeker grew the division from a
staff of three to more than 85 employees with deliveries of more than 400 units per year and

revenues exceeding $250 million annually.

Prior to his tenure at Standard Pacific Homes, Boeker was the director of residential land
development at Playa Capital Company, the master developer for Playa Vista, a 6,500-unit urban
master plan. Boeker oversaw the publication of community design guidelines for all commercial
and residential components, developed comprehensive sustainable design programs, and directed
the design of eight, first-phase projects and subsequent delivery of finished lots to builders. Other
aspects of the plan included rental housing, community buildings, retail, extensive public
gathering areas, and a fire station. In the earlier stages of his career, Boeker served as senior
praject manager for New Urban West, Inc. In a partnership with Chevron Land and
Development, he led company efforts in entitlement and development of a new 3,500-unit master
plan in Huntington Beach, California. His management responsibilities included the
characterization, clean-up and closure documentation of heavy hydrocarbon contamination on
many parcels, Additionally, he recruited, hired and mentored project managers who each were
responsible for three to five neighborhood develapments. In 2007 Boeker became President of
Port Blakely Communities where he was responsible for crafting a reorganization strategy to
reposition retail holdings at Issaquah Highlands and seek other opportunities across the Puget
Sound. His role included interfacing with civic groups and local government, as well as
providing counsel to the senior management team and to company Board of Directors.

Boeker holds a bachelor’s degree in finance from the University of Nevada and a master’s
degree of business administration in real estate from National University in San Diego. Active in
the community, he served for many years on the Westside Urban Forum in Los Angeles. In
addition, he is a member of the Urban Land Institute. Qutside of work, Boeker and his family

enjoy recreational boating on the Puget Sound.
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ALAN D. FURE, PE, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, has 34 years of civil engineering
design, project management and entftlement process experience thronghour the Puget Sound
reglon. With a portfolio of over 200 projecrs, Mr. Fure's areas of expertise include master
phnning, feasibility analysis, team formation and managemens, consultant team leadership.
storm drainage analysis, grading design, erosion controf design, uttliy design, street design,
construction management and collabarative design. Currently serving as Principal In Charge
for several master planned communities, Mr. Fure is a trusted advisor foc his clients and is

highly regarded by co-consultants and local agencies.

EDUCATION
B.S. Civil Enginecring, University of Washington, 1977

CERTIFICATIONS AND AFFILIATIONS
Registered Civil Engincer: WA, OR, CO
Member: American Seciety of Civil Engineers
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY
»  University of Washington: Harrls Hydraulics Laboratory, Laboratory Assistant, Summer 1976
v “Triad Associates: Project Engineer to Principal in Charge and Senfor Vice President,

December 1976 to present
RECENT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Lawson Hills and Villages Master Planned Developments

Yarraw Bay Holdings is currently processing the development appravals within
the-City of Black Diamond for two MPDs that constitute closc to 2,000 acres of
property and propose a total unit count of roughly 6,000 residential units and
1,200,000 square Feer of commercial development, Mr. Fure has been responsible
for leading the civil engineering team as it worles through the feasibility and
environmental analysis phase of the project. His team recenly completed an
MPD application, currently under review in the City. Some of the design itetns of

note include:

+  Storm drainage facilicy analysis and design,
Water system design, Including reservolr, pump station and transmission main planning,
design coordination
+  Sanitary sewer design, including pump station and trunkline planning, design and design coordination
Roadway improvement design, including roundabouts, traffic signals and roadway extenslons

lacluding many low impact development features
design and

Hachor Hill Mixed Use Comniunity .
Harbor Hill is 2 Master Plaaned Community in Glg Harbor, Washington. The project includes retail and

commeicial office development and a residential component consisting ef approximately 800 units of varying
housing types. As Senior Project Manager, Mr. Fure has orchestrared the envisioning process preceding the
development of the master residential plan. Subsequently, he led the design team as it prepared a Planned
Residential Development Application on the property. Included in chis work is the coordinared drainage
system design and the master utility planning, Offsite improvements include one mile of frontage roadway
improvements: a roundabour, additional road connections and offsite sewer and water extensions.

Arhorwood

Lacated in Kitsap County,
and 20,000 square feet of commercial space. As Principal in Charge,
of Prelirainary Plat approval, realized in 2009. The master plan, including scorm drainage and preliminary

utilicies, was developed with consideracian for native open space areas.

Washington, Arborwood s a mixed-use project consisting of 751 residential units
Mt Fitze led 2 team towasds the poal
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Tafus Master Planned Community
“Talus is a Jarge master planned communlty perched on the easterly slopes of

Cougar Mountain located in Issaquah, Washington, The site is steeply sloped and
tghtly constrained with numerous wetlands and stream corridors, The community &
contains 1,700 residential units, 500,000 square feet of affice space and 25,000
square feet of retail commerelal, Mr. Fure served as Senlor Project Manager for - PS5 RONH
Triad and assisted his client, Intracorp, with the management of the extensive : o TR

consulrant team. His 14-year invalvement spans thé planning, environmental
and construction processes. The Following infrastructure elements were envistaned, planned and executed under

, development agreement, design

his direcrion:
»  Mubiple desention facilities
Water quality facilitles to meet the Lake Sammamish lake management plan
s Over a mile of state highway improvements
s Over two miles of sanitary sewer trunldine
Multiple warer systern Facilitles including a large warer pump statlon and two water reservoirs
»  Wetland mirigation and enhancement facilides
+  Offsite seream restoration

¢ Over 2 mile of onsite roadway
T addicion, Mr. Fure managed and directed the planning and engineering efforts for ten of the parcel

development projects that followed the infrastructure design and implemcntation noted above. His work on
this project began in 1996 and continues to this day.

Snoqualmie Casiao
Snoqualmie Casino is an entertainment project located within the Snoqualmie

Indian Nation near Sroqualmic, Washington. The project consisted ofa

large multi-purpose facility with a 2000-car parking garage constructed with
assoclated additional parking and suppors facilities on a steeply sloped 40-acre
site bisected by a natural stream corridor. Mr. Pure served as Senior Project
Manager and assisted the owner by providing leadership to the entire deslgn team.

OF significance was the design and construction of a large derention and water
qualicy facifity. Other infrastructure elements undertaken on the project under Mr. Fure’s leadership include:

Strect frontage improvements on Nosth Bend Way, including a new intersection roundabatit
« A warer well and pump house

s Whater weatment and potable water storage

v Fire fow reservolr and fre How pump

= Numerous onsite retaining walls

OTHER BEPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS

»  Lakeland Master Plari, Auburn, WA’

+  Aschstong Northereek, Snohomish County, WA

¢ Oswego Pointe Mixed Use Development, Lake Oswego, OR
= Part Ludlow Planned Community, Jefferson Councy, WA

+  Awvalon High Grove, Saohomish County, WA

Brandemoor Aparument Communicy, Snohomish County, WA
+  Emerald Heighrs Retirement Community, Redmoad, WA

e Mack Elementary School, King County, WA

+  Element Residential Comrunity, Redmond, WA

»  Belcarra Apartments, Bellevue, WA

+  Boeing Space Center Redevelopmeat, Kent, WA

+ Inglewood Hills Apartment Community, King County, WA
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ATTACHMENT 3

PARCEL DIAGRAM
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SEPTEMBER 12, 2011

THE VILLAGES
CED NO. 2011-1 BOUNDARY TRIAD PROJECT NO, 18-001

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS BY PARCELS

LOTS | THROUGH 11, BLACK DIAMOND BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT NO.
PLN 16-0019, ACCORDING TO THE BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT RECORDED
UNDER RECORDING NUMBER 20110426900005, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY,

WASHINGTON;

TFOGETHER WITH THAT PORTION OF THE EASTERT.Y 860 FEET OF THE WEST
HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH,
RANGE 6 EAST, W.M., IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON, LYING SOUTHERLY

OF THE AUBURN-BLACK DIAMOND HIGHWAY;

EXCEPT THE EAST 381.24 FEET OF THE NORTHWREST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6
EAST, W.M., LYING SQUTHERLY OF AUBURNBLACK DIAMOND HIGHWAY
AND THE EAST 90 FEET OF THE NCORTH 165.70 FEET OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF S8ECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 2
NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, W.M,, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON;

(ALSO KNOWN AS PARCEL 1 UNDER SURVEY RECORDED UNDER
RECORDING NUMBER 20030917900009.)

AND TOGETHER WITH THE THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15,
TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, WM, IN XING COUNTY, WASHINGTON;

AND TOGETHER WITH THAT PORTION OF THE BAST §0 FEET OF THE WEST
HALF OF SAID SECTION 15 LYING SOUTHERLY OF THE AUBURN-BLACK

DIAMOND ROAD;
EXCEPT THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER, OF THE
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 15,

WRITTEN BY: ARJ
CHECKED BY: MSH

[T -
SAPROJECTNISIIENCORRSPNCATRIAD LEGALS\T 1-02046 10-001 Legal Oascriplion-
Fhasa HCFC-A.dac

12112 1157 Avenue NE Kirkfand, Wastington 9803 +9523
425.82 1.6448-800,488.0756 - Fax 425.821.3487
vasnerladatigciates.net
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(Office of the Prosecuting Attorney

DANIEL T, SATTERBERG a
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY B CIVIL DIVISION
W400 King County Courthouse

. 516 Third Avenue

Ki ng County Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 295-9015

FAX (206) 296-0191

October 31, 2011

Mayor Rebecca Olness
24301 Roberts Drive

PO Box 599

Black Diamond, WA 98010

Black Diamond City Council
24301 Roberts Drive

PO Box 599
Black Diamond, WA 98010

Honorable Mayor Olness and Honorable Councilmembers:

Pursuant to RCW 36.145.020(2), King County is transmitting the original Community Facilities
District petition together with a certificate of sufficiency confirming that 100 percent of the owners
of the properties located in the proposed district have executed the petition.

Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at (206) 296-0235 or the
Director of King County Real Estate and Licensing Services, Lorraine Patterson, at (206) 296-3185.

Fenior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
King County Prosecutor’s Office

ce: Megan Nelson, YarrowBay
John Hempelmann, Cairncross & Hempelmann
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King County
Pow Constantine
King County Executive
401 Fifth Avenue, Suife 800
Seattle, WA 98104
206-296-9600 Fax 206-296-0194

TTY Relay: 711
www, kingcounty.gov

CERTIFICATE OF SUFFICIENCY PURSUANT TO RCW 36.145.020(2)

To:
From:
Re:

Honorable Council,

City Council of the City of Black Diamond, Washington

Office of King County Executive, King County, Washington

Petition to Form Community Facilities District Pursuant to RCW 36.145.020(2).

On 26 Oclober, 2011 King County received the Petition to form Black Diamond Community
Facilities District No, 2011-1 (the “District” hereinafter). King County does not have an Auditor
to comply with RCW 36.145.020 (2). Pursuant to the King County Charter and the King County
Code, the function specified by RCW 36.145.020 (2) is performed by the King County

Executive.

On behalf of King County 1 have examined the Petition, the records of title of the property within
the proposed District and the signatures of the property owners of all the property with the
proposed District and do hereby certify that the Petition has been executed by one hundred

percent of all the property owners within the proposed District.

DATED this 2 %day of QeToRER. , 2011,

King County Executive
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King County
Records and Licensing Services Division
Department of Executive Services

King County Administration Building
500 Fourth Avenue, Room 411
Seattle, WA 98104-2337

206-296-3185 Fax 206-296-4029
TTY Relay: 711

October 28, 2011

The Honorable Dow Constantine
King County Executive

401 5™ Ave #800

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Executive Constantine:

On March 10, 2010, Senate Bill 6241 became law, The statute (RCW 36.145) allows for the
creation of Community Facilities Districts (CFD) which represents a new type of public
financing available to Washington developers and homebuilders. A CFD is a special purpose
district designed to provided financing for community facilities and local, sub-regional and
regional infrastructure. A CFD is created by a petition approved by a county, city, or town in
which the district is located. Before the petition can be processed by the applicable jurisdiction,
the county auditor of the county where the parcels are located must verify that all parcels within
the proposed CFD have been included in the petition and that the owners of each parcel have

signed the petition.

On Qctober 26, 2011, King County received its first petition for Black Diamond CFD No, 2011-
1. The parcels identified in the petition are wholly within with the incorporated area of Black
Diamond. Accordingly, King County’s only role is to verify that the *...petition has been validly
executed by one hundred percent of all owners of the property located within the proposed

district...." RCW 36.145.020(2).

The King County charter does not provide for a statutory county auditor and the charter does
not assign the county auditor duties, except those assigned to the clerk of the county council.
Absent a specific delegation by the county executive, this newly created county auditor duty is
retained by the executive, until delegated. King County Charter 320.20. (Based on research

conducted by Peggy Pahl, deputy prosecuting aftorney).

Since my division, Records and Licensing Services, has the closest duties for this purpose, we
have reviewed this petition. For this review, lan Taylor, deputy prosecuting attorney, and 1
reviewed the materials from BD Village Partners and YarrowBay Development. We contacted
their corporate office to request additional documentation clearly linking the signatory Brian
Ross to both companies. They responded with two documents:
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The Honorable Dow Constantine
Qctober 28, 2011
Page2 of 2

(1) Excerpts from the BD Village Partners limited partnership agreement noting Yarrow
Bay Development’s appointment as “General Partner”; the General Partner’s
authority to act for the Limited Partnership, and evidence of Brian Ross’s signature

authority for Yarrow Bay Development.

(2) BD Village Partners’ certificate of formation from the WA Secretary of State which
was signed by Brian Ross.

The documents clearly indicate his authority to bind the companies to the terms of the CFD. In
addition, the Recording Office Supervisor has reviewed the petition and confirmed that ali the
parcels in the legal description for the proposed CFD were accurate and that each owner had
been identified. In this case all parcels are owned BD Village Partners.

RECOMMENDATION: The Black Diamond CFD Petition 2011-1 meets the requirements of
RCW 36.145.020(2). Accordingly, [ recommend that you sign the included Certificate of

Sufficiency.

After execution, my office will retrieve the original Certificate and the petition. Per
36.145.020(2)(a} it will then be sent to the City of Black Diamond to proceed with its process.

Should you have any questions please contact me at 206-296-1559,

Sincerely,

yy—

Lorraine A. Patterson
Director, Records and Licensing
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HOLDINGS _ a passion to succeed

()
October 26, 2011

Lorraine Patterson

Record and Licensing Services
King County

500 4™ Avenue, Room 411
Seattle, WA 93104

RE: Black Diamond CFD Petition Cartification

To Ms. Patterson:

Thank you for your assistance with finalizin'g King County’s certification of the attached Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Petition.

Attached to this letter is: (1) our original signed CFD Petition; {2) an affidavit certifying Brian
Ross’s signature; and (3) a letter from First American Title Company certifying that BD Village
Partners, LP, is the vested owner of the parcels subject to this CED Petition.

L ) Once King County has signed the certification, please contact me at 425-898-2104 or
mnelson@yarrowbayholdings.com and [ will arrange for immediate pick-up.

If you have any questions regarding this CFD Petition, please feel free to cantact me at 425-838-
2104,

Very Truly Yours,

Megary Nelson

Director of Legal Affairs

425.898.2139 fax yareewbayhaldings.cem

10220 NE Peints Drive  Suite 120 Kirkland, WA 98033 425.898.2100 phore
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IN RE: BLACK DIAMOND AFFIDAVIT OF COLIN LUND
CFD NO. 2011-1

I, Colin Lund, am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of Washington,
am over the age of 18 years, have firsthand knowledge of the matters to which I attest below, am
fully competent to testify as a witness, and have sworn and do certify and declare, under penalty
of perjury, that the following declaration is true and correct.

L 1 have known Brian Ross in both a personal and professional capacity for thirteen
(13) years.

2. Brian Ross is the President of BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation.

3. BRNW, Inc. is a Member of Yarrow Bay Development LL.C, a Washingion

limited liability company.
4, Yarrow Bay Development LLC is the General Partner of BD Village Partners, LP,

a Washington limited partnership.
5. On Oclober 19, 2011, Brian Ross appeared before me and executed the Black

Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Petition.
6. A true and correct copy of the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Petition that

Brian Ross executed is attached hersto.

[signature and nofarial certificate on following page]

AFFIDAVIT OF COLIN LUND - 1
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Dated this Z—ft day of October, 2011 at Kirkland, Washington.

‘;‘/—
COLIN LUND
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE
State of Washington
Couunty of King

Signed and affirmed before me on October 24, 2011 by Colin Lund.

Dated: i() 24 fQ_D

%/,a i A Yt
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ATTACHMENT 1

BLACK DIAMOND CFD NO. 2011-1 PROPERTY

Papge 8
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SEPTEMBER 12, 2011

THE YILLAGES
TRIAD PROJECT NO. 10-001

CFD NO. 2011-1 BOUNDARY
LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS BY METES AND BOUNDS

THAT PORTION OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIF 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, W.M.,, IN
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON, DESCRIBED A8 FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 15;

THEMNCE NORTH 01°32'55" WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 15, A DISTANCE OF 2365.58 FEET;

THENCE MNORTH 01°24'33" EAST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF NORTHWEST
QUARTER OF BSAID SECTION 15, A DISTANCE OF 115030 FEET TO THE
CENTERLINE OF THE AUBURN-BLACK DIAMOND ROAD;

THENCE SOUTH 86°16'49" EAST ALONG SAID CENTERLINE, 257.50 FEET TC A
POINT OF CURVE;

THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CENTERLINE AND ON SAID CURVE TO THE
LEBFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 143239 FEET, THROUGIH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF

10°0000", AN ARC DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET;

THENCE NORTIH 83°43°11" EAST ALONG SAID CENTERLINE, 2185.81 TO THE EAST
LINE THE NORTHWEST QUARTER CF SAID SECTION 135;

THENCE SOUTH 00°27'27° WEST, ALONG SAID EAST LINE, 1447.50 FEET TO THE
NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH HALF OF SAID SECTION 15;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21'50" EAST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, 652,22 FEET TO THE
WEST LINE OF PARCEL 1, ACCORDING TO A COMMON BOUNDARY LINE
AGREEMENT RECORDED UNDER KING COUNTY RECORDING NUMBER

20030917300009;

THENCE NORTH 00°4708" EAST ALONG SAID WEST LINE CF PARCEL 1, A
DISTANCE OF 1457.79 FEET TO THE SOUTH MARGIN OF SAID AUBURN-BLACK

DIAMOND ROATY;

THENCE NORTH 83°43'11" EAST, ALONG SAID SOUTH MARGIN, 281.92 FEET TO
THE COMMON NORTH-SOUTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1 AND PARCEL 2 OF SAID
COMMON BOUNDARY LINE AGREEMENT;

THENCE SQUTH 01°05'23" WEST ALONG SAID COMMON LINE, 18886 FEET TO
THE COMMON EAST-WEST LINE OF SATD PARCELS 1 AND 2;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21'21" EAST ALONG SAID COMMON LINE AND THE COMMON
BAST-WEST LINE OF SAID PARCEL 2 AND PARCEL 3 OF SAID COMMON
BOUNDARY LINE AGREEMENT, 291.43 FEET TO THE CONMMON NORTH-SOUTH
LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1 AND PARCEL 4 OF SAID COMMON BOUNDARY LINE

AGRFEMENT;

SAPROIECTS\D533E\CORMSPNCTRIAD LEGALSY | 1-0906 10-00+ Legal Description
CFD Mo 201 § METES AND ACLINDS dac

12112 | 15 Avenue NE Kiedand, Washington 70034-9523
425.421.3448 800.48B.0754 - Fax 425.821.3421
Wi irindasseciates net

ASSOCIATES Pagelaf2
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THENCE SQUTH 01°0523" WEST ALONG SAID COMMON NORTI-SOUTH LINE,
165.70 FEET TO THE COMMON BAST-WEST LINE OF SAID PARCELS 1 AND 4;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21721" EAST ALONG SAID COMMON EAST-WEST LINE, 89.40
FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF SAID FPARCEL 1;

THENCE SOUTH 01°06'50" WEST ALONG SAID EAST LINE, 113717 FEET TO THE
NORTH LINE OF SATD SOUTHEAST QUARTER;

THENCE SOUTH 89°21'50" EAST ALONG SATD NORTH LINGE, 1304.43 FEET TO THE
BAST LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 15;

THENCE SOUTH 00°21°04" WEST ALONG SAID EAST LINE, 2104.13 FERET TO THE
NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SATD SECTION 15;

THENCE NORTH 85°44'16" WEST ALONG SATD NORTH LINE, 634.63 FEET TO THE
WEST LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER QUARTER;

THENCE SOUTH 00°22'34" WEST ALONG SAID WEST LINE, 687.57 FEET TO THE
SOUTH LINE OF SAID SQUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15;

THENCE NORTH 84°32'13" WEST ALONG SATD SOUTH LINE, 1868.95 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 84°32'13" WEST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF SECTION 15, A DISTANCE OF 2624.07 FEET TO THE POINT OF

BEGINNING.

WRITTEN BY: ARJ
CHECKED BY: MBH
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Q7+ SxhiIE -] Offsicz Water Easzment Legal Descripdon.doc

12112 115" Avenue NE irkkand, Washlngton J034-7623

425,82 1.8448-800,428.0756 - Fax 425.82¢.748)

vasytriadasioclates.net
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ATTACHMENT 2
CERTIFICATION

BD Village Partners, LF and YarrowBay Development LLC, the undersigned petitioners,
voluntarily submit the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 Property, as defined in Attachment 1 of
the attached Petition, to the authority of the District described in the Petition pursuant to Chapter
36.145 RCW to approve the Petitioners’ request to submit the Property to the assessments, up to
the amount included in Section 36.145.020(1)(i) of the Petition and authorized under Chapter

36.145 RCW.

The undersigned petitioners certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
Washington that the foregoing is true and correct,

PETITIONERS:

BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, LP, 2 Washington limited partnership

By:  YarrowBay Development L.L.C, a Washington limited Hability company
Its:  General Partner

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation

fis: Member
By: ‘\%—‘\ I&b
Brian Ross

Tis: President

Maling Addeess: 10220 NE s O, Suite 310, agddnd ,uif 18033

YARROWBAY DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Washington limited liahility company

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation
Iis: Member

w  BNG

Brian Ross
Its: President

Maiting Address: 10220 NE Pk Dyve, Qi 310, Yikdavd, WA 9 203%

Page 9
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NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ress is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inc., a Washington

corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development LI.C, a Washington limited liability
company, the General Partner of BD Villace Pariners, LP, 2 Washington limited parinershi

be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument,

Dated: U] [‘}/ 3|

{Seal or stamp})
\\\\\\\\\“u“" "
s":’ ES "y, r—\
= SP\&\_A\\\\IHH{"&@,’% i , —
= V‘} ' SHON Bl 0 7, Signature U \B
£ NE o O
FEESE vy %
: %8 e EZ 2 ‘g/l/.mlé&ma
: ’9, "ua\—‘ N Printed NameJ
5 P 12200 £
)-s gy ™ ,e:\ \.:’ . ) / /
::,,,l OF WA - My appointment expires: 1?’{ ?L{ l"}
Mgy e i
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE
State of Washington
County of King

I cerfify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inc., 8 Washington
corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development LI.C, a Washington limifed liability
company fo be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the

instrument.

Dated: lo/t‘L/ §i

%/7

(Seal or stamp}

Sy, Iy

SSpMES

.'.E-"'

;‘-‘ e:?‘ \?3\\\“}1 » 47, /‘,’

£ AY_—:@“’ oTAR, 4;“@ % Signature

FrEf w vy %

Z E3 .- Zm 2

z % & Eg = 'JZM dan, -éél/‘a—ﬂ

% 0% JUBVINEKN

5 O, 10 aA NS G L Printed Namg

'.’r "l“ug -2 = \\ =

)‘5‘ 0!;“\:;\1& A . . /
iy, My appoiniment expires: 1?3’/21 H
1T / 6 1
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ATTACHMENT 3
OBLIGATION

BD Village Partness, LP and YarrowBay Development LL.C certify that they are the Petitioners
for the attached Petition and that they agree to pay the costs of the formation of the Blaclk
Diamond CEFD No, 2011-1 pursuant to the Petition.

The undersigned petitioners certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
Washington that the foregoing is true and correct.

PETITIONERS:
BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, LP, 2 Washington limited partnership

By:  YarrowBay Development LI.C, a Washington limited liability company
Its:  General Partner

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation

Its: Member
Brian Ross

Its: President

Mailing Address: 10220 NE Yo’ O

YARROWEBAY DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Washington limited liability company

By:  BRNW, Inc., a Washington corporation
Its: Member

MG

Briaf Ross
Tts: President

Mailing Address: H)ZZO NE Pﬁ{ms \_)VU/{?/. %\H}f/%[ D, \U VU&Y\(I ; I_IM qg)b35

Page 10
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NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

I certify that T know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Ine., a Washington

corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development L1.C, a Washington limited liability
ompany, the General Partner of BD Village Partners, L.P, a Washington limited parinership fo

¢
be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument

Dated: io/ i“/ ]

(Seal or stagm)\““m“
-:s:.; M S &ll]'.,’
:_:‘: -.\‘-‘““““‘l: ,,
F 5_§ 0 R n\g 2 3
Z 8 T..- v Z 1gnature U UJ
% u‘l%’r, *y \«"Qb‘_-‘gg.-_’?
Y a2 oANE S F %MLQV\MD
% -’3 Iy \\\‘\ 5 Printed Namel)
i, OF WA =
]|“ R
o My appointment expires: l?:/ ?‘L/["]
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE
State of Washington
County of King

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Brian Ross is the person who appeared before
me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument, on oath stated that he was authorized
to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the President of BRNW, Inc., 2 Washington
corporation, a Member of YarrowBay Development LLC, a Washington limited liability
ompany to be the fiee and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the

insirument.

Dated: \O/l /L) U
[

(Seal or g\amp\)“\nm.,,

el M l,r
& {

= % “\"“\\u $ ‘(;I A

F S50 :,, %

= = 6 2,
R A NoLy)
ZrEs = . Z : i —
£ "0 - i, Z ;
Z o - o ry Signature O b
"/,, up 5 £ Rz

{,/,/ ”’-‘i 72 2.\‘.5:"‘% Q‘f/\m '@W—"}‘)

i RSN _:'5
’fq[l)‘ 6:;‘;\;'\“5*\ S Printed Name U

l"‘“m v
My appaintment expires: \’&}/ ?’L/f"!
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ATTACHMENT 4

NOMINEES FOR BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

I, Alan Boeker, hereby acknowledge that Property Owner, BD Village Partners, LP, has
nominated me to serve as a supervisor on Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1"s Board of
Supervisors and hereby consent to serve on such board if I am appointed by the City of Black

Diamond.
(el 8/
) ' Date
General Manager of YarrowBay Holdings LLC
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE
State of Washington
County of King

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Alan Boeker is the person who appeared
before me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument and acknowledged if to
be his free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

Dated: |D /\8!2—0{\

Fhas YL Db

L]
S5 SON Ry, i,
S h
= S ., Y, ,
SRy % % élgnagﬁre

# 2
£ ‘zé :
SEEUWRE by, Megan Ngson Yulaendian
% t?’?% :UBL}\O $_=§ 5 Title
T, <t~ 2G AT A S 3
1‘5‘4‘:"2"3};&1{?\\?‘"‘@%; My appointment expires: \"“251 - {6

U™

Page 11
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I, Alan D. Fure, PE, hereby acknowledge that Property Owner, BD Village Partners, LP, has
nominated me to serve as a supervisor on Black Diamond CED No. 2011-1’s Board of
Supervisors and hereby cpnsent to serve on such board if I am appointed by the City of Black

Diam"“% % ’ (edobor 17 A2/

Date

Alan Pure
Senior Vice Present, Triad Associates

NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE

State of Washington
County of King

1 certify that Tknow or have satisfactory svidence that Alan D. Fure is the person who appeared
before me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this instrument and acknowledged it to
be his free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

Dated: th_] “l
¢$\\\\\\\\‘\\ Y ““ t
SR, i s Pl
= I S5ON Exgly, Y, Signatfre

i ey 4"@1 %
iF 0
H : AL, Medan Ndson Bdbenitain

4 5, "o FoF Title
% ‘p)n"u“ -2
;] Biwws ooV ) . - -
"’l:ff&‘ OF WHIS My appointment expires: \-29-15

By

Page 11 of 12
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Alan Boeker
. General Manager of Yarrow Bay Holdings LLC

* Alan Boeker has a passion for and a wealth of experience in creating
i successful communities and building homes with great consumer

appeal.

= mEEE As founding president of the Los Angeles division of Standard Pacific
Homes (NYSE: SPE), a national, publicly traded development and building company, Boeker led
initiatives to meet the growing need for high-density, urban in-fill housing. Projects of note
include five vertically integrated, mixed-use buildings in Playa Vista; urban redevelopment
projects in Pasadena; and the Redwood Lofts in Los Angeles. Boeker grew the division from a
staff of three to more than 85 employees with deliveries of more than 400 units per year and

revenues exceeding $250 million annually.

Prior to his tenure at Standard Pacific Homes, Boeker was the director of residential land
development at Playa Capital Company, the master developer for Playa Vista, a 6,500-unit urban
master plan. Boeker oversaw the publication of community design guidelines for all commercial
and residential coraponents, developed comprehensive sustainable desiga programs, and directed
the design of eight, first-phase projects and subsequent delivery of finished lots to builders. Other
aspects of the plan included rental housing, community buildings, retail, extensive public
gathering areas, and a fire station. In the earlier stages of his career, Boeker served as senior
project manager for New Urhan West, Inc. In a partnership with Chevron Land and
Development, he led company efforts in entitlement and development of a new 3,500-unit master
plan in Huntington Beach, California. His management responsibilities included the
characterization, clean-up and closure documentation of heavy hydrocarbon contaniination on
many parcels. Additionally, he recruited, hired and mentored project managers who each were
responsible for three to five neighborhood developments. In 2007 Boeker became President of
Port Blakely Communities where he was responsible for crafting a reorganization strategy to
reposition retail holdings at Issaquah Highlands and seek other opportunities across the Puget
Sound. His role included interfacing with civic groups and local government, as well as
providing counsel to the senior management team and to company Board of Directors.

Boeker holds a bachelor’s degree in finance from the University of Nevada and a master’s
degiee of business administration in real estate from National University in San Diego., Active in
the community, he served for many years on the Westside Urban Fortm in Los Angeles. In
addition, he is 2 member of the Urban Land Institute. Outside of work, Boeker and his family

enjoy recreational boating on the Puget Sound.
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ALAN D. FURE, PE, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, has 34 years of civil enginecring
design, project management and encitlement process experience throughous the Puget Sound
region. With a portfolio of over 200 projects, M. Fure's areas of expertise include master
planning, feasibility analysis, team formation and managemens, consultant team leadesship,
storm drainage analysis, grading design, erosion control design, utiliry design, street design,
construction management and collaborative design, Currently serving a5 Principal in Charge
foc several master planned communities, Mr, Pure Is 2 trusted advisor for his clients and ls

highly regarded by co-consubtants and local agencies.

BEDUCATION
B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Washington, 1977

CERTIFICATIONS AND AFFILIATIONS
Registeted Civil Engineer: WA, OR, CO
Member: American Saciety of Clvil Englneers
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY
»  University of Washington: Facris Hydraulics Laboratory, Laboratory Assistant, Summer 1976
+  Triad Associates: Project Engineer to Principal in Charge and Senior Vice President,

December 1976 to present

. RECENT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Lawson Hills and Villages Master Planned Developments

Yarrow Bay Holdings is currently processing the development approvals within
the-City of Black Diamond for two MPDs that consritute close to 2,000 acres of
property and proposz 1 total unit count of roughly 6,000 residential units and
1,200,000 square feet of commercial develepment. Mr. Fure has been responsible
for leading the civil enginecring tean as It works through the feasibility and
environmencal analysis phase of the project. His team recently completed an
MPD application, currently under review in the Ciry. Some of the design Items of
note inchide:

Storm deainage facllity analysis and design, including many low impact development features
Water system design, Including reservoir, pump station and transmission main planning, design and

design coordination
Sanitary sewer design, including pump station and trunkline planning, design and design coordination
Roadway improvemenc design, including roundabouss, eraffic stgnals and roadway extensions

Harbor Hill Mixed Use Community .
Harbor Hill is 2 Master Planaed Community In Gig Harbor, Washingron, The project includes retail and

commereial office development and a residential component cansisting of approximately 800 units of varying
housing types. As Senior Project Manager, Mr. Fure lras archestrated the envisioning process preceding the
development of the master residential plan, Subsequently, he led the design team as it prepared 2 Planned
Residential Development Application on the propecty. Included in this work is the coordinated drainage
system design and the master utility planaing. Offsite impravements include one smile of frontage roadway
improvements: 2 roundabout, additional road connections and offsite sewer and water extensions.

Arborwood
Located in Kitsap County, Washington, Arborwood is a mixed-use project consisting of 751 residential units

and 20,000 squace feet of commercial space. As Principal in Charge, M. Fiare led 2 team towards the goal
of Preliminary Plat approval, realized in 2009. “The master plan, including storm drainage and preliminary

utilities, was developed with consideration for native open space areas.

b
]
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AGIOQMIATE S

76



Tafus Master Plaaned Community

‘Talus is a Jarge master planned community perched on the easterly slopes of
Cougar Mountain located in Issaquah, Washington. The site is steeply sloped and
tightly constrained with numerous wetlands and stream carrldors, The community
contains 1,700 residential unics, 500,000 square fect of office space and 25,000

square Feet of retail commercial. Mr. Fure scrved as Senior Project Manager for
Triad and assisted his dlicnt, Intracarp, with the management of the extensive
consultant team. His 14-year involvement spans thé planning;
and construction processes. The following infrastructure elements were envisione
his direction:

+  Multiple detention facilities

s Water quality facilities ro meet the Lake Ssmmamish lake management plan

s Overa mile of state highway improvements

s Over two miles of sanitary sewer trunldine

+  Multiple water system facilitics including a large water pump station and two water reservoles

+  Wetland mirigation and enhancement facitities

»  Offsice stream restoration

r  Qver a mile of ansite roadway
Tn addition, Mr. Fure managed and directed the planning an
development projecis thar followed the infrastructure design and imp
this project began in 1996 and continues to this day.

environmental, development agreement, design
d, planned and execuced under

d engineering efforts for ten of the parcel
lementation noted above. His work on

Snoqualmie Casino
Snoqualmic Casing is an entertainment project located within the Snoqualmie

Indian Nation near Snoqualmie, Washington. The project consisted of 2
large multi-puzpose facllity with a 2000-car parking garage constructed with
associared additional parking and support fcilities on a steeply sloped 40-acre
sitc bisected by a natural stream corridor. M. Fure served as Senior Project
Manager and assisted the owner by providing leadership to the encire design team.
Of significance was the design and conseruction of a large detention and water
quality facility. Other Infrastructure elements undertaken on

e  Stmet frontage improvements on North Bend Way,

s A water well and pump house

»  Warer treatment and potable water storage

»  Fire fow reservolr and fire flow pump

= Numerous onsite retaining walls

OTHER REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS
»  Lakeland Master Plan, Auburn, WA’
+  Archstone Northcreek, Snohomish County, WA
»  QOswego Pointe Mixed Use Development, Lake Oswego, OR
»  Part Ludlow Planned Community, Jefferson County, WA
+  Avalon High Grove, Snohomish Gounty, WA
s+ Brandemoor Apartment Community, Snohomish County, WA
«  Emerald Heights Retirement Community, Redmond, WA
»  Mack Elementary School, King Counry, WA
=  Element Residential Community, Redmond, WA
«  Belearra Apartments, Bellevie, WA
»  Boeing Space Center Redevelopment, Kent, WA
«  Inglewood Hills Apartment Coromuaiy, King County, WA

TEAD ASSOCIATES #1212 1151 Avenue NE, Kiklon, WA 98034 = 425 821.8448 * wrnilfadossocioles. net /

the project under M. Fures leadership include:
including a new intersection roundabout

'
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ATTACHMENT 3

PARCEL DIAGRAM

Page 13
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SEPTEMBER 12, 2011

THE VILLAGES
CFD NQ. 2011-1 BOUNDARY TRIAD PROJECT NO. 10-001

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS BY PARCELS

LOTS 1 THROUGH {1, BLACK DIAMOND BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT NO.
PLN 10-0019, ACCORDING TO THE BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT RECORDED
UNDER RECORDING NUMBER 20110426200005, RECORDS OF KING COUNTY,

WASHINGTON;

TOGETHER WITH THAT PORTION OF THE EASTERLY 660 FEET OF THE WEST

HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH,
RANGE 6 EAST, W.M., IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTCN, LYING SOUTHERLY

OF THE AUBURN-BLACK DIAMOND HIGHWAY;

EXCEPT THE EAST 381.24 FEET OF THE NORTHWREST QUARTER COF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIF 21 NORTH, RANGE &
EAST, W.M,, LYING SOUTHERLY OF AUBURNBLACK DIAMOND HIGHWAY
AND THE EAST 20 FEET QF THE NORTH 165.70 FEET OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21
NORTH, RANGE 6 BAST, W.M., IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON,;

(ALSO KNOWN AS PARCEL 1 UNDER SURVEY RECORDED UNDER.
RECORDING NUMBER 20030917900609.)

AND TOGETHER WITH THE THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15,
TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, BANGE 6 EAST, W.., IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON;

AND TOGETHER WITH THAT PORTION OF THE BAST 80 FEET OF THE WEST
HALF OF SAID SECTION 15 LYING SOUTHERIY OF THE AUBURN-BELACK
DIAMOND ROAD;

EXCEPT THE SOUTBEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 135.

WRITTEN BY: ART
CHECKED BY: MSH

. o A
SAPROJELTS\OS3IGACORRSPNCATRIAD LEGALS\ | 1-6304 14-001 Legal Descrigdan:
Phace 1-CFD-A.doc

12112 1 15™ Avanus NE Kirkland, Washington $8034-9633
425.821.8446-800.408.07506 - Fx 425.821. 3431
v hiadassociatas.net
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10/726/2011 10:34:16 AM PAGHE 27003 rax merver

First American Title
3224 Wetmeoere Avenue
i Everett, WA 95201

Good Afternaon Ryan,

This emall is to certify that BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, LP, a Washington Limited Partnership is
the vested owner of the lots listed below:

Lot | 15210693058
Lot2 1520069101
Lot3 1521069099
Lot 4 1521069100
Lot 5 1521062104
Lot & 1521069105
Lot7 1521069103
Lot 8 1521069102
Lot @ 1521069109

1Lot {0 1521069106

Lotl] 1521069108

Deed record at the King County Courthouse

They acquired the property via a Special Warranty
xeise Number

on September 22, 2006 under Recording Number 20060922001108 and E

‘| E22385628.

| have attached a certified recorded copy abave of the Special Warranly Deed.

Thank you and have a great evening!

Kristi
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10/26/2011 10:34:18 AM PAGE  3/003

Kristi K. Mathis ;,/g‘/ M/{* Z MZA—J_

Title Manager

First American Title Insurance Company
Direct: 425-322-2008

Direct: 206-615-3206

Direct 425-551-2012

Fax: 866-859-0429

Toll-free: 800-532-2110

Email: kkmathis@firstam. coqt

Fax Server
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20060922001106.< <

Recording Requested BY And \z\m‘Ll

‘when Recorded Mail To:
Stewart Title Guaranty Gompany oTEURRY TITLE WD 41.90
; . PacEge) OF 910
1000 Second Avenue, Sulte 1620 hasoz/3008 13,38
KING COUNTY, WA

Seattle, Washington 98104
File No. 560-9.05-1670 E2238528
22 paceel OF 1!

STEWART TITLE
20131534 (1)

Grantor: Plum Cieek Land Company, g Delaware corporation

Grantee: BD Viliage Pattners LF, & Washington limited pattnesship

Legal Description (abbreviatcd): Portions of SW1/4 of Section 2 and QE1/4SB1/4 of Section 3,
eachin T ownship 21 ‘North, Rang 6 Bast, W.M.; Wi2NW1/4 of Section 11, Township 21
North, Range 6 Fast, W.M.; Portions of Section 15, Township 21 North, Range 6 Rast, W.M.;
Portions of the N1/2 and NWU!%SWIM of Section 23, Township 21 Notth, Range 6 Bast, W.M3
Portion of WANWL/A of Section 27, Township 21 North, Range 6 Bast, W.M.; legal
descriptions contained on Exhibit AW gitached heteto.

Assessor’s TaxX parcel IDH: 32106—9015-0(}; 2’2106@024—00; 32106-9076—06; 32106—9001106;

112106-9006-01; 112106«é 109-07; 1521 06-9005-08; 152106-9097-07; 152106-5098-06;
152106-9099-05 1521 06-9100-02; 1 52106-9101-01; 152106-9102-00; 152106-9103-09;

07, 152106-9106-06; 152106—9108~04; 152106-9109-03;
0%, 232106-9047-08; 232106-9048-07;

232106—9049-06; 132106-9050-02; 232106-9054-08; 132106-9003-00; 232106-9057-03;
232106—9058-04; 232106-9051-0L 132106-9052-00; 232106-9053-09; 272106-9056-02.

‘ SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED
THE GRANTOR; PLUM CREEK LAND COMPANY, 2 Delaware corporation, with its
pincip al place of business tocated at 999 Third Avenus, Quite 4300, Seattlo, Washington 981 04,
n(jrantor™) for and in consideration of Tetl and 00100 Dollats ($10.00), and ofber good and
yaluable consideration in hand paid, grants, cONVEYS and warrants t© BD VILLAGE PARTNERS

LP, a Washington limited partnersbip, whoge address 18 c/o Yarrow Bay Development, 825 Fifth
Avenue, Suite 902, Kirkland, Washington 98033 (“Grantae“), its successors and assigns, the teal
gstate, situated in the County of King, Gtate of Washingion legally described on Exhibit "A"
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set forth (the

wproperty")-
SUBJECT TCO the following permitted exceptions:

i) tiens for taxes, assessments and other govenmwntal charges which

are not yet due and payable as of the date hereof;
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200600003044 96-3)

iy all land use (including environmental and wetlands), building and
zoning laws, regulations, codes and otdinances affecting the Property;

(iify  any rights of the United States of America, the State in which the
Property is located or others in the use and continuous flow of any brooks, streams Ot other
natural water courses or water hodies within, crossing or shutting the Property, including,

without limitation, ripatian tights and navigational servitudes;

Gv) all casements, rights-of-way, liceftses and other such similar

encumbrances apparent of of record;

(v)  ail existing publio and private roads and streets and all railroad and
wtility lines, pipelmes, service lines and facilities;

vty all encroachments, ovezlaps, boundary line disputes, shortages in

area, persons in possession, cemeteries and burial grounds and ofher matters not of record which

would be disclosed by an accurate survey or inspection of the Property;

(vily prior reservations Of CORVEYANCes of mineral rights of mineral
feases of every kind and character; and farther

QUBIBCT TO those encumbrances shown on Exhibit “B” attached hereto and

incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set forth.

TOGETHER, with all and singular the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances

shereto belonging or in anywise appertaining.

And the said Grantor hereby covenants that it will forever WARRANT and DEFEND all
right, title and interest in and to said prermises, and the quiet and peacerble possession thereof,
unto the said Grantee, its successors and assigns, agaiast the acts and deeds of said Grantor, and
ail and every person and persons whomsoevet lawfully clajming ot to claim the same.
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20060822001108 4

srurnent to be executed by

ausgc},this ins
Al ¥day of S

OF, said corporation has o
eunto affixed this

L AND COMPANY

gptember, 2006.

N WITNESS WHERE
d its seal to be her

its proper officers an
pLUM CREEX

President

r

D. Niilson, Senior Vice
and Business Developrment

Attest:
et LoWard - i Larry
Assistant S_CQI?_téI.'Y Planniog
ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF WASHINGTON)
Jss
ersonally appeared Larty D. Neilson
ident Planning and Business
Land Corapany, the
td

COUNTY OF KING )

On this &V 9i?ia},r of Septeraver, 2006, before me P
and Sheri L. Ward, to me knows to be the Senior Vice Pres
Development and Assistant Secreléry), respectivelys of Plum Creek

gorporation that executed the within and foregoing instrumnent, and acknowledged the sal
instrument to be the free and voluntary act and deed of qaid corporation fof the uses and purposes
thersin mentioned, and of qath stated that they wele authorized to execiie said instrument on
hehalf of the corporation and that the seal affixed is the seal of said corporation. :
N WITNESS WHEREQF, 1 have hereunto get my hand and affixed my official seal the
day and year last above written.
.-"‘“‘;E{;?::":;}P‘"'! ﬂ >
& ,.-;;{_\E.%Sld}{i nl ,‘"s Notary Public in and for the
PR Ay .
o wWOlsg ) Qtate of Washington
K S et T 4 Residing at Renton
% % Puge ¢ f My Commission Fapires: 10/29/06
s P P fanfr . ;
"'::%‘5@2 20.00 A\O':“h_:" Printed Natne: Paul A HILI
by ~ W;'S"{_!\-\\QG‘J; ;
yy,, ‘l\““ s
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EXHIBIT A

PARCEL A:
INE ADTUSTMENT

LOTS U, W, X, Y AND Z OF KING COUNTY ROUNDARY L.
NO, LO5L0097, RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NO. 20051209900003, SITUATE

N SECT TONS 2 AND 3, TOWNSERP 21 NORTH, RANGE & BAST, WM., ™ KING
COUNTY, WASHINGTON.
PARCELE:

THE WEST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP
21 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, WM., NENG COUNTY, WASHINGTON;

PARCELS C, D, AND E:
ALL OF SECTION 15, T OWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 BAST, WM., IN KNG
COUNTY, WASHINGTON;

EXCEPT THE NORTHEAST QUARTER THEREOQE;
ALSO EXCEFT THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER THEREOF
OF MAP

LYING NORTHERLY OF THE CENTERLINE LE VALLEY-LAKE
SAWYER ROAD;
ATSO EXCEFT THE QUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER

3
OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER THRRECF,

PARCELE:

THAT PORTION OF SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 RAST, W.M.,
IN KING COUNTY, WASHBINGTON, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS!

THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER, AND THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALE OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER, LYING WRSTERLY OF THE
WESTERLY MARGIN OF THE EMMCLAW-BLACK DIAMOND ROAD (SR 169)

RIGHT OF WAY;

TOGETHER WITH:
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER AND THE

gQUTH BALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER;
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AND TOGETHER WITH:
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER;

AND TOGETHER WITH:

THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER LYING SOUTHWESTERLY
OF THE SOUTHWESTERLY MARGIN OF ENUMCLAW-BLACK DIAMOND
ROAD (SR 160) RIGHT OF WAY;

AND TOGETHER WITH:

THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER, AND THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTHWEST

QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER;

TOGETHER WITH:

THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHBAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER, LYING NORTHERLY OF THE

FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LINE:

BEGINNING AT A POINT OF THE EAST LINE OF SATD NORTHEAST QUARTER
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER AND 600
FRET SOUTH OF THE NORTHEAST SECTION CORNER OF SAID SECTION;
THENCE EXTENDING IN A NORTHWESTERLY DIRECTION TO A POINT ON
THT WEST LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER AND 330 FRET SOUTH OF THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER.

PARCEL (

LOT A OF KING COUNTY BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT NO. LO5L0096 AS
RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NO. 20051209900002, SITUATE IN SECTION
27, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH RANGE 6 BEAST, WM., INKING COUNTY,

WASHINGTON.

87



20060922001108.™

EXHIBIT “B”
King County, Washington

4. RESERVATIONS OF OIL AND GAS, INCLUDING THE TERMS AND

CONDITIONS THEREOF:

RESERVING: MINERALS

RESERVED BY: PCTC, INC., A DELAWARE CORPORATION
RECORDED: JULY 7, 1989

RECORDING NO.: 8907070390

(INCLUDES OTHER PROPERTY)

SATD INSTRUMENT WAS CORRECTED BY A CORRECTION DEED
RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NO. 9301152402,

CONVEYANCE OF OIL AND CGAS RESERVED UNDER DEED TQ PLUM

CREEK TIMBER COMPANY L.P.:

GRANTOR: PCTC, INC., ADELAWARE CORPORATION
GRANTEE: MERIDIAN OIL INC.

RECCRDED: JULY 7, 1989

RECORDING NO.: 8907070392

PARTIAL WAIVER OF SURFACE USE RIGHTS BY MERIDIAN OIL INC.
UNDER RECORDING NO. 9206230401,

CONVEYANCE OF RESERVED MINERAL RIGHTS BY DEED RECORDED
UNDER RECORDING NO. 2007070391, SAID RIGHTS WERE FURTHER
CONVEYED TO THE VESTEE HEREIN BY DEED RECORDED UNDER

RECORDING NO. 9112301747,

o AGREEMENT AND THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS THEREOF:
PACIFIC COAST COAL COMPANY

BETWEEN:

AND: THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
COMPANY

RECORDED: " JUNE 27,1922

RECORDING NUMBER: 1629726
TELEPHONE LINE ON PARCEL B

PURPOSE:
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LICENSE, INCLUDING TERMS AND PROVISIONS CONTAINED THEREIN:

RECORDED: APRIL 16, 1923

RECORDING NO.: 1726627

IN FAVOR OF: THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
COMPANY

FOR: TELEPHONE LINE

AFFECTS: PARCELS B AND F AND OTHER PROPERTY

_ STORM DRAINAGE DITCH EASEMENT, INCLUDING TERMS AND
PROVISIONS CONTAINED THEREIN:

RECORDED: OCTOBER 20, 2004

RECORDING NO.: 20041020001208

IN FAVOR OF: BLACK DIAMOND DEVELOPMENT
COMPANY LLC

FOR: STORM DRAINAGE DITCH
AFFECTS: PORTION OF PARCEL B

. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF MEMORANDUM OF PLUM CREEK LAND
COMPANY IN CITY WATER SUPPLY AND FACILITIES FUNDING

AGREBMENT
RECORDED: MARCH 21, 2005
RRCORDING NO.: 20050321000922

(AFFECTS: PARCELS B, E, AND F)

 RIGHTS OF THE PUBLIC, IF ANY, EXISTING AT THE DATE HEREOF TO
THAT PORTION OF THE PROPERTY, IF ANY, LYING WITHIN MAPLE

VALLEY-BLACK DIAMOND ROAD, ALSO KNOWN AS THE BLACK

DIAMOND-ENUMCLAW ROAD (STATE HIGHWAY NO. 169).

EASEMENT, INCLUDING TERMS AND PROVISIONS CONTAINED THEREIN:

RECORDED: JANUARY 16,1975

RECORDING NO.: 7501160277

N FAYOR O ROBERT O. WBSSELER AND LUELLA
WESSELER, HIS WIFE

FOR: ROAD AND UTILITIES

ATFFECTS: WEST 30 FEET OF THE SOUTHWEST

QUARTER AND A PORTION OF THE WEST 30
FEET OF THE NORTHWEST QUART ER
IN PARCELD
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8 WELLSITR COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS CONTAINED IN
INSTRUMENT:
RECORDED: MAY 12, 1986

RECORDING NUMBER(S): 8605120831 _
(AFFECTS: WBSTERLY BOUNDARY OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF

THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER, IN PARCEL D)

9. LICENSE, INCLUDING TERMS AND PROVISIONS CONTAINED THEREIN:

RECORDED: MAY 16, 1923

RECORDING NO.: 1738332

IN FAVOR COF: THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
COMPANY

FOR.: TELEPHONE LINE

AFFECTS: PARCEL F AND OTHER PROPERTY

10. RIGHTS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC TO THE UNRESTRICTED USE OF ALL
THE WATERS OF A NAVIGABLE BODY OF WATER NOT ONLY FOR THE
PRIMARY PURPOSE OF NAVIGATION, BUT ALSO FOR COROLLARY
PURPOSES; INCLUDING (BUT NOT LIMITED TO) FISHING, BOATING,
BATHING, SWIMMING, WATER SKIING AND OTHER RELATED
RECREATIONAL PURPOSES, AS THOSE WATERS MAY AFFECT THE
TIDELANDS, SHORELANDS OR ADJOINING UPLANDS AND WHETHER
THE LEVEL OF THE WATER HAS BEEN RAISED NATURALLY OR
ARTIFICIALLY TO A MAINTAINED OR FLUCT UATING LRVEL, ALL AS
FURTHER DEFINED BY THE DECISIONAL LAW OF THIS STATE. (AFFECTS
ALL OF PARCEL F SUBJECT TO SUCH SUBMERGENCE, BEING THE
UNNAMED CREEK AND BLACK DIAMOND LAKE)

11, INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

12, RIGHTS OF THE PUBLIC, IF ANY, EXISTING AS OF THE DATE HERECF, TO
THAT PORTION OF THE PROPERTY LYING WITHIN 25 7T AVENUE
SOUTHEAST, ACROSS A PORTION OF PARCELF,
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13.

14.

16.

20060922001106 =

PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, EQUESTRIAN TRAIL EASEMENT AND THE
TERMS AND CONDITIONS THEREOF:

GRANTOR: PLUM CREEK LAND COMPANY, A

DELAWARE CORPORATION

GRANTEE: CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND, A WASHINGTON
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

DATED: MARCH 21, 2006

RECORDED: MARCH 23, 2006

RECORDING NUMBER: 20060323001825

(AFFECTS THE WBST 100 FEET OF THE WEST % OF THE WEST % OF
SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, WM., BEING A
PORTION OF PARCEL C, D AND E)

CONSERVATION BASEMENT DEED AND THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS
THERECE:

GRANTOR: PLUM CREEK LAND COMPANY, A

DELAWARE CORPORATION

GRANTEE: CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND, A WASHINGTON
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

DATED: MARCH 21, 2006

RECORDED: MARCH 23, 2006

RECORDING NUMBER: 20060323001818

(AFFECTS THAT PORTION OF PARCEL C, D AND E IN THE WEST % OF
SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, W.M.)

CONSERVATION EASEMENT DEED AND THE TERMS AND CONDIT TONS
THEREOF:

GRANTOR: PLUM CREEK LAND COMPANY, A

DELAWARE CORPORATION

GRANTEE: CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND, A WASHINGTON
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

DATED: MARCH 21, 2006

RECORDED: MARCH 23, 2006

RECORDING NUMBER: 20060323001812

(AFFECTS THAT PORTION OF PARCEL C, D AND E IN SECTION 13,
TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 6 BAST, PARCEL B AND PARCEL F)
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16, CONSERVATION EASEMENT DEED AND THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS

27.

28.

29,

30.

THEREOF:

GRANTOR: PLUM CREEK LAND COMPANY, A

DELAWARE CORPORATION

GRANTEE: CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND, A WASHINGTON
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

DATED: MARCH 21, 2006

RECORDED: MARCH 23, 2006

RECORDING NUMBER: 20060323001820

(AFFECTS PARCEL A AND OTHER PROPERTY)

RIGHTS OF THE PUBLIC, IF ANY, BXISTING AS OF THE DATE HEREOF
TO THAT PORTION OF THE PROPERTY LYING WITHIN THE RIGHT OF
WAY OF LAKE SAWYER-BLACK DIAMOND ROAD.

RIGHTS OF THE PUBLIC, IF ANY, EXISTING AT THE DATE HERROF, TO
THAT PORTION OF THE PROPERTY HEREIN WITHIN THE RIGHT OF WAY
OF THE AUBURN-BLACK DIAMOND ROAD.

MATTERS DISCLOSED ON A SURVEY BY TRIAD ASSOCIATES, DATED
SEPTEMBER &1 , 2006, UNDER TOB NO. 05-336, AS FOLLOWS:

A) POSSIBLE PARTIES IN POSSESSION AS EVIDENCED BY SHEDS,
L AWNS, FENCES, A GAZEBO AND PLANTER AREAS ALONG THE
WEST LINE OF PARCEL C;

B) POSSIBLE PARTIES IN POSSES SION AS EVIDENCED BY SHEDS,
AND/OR WELL HOUSES AND LAWN ALONG THE WEST LINE OF
PARCEL D AT SE 331°T STREET AND BY THE EXISTENCE OF AN

3 FOOT GRAVEL TRAIL IN THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PARCELD

PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, EQUESTRIAN TRAIL EASEMENT AND
THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS THEREQF:

PLUM CREEK TIMBER COMPANY L.P.

GRANTOR:

GRANTEE: KING COUNTY, A POLITICAL SUBDIVSION
OR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DATED: JULY 24, 1997

RECORDED: AUGUST 8, 1997

RECORDING NO.: 9708040340

(AFFECTS PARCEL G)
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I.  INTRODUCTION

A Petition to the City Council of the City of Black Diamond, Washington (“City”), has been
submiited pursuant to the provisions of the Revised Code of Washington (“RCW™), Chapter
36.145, et seq. (the “2010 Act”). The Petition requests the formation of City of Black Diamond
Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 (“CFD No. 2011-1,” or “District””) to fund the
construction of various public improvements of a distincily local, subregional, and regional
nature (“Improvements™).

The District encompasses certain properties within the Villages Master Planned Development
("MPD”). This special apportionment benefit analysis has been prepared by David Taussig and
Associates, Inc. (“DTA”™) to support the Petition requesting formation of the District, and to
inform the City and the future Board of Supervisors of the District.

This report contains the following:

1} A diagram of the proposed CFD No. 2011-1 showing each scparate Assessor’s Parcel
(“Parcel”) included within the District, as well as the acreage of each Assessor’s Parcel;

2) The proposed method or combination of methods for computing special assessments for
each Assessor’s Parcel based on the special benefit to assessed property from the use of
public facifities or improvements funded directly or indirectly by special assessments;

3) A preliminary assessment roll showing the special assessment proposed to be imposed on
each Assessor’s Parcel

The fotal assessment assigned to each Assessor’s Parcel in CFD No. 2011-1 is summarized in
Table 1, below.

LIMITATIONS

At all times, and for all Improvements, it was assumed thai:

The information provided to DTA by the following parties was true, correct, and complete:

1. YARROW BAY HOLDINGS

2. TRIAD ASSOCIATES

3. BD VILLAGE PARTNERS, L.P,
4. TRANSPO GROUP

City of Black Dimmnond Page 1
Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 November 28, 2011

.
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TABLE 1

PROPOSED ASSESSMENT FOR

 Assessor’s Parcel

CFD No. 2011-1 BY ASSESSOR’S PARCEL

Parcel 1 $1,575,836
Parcel 2 $2,716,776
Parcel 3* $0
Parcel 4 $7,828,999
Parcel 5 $82,706
Parcel 6% $0
Parcel 7 $580,886
Parcel 8 $499,613
Parcel 9 $2,134417
Parcel 10* $0
Parcel 11 $1,794,292
APN-9096 $3,674,272
Net A.ﬁs*essi}tgﬂi '

820,888,097

*Parcel is within the District and does not specially benefit from the subject improvements.

City of Black Diamond
Community Facilities District No. 2011-1

Page 2
November 28, 2011
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II. LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

Special benefit (“Special Benefit”) is defined as the particular and distinet benefit provided by
the Improvements over and above general benefits conferred on real property located in the
District. As a result of receiving this Special Benefit, the fair mdrket value of each Assessor’s
Parcel in the District will be greater than it was prior to the construction of the Improvements.
The level of Special Benefit received by an Assessor’s Parcel is reflected in the amount of
special assessment assigned to that Assessor’s Parcel. Therefore, cach Assessor’s Parcel in the

District is specially benefitted by the Improvements.

As required by the 2010 Act, the computation of special assessments for a Community Facilities
District (“CFD”) must follow the requirements of RCW 35.44 and RCW 35.51 in developing a
method or combination of methods to compute special assessments. Moreover, the 2010 Act
mandates that all special assessments must “fairly reflect” the Special Benefit to the properties
being assessed. As explained below, the Improvements funded through CFD No. 2011-1 will
provide a significant Special Benefit to the Assessor’s Parcels within the CFD.

the 2010 Act further describes assessment methodology by reference to RCW 35.51.030, entitled
“Alternative or additional method of assessment,” which notes:

(1) As an alternative or in addition to other methods of ascertaining assessments for local
improvements, the legislative authority of a municipality may develop and apply a
system of classification of properties based upon some or all of the public use restrictions
or private use restrictions to which such property may be put at the time the preliminary
assessment roll is confirmed.

(2) The legislative authority of a municipality may classify property into office, retail,
residential, public, or any other classifications the legislative authority finds reasonable,
and may levy special assessments upon different classes of property at different rates, but
in no case may a special assessment exceed the special benefit to a particular property. A
municipality also may exempt certain classes of property from assessment if the
legislative anthority of the mumnicipality determines that properties within such classes
will not specially benefit from the improvement.

(3) For each property within a specific use classification, the legislative authority of the
municipality may determine the special assessment after consideration of any or all of the

following:

a) Scuare footage of the property;
b) Permissible floor arca;

c) Distance from or proximity of access to the local improvernent,
d) Private use restrictions and public use restrictions;
e) Existing facilities on the property at the time the assessment roll is confirmed;

i} Any other factor the legislative authority finds to be a reasonable measure of
the special benefits to the properties being assessed,

City of Black Diamond ' Page 3
Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 November 28, 2011
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The characterization of a benefit may depend upon whether an Assessor’s Parcel receives a
direct advantage from a public improvement or receives an indirect, derivative advantage
resulting from the overall public benefits of the improvement. As such, the computation and
assessment of a Special Benefit will be dependent on the type of public facility that is being
financed by the CFD, as is described below. In each case, while it may not be legally required,
to be conservative, this analysis demonstrates that the proposed methods of computing the
special assessments moze fairly reflect the Special Benefits than do other methodologies.

Page 4

City of Black Diamond
November 28, 2011

Conmmunity Facilities District No. 2011-1
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ITE. PLANS AND FACILITIES

A. FACILITIES TO BE CONSTRUCTED

Pursnant to Section 36.145.100 of the 2010 Act, CFD No. 2011-1 will finance the following
facilities:

L.

SR-169 / Roberts Drive / Black Diamond — This construction will reconfigie two
infersections to increase their collective capacity to adequately operate through the
completion of the District’s cccupancies. Located within close proximity of each other, the
two mtersections are the comnections of Roberts Drive to S.R. 169 and Black Diamond -

Ravensdale Road to S.R. 169,

Roberts Drive - 750 / 850 Zone Water Main Extension - This main line extension is
necessary to provide water services and to satisfy fire flow requirements for the District. The
construction consists of two lines, oriented vertically, one pipe over the other, configured as a

looped system.

. Anburn — Black Diamond Road Frontage — The scope of the construction is to augment the

current through traffic lanes with turning structures and intersections to facilitate ingress and
egress into the District. The current design includes two roundabouts, a center furn lane and
frontage landscaping. The Improvements are grouped into three construction phases. The
Improvements will not measurably increase through-traffic capacity.

Onsite Spine Road — The Onsite Spine Road is a street entirely within the District,
mfersecting Aubumn - Black Diamond Road and traversing the District in a north-south
orientation. While the limits of construction are within District boundaries, extensions of the
road will eventually serve all of the Villages MPD when it’s entirely built out and occupied.

Onsite Ring Road — The Onsite Ring Road connects to Auburn — Black Diamond Road and
travels in a circular arc as it traverses the District properties. This road provides additional
traffic capacity within the internal road network and also provides an additional point of
access to the District properties for fire and safety equipment.

Stormwater Detention Pond — The Stormwater Detention Pond is designed to detain, treat
and infiltrate storm water runoff from large portions of the District as well as other parts of
The Villages MPD. In addition, the pond serves as the ultimate overflow route for all
stormwater runoff from the District that is not infilirated or detained in other facilities within

the District.

Sanitary Sewer Lift Station — The Sanitary Sewer Lift Station is being constructed to service
the District as well as other portions of The Villages MPD, At a later date, a higher capacity
sewer Iift station sized fo service all of The Villages MPDs (including the District) may be
constructed in a different location. In such case, this 1ift station will be retired.

City of Black Diamond
Community Facilities District No. 2011-1

J Page 5
November 28, 2011
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8. Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility ~ This facility works in conjunction with the Sanitary Sewer
Lift Station described above. The purpose of the Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility is to retain
flows for transport during off-peak demand. This Sewer Storage Facility is sized to detain
sewer flows from the full District as well as other areas within the Villages MPD.

9. Village Green Park Improvements — These itaprovements will provide park space,
recreational facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of residents of the Villages MPD
as well as members of the public, businesses, and visitors of the District.

10. Civic Pairk Improvements —~ These improvements will also provide park space, recreational
facilities, and open-space facilities for the use of residents of the Villages MPD as well as

members of the public for entertainment, assembly, and recreation.

Puage 6

City of Blacl Diamond
November 28, 2011

Community Facilities District No. 2011-1
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1V. ESTIMATES OF COSTS

The 2010 Act mandates the provision and documentation of:

“A proposed method or combination of methods for computing special assessments,
determining the benefit to assessed property, or use from facilities or improvements

funded directly or indirectly by special assessments”

(iiven that special assessments are a product of the estimated cost of the facilities to be included
within CFD No. 2011-1, listed below are estimates of (i) the total costs for improvements finded
by CFD No. 2011-1, inchiding incidental expenses, (ii) the amount of any coniributions, if any,
to be made from sources other than assessments levied pursuant to the 2010 Act, and (iif) the net
amount to be assessed upon assessable lands within CFD No. 2011-1.

A. FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST

Included are estimated costs for the construction of all Improvements listed in Section I1I. These
costs are summarized in Table 2 below.

TABLE 2

PROJECTED FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Cost Esiiiiigie

Hem Description

(1) SR-169 / Roberts Drive / Black Diamond $1,758,178
(2) Roberts Drive - 750 / 850 Zone Water Main Extension |  $2,261,657
(3) Auburn - Black Diamond Road Frontage $7,239,271
(4) Onsite Spine Road $4,877,075
(5) Onsite Ring Road $3,171,050
(6) Stormwater Detention Pond $1,762,200
(7) Sanitary Sewer Lift Station $1,492,912
(8) Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility $588,000

(9) Village Green Park Improvements $1,397,617
(10} Civie Patk Improvements $2,156,167

Towd | 826,704,137

Page 7

City of Black Diginond
November 28, 2011
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B. DURATION OF ASSESSMENTS

CFD No. 2011-1 will levy the assessment in accordance with the 2010 Act, RCW
36.145.110(3), which indicates that the term of the special assessment is limited to the
lesser of (a) twenty-eight years or (b) two years less than the term of any bonds issued by
ot on bebalf of the district to which the assessments or other revemue of the district is

specifically dedicated, pledged, or obligated.

Decisions on the Assessment Rolls will be made by the District Board of Supervisors.

C. CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHER SOURCES

There will be other sources of funding for the portions of the Improvements not funded
through the Disirict.

D. NET ASSESSMENT

In the interest of equity, it is prudent to separate the gencral bemefits from the Special
Benefits conferred, as well as fo separate out the Special Benefits accruing to parcels
outside of CFD No. 2011-1. In accordance with this principle, it is determined that there
will be benefit accruing from the Improvements heginning in Fiscal Year 2012-13 that
cannot be permissibly assessed to CFD No. 2011-1 in accordance with the 2010 Act
(“District Contribution to General Benefit”), as explained in Section V1 of this report.

Pursuant to the foregoing, Table 3 below shows the total net amount to be assessed upon
assessable lands within CFD Ne. 2011-1.
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TABLE 3

NET PROPOSED TOTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
CED No. 2011-1

ftem " Amownt

Cost of Improvements - , $Q 6,704,127
J Costs of Issuance / Reserve Fund / .
Capitalized Interest / Incidental Expenses 54}365’246 :

District Contribution fo General Benefit $10,181,276

520,888,097

Net Assessment

Incidental expenses to be paid with asscssment proceeds from CFD No. 2011-1 (“Incidental
Expenses™) are identified in Table 4 below.

TABLE 4

COSTS OF ISSUANCE / INCIDENTAL EXPENSES

Costs of Issuance / Reserve Fund /| ExpemeEq tim ﬁte

Capitalized Inferest / Incideittal Expenses |
T

Costs of [ssuance / Reserve Fund / Capitalized $4.177.619
Interest / Incidental Expenses (~20%) R

District Administration & County Collection

Fee* _ $187.627
| ' 84365246 —

*Represents a $4 annual fee per District DU and per 2,500 sq.fi. of non-residential use for the
projected build out product mix for 28 years.
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V. ASSESSMENT DIAGRAM

An Assessment Diagram showing the exterior boundaries of CFD No. 2011-1 is provided on the
following page. A complete list of all parcels within CFD No. 2011-1 is in the Petition.
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VI. METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENT

In determining the net amount to be assessed upon parcels within CFD No. 2011-1, RCW
36.145.110 of the 2010 Act stafes that all special assessments must “fairly” reflect the benefit to
the properties being assessed. Special Benefit is the particular and distinct benefit over and
above general benefits conferred on real property located in the District. The fair market value
of each Assessot’s Parcel in the District will be greater than it was previously due to the impact
of the Improvements. Therefore, each Assessor’s Parcel in the District is specially benefitted by

the Improvements.

RCW 35.51.030 states that “in no case may a special assessment exceed the special benefit to a
particular property.” As noted previously, RCW 35.51.030 further states that the legislative
authority of the municipality may determine the special assessment after consideration of any or

all of the following:

a) Square footage of the property;

b) Permissible floor area;

c¢) Distance from or proximity of access to the local improvement;

d} Private use restrictions and public use restrictions;

e) Existing facilities on the property at the time the assessment roll is confirmed;

1) Any other factor the legislative authority finds to be a reasonable measure of the

special benefits to the properties being assessed.

Generally, no assessment may be imposed on any parcel which exceeds the reasonable cost of
the proportional Special Benefit conferred on that parcel. Special Benefit can be defined as a
particular and distinct bepefit over and above general benefits conferred on real property located
in the district or to the public at large. This Section VI describes the methodology used to
calculate the net amount to be assessed on each parcel within CFD No. 2011-1 to assure that it is
i proportion to the Special Benefit conferred on each such parcel.

A. BENEFITS OF IMPROVEMENTS

1. Roads and Streef Improvements (Projects 1, 3. 4, and 5)

The primary benefits of road and street improvements are set forth below:

a. The construction reconfiguring two S.R. 162 infersections, at (1) Roberts
Drive and (2) Black Diamond - Ravensdale Road will increase the
intersections’ collective capacity to adequately operate through the
completion of the District’s occupancies.

b. The Auburn — Black Diamond Road Frontage construction will add median
turning lanes and intersections to facilitate ingress and egress into the

District.
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2. Water Main Extension, Sewer Lift Station and Stormwater Drainage (Projects

The Ounsite Spine Road will serve as a collector road facilitating District
transportation in a general north-south orientation.

The Onsite Ring Road facilitates District transportation in a general east-
west orientation.

The Improvements generally benefit iraffic circulation and reduction in
accidents.

The improved =ability of pedestrians to manage and navigate their
surroundings, which helps pedestrians safely find their way.

Lighted ingress and egtess to lots and parcels resulting from street lights.

The enhancement to the value of the property which results from the
forepoing benefits.

2.6, 7, and 8)

The primary benefits of sewer, water and storm drain improvements-are set forth
below:

&,

The Roberts Drive water main extension from the current water facilities
provides water service and fire flow to enable the consfruction and
occupancy of residences and commercial facilities on previously vacant

undeveloped land.

The Stormwater Drainage and Storage Improvements are designed to detain,
treat and infiltrate storm water runoff from large pertions of the District as
well ag other parts of the Villages MPD. The facilities will mitigate
flooding during peak rainfall storms by safely channeling and temporarily
storing storm runoff,

The Sewer Lift Station will service the District as well as other areas of The
Villages MPD by pumping wastewater to regional gravity flow sanitary
sewer systems and facilitating the safe transmission of wastewater io

centralized wastewater treatment facilities.

The planned Sewer Storage facility works in conjunction with the Sewer
Lift Station and will serve the full District and other MPD areas. The
Improvement will retain wastewater for transmission through the sanitary

sewer system.

Health and safety benefits resulting from construction of the subject
ifrastructure are the delivery of potable water, the sanitary removal of
wastewater and the protection of life and property from the damage incurred
as a result of flooding.

City of Black Diamond
Community Fucilities District No. 20111
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f. The enhancement to the value of the property which results from the
foregoing benefits.

3. Park and Recreational Improvements (Projects 9 and 10)

The primary berefits of the Village Green Park and the Civic Park improvements
are set forth below:

a. The Village Green Park and the Civic Park will improve the aesthetic appeal
of nearby parcels.

b. Both parks will create green space within the urban environment.

¢. Both parks will enbance wind breaks, improve erosion resistance, and
improve dust confrol.

d. Boih the Parks provide opportunities to play, recreate and assemble which
improves physical and social health.

e. Generally, parks and recreational spaces instill a sense of pride within a
neighborhood.

£ Finally, and importanily, the Village Green Park and the Civic Park will
enhance the value of nearby property as a result of the foregoing benefits.

B. CATEGORIES OF BENEFIT

Given the provisions of the 2010 Act, it is necessary to establish parameters for Special
Benefit and General Benefit as such terms relate to the benefit to be derived from the

Improvements.

However, as benefits generated by CED No. 2011-1 Improvements accrue dissimilarly
depending on the nature of the Improvement, the computation of Special Benefit will vary.
See Section D below for further discussion.

C. ZONES OF BENEFIT

A zone of benefit (“Zone of Benefit”) comsists of all terrifory which will receive
substantially the same degree of benefit from .an Improvement, All parcels currently within
CFD No. 2011-1 are not within the same Zone of Benefif for each and every Improvement.
However, for the vast majority of Improvements, all parcels within CFD No. 2011-1 will
receive substantially the same benefit, as detailed in Section A above, and will not be

assigned to benefit zones,
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For example, the Zones of Benefit for the Village Green Park Improvements and the Civic
Park Improvements result in divergent Special Benefit for parcels with respect to park and

recreational use within CFD No, 2011-1.

D. ALLOCATION OF SPECIAIL BENEFIT TO PARCELS

Special Benefit is allocated to parcels based upon either the number of Equivalent Dwelling
Units (“"EDUs”) or Equivalent Benefit Units (“EBUs™) assigned to each such parcel. The
nuimber of EDUs/EBUSs assigned to a parcel reflects the relative amount of Special Benefit
allocable to each such parcel. This section describes the methodology used to assign

EDUs/EBUs to each Assessor’s Parcel,

1.  Road and Street Improvements {Projects 1. 3, 4. and 58)

Road usage is typically computed on the basis of anticipated {rip generation. The Institute
of Traffic Engineers publication, Trip Generation, Fighth Edition (“TTE”), indicates peak
hour trips per single-family and multi-family dwelling unit, as well as for various types of
commercial development. As such, it is necessary to quantify the number of existing
residential dwelling units and commercial/industrial square footape that are not adequately
served by the current street and road facilities, and then determine the peak hour trips
generated by this existing development based on trip count multipliers listed in the ITE.

Following this, one must quantify the impacts of new development at the Districi’s
buildout on the listed intersection and road improvements using ITE trip count multipliers
for projected residential and commercial product types within the District, thereby creafing
a total trip count generated by the District at its buildout,

Finally, one must allocate a portion of total intersection improvement coits to the District
based an the percentage of total peak hour trips (the sum of trips calculated above) that the
District is expected fo generate. Once the District’s percentage of the Improvement costs
has been calculated, individual parcels within this phase shall in turn be assigned their
portions of costs based on their share of the total trips generated by the development.

2. Water Main, Sewer Svstems and Stormwater Drainagse Facilities (Projects 2, 6,

7, and 8)

Stormwater flood control facilities are sized based upon estimated storm flows, which vary
with the size of the tributary drainage area, slope, soil type, antecedent runoff condition,
and impervious ground cover. Accordingly, Special Benefit related to stormwater facilities
is calculated using drainage coefficients provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculturs
for each type of use and building area coverage ratios, i.e., stormwater is apportioned
relative to the various tributary drainage arcas that impact the parcels within CFD No.

2011-1,
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The primary determinant of sanitary sewer and water usage is the applicable population
equivalent. For that reason, Special Benefit related to sanitary facilities is calculated using
sewer and water usage data which indicates that wastewater flow rates are typically
determined on the basis of residential density and product type and the average per capita
contribution of wastewater. Similarty, sewer and water demand for commercial
development is a function of the nature and intensity of use.

3. Park and Recreational Improvements (Projects 9 and 10)

Special Benefit for the Village Green Park Improvements and the Civic Park Improvements
is calculated by employing Zones of Benefit. These Zones of Benefit are represented as
concentric circles derived from offsetting distances from the perimeter of each respective
park. The offsets are derived from various walk-times (e.g., 5 minutes and 15 minutes)
from the outside boundary of each park. This methodology assumes that the closer a home
or non-residential structure is located to a park, the greater the Special Benefit. In light of
requirements imposed upon the entire Villages project related to park space and open
space, as well as the significant number and acreage of separate proposed parks in other
phases of the Villages project, this choice of Zones of Benefit is rather conservative i light
of walking patterns and resident behavioral decisions.

4.,  Residential Development

The single family detached dwelling unit (“SFD”) parcel was selected as the basic unit for
calculation of the assessments. The SFD is a component of the Single Family Dwelling
Unit category as defined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Villages
Master Planped Development, City of Black Diamond, Washington, prepared by
Parametrix (December 2009) (“EIS™). Parcels of other uses were reduced to EDUs/EBUs
in the mamner illistrated in the tables included in Aftachment 2, with benefit levels
assigned to each use type as proportions of the benefit to be received by a single family

dwelling unit parcel.

Special Benefit accrues to each parcel fo be subdivided and served by the Improvements.
Since none of the areas within CFD No. 2011-1 have been subdivided into individual lots
at this time, the assessments were placed in aggregate on one or more existing Assessor’s
Parcels and the apportionment of the assessments to individual subdivided lots will take
place as final maps are recorded. SFD lots that lie within more than one Assessor’s Parcel
will be assigned to the Assessor’s Parcel which contains the majority of the acreage.

For certain Improvements where relative level of Special Benefit was based on household
size, data from the EIS was utilized to differentiate between use types. For example, for
park and recreation purposes, dwelling units classified in the District and the surrounding
arcas as SFD or multi-family (less than 18 units) have an average household size of 2.70
persons per household, and were each assigned 1.00 equivalent dwelling units (“EDUs™).
Dwelling unifs classified in the District and the surrounding areas as high-density
residential (“IIDR”) (more than 18 units) have an average househeld size of 1.85 persons
per household, and were therefore assigned approximately 0.69 EDUs.
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However, the magnitude of the EDUs assigned fo a use type varies depending on the
criterion used for each type of Improvement analyzed. For example, the EDU for HDR
ranges from 0.67 to 0.87 depending on the Improvement in question. The HDR EDU for
stormwater drainage is 0.80 due fo building densities and the amount of impermeable
surface inherent in HDR construction relative to SFD densities and impermeable surfaces.
For sewer usage the coefficient is 0,67 and takes into account the average water usage per
person, HDR densities per acre, and the average household size for an average HDR. The
HDR EDU coefficient for road improvements is based on peak hour itip count projections
and varies depending on the mix of development utilizing the road improvement.
Predictably, for assessment purposes, sometimes HDRs function more like SFDs, for
example, with respect to vehicle trip-ends; whereas, with regards to functions related to, for
example, stormwater facility needs, a FIDR will not demand as high of an EDU figure.

5., Non-Residential Use

Assessor’s Parcels zoned for commercial, limited commercial, industrial, agricultural, or
private recreational use were assessed on the basis of the Special Benefit accruing to the
patcel. According to the Villages MPD site plan, the District contains 186,400 square feet
of non-residential area {excluding an elementary school in Parcels 5 and 7). A further
breakdown estimates the District’s non-residential uses fo consist of approximately 103,200
sq. ft. of retail space, 5,400 sq. ft. of office, 77,800 sq. ft. of “other™ commercial uses and
46,000 sq.ft. of school building(s) floor space.

The trip counts generally ascribed to retail and office uses are both dependent on the size of
the space (square feet), however, both have different frip generation coefficients with
different peak hour times. Traffic management plans account for the peak hour differences
between uses and are able to mitigate peak hour amplitudes by populating an area with
corplimentary mon-residential uses which have different peal traffic hours.

6. Eguivalent Benefit Units

Due to the assignment of multiple Zones of Benefit that are proximate to the two parks to
be finariced by the CFD (the Village Green Park and the Civic Park), this analysis also
deployed an Equivalent Benefit Factor (“Factor”) methodology for these facilities. This
Factor is applied in addition to the standardization of dwelling nnits (into EDUs) that was
explained in Subscctions 4 and 5, above. The variability of EDUs is customarily dependent
on relative densities between commercial uses or residential product types. However, the
concept of varying Zones of Benefit allows benefits to be distributed based on location, 1.e.
proximity to a neighborhood amenity such as a patk. Empirical studies conclude that there
is a highet likelihood that a household will utilize a park if access is convenient. The
households that are near the park will likely utilize the park moré often that households
located farther from the park. The “Zone of Benefit” concept was used to allocate Special
Benefit dependent on distance from the park. All EDUs in the radial area designated Zone
of Benefit #1, defined as 0.20 miles from the locus of either park, received a Factor of 1.0.
EDUs within Zone of Benefit #2, defined as 0.60 miles from the perimeter of the outside
boundary of either park, received a Factor of 0.5. A lower factor indicates that less Special
Benefit accrues to those residents living farther away from park space.
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These Zones and Factors roughly equate to:

Z.ONE OF BENEFRIT #1 — 0-5 MINUTE WALK

Z.ONE OF BENEFIT #2 — 5-15 MINUTE WALK

In summary, the Equivalent Dwelling Units and Equivalent Benefit Units for CFD No.
2011-1 do vary to some degree depending on the Improvement.
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VII. ASSESSMENT OF ESTIMATED SPECIAL BENEFIT

¥ LEe

This section describes the calculations used to determine the net amount to be assessed on each
Parcel within CFD No. 2011-1 in proportion to the Special Benefit conferred on each such
Parcel. The amount of the assessment for each Parcel is listed in the Preliminary Assessment
Roll, which is attached as Attachment 1. Because some of the Assessor’s Parcels boundaries do
not coincide with the Villages MPD site plan, and have yet to be subdivided, some initial
assessments are in aggregate on the Assessor’s Parcels until further subdivision is completed.

A. CALCULATION OF GENERAL BENEFIT AND SPECIAL BENEFIT

As detailed in Sections VLB and VLD, the Improvements in CFD No. 2011-1 generate
both Special and General Benefits. Therefore, some of the costs associated with the
construction of the Improvements will be allocated to “District Confribution to General

Benefit”

Table 5 below shows that 62.6% of the Improvements construction costs have been
allocated o CFD No. 2011-1.
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TABLE 5

SPECIAL BENEFIT APPORTIONED TO CED No. 2011-1

tiem Description

Cost

Estimate

Special Benefit
Apportioned

% of Improvement to
CEFI No, 2011-1

Taa‘_al -

$26,704,127

—
(1) SR-169 / Roberts Drive / $1,758,178 $1,166,316 66.3%
Black Diamend

berts Drive -
v . 080Zome L 05 261,657 $2,261,657 100%
(3) Auburn - Black Piamond $7,239,271 $3,236,150 44.7%
Road Frontage (three stages)
(4) Onsite Spine Road $4,877,075 $2,028,091 41,6%
(5) Ossite Ring Road $3,171,050 $2,019,657 63.7%
(6) Stormwater Detention Pond $1,762,200 $1,377,401 78.2%
(7) Samitary Sewer Lift Station $1,492,912 $1,109,893 74.3%
Sy Sewer Storage $588,000 $437,144 74.3%
(9) Viltage Green Park
Tmprovements $1,397,617 $1,207,025 86.4%
(10) Civic Park Improvements $2,156,167 $1,867,144 86.3%

$16,710,477

62.6%
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B. CLASSIFICATION OF PARCELS BY USE

The attached Workbook lists the pareels in CFD No. 2011-1 by EDUs and EBUs (as
necessary), for each Improvement, and by each Use.
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Attachment 1

City of Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1
Preliminary Assessment Roll

Parcel
Number | Acreage J c.éj}’ﬁﬂsﬁgfégﬂ’ ii/rﬂ:uiggngtar)
1 8.28 $1,575,836
2 34.44 $2,718,776
3 11.26 $0
4 52.87 $7,828,999
5 2.51 $82,706
6 3.79 $0
7 10.04. $580,886
8 5.96 $499,013
9 3771 $2,134,417
10 12.30 $o
i1 44,40 $1,794,292
TPN -0096 157.27 $3,674,272
Total:  377.80 $20,888,097
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VIILPRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT ROLL

David Taussig & Associates, as The Assessment Engineer, has prepared a Preliminary
Assessment Roll for CFD No. 2011-1 based upon the assessment methodology described in this
Report. The Preliminary Assessment Roll includes the net total assessment for CFD No. 2011-1
and shows the assessment number, Assessor’s Parcel Number, and use designation for each
parcel in CFD No. 2011-1. The Preliminary Assessment Roll is shown in Attachment 1.
Reference is hereby made fo the County of King Assessment Roll for a description of the parcels
within CFD No. 2011-1.
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Attachment 2

City of Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1
Assessment Methodology Calculations
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ATTACHMEH{ 2+ Gl of Bieck Dlacnd CFD Na, 2011:F
Assnssment Ve orfalogy Cakulsitas

fnpactad

Chzeliing | Eguivalent Equivalent
Parcel 4 -tand Use Unite Unit Fagtor Linits
{1} Sifgla-Famity (OU] a 040 -
(3} Muli-Famity{0U] 188 .67 1232
(3] Cammarcal g LY 0 a B
Total 183 0.67 4123
Imoacted
Bweling | Equivalant Equivalent
Parcel 2 - Land Uso Units Unit Faclor Units
{1} singaFamity PU) = 0.1 2149
{2) Mult Famity (DU) [] 0.87
{3} Commerial {Sq.FL} ] 1] -
Totst 236 G911 245 |
Impacted
Dwalling | Eauivalent Equivalaat
Paieel 4 - tand Use Units Unkt Fastor Units
(3} SingaFamiy (OUL 243 081 2210
(2) Multk-Family QU 149 067 892
{3} Commerctal {Sq. ) 186400 [ 8673
Tate 882 252 288 |
Impacted
Dwelllng Equivalant Faulvalent
Parcel 7 -Land Use Upits Unit Facter Unjls
[1} SingieFamiyy (L) o 060 07
2} Mul-Femity (OU) [ 057 -
(3) Commeerchl (Sq.FLY )] o -
) Sehodl |5g.41) 46,000 o.0a [=F]
Total 30 281 B4
Impactsd
Dweling | Equivafant Equivalant
Fatcel 8- Land Uss Unlls Unit Factar Units
{3} Single Famiy 0] 42 Lo0 420
(2) HulttFamly [0} 1 087 -
@} Commerciat [Eq ) Q [ -
Tatat 42 190 42
Impacted
Dwelfing Equivalant Enuivatent
Parcef 8 - Land Usa Unils tnit Fastor Units
(1} Singla-Famity{al) 248 083 1818
2} Wl Famdy (DF} 1] a7 -
(3} Commerzial (Sq.FL} [ ] -
Tofal 218 .83 182
Impacied
Dweling | Equivalant Eauivalent
Parcal 11 - Land Use Units Uit Feclar Unils
3] Sioge-Fomiy (DU} 185 0.3 153.2
(2] MoliFemity @UY ] 067 -
(3) Commerchl{SaFey [1 ) N
Totel 185 0.83 183
Impacted
Miveling | Equivalent Equivalent
Farcel 9056 - Land Us tnils Unit Factor Unils
{4 SingeFamly [OU) 187 0.81 344
{2} B Famiy (ol Q 0.67 -
(3) Cammerclaf {59513 a [} -
Tatal 367 0.84 344
Benefit | Eauivalent | ALLOCAYION
Adopeation Unhs BY PARCEL
~PARCEL 1 B.8% 123] § B7,428
PARCEL 2 10.0% 215 117,608
PARGEC 4 45.3% 28BS 540485
FARCELS 05% 13 5158
PAACEL 7 4% 72 9,167
PARCELE 20% 42 22,988
PARCEL 9 8.5% 182 94,377
PARCEL 11 7% 163 BR16
PARCEL 9036 1653% 34 188,403
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 2431 [ & 4,466,316

11] 522 Taksz 3 fardscizelon of Frofechapasi EDU fattoc
[2] Sca*Prase 1 Paral Summary’ for Lngscted Drce 4 Uni Cogril
13] &efeutations mepvery sighty duela mundng.

Dravid Taussig Assadates
Moeamber 28, 3611
Poga| of 27

123



ATTAGHMENT 2~ City of Bleck Dinswored €FD Ho, 20114

Asseasmant Mehodclogy CalmbEsns

[3] Cakolatons mayvay Tghuy dus to xinding,

Irrpacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcal 1 - Land Use Unil.s_ Uniz.Facdtor Unhs
1) Eingle-Famiy [OU0 a .00 -
[2} Mvit-Famiy (Dl 185 0.57 1233
(3) Coemerelal {Sq.F1) 0 1250 -
Tetal 155 0.67 123
Impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcel 2 - Laad Uss Units Unit Factor Units
[1} Singe-FamPy (D) 232 1,00 2320
{2 MeohHFamiy jou) 1] Q.67 -
¢ Commerclal So.FL) a 1950 -
‘Fotal 232 200 232
Impasted
Dweling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcst 4 - laniflge Units Unit Factor Unlis
(1} Smge-Famiy |20} 243 1.00 243
{2] MotiFamty |DL) 149 967 203
{3) Commamlal Sq.FL} 168400 1289 148.1
Total 392 125 492
finpacled
Dwaling Eqgulvalent Eguivalent
Farcel T - Land Use Units Unit Facter Unils
{1] Stngfa-Famly 121 30 2.00 200
{2) EfuiFamiy (BU) a 0.57 -
{3} Cammerkl (5q.F1) 0 12h0 -
{3} Sehal (SaFr) 450 210 460
Tatal 30 2.50 - 75
Impacted
Dyrelling Equlvalent Equivaleal
Parcel B - Land [fsa Units Unit Facter Units
{4} Sings-Famiy U} 4e 9 400 4207
{2) MulliFamiy (buy o O:6T -
(3} Commerzist {SqFt) 0 1950 -
Total 42 4ioo 42
Impacted
Dwelling Eguivatent Equivalent
Parcel % - Land Use Linfs Unit Factor Unfts
(%) Srle-Famny{OU) 218 o0 100
(2} MuiHramay o) [] i 0.67 B
) CommeshlSq Ft| 3 1750 -
Tolal 219 140 219
Impactad
Dwelilng Equivaleat Eguivalent
Pareel 11 - Land Use Units Unk Faotor Units
(1) SingleFamiy (0U) 163 1ian 185.0
[2) MutiEFamiy (DU 0 6.1 -
{2] Commerelal{SqFL) [+ 1z50 -
Totat 188 100 185
Impacted
Dwalling Equitvalant Equlvalent
Parcol 9096 - Land Use tnlts Un(t Facter Unlls
{2} Single-Famiy (Dt) 367 1.00 567.0
12) Buldéamiy(ouy [} 0.67 -
{3) Commerclal{SqF1) a 1450 -
Tetsl 387 100 387
Eaneflt Equivatent ALOCATION
Allacation nits BY PARCEL
PANICEL L T.i% 123 ] % 160,791
PARCEL 2 15.4% 232 202,460
PARCEL 4 28.3% 401 640,712
PARCELX 0.5% g 14,733
PARCER. 7 a8% 66 86,045
PARCEL 8 24% 12 0,756
PARCELQ 13.5% 219 285512
PARCEL 11 10.7% 185 241,186
PARCEL 9098 212% ’ 3657 478,461
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 1,736 | § 2264657
E] EDU fecior set al SFG and Tewahaaie = 1 ECLL Aparonants = &7 EDU dud t6 duction Ty of b pomenant,
and Comae izl = 1,250 squese teel per EDUMa raflart usa of Impsovement by smzt business withfa MPD.
124 SepPhasa 1 Fired Summary” for pacted DiseRog Ui Coratl J

Dartd Tauashy Assccatss
Navermber 20, 2641
PagaEol27
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AFTACHVENY 2 - City of Back fiksonpd £F D Mo, A11-1
Astassrent Mathodiayy Calodallons

Impacted
Dwellng Eguivalent Equivalant
Parcal 1 - Land Use Units Unlt Factar Unlts
(5} SingeFamiy oL [ 0.00 .
[2) MulkFany U] 135 0.75 1384
13} Cocmmersial (Bq.Fl} (1] a .
Total 85§ 075 138
Impactad
Cwelling Equivalent Enuivalent
Parcel 2 - Land Usa Unltz Unkt Factor linits
{1} Stngla-Famiy (DU 235 0.95 2215
12] MuFamty (BU) 0 0.75 -
(81 Commercial (SaFL) [ [ -
Yotal 235 0.95 222
Impacied
Owelling Equlvalent Equivatent
Parcel 4 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
1} Singte Familp (DL 243 0.94 2203
{2} MullFamily (s 149 0.75 1.4
Q) o fr} 18Adan [] 5969
Tatal 382 265 1,038
Impacted
Bwelling Equivalent Equivalant
Parcel 7 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
{1) SingieFamly (OU} 20 0.81 2432
(9} MuhtiFamey [oy) o 1.75 .
(3} Commerciar(saFt} 0 o -
[3) Sthos {SQRL] 46800 abn 538
Tetal a0 217 83
Impzotod
Dwallird Eguivatent Equivalent
Pargel 8-Land Use Units Unit Faater Lnits
{4} Singl=Famly (DU] 42 . 300 A2.0
[2} AnshiFamiy{al) o o8 -
[8) Cammeeial (Sq.FL) [] 3 -
Totat 42 1.00 42
Impactad
Dwelling Equtvalent Equiialeat
Patcal 9 -Land Use Units. LinlL Factor Unlis
{1} Single Femiy |01 249 083 1657
{7) sdullFsmily @Y a 0.18 -
@) Cammercla? (Sq ) [ a -
Takal pul:] .83 198
Impacted
Dwalling Egulvalent Equivalent
Parcel 11 - Land Yse Unitg Unlt Factar Unfls
(4} SiogleFamiy (U} 185 0.89 i66.2
(2] MultiFampy (DU [1] 0.15 -
{3} Commarkl {SqFt) [+ Q -
Total 485 .88 165
Impacted
Oweling Equivalent Equivalant
Patcel 9098 - Land Use Unlis Unit Factar Unls
{1] SingleFamiy (oL 387 0.58 T a628
(2] MullkFamity (DU} a 0.76 -
(3) Commerial [SqFL} o [+] -
Total 367 .98 353
Henefit Equivafent | ALLOCATION
Allozation Unlts HY PARCEL
PARCELA 62% 138 | § 162,860
PARCEL 2 204 a2 246762
PARCEL 4 464% 3,038 1,146,194
PARCEL 5 0.5% 12 12683
PARGEL 7 3.2% 71 TA6A6
PARCEL R 1.9% 42 48,292
PARCEL &1 7% 196 216,162
PARCEL 11 7.4% 165 182438
FARCEL 086 15.8% as53 389857
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 2237 | & 2,471,314
{3 Saa Yabls 1 for deriration of Srajestapecdin EDU factor,
(2) 8= *Phzse 4 Psroel Y pected
8l ] hdly dhao t 2.

=i Taussig Avsoclalos
Moverber 28, 2011
Pagn Baf27
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ATTACHMENY 2 - Cliy of Black Dlemond CFE o, 2011-1

Aszasameni Mefiodoiogy Calndatans

Davelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcel £ - tand Usa Untis Unlt Factor Linits
| (4} Sirglo-FamBy (01} [ Q.00 -
12] *vi-Famipou} 185 ()] 144.1
{3) Commemnat {SesLy L] [) -
Total 185 0.78 144
Imoacted
Dwslling Equivalent Equivalent
Patcel 2 - Land Use Units Wnit Factor Uniis
(1) Stcla-Familly [Bl) 235 .05 T
3} MutFsmEy [oU) o 0.78 -
[3) CommercalEg.it.) [ 0 -
Totsl 235 0.96 224
Impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcal 4 - Land Use Ehits Unit Facter Units
—
{4) SingeFamity (DL} 245 0.95 z30.7
{7 MubiFamity (Ol 149 0.73 1161
(3] Commerehl 8g.FL) Jasdon a 690.2
Taotal anz 285 1037
Impactad
Dwelling Equivalert Equivalant
Parcel 7- Land Uss Unils Unit Factor Units
L) SinglaFaniy o) 30 0.83 248
425 MukbFaméy U a 78 -
(3]l Commaictal {Sg.FL] '] 1] -
[3] SchaaisSqFt] 45,000 0.00 0.5
Total a0 2.85 88
e
impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parce! B - Lapd Use Unils ﬂ'rt Facior LUnits
|44y SingleFaiy iy 4 [ Lo 4240
{2) MoltiFamly oLy [1 .78 -
<]} {saFL) [] a .
Total 42 ip0 42
Impzcted
Dhelling Equivaleni Equivalant
Parce! 9 -Land Usa Lnlts Dnit Factor Units
—
[4) Single-Famfy (DU} 219 [ 1981
{2) MuREFamEy (DU) o 178 -
(3} Commemhl [Eg,FL) [1] a -
Talal 218 80 198
impactsd
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
[Parced 31 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
{1) Sngie-Femity @U) 185 .90 167.2
{2} HulRFamiy |BU| [] 0.78 -
13) Gommarcial (SqFL) /] o -
Tota! 185 a.40 187
=L
[rpacied
Dwelling Equivatent Equivalent
Rarcel 3085 - Land Use Unlts Unit Facior Unils
e N
(5] SiagieFamiy (0U) 387 097 3644
[2) MuRFanTy {00 0 a8 -
{3) Commarcizl (Sq.FLY [} -
Tolal 367 0.97 354
Benefit Equfvalant ALLOGATION
Allecation Unlts BY PARCEL
FARCEL £ A% 144 | ¥ 42,082 |-
PARCEL 2 9.5% 224 £3,258
PARCEL 4 46,08 1,037 302,630
PANCEL B 0.5% 12 8,535
PARCEL ¥ 353 73 21,380
PAHCEL 8 5.5% 42 12,257
PARCEL D a.8% 108 52.803
PARICEL 11 T4% 257 44,789
PARGEL 9008 15.7% 354 103,416
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 2262 ] § BE7,152

" (4 Sex Tedind far derfvation af Frofectapscdia EOU facior,
[l er ' Flave 1 PACETSmmuny” for Inparted Ts2lag Unir Courl
] Caaratazs may iy sSTeEhiy dye 1o punding,

Dsvid Taussiz Assodstas
Hovmmber 28, 7011
Paga T af 27
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ATTACHHENT 2. City f 2k Blanyd CF0 do W11

Astozsinont Mathedogy Calmisiinne

Impected
Dwalling Equivalent Equivelant
{Parcal i -land Use Uiills Linii Factar tnlts
g
{1) Slngis-Famliy DU a 0.00 -
(2) MotFansy @) 185 087 1657
[3} Commercial|SqF) Q ] -
Totsl 185 0,87 162
— Cr——
Imonsted
Pwelling Equivalent Fquivelent
Parcs| 2 - Land Use Units Unit Fagtar Unils
(1) Single-Famiy (00} 235 0.58 2265
12) MustkFemly (DU a 0.87 -
(3) Commerdal |3q0.FL) & 0 -
Tartal 235 0.95 225
Impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcel 4 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Unils
(1) Singtle-Famly {OU) 243 0.5 232.5
(2} MultFamity oL} 148 0,87 150.2
[3) tommercial |5g.FL} 136400 Q 8.8
Tatal 392 291 1,341,
impacted
Dwatling Eqjuivelent Equivalent
Parcel 7-1und Use Unlls Unit Faclar Unils
£4) “Singe-Famiy ED) 9.85 56
£2) MuilHPamly oU) a 987 -
|13+ commerciat oy [ o -
{3) Bchaal (gt 45,000 0.1 429
| Tatal 30| 228 A9 ]
Impactad
Dwalling Enuivaland Equivalent
Parcel B- Land llse Linits Unit Factar Units
(1) Single-Famby |00 42 100 42.0
iz Bertremiy qou [} .87 -
(3} Commercizl (Sq.F) o 0 .
Tolal 42 100 42
fmpactad
Dwellhg Equlivalanl Equivelent
-|Parcal 8 - Land Usa Unils Unit Factor Units
{1) SingleFamy (DU} 219 0.92 003.3
(2) Muld-Famy U3 ] 0.87 -
(3} Commerchar{Sq L} n 1] -
Tatal 219 092 201
Impacted
Dwelllng Eqitvalent Equivalent
Parcal 11- Land Use Units tnit Factor Unhz
W) Single Famdy (o1} 185 o2 1803
[2) MellFFamiy U} [ D.07 -
{3} Commewiat jSqFi] [ [ -
Tatal 185 0.92 170
lmpacted
Dwelling Equlvalent Equivelent
Parcel D096 - Eand Use tnits Unit Factor Units
[1} S Famii (U] a67 091 asa3
12) MctFamhy(BU) ] D.87 -
3} Commanda! (Sn.FL) [ [ -
Tatal 67 097 356
Hensiit Equivalent |  ALLOGATION
Allocatian Unlls BY PARCEL
PARCEL 1 6.8% 162 7,357
PARCEL 2 95% 75 10,261
PARCEL 4 48.2% 1,441 51,052
PAACELS s a 350
PARCELT 2.6% 60 2727
PARGELE 188 42 1911
PARCELS a5% 201 9,150
PARGEL11 7.2% 170 T.732
FARCEL 5096 16.4% 356 16,214
ARANE TOTAL 1400.0% 2,366 167,644
(141 Seatabin | fer d=ivation of Projeckspectths ERU fackon, i
[2] Sea'Fhaey § Pael Summan for fpacied Daallag Unfl Gownt,
|3) Catufatians may vary sfghCy dura ta tcunding.

Dandd Tavsslg Assoclatas
Bicvember 24, 2011
Paga 80127
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ATTACHMENT 2- Cily of Etzck Diamond CFO New 90141

Asesrsment Mefedology Celowfations

[mpacted
Dweliing Equivalent Equivalent
Barcel 1 -Land Use Units Unit Factor tnits
4] SinglaFaméy DU} [3 0.00 -
{2] 8auts Family ol 185 78 1442
{3} Commerelal SaFi} L] [} -
Tokal 185 078 144
Impactee
Bwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcal2 - tand Use Uriils. linlt Farlor Unils.
1) Singie-Farety 107 235 oss F2K]
{2} MutlFandy (o) [1] 0.78 -
[3) Carvmescral SgFL). a ) .
Total 235 0.06 296
tmpacted
Dwielling Equivalent Equivalent
Pargal 4 - Land.Use Units Unit Factos Units
(3) Singie-Famity (00 243 085 2317
(2) MumEFamy(DU] 149 078 116.2
{3} Commarclal (SqFe) 186400 [ 6852
Total 302 269 41,633
Impacied
Dwelllng Equivalent Equivatent
Parcef 7-Land Use Unlts Unit Factar Ualts
1) SlngleFamty (U] e 0.84 5.2
1 (@) MuBlFemly(aU) [ .78 -
(@) Comnmeral [Seft] 0 o -
(3} Scheok g3 FLy 45,000 0.00 45.0
Tnta] - - 0,00 £
Impacted
Dwslling Equivalent Equlvalent
Parcel § - Land Vsg Unlis Unit Facter Unlts
{1 Eingra Femy @OF e b i 7 i —aEg|
2) MoiFamiyou ° 0.78 .
@) Commerelst 0. Fr) [] L] -
. Totzl 42 100 42
Impacted
Dwelling Enquivatent Enuivalant
Parcal.8 . Lend Use Unlts Unit Factor Units
[} Singrs-Famiy (QU} 219 051 1498
(7] MullFacally (CA0) 1] 078 -
.{3] Commarcial }SqFLY 0 a -
| Towi | . 219 | og 200
Impacted
Dweling Equivalent Equivatent
Parcel 11 - Land Usa tinHs Unit Factar Uinits
{1) StngreFamby U] 145 0.91 168.7
{2) MuldFamiy{ol) L] o178 -
{3} Commerclel [5qFL) Q 1] -
Tots] 185 gl 69
Impacted
Dwalling Equivalent Equivalent
Paccel 9096 - Land Use Unita Unit Factor Units
{1} Singte-Fumiy DU 367 [ED 455.9
(2] MUUFaniy(OU) g 0.78 -
(@) Commarcial {Sq.51] 1] a -
Tatal 367 097 3a65
Beneft Equivalent |  ALLOCATION
Alfgcatlon Units BY PARCEL
PARCEL 1 B8.5% 1447 8 131,934
PARCEL 2 10.4% 228 205,852
PARCEL 4 4884 1633 843,030
PARCELS 0.4% 10 3970
PARCELT ian aa 35381
PARGEL B 18% 42 A8A21
PARGEL & 9.0% 200 | 182,795
PARCEL 11 T.6% 168 164,302
PARGEL 9095 16.0% ass 325,146
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 2,217 § $ 2,028,091
[1] Sea Tubls 1 for fabvation of Pio'echspacific EOAT faciar.
[2] Sea*Phass L Parel Summan” for bnpscled Cwaing il Counl
{1 Eales batlare mayvagy dizhy daatn pandiag,

D Taussdg Asseclales
Hervember 28, 201§
Paga 9l 27
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Impacted
Dwallng Equivalent Equivalent
Farcel 1 - Lead Use Vnits Unit Factor Units
(1) ShgzFamby [£U 9 000 -
(2} MuXFFamiy oL} 135 479 147.0
[3) Cenumaxtal{SqR] 1 0 -
Total 185 079 147
Impacied
Dweling | Equivalent Equlvalent
Parcel 2 - Land Use Unlis Usit Factor Unlts
{1) sigteFamby(CU 235 0.98 2248
£2) HuXhFamEy (DU a 079 -
@] Commerctal S| 0 a .
Tatat 235 0.96 226
Impactad
Dweling Egulvalent Fquivalent
Parcel 4 -Land Use Unlts Unit Factor Units
1) Bingie.Famsy [OU) 243 " 0.85 2317
() MulllFemiy DU} 149 0,79 1144
{3} Commercial (Sq.A 136400 [ 71208
Total 392 275 1,080
Impacted
Dwalling Exttilvalent Equivalent
Parce! 7 - Land Usa Units Unit Facter Unfts
{1} &lngio-Farily (01) 30 0.84 263
{23 MutlFamiy (ou) o 0.79 -
(3| Commorcial [Sq.F) [ 0 N
{3) SeaenlisnfLy 45,000 @00 ] B85
Totsl a0 2.78 a4
Impacted
Dwelling Equiunfent Equivaleni
Parcel 8- L2nd Usa Units Unlt Factor Units
{1} SlaghsFamly o 42 1.06 42.0
2} MalllFarity (D1 [ 478 -
{8} Commerdal {SqFt) 0 ] -
Total 42 100 42
Impacted
Diweilng Equivalent Equivatent
Patcal £- Land Uss | Units Unh Fastor Units
(1) Singe-Farmy () 219 .91 100.7
(23 MullHFamily (DU [} 079 -
1@ {StFL 0 [ f
Tofal 219 081 200
Impacted
Dwelling Equlvalent Equivalent
Pareel 11.- Land Use Unltz Linlt Facier Units
- ot WP
{1} Siut=Famiy oLy 185 0.91 I60.6
(2} Ml Famiy |DU) a 0.78 -
13} Sammerclal {Sq.F2) a L) -
Tatzt 185 a1 163
impaciad
Dwalling Equdvalent Enquivalent
Parcel 8086 - Landg Use Unlis \Init Factor Unlis
e
{1} Sihgte-Famdy U] 387 0497 36854
{2) Huti)Family (0U) 0 0.78 -
) Commercfal (SqF1) 0 1] -
Jatal 387 97 355
Henefit Equlvalent | ALLOCATION
Afocation iinits 8Y PARCEL
PARGELA 6.4% 247] 8 129,022
PARCEL 2 9.5% 295 167188
PARCEL 4 45.9% 1,080 947,865
PARCEL 5 05% 12 10,278
PAHCEL 7 34% 72 63217
PARCEL B 1.8% 12 36,268
PARCEL® B.7% 200 17508
PARGEL 11 734 169 147,880
PARCEL 9086 154% 855 JiLyag
GAAND TOTAL 100.0% 2301 % 2,019,667
§17 SaaTabts £ fof derivalicn of Profectspacific EDU feelcr.
[2] See‘Phase 1 Patesf Summany* for [maacied DyweDeg Uik CovnL
[4] &2leatutiens ey vary sshity due la rounding:

Daatd Taussig Assaclales
Wavember 78, 2011

ATTACHMENT 2 - Lity of Black Dlamard CF[F Ho. 2011-1
Paga Waf3?

Asszsrinzrd Melhodelogy Califatons
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Dwelling | Equivalent | Equivaient
Phase 1-Lland Use Units Unit Factor Units
(1) Single-Family (DU} 1,318 1.G0 1,318
(2) Muiti-Family (DU} 334 75% 251
{3) Commercial (Sq.Ft.) 186,400 0.043% 81
{3) School (Sq.Ft.) 46,000 0.043% 20
Total 1,652 1.01 1,670
Dwelling | Equivalent | Equivalent
Phase 2 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
(1) Single-Family (DU) 168 1.00 168
{2) Multi-Family (DU 166 75% 125
(3} Commercial (Sq.Ft.} 400,000 0.043% 174
| Total 334 140 466
Dwelling | Equivalent | Equivatent
Phase 3 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
(1) Single-Family (DU) - 0.00 -
(2) Multi-Family {DU) 0 80% .
Total -] 0.00 -
Benefit Equivalent
Allocation Units
PHASEL 78.2% 1,670
PHASE 2 21.8% 466
PHASE 3 0.0% -
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 2,136
{11 EnU factor set at Single-Famlly = 1 EDY, Multi-Family = 0.80 EDU due to reduction in use of
Improvement, and Commercial = 5,032 square feet per EDU to reflact use of Improvement
by small business within MPD.
[2] See "Phase 1 Parcel Surmmary" for Dwelling Unit Count, as well as CFD Site Plan
Assessment Dagram (included). See also maps detailing Pend location.
[3] Calculations may vary slightly due to rounding.

ATTACHMENT 2 - City of Black Diamond CFD No. 20611-1
Assessment Methodology Calculations

David Taussig Associates
November 28, 20117
Page 11 of 27
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ATTACHMENT 2 -Cily of Black iamond CFD 248, 2041-1
Aasassment Mulhadateny Cooulallons

Impacted
Dwelling | Equivalent Equivalant
Parcel1-Lland Use Units Unit Factor Units
(3] SingeFamdiy (DU) 1] “000 .
{2) Mo Family (DU} 165 0,75 138.4]
{3) Gommeriai{Sg. ) o 2300 -
Talal 185 0.76 138
Impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalant
Parcal 2 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Unlis
(4) SIfge-Famiy(OU) 232 1.00 232.0
[2) MuikFamily (L) ) 0.75 -
{3} Commercial {3qft) 0 2300 -
‘Tatal 232 100 232
Impactad
Dwelllng | Equivateat Equivalent
Parced 4 - land Uss Units Unit Factor Hnils
(1) Stnge-Facsly (DU} 243 1490 2430
(2} MultFamily QL) 142 076 18
{3} Commerwal {SeF) 188400 2300 81.0
Total . ag2 111 438
Impacted
Dwelllng, Equivalent Equlvalant
Parcel 7 -Land Use Units Unit Factor Vanita
) SingeFamily [OU} a0 100 30.0
2} MuttiFamiy (DU} [} 075 -
{3} Commereal {Sq.F2) a 2300 .
{8} Schaol Se.FL) 48,040 230040 0.0
Toied 30 167 )
Impacted
Dwaliing Equivalent Equivalent
Parcel 8~ Land Use Units Unlt Facler Units
11} EingleFamlly oU) 42 1.00 420
{2} MunlFamby¢niy a 075 -
(3] Commarcizl {SqFL} ¢ 2300 -
Total 42 100 42
Impacted
Dwelkng Egulvalent Equivaleni
Parcel 9-Land Use Unils Anit Factor Units
{1} Singgre-Family {DL) 219 1.00 2590
{21 Multi-Family (ol 1 0.75 -
(8] Cammetcial (Sqrt) a 2300 -
Tatal 249 1.0n 219
impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalznt
Parcel 11 - Land Usa 1nits 1Init Factor Unils
(1) Snglefamiy (DU} 185 2.00 1850
[2) BultHFamily {oL) 0 0.75 -
B} Commeratal Sa.FL) [] 2300 -
Total 485 £.00 185
impacted
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parcel 9025 - Land Use iinfts Unit Factor Units
1) 9ingle-Family{0y) 367 100 367.0-
{2} MrhiFamiy (L) a 0.78 :
9] commeeclatiSg.Fr) [+ 2360 -
F ‘Tatal 387 100 357
Henefit Equivalent | ALLOCATION
Allacatlon Unlts BY PARCEL
PARCEL 1 A5% EENE 114,47
PARCEL Z 13.9% 2ag 154,404
PARCEL 4 2614 436 250,637
FARUGELS 0.2% 4 3,300
PARGEL 7 2.8% a6 37,958
PARCEL 8 2,55 a3 34,651
PARCEL 9 14.1% 219 1EG.679
PARCEL 11 A1 4% 185 152,623
PARCEL 9046 220% 387 402,781
GRAND TOTAL A00.0% 1670 [ § 1377401
1] S2a Tabin 10 fa2 defivation ol Proleckspeciic EDU fadar,
{2) Saa“Phate ¥ Perce) Summady” fof Impacted Dn=liog Unid Caunt
(3] Cakulztfans may vary =izhydaz Io(eunding.

David Teussig Assoclates,
Novembar 28, 2081
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Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Phase 1 - Land Use Unlts Unit Factor Units
(1) Single-Family (DU) 1,318 1.00 1,318
(2) Multl-Family {DU) 334 67% 223
(3) Commercial (Sq.Ft.) 186,400 0.080% 149
{3) School (Sg.Ft.) 450 10% 45
Total 1,652 1.05 1,735
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Phase 2 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
(1) Single-Family (DU) 168 100 168
(2) Multi-Family (D) 166 &7% 141
1(3) Commerclal (Sg.FLy 400,006  0.080% 320
Total 334 1.79 599
Dwelling Equivalent Equivalent
Phase 3 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
(1) Single-Family {DU) - 0.00 -
{2) Multi-Family (DU) 0 80% -
Total - 0.00 -
Benefit Equivalent
Allocation Units
PHASE 1 74.3% 1,735
PHASE 2 25.7% 599
PHASE 3 0.0% -
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 2,333
[1} EDU factor set at Single-Family = 1 EDU, Muitl-Family = 0.80 EBU due o reduction in use of
Improvement, and Commercial = 5,032 square feet per EDU to reflect use of Improvement by small
business within MPD.
[2] See "Phase 1 Parcel Summary" for Dwelling Unit Count, as well as CFD Site Plan Assessment
Diagram (included).
[3] Calculations may vary slightly due to rounding.

Davld Taussig Assaclates
MNovember 28, 201 1
Page 13 of 27
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ATYACHMENF 2 - Cify of Black Damend €FB Ho 20113
Aszessment Wehndnbgy Caiolstol

ns

Impacted
Dwelllng Equivalent Equivalent
Parcal 1 - Land Uae Enlts Unit Fastor Unils
{1} Strgls-Famy {PU) 4] 0,00 -
3] Mud-FamiiyOU) 188 0.57 1233
{d) Commertal (Bq.FL) o 1250 -
Total 185 Q.67 123
impaated
Dwalling Equivalent Equlvalent
Parcal 2 - Land Use Units Unit Factor Units
{1) Slagk-Femity DU 232 100 232.0
12) MulfFamiy{oU) 1] 0.87 =
{2) Commertai (59.FL) [ 1250 -
Total 232 100 282 |
tmparted
Dwalling Equivalant Equivalant
Parcald - Land Use Laits Unit Factor Units
§3) Singhe-Famly(OU) 3 100 2439
{2) MubiFardly(ou) 149 0.67 933
(3} Cammerciat [Sit 186400 1250 1491
Talsl 342 1,25 491
Imipacted
Dwalilng Eguivalant Equivalent
Parce] 7 - Land Usa Units Unlt Factor Units
1) Single Famly (ouy 30 ian ano
{2} Léult Famp {OU) [ 067 -
{3) Comemareis (Sq F1) [] 1280 -
(3} Schiodl {Sq.FE) 450 a,10 450
Tatal 30 250 75
Impacted
Dwalling Equlvalont Equivelent
Paircel 8 - Land Use Units Unit Fastor Unlils
{1} ‘Singte Fomily (OU] 42 ~ Lol 4290
(2] WuiitFamly (L) ] 057 -
{3} Coomereial{Sq.Fe) [ 1260 -
Tatal 42 100 42
Impacted
Diraliing Equivalent Equlvalent
Parcel 9 - Land Liga Unils | Unit Factor Unilts
tl) Singleramiy L) KT 100 218.0
(2) MalttFamy {0l [ a/7
{3} Commesctl (Sq.FL) o 4950 -
Total 219 .00 pul:]
Impactans
Dweling Equivalant Equivalant
Farcel 41- Land Uiza Units Unit Fectar Units
(1) Sirale-Fantly (U ARG $a0n 1s5.0
{2} MutFemiy (o0} ¢ 0.67
(3] CemmercialiSqre) ] 1760 -
Totnl 185 1a0 185
Impacted
Dwalling Equlvalant Equivalent
Parcal 9096 - Land Use Units Unit Faetor Uais
{1} Shgia-Famzy (0U) 367 4.0 asv.a0
(2} MulEFamity (O ] 067
[3) Gammerclel (SqF1) [1] 2364 -
Tatal 367 100 347
Beneiit Equivalent | ALLOCATION
Allgcation Units 8Y PARCEL
PARCEL{ T.1% 1237 % 74,907
PARCEL 2 13.4% 232 148,430
PARCEL 4 28.3% gL 314,425
PARCELS 05% g 8,758
PARGEL T 3.8% 66 43,226
PARCELS 24% 42 26,871
PARCEL 9 1264 218 140,143
PARCEL {1 d0.7% 185 118,361
PARCEL 8096 21.2% 387 234,802
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 1,735 § 1,108,893
{1) Saa Tatle 12 ter darvatian of Pigjectap ecite EDV fzter.
2] Sta Fhase 1 PuceiSomman® for lnpartad Dysalne Liod Couat.
3] Cakulatonsmayvary sighiy dira 1 founding.

Dt Tous:

g Assackatec

Novembhar 24, 2011
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ATTACHVENT 2 - Chiy &f Black Dlamand CFD o, 20161

Assassmegl Fethedslogy Colaulalicas

Imaasted
Dwailing ] Equivalant Equivalant
Parcef 1 - Lardd Use Usits _ Unit Factor Units
{1) STegla-Family [0 [] 0.00 -
2] MunsFamity qin 185 0.67 1223
@) Sommerrhl SRy o 1250 -
Total 485 a.u7 23
Imeacted
Pwalling Equivalent Equivalent
Farcal 2 -Land Use Unils Enh Fackar UnRs
(1} $ngle-Famizy 0L 232 109 2320
12) MublHFamily (L) [] 087
{3) Commerclal (SgF1) 0 1250 .
Tatal 232 100 232
impacted
Dnselling Equivalant Eguivalant
Paregl-4 - Land Use LUnits. Unlt Factar Unlts
{1} SingleFamcly {00y 243 100 2430
2} MexibFamily (L) 149 .87 993
(9] Commercist(Sq.FY) 156400 1960 1494
Total Je2. 4.25 491
Impactad
Owelling Equivalent Equivalent
Parce! 7 - Land Use Uniis Unit Factor Units
{1} Stngle-Famiy [0V} an 100 300
£2) MufiFamdy (O a 0.67 -
{d] Commeexchal {SqF1) ] 1350 B
[3) School EqFL) 450 010 45.0
Tatal 30 250 75
Impacled
Dwelling Fqulvalent Equivalent
Parcef 8- Land Use Unhs Ung Factor Unils
L) Stngles Famiy{oUx 42 100 AT
{2} MutiFamily (Ol a 057 -
(3] Commental {SqFE) a 1250 -
Tatal A2 1.00 42
[mpacted
Dwalling Equivatent Equivalent
Parcal 3 -Land Usa Units Init Facior Units
{1} Singfe Famity {2l 219 160 2194
{2} MutFamily (DY) 0 .67 -
43) Comemerolal [Sq.FLY a 4950 -
Tolal 218 ian 215
frapacted
Dwalling Exuivalent Equlvalent
Parcel 11 -Land Usa Unfts UnH Factor Unlts
[} Sing'e-Famay |OU) 183 100 1654
{2) MulttFamiy [ty o 967 -
{8) cammerchal (Sa.F1) o 1550 -
Total 185 1.00 185
Impactad
Owalling Equivalant Eqillvalent
Parcal 9056 - Land Use Unlis Unil Fuotar Urits
{4} Slngle-Family (% 367 1.00 2470
(2] MulkFamity @l a 067 -
{3) Commerclsl (39.°L) Q 13250 -
Total 367 1.00 387
Benefit Equlvalent | ALLOCATION
Allnecation Units BY PARCEL
PARTEL 1 T 123 | § 31,678
PARCEL 2 13.4% 232 68,461
FARCEL 4 20.3% 491 123840
PAREEL 5 0.5% 9 2268
PARGEL 7 3.8% &6 8463
PARCEL 8 24% 42 30,593
FARCEL 0 12,68 219 59,185
PARCEL 11 10.7% 165 46,618
PARCEL 2096 21.2% 367 92478
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 1,735 | & 437,144
[4] SeeTahta 12 for durtatinnal Breleetapanifia 00 f3cler.
{21 S=e Phese L Pacel Seamrey” fo: fimpactad Evra¥ing Unit Caust.
&l ¥ y s¥ghtly due

David Teussl Assockalns
Hovamber 28,2011
Pege 150127
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Dwelling Total Equivalent Equivalent
Phase 1- Land Use [1] Units | P.E. Factor P.E. [2] Unlt Factor [3] D.U. [4), [5]
{1) Single-famity 1318 2.70 3558.8 1.00 1318
{(2) Muitifamily 334 1.85 617.9 0.69 228.85
Grand Total [5] 1652 NA 4178.50 N/A 1546.85
Dwelling Totat Equivalent Equivalent
Phase 2 - Land Use [1] Units P.E. Factor P.E.[2] ~ Unit [3] Units [4], [6]
(1) Single-family 1248 2.70 3360.8 1.00 1248
(2) Muiti tamily 327 1.85 604.95 0,69 224.08
Grand Total [5] 1575 NA 3974.55 ~ N/A 1472.06
Dwelling Total Equivalant Equivalent,
Phase 3 - Land Use [1] Units P.E. Factor P.E. [2] Uniit [3] Units {47, [5]
(1) Single-tamily 631 2.70 1703.7 1.00 631
{2) Multi-family 158 1.85 2023 0.89 108.26
Grand Total [5] 789 NA 1996.00 N/A 739.26
Dwelling Total Equivalent Equivalent
Non-CFD - Land Use [6] Units P.E. Factor P.E. [2] Unit (3] Units [4], [5]
{1) Singlefamily 124 2,70 334.8 1.00 124
{2) Muliifamily 11 1.85 20.35 0.69 7.54
Grand Total [5] 135 NA 355,15 /A 131.54

151 Calculations may vary slightly due to rountdlng.
[6] Non-CFD Land impacted by Pubfic Improvement #9 (Viliage Green Park) within both Zones of Benefit.
Data derived from Census Demographic Quick Facts 2011, Report Issued by the Nielsen Company, though based on 2000 Gensus Figures.

{2] Population Equivalent ("P.E.") factor multipfed by applicable number of dwelling units.

[4] Equivalent dwelllng unit factor multiplied by applicable number of dwelling unlis.

[1] Land uses represent the dwelling units In Black Dltamand and the surrounding area potentially-henefitting from the Village Green Park.

Factor derived from Final Environmental Impact Statement, prepared by Paramedrlx [December 2004),
[3} Equivalent dwelling units for land uses 1 -2 computed by dividing P.E. factor for each such land use by P.E. factor for single-family fand ese,

The Chy of Black Diamond's Permitting and Planning Deparment nates that the City has had a moratorium on subdlvisions in place

sinee 2001 I order to update required regutlations (bullding permit issuances reflect this, e.g., obly four city-wide {4) thus far in 2011),

ATTAGHMENT 2 - City of Black Diamend GFD No. 2011-1

Assessmeant Methodology Calculations

David Tausslg Associates

November 28, 2011

Page 16 of 27

135



2540 11, abeg
L LOZ '8¢ jagquanoy sUohena|z] ABO|GPOLSI IUBLLSSasEY
Eaepossy Gissnn ) pineg =L LOZ "ON 00 Puowe(q oelg 50 A2 - Z LNIWROYLLY

“Bujpunas el anp Apugs Aea Aew sucpe|noe) 7]
"SHUN Zulemp Jo Jaguinu ajgealdde Ag PaLERNW Jooe) Yun Buyemp Juaeanbg =]
ST elqe; 998 "esm pue) Aluelefuig oy w308y *3'd Ag @sn PUE]| YOS LIES 10} ICJoR) F'd BuIpIMp Ag pandwan € - S9SN pue| Jof S10198) Buy||emp waeAnba [g]
‘9 BOL ST aig8), 835 [4]
“BupesuiEuz peu A9 papinosd sandu-nq [g]
“Buysat|Bug peuf Ag papinosd sandy g g
Wi usar) sFeiiy eyl Wol Sumysusg AlTEAYEE BaJE BUipUNOLINS 3\) pue PUOWRIC ®oejg Wi spun Buijjsmp 81 Jussalday 55N puet 7]
LO'ECTT v/N YEL 0le 916 v L9 Y¥/N T 0 9EL [2] ie10) puey
Lg60T 69'0 TT 99T 62T oF OvT 690 | o 0 S0Z Apwelanw  (g)
00 rTOT 00T | ECT 0T 181 00T Q0T T 0 TES AiwersBug (1)
[o] syun Suiiema | [6] 10108 | Tr] G40-UoN | [5] ¢ 0seud | 2] T 8804 (o] suun Bulmemq | [g] 101924 [[¥] g49-UuoN | (] ¢ 858ud | 2] T Soeug [t]esn puey
Jus|eAInbg ‘ng3 na ra 'wa 2RAINbY a3 | g . na na
CIIeM SINUIA 9T-6) T4 Jusuag Jo sUoz (HEM SINUIA S-0) T# Wduag Jo suoz
; A S

136



[5] Caleulations may very slightly due to rounding.

2] Equivalent dweliing unit factor multipfied by applieable number af dwelling units.

EEL)
ED.U. [2] Equivalent Beneflt E.B.U. [4]
Zone of Benefit [1] Offset SF MF Facter [3] SF MF TOTAL [5)
1 (1) 5-Minute Walking Distange 02Miles | 53100 | 14046 1.00 531.00 | 140.46 671.48
(2) 15-Minute Walking Distance | 0.6 Mies | 787.00 | 889 0.50 30350 | 44.10 437.69
|Grand Total [5) 41318.00 | 228.85 N/A 92450 | 184,66 1108.48
Compare to Total E.B.U.s for Village Green Park: 1284.20
[1} See Table 15(a). )

[3] Eguivatent benefit factor chosen to reflect divergent "spaslal bensfil” aceruing to varlous residents. Those that liva clossr (o the park benefit significantly more.
{4] Equivalent benefit unit faclor muitiplied by appilcabfe number of equivalent dwelling units.,

[5] Caleulations may vary slightly due to raunding,

{2 Equivalent dwefling unit Facter muitiplied by appiicabla number of dwelling units.

ED.U. [2] Equivalent Beneft | E.B.U. [4]
Zone of Benefit [1] Offset SF MF Factor [3] SF MF TOTAL [5]
{1) SMinute Walking Distance | 0.2 Miles 0.00 0.00 1.00 D.00 0.00 0.00
| @ 15-Minute Walking Distance | 0.6Miles | 10400 | 113.74 0.50 5200 | 56.87 . 108.87
Grand Total [5] 104.00 | 113.74 N/A 52.00 | 56.87 108.87
Compare to Total E:B.U.s for Village Green Park: 128430
1] See Table 15(a. ) S

[3] Eyulvalent benefi fastor chasen to reflect divergent "special benefit" acerulng ta various residents. Thase that five cfoser to the park banefit significantly more.

[4] Equivalent henafit unit factor multiplled by applicable number of equivalent dweliing units.

2
"‘-i- LT

{1] Sea Table 15(a).

dELENORL QTR - NOT i ‘ :
ED.U.[2] Equivalent Benefit E.B.U.[4]
Zone of Benefit [1] Offset SF MF Factor [3] SF MF TOTALE]
{1) 5-Minute Walking Distance 0.2 Miles 1.00 0.00 1.00 1,00 0.00 1.00
(2) 15-Minute Walking Distance | 0.8 Mlles |  423.00 7.54 0.50 61,50 3.77 65.27
Grand Total [5] 12400 | 7.54 N/A 6250 | 3.77 66.27
Compare to Total E.B.U.s for Village Grean Parl 1284.30

5] Caleulations may vary slightly due to rounding.

[2] Equivaient dwelling unit factor muliiplied by applicable numbesr of dwalllng urits,

* Phase 3 nat Included due to having zero (0} dwelling unils within Zones of Benelic

[4] Equivalent benedit unit factor multiplied by applicable number of equivalent dwelling units.

{31 Equivalent benefit factor chosen ta reflect divergent *speclal beneflt* accrulng to verous residents. Those that Fva claser fo the pari¢ bensfit significanily mere,

ATTACHMENT 2 - Gity of Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1
Assessiment Methodology Caiculafions

David Tausslg Assaclates
Movember 28, 2041
Page 18 af 27
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ATTACHUENT 2- City of Efzck Dlamend CFD No. 25141
AssessmeniMefoddmyy Cakuilinns

Dwelbng Equivelent Fquivalant Equivalent
Parcel 1 - Land Use Units Dweling Factor | Banafit Fector|  Benefit Uniis
{1} Singla-femiytparc G 100 150 -
(2) MukHanily (paraU) 185 0.9 100 12578
E Totat 186 e 407
Drrelng Fauivalent | Equivaleat Equiyalent
P_arcel 2-Land Use Unks Diwalling Factor { Baneflt Factor | Benefit Unils
{1} Elnglafamily fpee i} 239 ER L) 100 Z32
{2} MuRbramlly (ser OH) ] .63 1.00 -
Talal 23p ] [ 232
Dwalling Equival quivati Eatiatant
Farcel 4 - Lang Use Units Dwalling Factar l!Eneﬁt Factor | _ Benefit Unijs
11) Staglefamily (aar DU} 243 | 100 100 243
(2 iy Gu o 20 08 100 370
B puen 129 o3 a0 .18
Tatal ag2 HA fitx N
o e
Dwalllng Equivalent 3 it
Parcel 7 -LangUsa Uniis Dweling Famuor | Benefit Faotor | Benefit Units
oy gﬂ_‘;‘i“m’" e [ 100 100 -
Stnafafamity (per o] :
Z0B.eT a0 100 050 15
{2} Melt-famfly foer 0L [1] 0.69 100 -
Total 30 WA 15
Dwelling Equlvalent Equivalent . Equivalent
Parcal B- Land Use Units Dweling Factng | Benefit Facior | Beneft Uails
(2] Sirglefamiy {per DU] 42 100 .00 42
(2) Melitany {peroif) [ 0.69 100 . -
Yotal 42 [ 42
o £ eqy £y
Parcel9- Land Use Unkts [ weiling Factor |__Benefituniis |
{1y e amty e DA 1 100 100 14
raizoasa " 205 100 058 103
(2) Mukkfamily (por oG 0 [ 2,00 -
Total 310 HA 17
Dwelling Equivslent Equivalent Equivalent
Parcel 11 - Land Use tinits Dwelling Faster§ Banefit Faclor]  BesefiEtUnits
Slnglefamiy {perolyin
) ook zaps o 1.00 100 B
|- Single fanly foer Dlttin
Patz 0882+ 186 100 060 83
{2y Muhkfamity (perCU} (1] aa9 100 -
Ttal 135 A g3
Dweling Equival Equlvalent Eq
Pasost 9096 -Land Usa Units Dwelling Factor | Hansdit Faslor|  Benefit Units
ty Boge e sl [ 100 100 -
Srglefamity fper DU) n
Porki 203,92+ 367 .00 050 184
2) Mol amiy [per ot 0 [ 1o -
Total 387 A i84
Haneflt Equivafant ALLOCATION
Allacation Upits BY PARCEL
PARCEL 1 1L4% 127 § 137,814
PARLEL 2 209% 232 ABIATL
PARCEL 4 271% EL 327448
PARGELY 14% 15 16324
PARCERL 8§ 3.8 a2 45,7006
PARCEL 8 105% 147 126778
PARCEE £1 B3% a3 100,882
PARCA 2056 16.6% 184 190,601
GRAND TOTAL 100.0% 1,100 | $ 1,207,025

# ParxZoneof Benafl £1 (08 Mtvte M, Pad Zovia of Benstt £3 5,15 LGpote Waik),
{0} S2a Takts 23 {or derivation b Prajert specite €04 faclor and EBU factar.

12] tmpaezed weking it Coust Cala pricvided by fdad Engneerig.

[3] Caicelalinns rasy vy sighy dos Incun iy,

Dovid Tevarly Asaardates
Havember 28, 241
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Dwelling Eduivalent Equivalent
Phase 1 - Land Use [1] Units P.E. Factor P.E.[2] Unit Factor [3] D.U.[4] 5]
(1} Singlefamily 1318 2.70 3558.6 .00 1318
{2) Multifamily 334 1.85 617.9 0.69 228.85
Grand Total [5] 1862 NA 4178.50 N/A 1546.85
A Dwelling Total Equivalent Equivalent
Phase 2 - Land Use [1] Units P.E. Factor P.E. [2] Unit [3] Units [4], [B]
(1} Single-famlly 1248 2,70 3369.6 1.00 1248
(2) Multi-farnily 327 1.85 604.86 0.69 224,08
Grand Total [5] 1575 NA 3974.55 N/A 1472.06
} | Dwelling, | | Total Equivalent Eguivalent
Phase 3 - Land Use [1] Units P.E. Factor P.E. [2] Unit [3] Units [4], [5]
{1} Shglefamlily 831 2,70 1703.7 1,00 631
(2} Muft-family 158 1.85 992.3 0.69 108.26
Grand Total [5] 789 NA 1896.00 _N/A 739.26
Dwelling Total Equivalent Equivalent
Non-CFD - Land Use {6] Units P.E. Factor P.E.[2] Unit [3] Units [4], [5]
{4) Single-family 120 270 348.3 1.00 129
{2) Townhome 11 1.85 20.35 0.69 7.54
Grand Total [D] 140 NA 368.65 1.69 136.54

[B} Calculations may vary slightly due to rounding.
[6] Non-CFD Land impacted by Public impravament #10 (Civic Pack) witaln both Zones of Beneflt.
Data derived from Census Demagraphic Quick Facts 2014 Report Jssued by the Nlelsen Company, though based on 2000 Census Figures.

[2) Papulation Equivalent {'P.E.") factor multipiied by applicable number of dwslling units,
Faclor deived from Final Environmental Impact Statement, preparad by Parametrix {December 2009):
[3] Equivalent dwelling units for land uses 1. - 2 computed by dividing P.E, factor for each such land use by P.E. factor for single-famlly kand use.

[4] Equivalent dwelling unit factor muftiplted by applicable number of dwelling units,

{1] Land uses reprezent the dweliing units Tn Black Diamond and the surreunding area patentlally benefitting frorm the Clvic Park.

The City of Bizck Dlamond’s Permitting and Planning Department notes that the City has had a moratorlum on subdivisions In place
since 200 in order to update required regulations (buliding permit lssuances reflect this, a.g., only four city-wide (4) thus far in 2011),

ATTACHMENT 2 - Cily of Black Diamond CFD Ma, 2014-1

Assessment Methodology Galeulations

David Taussig Associates
Novembar 28, 20111
Page 21 of 27
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E.D.U [2] _ Equivalent Benefit E.B.U. [4]
Zone of Beneflt [1] Oifset SF MF Factor [3] SF MF TOTAL [5]
{1) 5-Minute Waking Distance 0.2 Miles | 517.060 228,85 1.00 517.00 | 228.85 7465.85
(2} 15-Minuie Walking Distance 0.8 Miles 797.00 0.00 0.50 398.50 0.00 398.50
Grand Total [5] 1314.00 | 22885 N/A 915.50 | 228.85 1144.35
Compare to Total E.B.U.s for Civic Park; 1324.49
[4) See Tabla 16(a).

{2] Equivalent dwelflng unit factor muitiplled by applicable number of dwelling units.

[3] Equivalent beneiit facior chosen o reflact divergent "spevial benellt” acorulng to varlous resldenis. Those that live claser te the park benefit significantly mare.
4] Equivalent beneflt unlt factor muliiplied by apalicabile number of equivalent dwelling units,

[B] Calculations may vary slightly dus to raunding.

"EDU.[2] | Equivalent Benefit |  EB.U.[4]
Zone of Benefit [1] Difset SF MF Factor [3] ~SF MF TOTAL [5]
Ti1)y 5-Minute Wallking Dislance | G2 MIES | | 0:08- 660 1.00 00 &0 | 5.00
(2} 15-Minute Walling Distance | 0.6 Miles | 10400 | 113.74 0.50 5300 | 6687 108.87
Grand Total [5] 104,00 113.74 N/A BZ2.00 | B6.87 108.87
Compare to Total E.BALs-far Civic Parlc 1321.49

[1] See Table 16{a).
[2] Equivalent dwelling unit factor multipiled by applicable number of dwefling Unfis,

[3] Equivalent benefit factor chosen to reflect divergent "specfal benefit” accruing to various resldants. Those that live cleser ta the park benefit signiflcantly mors.
[4] Equivalent benefTt unit factor mufitpled by applicable number of equivalent dwelling unlts.
[5] Calculations may vary slightly due lo rounding,

3
i

E.D.U. [2] Equivalent Benefit

Zone of Benefit [1] Offset SF MF Factor [3] SF MF TOTAL [5]
(1} 5-Minute Walking Distance 0.2 Miles .00 0.00. 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
{2) 15-Minute Walking Distance 0.6 Miles 129.00 7.54 Q.60 64.50 3.77 68.27
Grand Total [5] 122,00 7.54 NAA 64.50 a77 68.27
Compare to Total E.B.U.s for Civic Park: 1321.49

{1) See Table 16(ak
[2] Equivalent dwelling unit factor multiplled by applicable number of dwelling units.

[3] Equivalent bensfit factnr chosen to reflect divergent "special benefit® accrulng to varows residerris. Thase that live tloser to the park benefit significantly more,
{4] Equivalent henefit unlt factar multiplied by applicable number of equivalent dwelling units.
5] Calculatlons may vary slighily due to rounding.

* Phase 3 nol Included due to having zero (0) dwelling units within Zones of Beraiit.

ATTACHMENT 2 - City of Black Dlamond GFDY No. 2611-1

Asgassment Methodology Caloulations

Davld Taussiy Assoclates
Movember 28, 2011
Page 23 of 27
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ATTACHVEMT 2 -8y of flhck Dlamend £FD Ho. 20451

Assestmenl Mathodology Caladatons

Dwyelling Equivalent Equivalent Equivalent

Pacei 1 -Lond ke Units Dwalllng Factor | Bapafit Fartor]  Beneft Units

{3} Stgefam¥y{ger i) 0 108 100 . -

(2] MallHraofy pez 0L 186 0.69 100 126,76

Total 388 A i27
Drvelling Eiuizalant Equivatani Equivalent

Parcel 2-iant Use Units | Dwalking Factor | Banefit Factot | _Benefit Units

(1) Englofamly(per o} 3z ieg 100 22

12} ElutHsmdy [per nuy 1] 0.69 100 -

Tatal 232 M 23_?_
Owelling Equival Equival quivak

Pargel 4 - Land Usa Units Dwelling Factor| Benefit Factor | Benefit Unils

{1} Singlalamily [par oLl 243 100 100 243

2} gty o 148 nee 200 w208
M-y [jer K In §

ParkZOB. H2* o oz usa -
Total 2a2 HA H 345
Dhvelling Equivatent Equivalant Fquivalent

Parceh 7 -1andilse Units Dwelling Factor | Berelit Fastor|  Sanafit Unkis_
Slngizterily (per OU)

i ZOR# [} 100 1.00 -
Singlo-Famiy {per V) .
Toniae an iao 050 16

{2) Mullam; (per DG} [ Q.53 100 -

Tatal 30 NA 148
'
Dweling I Equival

Parcel 8- Land Uza Unlis Dweling Facter | Benefit Factorf  Benefit Unllg

{1) Stogfefamiy {par DUY a2 EE 100

T FRIBTE AT [z Oy T . dA% LS B T -t
Total A2 M - 42 |
Drwsliing Equivafent Equhvalent Equivalent

Parcel 9 - Lapd Use Units Bwelling Faclor | Beneftt Factor|  Henefit Units

w | w | o :
Singefamiy [parDWin
PR 20.083% 213 100 .50 10

{7} MulEfarly (rer OUY ] 059 100 -

Tatal 243 KA i
. Dwellag Equivals Fe [ Eq
Parcel 11 -Land Use Linits Bwallng Factor { Benallt Factar|  Benefit Unfts

T N w | :
Singefaerty (per Bl in i
Failz.os k2 s 100 050 a3

(2] Multfamdty (porOU] Q QET 1.00 -

Totat 185 MA 93
Dwelllng Equi Equival - Egulvafent
Paroel 9086 - Land Use Units. Dyreling Factor | Benefit Factor|  Benefit Units
NV — e ——
) e o 200 100 }
Singlafamily [per OUJ in
FakE 0BT 363 100 ase 182
L (3) Muis-famby [eral) a 0.00 19¢ -
Total | 363 N 182
Benefit Enuivalent ALLOCATION
Allacatinn Units BY PARBGEL
PARCELE Al 127 | § 205823
PARCEL 2 S0.3% 2321 § 378,636
PARICEL £ 20.2% 45| § 583,059
FARCELY 13% 150 % 24,374
PARCEL & a1% 42| § 68.528
PARCEL Si% 10| $ 178,662
PARCEL 11 a1% nle 150.925
PARCEL 9028 15,54 182 ¢ 296,139
GRAND TOTAL | "Tooax 1,444 |8 1887144

% Fark Zonaw BeaeiR, #1 {95 Mtz Wakl Park fona o) Benof 42 (545 Mintn Walxl

1A] Ses Fable 15% k. of Proje

1] Impacted Drariing d T6d %

[3] Tacalalirs toay vary sty g

u

Qavid Taudlg fesodates
Movambac 20, 201§
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Independent Evaluation
of
Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis Community Facilities
District No. 2011-1 of the City of Black Diamond

On November 28, 2011, a report titled Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis
Commaunity Facilities District No. 2011-1 of the City of Black Diamond was
published by David Taussig & Associates, Ine. (“Taussig Study”) in support of a
petition submitted to the City of Black Diamond, Washington to form a community
facilities district (CFD) as allowed and authorized by Washington law (RCW

36.145).

The City of Black Diamond requested Henderson, Young & Company to conduct an
independent evaluation of the Taussig Study. This report contains the results of

our evaluation.

The purpose of the CFD is to fund the construction of various public improvements
authorized by law. The Taussig Study describes 10 projects totaling $26,704,127
that would be undertaken by the CFD. Four projects are for the roads and streets,
four projects are for utilities (water, sewer, and wastewater), and two projects are
for parks. The Taussig Study includes descriptions and costs for each project. All
ten projects appear to be of the types authorized by RCW 36.145.100 and RCW
35.43.040.

The area proposed to be included in CFD 2011-1 appears to be the northern half of
the Villages MPD. The other MPD areas (southern half of the Villages, and all of
Lawson Hills) are not included in CFD 2011-1. Our informal examination of the
district boundaries on the map on page 11 of the Taussig Study indicates that all
the property proposed for inclusion in CFD 2011-1 appears to be inside the
boundaries of the City of Black Diamond. Thus the formation of the proposed
district appears to be the exclusive domain of the City of Black Diamond pursuant

to RCW 36.145.010(4)(c).

Our findings are presented in the form of questions about the Taussig Study. Each
guestion is followed by our comments that explain the basis and/or reason for the
question. The City should request the petitioner to provide responses to these

questions.

1. What is the total cost to be apportioned between special benefit
assessments and general benefits (not assessed) for CFD 2011-17

Table 5 of the Tanssig Study lists all the projects and their direct costs. Table 3
appears to present all the information needed to determine the total cost to be

Henderson, Black Diarnond, Washington

Young & page 1

Company December 7, 2011
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undertaken by CFD 2011-1, but the information is presented in a way that the total
cost is not presented. Instead, the first two rows are listed as costs of projects and
costs of other expenses, but the third row is described as “District Contribution to
(General Benefits” and the $10,181,2786 is listed as a positive number, not a
reduction of the total costs in order to calculate the net assessment cost. Perhaps a
format change could insert a “total cost” of $31,069,373 after the first two cost rows,
then the “District Contribution to General Benefits” of $10,181,276 could be shown
with a minus sign so it is subtracted from the total in order to produce the net

assessment of $20,888,097.

2. Why are zones cf benefit used for park proiects, but not for street

projects or utility projects?

Assessments charged by CFDs and similar special districts require that the
properties paying the assessment receive a “special benefit” from the improvements
that are paid for by the assessments. Washington law provides several methods for
determining the special benefit. The Taussig Study uses the method described in
ROW 35.51.030, and quoted on pages 3-4 of the Taussig Study.

The method provides some latitude in the choice of factors used to determine special
benefits. One of the factors listed in the statute includes “distance from or proximity
of access to the local improvement.” Special benefit analyses are permitted to use
this factor, but are not required to use it.

The Taussig Study elects to use a distance or proximity factor for parks. Full benefit
(factor = 1.0) is attributed to dwelling units within a 5 minute walk of a park
project, and half benefit (factor = 0.5) 1s attributed to dwelling units in a 5-15
minute walk of a park project. The benefit factors appear to be assumptions, and
not related to the “radial area” (page 17} in which 0.6 miles for zone #2 is three
times farther than the 0.2 miles for zone #1, and the median walk time for zone #2
(10 minutes) is four times longer than the 2.5 minute median walk time for zone #1.

The Taussig Study does not use a distance or proximity factor for street projects, yet
transportation experts and traffic models are capable of determining likely routes
and usage of streets from different locations. It is possible that different properties
will receive different benefit from different street projects, rather than assuming
that all properties receive the same benefit from all four street projects. Conversely,
the benefits of parks are not solely based on walking distance and it could be argued
that some types of parks in some locations provide special benefits to larger areas

than walking distance.

Our comments are not intended to argue that zones of benefit are required for all
assessments, or even for streets in CFD 2011-1, nor to argue that zones of benefit
are not needed for parks in CFD 2011-1. Rather, because there is more than one
way to treat this issue, the applicant should offer more discussion of the basis for its

Henderson, Black Diamond, Washington

Young & page 2

Company December 7, 2011
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use of zones of benefit for parks, and not for streets or utilities. For example, what
is the basis for assigning full benefit to a walking distance up to 6 minutes and half
benefit to walking distance of 6 or 7 minutes (within the 5-16 minute walk time}?

3. What is the basis or method for quantifying the special benefits of
the four street projects?

The Taussig Study describes the allocation of special benefits to road and street
improvements (see page 15). Some details of the calculation are presented in
Attachment 2, pages 2 and 3. However, an important step in Attachment 2, page 3,
is the calculation of the number of trips in the column headed “District [4]". This
data is the basis for the “Percentage of [Spectal] Benefit [5]” column which, in turn,
is central to the calculation of the dollar amount of the special benefit. The
explanation that is offered for the calculation in “District [4]” is the footnote: “[4] As
determined by Assessment Engineer [Taussig & Associates] in concert with Triad
Associates.

The applicant should provide an explanation of the basis or method used for the
calculation of trips in the column headed “District [4]".

In addition to the question about footnote 4 on Attachment 2, page 3, we have a
guestion about the trip generation rates. The Taussig Study (page 15) refers to Trip
Generation, Eight Edition (“I'TE”) as the source. The ITE report is the most widely
used and authoritative source, and we do not question using it as the beginning
point for trip generation data that helps quantify special benefits. Our question
pertains to potential adjustments to ITE data for other factors such as trip length,

pass-by trips, internal capture, and/or through trips. It does not appear that such
adjustments are included in Attachment 2, pages 2 or 3.

The applicant should provide an explanation of the use (or exchusion) of adjustments
to ITE trip generation data.

4. Are the indirect costs calculated correctly?

Table 3 includes $4,365,246 for “costs of issuance / reserve fund / capitalized
interest / incidental expenses” (which we will refer to as “indirect costs”) and Table
4 provides some details of these costs. Washington law authorizes these costs to be
included in the assessment calculation, but includes some limitations. For example,
RCW 36.145.110 (14) authorizes the treasurer of the CFD to collect a fee for the
costs incurred by the treasurer in handling the assessments, but the fee may not
exceed the measurable costs incurred by the treasurer. The note below Table 4 in
the Taussig Study includes an annual fee of $4 per EDU, but does not indicate how
that amount was derived, or if it complies with RCW 36.145.110 (14).
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Also, RCW 35.51.040 authorizes reserve funds for district bond issues, but limits
the reserve fund to 15% of the amount of the honds. The Taussig Study does not
indicate the portion of the indirect costs that will be used for the bond reserve fund,
or if it is 15% or less of the amount of the bonds.

5. Why are the indirect costs charged almost entirely to the special
benefit assessments, and almost no indirect charges are included

in the general benefits?

As noted above, Table 3 includes $4,365,246 for “costs of issuance / reserve fund /
capitalized interest / incidental expenses” (which we refer to as “indirect costs”).

Table 5 shows the apportioned special benefit of the ten projects totals is
$16,710,477 of the total project cost of $26,704,127, Presumably the difference,
$9,993,650, is attributable to “general benefits” that cannot be included in the
special benefit assessment. In other words, 62.6% of project costs are special
benefits, and the other 37.4% are general benefits.

However, the $4,365,246 of indirect costs are not apportioned on the same basis.
The difference between the $20,888,097 net assessment and the $16,710,477
apportioned special benefits is $4,177,620. That is 95.7% of the total indirect costs.

The Taussig Study does not explain the basts for charging 95.7% of indirect costs to
the assessment when only 62.6% of project, direct cost are eligible for assessment.

6. How are other sources of revenue accounted for in the assessment
calculations or anywhere in the analysis of CFD 2011-17

Page 8 of the Taussig Study states, “There will be other sources of funding for the
portions of the Improvements not funded through the District.” Page 7 of the
Taussig Study states, “... listed below are estimates of ... (ii) the amount of any
contributions, if any, to made from sources other than assessments...”. Table 3
contains a “District Contribution to General Benefit” in the amount of $10,181,276,
but provides no other information concerning how or where the District will ebtain
money to pay for its “Contribution to General Benefit”.

7. Why is there some variation in the number of development units for
different projects in Attachment 27

Parcel #2 lists 235 single-family D.U. for projects 1, 3, 4, and 5, but 232 single-
family D.U. for projects 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10.

Parcel #7 lists 45,000 sq. ft. of schools for projects 1, 8, 4, 5, and 6, but 450 sq. ft. of
schools for projects 2, 7, and 8.
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Parcel #9096 lists 363 single-family D.U. for project 10, but 367 single-family D.U.
for projects 1 — 9.

8. Have agricultural lands been assessed properly?

The Taussig Study refers to assessor parcels zoned for agricultural use (see Non-
Residential Use on page 17). Washington law (RCW 35.44.015 and 84.34.300-380)
generally exempts agricultural land from special assessments except under very
specific circumstances. How does the Taussig study address the assessment or

exemption of agricultural lands?

9. Who will pay for the “district contribution to general benefit*?

The Taussig Study explains the difference between “special benefits” that can be
assessed and “general benefits” that cannot. The Taussig Study labels the amount
that cannot be assessed as “District Contribution to General Benefit” and calculates
the amount as $10,181,276 out of a total cost of $31,069,373. In other words, 32.7%
of the total cost will not be assessed. If assessments do not pay that amount, who
will pay it, and from what source(s) of revenue?

The Taussig Study does state on page 8 that “There will be other sources of funding
for the portions of the Improvements not funded through the District” but the
Taussig Study does not provide any information about who will provide the other
sources of funding, or what the sources will be.

10. What will be the approximate assessment per dwelling unit or
EDU when the land is developed?

The Taussig Study calculates the total assessment to be charged to each of 9 large
existing parcels. That calculation is all that is required by Washington law for the
initial petition for CFD 2011-1. However, the applicant’s plan for the area included
in CFD 2011-1 is to subdivide the large parcels and develop them. Under
Washington law, the assessments ealculated for the 9 large parcels in the Taussig
Study will be apportioned to the subdivided parcels. RCW 36.45.110(10) and
35.44.410 authorize the apportionment (called “segregation”) of the assessment.

We used data contained in Tables 3 — 16(d) of the Taussig Study to estimate the
approximate assessment per dwelling unit or EDU (equivalent development unit)

when the land is developed.

Indirect Estimated
Project Equivalent Project Costs @ Assessment
Number Units Direct Cost 25% Total Cost per Unit
1 2,132 $1,166,3156 $ 291,579 $1,457,894 $ 684
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2 1,735 2,261,857 565,414 2,827,071 1,629

3a 2,237 2,471,314 617,829 8,089,143 1,381
3b 2,252 657,152 164,288 821,440 365
3¢ 2,366 107,684 26,921 134,805 57
4 2,217 2,028,001 507,023 2,535,114 1,143
5 2,301 2,019,657 504,914 2,524,571 1,097
6 1,670 1,377,401 344,350 1,721,751 1,031
7 1,735 1,109,893 277,473 1,387,366 800
8 1,735 437,144 109,286 546,430 315
9 1,109 1,207,025 301,756 1,508,781 1,360
10 1,144 1,867,144 466,786 2,333,930 2,040
Total 16,710,477 4,177,619 20,888,096 11,903

The amount of time during which the assessment will be paid will depend on
decisions to be made by the District Supervisors. The maximum time allowed by
RCW 36.145.110 (3) 15 28 years. If the $11,903 estimated assessment 18 spread over
28 years, the annnal assessment would be $425.10 per year. If the assessment is
spread over fewer years, the annual assessment would be higher.

The petitioner is welcome to submit its own estimates in order to correct any
calculations in our tables that are inconsistent with the petitioner’s plan for the

arca served by CFD 2011-1.

11. When will the assessments for the large parcels be apportioned
to smaller parcels, such as residential lots? Who is responsible
for paying for the assessments prior to the apportionment to
smaller parcels? Who is responsible for paying the assessments
on smaller parcels after subdivision but before sale to new
owners?

As noted above, the Taussig Study calculates the total assessment to be charged to
each of 9 large existing parcels and the applicant’s plan for the area included in
CFD 2011-1 is to subdivide the large parcels and develop them as smaller parcels.
The Board of Supervisors for CFD 2011-1 will determine when the assessments are
payable. The City of Black Diamond can better understand the implications and
consequences of creating CFD 2011-1 if the applicant is asked to indicate a
timeframe for the apportionment of assessments to smaller parcels, and to identify
who will be responsible for paying the assessments prior to apportionment, and also
after apportionment, but before sale of the subdivided lots to new owners.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS
from the
Independent Evaluation
of
Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis
Community Facilities District No, 2011-1 of the City of Black Diamond

This document contains information requested by Henderson, Young & Company in the “Independent
Evaluation of Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 of the
City of Black Diamond” dated December 7, 2011 {hereinafter the “Henderson Evaluation™). While cach
of the eleven good questions presented in the Henderson Evaluation is addressed below, i is important to
note that the questions will, per the Statute, be dealt with by of the Board of Supervisors of the proposed
Black Diamond Community Facilities District (CFD) No. 2011-1 during its determination of preliminary
and final assessment rolls rather than during the formation. Capitalized terms not defined herein are as
defined in the “Special Benelit Apportionment Analysis” dated November 28, 2011 (hereinafter the

“Taussig Study™).

1. _Whatis the total cost to be apportioned between special benefit assessments and gengral benefirs

{not assessed) for CFD 2011-1?

Figure 1 shows Table 3 of the Taussig Study reformatted pursuant to the snggestions in the
Henderson Evaluation. The information presented in the Taussig Study is extremely complex and
highly technical in nature, David Taussig & Associates (“DTA™) welcomes any suggestions and
assistance to more clearly present Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1s specifications and statistics.

Fisure 1 - TABLE 3 {reformatied)
NET PROPOSED TOTAL ASSESSMENT FOR CFD N, 2011-1
Ttem R L 1 Amount

| Closi of Improvements $26,704,127

‘_ Costs of Fssuance / Rese_n‘e-Fund/ Capitalized
Interest / Incidental Expenses ‘

$4.363,246

TOTAL COST | $31,069,373

LESS: District Contribution to General Benefit <$10,181,276>

Net Assessment D : . $20.888,097
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Figure 2 below (1) details the per Project breakdown of the 62.6% direct construction cost allocation
to the CFD; (2) the Special Benefit allocated to properties outside the CFD; and (3) the percentage of
the direct construction cost of each Project that is allocated to General Benefit.

Figure 2 — Special and Genera! Benefit Allocation Summary Table

Bpecial Benefit General
District Non-District} Benefit
% 2 %%
Direct Direct Direet
Project Divect Cost § Cost Cost Cost
{1} SR-162 / Roberts Drive / Black Diamond 1,758,178 1,166,316 66.3% 16.3% 16.8%
{2) Roberts Drive - 750/850 Zone Water Main Ext. 2,161,657 2,261,657 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
(3) Aubum — Black Diamond Road Frontage (three stages) 7,239,271 3,236,150 44.7% 55.3% 1.0%
{4) Onsite Sping Road 4,877,075 2,023,091 41.6% 38.4% 0.0%%
(5) Ousite Ring Road 3,171,050 2,(119,657 63. 7% 36.3% 0.0%
(6} Stormwater Detention Pond 1,762,200 1377401 78.2% 21.8% 0.0%
(7} Sanitary Sewer Lift Station 1,497,912 1,109,893 74.3% 3. 7% 0.0%
(8) Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility 583,000 437,144 T4.3% 25 7% 0.0%
{9) Village Green Park Enproverents. 1,397,617 1,207,025 84.4% 13.6% 0.0%
(10Y Ciwvic Park Improvements. 2,156,167 1,86?.1i4 86.6% 13.4% (0.0%
Total 3 26,704,127 | S 16,710,477 62_-.60/0 36.3% 1.1%

2. Why are zanes of benefit used for park prajects, but not for street projects o ufifity projects?

For each Project, DTA selected for inclusion in the Taussig Study the method of computing special
assessments that, in its expert opinion, more fairly reflected the allocation of Special Benefits as
compared to other alternative methodologies.

For the street Infrastructure Improvements, customary and proven engineering practices were used to
allocate Special Benefits. The benefits from improving roads, streets and intersections are most
accurately quantified by projecting the increase in traffic capacity of the road, street or intersection
upon completion of the subject Project. In the Taussig Study, peak hour traffic levels, as well as
current and future capacities of roads, streets and intersectious, were projected by the Transpo Group
using a complex combination of field traffic measurements of existing facilities and advanced
mathematical / statistical modeling to estimate peak hour traffic levels before and after compietion of
the Project. All material traffic generators and their respective characteristics, including the amount
and types of future development, from regional, local and future growth perspectives, are inpuf into
an advanced traffic model which is able to project the increase in peak howr frips resulting from
completion of the subject Project. In the case of street Projects, the ability to accurately quantify trip
counts is more accurate for purposes of allocating Special Benefits than a more qualitative zone of

benefit approach.

In the case of the CFD’s utility Infrastructure Improvements, average usage volumes derived
empirically over large data sets have proven to be an accurate predictor of actual demands on water
and sewer systems. The Triad Group, the civil engineers who designed the sewer and water Projects,
used the planned dwelling vnits including their development classifications, i.e. single-family, multi-
family, commercial and school, to calculate water and sewer system demand/capacity. The
requircment for storm drain volume is equally as quantifiable as water and sewer systems since
advanced statistical methods are able to quantity stormwater runoff volumes, The design of the storm
drain system is highly predicated by drainage basin boundaries. While not called zones of benefit,
drainage basins are similar to the zone of benefit concept since drainage basins bave diserete

City of Black Diamond Page 2
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boundaries which are nsed in conjunction with saturation coefficients (an indicator of the volume of
stormwater runoff that is absorbed into the ground). The Taussig Study employed the quantitative
measurements, calculations and methodologies described above to most fairly reflect the Special
Benefits generated by the utility Infrastructure Improvements because the anmalysis (1) quantified
volumes and capacities accurately; and (2) is more consistent with current engineering practices in the

design of utility Projects.

Zones of benefit arc used to allocate Special Benefit for park Infrastructure Improvements based on
proximity to park Projects. Unlike the street and utility Projects discussed above, Special Benefit
allocations for the park Projects are more qualitative than quantitative. As stated in the Taussig
Study, empirical studies conctude that there is a higher likelthood that houscholds will utilize a park if
access is convenient. The households that are nearest to a park will likely utilize the park more than
households than households located farther from the park. DTA has considerable expetience and is
widely considered an industry leader in assessment engineering. DTA is knowledgeable in currently
accepted and customary practices in allocating Special Benefiis resulting from park Projects in
California. After considerable study of the broad range of accepted methodologies employed to
quantify special benefit allocations for park and an industry-wide search & review of the current
research in park utilization, DTA used its professional judgment in selecting the parameters of the
zones of benefit in conjunction with the full and half benefit factors as the most fair method to
allocate park special benefits. The Taussig Study uses circular concentric zones of benefit to allocate
full or partial benefit to individual parcels. In DTA’s professional judgment, it is reasonable to
weight full benefit is to dwelling units within a 5 minute walk of the subject park Project and half-
benefit to dwelling units greater than 5 minutes and equal to or less that a [ 5 minute walk of the park.

The Henderson Evaluation suggests that Zone 1 has a median walk time of 2.5 minutes and Zone 2
has a median walk time of 10 minutes with Zone 2’s median walk time being 4 times greater than
Zone 1. This calculation is inaccurate because it is based on the assumption that EDUs are spread
equally though a given circular zone. In fact, there are more EDUs on the outside perimeter of each
zone of benefit than on the inside perimeter of each such zone. Alter weighing the many allocation
alternatives, DTA concluded that utilization of the zones of benefit methodology to allocate Special
Benefit for park Infrastructure Iraprovements is both reasonable and rational, and, more fairly reflects

the allocation of Special Benefit as compared to other methodologies.

3. What is the basis or method for quantifving the special benefits of the four streetf projects?

The Taussig Study describes the allocaiion of special benefits to road and street improvements {see
page 15). Some details of the calculation are presented in Attachment 2, pages 2 and 3. However, an
important step in Attachment 2, page 3, is the calculation of the number of trips in the column headed
“District {4] ". This data is the basis for the “Percentage of [Special] Benefit [3] " column which, in
turn, is central to the calculation of the dollar amount of the special benefit. The explanation that is
offered for the calculation in "District [4] " is the footnote: “[4] As determined by Assessment
Engineer [Taussig & dssociates] in concert with Triad Associates.

The applicant should provide an explanation of the basis or method used for the caleulation of
tripy in the column headed “District 4],

Explanation: Trips in the column headed “District [4]” were calculated hased on the size of new
development by land use; average trip rates or regression equations published in Trip Generation;

Page 3
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adjustments for pass-by trips, diverted-linked trips and trips internal to the Villages MPD site (linked
trips between the various land uses); and the number of new vehicular trips that would travel through
each street project based on anticipated weekday PM peak hour travel patterns.

In addition to the question about footnote 4 on Attachment 2, page 3, we have a question about the
trip generation rates. The Taussig Study (page 15) refers to Trip Generation, Eight Edition (“ITE")
as the source. The ITE report is the most widely used and authoritative source, and we do not
question using it as the beginning point for trip generation data that helps quantify special benefits.
Our question perlains to potential adjustments to ITE data for other factors such as trip length, pass-
by trips, intermal capture, and/or through trips. It does not appear that such adjustments are included

in Attachment 2, pages 2 or 3.

The applicant should provide an explanation of the use for exclusion) of adiustments to ITE trip
generation data.

Explanation: ITE trip generation data was adjusted for pass-by trips, diverted-linked trips and trips
internal to the Villages MPD. With respect to pass-by and diverted-tinked trips, consistent with The
Villages MPD Transportation Technical Report, it was assumed that 20 percent of the vehicular trips
generated by the retail development would be either pass-by or diverted-linked in nature and the
remainder would be new trips. With respect to the number of trips internal to The Villages MPD,
information contained in the Trip Generation Handbook (ITE, 2nd Edition, 2004) was used to
estimate the number of linked trips between The Villages® residential, retail and office land uses. It
was also assumed that 30 percent of the trips generated by the elementary school would be internal to
The Villages MPD and linked to the various residential land uses.

The Taussig Study Attachment 2 Table 2 footnote, “[4] As determined by Assessment Engineer
[Taussig & Associates] in concert with Triad Associates,” references DTA’s confirmation and
concurrence with the Transpo Group's traffic analysis utilizing generally accepted traffic generation
guidelines for development product categories (specifically the planned product mix for future
development), field traffic measurements in conjunction with mathematical / statistical traffic models
to calculate peak hour traffic levels before and after completion of the subject Project, is an approach

which meets the standards of the Statute.

Are the indirect costs calculated correctly?

Indirect costs account for approximately 20 percent of the proposed total assessment ($20,888,097)
for the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1. Figure 3, on the following page, breaks down the
percentages and cost categories of the proposed indirect cost allowances. As noted below, the reserve
fund is limited to cight percent (8 %) of the amount of the propesed CFD bond.
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Figure 3 — Indirect Cost Detail

%
TGTAL
ASSESSMENT DESCRIPTION

516,522 856 Bend Yield

1,044,405 5.0% Cost of hond issuance

1,671,043 8.0% Reserve fund equal to one year of debf service

1,462,167 7.0% Capitalized interest
5 4,177,619 20.0% Allowance for Indirect Cost
3 187,627 District Admin & County Collection Fee
$20,838,097 TOTAL ASSESSMENT

The $187,627 allowance for the District Administration & County Collection Fee was derived
through personal communications with King County. The County reported to Yarrow Bay Holdings
that it would charge an adrninistration f{ee in the amount of $4 per dwelling unit and $4 per 2,500
sq.ft. of non-residential use when all planned units in the CFD District are built-out and are issued
separate tax bills and DTA’s conclusion that the fee complies with RCW 36.145.110(14).

5. Why are the indirect costs chareed almost entively to the spectal benefit assessments, and almost no
indirect charees are included in the general henefits?

The great majority of Black Diamond CFD Ng, 2011-1's indirect costs are associated with the
financing of the portions of the Infrastructure Improvements for which CFD special assessments are
levied.

As detailed in Figure 3 above, indirect costs are expenses incurred from issuing, underwriting,
marketing/selling and administering the public bonds as well as bond reserves equaling one year of
debt service. Since only Special Benefits, and not General Benefits, are eligible for assessment, the
indirect costs related only to the Special Benefit assessment amount.

6. Hew are other sources of revenue accounted for in the assessment calculations or anywhere in the
anafysis of CFD 2011-1?

The eleven Infrastructure Improvements inctuded in Black Diamond CFD No. 20[1-1 are mitigation
requirements of The Villages Master Planned Development and/or the Lawson Hills Master Planned
Development. In the Taussig Study, “other sources of revenue” are accounted for only by the
calculation that only 62.6 percent of the total construction cost of the Projects is eligible for the CFD
financing. Per the conditions of approval for The Villages and Lawson Hills MPDs, the portion of the
Infrastructure Improvements not funded by Black Diamond CFD No. 201 -1 will be fimded pursuant
to the terms of The Villages and Lawscn Hills Master Planmed Development Development
Agreements between the City, BD Village Pariners, LP, and BD Lawson Partners, LP,
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7. Why is there some variation in the number of develgporent units far diffevent projects in
Aftachment 27

In the Taussig Study, every effort is made to determine if a specific parcel incurs Special Renefits
from a subject Project. As an example, due to the topography of the proposed CFD District, the
District has multiple stormwater drainage basins. A stormwater Project only increases capacity for
certain specified drainage basins. Ouly the parcels draining into a specific drainage basins that is
improved by an Infrastructure Improvement financed by the District can be assessed. Not all
drainage basins inside of the District arc being improved as a resuit of the Infrastructure
Improvements, Conversely, only the parcels that benefit from a Project are eligible for assessment.
As a result, only the units benefitting from a subject Infrastructure Improvement are assessed. Since
all Projects do not benefit all units equally for every Project, there is variation in the number of
development units for different Projects as outlined in Attachment 2 of the Taussig Study.

The Henderson Evaluation lists possible discrepancies in the composition of certain Parcels. Please
note the following:

» Parcel #7 lists 45,000 sq. ft. of schools for Projects 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6, but 450 sq. f. of schools
for Projects 2, 7, and 8 — Projects 2, 7 and 8, water and sewer system improvements, are sized
based on the nurber of persons served by the wet utility systems, The “4350” relates to “450-
student elementary school and not square footage of building. It is coincidental that the
school building was sized based on 100 sq.fi. per student population. Traffic generation for
Projects 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 use the non-residential sq.ft. sizes to estimate traffic generation.

s Parcel #9096 lists 363 single-family D.U. for Project 10, but 367 single-family D.U. for
Projects 1 — 9 — the special benefit allocation is defined by the zone boundary. There are 367
single-family dwelling units in Parcef 9096. In the case of Projects [ through 9, all 367
dwelling units henefit, including all 367 dwelling units within 0.6 mile proximity boundary of
the zone of benefit for the Village Green Park. For Project 10, 4 of Parcel 9096°s 367
dweiling units are located outside the 0.6 mile boundary.

» Parcel #2 lists 235 single-family D.U. for Projects 1, 3, 4, and 3, but 232 single-family D.U.
for Projects 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. The single-family count consists of 170 single family
detached dwelling units combined with either 62 or 65 townhome dwelling units, 62
townhomes is the correct statistic. A rerun of the apportionment calculations does not
materially change the apportionment results. :

8. Have agricultural lands been assessed properly?

The Villages Master Planned Development contains no agriculturally zoned property. As such, there
ar¢ no agricultural lands in the District and no assesstnents are proposed in the Taussig Study for
agricultural lands. The reference to “agricultural” on page 17 of the Taussig Study was intended as a
generic definition of “Non-Residential Use™, not as a specific identification of such zoning within the

CFD District,
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9. Who will pay for the “district contribution to general benefit”?

As stated in the response to the Headerson Evaluation’s Question 6 above, the portion of the
Infrastructure Improvements construction costs not funded by Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will
be funded pursuant to the terms of The Villages and Lawson Hills Master Planned Development
Development Agreements between the City, BD Village Partners, LP, and BD Lawson Partners, LP.
As such, BD Village Partners, LP and BD Lawson Partners, LP, as the Master Developers of The
Villages and Lawson Hills MPDs, will pay for the “district contribution to general benefit” per the

terms of the Development Agreements,

What will be the approximate assessmient per dwelling unit or EDU when the land is developed?

Per the analysis presented in the Taussig Study, individual Dwelling Units are only assessed if
specially benefitted by a Project. As a result, a product classification, i.e. Single-Family SFDs, will
have a range of total assessments depending on the number of Projects and level of special benefit
allocated to a respective the parcel. Below, Figure 4 — Assessment Per Dwelling Unit, summarizes
both the highest assessment and the arnual payment {assuming a 28-year amortization term and an
annual interest rate of 794} for each product classification in the CFD. On the following page, Figure
5 illustrates the range of assessment per product classification for each parcel in the CFD and Figure
6 summarizes the EDU distribution by product classification by Project.

Figure 4 — Assessment Per Dwelling Unit
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Figure 5 — Assessment Summary: Total Assessment Principal & Amortized Annual
Assessment Payments assuming a 28-year term and a 7% interest rate,
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1L When will the assessments for the large parcels be gpportioned to ssmaller parcels, such as
residemtial lots? Whe is responsible for paying for the assessments prior to the appertionntent fo

smaller parcels? Whoe is responsible for paving the assessments on smaller parcels after
subdivision but before sale to new owners?

In all cases (before and after subdivision}, the owner of the subject property is responsible for paying
the assessments. As noted in the CFD Petition, BD Village Partners, LP owns all property within the
CFD District. The assessments for the large parcels will be apportioned to smaller parcels upon the
legal subdivision of the large parcel into smaller parcels. Again, the owner of the subject property is
responsible for paying the assessments on the smaller parcels after subdivision, but before sale to

NEW OWnErs.
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Final Report to City of Black Diamond
regarding
Independent Evaluation and Subsequent Responses
about
Special Benefit Apportionment Analysis Community Facilities
District No, 2011-1 of the City of Black Diamond

Earlier today we received “Response to Questions” from David Taussig & Associates
(DTA) providing replies to the 11 questions we asked in our “Independent
Evaluation” submitted December 7, 2011. DTA’s 3 pages of detailed answers were
fully responsive to all our questions. DTA’s responses provide significant additional
details about the methods, data and assumptions in their November 28, 2011 study
(“Taussig Study™). We believe that all of our concerns have been addressed
satisfactorily, and we no longer have any reservations or concerns about the Taussig
Study. We believe that the City of Black Diamond can rely on the November 28,
2011 Taussig Study and DTA’s December 7, 2011 “Response to Questions” when the
City makes a decision regarding the petition to create CFD 2011-1.

Regarding our question #2 about zones of benefit, we believe this is a subject for
which there is no single correct answer because there are several appropriate and
defensible ways to deal with the geography of special benefits. Qur question #2,
while raising the possibility of other approaches, was not a criticism of DTA’s
approach, but was meant only fo request DTA to desecribe more fully the approach
they used. DTA’s response is thorough, and logical. In the business of evaluating the
costs and benefits of public facilities and services, experts may differ over how best
to deal with zones of benefit, but those differences to not impugn the validity of the
various approaches. We accept and respect DTA’s approach, and believe it to be
appropriate and defensible.

If the City of Black Diamond approves the creation of CFD 2011-1 we recommend
that a copy of our evaluation, DTA’s response, and this final report should
accompany the Taussig Study when the file is given to the Board of Supervisors of

the District.

Henderson, Black Diamond, Washington

Young & page |

Company December 12, 2011 - 5:50 p.m.
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RESOLUTION NO. 11-770

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF BLACK DIAMOND, AUTHORIZING THE FORMATION
OF A COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT; ADOPTING
FINDINGS IN SUPPORT THEREOF; SETTING FORTH
THE AUTHORITY OF THE DISTRICT; GRANTING
AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS AND
ISSUE BONDS; FROVIDING FOR THE COMPOSITION
AND  ORGANIZATION OF THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS; RESERVING STATUTORY AND POLICE
POWER AUTHORITY; AND LIMITING RECOURSE TGO
THE ASSETS, CREDIT AND SERVICES OF THE DISTRICT

WHEREAS, Black Diamond iz a municipal corporation operating as a non-charter code
city under the laws of the State of Washington and is authorized pursnant to RCW 35A.21,160 and
35A.11.030 to exercise all powers reserved to any city of any class and fo exercise all powers of
taxation in the manner provided by the general laws of the State; and

WHEREAS, in year 2010 the Washington State Legislafure enacted Engrossed Substitute
Senate Bill 6241 (codified at RCW Ch. 36.145) authorizing legislative aufhotities, such as the
Black Diamond City Council, to form special taxing districts known as Community Facilities
Districts (“CFD”), fo provide an option for landowners fo voluntarily finance local improvements

throngh special assessments npon their property; and

WHERIEAS, the legislature found that such legislation was necessary becanse inadequate
community facilities and infrastructure exist to sapport growth over the next 20 years and current
financing options were not adequate or flexible enough fo fund these needed facilities; and

WHERFKAS, chapter 36,145 RCW (the “CED Statute™) provides that the City Council
may consider approval of formation of a CFD only after a pefition meeting the requirements of the
CFD Statute has been filed by 100% of the property owners owing land within the district, as
certified by the County, and the City Council finds, within the time periods preseribed in the CFD
Statute, that formation of the District meets the following requirements; (2) the petitioners will
benefit from the proposed district; (b) the formation of the district will be in the best interest of the
City; and (¢} the formation of the Dishict is consistent with the requirements of Washington’s

growth management act; and

WHEREAS, on Octoher 26% 2011 BD Village Pariners, LP and YarrowBay Development
LLC (hereafter the “Petitioners”) submitted their petition (hereafter the *“Petition) to King County
Record and Licensing Services for certification of its petition for the formation of CED No. 2011-1
{hereinafter “CEFD Ne. 2011-1” or the “CFD”} with its proposed district boundaries located entirely
within the corporate boundaries of the City of Black Diamond, King County, Washington: and
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WHEREAS, on October 31, 2010 the Office of the King County Executive forwarded to
the City of Black Diamond, its certificate of sufficiency of the Petition confirming, ag required
pursuant to RCW 36.14.020(2), that 100 percent of the owners of the properties localed within the
proposed district boundaries had executed the Petition; and

WHEREAS, the City is required by law to give notice of and conduct a public hearing
regarding the formation of 2 CFD by no later than 60 days from the date a certificate of sufficiency

is issned; and

WHEREAS, the City has provided notice of such hearing in conformance with the
requirements of RCW 35.145.030 and 040, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as

Exhibit “A” and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing reguarding the formation of CFD
No. 2011-1 on December 15" 2011 at which time the City Courcil took public testimony and

received evidence; and

WHEREAS, having considered the public testimony and evidence provided at the public
hearing and subsequent thereto, and having considered the formation petition, the Special Benefit
Apportionment Analysis prepared by David Taussig & Associates, Inc dated November 28, 2011,
the independent analysis of the Tanssig Report by Hendersen, Young and Company, the additional
written comments submitted by Henderson, Young and Company, the Petitioner and members of
the public, and other relevant authorities and materials, and having been in all matter fully advised;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BLACK
DIAMOND, WASHINGTON, DOES RESOLYE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Incorporation of Recitals. The above stated recitals are {rue and correct and
are incorporated as though fully set forth hergin.

Section 2. Findings and Conclusions. The City Council hereby makes the following
findings and conclusions with respect ta formation of CFD No. 2011-1:

A.  The content of the Petition meets the statutory requirements for sufficiency of a
petition for formation of a CFED, to-wit,

1. The Petition designates and describes the boundaries of the district;

2.  The County has certified that the Petition has been executed by one hundred
percent of all owners of private property located within the boundaries of the proposed district;

3.  The Petition includes a request by the property ownsers to subject their property
to the assessments;

4.  The request to subject the property to assessments includes a maximum amount
the propertly owners may be subject to;
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5. The assessments described in the Petition are authorized under Chapter 36,145
RCW;

6. The Petition includes a certification by the petitioners that they want to
voluntarily submit their property to the avthority of the district under Chapter 36.145 RCW to
approve the petitioner's request to submit thefr property to the assessments, up to the amount
included in the petition and authotized under this chapter;

7.  The Petition includes a general explanation of the objective and plan of the
district;

8. The Petition describes the specific facilities that the district anticipates
financing;

9.  The Petition declares that the district will be conducive fo public health, safety,
and welfare;

10.  The Petition asserts that the purpose for forming the district will be a benefit to
the land located in the district;

11. The Petition is accompanied by an “obligation" signed by ai least two petitioners
wheo agree to pay the costs of the formation process;

12, The Petition includes a list of petitioners or representatives thereof who are
willing and able to serve on the board of supervisors;

13. ‘The petition proposes a special asscssment, and includes, a diagram showing
each separate lot, tract, parcel of land, or other property in the district, the acreage of the
property, the name and address of the owner or reputed owner of each lot, tract, parcel of land, or
other property as shown on the tax rolls of the county assessor, a preliminary assessment roll
showing the special assessment proposed to be imposed on each lot, tract, parcel of land, or other
property; and, a proposed method or combination of methods for computing special assessments,
determining the benefit to assessed property or use from facilities or improvements funded
directly or indirectly by special assessments under this chapter; and

14, 'The Pelition includes an explanation of what security will be provided to ensurs
the timely payment of assessments and the timely payment of bonds issued by the district.

B. The City has published noticed of the public hearing in the form of the notice
attached herelo as Exhibit “A” in Official newspaper of the City for three conseculive weeks
prior to the date of the hearing and thus have met the statutory requirements for notice of the

public hearing.

C. Formation of CFD} No. 2011-1 is in the best interest of the City for the following
reasons: The proposed Black diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will finance a portion of ten
infrastructure improvements that will: improve public health, safety, and welfare by improving
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traffic circulation and thereby reduce accidents; Improve pedestrian safefy; provide strest lights
thereby deterring crime and improving vehicular and pedestrian safety; facilitate the safe
iransmission of wastewater; mitigate flooding; provide for the fransmission of stormwater;
deliver potable water, and provide recreation and park improvements. In addition, the
infrastructure improvements have benefits for the City, its residents and those who visit, drive

through ot recreate in the City.

Using a CFD to finance particns of these infrasiructure fmprovements also creates the
opportunity for Petitioner to use ofher sources of funding for beneficial improvements not being
financed by CFD No. 2011-1. For example, the Petitioner has stated its intent to commit early
finding of a satellite fire station when the CFD bonds for the ten infrastructure improvements

have been sold.

Finally, the proposed CFD, through the application of assessments, will provide a secure,
long-term financing source for portions of these ten infrastructme improvements thercby

reducing the City’s reliance on unsecured funds from a for-profit land developer.

D. CFD No. 2011-1 as proposed is consistent with the Growth Management Act, for
the following reasons: First, the propased CFD is an example of growth paying for infrastructure
to support growth ingide an wban growth area (“UGA"). Second, the infrastrncture
improvements are consistent with the GMA’s planning goals as outlined in RCW 36.70A.020.
Last, the infrastructure improventents are consistent with Black Diamond’s Comprehensive Plan.,

E. The Petitioners will benefit from the formation of the District, for the following
reasons: CFD No. 2011-1 will provide Petitioner with a secure source of financing for ten
infrastructure improvements necessary to move forward with The Villages and Laws Hills
planned communities. In addition, according to the analysis submitted by Petitioners, the
properties in the CFD boundares, all of which are owned by Petitioners, will receive special
benefits from the infrastructure improvements financed by the CFD,

Section 3. Apvroval of Petition and Formation of CFD No. 2011-1, Based wpon the
foregoing findings and conclusions and pursnant to its anthority granted under RCW Ch. 36.145,
the City Council does hereby approve the Petition for formation of CED No. 2011-1 and thereby
anthorizes formation, upon the effective date of this resolution, of CFD No, 2011-1. Subject o the
provisions of this resolution, CFD Ne. 2011-1 is vested with the corporate authority inctuded under
Article VI, section 9 of the state constifution to make local improvements by special assessment in
accordance with chapter 36.145 RCW, and is fucther vested with all powers and authority granted
to community facilities districts as an independently governed special purpose district pursuant to
RCW Ch. 36.145, as now or hereinafier amended, including by way of example and not Emitation,
the power and anthority to make those local improvements set forth in the Petition by special
agsessment, to issue revenue bonds in accordance with Chapter 39.46 RCW, to issue assesament
bonds in accordance with chapter 35.45 RCW, to transfer {o the City of Black Diamond without
compensation, any property or assets of CFD No. 2011-1, and to use district revenne derived
through special assessments and bonds anthorized under chapter 36.145 RCW to finance costs,

expenses, and facilities as sct forth therein,
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Section 4. Incorporation of Petition. The Pefition ig aitached hereto as Exhibit “B” and is
incorporated as though fully set forth herein by this reference.

Section 5. Conformance with Pefifion - Limitations. The powers and authority of CFD
No, 2011-1 are Limited as follows:

A. District Boundaries. The District Boundaties are as set forth in Attachment 1 to the
Ptition.

B. District Objectives, plan and facilities. The authority granted to CFD No, 2011-1 is
limited to those powers necessary to carry out the specific putposes authorized in chapter 36,145

RCW to carry out the specific abjectives, plan and facilities identified in the Petition.

C. Improvements. CFD No. 2011-1 is not authorized to find improvements not included
within the scope of those improvements set forth in the Petition. CFD No. 2011-1 may only

undertake such lawful projects and activities and engage in acts that arc authorized in the Petiion
and chapter 36.145 RCW.

D. Assessments. Except as ofherwise expressly provided under chapter 36.145 RCW,
special assessment imposed and collected on property within the district may not exceed the
arounts sct forth in the Petition.

Section 6. No Recourse. CFD No. 2011-1 is not authorized to incwr or create any
liability that permils recourse by any contracting party or member of the public fo or upon any
assets, services, or credit of the City of Black Diamond and shall have no monetary recourse
whatsoever against the City or its officials, boards, commissions, officers, directors, agents, or
employees for any loss or damage arising out of the City’s exetcising its authority pursuant to
chapter 36.145 RCW other applicable Law to form CFD NO. 2011-1,

Bonds and notes issued by CFD No. 2011-1 may be secured by the fill faith and credit of
the CFD No. 2011-1 or may be made payable solely out of certain revenues and receipts as may
be designated in the proceedings under which the issuance of the bonds and notes are anthorized.
All bonds and notes or Habilities ocomring thereunder shall be satisfied exclusively from the
assets or credit of CFD No. 2011-1, and no creditor or other person shall have any recourse to the
assets, credit, or services of the City thereby, tmless the City shall expressly, in writing, guarantee

such bonds or notes.

Section 7. No Waiver. The formation of CED Ne. 2011-1, as authorized herein, is not
intended, and shall not be construed, as a waiver of any right or authority of the City to require
compliance by CFD No. 2011-1 with the City’s regolatory and land use permitting requirements
and the City specifically reserves any such statutory and police power authority.

Section 8. Special Benefit — No Warranty, The City does not, by its approval of
formation of CFD No. 2011-1, represent or warrant that property within the district boundaries
will recetve “benefit” or “special benefit” from improvement projects identified in the petition
for purposes of the determination of benefit or special benefit required to impose special
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assessments on property located inside the district. Such determination is solely within the
power and authority of the Board of Supervisors of CFD No, 2011-1 acting on behalf of CFD No

2011-1,

Section 9. Assessment Roll. The City does not by its approval of formation of CFD No.
2011-1 intend, represent or warrant that such approval and formation shall, nor should it be
construed to, constitute approval of the computation of the preliminary assessments presented in
the Petition, approval of the preliminary assessment roll, or imposition a preliminary assessment
upon property within the CFD boundaries. It is the City’s sole and singular intent that this
resolution shall authorize the formation of the CFD in conformance with the requirements of
Chapter 35.145 RCW, and that the CFD, by and through its Board of Supervisors, shall have and
retain the sole power and authority granted under Chapter 36,145 RCW to determine the lawful
means and methods for computing and imposing assessments, determining the special
assessment roil, conducting hearings and hearing objections therefo, approving, correcting,
revising raising, lowering, changing or modifying the assessment roll or any part therefore, and
imposing special assessments upon property within the houndaries of the CFD.

Section 10. Compasition of Board of Supervisors,  The City Council shall within
sixty (60) days of the effective date of this resolution, meet to nominate and appoint members to
the Boatd of Supervisors of CFD No. 2011-1 (the “Board”), The composition of the Board, its
size and mumbers, and the term and qualifications for member positions shall conform to the
requirements of chapter 36.145 RCW. All appointments shall be confirmed by a vote of a

majority of the City Council.

The Board shall have five (5) members and camot take action until each of the five
Board members is duly appointed. Each of the five members must be natural persons. Except as
provided below, three (3) of the members shall be appointed from among the members of the
City Council (hereafter referred to as “Council Positions™) and two (2) of the members shall be
appointed from among the petitioner members or nominees identified in the petition Chereinafter
“Petitioner Positions™). The City may, in the alicrnative, appoint wp fo two qualified
professionals with expertise in “municipal finance” in lieu of appointments from among the

members of the City Council.

The term of each supervisor position shall be three (3) years. Initial ferms are limited fo
one (1) and two (2} year appointments respectively. Thus, for example, two Council Positions
and one Petitioner Position will have a one-year initial term and one Council Position and one

Petitioner Petition will have a two-year initial term.

All vacancies in a Council Position shall be filled by appointment of 2 member of the
City Council not already serving on the Board or by appoiniment of a qualified professional.
Vacaneies in pefitioner pasitions shall be filled by appointment from eligible persons listed in the
Petition or from successor owmers of property located within the boundaries of the approved

district.
Supervisors shall serve without compensation, but may be reimbused for their expenses
as provided in Chapter 36.145 RCW.
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A supervisor shall serve for the term designated and until histher successor shall have
been appointed and qualified; provided that, a Council Position filled by a person who is a
member of the City Council shall become vacant at such time as the person filling that Council
Position is no longer a member of the City Council. Any supervisor may be removed from his or
her position by a majority vote of the City Council upon a finding of good cause, Upon removal
of a person from a supervisor position, such person shall have no power of office.

Section 11. Organization. Upon appeintment of Board members, the Cify Clerk shall
cause notice of the fivst organizational meeting of the Board of Supervisors to be posted and
published in fhe manner required by law, to be held in the Black Diamond City Council
Chambers on the date of the next regular meeting of the City Council following final
appointment of the Board members, Al such mesting, the Board shall organize itself, nominate
and appoint a chair, consider approval of a resolution authorizing an agreement to contract for
support services to facilifate the management and administration of the CFD, consider approval
of a motion to authorize the Chair to negotiate a cost reimbursement agreement with Petitioner to
reimburse the CFD for the costs associated with the management and administration services
confract, approve a schedule and location for regular meetings of the Board of Supervisars, and
undertake any further actions as determined by the Board, The Board may adopt by-laws and
rules and repulations that are consistent with this resolution, the Petition and chapter 36.145
RCW. In the absence of adoption of rules and procedures for the conduct of meetings of the
Board of Supervisors, the Board meetings may be conducted in accordance with the most recent

edition of Roberts Rules af Order.

The Chair, once appointed, shall preside over all meetings of the Board and shall be
responsible for administration of all contracts of the Board and oversee the day to day operations
of the CFD, under the direction of and in accordance with the policies and procedures of the
Board of Supervisors. The Chair shall not be authorized to enter into or execute agresments, or
fake other action, on behalf of the CFD without prior approval of a majority of the Board of
Suopervisors by resolution or motion undertaken during an open public meefing.

Section 12, Querum, Any resolution or motion authorizing or approving an action may
only be passed by a voie representing a majority of the members of the Board of Supervisors.

Section 13. Deposit of public funds. All moneys belonging to or collected for the nse
of the CFI} coming infe the hands of any officer or supervisor thereof shall immediately be
deposited with the treasurer or other legal depository to the credit of the CFD for the benefit of

the funds to which they belong,

Section 14, Private use of public funds prohibited. The use of the funds of the CFD
for any purpose not authotized by law by any officer or supervisor having the possession or
control thereof is prohibited.

Section 15. Establishment and Maintenance of Records. The CFD shall establish and
mainiain records in accordance with applicable law, with respect to all matters connected with
any projects or activities financed from funds derived directly or indirectly from special

Resolation Approving CFD

170



assessments levied by the CFD or from bonds issued by the CFD. Except as otherwise provided
by state or federal law, the CFD shall refain such records for a period of three years afier

completion of the project or activity funded.

Section 16. Repoyrts and Information. The CFD, at such times and in such forms as may
be required by the City, state law or by the State Auditor, shall furnish the City or such public

agencies, such statements, records, reports, data, and information as may be requested pertaining
to matters financed from funds derived directly or indirectly from special assessiments fevied by
the CFD or from bonds issued by the CFD.

Section 17. Dissolution of CFD No 2011-1,

A.  Petition for Dissolution. When 2li indebtedness of the CFD has been retired and
anticipated responsibilities have been satisfied, a majority of the CFD Board of Supervisors, plus
one, may voluntarily anthorize by resclution the filing of a petition with the City requesting that
the Black Diamond City Council dissolve the CFD. The Petition shall be signed and attested to
by the Board Chair on behalf of the CFD and shall set forth the factual and legal basis supporting
dissolution, which shall include: (1} the name and principal office of the CED; (2) the dehis,
obligations and liabilities of the CFD, including any pending litigation or contingent Habilities,
and the property and assets available to satisfy the same; (3) the provisions to be made for
satisfaction of outstanding liabilities and performance of executory contracts; (4) the property
and assets of the CFD that will be remaining and unencumbered at the time of dissolution and the
proposed disposition of said property and assets; (5) provision for refention of records of the
CFD for the period established by the State Archivist retention schedule; and, (6) a list of
persons, with their mailing addresses, to be notified prior to and npon completion of dissolution.
This list shall identify by name and mailing address any persons known or reasonably anticipated
to be creditors of the District or persons whose rights or property interests may ofherwise be

affected by dissolution of the CFD.

The Petition shall include an opinion by general legal counsel for the CFD verifying that
the CFD has conducted its reasonable due diligence to ensure that the contents of the petition are
true and correct and that the criteria set forth at Subsection D (2) — {4) below of this Section 17

have been satisfied.

The City shall review the petition and oversee the dissolution fo protect the public intetest
and prevent impairment of obligation, or if so authorized or required by law, may anthorize or
initiate proceedings in the Superior Court for the appointment and supervision of a receiver for

such purposes.

B. Notice of Public Hearing. Unless otherwise provided by law, within ninety (90)
days of receipt of the volontary petition for dissolution, the City Council shall conduct a hearing
al the time and place specified in a notice published at least once, not less than ten days before
the hearing, in a newspaper of general circulaion within the CFD. This notice shall be in
addition to any other notice required by law to be published. The notice shall specify the action to
be taken by the City Council pursnant fo the petition and the proposed effective date of
dissolution. Additional notice of the hearing may be given by mail, by posting within the
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proposed district, or in any manner the legislative authorities deem necessary to notify affecied
persons. All hearings shall be public and the Cify Council authorities shall hear objections from
any person affected by the dissolution of the district,

C. Termination. Unless otherwise provided by law, the existence of the CFD may be
terminated by the City, either {1) upon entry of judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction that
shal! have become final, which judgment annuls the existence of the CFD, or prohibits it from
conducting all or a major portion of the activities for which it was formed, or permits recourse by
credifors of the CFD or other persons to the assets, property, or credit of the City on account of
any debts, obligations, or liabilities of the CFD, or (2) by resolution of the City Council upon
voluntary petition by the CFD, at ot after a public hearing held with notice as set forth above, and
after affording a reascnable opportunity for persons affected by the dissolution to be heard and

present evidence.

D.  Findings. The City Council may not approve tetmination of the CFD by petition
of the CFD), except upon a finding of the following:

1. The CFD has requesicd the same by resolution in accordance with the
requirements herein;

2. The CFD has discontinued or completed its projects and activities for which it
was formed;

3, Any and all obligations, bonds, notes, or other confracts of indebtedness of the
CFD have been fully satisfied such that such bonds and contracts will not be impaired; and

4, That there is no pending litigation and that there are no pending claims or known
contingent liabilities that would materially impaired by dissolution of the CED.

Upon satisfactory completion of dissolution proceedings, the City Clerk shall give notice
thercof to the Secretary of State, and to other persons designated by the CFD in its petition,

E. Disposition of Property and Assets. Upon termination of the existence of the CI'D, all
of the rights, asscts, and property of the CED shall pass to and be distributed as provided in the
CED petition and otherwise as provided below. Subject thereto, all of the rights, assets and
property of the CFD shall be tendered to the entity first listed below, and if not applicable or not
accepted, to the next listed entity ir succession:

1. To the City;

2. To some other local municipal corporation that performs similar activities or
functions for which the assefs were acquired or devoted, or which covenants to use the same ina
manner to fulfill the purposes of the Federal or Public Programs;

Resolution Approving CED
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3, To the State of Washington for nge in or application upon projects and activities
or functions for which the assets were acquired or are devoted, or for accomplishment of

purposes of the program involved; or

4. To & corporate fiduciary or other trustss, in trust for or use nader the direction of
any of the aforesaid entities for the purposes, projects and activities for which the assets were

acquired or devoted;

All rights, property, and assets of the CFD upon transfer shall be vested in the entity
receiving and accepting the same, together with any appurtenant obligations and liabilities,

Section 18. Opeén Public Meefings Act. All meetings of the Board of Supervisors shall

be subject to the open public mestings act codified at chapter 42.30 RCW, as now or hereafler
amended.

Section 19, Public Records. All records of CFD No. 2011-1 shall be subject to the
public records act codified at RCW 42.56 RCW, as now or hereafter amended,

Section 20. Competitive Bidding. All public works and procutrement contracts shall be
subject to the compefitive bidding, including without limitation bonding and retainage

requirements, and prevailing wage requirements applicable to public corporations under
applicable state and federal laws.

Section 21. Severability. Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of
this resolution, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconsfitutional or

otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this resofution be pre-empted by state
or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances unless
the object and purpose of this resolution of materially impaired or such pre-emption, decision or
declaration permits recourse against the City contrary to the provisions of Section 6 of this

resolution.
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PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND,
WASHINGTON, AT A SPECIAL MEETING THEREOF, THIS _

y20__

Altest:

Brenda L. Martinez, City Clerk

Filed with the City Clerk:
Passed by the City Council:
Resolntion No.:

Date Posted:

Resontion Approving CFD

CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND:

DAY OF

Rebecea Olness, Mayor

11
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EXHIBIT A

(Notice of Public Hearing)
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EXHIBITB

(Copy of Formation Petition)
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CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND
WASHINGTON
RESOLUTION NO. 11779

A RESCOLUTION OF THE CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND,
WASHINGTCON, ADOPTING AND AUTHORIZING
EXECUTION OF AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH
CFD NO. 2011-1

WHERFEAS, Chapter 3934 RCW (Interlocal Cooperation Act) pemmits local
governmental units to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling them to cooperate

on the basis of mutual advantage; and

WHEREAS, Black Diamond is a municipal corporation operating under the laws of the
state of Washington as & non-charter code city and is aufhorized to enter into interlocal

agreements with other governmental units; and

WHEREAS, upon petition of BD Village Partners, LP, a Washington limited partnership
and Yarrow Bay Development, LL.C, a Washington limited lability company (collectively
“Petitioner™), the Black Diamond City Council approved Resolution No. 11-770 (hercirafier the
“CFD Resolution®), authorizing formation of CFD No. 2011-1 (hereinafier the “CFD”) pursuant
to RCW Ch. 36.145 as an independently governed special purpose district organized created for
the purpose of making local improvements by special assessment in accordance with the CFD

Resolution and Chapter 36,145 RCW; and

WHEREAS, the CFD is vested with all powers and authority granted to commumnity
facilities districts including the power and authority to enter into interlocal agreements pursuant to
Chapter 39.34, to transfer property of the CFD to the Ciiy of Black Diamond without
compensation, and to wse district revenue derived through special assessments and bonds
authorized nnder chapter 36.145 RCW to finance costs, expenses, and facilities as set forth therein;

and

WHERFEAS, upon formation the CFD will require the assistance of the City to facilitate
its day to day operations including, by way of example, providing meeting space, preparing and
posting CFD public meeting notices, and providing administrative support; and

WHEREAS, the formation of the CFD will provide public benefit to the City of Black
Diamond by providing a mechanism to find the costs of public improvements throngh special
assessments upon benefilted property which public improvements will be constructed by and
throngh the CFD and will ultimately be transferred to the City pursuant to future agreements

between the CFD and the City; and

WIHERIEAS, the City Council finds it in the best interests of the City to enter info an
o1
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Interlocal agreement with the CFD for the herein described pwrposes;

NOW, THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND,
WASHINGTON, DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Interfocal Agreement with CFD No. 2011-1. The Mayor of the City of Black

Diamond is hereby authorized to execute the Inferiocal Agreement with the CFD No. 2011-1 in
substantially the form of the Interlocal agresment on file with the City Clerk.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A SPECIAL MEETING THEREOF ON THE
DAY OF , 20

CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND

Rebecca Olness, Mavor

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Brenda L. Mattinez, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Chuis Bacha
Kenyon Disend, PLLC,

City Attorney
Filed with the City Cletk:
Passed by the City Couneil:

Resolution No.:
Date Posted:

-9
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FIRST INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND, WASHINGTON, AND
CFD NO. 2011-1

This Interlocal agreement (the “First Agreement”) between the City of Black Diamond,
Washington ("Black Diamond"), and CFD No. 2011-1 ("CFD"), each of whom is organized as &
Municipal Corporation under the laws of the state of Washington, is dated this day of

»20__ .

WHEREAS, Chapter 3934 RCW (Interlocal Cooperation Act) permits Iocal
governmental units to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling them to cooperate

on the basis of mutual advantage; and

WHEREAS, Black Diamond is a municipal corporation operating under the laws of the
state of Washington as a non-charter code city and is suthorized to enter into interlocal

agrecments with other govetnmental units; and

WHEREAS, upon petition of BD Village Partners, LP, 2 Washington limited partnership
and Yarrow Bay Development, LLC, a Washington limited liability company (collectively
“Petitioner™), the Black Diamond City Council approved Resolution No. 4% (hereinafter the
“CFD Resolution”), anthorizing formation of CFD No, 2011-1 pursuant to RCW Ch. 36.145 as
an independently governed special purpose district organized created for the purpose of making
local improvements by special assessment in accordance with the CFD Resolution and Chapter

36.145 RCW; and

WHEREAS, the CFD is vested with all powers and anthority granted to commumity
facilities districts including the power and authosity to enter into interlocal agreements putsuant fo
Chapter 39.34, to transfer property of the CFD) to the City of Black Diamond withont compensation,
and to pse district revenue derived through special assessments and bonds authotized under chapter
36.145 RCW to finance costs, expenses, and facilities as set forth therein; and

WHERFEAS, upon formation the CFD will require the assistance of the City to facilitate
its day to day operations including, by way of example, providing meeling space, preparing and
posting CFD public meeting notices, and providing adminisirative support; and

WHEREAS, the formation of the CFD will provide public benefit fo the City of Black
Diamond by providing a mechanism to fund the costs of public improvements through special
assessments upon benefitted property which public improvements will be constructed by and
through the CFD and will ultimately be transferred to the City pursuant to fufure agreements

between the CFD and the City; and

WHEREAS the CFD and the City desire to enter into this Interlocal agreement for the
herein described puiposes;
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NOVW, THEREFORE, the parties have entered into this Agreement in consideration of
the mufual benefits to be derived and to coordinate their effoits through the structure provided by

the Interfocal Cooperation Act,

1. Purpose and Interpretation. The CFD is a special purpose district that has been
constituted in accordance with state law to provide a source of funding for the construction of
public improvements as set forth in the CFD petition, the CFD Resolution and Chapter 36.145
RCW. The CFD has no employess and the members of its Board of Supervisors are either City
Council Members serving in an ex officio capacity, municipal finance experts appointed by the
City Couneil, or are nominees designated by Petitioner pursuant to Chapter 36.145 RCW. The
CED is authorized to impose special assessments upon property within the boundaries of the
CFD that are benefitted by the public improvements. The public improvements funded by the
special assessments and bond proceeds will ultimately be conveyed to the City and wilf provide
special benefit fo the property within the district and general benefit to surtounding properties
and to the City. In order to make the most efficient use of public monies derived by the District
from the special assessments and bond proceeds, to avoid duplication of effort and to coordinate
the efforts of the CFD and the City, and to provide for the adminisiration and operation of the
CFED), the parties have entered into this First Agreement. The intent of this First Agresment is to
put in place the necessary admiuistrative support to provide for the aperation and functioning of
the day to day activities of the CFD and fo provide for the reimbursement of the costs of such
administrative support to the City. The Parties envision that future agreements between the CFD
and the City may be approved to provide for the transfer of the public improvements io the City
and to provide for other services to the CFD that may be necessary from time fo time. The
Parties further envision that the CFD may in the future enter into service agreements with other
parties to supplement or replace some or all of the services being provided to the CFD by the

City.

In the event of ambiguity or the need for guidance arises, this agreement shall be
mtespreted in accordance with the provisions of the CFD Resolution, Chapter 36,145 RCW, and
the provisions of the Governmental Accounting Act and RCW 43.09.210, as the forcgoing {(or
any of them) exist or shall hereafter be amended, In the event that any provision of this First
Agreement is held to be in condlict with existing state statute or any fulure amendment thereof,
such provisions shall be severable, and the remaining provisions of this agreement shall remain

in full force and effect.

2. Obligations of the CFD. The CFD agrees to:

2.1  As soon as reasonably practicable after formation, authorize and approve a cost
reimbursement apreement with Petitioner for the reimbursement of the CFD’s cost obligations to
the City under this First Agreement. Such cost reimbursement agreement shall be consistent

with the terms and conditions of this First Agreement.

2.2 Convey to the City of Black Diamond, or other appropriate govermnental entitics,
all future public infrastructare improvements funded by the CFD, free and ciear of liens and
encnmbrances, in accordance with all lawful requirements and regulations applicable thereto and

CFD First Agreement
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in aceordance with such agreements for conveyance of such public improvements as the parties
mutually agree upon.

23  Hold public hearings as may be required by law prior to levying sny special
assessment and shall levy any special assessment only in accordance with applicable Iaw.

2.4. Reimburse the City for its Direct Costs of services provided to the CFD pursuant
to Section 4 of this First Agreement.

3. Undertakings of Black Diamond. Black Diamond shall:

3.1  Provide administrative staff and necessary related support to the CFD to the
extent necessary to organize the CFD, fo prepare and conduct meetings of the Board of
Supervisors, and to facilitate in the administration of the day to day affairs of the CFD,;

32  Provide for use of the City Council chambers for public meetings of the CFD
Board of Supervisors and provide for use of other public facilities for CFD mesting space;

3.3  Prepare and post public notice of meetings of the CFD Board of Supervigors as
directed by the CFD;

3.4 Act as the custedian of records of the CFD and maintain such records for and on
behalf of the CFD for the period established by the State Archivist retention schedule;

3.5  Maintain financial records, kept in accordance with generaily accepted accounting
practice and governmental accounting requirements, as hecessary to document that any and all
fonding received through the CFD is used only for the purposes authorized in the CFD
Resolution and Chapter 36.145 RCW;,

3.5 Maintain a webpage accessible through the City of Black Dismond’s official
Website to provide public information about the CFD and to provide facilitate public access io
public records of the CFD and public notices for and on behalf of the CED;

3.6  Recard and maintain an official journal of the minutes of all proceedings public
mectings of the CFD Board of Supervisors;

3.7  Assist the CFD in identifying and selecting qualified individuals to provide
consulting services fo the CFD and Board of Supervisars, inchuding by way of example and not
limitation, general legal counsel, bond counsel, public finance administration and accounting,
construction management and administration, architectural and engineering finms, construction
contractors, and other related professional consulting services;

3.6  Provide for advertising, publishing and mailing of natices required for imposition
of special assessments;
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3.7  Upon appointment by the CFD as the District Treasurer pursnant to the provisions
of Chapter 36.145 RCW, the City of Black Diamond finance director shall act as the district
treasurer and shall establish 2 community facilities district fund into which shall be paid all CFD
revenues., The finance director, while acting as district freasurer shall have such authority as
district treasurer as provided pursuant to Chapter 35.145 and may create such funds, subfunds,

accoumnts, and subaccounts asg set forth therein; and

3.8  Provide such invoices and records to CED as set forth in Section 4 herein,

4, Reimbursement of Costs.

4.7.1. Petitioner shall pay for all Direct Costs the City incurs prior to the effective date of
this Agreement and for the Direct Costs it incurs thereafter reasonably related to the services
provided herein that are not already subject to re-imbursement from the Petitioner pursuant to the

pre-formation cost re-imbursement agreement.

4.7.2 Within fourteen (14) days of execution of this Agreement, City shall provide
Petitioner with a statement identifying the City’s reimbursable costs incurred prior to execution

of this First Agreement.

4.7.3 'Within thirty (30) business days of full execution of this First Agreement, CFD
shall deposit with the City the sum of five thousand dollars ($5,000.00) (the “Administrative
Expenses Fund”), which the City may draw upon to pay for the Direct Costs autharized for
reimbursement by this First Agreement. If the balance of the Administrative Expenses Fund
falls below $1600.00, CED shall, within thirty (30} days of receipt of wiitten request from the
City, deposit such additional amount of money into the Administrative Expenses Fund as the
parlies agree is reasonably necessary, but no less than $2500.00, for the continuing
reimbursement of Adminisirative Expenses vnder this Agreement. CFD ghall be entitled {o 2
refund from the City of any unenicumbered amounts remaining in the Administrative Expenses
Fund within thirty (30) days of termination of this First Agreement.

474 Uponrequest of the CFD, the City shall provide an itemized invoice detailing the
Direct Costs of services provided to the CFD within fourteen (14) days of such reguest. Upon
request of the CFD, City will provide CFD with a2 written statement of the balance of the
Administrative BExpenses Fund within fourteen (14) days of such request,

4.7.5. Any time CFD disputes an invoice, receipt, deposit or reimbursement request
from the City, CFD shall make such disputed deposit in g timely manner, under protest, to the
City according to the timeframes set forth in this Agreement. Following resolution of the dispute
per the processes set forth in Paragraph 5, the City shall refund eny over payment to CFD within
thirty (30) days of final resolution. Nothing in this subsection (d) shall be construed as limiting
CFD’s ability to terminate this Agreement pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 8.

4.7.6 “Direct Costs™ shall mean and incinde all costs and expenses to the City directly
related to the services provided under this First Agreement to include, without limitation:
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4761 All costs and expenses of materials, equipment, supplies, utilities,
consumables, goods, bonds and other items used or incorporated in connection with and in
furtherance of this First Agreernent and any taxes, insurance, and intersst expenses related
thereto, including activity pricing for crews and equipment;

4762  All cosis and expenses of labor inclusive of payroll benefits, non
productive time and overhead for each of the labor classifications of the employees providing
services and determined in accordance with the City's notmal accounting procedures; and

4,763  All cost and expenses to the City for any work by consultants or
contractors providing services to the CFD under this First Agreement.

3. Dispute Resclution. The parties shall apply their best efforts to fairly resolve any
disputes that may arise in regard to implementation of this First Agreement. In the event the
parties cannot agree on terms for resolving a dispute within twenty-one (21) days, they may
mutually select a neutral third party to help facilitate such resolution. If resolution cannot be
reached within fourteen (14) days, they may agree to a schedule and process for continued efforts
to resolve the dispute. Neilher party shall file a lawsnit in court until they have completed at
least one formal session of mediation or other alternative dispute resolution process.

6. Owmnership. No joint property ownership is contemplated under the terms of this
agreement.

7. No Joint Board. No provision is made for a joint board. The CFD shall exercise its

finclion in accordance with the CFD Resolution (as the same exists or may heteafter be
amended), vsing staff as provided by the City of Black Diamond, pursuant to this First
Agreement, or using staff, consultants and services otherwise contracted for by the CFD,

8. Insurance: Indemnity.

8.1  The partics agree to participate in the Cities Insurance Authority of Washington
(“CIAW?”) insurance pool in accord with their respective interlocal agreements with the AWC,
The original charge or premium for the CFD will be borne by Black Diamond as a cost to be
covered under Section 4 and shall be reimbursed with funds received from or through the CFD.
In the event that either or bath cease to participate in the CIAW pool, the party or parties agree fo

obtain comparable coverage.

82  The CFD agrecs to indemnify, defend and hold harmless Black Diamond, its
officers, agents and employees from any from and against any and all claims, losses, damages,
Liabilities, actions, jndgments or execution of third parties of any kind or nature whatsoever,
whether at law or in equity, including, but not limited fo, reasonable attorney’s fees and court
costs, arising ouf of, relating to, resulting from, or arising out of the activities of the CFD, except
to the extent the same is caused by the negligence of the City or other person to be indemnified

under this Section.

9. Termination. This agreement shall terminate or expire as follows:
CFD First Agreement -5-
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9.1  This agreement may be terminated by either party upon the provision of thirty
(30) calendar days notice, A final reconciliation of cosis, payment, and a carrent report of
completed activities shall be completed by Black Diamond within such period following the

notice by either party.

9.2 Unless sooner terminated by either party, this agreement shall expire on the date
when the CFD is dissolved in accordance with provisions of the CFD Resolution or Chapter

36.145 RCW or other applicable law, as the same exists or is hereafter amended.

10.  Effective Date. This First Agreement shall be posted by subject on the City of Black
Diamond' website or other electronically retrievable public source ag required by RCW

39.34,040.

IN WITNESS WHEREQGY, the parties have exscnfed this agreement on the date
first written above.

CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND: CFD NO. 2001-1:

Rebecca Olness, Mayor , Chair

ATTEST

Brenda Martinez, City Cleck

APPROVED AS TO FORM

Chris Bacha
Kenyon Disend, PLIC,
City Attorney
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Brenda Martinez

A R _ )
Subject: FW: Black Diamond - Comments regarding CFD

Attachments: HYCo Comments 111221.doc

From: chacha@comcast.net [mailta:chacha@comecast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, December 21, 2011 3:59 PM

To: Andy Williamson; Brenda Martinez; Rebecca Olness
Subject: Black Diamond - Comments regarding CFD -

Please find attached hereto, the comments of RandyYoung in response to issues raised during the council
mecting and hearing. Please feel free to forward to the City Council. Ihave also been working on preparing
my responsive comments for consideration by the City Council; however, I will not be able to provide those

comments today beyond the following

In my view, the majority of the issues raised pertain to, () the veracity of the special benefits analysis, and (b)
the management and operation of the CFD. With regard to the later, it appears to me that the CFD will not be
successful unless we plan now for the means and methods for providing for the administration of the CFD. This
can be accomplished only with the assistance of a third parfy. This can be accomplished either by the CFD
contracting for these services with the City, with the Pefitioner or with a 3rd party. As a practical matter, it
likely malces the most sense for the City to enter into an interlocal agreement with the CFD to provide these
services, Given the short window of time for the CFD to approve the assessment roll, there is not sufficient
time to search for and contract with a 3rd party to perform those services. It is also more efficient to use city
resources because of the intimate knowledge the City staff have with the project and because of the availability
of staff and resources. Further, if seems unlikely that constituents would accept contracting with the petitioner
to fill that role. Toward that end, I have begun preparing an Interlocal Agreement for consideration by the City
Council and the Board of Supervisors in the event CFD formation is approved. I have also contacted
petitioner’s legal counsel and she is preparing a draft cost reimbursement for approval by the CFD to provide for
petitioner's reimbursement of those scrvice costs back to the City through the CFD.

Relative to the first category of issues, in my view the veracity of the special assessment analysis is an issue that
should be addressed by the CFD Board of Supervisors. However, because the statute is unclear with regard to
the effect of formation of the CFD, it is possible that formation would constitute approval of the preliminary
assessment roll. The legislative scheme provides that the City Council's role is to make the three findings and
form the district. The statute does not provide that the Council has a role in making the preliminary estimates or
the assessment roll but does require that the petition include a preliminary assessment. I will be making
revisions to the resolution to make clear that the action of the Council to approve formation of the CFD shall not
operate to approve the preliminary assessment roll. This action will be taken by the CFD. The CFD can and
should hire attorneys with knowledge and experience in municipal finance to give the CFD advice regarding the
steps to be taken fo make the preliminery assessment and comply with the time line set forth in Ch. 36.145

RCW.

I'hope to have the revised resolution and draft interlocal agreement available for your review tommorow.

Chris Bacha
Kenyon Disend, PLLC
11 Front Street South
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Issaquah, WA 98027-3820
(425) 392-7090
FAX (425) 392-7071

From: "Randy Young" <ryounghyco@saol.conr>

To: "Chris Bacha" <cbacha(@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 21, 2011 3:01:31 PM
Subject: Randy's comments on CFD Dec. 15 hearing topics

Chris--

Here are my comments. Let me know if you have any comments or
questions so I can prepare the final version as soon as possible.

Randy Young

Henderson, Young & Company
8060 - 165th Ave., NE, Suite 220
Redmond, WA 98052

(425) 869-1786

Fax: (425) 869-5669
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Comments on Topics from December 15, 2011 City Council
‘Meeting Regarding Petition to Form Capital Facilities District
No. 2011-1 of the City of Black Diamond

On December 15, 2011, the City Council of Black Diamond conducted a public
hearing on the petition to create Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 of the

City of Black Diamond,

During the Council meeting, Randall Young, President of Henderson, Young &
Company, presented a report to the City Council concerning his independent
evaluation of the November 28, 2011, a report titled Special Benefit Apportionment
Analysis Community Facilities District No. 2011-1 of the City of Black Diamond
published by David Taussig & Associates, Inc. (DTA). Mr. Young also discussed the
Response to Questions from DTA dated December 12, 2011, that provided replies to
the 11 questions we asked in our Independent Evaluation submitted December 7,

2011.
Comments About Fire Station and Fire Protection

During the public hearing and City Council discussion many topics and questions
were raised. One topic pertained to the proposed construction of a satellite fire
station by YarrowBay. Since our firm developed the fire impact fee for Black
Diameond in January 2011, we offer the following comments about the proposed. fire
station and fire impact fees.

Our analysis of the impact of projected growth on Black Diamond fire protection
indicated that the City will need two additional fire stations, two additional fire
engines, two additional aid cars (i.e., “ambulances”), and two additional staff
vehicles. The impact fee rates are established at levels that projected growth will
pay for 84% of those costs and existing development will pay for 16% because the
new stations will alse serve existing development,

If YarrowBay does not build a satellite station, it will pay the impact fees with each
building permit. The City could build a station and buy the apparatus when it
collects enough money from the impact fees, The cost of the satellite station is
estimated to cost $3.2 million, so there would need to be over 1,800 dwelling units
paying the $1,783 impact fee per dwelling unit in order to collect enough money to
build the station. It would then take over 400 more dwelling units paying impact
fees in order to pay for the fire engine for $726,000, and ancther 140 dwelling units
to pay for the aid car cost of $251,000. (Commercial development will also pay fire
impact fees of $2.29 per square foot, so any commercial development during the
eaarly phases of new development would reduce the number of dwelling units

needed to pay for the new station and apparatus.)

If YarrowBay does build a satellite station, the cost of the station would be a credit
against future fire impact fees because RCW 82.02.060 (3) mandates credits be

Henderson, Black Diamond, Washington
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given when the improvement made by the developer is for the same improvement
that is the basis for the impact fees. The reason for this mandatory credit is to
avoid double-charging the developer for the same thing, And if the law did not
require such credits developers would pay the impact fee and not make the
improvement themselves in order to avoid paying twice for the same fire station.

A related topic was raised concerning the cost of operating the fire station after it is
built. Fire impact fees can be used only for capital costs, therefore fire impact fees
cannot pay for operating costs, such as firefighter salaries, fuel for the apparatus, or
any other non-capital cost.

The operating costs will be paid by either or both of two sources of revenue: property
taxes from new development and/or the funding agreement with YarrowBay. As
part of our impact fee research we prepared a detailed analysis of future operating
costs and future property tax revenue. We determined that the projected property
values and a levy rate less than the maximum allowed by law would generate
enough property taxes to fully fund the operating costs of the new stations and
apparatus. If, during the phases of development, the property taxes do not pay the
full cost, the funding agreement with YarrowBay provides for the developer o pay
the difference.

Comments About YarrowBay’s December 19, 2011 Memorandum

We have also reviewed the memo dated December 19, 2011, YarrowBay's Response
to Questions Regarding Black Diamond CEFD No. 2011-1, We offer the following
comments about several specific items in that memo. Our comments refer fo the
item numbers used in the YarrowBay memo.

13. Benefits of sewer projects

YarrowBay describes the allocation of benefits of the 2 sewer projects as 74.3% {o
the CFD parcels and 25.7% to MPD units outside the CFD. We would add that the
74.3% will be paid by assessments on parcels in the CFD, and the 25.7% will be paid
by BD Village Partners, LP pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement.
(This point was confirmed in Responses 6 and 9 of DT'A’s December 12, 2011

Response to GQuestions.

16. Operating cost of the CFD

Capital facilities districts are primarily funding mechanisms, Unlike fire districts,
school districts, PUDs, they typically have no staff, or very small staff, or are staffed
by contract with firms that manage these funding districts. The CFD Board of
Supervisors is responsible for deciding how best to arrange for the support it needs
to accomplish its purpose, but DTA could be asked to provide examples from their

experience with CFDs in other states.

Henderson, Black Diamond, Washington
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YarrowBay’s memo describes how these costs (i.e., staffing, or management
contracts, or other consultants) are funded through the CFD.

17.d Effect onh assessment amounts if development plans change

If the applicant makes changes to the location, quantity and/or mix of development
from the assumptions used in DTA’s analysis, there would undoubtedly be changes
to the estimated future assessments per dwelling unit. This would occur when the
apportionment (“segregation”) of agssesaments occurs when parcels are divided.

It must be noted, however, that the total of all assessments is still limited to the
total cost of the projects and indirect costs. That total can only be changed with

approval of 100% of property owners, therefore significant changes are unlikely
after subdivision and marketing of smaller parcels begins.

As a result, for any given total cost of projects and indirect costs, the effect of
changing the location, quantity and/or mix of development would be to change the
amount of the assessment per parcel. The amount of such revised assessments serve
as a practical constraint on the developer making extreme changes in the location,
quantity and/or mix of development because extraordinarily high assessments
would reduce the marketability of the property in the same way and to the same
extent as if the sale price of the property was increased instead of charging the

assessment.

19.¢ Interim vs. ultimate improvement at SR169/Roberts Drive

Depending on the pace of development and the timing of the interim
(channelization) and ultimate (roundabout) improvements, it is possible that the
assessment for the interim solution would continue after the ultimate improvement

is made.

20.e Undertaking agreement and fire mitigation fees

Regarding YarrowBay’s reference to fire mitigation credits, see our first comment
above (Comments About Fire Station and Fire Protection).

Henderson, Black Diamond, Washington

Young & page 3

Company December 21, 2011
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\" YARROWBAY

HOLDINGS
MEMORANDUM

To: Black Diamond City Council
From: Megan Nelson, Director of Legal Affairs, YarrowBay
o John Hempelmann, Legal Counsel for YarrowBay

Re: YarrowBay's Response to Questions Regarding Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1

Date: December 19, 2011

I. INTRODUCTION.

This Response presents answets o certain questions raised by Councilmember Goodwin and Ms. Cindy
Proctor during the December 15" Public Hearing on YarrowBay's petition to form Black Diamond
Community Facilities District (CFD) No, 2011-1. While good questions, it is important to note that a
majority of the questions will, per the Ch. 36.145 RCW, be dealt with by the Board of Supervisors of the
proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 during its determination of preliminary and final assessment
rolls rather than during the formation. Moreover, and most importantly, the questions presented are not
generally related to the three statutory criteria for CFD formation: (1) the formation of the distriet will be
in the best interest of the City; (2) formation of the district is consistent with the requirements of
Washington’s Growth Management Act, Ch. 36.70A RCW (GMA); and (3) the petitioners (i.e.,

YarrowBay) will benefit from the proposed district.

1L COUNCIEMEMBER GOODWIN’S CFD QUESTIONS

During the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 public hearing on December 15, 2011, Councilmember
Goodwin asked several good questions regarding the formation and operation of the proposed CFD. The
various questions asked by Councilmember Geodwin are addressed below,

A Formation Costs -What is the definition of "formation costs" to be paid by petitioners? What
expense categories are included and which are excluded? For example:

Legal expenses for incorporating the district

Experts/consuitants to certify that the bond amount, property valuaiions, project cost
allocations to each benefiting parcel, etc.

Bond Counsel

Bond Issuance costs

Insurance costs
Ongoing expense for legal counsel once the District has been incorporated

District staff support such as accounting/financial reporting, in house experts, project

=R

% Te AR

management, efc.
Administrative costs reluted to District Board operations, such as space, public notice
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postings, mail, clerical services, telecommunications/internet service, etc.

Formation costs include all costs incurred by the City of Black Diamond in reviewing YarrowBay’s CFD
Petition up until the point of CFD District formation. As such, formation costs include subsection (a)
above “Legal expenses for incorporating the district.” YarrowBay has submitted a cost reimbursement
agreement to the City, as well as Attachment 3 to the CFD Petition entitled “Obligation”, which

formalizes its agreement to pay the costs of CFD formation.

Subsections (b) through (h) above, on the other hand, are costs that the CFD Board of Supervisors will
incur after the CFD District’s formation. Based on their years of experience assisting with bond issuances,
David Taussig & Associates (DTA)} budgeted $1,044,405, 5% of the bond yield, within the Speciat
Benefit Apporiionment Analysis dated November 28, 2011 (the “DTA Analysis™) for costs related to
bond issuance. After CFD District formation, YarrowBay has also agreed to enter into an agreement with
the Board of Supervisors to cover indirect costs until the Board collects special assessments and issues
bonds and generates revenues. At such time, the Board will then reimburse YarrowBay for costs related to
bond issuance up o the budgeted amount. If reasonable bond issuance costs exceed the estimated 5%,
YarrowBay's agreement with the CFD Board of Supervisors will also include provisions for YarrowBay

to cover such excess costs.

2, Operating Costs - If any of the above costs are not considered to be Formation Costs, how does
the District cover its expenses prior to issuance of bonds? How does the district cover expenses

after the bonds are issued?
See YarrowBay's response to Councilmember Geodwin’s Question #1 above.

3 What happens If for whatever reason bonds are never issued and the District is dissolved -
reference dissolution of Pierce County Levee District.

a. How do costs incurred to date get paid?
See YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #1 above.

YarrowBay has agreed to pay, and memorialized such agreement in both a proposed cost reimbursement
agreement delivered to the City as well as its Attachment 3 to the CFD Petition entitled “Obligation,”
costs associated with the formation of Biack Diamond CFD No. 2011-1. Whether or not bonds are issued

does not change this obligation.

If the CFD District is formed, costs related to the preparation for bond issuance are incurred, and bonds
are never issned, YarrowBay would be obligated to pay for such costs per the terms of the agreement,
referenced in response to Question #1 above, to be entered into between the CED’s Board of Supervisors

and YarrowBay.
4, What happens if the District gets sued by petitioner or some other party?
a. How does the District pay legal expenses?
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b. What if the District loses the law suit? How does financial liability get satisfied?

In the unlikely event the CFD District gets sued, the DTA Analysis includes legal costs within its
estimated budget for Indirect Costs — $1,044,405 or 5% of the bond yield - for costs related to bond
issuance. Again, if such costs exceed their budgeted amount, YarrowBay would be obligated to pay for
such costs per the terms of the agreement, referenced in response to Question #1 above, to be entered into
between the CFD’s Board of Supervisors and YarrowBay.

It is even more unlikely, in the remote chance the CFD District gets sued, that a suing party wonld seek
damages. Instead, it is mare likely that a sning party would ask a reviewing court to order performance by
the CRFD District, i.e., the issuance of bonds or the construction of a certain Project, if the CFD Board of
Supervisors failed to carry out the purposes for which it was formed. Costs for such a lawsuit would be

paid pursuant to the process outlined in the preceding paragraph.

5. What happens if bonds are issued by the District and one or more property owners default on
their obligation -e.g., Yarrow Bay or one of the developers that Yarrow Bay sells property to or

individual homeowners/commercial property owners fail to make payment.

a Does liability then transfer to the property owners that are meeting their financial
obligations to make up for the default of others -recognizing thar there will be some
reserves (4% of bond value) established ar time of bond sale?

No. The bondholders want to be assured that they will receive payment if any tax payments are late or the
foreclosure process is undertaken. Thus, a reserve fund that equals approximately one year of debt service
payments {in the case of this CFD, 8% of the bond yield or $1,671,048) is taken from bond proceeds and
put into a special reserve account and controlled by the bond administrator should circumstances arise

where the funds will be needed.

The reserve fund is drawn upon in order to assure that bondholders receive their payments in a timely
manner. H there is a revenue shorifall, which in most cases is due to delinquent property tax payments,
the reserve fund is automatically drawn down to assure full payment to the bondholders, normally on
March 1st and September Ist of each year, The reserve fund is then automaticaily replenished as Iate

payments come in or foreclosuies procesd to auction.

Pursuant to RCW 36.145.150, assessments resulting from a CFD are a lien on the property. As a lien, the
CFD Board of Superviscrs can foreclose on the specific parcel of property that has defaulted on its
assessment obligation, The liability of one property owner within a CFD District does not transfer to the
other properly owners within the District becaunse the assessments are specific to a given parcel or legal

Tot.

0. What personal liabilities do appointed CFD Board of Supervisors have?
¢ Will there be personal lability insurance and indemnification and if so, how will it be
paid by the District?
Page3of 22
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The CFD Board of Supervisors members have the same personal liabilities as any other appointed
member of a public agency, ie, a Black Diamond City Councilmember or Planning Commission

member,

See YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #1 above. The CFD Board of
Supervisors can decide whether to purchase insurance and such costs are anticipated to be included in the
$1,044,405 or 5% of the bond yield included within the DTA Analysis.

b. What happens to District Board Supervisors if the insurance company refuses to cover
them?

In the unlikely event an insurance company refuses to cover the CFD's Board of Supervisors, it can either
Iook to other insurance providers and/or if an insurance company’s refusal is based on certain Board
members, such members may want to consider recusing themselves from the Board.

7 CFD's are responsible to design, obtain permits, construct, efc.
a. Who owns the improvements -for example, parks, water, sewer etc.

All ten Projects within the proposed CFD will be owned by the City of Black Diamond following
completion so long as they are consistent with the City’s Engineering Design and Construction Standards.

b. Who is responsible to operate/maintain the improvement so that the improvements
maintain their value?

As City-owned improverments, the City will be responsible for operating/maintaining the CFLY's Projects
following City acceptance of the improvements pursuant to the process and criteria set forth in the Black
Diamond Engineering Design and Construction Standards, These City-owned improvements are subject
to the City’s maintenance bond requirements, the specific terms of The Villages MPD Development
Agreement dated December 12, 2011, and the terms of the MPD Funding Agreement between the City,
BD Village Pariners, LP, and BD Lawson Partners, LP dated December 12, 2011.

£ What happens if a homeowners association, for example, is deemed responsible for
maintenance but fails to do so that the special value of the improvement degrades?
Where does Hability rest?

If a MPD homeowners® association is deemed responsible for maintaining any of the City-owned CFD
Projects, then the City has the right pursuant to the terms of The Villages MPD Development Agreement
dated December 12, 2011, to step in and perform the maintenance and bill back the cost of the

maintenance to the responsible homeowners.

8 What are the eminent domain implications of a CFD in Black Diamond? Will any of these
projects require the exercise of eminent domain?

No. There are no “eminent domain implications” of the proposed CED. The Projects proposed within the
CFD Petition for Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 are the same projecis required by the terms of the
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MPD Permit Approvals (Black Diamond Ords, Nos, 10-946 and 10-947) and The Villages and Lawson
Hills Development Agreements (Black Diamond Ords. Nos. 11-970 and 11-971).

Moreover, YarrowBay does not anticipate the use of eminent domain for any of the ten CFD Projects
proposed for Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1. Seven out of the ten proposed CFD Projects (Projects 4-
10) are located on property owned by the Petitioner, BD Village Partners, LP. Projects 2 and 3 are located
entirely within a combination of existing City right-of-way and property owned by the Petitioner, As
such, no eminent domain is required for these nine projects.

As designed, Project 1 — the SR-169/Roberts Drive/Black Diamond-Ravensdale Road intersection
improvements — requires some construction easements outside the existing City right-of-way for grading.
There is no need for the fee simple acquisition of property to complete these intersection improvements.
YarrowBay has begun negotiations with affected property owners and anticipates reaching mutually
acceptable agreements without the use of eminent domain. In the unlikely event such agreements cannot
be reached and Project 1 cannot be reasonably redesigned in such a way to avoid impacts outside the
existing City right-of-way, the CFD Board of Supervisors may then elect to approach the City of Black
Diamond regarding the possible use of eminent domain subject to all state law requirements. This process
is in no way different than if YarrowBay were required, by the MPD Permit Approvals (Black Diamond
Ords. Nos. 10946 and 10-947) and The Villages and Lawson Hills Development Agreements (Black
Diamond Ords. Nos. 11-970 and 11-971), to complete this Project 1,

9 Assuming that responsibility for building each of the 10 projects transfers from the City to the
CFD, how does the City enforce conditions of the Development Agreement?

a. Does the City need a separate agreement with the CFD?

No. The City is not responsible for funding or building' the ten Projects proposed within Black Diamond
CFD No. 2011-1. As such, there is no fransfer of respansibility from the City to the proposed CFD and

there is no need for a separate agreement between the City and the CFD.

Instead, the responsibility for funding and building the ten Projects proposed within Black Diamond CFD
No. 2011-1 is that of BD Village Pastners, LP and BD Lawson Partners, LP — the Master Developers of
The Villages and Lawson Hills MPDs — pursnant to the terms of The Villages and Lawson Hilis
Development Agreements dated December 12, 2011. The proposed CFD will only fund 62.6% of the ten
Projects. The remaining 37.4% of the Projects’ construction cost must be funded by BD Village Partners,
LP and BD Lawson Partuers, LP under the terms of the Development Agreements. The CFD Board of
Supervisors will likely enter into a coniract with these twe parties to ensure that 100% of the Projects’
costs are covered before executing construction contracts. As a condition of funding the remaining 37.4%
of the CFD Projects’ costs, BD Village Partners, LP and BD Lawson Partners, LP will require that such
projects are designed and constructed to meet the terms of the Development Agreements, Moreover, the
terms and obligations of the Development Agreements run with the land, As such, the nine CFD Projects
occurring on land within The Villages MPD are subject to the terms and conditions of the Development

! See YarrowBay’s Response to Cindy Proctor’s Question N, regarding Project #2 construction responsibility.
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Agreements whether or not YarrowBay is the party seeking a permit or the CFD Board of Supervisors is
the permittee. Finally, formation of the CFD in no way displaces the City’s permitting anthority. The City
refains the ability to review the CFD Project’s compliance with the conditions of the Development

Agreements (Black Diamond Ords. Nos. 11-970 and 11-971),

10. SR169 and Robkerts Drive improvements (project #1} would seem to require permitting through
WASHDOT. Petitioner has stated that the primary benefit to the community for CFDs is that this
and other projects can be accelerated, compared to when these improvements are required to be
made by Yarrow Bay consistent with the Development Agreement. Do we even know that
accelerating this project is possible working with WASHDOT? What assurance do we have as a
City that a CFD will in fact result in an accelerated schedule compared the requirements already

established in the Development Agreement?

YarrowBay has already expended consulting fees to advance the interim design of CED Project #1
intersection improvements and to commence WSDOT review in order to fix a pre-existing problem on
SR-165 within the City of Black Diamond. In fact, after five meetings with WSDOT and several plan
submittals, WSDOT is close to giving approval for the channelization plan for CFD Project #1. See also
YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #19(b) below.

Formation of the CFD now guarantees that construction permits from WSDOT will be pursned earlier by
the CFD Board of Supervisors than if pursued independently by YarrowBay as a condition of its MPD
development. By starting the permitting process carlier, there is greater likelihood that the improvement
will be approved by WSDOT earlier and that construction can therefore start.

If Project 1 is pursued independently by YarrowBay, it will likely not formerly apply for permits from
WSDOT until after receipt of preliminary plat approval for its Villages MPD - Phase 1A subdivision.
Thereafter, The Villages MPD Development Agreement dated December 12, 2011 in Exhibit F, on pages
4-5, requires that YarrowBay apply for permits from WSDOT prior to the intersection falling below the
applicable level of service (LOS). Transpo Group's traffic impact analysis study dated February 2011
submitted with YarrowBay’s Villages MPD-Phase 1A preliminary plat application concludes that the SR~
169/Black Diamond-Ravensdale Road L.OS will drop below the applicable LOS before the completion of
the first year of MPD development (327 ERUs) and that the SR-169/Roberts Drive intersection will drop
below the applicable LOS during the second year of MPD development (between 327 ERUs and 726
ERUs). As such, it is reasonable to conclude that YarrowBay is required to apply for permits from
WSDOT for the intersections within the CFD’s Project 1 later than if applied for by the CED’s Board of

Supervisors.

i1 Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility (project #8) and Sanitary Sewer lift Station (project #7) would
appear 1o require design approval by King County Metro and construction to their specifications.
In the past, the City of Black Diamond City Council has approved hiring an engineering
consultant to design a sewer storage facility in a location that the county did not agree with and
has not approved. Perhaps these are different facilities, but do we know that the county will
approve these facility designs and the locations shown on the CED project map? If not, what are
the potential cost implications and how would this impact the issuance of bonds by the CFD?
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CFD Project #7 does not require King County Metro approval because it is a City of Black Diamond lift
station. CFD Project #8 may require King County Metro approval, however, there is sufficient time to
design and permit the project as 2 King County Metro facility. Nevertheless, if timing does not work ont
with King County Metro, CFD Project #8 can also be built as an interim City facility that limits flow rates
being discharged into the City’s sewer main to match available capacity until such time as a permanent
solution is determined. This alternative would not require King County Metro approval and, in Triad's
expert opinion, would likely cost less to construct than the estimated construction costs for CFD Project

#8 included within DTA’s Analysis.

12, SR169 and Roberts Drive improvements (project #1} would also appear to benefit the planned
Lawson Hills development and parts of the Villages development that are outside of the defined
CFD boundaries. What is the rationale for excluding these sources of traffic count from the

special benefit analysis?

Only ERUs within Phase 1A of The Villages MPD will benefit from CED Project #1 because the DTA
Analysis is based on the assumption that CFD Project #1 is an interim improvement that will be replaced
with the ultimate improvements (i.e., roundabouts) prior to any development in Lawson Hills MPD or the
second or third phases of The Villages MPD,

In addition, in response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Questions #12-15, please see Henderson, Young &
Company’s Final Report to the City of Black Diamond dated December 12, 2011 — 5:50 p.m., in which
the City’s fiscal consultant concludes that “We believe that the City of Black Diamond can rely on the
November 28, 2011 Taussig Study and DTA’s December 7, 2011 “Response to Questions™ when the City
makes a decision regarding the petition to create CED No. 2011-1.”

It is also important to note, in reference to Councilmember Goodwin’s Questions #12-13, that just
because a property or parcel is benefitted by a CFD Project, does not mean that it needs to be burdened by

assessments.

13. Sanitary Sewer Storage Facility (project #8) and Sanitary Sewer Lift Station (project #7) would
appear to benefit significant properties within the Villages development that are outside of the
defined CFD boundaries. What is the rationale for including such a small percentage of these
sources of sewage from the special benefit analysis? If included, would this not substantially
reduce the special benefit attributed to properties located within the CFD?

CFD Projects #7 and #8 are proposed to be sized for ERUs within the CFD District plus a small
additional number of ERUs north of Auburmn-Black Diamond Road and westerly of Lake Sawyer Road.
As such, these improvements do not serve “significant” properties outside of the CFD boundaries and
only serve properly owners within The Villages MPD, Since only MPD ERUs are served, no General
Benefit was assigned to these CFD Projects and, instead, 100% of the benefit conferred was considered
Special Benefit in the DTA Analysis. Table 12 from the DTA Analysis (included below) summarizes the
proportion of CFD District EDUs versus the EDUs in the MPD but outside the CFD District served by
Projects #7 and 8. The District is allocated 74.3% of the Special Benefit to parcels within the CFD and

25.7% of the Special Benefit to MPD units cutside the District,
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Dwelling Equivalant Equlvalant

Phase 1- Land Use Units Unit Factar Unlts

{1} Singre-Family {OL) 1318 1.00 1,318

[2} MukiFemily (U} 334 6% 223

13) Commerciel {9aFL) 186400] ooaD% 149

{3) Schoal{8a.ft) 480 0% 45
Tatel 1,852 1.05 1,735
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Phagsa 2 - Land Use Units Uait Factor Unils
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(2) MultHFamly DU 186 B7% 111

13) Cammenial{SaFi] 400,000 | 0.080% 320
Tatal 34 174 599

Dwelling | Equivalent Equivalent

Phase d - Land Usa Unfig Unit Fectar LUnits
{1} Slagle-Family {CU) . a.00 -
[2) AURIF2miy{CU) 0 BO% -
Tatal - 0.80 -
Banefit Equivalent
Allacatian Units
FHASEL 74.3% 1,738
PHASE2 25.7% £30
PHASE 3 [ -
GRAND TOTAL — 1dc.o% 2,333
|41 EDU facior &=t at Siegiefamly = L EQU, MudFamily = 0.80 EDU due ta cedusiion i use of
P t, znd =5 quars feel per ECUMS esfloct Ue e of Improvement b smald
buslagss wihin MP.

2] Sea*Phaie 1 Barstl Summany® for Oesiing Uaht Caunk, 43wl 25 CHD Sha Plan Axtesament
Degrom fincluded).
3] Caluializng may vary &ightly Jue ta munding,

14, Stormwater Detention Pond (project 6) would not appear to benefit property owners in
Stormwater Management Zone I (Note: this should read Stormwater Management Zone 2} where
all stormwater flows appear to drain into the Rock Creek Basin. Why are these parcels included
in the benefit calculation? This same question should be asked for properties located in
Stormwater Management Zones 1A and 1B. See attached exhibit,

CFD Project #6 — the stormwater detention pond — does in fact benefit property owners in Stormwater
Management Zone 2 even though portions of their stormwater will flow and drain into the Rock Creek
Basin. While CFD Project #6 benefits property owners within Stormwater Management Zones 1A and 1B
because their stormwater drains into this retention pond, it also benefit properties within Stormwater Zone
2 because these properties benefit from the park and roadway improvements (including, but not limited
to, CFD Projects #4, #3, #9, and #10) that also drain into CFD Project #6. As YarrowBay's research
regarding how best to implement iis no net phosphorous initiative relative to Lake Sawyer, as set forth in
The Villages and Lawson Hills Development Agreements dated December 12, 2011, has progressed, it
now anticipates that a maximum amount of roadway drainage will be directed to Project #6 from
Stormwater Management Zone 2 in order to minimize the potential phosphorous draining to Lake
Sawyer. As such, the DTA Analysis regarding Special Benefit allocation for CFD Project #6 is an

appropriate allocation,
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15, Roberts Drive -750/830 Zone Water Main Extension (project 2) would appear to benefit
properties within the Villages outside of the planned CFD boundaries. Why is 100% of the
praject bengfit allocated to those parcels located within the CFD? See attached exhibit,

While properties outside the proposed CFD District will indirectly benefit from the CED Project #2 water
main extension, such properties require future exiensions of the water mains as well as other additional
related infrastructure in order to be served with water service, In addition, the timing of this future
development outside the proposed CED District is uncertain. There is some potential that years may
transpire before development outside of the CED District connects to the subject main line extension

making any excess capacity less valuable.

16 Table 4 on Page 9 of the Taussig report appears to identify the total cost of operating the district
Jor a 28 year period to be $187,627. This would average 36,701 per year. Is this at all realistic?
These costs appear to be only for collection services from King County.

a. What happens if expenses turn out io be significantly higher than this?

b. What happens if the CFD incurs unplanned expenses due to a lawsuit or something else
unforeseen, Where does the money come from to cover these costs?

See YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin's Question #1 above.

In fact, the DTA Analysis estimates the costs of bond issuance (including operation of the CFD District)
to be approximately 5% of the bond yield or $1,044,405. For further detail regarding indirect costs, please
see Figure 3 from DTA’s response to the Henderson Evaluation dated December 12, 2011 set forth below.

The answer to subsection (b) of Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #26 is answered for three different
periods: (1) planned and unplanned expenses during the period of formation; (2) planned and unplanned
expenses following CFD District formation but prior to collection of assessments and issuance of bonds;
and (3) planned and unplanned expenses following the CFD District's collection of assessments and
issnance of bonds. During the period of formation, the Petitioners (BD Village Partners, LP and Yarrow
Bay Development LLC) ate responsible for afl costs, planned and unplammed. An appeal of the City’s
tesolution forming the CFD District would be a cost of formation and would be the responsibility of the
Petitiopers. Following formation of the CFD District but prior to the collection of assessments and
issnance of bonds, the expenses of the CFD District would be funded by the Petitioners' loans or grants to
the District. See YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin's Question #1 above, The State’s
CFD statute, Ch. 36.145 RCW, authorizes the CFD Board of Supervisors to borrow and accept gifts,
Once assessments are collected, assessment revenue can be used for planned expenses and unplanned
expenses. Finally, State law allows CFD assessments to be increased if 100% of the property owners

agree.
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Figure 3 - Indirect Cost Detail

Yo
TOTAL
ASSESSMENT DESCRIFTION
814,522,850 Bond Yield
1,044 405 5.0% Cost of bond issuance
1,671,048 3.0% Reserve fund equal to one year of debt service
1,462,167 7.0% Capitalized interest
8 4,177,619 20.0% Alfowance for Indirect Cost
3 187,627 District Admin & County Cellectlon Fee
: 520,988,897 TOTAL ASSESSMENT

i7. The source document for the calculation of single family detached dwelling units (SFD) was the
FEIS submitted in December 2009 (see page 16 of Taussig report).

a. If memory serves, the MPD ordinance and final MPD submitial uses some modified
assumptions regarding the mix of dwelling units and where they are located. If 5o,
shouldn't these changes also be reflected in the Taussig calculations?

The DTA Analysis is based on YarrowBay’s latest unit mix and locations, which is reflective of the three
subdivision applications that Yarrow Bay has already submitted to the City. The exhibit on Page 11 of
the DTA Analysis indicates how property boundaries within the CFD District are consistent with the plats
and land uses that have been submitted to the City. The FEIS was only used to provide population
generation rate assumptions per dwelfing unit, not to determine the mix and locations of the dwelling
units within the CFD Bistrict. Such population generation rates are also the rates used in The Villages and
Lawson Hills Development Agreements (Black Diamond Ords. Nos. 11-970 and 11-971).

b, Yarrow Bay has significant flexibility to vary the mix of housing types within each
development phase depending on market conditions and where each of these housing
types are located within the MPD phases. Therefore, since the city has not yet reviewed
the Preliminary Plat application and has not yet seen final plat applications, how is it
possible to assign SFD values to each parcel until these are known?

The assessments outlined in the DTA Analysis are based on the Special Benefit received by each parcel
according to each parcel's current projected land nse(s) as explained in response to subsection (a) above.
Decisions on allocation of benefits and both preliminary and final assessment rolls are made by the CED
Board of Supervisors based on current information at the time and the DTA. Analysis was prepared for the

purpose of starting the Board’s process and informing YarrowBay’s CED Petition.

As the current parcels are all large and will need to be subdivided, there is an opportunity for the CFD
Board of Supervisors to apportion each large parcel's current assessment between the new smaller parcels
as they develop based on the criteria used in the DTA Analysis or the apportionment analysis ultimately
relied on by the CFD Board of Supervisors when it calculates its final assessment roll.

c. CFD boundaries appear to incliude more property than is included in Phase I of the
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Villages development and more property than is included in the preliminary plat
applications (though no one yet knows how these boundaries overlap). This adds even
Surther uncertainty as to the benefit that can be assigned to each parcel. At this still very
preliminary level of development planning, how is it possible to assign eguitable values
to each parcel at this time?

Please see YarrowBay's response to subsections (a) and (b) above. As noted above, the DTA Analysis
was prepared to initiate the process and it does not make any decisions about assigning values. Such
decisions will be made by the CFD Board of Supervisors at future dates at the times of its preliminary and

final assessment roll determinations.

CFD liens are placed on parcels at the time assessments are issued based on the Special Benefit received
by the parcel according to its current projected uses. Other than the reapportionment of a len that occurs
when subdividing a large parcel, there is no way to make changes to a parcel's original assessment
without going through the reassessment process ouilined in the state statutes (i.e.,, RCW 35.44).

4 What if Yarrow Bay chooses to significantly change where, how many and what mix qf
residential densities are included within each parcel-a flexibility they certainly have.
Would this not fundamentally change the caleulations for assigning special benefit
allocation values to benefiting parcels?

Please see YarrowBay's responses in subsections (b) and (c) above. A CFD is similar to assessment
districts implemented elsewhere in Washington as well as in many other states. All assessments are
considered fixed liens that are based on the land uses projected to be built on a property at the time
assessments are apportioned and any future uses are subject to those same original liens as explained

abave.

18. The same set of questions as listed in 16 above also applies to non-residential development (see
Taussig report page 17). It would appear that the variation in special value allocations to
nonresidential parcels could be even greater. For example, the trip count generated by a grocery
stove is very different from that af an office building, a restaurant or that of a dry goods retail
outlet on a square footage basis. Given this level of uncertainty, how is it possible to equitably
assess special values across parcels?

Yes. While it is true that vehicle trip rates for various commercial land uses are uniquely different, for
purposes of the DTA Analysis, it is reasonable to estimate retail and office trips based on the trip
generation siudies of “shopping centers” and “general office buildings,” respactively, because: (1) both
categories are broad and representative of many possible commereial uses; and (2) the resulting trip
generation estimates are based on trip information from many hundreds of studies and thus, statistically
more reliable than other more narrowly-defined commercial categories. As such, it is possible to evaluate
special values now. In the future, however, as larger parcels are subdivided, the assessments can be
reapportioned amongst the smaller parcels based on their unique vehicle trip rates,

19, Petitioner identifies 10 projecis for funding through the CFD. To my knowledge, none of these
projects have been designed to a 30% or even 10% level of engineering, yet cost estimates to the

dollar are presented as a basis for approval,
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a With no engineering drawings submitted to City staff even at the conceptual level for
these projects, what basis is there to assume that the cost estimates provided are even in
the ballpark for what these project costs might realistically be?

YarrowBay created enginesring documents for the CFD Projects at its own expense without knowing if it
will be reimbursed. These engineering documents vary from 30% to 95% of final engineering level. The
CFD Projects that are at a lower design level are the types of projects where other similar projects have
been previously constructed that provide sufficient cost data to adequately estimate their cost. The City
of Black Diamond’s public works and engineering staff and consultants were consulted on bath the CFD
Project’s design and estimated costs. In Triad’s professional estimation, the cost estimates are sufficient

for purposes of CFD formation.

b. Since WASHDOT and King County Metro must approve projects 1, 7 and 8, and they
clearly have provided no input as to project specifications, how can we have even
reasonable confidence that these cost estimates are close to what final costs will be?

YarrowBay expended consulting fees to advance the interim design of CFD Project #1 intersection
improvements and to commence WSDOT review. In fact, after five meetings with WSDOT and several
plan submittals, WSDOT is close to giving approval for the channelization plan for CED Project #1. This
is the most significant hurdle in the design and permitting process and in turn gives a high level of
confidence in the plans for this intersection, which are at a 75% level. As noted in YarrowBay's response
to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #11 above, CFD Project #7 does not require King County Metro
approval because it is a City of Black Diamond lift station. Project #8 may require King County Metro
approval and there is sufficient time to design and permit the project as a Metro facility. Nevertheless, if
timing does not work out with King County Metro, CFD Project #8 can also be built as an interim City
facility that limits flow rates being discharged into the City’s sewer main to match available capacity until
such time as a permanent solution is determined. This alternative would not reguire King County Metro
approval and, in Triad’s expert opinion, would likely cost less to construct than the estimated construction
costs for CFD Project #8 included within DTA's Analysis.

c. Petitioner estimates total costs for the SR169/Roberts Drive (project #1) at $1,758,178.
The City of Black Diamond 2012-2017 Capital Improvement Plan includes the Roberts
Drive/SR169 roundabout project (T9) with an estimated cost of $2,230,000. I presume
these are the same project, yet City budget estimates are 27% higher than petitioner’s
estimates. How can this be reconciled? See attached exhibit.

CFD Project #1 is proposed as an interim intersection improvement and is distinctly different from project
T9 in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP} and, thus, the costs should not be expected to be
comparable. As an interim improvement, CFD Project #1 allows for the current problems with the
intersections to be corrected while allowing YarrowBay time to work out the ultimate improvement plans
with WSDOT and the City for this portion of SR-169. It should be noted that the cumrent configuration of
these intersections have safety concems in addition to the level of service issues, which are both

alleviated through the interim design of CFD Project #1.

20. According 1o petitioner’s attorney Mr. Hempelmann, in meeting with City of Black Diamond staff,
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Mayor Olness, Councilmember Hanson, councilmember Goodwin and representatives of Yarrow
Bay on Monday November 28, the CFD once formed is "compelled to complete the projects” on
the CFD petitioners list.

a. Since funding for most of these projects will not be 100% CFD financed, how can the
CFD be liable for the performance of others? For example, according to the MPD
Conditions of Approval and the Development Agreement, Yarrow Bay is fully responsible

Jor 100% of the funding for each of the 10 projects identified, Yet, the CFD is only
expected to fund 44.7% of project 3 with Yarrow Bay responsible for the remainder.
What if Yarrow Bay defaults and fails to fund or delays funding of project 3 outside the
control of the CFD? What liability does the City of Black Diamond have?

The City of Black Diamond has no liability. As provided in RCW 36,145,130, and as further confirmed
by City Attorney Bacha’s presentation to the Black Diamond City Council on December 15™, no bonds
issued on behalf of the proposed CFD are obligations of the City.

As noted in YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #9 above, the CFD Board of
Supervisors will not execute construction contracts without entering into a contract with BD Village
Partners, LP and BD Lawson Pariners, LP to ensure that 100% of the Projects’ costs are covered.

¥ formed, the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will only be liable for the obligations it has, i.e., 62.6% of
the construction costs for the ten CFD Projects.

b. Project #2, Roberts Drive -750/850 Zone Water Main Ext. is budyeted at $2,261,657 and
100% of the responsibility is that of the CED. What [f, after final design and public
bidding, that the sum of engineering costs and low bidder for construction total, for
example, $3,000,000 or more. How does the difference get made up? What is the CFD's
liability? What is the City's liability? What if Yarrow Buay won't or can't fund the
difference? This same question is applicable to each and every project.

Pursuant to RCW 36,145,110, the CFD Board of Supervisors may revisit the amount of assessments
within 120 days following formation of the CFD District. I during this petiod, through final design and
public bidding, the CFD Board of Supervisors discovers that the cost of construction is greater than
anticipated i the DTA Analysis, it may increase the assessment amount by unanimous approval of the
Petitioners (i.e., BD Village Partners, LP and Yarrow Bay Development LLC). If the CFD Board of
Supervisors discovers that the cost of construction for 2 CFD Project is greater than anticipated after this
120-day period, YarrowBay, as the party ultimately responsible for construction of such infrastructure
improvements per the terms of The Villages and Lawson Hills Development Agreements, is ultimately
financially responsible and will likely bear the cost of such overruns pursuant to the agreement
referenced in its response to Councilmember Goodwin's Question #9 above.

e What if the final and approved design for any of the identified projects resufts in total
costs that substantially exceed budgeted amounts and Yarrow Bay elects to sue the City
and CFD? When queried, Mr. Hempelmann made it very clear in less than vetled terms,
that Yarrow Bay has the right to sue the District if it disagrees with CFD policy and

Page 13 of 22

202



direction.

Please see YarrowBay's 1esponse to subsection (b) above regarding what happens in circumstances where
construction costs exceed amounts budgeted in the DTA Analysis.

To clarify, in response to Councilmember Hanson’s question regarding what happens in the unlikely
event that the CFD Board of Supervisors refuses to do the work it is appeinted to do (i.e., design the CFD
Projects, let construction constructs, and issue bonds), Mr. Hempelmann responded that a CED (not the
City) could, as a last resort, be sued to enforce performance.

d. What responsibility does the City of Black Diamond have for completing these projects?
What financial liability does the City have to fund and complete these projects?

None. The City has no responsibility for completing these projects whether or not it elects to form Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1. Regarding the City's lack of financial liability, please see YarrowBay's

response to subsection {(a) above,

e Attachment 4 to petitioner’s submittal is called an "Undertaking Agreement”, There are
lots of blanks. What are the numbers? What liability does the City have for repayment of
any these funds advanced by Yarrow Bay to the City under this proposed agreement?

Please see Attachment 3 to YarrowBay's Memorandum dated December 12, 2011. The “Undertaking
Agreement” has been further refined and revised since Councilmember Goodwin received a preliminary
draft on November 28, 2011. The final version of the “Undertaking Agreement” presented to the City
Council as part of the December 12™ Memorandum contains no blanks.

Moreover, the City has no liability for repayment of any of the funds advanced by YarrowBay under the
proposed *Undertaking Agreement.” YarrowBay would receive fire mitigation fee credit for its design
and construction of the satellite fire station consistent with the terms of The Villages MPD Development

Agreement dated December 12, 2011,

21, Tax Levy Comparisons & Black Diamond CFD Competiveness - Page 9 of Petitioner's
application asserts that even with CFD assessments that tax levy rates in Black Diamond in the
CFD will be competitive with that of other communities in our area. Unfortunately, the numbers
do not appear to add up and property owners within a CFD will face substantially higher rates

than surrounding communities.

a. Petitioner's statement on Page 9 section. V, Homeowner Impacts appears to falsely state
that current Black Diamond property tax levy rates are $1.51 per $1,000 of assessed
valuation. According to May Miller, City of Black Diamond Director of Finance, current
Black Diamond property tax levy rates are $2.57 per $1,000 of valuation.

YarrowBay apologizes for any errors presented in its earlier presentation of tax levy rates. Since obtaining

new information, YarrowBay tasked DTA with performing a new rate analysis. Please see Attachment 1

to this Response. We respectfully request that this attachment replace and supersede the information

provided in Section V entitled “Homeowner Impacts” of the YarrowBay Memorandum dated December
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12, 2011 included within the record created for the December 15* public hearing.

b, Adding the CFD assessment as calculated by petitioner, would in fact appear to make
new housing in Black Diamond non-competitive with surrounding communities and this
excludes the heavy burden soon to come from the need to finance new schools within the
Enumclaw school district. Please clarify?

Please see YarrowBay’s response to subsection (a) above as well as Attachment 1 attached hereto. Table
I from Attachment 1 is included below for the reader’s ease of reference.

Tabk 1

iy o] MR SLO
.o ool Bssessed Valoe {11
Black Diarnond

witha ut CFDNa, 2011-1 1252

Maple VYalley 13.01
Covington 13.53
Enurdciaxy 1148
issaquah 11,13

Auburn 13.92

Kent 1393

The addition of the assessments from the proposed Black Diamond CFD. No. 2011-1 raises the total tax
per $1,000 of assessed value in Black Diamond approximately $2.78, YarrowBay, as an experienced
residential developer, believes this increase will not result in make housing within the CFD District non-
compelitive with surrounding communitics. New homeowners within the MPDs will pay for the
infrastructure improvements, in part, through either CFD assessments or through an increase in home
prices. This is the only way to mest the objective of having “growth pay for growth”,

22, If the Black Diamond City Council were to approve formation of a CED, does this obligate the
new CFD Board of Supervisors to fund the specific projects included in petitioner's submittal?
Wauld the CFD Board also be required to accept the benefit calculations included in the
submitial for each parcel when the CFD is initially formed? Would the CFD Board be required
to accept the project cost calculations submitied by petitioner? What discretion will the CFD
Board have to change/delete specific projects or change special benefit allocations 1o each

parcel?

Per RCW 36.145.110, the CFD Board of Supervisors makes all final decisions on benefit allocations and
cost calculations; however, if the assessment roll is revised in any way, it bas to be approved by a

ananimous vote of the Petitioners.

If the Black Diamond City Council approves formation of proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1, the
CFD’s Board of Supervisors will have to fund the specific projects included in YarrowBay's CFD
Petition. Per RCW 36.145.060(3} and 36.145.090(2), a resolution approving a petition must conform to
the terms and conditions presented in the petition itself and CFD Board's powers are subject to the terms
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and conditions of an approved petition. As such, the CFD Board of Supervisors for CFD No. 2011-1 will
only have the authority to carry out the terms and conditions of the CFD Petition presented by
YarrowBay. CFD Projects included in the CFD Petition cannot be changed or deleted.

23. What responsibility/liability does the City of Black Diamond have for funding the $10,181,276 in
General Benefits (see page 9 of Taussig report)? If the City is responsible, what liability does the
City have to the CFD and bond holders? What if the City doesn't have the funds available?

None. The City of Black Diamond has no responsibility and/or liability for funding any portion of the
CFD Projects, including, but not limited to, the General Benefits totaling $10,181,276. Pursnant to the
terms of The Villages and Lawson Hills MPD Development Agreements dated December 12, 2011
(Black Diamond Ords. Nos. 11-970 and 11-971), YamowBay is responsible for funding all of
infrastructure projects included within Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1. Thus, YarrowBay will fund the
General Benefits cost portions of the CED Projects per the terms of The Villages and Lawson Hills MPD

Development Agreements dated December 12, 2011.

24, Befare approving the formation of a CED in our community, it would seem prudent that staff
have the apportunity to conduct a detailed review of cost projections for each project. I would
also appreciate the opportunity to review the detailed estimated costs for each project included

within petitioner's submittal,

If Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 is formed by the City Council, the CFD} Board of Supervisors can
then conduct a detailed review of the cost projections for each CFD Project. Under State law, such a
detailed review is part of the CFD Board's purview and is not included within the City’s approval criteria

for CFD formation as detailed in RCW 36.145.060(1).

25. Petitioner has indicated that one of the ways in which forming a CFD is in the best interests of
the City is that it will allow Yarrow Bay to free up and use other sources of funding for projects
such as a fire station that would benefit the city -allowing a new fire station to be built earlier.

a. Where do we find such a guarantee?

Please see Attachment 3 entitled “Undertaking Agreement” to YarrowBay's Memorandum dated
December 12, 2011.

b. Is a fire station the highest priority project to accelerate?

YarrowBay defers to the Black Diamond City Council with support from City Staff to answer this
question. However, in the event the City determines the satellite fire station is not the highest priority,
YarrowBay would be happy to work with the City to identify another project for early funding.

c. Completing the fire station requires both Yarrow Bay mitigation fees and City funding.
Do we even know that the required City funding will be available?

Pursuant to the terms of The Villages MPD Development Agreement dated December 12, 2011,
constmction of the satellite fire station does not require any City funding other than dedication of certain
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City real estate for the site. As set forth in the Development Agreement, YarrowBay is required to finance
the entire design and construction of the satellite fire station, along with equipment for such station.

d If the City were to approve this provision, does the City then become liable to fund its
share?

No. Please see YarrowBay’s response to subsection (c) above,

26. We have been advised that the CFD is independent of the City. Where is the legal foundation for
this since the CFD Board of Supervisors will have 3 members appointed by the City Council and
will require new appointees on a regular basis as terms expire?

The independence of the CFD from the City is a function of State law. Ses RCW 36.145.130. As further
support for this independence, YarrowBay cites City Attorney Bacha's presentation to the Black Diamond
City Council on December 15™ at the opening of the public hearing on proposed Black Diamond CFD
No. 2011-1 and Hugh Spitzer’s presentation at the May 2011 Study Session.?

27. Since petitioner will be appointing two members of the CFD Board of Supervisors that are paid
employees/contractors of petitioner, does this not result in a conflict of interest? Council
appointees, whether Council members or designated experts, are all voluntary non-paid
positions, and also face potential personal linbility for their actions.

All CFD Board of Supervisor members, whether designated by the City or Petitioner, face personal
liability for their actions as representatives of a public entity. It is typical for special purpose districts to

obtain liabtlity insurance for board members.

In RCW 36.145.110(5), Washington State law addresses any potential conflict of interest within 2 CFD's
Board of Supervisors by prohibiting any representative of the Petitioner from participating in the

determination of the special assessment roll for the CED.,

28, If the CFD is responsible for building each of these projects, and not the City, how do the funds
flow besween the parties -City, Yarrow Bay, and CFD?

Please see YarrowBay’s responsc to Councilmember Goodwin's Question #9 above. Again, under no
circumstance is the City responsible for funding any of the CFD Projects whether or not the City Council
elects to form the proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1,

OIL CINDY PROCTOR’S CFD QUESTIONS?

 Mr, Spitzer is a well-respected, Washington State bond lawyer who presentad to the City Couneil at the request of
Ms. Cindy Proctor.

3 For ease of reference, Councilmember Goodwin's questions have been referenced numerically #1-#28 and Ms.
Cindy Proctor’s questions embedded within her Public Hearing White Paper have been referenced alphabetically A-

R.
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In her presentation to the City Council during the Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 public hearing on
December 15, 2011, Ms. Cindy Practor asked several questions regarding the formation and operation of
the CFD. The various questions posed by Ms. Proctor during her presentation are addressed below. We
note that some of Ms. Proctor’s questions are the same as, or very similar to, Councilmetmber Goodwin’s
questions. Thus, there are some cross references. And, as noted above, many of the questions are
appropriately addressed by the Board of Supervisors if the CFD is formed.

(A} Proctor alleges that the Special Assessments proposed in the CFD Petition exceed the Special
Benefits conferred on the properties within the CFD District because of the inclusion of indirect CFD

costs lotaling approximately $4.4 million,

Contrary to Ms. Proctor’s allegations, the Special Assessments proposed in both the CFD Petition and the
DTA Analysis do not exceed the Special Benefits conferred on the parcels within the proposed CFD
District. The DTA Analysis concluded that 62.6% of Special Benefits conferred by the CFD Projects
were aflocated to parcels within the proposed CFD District. See Figure 2 in DTA’s response to the
Henderson Evaluation dated December 12, 2011, set forth for the reader’s ease of reference below, As
such, 62.6% of the construction costs ($16,710,477) associated with the CFD Projects can be allocated to
parcels within the proposed CFD District in conformance with Washington State law. The DTA Analysis
does not, however, conclude that the value of the Special Benefits conferred by the CFD Projects to
parcels within the CFD District is limited to $16,710,477. Instead, DTA concludes in its analysis that the
Special Benefits conferred on parcels within the CFD District exceeds $20,888,097, i.e., the proposed
CFD net assessment totaling its proportionate share of the cost of CFD Projects plus the CFD’s indirect
costs. See below Figure 1-Table 3 (reformatted) in DTA’s response to the Henderson Evaluation dated
December 12, 2011. That table shows the CFD expenses are included in the special benefit amount,

Figure 2 — Special and General Benefit Allocation Summary Table

Special Benefit General
District Non-District] Benefit
% L2 %4
Direct Direct Direct
Project Bivect Cost $ Cost Cost Cost
{1} SR.169 /Roberls Drive / Black Diamand 1,758,178 1,166316 66,1% 16.3% 16.8%
(2) Roberts Drive - 750/850 Zone Water Main Ext. 2,261,657 2,261,657 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
{3) Aubum — Black Diamond Road Frontaga (three stages) 7,239,271 3,236,150 44.7% 55.3% 0.0%
(4} Onsile Spine Road 4877075 2,028,091 41.6% 58.4% 0.0%
(5) Onsite Ring Road 3,171,050 2,019,657  63.7% 36.3% 0.0%
{6) Stormwater Detention Pond 1,762,200 ] 1,377,401 78.2% | 2L.3% 0.0%
(7) Sanitary Sewer Lift Station 1,492,912 1,109,893 74.3% 25, 7% 0.0%
(8) Sanitary Sewar Storage Facility 538,000 437,144 74.3% 25. % 0.0%
(9) Village Green Park Improvements 1,397,617 1,207,025 36.4% 13.6% 0.0%
{10) Civic Park Improvements . 2,156,167 1,867,144 86.6% 13.4% 0.0%
Total § 26,704,127 | $16,710,477 62.6% 36.3% 1.1%
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Figure 1 — TABLE 3 (reformatted)

NET PROPOSED TOTAL ASSESSMENT FOR CFD No. 2011-1

h“" R S #?7—:7:\1110115! .
; Cost of Impravements $26,704,127 '

—_—
|

Costs of Bassee 7 Reserve Fund £ i;nt doed huterest 7

H Incidensal £ AVIIRTINTH

TOTAL COST | $31,069373

LESS: District Contribution to General Benefit <$10,181,276>

B \(! huumm!

(B) Why is there such a high attributable percentage Special Benefit Conferred for the regional sanitary
sewer storage and sewer lift station? These specific facilities are of a more general nature in that

they benefit the entire MPD sites Including the Lawson Hills MPD,

Dlease see YarrowBay's response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #13 above.

(C) It is unclear whether the on-site Spine and Ring Roads as private roads are eligible for CFD
Sfinancing, Please clarify.

The onsite Spine and Ring Roads (CFD Projects #4 and 5) are not designed as private roads within The
Villages MPD Development Agreement dated December 12, 2011, Instead, the Spine and Ring Roads
will be dedicated to the City and, as public improvements, are eligible for CFD financing.

(D) What are the effects of the pending LUPA/GMHB Appeals on the underlying CFD land valuation,
special assessment calculations, financing ability, and/or permitting ability?

The underlying LUPA/GMHB appeals have no impact on the special assessment calculations included
within the DTA Analysis or the ability to permit the CFD Projects. Moreover, it is unlikely bonds will be

issued by the proposed CFD while the LUPA/GMHR appeals are pending.

As for any impact on the underlying CFD land valuation, please see YarrowBay's response to Ms.

Proctor’s Question G below.

(E) What is the effect on the CFD Project Cost Assumptions of the following faciors: {i) some project
locations and designs are in dispute (i.e., sewer facility plans per KC Wastewater Treatment

Division); or (ii) public works wage rates?

For subsection (i) of Ms. Proctor’s Question E, please see YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember
Goodwin’s Questions #11 and 19(b).

As for subsection (ii), the cost assumptions included within the DTA Analysis assumed public bidding
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and therefore prevailing wage rates. As a result, there is no effect on the CFD Projects’ cost assumptions.
(FF) If there are cost overruns for the Infrasiructure Improvements proposed within the CFD, who pays?
Please see YarrowBay's response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #16 above.

(G) The formation reguirements under RCW 36.145.020 do not require the submission of supporting land
appraisal for a CFD Petition. It would, however, seem materially relevant and not unreasonable for
the approving jurisdiction to have a recent land appraisal.

As noted in Ms. Proctor’s Public Hearing White Paper, Washington State law does not require the
submission of a land appraisal for formation of a CFD. Moreover, the three CFD approval eriteria set
forth in RCW 36.145.060 do not require the Black Diamond City Council to review a land appraisal. The
CFD Board of Supervisors and/cr the bond underwriter may require a recent land appraisal to review the
value of the security offered by the Petitioners (BD Village Partners, LP and Yarrow Bay Development
LLC) in the CFD Petition; however, review of the proffered security is not required prior to formation of

Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1.

(H} Has the Master Developer submitted its detailed implementation schedule for regional facilities to the
City?

No. YarrowBay has not yet submitted its detailed implementation schedule for regional facilities because
as set forth in MPD Conditions of Approval Nos. 29 and 164 such schedule is not required to be
submitted until before the first Implementing Project of any Phase is approved by the City. This threshold

has not yet been triggered.
(I} Where would the $10,181,276 in funds for General Benefits come from?
See YarrowBay’s response to Councilmermber Goodwin’s Question #23 above.

{J) What is the City’s proportionate share in the CFD Projects proposed to be included within Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1?Which projects are allocated as requiring a share from the City?

None of the CFD Projects proposed to be included within Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 require any
funding or proportionate share from the City of Black Diamond. Therefore, there is no proportionate

share for the City.

(K) Are the projects consistent with the City’s 2012-2017 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)?

Yes. The CFD Projects proposed to be included within Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 are consistent or
functionally equivalent to the City’s 2012-2017 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).

(L) Will any payments by the Master Developer for the CFD’s Projects be added to the “TBD™
surcharge payment under the MPD Funding Agrezment?

No. The potential surcharge under the MPD Funding Agrsement (Eixhibit N of both The Villages and
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Lawson Development Agreements) is to reimburse YarrowBay for costs it incurred under the prior City
Staff and Facilities Funding Agresment dated June 29, 2007. Per Section 9 of the MPD Funding
Agreement, the potential surcharge shall be calculated based on the costs incurred by YarrowBay from
execution date of the Staff and Facilities Funding Agreement to the execution date of The Villages and
Lawson Hills Development Agreements. As such, no costs from the CFD Projects can be included in the

calculation of the surcharge,

(M) Is the City responsible per the terms of the Development Agreements for the construction of any of the
CFD’s Projects?

The City is only responsible for the construction of Project #2, the water line project, per Table 11-4-2 of
The Villages and Lawsen Hills Development Agreements. While responsible for construction, the City is
not responsible for the funding of such project, which shall be paid per the terms of the Water Supply and
Facilities Funding Agreement (WSFFA), and construction responsibility may be reassigned or delegated
my mutual agreement. See Footnote *** under Table 11-4-2, Thus, the City can agree to delegate the
construction of Project #2 to Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 per the terms of The Villages and Lawson

Hiils Development Agreements.

(N) Would the City of Black Diamond tax rate far exceed levy rates of comparable cities?
Please sce YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #21 above.

(O} Would an interlocal agreement for eminent domain be required by the proposed CFD?

No. See YarrowBay’s response to Councilmember Goodwin’s Question #8 above. Even if, in the most
remote circumstances, eminent domain were required for CFD Project #1, an interlocal agreement would
net be necessary. The CFD’s Board of Supervisors would have to follow the same process as any other

entity seeking to have the City of Black Diamond use eminent domain.

{P) Wil the Enumclaw School District be required 1o pay CFD assessments for the first elementary
school site located within the CFD District?

No. Per Section 20 of the Comprehensive School Mitigation Agreement, the Enumclaw School District
will not be required to pay any costs or assessments related to CFD financing per Chapter 36.145 RCW
and the Developer (i.e., BD Village Partners, LP and BD Lawson Partners, LP) shall instead pay to the
Escrow Agent the total sum of any snch costs or assessments levied or otherwise imposed on an Identified
School Site prior to the conveyance of such site fo the School District, Moreover, the Developer’s
payment of such CFD assessment shall not be subject to a mitigation fee credit,

(Q) Will the CFD be relying on grants and other revenue streams from the City to implement the CFD
FProjects?

No. Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 will not be relying on grants or other revenue streams from the City
to construct the ten CFD Projects.
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(R) Will the City of Black Diamond be liable for the CFD liabilities as is the case with the Wenatchee
Evenis Center?

YarrowBay agrees with the statements of the City Attorney Bacha at the Public Hearing on December 135,
2011, There is no similarity between the proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 and the Public
Facilities District (PFD) that was formed to purchase the Wenatchee Bvents Center. There the City of
Wenatchee promised to pay debt service if the PFD could not do so. In the case of the proposed Black
Diamond CFD No. 2011-1, the City will not enter into the type of contract that was executed in
Wenatchee and the CFD bonds will state expressly that the City has no obligation to pay the bonds.
Moreover, the Wenatchee PFD was for an enterprise (a hockey arena) rather than for public
improvements of the type authorized by the State’s CFD statute, Ch. 36.145 RCW, and proposed in the
CFD Petition. The bonds for the Wenatchee arena were to be paid out of arena revenues and taxes. Under
the proposed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1, the bonds will be paid from assessments levied on the

property within the CFD District.
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DAVID TAUSSIG
& ASSOCIATES

1])

" Bublic Firance and Urban Ecofamics -~

5000 Birch Strest, Ste. 6000, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone; 949.9565,1800 / Fax: 949,855,1590

SUMMARY
December 16, 2011
To: YarrowBay Holdings
From: David Taussig and Associates, Inc,

Subject: Updated Total Residential Taxes & Levy Schedule for Black Diamond
and N elghbormg Cities

Below are the total 2011 residential taxes per $1,000 of assessed value for Black Diamond, Washington
{both within and without CFD No. 2011-1) and neighboring cities:

Table 1

‘ Total Tax per $1 000

B[ackﬁ bfafriénd
without CFD No. 2011-1

Mapie Valley 13.01
Covington 13.13
Enumclaw 11.49
Issaquah 11.13
Auburn 13.92
Kent 13.23
Black Blamond : 1530 © - -

w;thm cFD Na 2011- 1 [2] e

Notes

{1} Source: YarrowBay Holdings Property Tax Bills for Black Diamond Parcels; "2011 Assessed Valuation
and Taxes by City,” King County Department of Assessments (attached). Confirmed by (a} “2011 Codes
and Levies — King County Taxing Districts” and {b) "King County Levy Rate Distribution,” both produced
by the King County Department of Assessments, Rates vary within cities; the rate shown Is the
predeminant rate. Total includes, where applicable, the following levies: state and county, city, school,
water, fire, hospital, library, EMS, fload, ferry, transportation, port, and general obligation bonds.

[2] Reflects the addition of CFD No. 2011-1 assessments to the Black Diamond total tax of 12.52 per

51,000 of assessed value. CED No. 2011-1 assessments and total taxes assume that all residential units
have a sales price of $300,000. CFD No. 2011-1 assessments and total taxes are as follows:

Newpart Beach - Corporate Headquarters

Fresno + Riverside * San Franelsto » Chisago = Dallas %MMM‘\"
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Table 2

ANNUAL CFD [TAX PER $1,000

PRODUCT AVERAGE ANNUAL
CATEGORY IN CFD PRODUCT MIX ASSESSMENT PER ASSESSMENT PER FOR CFD
REPORT UNIT $1,000 OF SALES | No.2011-1
PRICE {$300,000) | PROPERTIES
Single-Family . ;
Detached 858 | Dwelling Units | $311 | per DU 3.04 15.56
Single-Family . ;
Attached 460 | Dwelling Units | $800 | perDU 2,67 15.19
Multi-Family 334 | Dwelling Units | $680 | per DU 2.27 14.79
Weighted Average: 278 ] 4530

*all figures subject to rounding

For example, with a $911 average assessment per single-family detached unit at a $300,000 home sales
price, the total tax would be [12.52 per $1,000 of assessed value {see Table 1 above) + 3.04 per $1,000
levied by CFD No, 2011-1] = 15.56 per $1,000. A single-farnily attached unit would be subject to a 15.1%
per $1,000 total tax and a multi-family unit to a 14.78 per $1,000 total tax. The welghted average of
these taxes is 15.30 per 51,000 of assessed value, alternatively represented as a tax rate of 1.530%.

KACLENTS2\Yarrow Bay Holdings\Yarrow Bay - Total Taxes Update v.4.doc

A

Attedhoont 4 - i
Page 2
December 16, 2011

David Taussig & Associates, Inc,
YarrowBay Holdings — Tax Summary
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To:
From:

Dafe:

Black Diamond City Council
Cindy Proctor

12.20.11
Black Diamond Community Facilities Districf {CFD) No. 2011-1

(Supplemental Comments)

Please read this in conjunction with my previously submitted presentation. Based on the Public
Hearing testimony dated 12,15.11; supplemental Council Reports issued by YB dated 12.12.11;
supplemental report/comments from Henderson & Young and Taussig; I would like to submit the
following revised presentation information and provide additional comments:

Assessment Calculations and Methodology
I would like to reiterate that Henderson & Young should be given a broader scope for their analysis

and work closely with the City's legal advisor for CFDs regarding the statue interpretations. Specific

areas of concern are:

s Special Assessment exceeds Special Benefit Conferred

GAT

o On atotal assessment basis ($20,888,077 should be $16,710,477)

o On an annual coliection/assessment basis ($1,939,776 should be $596,802)

o Ona 28-yr period ($54,313,728 should be $16,710,477)

o GAP or general benefit of (§10, 181,276 should be $14,546,522)

Several Regional Projects appear to confer more general benefit vs. special benefit due to
their regional functions (Sewer/Sewer LiftHHWY 169/Roberts Dr.); allocation should be

reviewed
Taussig report should reflect current project information not dated information from FEIS

or even the MPD application.

‘Where would the $14,546,522 in GAP funds come from?

What is the City’s proportionate share?
Which projects are allocated as requiring a share from the City?
How will the projects move forward with this GAP and with raw land and no permits?

General Concerns

Lack of design approval and sign-off by WSDOT and King County WTD;
Does City have capacity, legal knowledge, and skill to move forward with a CFD?
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» Does the City understand the GASB requirement for inclusion of the CFD as a
“Component Unit” under their Audit? Does this create any construed liability from the

City Insurance Company’s perspective?
» Underlying appeals still pending; time is not of the essence!

Liability
» In regards fo the comparison to the Wenatchee PFD. Mr. Bacha stated “they are not the
same”, he is correct but there is no direct comparison for the CFD as this is the first in the
State of WA. The comparison was really meant to illustrate how municipalities that were

not liable legally are getting sued anyway. It will be costly for the City to defend itself.

[ would encourage the City fo ask for a legal opinion on risk and not ask an opened ended
oral question such as, are we liable? A legal opinion is different and can be relied on for
future legal use. If the legal firm doesn't put it in writing, I would ask why? You will be
required to defend yourself, and based on the amount of unanswered questions and risk
presented it certainly wouldn't help the City's defense position to approve as is;

Best Interest to the City (Taxpayers)
+ Mr. Hempelmann testified that with the CFDs these CFD projects will get built; that

roads will be improved and parks will be built, fire-station will be built,
o Council-Member Boston commented that we as a City want these things built;
o Council-Member Hanson indicated “CFDs ate good”

From a legal and technical standpoint these statements were confusing. There appears to be a
misleading assumption that if there ate no CEFDs then there are no infrastructure improvements.
This is false. The BDMC; the MPD and the Development Agreement all require the Master
Developer to build the projects listed in the CFD Petition. There is no exception to this fact.

The CFD Petition request is a financing tool for the Master Developer, to benefit them:

It allows them to use someone else’s money (municipal tax exempt funds)

It allows them to access financing markets that will lend for infrastructure

It gives them access to financing that covers non-traditional cost, like the parks
It allows them to capitalize their CFD financing cost into the special assessment

o Itincreases their profitability;

The CFD Petitioner has already testified before the Hearing Examiner and in written statements
that they do not need the CFDs; that other financing options are available,
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The City:
» Isnot voting “Yes or No” an the value of CFDs or whether CFDs are “good or bad” it is

voting on whether this CFD Petition, as written at this specific time, is in the best interest

of the City.
» Is not required to ensure favorable financing fo a private developer if it would create any
risk to the City, her taxpayers or any existing funding mechanisms {e.g, school/fire/safsty

levies)

The City Council has a fiduciary responsibility to the City, taxpayers, and schools, not to a
private developer,

After further review; based on the sloppiness and rushed analysis provided, the sheer valume of
outstanding concerns and questions of risk, the fact that the Master Developer has other
financing options, and the underlying appeals on the proposed CFD District’s security (land) the
City should ask the CFD Petition to withdraw their CFD Petition and/or ‘'Reject the CFD
Petition” and state that the CFD Petitioner may reapply affer the City has completed its own due

diligence and staff recommendations.
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Revised Tables to reflect Yarrow Bay’s updated Council report dated December 12, 2011,

CFD PROJECTED TAX LEVY

PRODUCT FINANCIAL Total Annual
CATEGORY IN | CALCULATION CFD PRODUCT MIX ANNUAL TAX PER Assessment
REPORT CATEGORY UNIT Coliection
Single-Family | Single-Family 858 | Dwelling 3988 Per DU $847,704
Units
Single-Family Tovmhome 460 { Dwelling $912 Per DU 419,520
Units
Multi-Family Mufti-Family 3134 | Dwelling 3756 Per DU $252,504
Units
Commercial Commercial 186,400 | Total 8. Ft $2.07 Per Sq. Fi. $385,848
School! School 43,000 | Total 8q Ft 3.076 Per Sq Ft. $34,200
Annual Total $1,939,776
28 year CFD

Total Proposed Annual Assessment Colieetion

(Total Annual Tax * Assessment Period)

$1,939,776

$54,313,728

Total Proposed Annual Assessment Collection
Based on Special Benefit Conferred

28 year CFD
(Total Annual Tax * Assessment Period)
Max. Allowed Under RCW
= Special Benefit Conferred

$596,802.75

$16,710,477

Based on the CFD Petitioners proposed assessment per DU or per Sq. Ft. they anticipate
collection of $1,939,776 annually in Special Assessments. Over the life of the CFD Bond (28-
yrs) the CFD would collect approximately $54,313,728. Yet per the RCW the Special
Assessment cannot exceed the Special Benefit Conferred, or $16,710,477,

Tax Equivalent

* 1t should be noted that the Enumelaw School District (taxpayers) would be required to pay 3957,600 out of
operntions over the course of 28 years (based on the annual assessment provided) for just this one school site;
The Statue has low-income waivers and/or reductions the City may want to look at a possible schogl

exemption.

218



The revised Yarrow Bay report date 12,12.11 still does not accurately reflect the current tax rate
per $1,000 of assessed value, nor does it convert the $988 special assessment into an equivalent
rate accurately ($988/300 = $3.29). The revised report also deletes references of base home
price of $300,000 for comparison purposes. In order for the $988 special assessment rate to
covert to $1.43 per $1,000 the purchase price would have to be $690,000 ($988/690 =$1.43).

Furthermote on page (9) the revised report states:

With the inclusion of the propased Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 special assessments, homeowners
within the CFD’s district, assuming 2011 tax rates, would have approximately the following tax and

assessment rate:

¢ Single Family Detached: 51.43
s Single Family Attached: 51.40
*  Multi-Family: $§1.35

[nclusion is defined as: the act of including; including: to place in an ggeregute, class, category,
ot the like. Thus this statement states that the total tax assessment including the CFD and current
2011 tax assessments would be $1.43 per $1,000 of assessed value. That is outright false, and

the City should dismiss the reports calculations.

City Mil Rate per $1,000 CDF Special Combined Equivalent
Assessment
Maple Valley $1.29 $1.29
Enumclaw §2.12 $2.12
Black Diamond $2.57 ($988) or $3.29 $5.86

The City of Black Diamond currently has a 2.57 (mil} rate per $1,000; assuming a tax assessed
home valne of $300,000 the City of Black Diamond tax is $771. The addition of a $988 special
assessment (assuming the same $300,000 home) would translate to an equivalent of an additional
$3.29 {mil) rate or a combined $5.86 per $1,000 for those homes in the MPD/CED district. That

is the equivalent $1,759 just for the City’s poition of the property tax on a $300,000 home.

The households within the CFD district will still need to support over $300M in school levies to
ensure school sites transfer and construction funding is available; they would also need to
continue to support the Fire and Safety levy at its current rate. Further independent analysis
needs to be done by the City to ensure that the financial burden doesn’t undermine these critical

ievy tools.

Regardless of the exfrapolated tax rate, it is unlikely that the homeowner will be allowed to make
annual special assessments, as a mortgage lender will require their deed and/or mortgage to be in
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first position on title. They will not allow a foreclosable lien on fitle in front of their mortgage.
It should be assumed that the lender would require that the Special Assessment be paid off
outright or thru capitalization into the mortgage. As you can see from the chart above, this
would result in a substantial burden to the new homeowner. (Chart assumes a 28-yr CFD tax-

exempt bond ferm)

Product Financial Annual Tax 28 year CFD Discounted
Category Per DU (Annual Tax * Early P/O
Assessment Period) Rate*
Single- Single- $988 $27,664
Family Family
Single- Townhome $912 $25,536
Family

If capitalized and layered with other proposed impact and mitigation fees the cost of a Single-
Family home starts to become unattainable going from $300,000 to $334,117.

$340,000 -
$330,000

(I Fire (1,783)
$320,000

[JSchool ($4,670)
$310,000

B CFD SA (527,664)
$300,000 . .

Home Price
$290,000 (300,000)
5280,000
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Revised Yarrow Bay Memorandum 12.12.11:

Planned Development Development Agreemants hetween the City, BD Village Partners, LP, and BD
Lawsan Partners, LP dated December 12, 2011,

V. HOMEOWNER IMPACTS,

It Is reasonable for the Black Oiamond City Council to ask how the special assessments resulting from
this proposed CFD will impact future Black Diamand home and business owners living and working
within the boundacies of the CFD. Based on the praposed preliminasy assessment rol! contained in
Section )l above, homeowners and businesses within this CFO would owe approximately the following

special assessments;

CFD PROJECTED TAK LEVY
PRODUCT FINANCIAL
CATEGORY IN CALCULATION CFD PRODUCT MiIX ANNU':‘ER'A?‘EIS:MENT
REPORT CATEGORY

Single-Famlly Single-ramily 858 Dwelling Units %988 perbu
Detached
Single-Family Townhome 460 Dwelling Units s912 per U
Attached
Multi-Family Multi-Famity 334 Dwelling Units 3§ 756 per DU
Commercial Commercial 186,400 Totol Sq.ft. 52.07 per 5q.FL.
School Schoo! 45,000 Totol 5g.Ft. 50,76 per Sq.Ft.

For puwrposes of comparisan, below are the 2012 rates per $100G assessad value for Biack Dismond’s
neighboring cities:

+  Maple Valley: $1.29
s Covington: $1.18
s Enumclaw: $2.112
+  [ssaquah; 51,330

«  Anburn: $1.934

s Kent:$1.484

With the Inclusion af the propesed Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 speclal assessmients, homeowners
within the CFO’s district, assuming 2011 tax rates, would have approximately the followlng tax and

assessment rale;

»  Single Family Detached:; 51.43
+  Slhngle Family Attached: 51.40
s Multi-Family: $1.35

Page 9
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MEMORANDUM
To: Black Diamond City Council
From:  Megan Nelson, Director of Legal Affairs, YarrowBay
cc: John Hempelmann, Legal Counsel for YarrowBay

Re: YarrowBay's Response to Cindy Proctor’s Supplemental Comments dated 12.20,11

Date: December 22, 2011

This memorandum is submitted by YarrowBay in response to Ms. Cindy Proctor’s Supplemental
Comments dated December 20, 2011 (the “Supplemental Comumeunts™). } is important to note
that a majority of questions raised in the Supplemental Coments were thoroughly answered by
YarrowBay in its “Response to Questions Regarding Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1" dated
December L9, 2011 and, therefore, will not be revisited here. The one new question raised in the

Supplemental Comments is addressed below.
In her Supplemental Comments, Ms. Proctor alleges the following:

Based on the CFD Petitioners proposed assessment per DU or per Sq. Ft. they
anticipate collection of $1,939,776 annually in Special Assessments. Over the life
of the CFD Bond (28-yrs) the CFD would collect approximately $54,313,728. Yet
per the RCW the Special Assessment cannot exceed the Special Benefit

Conferred, or $16,710,477.

YarrowBay’s response consists of three parts. First, David Taussig & Associates (DTA)'s
calculation of the anticipated annual collection for Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 is attached
hereto as Attachment 1. Per DTA’s calculation, the proposed CFD will collect $1,721,011

annually (assuming an annual interest rate of 7% and a 28-year term).

Second, special benefits analyses and decisions on preliminary and final assessment rolls are
made by the proposed CFD’s Board of Supervisors not by the City of Black Diamond, The State
of Washington’s criteria for municipal approval of CFD formation do not include a special
benefits analysis. See RCW 36.145.060. YarrowBay included the DTA Analysis to establish the
proposed preliminary assessment roll as a limit on assessments as required by the State’s
complete petition criteria. See RCW 36.145.020. Contrary to Ms. Proctor’s assertions, the DTA
Analysis does not conclude that the value of the Special Benefits conferred by the infrastructure
improvements included in the CFD Petition is $16,710,477. Instead, the DTA Analysis finds
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that the Special Benefits conferred to the parcels within the pronosed CFD District meet or
exceed the total proposed assessment of $20,888.097.

Third, and finally, special benefits analysis is based on the principal amount of an assessment
only. Interest on the principal amount of a proposed assessment is not included in such analysis.
There are several reasons for this fact. “...The amount of the special benefits attaching to the
property, by reason of the local improvement, is the difference between the fair market valne of
the property immediately after the special benefits have attached, and the fair market value of the
property before the benefits have attached.” (Emphasis in the original). In re Schmitz, 44 Wn.2d
429 (1954). The test of “immediately after” is when the improvements have been completed.
Thus, no case law suggests that parties include the long-term interest on the bonds being
calculated into a special benefits analysis. Moreover, any property owner can prepay a special
assessment at any time without interest, including, within thirty (30) days of the treasurer’s
notice of the final assessment, If the property owner elects to pay the assessment over time, the
property owner then pays the finance cost, which is approximately 14% over the cost of the

bond interest.

In summary, the anticipated anmmal collection for Black Diamond CFD No. 2011-1 is
$1,721,011. The DTA Analysis finds that the Special Benefits to be conferred by the
infrastruciure improvements included within the CFD Petition meet or exceed the total cost of
the proposed CFD assessment ($20,888,097). And, contrary to Ms, Proctor’s allegations, long-
term interest costs are not properly included in special benefit analysis under Washington State
statutes or case law and becanse property owners can pre-pay CFD assessments without interest,
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DAVID TAUSSIG
& ASSOCIATES

~ Rublic Finance and Urban Eceriomics

5000 Birch Strest, Ste, 6000, Newport Beach, CA 928580
Phone: 949,955,1500 / Fax; 8408.955,1590

SUMMARY
December 20, 2011
To: YarrowBay Holdings
From: David Taussig and Associates, Inc.

Subject: CFD No. 2011-1
Annual CoHection Estimate

The annual tax collection for CFD No. 2011-1 is projected to total approximately $1,721,011 plus the
small administration fee per tax bill customarily charged by the County. The projection is highly
dependent on the key assumptions for the bonds sold [1] - (A} the annual interast rate of 7 percent and
{B) the length of the life of hond {a 28-year tarm).

MNotes

[1] The actual interest rate and term are dependent on the bond market at the time the actual bonds
are sold.

Newport Beach - Corparate Headquarters ‘H"H@Ch Wm /l

Fresno = Riverside + San Franciseo « Chicago » Dallas
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CFD NO. 2011-1
WASHINGTON
RESOLUTION NO. 20**.1

A RESOLUTION OF CFD NO. 2011-1, ADOPTING AND
AUTHORIZING EXECUTTION OF AN INTERLOCAL
AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY OF BLACK PIAMOND
AND THE CIAW FOR THE PROVISION OF SERVICES
AND INSURANCE

WHEREAS, Chapter 3934 RCW (Interlocal Cooperation Act) permits local
governmental units to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling them to cooperate

on the basis of mutual advantage; and

WHEREAS, the CFD is an independently governed special purpose district vested with the
authority pursuant to RCW 36.145.090(2)(j) to enter into agreements with any municipal

corporation; and

WHEREAS, Black Diamond is a municipal corporation operating under the laws of the
state of Washington as a non-charter code city and is authorized to enter into interlocal
agreements with other governmental units; and

WHEREAS, the CED requires the assistance of the City to facilitate its day fo day
operations including, by way of example, providing meeting space, preparing and posting CFD
public meeting notices, and providing administrative support; and

WHEREAS, the City is willing to enter into an interlocal agreement with the CFD No.
2011-1 to provide such services; and

WHEREAS, the Governing Board of Supervisors of the CFD finds it in the best
interests of the CFD fo enter into such an agreement with the City and to become a member of

the Cities Insurance Authority of Washington insurance pool;

NOW, THEREFORE, the CFD No. 2011-1 Board of Supervisors does hereby resolve as
follows:

Section 1. Participation in the Cities Insurance Authority of Washington Insurance Pool.

The CFD shall join the Cities Insurance Authority of Washington (“CIAW?) insurance pool or
such equivalent insurance pool. The Chair of the Governing Board of Supervisors of the CFD is
hereby anthorized to execute the interlocal agreement between the CIAW and the CFD.

.

C\Users\BMartinezVAppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary  Internet  Files\Content. OutloolM KMQ4ACEXVCED  Res  Awtlhorizing
Intedocal Agnamt dft v1 122211 edb KDY PLLC.doc
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Section 2. Interlocal Apgreement with the City of Ostims, The Chair of the CFD’s
Governing Bgard of Supervisors is hereby authorized to execute the Interlocal Agreement with
the City of in substantially the form of the interlocal agreement on file with the Black
Diamond City Clerk and approved by the Black Diamond City Council.

PASSED BY THE BOARD AT A SPECIAL MEETING THEREOF ON THE DAY
OF , 20

CFD NO. 2011-1

, Chair

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

, Clerk

-2-

Clsers\BMartinez\AppData\Local\MicrosoftiWindows\Temporary  Infernet  Files\Content. Qutlack\l KMQ4CEX\CFD  Res  Authorizing
Interlocal Agmnt dft v1 122211 cdb KD PLLC doc
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PACIFICA

LAW GROUP

MEMORANDLM

L Chris Bacha, City Aftorney
City of Black Diamond

FROM: Jay A, Reich

DATE: May 24,2012

sussect: ity Liability and CFD Formation

I Infroduction and Summary Answer

You have asked us to review the potential Hability of the City of Black Diamond (the
“City”) arsing from ifs establishment of a community facilities district (“CFD”) pursuvant to
Chapter 36.15 RCW (the “Statute™) and what actions the City could take (or refrain from taking)
to mitigate any such risks. We conclude that the Statute outlines a clear path for the City to
create a CFD and subsequently for the CFD to finance public improvements through property
assessments. While there is no case law interpreting the provisions of the Statute, ag long as the
City exercises the discretion set forth in the Statute in an appropriate, nondiscriminatory manner
and allows the CFD to exercise the authority set forth for it under the Statute, there is little risk of
liability to the City. The City should be mindful of challenges that could potentially be brought
against the City with regard to formation of the CFD and the development and financing of
improvements by the CED, but the likelihood of & successful challenge imposing unanticipated

liability on the City should be remote.

IL. Statutory Provisions

The Statute provides for the establishment of a CFD “to facilitate voluntary landowner
financing of community facilities and local, subregional, and regional infrastructure” RCW
36.145.005(4). It thus provides an alternative to a fraditional local improvement district
financing, in fhat there is no city guarantee fund to secure payments of assessments and it
establishes a separate, independently governed, special purpose district with landowner
representation to implement the development and financing of the public improvements. While
the city conducts a public hearing on the petition from landowners to form a CFD and must make
three specific findings of fact to create a CFD, it is the CFD itself that once constituted provides
for the acquisition, construction and financing of the facilities, establishes the assessment

methodology and levies the assessments.
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Upon filing of a petition purporting to meet the requirements of the Statute (the
“Petition™) with the county auditor, the auditor is obligated to confirm whether the Petition has
been validly executed by all of the owners of the property located within the proposed district.
RCW 36.145.020(2). If the Petition is found sufficient as to its execution, the auditor transmits
the Petition to the city and the city must hold a properly noticed public hearing within 60 days.
RCW 36.145.030. The city will receive evidence it deems material that supports or opposes the
formation of the district presumably including evidence that the Petition meets the requirement
of the Statute. RCW 36.145.050. The city may ultimately approve formation of a CFD upon
passage of a resolution conforming to the terms and conditions contained in the Petition and
finding that: (a) the petitioners will benefit from the proposed district; (b) the formation of the
district will be in the best interest of the city; and (¢) the formation of the district is consistent
with the requirements of the Growth Management Act. RCW 36.145.060. This final decision of
the city to approve a petition for formation of a CFD may be appealed to the Superior Court of
the applicable county. However, if no appeal is filed within thirty days from passage of the
resolution, the city’s decision is deemed valid, complete and final and the terms and conditions
of the approved petition cannot be subsequently challenged or questioned. RCW 36.145.070.

111, Discussion

The Statute essentially has two parts, one outlining the process for establishing a CFD by
the City and the other outlining the authority of a CFD to proceed with the development and
financing of the public improvements proposed in the petition. The primary role for the City is to
hold a public hearing on the formation of the CFD pursuant to a Petition and then to consider
passage of a resolution making the three requisite findings to establish the CFD. The City’s
decision to establish a CFD is a legislative decision and as such the City has the authority to
reject the Petition and the petitioners have no right to have a CFD formed. However, the
anthority of the City to reject a Petition is probably not without some bounds since the Statute
has a limited purpose to provide a means to facilitate landowner financing of public
improvements and the threshold for approval is set forth in the Statute in the form of three
requisite findings. In the absence of case law interpreting the scope of this legislative authority,
and in particular what was intended by formation being “in the best interest” of the City, it is
difficult to establish specific boundaries for the City’s discretion. However, it is likely that the
City’s consideration should be grounded in the scope of the proposed improvements and their
financing to avoid a claim that the rejection of a Petition was an improper collateral attack on
land use approvals and development regulations that may already be guiding decisions regarding
the proposed development served by the improvements. For example, if a Petition identified a
list of improvements but the assessment amount included in the Petition assumed that the City
would finance a portion of those improvements, the Cily might conclude that the CFD as
proposed is not in the best interest of the City and suggest a re-scoping of the improvements or
assessment amount. On the other hand, the Cify cannot limit or condition the authority of the
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CFD it forms, since the CFD is “independently governed” by “a board of supervisors.” RCW
36.145.090(1); RCW 36.145.080(1). Once the CFD is formed, the City’s discretion and
responsibility with regard to the development and financing of the improvements through

assessments largely ends,

Upon the termination of the appeal period, the role of the City in forming the CFD is
complete, and it is the responsibility of the CFD to approve the projects and their financing,
inchuding the levying of assessments on specially benefitted property within the CFD. The board
of supervisors of the CFD may determine that the actual costs of the improvements contained in
the Petition exceed the amount of assessments set forth in the Petition, or certain improvements
have become impractical or impossible. The consequences of these determinations, e.g.
proceeding with some but not all of the improvements or phasing implementation, would
presumably be within the discretion of the CFD consistent with the Petition upon which the CFD
that was approved by the City was based. The Statute provides that the Petition may be amended
by one hundred percent of the property owners within the proposed district, but it is not clear
whether this amendment can be accomplished after formation. RCW 36.145.020.

It is important to note that the City retains all of its police powers with regard to land use
and health and safety regulation, but this role would be the same if the improvements were
privately constructed and financed without any City or CFD involvement. The CED may
.contract with the City pursuant to the Statute to assist the CFD in carrying out the purposes of the
Statute, but the scope of such contracts and the risks associated with them depend on the content
of the contracts. RCW 36.145.090(2)(j). For example, the City could agree to supervise
construction of improvements and acquire title to them, but the terms and conditions of such
contracts beiween the City and the CFD, including allocating risk and requiring insurance, would
need fo be negotiated and addressed in the contracts. Clearly any challenges to the assessments
would be addressed to the CFD. In addition any Hability arising from construction of the
improvements themselves would be the responsibility of the parties actually performing the

work.

The critical point is that the Liabilities of the CFD are not liabilities of the City absent
some confraciual arrangement under which the City agrees fo assume liability. Most clearly, the
bonds of the CFD issued to finance the improvements are not a debt or liability of the City unless
the City, independent of the statute, agrees to provide additional security to help market the
bonds. The Statute is explicit in this regard at RCW 36.145.130: “No bonds issued by or on
behalf of a community facilities district are obligations of any city, town, county, or the state of
Washingfon or any political subdivision thereof other than the district and the bonds shall so
state.” ‘There is no foreseeable need for the City to lend any credit support to the bonds of the
CED since it will be the credit of the landowners secured by the assessment liens that will be

pledged to payment of the bonds.
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The fact that the City appoints the members of the board of supervisors of the CFD or the
fact that a majority of such board may also be members of the City Council should not in and of
itself expose the City to liability. When City Councilmembers act in their capacity as members
of the board of supervisors, they will need to comply with the responsibilities of such board
including being subject to the Open Public Meetings Act. The Statute clearly contemplates
Councilmembers acting as members of the board of supervisors, and there is no inherent conflict
in those roles given the respective responsibilities of Councilmembers and members of the board
of supervisors as set forth in the Statute. If the City through its Council were to assume the
powers fo be performed pursuant to Statute by the CFD, however, then the City might expose
itself to the liabilities that the CFD would be exposed to, e.g. challenges to assessments or failure
to abide by contracts where the CFD is a party. This risk should be reasonably mitigated by
limiting the City role to the functions set forth in the Statute, allowing the CFD to perform the
roles it has been clearly delegated and establishing procedures to insure that the two governing
bodies are acting independently. Each member of the Council and the board, and particularly
those who serve on both governing bodies, should be clear on where those responsibilities are
located. Assuming that the City follows the direction of the Statute and does not impose its will
on the independent CFD, then the actions of the CFD should not impose liability on the City.

V. Conclusion

The Statute sets forth the responsibilities of the City in the formation of a CFD and the
responsibilities of the CFD in the development and financing of improvements as contemplated
by a Petition. On its face the Statute clearly distinguishes the roles of these two entities, though
there is no case law that interprets the exact boundaries of these roles. The City
Councilmembers and the members of the board of supervisors of the CFD need to understand
that these roles are inherently limited by the purpose of the Statute, and each body must maintain
these distinct roles to limit any exposure to liability arising from the action of the other on the
theory that one is acting as the other’s alter ego. So long as this fundamental principal of limited
and distinct roles remains clear — including separate counsel, separate meetings, separate
accounting - the risk of liability arising from role confusion should be remote.
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The Villages - CFD Project List

Preliminary
Item Description Cost Estimate Estimate of Total
Special Benefit
SR 169/Roberts Drive/
Ravensdale Interim Imp. $1,758,178 66.30% $1,165,672
Pipe Line Road Water Main Ext. $2,297,952 80.00% $1,838,362
Pipeline Road (Tie to Interim Imp.) $9,637,000 75% $7,227,750
Lake Sawyer/Pipe Line Road

Roundabout $1,100,000 50.00% $550,000
Onsite Spine Road $7,878,995 41.60% $3,277,662
Onsite Ring Road $4,670,150 63.70% $2,974,886
Stormwater Detention Pond $1,762,200 78.20% $1,378,040
Sanitary Sewer Lift station $1,492,912 74.30% $1,109,234

Total

$30,597,387

$19,521,605
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Overview of the Capital Improvement Plan

What is the Capital Improvement Plan?

The Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is a document that lays out a six-year road map
identifying present and future capital and infrastructure needs for the City. Generally
speaking, capital improvements are expensive and some projects cover multiple years,
so carefully planning and managing Black Diamond’s capital projects together is an
important part of city management. For citizens, it is an investment in the future of our
community.

Because the CIP is a plan rather than a budget, actual authorization for capital project
spending for the upcoming year occurs when City Council adopts the Annual Budget in
December.

Having the long range capital plan completed before the annual operating budget is
developed helps management better incorporate both short and long term planning.

This CIP document contains the major public facility improvements that will be
implemented over the next six fiscal years. The projects are consistent with City Council
priorities and address the needs for the acquisition, rehabilitation, and expansion of the
City’s infrastructure and capital assets. Identifying capital projects and their anticipated
funding sources assists in the planning and scheduling of finances for projects and the
manpower needed to plan, design and construct the projects.

Capital Projects are listed in the CIP by number, according to each major program area.
For each project there is an estimated start and completion date that has been
projected by the city department in charge of the improvement. The CIP also defines the
total cost of the project and the amount allocated to the project for each year of the
plan. Examples of projects in Black Diamond’s six-year CIP include street rehabilitation,
water projects, wastewater facilities, park improvements, a fire station and equipment,
police capital needs, and public building construction and improvement. Land
purchases are also included in CIP planning since land is considered a capital asset.

How are projects in the Capital Improvement Plan paid for?

The CIP process involves balancing desired capital improvements that compete for
scarce financial resources. Generally, funding for capital improvements is provided
through Real Estate Excise Tax revenue (REET), capital reserves, public trust fund loans,
grants, impact fees and developer funding.

Real estate excise taxes (REET) are collected from property sales within the city limits
and are earmarked specifically for capital projects. However in order to spend that
money, a jurisdiction must have the project identified in a Capital Improvement Plan. So
not only is the CIP a great overall planning tool for the City, it is also required in order to
access REET monies.



Additionally, historical documentation of need is usually required when applying for
grants. This need is documented in the CIP, as some projects get ‘pushed out’ from one
year to the next due to lack of adequate funding.

Since 2007 property sales and prices have dropped in Black Diamond. This has reduced
the REET funds available for capital improvements quite dramatically, causing more
projects to be delayed in the plan.

Types of Capital Projects

Capital projects are essential to the delivery of many of Black Diamond’s core services.
The capital projects in each major department are described below.

e Transportation The road system in Black Diamond is a vital infrastructure to city
residents, visitors and commuters. This infrastructure includes roads, bridges,
bike lanes and sidewalks. The responsibility for the funding and construction of
transportation infrastructure is usually shared with developers in the form of
impact fees, as new development has need for additional transportation
improvements. A good deal of funding for street improvement comes from Real
Estate Excise Taxes.

e Parks and Recreation There are regional and local parks in Black Diamond as
well as bike and hiking trails, a skate park and a BMX Course. Outdoor
enthusiasts choose to live in Black Diamond for the natural beauty of the
surroundings and sporting opportunities. Park improvements are primarily
financed by real estate excise taxes, grants and developer contributions.

e Utilities The City provides water, sewer and stormwater utility services to
residents and businesses. Capital Facilities include sewer treatment facilities,
transmission systems and storm water detention facilities. Developers
contribute to these projects, as growth requires infrastructure expansion.
Capital reserves, grants, loans and Real Estate Excise Taxes also provide funding
for utilities in Black Diamond.

e Public Safety Capital facilities and equipment are required to deliver core City
services of Police and Fire. These facilities include the fire and police stations,
vehicles and major equipment. Funding for these capital projects largely comes
from Real Estate Excise Taxes and reserves.

e General Capital The City is responsible for funding the construction and
maintenance of city buildings and facilities. Included are technological capital
projects that provide better services and communication at the City. These
capital costs are largely funded through Real Estate Excise Taxes.




Growth Management Act and Land Use Policies

Comprehensive planning is required in Washington State since the Growth Management
Act (GMA) was adopted by the legislature in 1990. The objective of the Act is to limit
sprawl, protect sensitive areas and promote efficient and effective delivery of public
services by concentrating population, industry and public services in urban areas. The
City is anticipating two development areas in Black Diamond, The Villages and Lawson
Hills. These planned developments have a huge impact on the City’s Capital
Improvement Program, as up to 6,000 new homes may be built eventually in those new
neighborhoods.

Level of Service

The number and type of capital facilities needed to serve Black Diamond is directly
related to the level of public service provided. The level of service is established by City
Council and the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Maintenance and Funding Constraints

Once completed and placed in service, capital facilities must be maintained. Funding for
the maintenance of capital projects for City Utilities are funded with user fees in the
respective operating budgets. Maintenance funding for projects are funded through
current operations, not the capital budget. For that reason the availability of funding for
future maintenance must be considered when preparing the capital budget.

Development and Approval Process

The Capital Improvement Plan is updated annually. Each year individual projects are
submitted by department directors. They use a template provided by Finance staff.
These requests include an update of current projects and projections on new projects
and anticipated costs. Each project must have specific funding sources identified. The
Mayor, Finance Director and management meet to balance projects to available
funding. After several Council Committee meetings, workstudy sessions, a public
hearing, then the proposed plan is brought before Council for approval.



Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Total Summary by Department

CAPITAL PROJECTS

Total $ Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Departments 2014 - 2019

Street Department 10,577,923 432,923 2,586,000 6,522,000 143,000 595,000 299,000
Water Department 6,642,000 1,429,000 2,340,000 672,000 890,000 1,311,000
Sewer Department 3,990,000 30,000 30,000 300,000 570,000 530,000 2,530,000
Stormwater Department 1,415,000 40,000 150,000 1,000,000 95,000 130,000
Parks and Recreation 3,907,708 137,708 15,000 140,000 615,000 365,000 2,635,000
Police Department 480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445
Fire Department 4,515,000 390,000 600,000 125,000 450,000 2,950,000
City Administration 142,528 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
TOTAL Project COSTS $31,670,365) $2,575,454  $5,864,943  $8,781,838  $1,539,852 $3,015,120 $9,893,158

Total CIP: $31,670,365

Fire $4,515,000 14.3%

City Administration
$142,528 0.5%

Police $480,206 1.5% Sewer 3,990,000 12.6%

Stormwater $1,415,000
4.5%

Water $6,642,000 21.0%

Streets $10,577,923 33.4%

Parks $3,907,708 12.3%



Public Works Fund Summary
Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $ Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Funds 2014 - 2019
Street Projects 10,577,923 432,923 2,586,000 6,522,000 143,000 595,000 299,000
Water Projects 6,642,000 1,429,000 2,340,000 672,000 890,000 1,311,000
Sewer Projects 3,990,000 30,000 30,000 300,000 570,000 530,000 2,530,000
Stormwater Projects 1,415,000 40,000 150,000 1,000,000 95,000 130,000
TOTAL Project COSTS | $ 22,624,923 $1,931,923  $5,106,000  $8,494,000 $713,000 $2,110,000 $4,270,000

Public Works CIP by Fund
Total: $22,624,923

Street Projects
$10,577,923 46.8%

Water Projects
$6,642,000 29.4%

Sewer Projects
$3,990,000 17.6%

Stormwater Projects
$1,415,000 6.3%



CIP Public Works Revenue Summary

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

REQUESTED FUNDING
Debt Repayments

Includes

Various Grants
Developer/Impact Fees/SEPA
Public Works Trust Fund Loans
Sewer Connection/Reserves

WSFFA (water Supply Facilities Funding Agreement)

REET |

REET Il

Water Rates

Grant Matching
Undetermined Loan Proceeds
Trasportation Benefit District
Sewer Loan to Water

TOTAL SOURCES

Total $
Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
4,601,923 180,923] 2,062,000 2,178,000 98,000 83,000
6,635,000 240,000 205,000 5,330,000 20,000 820,000 20,000
4,127,000 366,000 250,000 440,000 3,071,000
180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
3,900,000 1,175,000] 1,925,000 90,000 710,000
500,000 500,000
919,000 107,000 120,000 152,000 185,000 145,000 210,000
80,000 80,000
102,000 12,000 16,000 54,000 10,000 10,000
680,000 140,000 540,000
713,000 122,000 38,000 417,000 136,000
187,000 187,000
$22,624,923| $1,931,923| $5,066,000] $8,534,000 $713,000 $2,110,000| $4,270,000
$22,624,923

Public Works CIP by Type of Funding Total:

Developer/Impact Fees/SEPA
$6,635,000 29.3%

Sewer to Water Loan $187,000
0.8%

Transportation Benefit District
$713,000 3.2%

Sewer Connection/Reserves

$180,000 0.8%

Various Grants $4,601,923

20.3%

WSFFA (Water Supply Facilities

Funding Agreement)
$3,900,000 17.2%

Undetermined Loan Proceeds

$680,000 3.0%

REET 1 $500,000 2.2%

REET 11 $919,000 4.1%

Public Works Trust Fund Loans
$4,127,000 18.2%

Grant Matching $102,000 0.5%

Water Rates $80,000 0.4%




Drove P|3 D14 >
R R Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
2014-2019
Summary 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Total
Beg Fund Balance 104 294,174 278,555 407,122 770,684 1,376,248 | 1,993,687
REET Revenue (annual)
1/4 of 1% REET - Existing Property 383,875 40,625 47,813 55,250 62,938 81,000 96,250
1/4 of 1% REET - Other new homes 43,075 3,125 6,375 6,500 7,288 8,100 11,688
1/4 of 1% REET - Phase 1A 2,708,394 59,631 194,379 446,812 585,339 683,339 738,894
Subtotal REET Il Revenue 3,135,344 103,381 248,567 508,562 655,564 772,439 846,832
TOTAL Avail. Balance for Gen Govt Projects 3,135,344 397,555 527,122 915,684 1,426,248 2,148,687 2,840,518
R PRO > D R Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
2014-2019
Summary 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Total
Street Projects
Tl General Street Improvement 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
T5  Grant Matching Fund 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
T8 Jones Lake Road 12,000 12,000
T9  228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal 13,000 13,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 10,000 10,000
Subtotal Street Projects with REET Il 335,000 62,000 50,000 63,000 50,000 60,000 50,000
Water Projects
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance 12,000 12,000
W5 Downtown Water Main Replacement 25,000 5,000 20,000
W9 4.3 Mil Gal Tank Maintenance & Repairs 30,000 30,000
W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street 82,000 82,000
Subtotal Water Projects with REET Il 149,000 17,000 20,000 82,000 30,000
Sewer Projects
S3  Morganville Force Main Reroute 20,000 20,000
Subtotal Sewer Projects with REET Il 20,000 20,000
Stormwater Projects
D1 1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street 30,000 30,000
D2 North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater Treatmef] 60,000 40,000 20,000
D3  5th Ave Reconstruction 75,000 75,000
D4 Ginder Creek Headwall 70,000 20,000 50,000
D5 1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street 80,000 80,000
Subtotal Stormwater Projects with REET Il 315,000 40,000 50,000 95,000 130,000
Total REET Il Projects 819,000 119,000 120,000 145,000 50,000 155,000 210,000
Total REET Il Debt
TOTAL REET Il 819,000 119,000 120,000 145,000 50,000 155,000 210,000
REET Il left for next year (Ending Balance) 2,316,344 278,555 407,122 770,684 | 1,376,248 | 1,993,687 | 2,630,518
REET based on Houses sold 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Existing Property Sales (in 000's) 62 @5250 75 @5$255 85 @5$260 95 @$265| 120 @S$270| 140 @$275
Other new home sales (in 000's) 5 @5250 10 @$255 10 @$260 11 @$265 12 @$270 17 @$275
MPD Phase 1 Resulting Sales - Per Fiscal Analysis 59,631 194,379 446,812 585,339 683,339 738,894




CIP Public Works Summary

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Priority STREET PROJECTS
T1 General Street Improvement 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
T3  Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout 7,070,000 220,000 1,750,000 5,100,000
T4  Roberts Drive Rehabilitation 366,000 366,000
T5  Grant Matching Fund 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
T6 Rock Creek Bridge 291,000 93,000 198,000
T7  Lawson Street Sidewalk 850,000 105,000 745,000
T8  Jones Lake Road 122,000 122,000
T9  228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal 129,000 129,000
T10 5th Ave Reconstruction 267,000 38,000 229,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 143,000 35,000 108,000
T12 216th Ave SE Overlay 136,000 136,000
T13 1st Ave & RR Ave N & Miner Street 188,000}- - 188,000
T14 Pacific St & 5th St Improvement 93,000 93,000
T15 Street Signs Replacement 20,923 20,923
T16 Sidewalk Extension 360,000 80,000 280,000
T17 Morgan Creek Road Preservation 97,000 97,000
T18 Plass Road Rehabilitation 25,000 25,000
STREET PROJECTS| 10,577,923 432,923 2,586,000 6,522,000 143,000 595,000 299,000
WATER PROJECTS
W1 Springs & River Crossing Rehab. Project 3,100,000 1,175,000 1,925,000
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance 199,000 199,000
W3 Expanded Power Generation 680,000 140,000 540,000
W4  Fire Flow Loop - North Commercial Area 800,000 800,000
W5 Downtown Water Main Replacement 250,000 55,000 195,000
W6 Springs Trans Main Replacement 800,000 90,000 710,000
W8 Water Comprehensive Plan Update 130,000 80,000 50,000
W9 4.3 Mil Gal Tank Maintenance & Repairs 30,000 30,000
W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street 653,000 82,000 571,000
WATER PROJECTS| 6,642,000 1,429,000 2,340,000 672,000 890,000 1,311,000
SEWER PROJECTS
S1  Infiltration and Inflow Reduction Program 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 3,100,000 100,000 500,000 2,500,000
S3  Morganville Force Main Reroute 460,000 20,000 440,000
S4  Cedarbrook Sewer Main 250,000 250,000
SEWER PROJECTS| 3,990,000 30,000 30,000 300,000 570,000 530,000 2,530,000
STORMWATER PROJECTS
D1  Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail 320,000 70,000 250,000
D2 North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater Treatment Pond 870,000 40,000 80,000 750,000
D3  5th Ave Reconstruction 75,000 75,000
D4  Ginder Creek Headwall 70,000 20,000 50,000
D5 1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street 80,000 80,000
STORMWATER PROJECTS| 1,415,000 40,000 150,000 1,000,000 95,000 130,000
TOTAL PUBLIC WORKS CAPITAL PROJECTS 22,624,923 1,931,923 5,106,000 8,494,000 713,000 2,110,080 4,270,000




CIP Public Works Summary

FUNDING SUMMARY

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
Total S
Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET Il Funding
T1 General Street Improvement 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
T5  Grant Matching Fund 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance 12,000 12,000
W5 Downtown Water Main Replacement 25,000 5,000 20,000
W9 4.3 Mil Gal Tank Maintenance & Repairs 30,000 30,000
W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street 82,000 82,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 35,000 35,000
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 100,000 100,000
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 20,000 20,000
D1 Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail 30,000 30,000
D2 North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater Treatment Pond 60,000 40,000 20,000
D3  5th Ave Reconstruction 75,000 75,000
D4  Ginder Creek Headwall 70,000 20,000 50,000
D5 1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street 80,000 80,000
Total REET Il Funding 919,000 107,000 120,000 152,000 185,000 145,000 210,000
Water Rates
W8 Water Comprehensive Plan Update 80,000 80,000
Total Water Rates 80,000 80,000
Sewer Loan to Water
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance 187,000 187,000
Total Water Rates 187,000 187,000
Sewer Connection Fees/Reserves
S1 Infiltration and Inflow Reduction Program 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total Sewer Connection Fees/Reserves 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Developer, Impact Fees and/or SEPA
T1 General Street Improvement 120,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
T3 Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout 5,070,000 220,000 4,850,000
T6 Rock Creek Bridge 130,000 20,000 110,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk 305,000 105,000 200,000
W4  Fire Flow Loop - North Commercial Area 800,000 800,000
W8 Water Comprehensive Plan Update 50,000 50,000
D2 North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater Treatment Pond 160,000 60,000 100,000
Total Developer, Street Impact and/or SEPA Fees 6,635,000 240,000 205,000 5,330,000 20,000 820,000 20,000
WSFFA
W1 Springs & River Crossing Rehab. Project 3,100,000 1,175,000 1,925,000
W6 Springs Trans Main Replacement 800,000 90,000 710,000
Total WSFFA 3,900,000 1,175,000 1,925,000 90,000 710,000
Transportation Benefit District
T10 5th Ave Reconstruction 267,000 38,000 229,000
T12 216th Ave SE Overlay 136,000 136,000
T13 1st Ave & RR Ave N & Miner Street 188,000 188,000
T17 Morgan Creek Road Preservation 97,000 97,000
T18 Plass Road Rehabilitation 25,000 25,000
Total Transportation District 713,000 122,000 38,000 417,000 136,000




Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
FUNDING SUMMARY CONT. Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Grants (TIB,CDBG,DOE, etc)
T3 Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout 2,000,000 1,750,000 250,000
T6 Rock Creek Bridge 140,000 25,000 115,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk 395,000 395,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk 150,000 150,000
T8  Jones Lake Road 110,000 110,000
T9  228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal 116,000 116,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 98,000 98,000
T14 Pacific St & 5th St Improvement 83,000 83,000
T15 Street Signs Replacement 20,923 20,923
T16 Sidewalk Extension 324,000 72,000 252,000
W5 Downtown Water Main Replacement 225,000 50,000 175,000
D1 Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail 290,000 40,000 250,000
D2  North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater Treatment Pond 650,000 650,000
Total Grants| 4,601,923 180,923 2,062,000 2,178,000 98,000 83,000
Grant Matching
T6 Rock Creek Bridge 21,000 8,000 13,000
T8  Jones Lake Road 12,000 12,000
T9  228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal 13,000 13,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 10,000 10,000
T14 Pacific St & 5th St Improvement 10,000 10,000
T16 Sidewalk Extension 36,000 8,000 28,000
Total Grant Matching 102,000 12,000 16,000 54,000 10,000 10,000
Public Works Trust Fund Loans
T4 Roberts Drive Rehabilitation 366,000 366,000
W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street 571,000 571,000
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 2,500,000 2,500,000
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 440,000 440,000
S4  Cedarbrook Sewer Main 250,000 250,000
Total PWTF Loans| 4,127,000 366,000 250,000 440,000 3,071,000
Undetermined Loan
W3 Expanded Power Generation 680,000 140,000 540,000
Total Undertimined Loan 680,000 140,000 540,000
Transfer In From REET |
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 500,000 500,000
Total Transfer In From REET | 500,000 500,000
Grand Total Public Works CIP Funding 22,624,923 1,931,923 5,066,000 8,534,000 713,000 2,110,000 4,270,000
Loan Service Schedule
T4 Roberts Drive Rehabilitation 37,614 37,614
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance 189,814 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963
W3 Expanded Power Generation 113,047 37,682 37,682 37,682
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 38,791 5,542 33,249
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 48,765 24,383 24,383
sS4 Cedarbrook Sewer Main 41,561 13,854 13,854 13,854
Total Loan Service Expenditure 469,593 - 37,963 37,963 89,499 119,423 184,745




Street Department (Transportation Projects)
CAPITALPROJECTSUMMARY

Expenditure Summary by Project

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
STREET DEPARTMENT Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
T1 General Street Improvement
180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
T3 Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout
7,070,000 220,000 | 1,750,000 | 5,100,000
T4  Roberts Drive Rehabilitation
366,000 366,000
T5 Grant Matching Fund
240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
T6 Rock Creek Bridge
291,000 93,000 198,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk
850,000 105,000 745,000
T8 Jones Lake Road
122,000 122,000
T9 228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal
129,000 129,000
T10 5th Ave Reconstruction
267,000 38,000 229,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay
143,000 35,000 108,000
T12 216th Ave SE Overlay
136,000 136,000
T13 1st Ave & RR Ave N & Miner Street
188,000 - - - 188,000
T14 Pacific St & 5th St Improvement
93,000 93,000
T15 Street Signs Replacement
20,923 20,923
T16 Sidewalk Extension
360,000 80,000 280,000
T17 Morgan Creek Road Preservation
97,000 97,000
T18 Plass Road Rehabilitation
25,000 25,000
STREET DEPT TOTAL PROJECTS 10,577,923 | 432,923 | 2,586,000 | 6,522,000 | 143,000 595,000 299,000
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Street Department (Transportation Projects)
CAPITALPROJECTSUMMARY

Funding Sources

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
TIB, CDBG and Other Grants
T3  Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout 2,000,000 1,750,000 250,000
T6  Rock Creek Bridge 140,000 25,000 115,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk 395,000 395,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk 150,000 150,000
T8 Jones Lake Road 110,000| 110,000
T9 228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal 116,000 116,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 98,000 98,000
T14 Pacific St & 5th St Improvement 83,000 83,000
T15 Street Signs Replacement 20,923 20,923
T16 Sidewalk Extension 324,000 72,000 252,000
Total Grants 3,436,923 130,923 1,847,000] 1,278,000 98,000 83,000
Developer Funded/Impact Fees/SEPA
T1 General Street Improvement 120,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
T3 Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout 5,070,000 220,000 4,850,000
T6  Rock Creek Bridge 130,000 20,000 110,000
T7 Lawson Street Sidewalk 305,000 105,000 200,000
Total Developer/Impact/SEPA Funding 5,625,000 240,000 145,000| 5,180,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Real Estate Excise Tax Il Funding
T1 General Street Improvement 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
T5 Grant Matching Fund 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 35,000 35,000
Total REET Il Funding 335,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 85,000 60,000 50,000
Transportation Benefit District
T10 5th Ave Reconstruction 267,000 38,000 229,000
T12 216th Ave SE Overlay 136,000 136,000
T13 1st Ave & RR Ave N & Miner Street 188,000 188,000
T17 Morgan Creek Road Preservation 97,000 97,000
T18 Plass Road Rehabilitation 25,000 25,000
Total Transportation Benefit District 713,000 122,000 38,000 417,000 136,000
Grant Matching Fund
T6 Rock Creek Bridge 21,000 8,000 13,000
T8 Jones Lake Road 12,000 12,000
T9 228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal 13,000 13,000
T11 232nd Ave Overlay 10,000 10,000
T14 Pacific St & 5th St Improvement 10,000 10,000
T16 Sidewalk Extension 36,000 8,000 28,000
Total Grant Matching Fund 102,000 12,000 16,000 54,000 10,000 10,000
PWTF Loan
T4 Roberts Drive Rehabilitation 366,000 366,000
Total PWTF Loan 366,000 366,000
TOTAL STREET PROJECTS 10,577,923 412,923| 2,526,000 6,542,000 143,000 575,000 269,000
TBD 10 Year Loan Payments
T4 Roberts Drive Rehabilitation 37,614 37,614
Total TBD Loan Payments 37,614 37,614




Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department
PROJECT TITLE General Street Improvement 13.01
DESCRIPTION Annually the Public Works staff assesses the street system and selects key street preservation

and improvement work. Typical activities under this project are chip sealing, crack sealing,
patch work and addressing minor safety problems. Because of the declining revenue in the
street fund the cost of striping, signs, and roadside materials have been shifted to REET
funding and are included in this work item.

BACKGROUND This project provides annual funding for minor street improvements that typically do not
require engineering.
COMMENTS As more routine maintenance costs are shifted to this street improvement category, overlay
projects may not be possible.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Construction Costs 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
TOTAL COSTS 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REET Il 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Street 120,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
TOTAL SOURCES 180,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department T3

Roberts Drive/State Rt 169 Roundabout

DESCRIPTION This project is to change the intersection control from stop control to a roundabout and
accommodate a future road connection to the east for the Lawson Hills Master Planned
Development.

BACKGROUND The existing intersection has a higher accident rate than the average along the corridor.
Roberts Drive intersects SR 169 at an unconventional angle which makes it difficult for
eastbound motorists to turn right and especially difficult to turn left; This intersection has
been identified as one of the first traffic mitigation projects that is required in the Master
Planned Development FEIS.

COMMENTS The Master Planned Developer is responsible for this intersection to address Level of Service
issues. The City would like to size the roundabout for the buildout solution for this corridor.
There may be grant funding available for a major roundabout on a regional facility.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Land/Right of Way 200,000 200,000
Preliminary Engineering 200,000 200,000
Environ Engr & Permiting 300,000 300,000
Construction Engineering 500,000 500,000
Bid Documents 50,000 50,000
Design Engineering 600,000 600,000
Construction Costs 4,900,000 350,000 4,550,000
Environ Mitigation 200,000 200,000
Project Administration 120,000 20,000 50,000 50,000
TOTAL COSTS 7,070,000 220,000 1,750,000 5,100,000 - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Developer 5,070,000 220,000 4,850,000
Grants 2,000,000 1,750,000 250,000
TOTAL SOURCES 7,070,000 220,000 1,750,000 5,100,000 - - -

Proposed Roundabout Tt City of Black

" City:of Black Diamond
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department
Roberts Drive Rehabilitation 14.02
DESCRIPTION Grind, Patch and Replace concrete panels; Seal joints and cracks; and Reinforce the shoulder

of Roberts Drive Concrete road to extend the life of the existing roadway and improve the
comfort of the driving surface.

BACKGROUND The concrete roadway is about 100 years old but needs some major repair work. This project is
to repair and preserve the existing road. The City is also looking to bring the road up to an
urban standard in project T8 with major grant assistance.

COMMENTS
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Engineering & bid docs 28,000 28,000
Management & Inspection 18,000 18,000
Construction 320,000 320,000
TOTAL COSTS 366,000 - 366,000 - - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
PWTF Loan 366,000 366,000
TOTAL SOURCES 366,000 - 366,000
Debt Payments 2016 2017 2018 2019
TBD 10 year loan payments 150,456 37,614 37,614 37,614 37,614
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street De pPa rtment
DESCRIPTION This project is used to accumulate funds for a match for grants for street and pedestrian

projects now scheduled on the CIP.

BACKGROUND The City has used this fund for professional technical assistance with grant applications and
supplement funding if a grant is received for a project that needs to be moved up in the CIP
schedule or if a larger match than anticipated is needed.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Funding to Match Grants 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
TOTAL COSTS 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Real Estate Excise Tax I 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
TOTAL SOURCES 240,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

What is a matching grant?

A matching grant is a contingent grant awarded only if the
receiving entity is able to put up (or independently raise) a
sum equal to the amount provided by the granting entity.
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Project for the

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Street Department

PROJECT TITLE Rock Creek Bridge 13.04

DESCRIPTION Replace the verticle barriers on the bridge, patch and coat the structure to prevent
degradation of the structure, install guardrail transition sections on both ends to enhance
motorist approach safety, attach a Pedestrian walkwayon one side of the bridge, and
reconstruct the roadway approaches and the asphalt surface on the bridge. Construct
sidewalk connections on both ends of the attached pedestrian bridge.

BACKGROUND Parametrix completed a technical analysis and a review of options for improvements to the
bridge crossing of Rock Creek in 2012. The budget developed below is based on the
construction costs of the bridge rehab option developed in that technical memo plus
engineering, project management costs, additional improvements on short sections of
roaway on each end and a 20% contingency.

COMMENTS The Villages Developer may also proceed with their own separate stand alone project. The
Developer contribution was shown here as a combined project for greater implementation
efficiency and to improve the chances of attracting grant funding

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019

Engineering and bid docs 40,000 40,000

Project management 20,000 10,000 10,000

environmental permitting 23,000 23,000

ped bridge design & const 130,000 20,000 110,000

Bridge Rehabilitation 78,000 78,000

TOTAL COSTS 291,000 93,000 198,000 - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019

Developer-Villages Project 130,000 20,000 110,000

Bridge Grant 140,000 25,000 115,000

Grant Matching Funds 21,000 8,000 13,000

TOTAL SOURCES 291,000 - 53,000 238,000 - -
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department
PROJECT TITLE Lawson Street Sidewalk 13.05
DESCRIPTION Construct 2150 feet of new 5 foot concrete sidewalk on the north side of Lawson Street to

from SR 169 to the east boundary of Lawson Hill Estates. This project does not include curb
gutter or street widening. Project cost $850,000.

BACKGROUND Lawson Hill Estates and the surrounding area is within 1 mile of the elementary school on
Baker Street. The City is partnering with the School District to seek Safe Routes to School
grants for this project. It is anticipated that additional funding will be needed to cover the
entire cost. Transportation Improvement Board Funding and or potentially MPD mitigation
funding may also be available. The City and the School District are planning to cooperate and
jointly apply for this grant in 2014 for funding in 2015, and 2016.

The timing of this project may have to wait for the pedestrian mitigation assistance from the
COMMENTS Lawson Hills developer for this project. Other grant funding may also be available to
complete the total funding.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
[ Total S
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Land/Right of Way 20,000 20,000
Design Engineering 85,000 85,000
Construction Costs 745,000 745,000
TOTAL COSTS 850,000 - 105,000 745,000 -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Safe Route to School Grant 395,000 395,000
TIB Pedestrian Grant 150,000 150,000
Developer/Impact Fees/SEPA 305,000 105,000 200,000
TOTAL SOURCES 850,000 - 105,000 745,000 - - -
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Street Department

Jones Lake Road

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Engineering & bid docs
Management & Inspection
Construction

TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

TIB pavement preservation
Grant Matching
TOTAL SOURCES

Patch and overlay Jones Lake Road from SR 169 to the end of the overlay preservation
improvement on RR Ave.

The pavement condition is average to poor. The roadway width is a little to narrow with no
shoulders. The engineering, bid process, inspections and project management will be provided
by City staff.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
16,000 16,000
10,000 10,000

96,000 96,000

122,000 122,000 - - - - -

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
110,000 110,000
12,000 12,000

122,000 122,000 - - - - -

19



Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Street Department

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Design Engineering
Management and Inspection
Construction

TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

TIB Pavement Preservation
Grant Matching
TOTAL SOURCES

228th & 224th & 216th Chip Seal

Patch and Chip Seal 228th, 224th, and 216th Ave SE from Sawyerwood Elementary to the
Covington Sawyer Road except for the section infront of the Fire Station and past Kent Lake
Highlands.

This long section of roadway can be preserved by 7 to 10 years at one third of the cost of an
overlay. A chip seal will help stretch the grant funding and help the City get ahead of the
curve with deteriorating streets.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
16,000 16,000
10,000 10,000
103,000 103,000
129,000 - - 129,000 - - -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
116,000 116,000
13,000 13,000
129,000 - - 129,000 - - -

= a\Z
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the

Street Department
PROJECT TITLE

5th Ave Reconstruction

DESCRIPTION This project is to reconstruct and widen 5th Ave from Lawson Street to Baker Street and a 250
foot section south of Park St. This project also includes a 420 foot section of Baker Street from
5th to 6th Ave. The scope of work includes; Grind up any remaining asphalt; Excavate
unsuitable material; Import gravel base; finish grade with crushed rock; Pave a 4 inch asphalt
road section 22 feet wide.

BACKGROUND The existing road surface is failing rapidly. The road is too narrow for cars to pass on a
hardened surface. Cars driving off the edge of the asphalt cause muddy and turbid runoff
conditions. Since this project will involve more than 5000 square feet of new imprervious
surface area storm water treatment and detention improvements will be required.

COMMENTS The City likely will need a storm drainage easement to convey storm water to a storm pond
site. The City will purchase easements from willing sellers and will not be condemning
property.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019

Land/Right of Way 10,000 10,000

Design Engineering 20,000 20,000

Management & Inspection 16,000 8,000 8,000

Construction Costs 221,000 221,000

TOTAL COSTS 267,000 - - - 38,000 229,000 -

Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019

Transportation Benefit Dist 267,000 38,000 229,000

TOTAL SOURCES 267,000 - - - 38,000 229,000 -
% ’
3

"BMY i

paker St




Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the

Street Department

PROJECT TITLE 232nd Ave Overlay

DESCRIPTION Grind and Patch failed areas of the street. Overlay 1600 feet of 232nd Ave SE from 288th
Street to SE 293rd Street.
BACKGROUND
COMMENTS This project is proposed for Transportation Benefit District Funding or pavement
preservation funding. REET Il will be used for street patching to keep the street within a
pavement condition rating for TIB pavement preservation funding.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design Engineering 16,000 16,000
Management and Inspection 10,000 10,000
Grind and Patching 35,000 35,000
Overlay contract 82,000 82,000
TOTAL COSTS 143,000 - - 35,000 108,000 -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
TIB pavement Preservation 98,000 98,000
REET Il 35,000 35,000
Grant Matching 10,000 10,000
TOTAL SOURCES 143,000 - - - 35,000 108,000 -

SE 288th St.

£
'3

(1]

35 ‘any pu

SE 293rd St.

22




Project for the

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Street Department

PROJECT TITLE 216th Ave SE Overlay 14.06
DESCRIPTION Grind and Patch the failed pavement sections; Overlay from fog line to fog line or curb. Traffic
loops may need to be replaced. Restripe the street by the signal at the Lake Sawyer sign to the
Coal Car.
BACKGROUND The City has been keeping up with crack sealing but the road will need an overlay to prevent
more rapid deterioration and prevent extra spending on grinding and patching
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design Engineering 20,000 20,000
Management & Inspection 16,000 16,000
Construction Costs 100,000 100,000
TOTAL COSTS 136,000 - - - - - 136,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Transportation Benefit Dist 136,000 136,000
TOTAL SOURCES 136,000 - - - - - 136,000
SE 288th St.
iy
H
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department
PROJECT TITLE 1st Ave & RR Ave N & Miner Street 14.07
DESCRIPTION Grade and pave these gravel streets. Excavation of unsuitable material and import of base rock

will be required in some areas. Storm water treatment will be required for the new impervious
at a minimum.

BACKGROUND The public served by these streets do not have the same level of service as most of the City. Although
these improvement will not bring in curb, gutter and sidewalks the paved surface will be a significant
improvement.

No costs are shown in the 6 year time frame as this project is expected to be designed and

COMMENTS constructed after 2019 to keep the TBD fund in balance
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design Engineering 24,000 24,000
Management & Inspection 12,000 12,000
Construction Costs 152,000 152,000
TOTAL COSTS 188,000 - - - - 188,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Transportation Benefit Dist 188,000 188,000
TOTAL SOURCES 188,000 - - - - 188,000
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department
PROJECT TITLE Pacific St & 5th St Improvement 14.08
DESCRIPTION Grind and patch failed sections of 5th and Pacific south of Lawson Street. Overlay 5th Street

and Pacific from from Lawson Street to the end of the asphalt. Construct and extend the
asphalt pavement to the end of the public right of way on 5th and Pacific and a short extension
on Johns Street.

BACKGROUND The pavement condition has been compromised by various utility patches and the gravel
sections have been areas of high maintenance.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design Engineering 16,000 16,000
Management & Inspection 10,000 10,000
Construction Costs 67,000 67,000
TOTAL COSTS 93,000 - - - - - 93,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
TIB Pavement Preservation 83,000 83,000
Grant Matching 10,000 10,000
TOTAL SOURCES 83,000 - - - - - 93,000
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department

PROJECT TITLE Street Signs Replacement

DESCRIPTION
The City is planning to replace 292 street signs( inlcuding regulatory signs,
warning signs, directional signs, and informational street signs) that do not
meet reflectivity requirements. The purpose of this project is to increase
safety for night driving and meet new state reflectivity requirements.

BACKGROUND The public works staff located, photographed and measured the reflectivity
of all of the signs in the City. With the information on the condition fo the
City's signs the staff applied for a safety grant to replace the signs.

COMMENTS The City received a Quick Response Safety Program Grant for $20,923

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Capital Plan | 014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019

Materials Purchasing 11,000 | 11,000

Installation 9,923 9,923

TOTAL COSTS 20,923 | 20,923 - - - - -
Capital Plan

REQUESTED FUNDING 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019

Federal Safety Grant 20,923 | 20,923

TOTAL SOURCES 20,923 | 20,923 - - - - -
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Street Department

Project for the
PROJECT TITLE

Sidewalk Extension

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Preliminary Engineering
Engineering,design, bid docs
Project Mngmt/insp
Construction

TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Sidewalk Grant
Grant Matching
TOTAL SOURCES

Extend the City sidewalks along City arterials

The City desires to increase the walkability of the City through sidewalk extension

projects.

There are several and various sources of funding for sidewalks. Each program has
different criteria. The project description here is general in nature to give the staff
flexibility in scoping a sidewalk project to match the grant criteria

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Capital Plan
2014 - 2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
20,000 20,000
40,000 40,000
20,000 20,000
280,000 280,000
360,000 - 80,000 280,000 - -
Capital Plan
2014 - 2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
324,000 72,000 252,000
36,000 8,000 28,000
360,000 - 80,000 -

280,000 -
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department
PROJECT TITLE Morgan Creek Road Preservation
DESCRIPTION Extend the life of the existing pavement with an asphalt seal coat.
BACKGROUND A Seal Coat can extend the life of the pavement by 5 to 10 years at 1/4
COMMENTS
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Capital
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS ZZI:: 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2019
Admin, mngmt, Inspection 7,000 7,000
Construction 90,000 90,000
TOTAL COSTS 97,000 - 97,000 - - - -
Capital
REQUESTED FUNDING 2';':: 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2019
Transportation Benefit Dist 97,000 97,000
TOTAL SOURCES 97,000 - 97,000 - - - -
I||
p ,',f"
Morgan Creek ‘;I"”r
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Street Department

PROJECT TITLE Plass Road Rehabilitation

Cut back the overhanging limbs and trees to open up the roadway. Install a

DESCRIPTION turnaround at the north end of the roadway. Patch deteriorated sections.
This portion of public road became the City responsibility in 2010 with the
BACKGROUND . .
annexation of the south Villages property.
COMMENTS
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Capital Plan
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014 - 2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Admin, mngmt, Inspection 5,000 5,000
Construction 20,000 20,000
TOTAL COSTS 25,000 - 25,000 - - - -
REQUESTED FUNDING CapitalPlan 1 014 2015 2006 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Transportation Benefit Dist 25,000 25,000
TOTAL SOURCES 25,000 - 25,000 - - - -

| | ———
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Water Department
CAPITALPROJECTSUMMARY

Funding Summary by Project

WATER DEPARTMENT

W

-

Springs & River Crossing Rehab. Project

W

N

Reservoir Painting and Maintenance

\W

«

Expanded Power Generation

W4 Fire Flow Loop - North Commercial Area

W

gl

Downtown Water Main Replacement

\W

o

Springs Trans Main Replacement

W8 Water Comprehensive Plan Update

W9 4.3 Mil Gal Tank Maintenance & Repairs

W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street

'WATER DEPARTMENT TOTAL PROJECTS

Water Rates
W8 Water Comprehensive Plan Update
Total Water Rates
Water System & Facilities Funding Agmt (WSFFA)
W1 Springs & River Crossing Rehab. Project
W6 Springs Trans Main Replacement

Total WSFFA Funds
Grant Funding
W5 Downtown Water Main Replacement
Total Grant Funding
Sewer Loan
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance
Total Sewer Loan
PWTF Loan
W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street
Total PWTF Loan
Other Undetermined Loan
W3 Expanded Power Generation
Total Other Undetermined Loan
Developer Funding
W4 Fire Flow Loop - North Commercial Area
W8 Water Comprehensive Plan Update
Total Developer Funding
Real Estate Excise Taxes Il
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance
W5 Downtown Water Main Replacement
W9 4.3 Mil Gal Tank Maintenance & Repairs
W10 Water Main Replacement Morgan Street
Total Real Estate Excise Taxes Il
TOTAL FUNDING FOR WATER PROJECTS

Debt Funding

W3 Expanded Power Generation
W2 Reservoir Painting and Maintenance
TOTAL NON CAPITAL OPERATING

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
3,100,000( 1,175,000 1,925,000
199,000 199,000
680,000 140,000 540,000
800,000 800,000
250,000 55,000 195,000
800,000 90,000 710,000
130,000 80,000 50,000
30,000 30,000
653,000 82,000 571,000
6,642,000| 1,429,000 2,340,000 672,000 890,000 1,311,000
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
80,000 80,000
80,000 80,000
3,100,000| 1,175,000 1,925,000
800,000 90,000 710,000
3,900,000 1,175,000 1,925,000 90,000 710,000
225,000 50,000 175,000
225,000 50,000 175,000
187,000 187,000
187,000 187,000
571,000 571,000
571,000 571,000
680,000 140,000 540,000
630,000 140,000 540,000
800,000 800,000
50,000 50,000
850,000 50,000 800,000
12,000 12,000
25,000 5,000 20,000
30,000 30,000
82,000 82,000
149,000 17,000 20,000 82,000 30,000
6,642,000| 1,242,000 2,260,000 672,000 890,000 1,311,000
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
113,047 37,682 37,682 37,682
189,814 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963
302,862 37,963 37,963 75,645 75,645 75,645
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Water Department # W1

Springs & River Crossing Rehab. Project

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Preliminary Engineering
Design Engineering
Project Management

Construction Costs

TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Water Syst & Fac. Fndg Agrmt.

TOTAL SOURCES

Improvements to the City’s spring collection facilities. Replacement of 1,300 lineal ft. of
piping from the springs across the Green River to the North Bank Pump Station. Install a
series of new pumps for greater pumping efficiency. Replace the chlorine injection system.
Upgrade the controls and telemetry.Restoring the power generation capability has been
moved to a separately tracked project.

This is a capacity and system reliability project funded by the Water Supply and Facilities
Funding Agreement (WSFFA). The Funding agreement anticpated the seeking low interest
financing for this project. There is a very good opportunity to obtain a PWTF loan this next
year which will secure the funding for this project no matter what happens to the economy.
The Property Owners funding the WSFFA projects will make the Public Works Trust Fund
payments with back up surety guaranteeing payment.

The project described above is proposed as the first phase of the WSFFA springs project. The
second phase is the project W5.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
100,000 100,000
200,000 75,000 125,000
2,800,000 | 1,000,000 1,800,000
3,100,000 | 1,175,000 1,925,000 - - - -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
3,100,000 | 1,175,000 1,925,000 -
3,100,000 | 1,175,000 1,925,000 - - - -

Project
Location
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Water Department

PROJECT TITLE Reservoir Painting and Maintenance

DESCRIPTION Repaint the 0.5 MG reservoir inside and out.

The paint job has lasted over twenty years but must be repainted soon before
BACKGROUND sandblasting to metal is needed. A PWTF loan still is a possibility and could provide
financing on a 10 year term at a 0.5% interest rate.

The budget was increased from the 2013 budget because of the paint condition, need for
an additional access port, tank mixing and staff costs. The preliminary engineering will

COMMENTS start in 2013 as budgeted. Loan for five years at .5 % interest will be repaid from water
operating revenue.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design Engineering & bid docs 27,000 27,000
specialty inspection 5,000 5,000
Tank Painting & improvements 141,000 141,000
Project management 26,000 26,000
TOTAL COSTS 199,000 199,000 - - - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Sewer Loan 187,000 187,000
Real Estate Excise Tax Il 12,000 12,000
TOTAL SOURCES 199,000 199,000 - - - -
Total $
DEBT FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Internal Sewer Loan 189,814 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963
TOTAL DEBT FUNDING 189,814 - 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963 37,963

Old Lawson Hill 500,000
Gallon Tank
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Water Department # W3
PROJECT TITLE Expanded Power Generation 14.09
DESCRIPTION Replace the turbine, gear box and pump with a new larger turbine, electrical generator and connections to the

power grid. The penstock and spring overflow pipes needs to be replaced and upsized. The tail race discharge
needs to be replaced.

BACKGROUND This project will provide a source of green energy, prevent south bank erosion, reduce the risk of landslides into
the Green River, reduce turbidity in the Green River and protect the stability of the spings collection sites. The City
hopes to partner with an environmental group or a local tribe for the construction of a salmon spawning bed with
the cool clean discharge water from the power generation.

COMMENTS Once the City has a back up power generation functioning at the spring site again, the project will reduce the water
systems power costs by approximately $20,000 per year. The City has not yet determined how much additional
clean energy could be generated.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Permitting & Grants 40,000 40,000
Engineering 100,000 100,000
Project Management 40,000 40,000
Construction Costs 500,000 500,000
TOTAL COSTS 680,000 - 140,000 540,000 - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Low interest energy loan 680,000 140,000 540,000
TOTAL SOURCES 680,000 - 140,000 540,000 - - -
Total $
DEBT FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
WSFFA Partners 113,047 37,682 37,682 37,682
TOTAL DEBT FUNDING 113,047 - - 37,682 37,682 37,682

Project
Location
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Water Department

PROJECT TITLE Fire Flow Loop - North Commercial Area

DESCRIPTION Replace 200 feet of 4 inch asbestos concrete with 100 feet of 12 inch dutile iron
water main across SR 169 at the power substation; Complete a 900 foot 12 inch
ductile iron water main loop from Cedar Brook Mobile Home Park to the 6 inch
asbestos water main behind Boots Tavern

BACKGROUND This is a capacity and system reliability project. Other commercial properties
development along SR-169 may also be contributing or constructing portions of this
project.

COMMENTS This project does not describe what is needed to provide fire flow and redundant

service to the north triangle but rather is the minimum to provide a looped system
for the north part of the existing city system. Yarrow Bay commercial development
in the North Triangle with required water line looping will make this project a lower

priority.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Construction Costs 800,000 800,000
TOTAL COSTS 800,000 - - - - 800,000 -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Developer Funded 800,000 800,000
TOTAL SOURCES 800,000 - - - - 800,000 -

Cedarbrook

)

»
=3
2

Commercial
Area
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Water Department # W5

Downtown Water Main Replacement

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Engineering

Project Management
Construction
Inspection

TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Com Dev Block Grant
REET Il
TOTAL SOURCES

Replace 750 feet of 6 inch asbestos water main with 750 feet of 8 inch ductile iron pipe
RR Ave north of Morgan Street. Extend the 8 inch water main on first Ave 200 feet to
complete a loop and eliminate a dead end line in the King CountyHousing Authority
project. Replace 350 feet of 1.25 inch iron pipe and loop the line to Park Street or Miner
Street.

This project will improve water quality by eliminating three dead end lines, Improve
system reliability by removing substandard pipe material (asbestos), Improve water
system functionality by providing a well connected grid of watermains and Improve fire
flow by better connectivity.

It should be noted that asbestos water pipe does not present a health hazard to the
public water supply. The city has tests for asbestos in the water system and has found
that the water supplied to the general public meets all the public health standards.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
50,000 50,000
15,000 5,000 10,000
175,000 175,000
10,000 10,000

250,000 55,000 195,000 - - - -

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
225,000 50,000 175,000
25,000 5,000 20,000

250,000 55,000 195,000 - - - -

o) 89
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Water Department #

W6

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Design Engineering

Project Management/inspection
Construction Costs

TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Water Syst & Fac. Funding Agrmt.
TOTAL SOURCES

Springs Trans Main Replacement

Replace 8000 feet of 8 inch asbestos concrete (AC) with 12 inch ductile iron (D)
from the North Bank Pump Station to tie in to the existing 12" Spring Supply Main.

This is a capacity and system reliability project funded by the Water Supply Facilities
Funding Agreement.

It should be noted that asbestos water pipe does not present a health hazard to
the public water supply. The city has tested for asbestos in the water system and
found that the water supplied to the general public meets all the public health

standards.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
90,000 90,000
110,000 110,000
600,000 600,000
800,000 - - - - 90,000 710,000
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
800,000 90,000 710,000
800,000 - - - - 90,000 710,000
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Water Department # W8
PROJECT TITLE Water Comprehensive Plan Update 14.12
DESCRIPTION The Department of Health requires an update of the Water Comprehensive Plan
every 6 years. The City is due to update the Water Comprensive Plan in 2015.
COMMENTS The Public Works Department will update the Water Comprehensive Plan primarily
with in house staff with assistance from an outside consultant for water system
modeling.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Project Management 130,000 80,000 50,000
TOTAL COSTS 130,000 - 80,000 50,000 - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Water Rates 80,000 80,000
Developer Funded 50,000 50,000
TOTAL SOURCES 130,000 - 80,000 50,000 - - -

City of Black Diamond

Water System Comprehensive Plan
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Water Department # W9

PROJECT TITLE 4.3 Mil Gal Tank Maintenance & Repairs

DESCRIPTION The 4.3 million gallon water tank will be 10 years old in 2016. The tank will need be
drained and any and all spots of corrosion or paint damage will need to be spot
treated to help preserve the over all inside and exterior coatings.

COMMENTS This project while it is a maintenance project does extend the life of the asset by
about 5 to 10 years and therefore is included in this Capital Improvement Plan

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Water Tank Maintenance 30,000 30,000
TOTAL COSTS 30,000 - - - - - 30,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REET Il 30,000 30,000
TOTAL SOURCES 30,000 - - - - - 30,000
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Project for the

Water Department # W10

PROJECT TITLE

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Preliminary Engineering
Engineering,design, bid docs
Project Mngmt/insp
Construction

Contingency

Capital Outlay

Other (Specify)
TOTAL COSTS
REQUESTED FUNDING
REET Il
PWTF Loan
TOTAL SOURCES

Water Main Replacement Morgan Street 14.13

Replace 3350 feet of 6 inch asbestos water main from Commission to Roberts Drive
including the 350 feet of 6 inch asbestos pipe in Terrace Place.

This project will improve fire flows to the Morganville area and replace
substandard pipe that is nearing its useful performance life. Thisis a
maintenance project funded by existing customers. The PWTF loan will run 20
years with the first payment of $31,642.14 per year beginning in 2020.

It should be noted that asbestos water pipe does not present a health hazard
to the public water supply. The city has tests for asbestos in the water system
and has found that the water supplied to the general public meets all the public

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Capital Plan
2014 - 2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
20,000 20,000
62,000 62,000
40,000 40,000
481,000 481,000
50,000 50,000
0
0
653,000 - - 82,000 - - 571,000
Capital Plan
2014 - 2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
82,000 82,000
571,000 571,000
653,000 - - 82,000 - - 571,000

Roberts Dr.

BNy SWEIgQY
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CAPITALPROJECT SUMMARY

Expenditure Summary by Project

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
SEWER DEPARTMENT Requested | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019

S1 Infiltration and Inflow Reduction Program 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 3,100,000 100,000 500,000 2,500,000
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 460,000 20,000 440,000
S4 Cedarbrook Sewer Main 250,000 250,000

SEWER DEPT TOTAL PROJECTS| 3,990,000 30,000 30,000 300,000 570,000 530,000 2,530,000

Funding Sources

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REET II
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 100,000 100,000
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 20,000 20,000
Total REET Il 120,000 20,000
REET I
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 500,000 500,000
Total REET | 500,000 500,000
Sewer Reserves, New Customers & Conn. Fees
S1 Infiltration and Inflow Reduction Program 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total Sewer Reserves, New Customers & Conn. Fees 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Public Works Trust Fund Loan
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 2,500,000 2,500,000
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 440,000 440,000
S4 Cedarbrook Sewer Main 250,000 250,000
Total Public Works Trust Fund Loans] 3,190,000 250,000 440,000 2,500,000
TOTAL FUNDING FOR SEWER PROJECTS| 3,990,000 30,000 30,000 280,000 470,000 530,000 2,530,000
DEBT FUNDING
S2 Public Works Facilities and Equipment 38,791 5,542 33,249
S3 Morganville Force Main Reroute 48,765 24,383 24,383
S4 Cedarbrook Sewer Main 41,561 13,854 13,854 13,854
TOTAL DEBT FUNDING FOR SEWER PROJECTS 129,118 13,854 43,778 71,486




Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Sewer Department

PROJECT TITLE Infiltration and Inflow Reduction Program

DESCRIPTION Funding for | & I includes investigations, such as: TV inspections, smoke testing, flow
monitoring, and then Repair Work such as: pipe rehabilitation, sealing, requiring private
line replacement, manhole repair and sewer line replacement.

BACKGROUND The City needs to reduce the infiltration and inflow as good stewardship and

maintenance of the existing sewer system. The City also desires to preserve and
recapture capacity in the wastewater system by reducing and controlling the peak flows.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design & Construction 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
TOTAL COSTS 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REQUESTED FUNDING 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Sewer Reserve 180,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
TOTAL SOURCES
Infiltration: ground water that seeps into Inflow: rain water that enters the sanitary
the sanitary sewer through cracks or joints. sewer through holes in manhole covers, catch

basing, or improper plumbing conhactions.
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Sewer Department

PROJECT TITLE

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

Public Works Facilities and Equipment

The City is in need for several additional facilities and equipment. Such as better and
larger materials handling and storage facilities; a street sweeper/vactor equipment; shop
improvements; and maintenance employee facilities. As the City grows these needs will
increase.

The City intends to out-source vactor and sweeping services as long as this method is cost
effective. The City will also be evaluating the potential of equipment sharing with Maple
Valley and Covington.

Costs and timing will be revisited in the next annual update of the CIP after the results of
the General Government Facilities Mitigation Charge Study is complete. The PWTF loan
will be for 20 years at 1% interest. The payment will be approximately $144,079.82 split
among the utilities; 13% for Street, and 29% each will come from Water, Sewer and
Stormwater. The General Facility Charge may pay for a portion of the debt service. Land
purchases will need a transfer from REET I.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Engineering and Environmental 200,000 100,000 100,000
Site Improvements & Property costs 500,000 500,000
Construction Costs 2,000,000 2,000,000
Major Equipment Purchases 400,000 400,000
TOTAL COSTS 3,100,000 - - - 100,000 500,000 2,500,000
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REET | 500,000 500,000
REET Il 100,000 100,000
PWTF Loan 2,500,000 2,500,000
TOTAL SOURCES 3,100,000 - - - 100,000 500,000 2,500,000
DEBT FUNDING
PWTF Loan [ 38791 5542 33,249
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Sewer Department

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Preliminary Engineeering
Design Engineering
Construction Costs
TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Reet Il
PWTF
TOTAL SOURCES

DEBT FUNDING
PWTF

Morganville Force Main Reroute

Reroute the flows from the Morgan Street Sewer pump station from pumping to the Jones
Lake Pump Station to pump to the new King County western storage facility. The new force
main will be about 3500 feet from Morgan Street west along Roberts Drive and northwest

along Lake Sawyer Road East.

This project is necessary to reduce sewer flows to the Black Diamond pump station (Jones
Lake pump station) to provide capacity for infill in the old part of Black Diamond.

If there is an interim MPD need for directing flows from the Villages to Jones Lake pump
station, most of this project might be constructed by the MPD developer. The Public Works
Trust Fund Loan of 20 years generates a debt payment of $24,382.74 per year at 1%.

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
20,000 20,000
40,000 40,000
400,000 400,000
460,000 - - 20,000 440,000 - -
Total $§
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
20,000 - - 20,000 - -
440,000 440,000
460,000 - - 20,000 440,000 - -
| 48,765 24,383 24,383

Project Location _E: LT AN
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Sewer Department

PROJECT TITLE Cedarbrook Sewer Main

DESCRIPTION Acquire City easement through the trailer park. Rehabilitate the existing sewer main to
provide reliable public sewer service to the customers in the north east portion of the City.

BACKGROUND There is a possibility that this area will redevelop and sewer collection improvements will be
required through the permitting process that may reduce the scope of this project.

COMMENTS This project reflects rehabilitation costs of the existing sewer not total replacement. A 20
year Public Works Trust Fund Loan will generate a debt payment of $13,853.83 per year at
1%.

Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Design Engineering 250,000 250,000
TOTAL COSTS 250,000 - - 250,000 - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
PWTF 250,000 - - 250,000 - -
TOTAL SOURCES 250,000 - - 250,000 - - -
DEBT FUNDING
PWTF 41,561 13,854 13,854 13,854
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D2

13.14
13.15
14.15
14.16
14.17

GRANTS

D1 13.14
D2 13.15
REET I

D1 13.14
D2 13.15
D3 14.15
D4 14.16
D5 14.17

13.15

Stormwater Department
CAPITAL PROJECT FUNDING SUMMARY

STORMWATER

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Expenditure Summary by Project

Project Name

Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail
North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater T
5th Ave Reconstruction

Ginder Creek Headwall

1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Funding Sources

Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail

North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater 1|

Total Ecology Grants

Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail
North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater T|
5th Ave Reconstruction

Ginder Creek Headwall

1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street

Total REET Il

Developer Funded

North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater T

Total Developer Funded

TOTAL FUNDING FOR STORMWATER

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
320,000 70,000 250,000
870,000 40,000 80,000 750,000
75,000 75,000
70,000 20,000 50,000
80,000 80,000
1,415,000 40,000 150,000 1,000,000 95,000 130,000
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2013-2018
290,000 40,000 250,000
650,000 650,000
940,000 40,000 900,000
30,000 30,000
60,000 40,000 20,000
75,000 75,000
70,000 20,000 50,000
80,000 80,000
315,000 40,000 50,000 95,000 130,000
160,000 60,000 100,000
160,000 60,000 100,000
1,415,000 40,000 150,000 1,000,000 95,000 130,000




Project for the
PROJECT TITLE

Capital Projects 2014 - 2019

Stormwater Department

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

Design Engineering

Construction
TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Grants (Dept of Ecology)
Reet Il
TOTAL SOURCES

Lake Sawyer Road Culvert and Guardrail

Replacing Stormwater Infrastructure: Replace the three 72 inch corregated metal
culverts with a bottomless concrete box culvert and install guard rails to protect vehicles
from running into the creek. The summer 2012 inspections found the culverts to be
structurally sound, but with serious corrosion and pitting in the lower third of the
culverts and a few areas where corrosion has opened holes in the culvert. The culverts
could be lined to preserve their structural integrity at about a third of the cost of
replacement.

The existing three culverts may impede the upstream migration of salmon. The existing
corregated metal culverts are showing signs of corrosion. The guard rails will protect the
environment from errant stray vehicles.

Grant funding is anticipated and included in the financing for this project. If grant funding
is not received, in the next couple of years the culvert lining project will need to be
scheduled with City funds before the culverts detriorate too much more.

Capital Projects 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
70,000 70,000
250,000 250,000
320,000 - 70,000 250,000 - - -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
290,000 40,000 250,000
30,000 30,000
320,000 - 70,000 250,000 - - -
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

Preliminary Engineer/Permitting
Design Engineering
Construction

TOTAL COSTS

Grant

REET Il

Developer Funded
TOTAL SOURCES

Legend

<+« Creek

- Treatment Facility
- Discharge Spreader

Proposed Storm Pipe
®  Ex. High Priority Outfall
|:1 City Parcel for Discharge 43
" city Limits

Capital Projects 2014 - 2019

Stormwater Department # D2
North Commercial and SR 169 Stormwater

Treatment Pond LER s

Construct a wetpond and bioswale combined treatment facility to provide maximum
phosphorous removal along Roberts Drive on existing City property. The facility will
provide treatment and detention for commercial property and road runoff from the
Roberts Drive intersection with SR 169 north to the Cedarbrook Mobile Home Park.

Whereas there is a total maximum daily load (TMDL) on Lake Sawyer for phosphorous,
the city should look for opportunities to reduce phosphorous inputs from existing
untreated stormwater discharges. Stormwater outfall discharges from the commercial
area and the state route appear to have the highest pollutant loadings as compared to
other City stormwater outfalls.

The City should look for grant opportunities and private developer contribution
opportunities to upgrade the treatment of the stormwater discharges into Ginder
Creek. A joint project with a developer may also be possible.

Capital Projects 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
40,000 40,000
80,000 80,000
750,000 750,000
870,000 | 40,000 80,000 750,000 - - -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
650,000 650,000
60,000 40,000 20,000
160,000 60,000 100,000
870,000 40,000 80,000 750,000 - - -

= Example of a Bioswale to Help Filter Storm Water
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Capital Projects 2014 - 2019

Project for the Stormwater Department
PROJECT TITLE 5th Ave Reconstruction
DESCRIPTION This is the storm water treatment and detention project for the roadway runoff from the 5t
Ave Reconstruction project. Approximately 1000 feet of storm pipe, catch basins and a wet
pond and dispersal trench. Locating the wet pond on the City’s Public Works lot may be an
option.
BACKGROUND Whereas this project will require treatment and detention of the storm water runoff
according to the department of Ecology storm water manual for the entire street, the
Storm water utility needs to fund the improvements to the storm water system
bringing treatment and detention up to code.
COMMENTS
Capital Projects 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Construction 75,000 75,000
TOTAL COSTS 75,000 - - - - 75,000 -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET Il 75,000 75,000
TOTAL SOURCES 75,000 - - - - 75,000 -
u% I
9 z
gaker St
&
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Capital Projects 2014 - 2019

Project for the Stormwater Department

PROJECT TITLE Ginder Creek Headwall

DESCRIPTION Reconstruct an 80 foot section of the Ginder Creek Headwall along the north side of
Roberts Drive

BACKGROUND The base of the existing concrete headwall was not constructed deep enough so that
high flows in Ginder Creek have undermined the headwall destabilizing the wall. The
headwall has been slowly tilting into the Creek. Staff has braced the headwall as an
interim step to hold the wall in position.

COMMENTS This project is needed to protect the roadway and prevent the erosion that would
occur if the headwall tipped over. A significant amount of the cost of this project will
be related to environmental permitting.

Capital Projects 2014 - 2019
Total
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Preliminary Engineer/Permitting 10,000 10,000
Design Engineering 10,000 10,000
Construction 50,000 50,000
TOTAL COSTS 70,000 - - - - 20,000 50,000
Total
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET Il 70,000 20,000 50,000
TOTAL SOURCES 70,000 - - - - 20,000 50,000

o
5 o~
Headwall c.;\o@?\ ot

SR 169
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Capital Projects 2014 - 2019

Project for the Stormwater Department
PROJECT TITLE 1st Ave & RR Ave & Miner Street
DESCRIPTION Provide Storm pipe, catch basins, and storm pond for the collection and treatment of
stormwater transportation project T10. Vacant portions of Railroad Ave may be able to be
used for storm water treatment and discharge.
BACKGROUND Whereas this project will require treatment and detention of the storm water runoff
according to the department of Ecology storm water manual for the entire street, the
Storm water utility needs to fund the improvements to the storm water system
bringing treatment and detention up to code.
Capital Projects 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Construction 80,000 80,000
TOTAL COSTS 80,000 - - - - - 80,000
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Reet Il 80,000 80,000
TOTAL SOURCES 80,000 - - - - - 80,000
3
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General Government Department Summary

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Parks Department 3,907,708 137,708 15,000 140,000 615,000 365,000 2,635,000
Public Safety
Police Department (incl Tech) 480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445
Fire Department 4,515,000 390,000 600,000 - 125,000 450,000 2,950,000
Subtotal 4,995,206 460,710 724,180 128,125 193,339 520,407 2,968,445
General Government
City Technology (not Police) 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
Reroof Police Building 25,000 25,000 - - - - -
Subtotal 142,528 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
TOTAL Projected Expenditures| $ 9,045,442 | $ 505,823 $ 743,943 $ 147,838 $ 211,852 $ 540,120 S 2,988,158

General Government CIP by Type of Funding Total: $9,045,442

Police Department
480,206 5.3%

Fire Department
$4,515,000 49.9%

Parks Projects $3,907,708
43.2%

Administration 142,528
1.6%
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 2014 - 2019

CIP General Government Summary of Projects

Total $
Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
POLICE PROJECTS
L1 Police Technology 106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
L2 Patrol Car Replacement Plan 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162
L3 Police Radio Replacement 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400
TOTAL POLICE PROJECTS 480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445
FIRE DEPARTMENT PROJECTS
F1 Replace Primary Fire Engine 98 365,000 | 365,000
F2 Replace Reserve Engine 600,000 600,000
F3 Replace Aid Car 225,000 225,000
F4 Replace Brush Truck Chassis 85,000 85,000
F5 New Fire Station and Equipment (Growth) 3,240,000 25,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
TOTAL FIRE PROJECTS| 4,515,000 | 390,000 600,000 125,000 450,000 2,950,000
PARKS PROJECTS
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 481,425 81,425 50,000 350,000
P2 Ginder Creek Trail Construction 41,283 41,283
P3 Grant Matching Funds 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
P4 Forestry Management (Tree Fund) 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
P5 Regional Trail System 200,000 100,000 100,000
P6 Lake Sawyer Regional Park Enhancements 3,075,000 75,000 250,000 250,000 2,500,000
P7 Union Stump Memorial Parking 20,000 20,000
TOTAL PARKS PROJECTS| 3,907,708 | 137,708 15,000 140,000 615,000 365,000 2,635,000
ADMINSTRATION & CITY PROJECTS
Al City Technology Upgrades 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
A2 Reroof Police Building 25,000 25,000
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION & CITY PROJECTS 142,528 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
TOTAL GENERAL GOVT CAPITAL PROJECTS 9,045,442 | 643,531 758,943 287,838 826,852 905,120 5,623,158
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CIP General Government FUNDING Summary

Total $
Capital Improvement Plan 2013 - 2018 Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET | FUNDING
L1 Police Technology 106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
L2 Patrol Car Replacement Plan 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162
L3 Police Radio Replacement 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400
F2 Replace Reserve Engine 60,000 60,000
F5 New Fire Station Study 25,000 25,000
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 50,000 50,000
P3 Grant Matching Funds 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
P6 Lake Sawyer Regional Park Improvements 75,000 75,000
P7 Union Stump Memorial Park 20,000 20,000
Al City Technology Upgrades 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
A2 Reroof Police Building 25,000 25,000
Total REET | Funding for Gen Govt CIP PROJECTS 912,734 | 150,823 213,943 207,838 171,852 100,120 68,158
LOANS FOR FINANCING
F1 Engine 98 Replace (Loan Payment 10 yr) 240,000 | 240,000
F3 Replace Aid Car (Loan Payment 12 yr) 225,000 225,000
F4 Replace Brush-Truck Chassis 82,000 82,000
Total Loans 547,000 | 240,000 307,000
GRANT FUNDING
F2 Replace Reserve Engine 540,000 540,000
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 406,425 56,425 350,000
P6 Lake Sawyer Regional Park Improvements 3,000,000 250,000 2,750,000
Total Grant Funding| 3,946,425 56,425 540,000 350,000 250,000 2,750,000
KING COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT FUNDING
P5 Regional Trail Systems 200,000 100,000 100,000
Total King County Conservation District Funding 200,000 100,000 100,000
MISCELLANEOUS GRANT FUNDING
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Improvements 25,000 25,000
Total Miscellaneous Grant Funding 25,000 25,000
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CIP General Government FUNDING Summary (Continued)

Total
Capital Improvement Plan 2013 - 2018 Project 2($)13 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
-2018
DEVELOPER/MITIGATION
P4 Forestry Management Funds 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Total Developer/Mitigation Funding 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
BOND SALES
F5 New Fire Station and Equipment 3,215,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
Total Bond Sales 3,215,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
COUNTY TAX LEVY FOR PARKS
P2 Ginder Creek Trail Construction 41,283 41,283
Total County Tax Levy For Parks 41,283 41,283
OTHER FUNDING
F1 Replace Engine 98 (Surplus Funding) 125,000 | 125,000
F4 Brush Truck Chassis (Surplus Funding) 3,000 3,000
Total Other Funding 128,000 | 125,000 3,000
TOTAL GEN GOV CIP FUNDING (less REET | Loan Payments) 9,045,442 | 643,531 858,943 312,838 651,852 805,120 5,773,158
LOAN PAYMENTS (REET I) *

F1 Engine 98 Replace (Loan Payment 10 yr) 152,760 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552
F3 Replace Aid Car (Loan Payment 12 yr) 24,972 24,972
F4 Replace Brush-Truck Chassis 16,647 16,647

Total REET I Funding for Loan Payments 194,379 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 72,171
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CIP General Government Funding Summary

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
;i?uliiffbill{\’ggxﬁents Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
King County and Other Grants 3,946,425 56,425 540,000 350,000 250,000 2,750,000
REET | - Direct 912,734 150,823 213,943 207,838 171,852 100,120 68,158
King County Regional Parks Funding 200,000 100,000 100,000
Various Loans 547,000 240,000 307,000
Miscellaneous Grant Funding 25,000 25,000
King County Tax Levy 41,283 41,283
Bond Sales 3,215,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
Other Funding 128,000 125,000 3,000
Mitigation Fees 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
TOTAL SOURCES $9,045,442 $643,531 $858,943 $312,838 $651,852 $805,120 $5,773,158
Mitigatior:)F:;s EELD King County and Other
’ Grants $3,946,425
Other Funding $128,000 43.6%
1.4%
Bond Sales $3,215,000
35.5%
REET | $912,734 10.1%
King County Tax Levy

$41,283 0.5%

King County Regional
Parks Funding $200,000
Various Loans $547,000 2.2%

6.0%

Miscellaneous Grant
Funding $25,000 0.3%

55



» A A A ® 0
apIta Prove P|3 4 D19
R R Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
2013 REET || 2014-2019
Budgeted & | Summary 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Funded Total
Beg Fund Balance 104 170,890 170,890 148,448 212,520 532,691 985,851 | 1,627,618
REET Revenue (annual)
1/4 of 1% REET - Existing Property 383,875 40,625 47,813 55,250 62,938 81,000 96,250
1/4 of 1% REET - Other new homes 43,075 3,125 6,375 6,500 7,288 8,100 11,688
1/4 of 1% REET - Phase 1A 2,708,394 59,631 194,379 446,812 585,339 683,339 738,894
Subtotal REET | Revenue 3,135,344 103,381 248,567 508,562 655,564 772,439 846,832
Reet Il Transfer
TOTAL Avail. Balance for Gen Govt Projects 170,890 3,135,344 274,271 397,015 721,082 1,188,255 1,758,290 2,474,450
2013 REET || 2014-2019
Budgeted & | Summary 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Funded Total
General Government
Al City Technology Upgrades 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
A2 Reroof Police Building 25,000 25,000
Subtotal General Government - 142,528 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
Parks
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Improvements| 50,000 50,000
Total 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
REET 75,000 75,000
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 20,000 20,000
Subtotal Parks Projects with REET | 205,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 85,000 10,000 30,000
Public Safety
L1  Police Technology 106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
L2  Patrol Car Replacement Plan 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162
L3  Police Radio Replacement 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400
Subtotal Police 480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445
F2 Replace Reserve Engine 60,000 60,000
F5 New Fire Station Study 25,000 25,000
Subtotal Fire 85,000 25,000 60,000
Subtotal Public Safety Proj. with REET | 565,206 95,710 184,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445
Public Works Projects
S2  Public Works Facilities and Equipment 500,000 500,000
SUBTOTAL PUBLIC WORKS 500,000 500,000
Total REET | Projects 1,065,206 125,823 153,943 157,838 171,852 100,120 68,158
Total REET | Debt 194,379 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 72,171
TOTAL REET | 1,259,585 125,823 184,495 188,390 202,404 130,672 140,329
REET | left for next year (Ending Balance) 170,890 | 2,070,138 148,448 212,520 532,691 985,851 | 1,627,618 | 2,334,121
REET based on Houses sold 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Existing Property Sales (in 000's) 62 @$250 75 @$255 85 @$260 95 @$265 120 @$270 140 @5$275
Other new home sales (in 000's) 5 @$250 10 @$255 10 @$260 11 @$265 12 @$270 17 @$275
MPD Phase 1 Resulting Sales - Per Fiscal Analysis 59,631 194,379 446,812 585,339 683,339 738,894
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NR/Parks Department
CAPITALPROJECTSUMMARY

Expenditure Summary by Project

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $ Requested
Project N 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
roject Name 2014-2019
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 481,425 81,425 50,000 350,000
P2  Ginder Creek Trail Construction 41,283 41,283
P3  Grant Matching Funds 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
P4 Forestry Management (Tree Fund) 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
P5 Regional Trail System 200,000 100,000 100,000
P6 Lake Sawyer Regional Park Enhancements 3,075,000 75,000 250,000 250,000 2,500,000
P7  Union Stump Memorial Parking 20,000 20,000
TOTAL PLANNED EXPENDITURES $3,907,708 $137,708 $15,000 $140,000 $615,000 $365,000 $2,635,000
Funding Sources
Total 5 Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Recreation & Conservation Grant (RCO)
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 406,425 56,425 350,000
P6 Lake Sawyer Regional Park Improvements 3,000,000 250,000 2,750,000
Total RCO Grant Funding $3,406,425 $56,425 $350,000 $250,000 $2,750,000
King County Tax Levy
P2  Ginder Creek Trail Construction 41,283 41,283
Total King County Levy Funding $41,283.00 $41,283
Tree Mitigation Funds
P4  Forestry Management Funds 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Total Tree Mitigation Funding $30,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
King Conservation District Grant Funds
P5 Regional Trail Systems 200,000 100,000 100,000
Total KCD Grant Funds $200,000 $100,000 $100,000
Miscellaneous Grant
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Improvements $25,000 $25,000
Total Matching Funds $25,000 $25,000
REET | Funding
P1 Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Upgrades 50,000 50,000
P3  Grant Matching Funds 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
P6 Lake Sawyer Regional Park Improvements 75,000 75,000
P7  Union Stump Memorial Park 20,000 20,000
Total REET | Funding $205,000 $10,000 $10,000 $60,000 $85,000 $10,000 $30,000
TOTAL NR/PARKS PROJECT FUNDING $3,907,708 $112,708 $15,000 $65,000 $440,000 $365,000 $2,885,000
Ongoing Maintenance and Operating Costs
Total 3 Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Trail Maintenance (salaries) 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Total Trail Maintenance (Salaries) $30,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000




Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Parks Department

PROJECT TITLE Lake Sawyer Boat Launch Park Improvements

DESCRIPTION Existing boat launch facility on the west end of Lake Sawyer off of 296th Avenue.
BACKGROUND A low-impact parking addition was completed in 2009 with the use of grants awarded

by King County and the King Conservation District. A small portion of City funds were
utilized in order to complete the project. The ramp was repaired in the Summer of
2011 by the Public Works Department utilizing grant matching funds. Based on the
conceptual site plan produced in 2009 by Anchor Environmental Services, items
remaining to be completed include the addition of a pier, beach slope stabilization,
play-ground equipment and parking improvements to the trailer parking area.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Design/Permitting Costs 56,425 56,425
Playground/Other Equipment 25,000 25,000
Construction Costs 400,000 50,000 350,000 -
TOTAL COSTS $481,425 81,425 - 50,000 350,000 - -
Total S
Requested
REQUESTED FUNDING 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Miscellaneous Grant 25,000 25,000
REET1 50,000 50,000
RCO Grant 406,425 56,425 350,000
TOTAL SOURCES 481,425 81,425 - 50,000 350,000 - -
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
Project for the NR/Parks Department

PROJECT TITLE Ginder Creek Trail Restoration

DESCRIPTION Restoration of the riparian buffer along the City's Ginder Creek property, property or easement
acquisition and the construction of a graveled trail to link Roberts Drive with Morgan Street.

A major focus in Black Diamond has been creating a town that is walkable and pedestrian friendly

BACKGROUND
with natual amenities that appeal to everyone. This project will focus on developing this along the
City's property on it's Ginder Creek property. As future King County tax levy funds are subject to
approval by the voters in 2013, future funding is not assured. Hence, no future funding after 2014
are shown in this years Capital Improvement's Program. Shown funds include the accruial of
previous years allocations and an estimate for 2014. These funds need to be utilized prior to
December of 2014.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Trail Improvements $16,000 $16,000
Construction Costs $25,283 $25,283
TOTAL COSTS $41,283 $41,283 S0 $0 S0 $0 S0
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $
Requested
2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
King County Tax Levy $41,283 $41,283
TOTAL SOURCES $41,283 $41,283 - - - - -

Ginder Creek
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Project for the

Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
NR/Parks Department

PROJECT TITLE
DESCRIPTION

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS
Transfer Reserves

TOTAL COSTS
REQUESTED FUNDING

REET |
TOTAL SOURCES

Grant Matching Funds
Funds earmarked for matching grant resources to be utilized in the design and
construction of Parks and Natural Resource enhancement projects. This project
has a 2012 carry-over blanace of $33,283 available.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested
2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

$60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Total $
Requested
2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

$60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

What is a matching grant?

A matching grant is a contingent grant awarded only if the
receiving entity is able to put up (or independently raise) a
sum equal to the amount provided by the granting entity.
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the NR/Parks Department # P4
PROJECT TITLE Tree Mitigation Fund

DESCRIPTION Tree mitigation fund for planting trees where needed within the City.
BACKGROUND A tree mitigation fund was developed with the passage of Black Diamond's Tree

Preservation Ordinance in 2011. Revenue is shown to be consistent each year
through 2019, but as the MPD's move forward, these contributions will increase
based on site development progress and cannot be predicted accurately at this

time.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total 5

Requested
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Reforestration Program NR $30,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
TOTAL COSTS $30,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $

Requested

2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Tree Mitigation Funds $30,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
TOTAL SOURCES $30,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000

-—

The City planted a young Sequoia Tree at the corner of HWY 169 & Roberts Drive in late 20
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
Project for the NR/Park: Department

PROJECT TITLE Regional Trail System Development

DESCRIPTION Regional trail concept devised by King County and the City of Black Diamond, running north to
south and vice versa. The trail follows the old rail line to the north, through Lake Sawyer Park,
eventually connecting to Flaming Geyser State Park along the Green River to the south.

BACKGROUND A major focus in Black Diamond has been creating a town that is walkable and pedestrian
friendly. This program will help further this focus. In 2011, a comprehensive trail plan was
completed and adopted that allows the City more flexibility in applying for grant resources. In
2012, King County completed a a conceptual design for the trail corridor, with cost estmates
based on ground-truthing completed by Parametrix, Inc.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Construction Costs 200,000 100,000 100,000
TOTAL COSTS $200,000 - - - - 100,000 100,000
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $
Requested
2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
RCO Grant Match with KC 200,000 100,000 100,000
TOTAL SOURCES $200,000 - - - - 100,000 100,000
NON CAPITAL OPERATING Total $
COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Trail System Maintenance 30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
TOTAL OPERATING $30,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000

A well maintained King County Trail

62



Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
Project for the NR/Parks Department

PROJECT TITLE Lake Sawyer Regional Park Enhancement
DESCRIPTION
BACKGROUND
COMMENTS
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $

Requested
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Preliminary Engineering 75,000 75,000
Construction Engineering $250,000 250,000
Design Engineering $250,000 250,000
Construction Costs $2,500,000 2,500,000
TOTAL COSTS $3,075,000 75,000 250,000 250,000 2,500,000
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $

Requested

2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
REET | 75,000 75,000
RCO Grant w/KC Matching Funds 3,000,000 250,000 2,750,000
TOTAL SOURCES $3,075,000 - - - $ 75,000 $ 250,000 $ 2,750,000

-

Lake Sawyer Park land
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Capital Improvement Plan 2014 - 2019
Project for the NR/ParkS Department

PROJECT TITLE Union Stump Memorial Park
DESCRIPTION Union Stump Memorial Park is located at the corner of Cemetery Road and Roberts Drive covering
approximately 10,000 square feet.

BACKGROUND This Memorial Park was established at the turn of the century after mine workers organized and utilized
an old growth Douglas fir stump for discussing unionization. The split rail Cedar fencing was repaired in
2009, with future plans to establish a low impact designed parking area for approximately 4-5 cars.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Construction Costs 20,000 20,000
TOTAL COSTS $20,000 20,000
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $
Requested
2014-2019 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
REETI 20,000 20,000
TOTAL SOURCES $20,000 20,000
Robe 0 24372
fts Dr Black Diamand
City Hal Robe
Cﬂr);s% -\?.:J}dl
Project Location '% "z"o,.-&_
Black Diamond " &
Cemetery

Union Stump Memorial Park
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Police Department

CAPITALPROJECT SUMMARY

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project Title

Police Technology
Patrol Car Replacement Plan

Police Radio Replacement

POLICE DEPT TOTAL EXPENDITURES

REQUESTED FUNDING

REET I

Police Technology

Patrol Car Replacement Plan

Police Radio Replacement

otal REET |

TOTAL FUNDING FOR POLICE PROJECTS

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162
34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400
480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162
34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400
480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445
480,206 70,710 124,180 128,125 68,339 70,407 18,445




Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for Police Department # L1
PROJECT TITLE Police Technology
DESCRIPTION Variety of technology for Police including PC purchases, network upgrades for hard
and software, and replacement of radios, printers and copiers.
COMMENTS Laptops for all officers. General technology needs in years after.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $

Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019
Laptops - Replacements 40,920 - 7,360 8,180 8,180 9,000 8,200
PC Software 12,150 1,360 4,703 1,453 1,545 1,545 1,545
Networking Hardware 30,500 5,000 2,500 5,000 6,500 5,000 6,500
Networking Software 11,900 6,900 400 1,900 400 1,900 400
Other Purchases 10,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
TOTAL COSTS 106,270 | 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $

Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

2014-2019
REET | 106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
TOTAL SOURCES 106,270 | 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445

Servers, Routers and Laptops
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Technology Police

Updated 4/11/13 Yr Total 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Total Workstations CIP Total 12 13 13 14 14 14
(rugged laptops) 8 9 9 10 10 10
PCs
Purchase 1250
Replacement 800 800 800 800 800
Rugged Laptops 4650
Replacement 4100 6,560 7,380 7,380 8,200 8,200
7,360 8,180 8,180 9,000 8,200
PC Software
Software Purchase 75 450 488 488 525 525 525
MS Office 250 3,250
Software Upgrades 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Anti-virus/SPAM 50 660 715 715 770 770 770
1,360 4,703 1,453 1,545 1,545 1,545
Network
Server purchases 5000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Server Upgrades 4000 4,000 4,000
NW/Security Devices 2500 2,500 2,500 2,500
5,000 2,500 5,000 6,500 5,000 6,500
Network Software
Operating Systems 1500 1,500 1,500 1,500
Backup/WWW!/other 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Spillman 5,000
6,900 400 1,900 400 1,900 400
Other purchases
Video/Audio 200 200 200 200 200 200 200
Mobile Devices 800 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600
1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
Totals 106,270 15,060 16,763 18,333 18,425 19,245 18,445
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Police Department
PROJECT TITLE Patrol Car Replacement Plan
DESCRIPTION The City has created and maintained a vehicle replacement plan with planned expenditures for

patrol cars in an effort to replace aging patrol cars before becoming too expensive to maintain and
to assure officer safety.

BACKGROUND This rotation plan will allow the force to spend more time on the street and less time delivering
them for repairs and maintenance. This plan will allow for replacement roughly every 110,000
miles.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

CAPITAL PROJECT Total $ Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

COSTS 2014-2019

Capital Outlay 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162

TOTAL COSTS 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162 -

REQUESTED FUNDING
Total $ Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

2014-2019
REET | 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162 -
TOTAL SOURCES 339,836 46,350 95,018 97,393 49,914 51,162 -
Replacement Schedule 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Car 20 2006 Blk/White 46,350

Car 22 2007 Black 47,509

Car 27 2007 Black 47,509

Car 23 2008 Black/White 48,696

Car 28 2009 Black/White 48,696

Car 29 2009 Black/White 49,914

Car 24 2009 Black/White 51,162

IR




Police Vehicles and Replacement Schedule

. Rollin
Police Vehicles Mileage Z?It\ful:s A"e"a:e
Liense jot0 aoto  2omi g0tz go1s  minge  PSIONED L erice projested 2018 2015 2017 08
30 54094D 2012 K-9 Tahoe Chev Tahoe 16NLC2EO5CR227457 13,034 13,034 Chatterson 44,000 1 13,034 26,068 39,102 52,136 65,170 78,204 91,238
20 42030D 2006 Blk/White Ford C/V 2FAHP71W96X152580 40,000 46,500 52,120 67,283 79,800 90164 10,364 Vacant 21,800 5 10,364} 100,528 10,364 20,728 31,092 41,456 51,820
22 43927D 2007 Black Dodge Charger 2B3LA43H27H818033 30,100 40,056 43,500 55,000 72,300 82644 10,344 Kiblinger 23,500 5 10,509; 93,153 103,662 10,509 21,018 31,526 42,035
24 46801D 2008 Black/White  Dodge Charger 2B3LA43H98H255032 10,300 17,700 19,300 29,000 34,500 46856 12,356 Martinez 24,530 5 12,356 59,212 71,568 83,924 96,280 108,636 12,356
23 45553D 2007 Black Dodge Charger 2B3LA43H27H818034 16,500 30,600 36,670 51,860 69,913 77300 7,387 Goral 24,775 5 12,160; 89,460 101,620 113,780 12,160 24,320 36,480
27 47720D 2009 Blk/White Dodge Charger 2B3LA43T09H590203 2,010 11,221 13,800 32,048 45,300 65523 20,223 Lynch 25,460 5 20,223; 85,746 105,969 20,223 40,446 60,669 80,892
28 49285D 2009 Blk/White Dodge Charger 2B3LA43T29H590204 888 10,900 15,101 26,832 39,200 55519 16,319 Macdonald 25,460 5 16,319 71,838 88,157 104,476 16,319 32,638 48,957
29 54171D 2011 B/W Chev Tahoe 1GNLC2E03BR245096 3,000 14,500 32163 17,663 Tapec 43,000 2 17,663 49,826 67,489 85,152 102,815 17,663 35,326
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for Police Department # L3
PROJECT TITLE Police Radio Replacement
DESCRIPTION Portable Radio Replacements to replace 20 year old radios with the 2015 750
MegaHertz update requirement.
COMMENTS
Capital Plan
2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014-2019
Portable Radio-Replacements 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400
TOTAL COSTS 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400 - - -
Total Units Replaced.......ccccoeuevvenveneee. 3 4 4
REQUESTED FUNDING
Total $
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Requested
2014-2019
REET | 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400 - -
TOTAL SOURCES 34,100 9,300 12,400 12,400 - - -




Project Title

F3 Replace Aid Car

REET |

FEMA-AFG Grant

Bond Sales

Other Financing

REET |

F2 Replace Reserve Engine

F1 Engine 98 Replace (10 yr)

F3 Replace Aid Car (12 yr)

F2 Replace Reserve Engine

F5 New Fire Station Study

F2 Replace Reserve Engine

Loans to Finance Projects

F1 Replace Primary Fire Engine 98

F4 Replace Brush Truck Chassis

F5 New Fire Station and Equipment (Growth)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

F4 Replace Brush Truck Chassis (5 yr)

Total Loans

Total REET | Funding

Total FEMA-AFG Grant

F5 New Fire Station and Equipment

Total Bond Sales

F1 Replace Engine 98 (Surplus Funding)

F4 Brush Truck Chassis (Surplus Funding)

Total Other Financing

FIRE DEPT SUBTOTAL

F1 Engine 98 Replace (Loan Payment 10 yr)

F3 Replace Aid Car (Loan Payment 12 yr)
F4 Replace Brush-Truck Chassis

Total Loan Payments
TOTAL FIRE PROJECTS

Fire Department
CAPITALPROJECTSUMMARY

Expenditure Summary by Project

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019

365,000 365,000

600,000 600,000

225,000 225,000

85,000 85,000

3,240,000 25,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
4,515,000 390,000 600,000 125,000 450,000 2,950,000

Funding Sources

Loans to Finance Projects

240,000 240,000
225,000 225,000
82,000 82,000
547,000 240,000 307,000
60,000 60,000
25,000 25,000
85,000 25,000 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 55,524
540,000 540,000
540,000 540,000
3,215,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
3,215,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
125,000 125,000
3,000 3,000
128,000 125,000 3,000
4,515,000 390,000 30,552 30,552 155,552 480,552 3,005,524
152,760 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552
24,972 24,972
16,647 16,647
194,379 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 72,171
4,709,379 390,000 61,104 61,104 186,104 511,104 3,077,695
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Fire Department # F1

PROJECT TITLE Replace Primary Fire Engine (2000)

This project replaces the newest engine in the fleet with a suitable, demo pumper having

DESCRIPTION better long-term maintenance prospects.
BACKGROUND
The present vehicle experienced a major mechanical malfunction during 2010 annual service
testing. Repairs cost over $21,000 and required more than four months to complete. Only
one service center bid on the overhaul because of difficulties obtaining replacement parts.
The Fire Maintenance Supervisor recommends replacing the current pumper now with a 3 to
COMMENTS 4 year old used one, to offset the higher cost of replacement. A State sponsored loan is one
means of funding this project. Cost projections below are based on 5% interest rate over a 10
year term.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Capital Outlay 365,000 365,000
TOTAL COSTS 365,000 365,000 - - - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Loan Plan 240,000 240,000
Surplus Equipment Sale 125,000 125,000
TOTAL SOURCES 365,000 365,000 - - - - -
Total $
NON CAPITAL OPERATING
COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REET | Debt Repay (5yr @5%) 152,760 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552
TOTAL OPERATING 152,760 - 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552 30,552

Engine 98 to be sold and replaced



Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Fire Depa rtment

PROJECT TITLE Replace Reserve Engine

DESCRIPTION Replace reserve engine # 981 and extend the service life of front-line engine.
BACKGROUND

Engine 981 is a Pierce brand engine custom built for Kent Fire in 1986. The City later
purchased this engine used. It has more than 155,000 miles on the odometer and 12,000
hours in use.

Black Diamond will apply for a FEMA-AFG (Assistance for Firefighters Grant). This will
COMMENTS require the City produce a resolution for a 10% City match. If this grant is not received
loan funds will be required.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Capital Outlay 600,000 600,000
TOTAL COSTS 600,000 - 600,000 - - - -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
FEMA-AFG Grant 540,000 540,000
REET I for City Match 60,000 60,000
TOTAL SOURCES 600,000 - 540,000 - - - -

Engine #981
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Fire Depa rtment

PROJECT TITLE Replace Aid Car

DESCRIPTION Replace Aid 98 to provide reliable patient transport capability.

Aid 98 is a 1994 Ford purchased by City surplus from King County Medic One. This vehicle shows
BACKGROUND over 143,160 miles. This is the only aid car owned by the City and maintenance costs are
expected to increase with age in continued front-line use.

At the estimated cost of $225,000, a twelve year loan assuming a 5% interest rate would be

COMMENTS $24,972 per year.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Capital Outlay 225,000 - 225,000
TOTAL COSTS 225,000 - - - - 225,000 -
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
Loan Purchase Plan 225,000 - 225,000 -
TOTAL SOURCES 225,000 - - - - 225,000 -
NON CAPITAL OPERATING Total 5
COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
REET | Debt Repay (12yr @5%) 24,972 24,972
TOTAL OPERATING 24,972 24,972

o
:

E"”"‘ 0 ____________- 5’..

i

Aid Car 98 E
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Fire Department

Replace Brush-Truck Chassis

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Capital Outlay
TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Loan Purchase Plan

Surplus Sale of Equip.
TOTAL SOURCES

NON CAPITAL OPERATING
COSTS

REET | Debt Repay (5yr @5%)

TOTAL OPERATING

Replace chassis of Brush 98 to improve safety and increase the usefulness of the vehicle.
The standard chassis is too small, allowing only a half fill.

Present vehicle, while relatively new and low mileage, exceeds manufacturers gross vehicle
weight when fully loaded with water. A heavier duty chassis increases the quantity of
water safely carrried by the vehicle and the "Class A" foam system improves efficiency of

the water used.

Selling the present chassis as surplus equipment helps offset the estimated $85,000
project cost which includes 5 years of financing at 5% interest rate through the State

LOCAL loan Plan.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
85,000 85,000
85,000 - - - - 85,000 -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
82,000 82,000
3,000 3,000
85,000 - - - - 85,000 -
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2013-2018
16,647 16,647
16,647 16,647

Example of a Brush
Truck with Chassis
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Project for the

PROJECT TITLE

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Fire Department # F5

New Fire Station and Equipment - Growth Related

DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

COMMENTS

CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS

Preliminary Engineering
Construction Engineering
Design Engineering
Construction Costs (bldg)
TOTAL COSTS

REQUESTED FUNDING

Bond Sales

REET |
TOTAL SOURCES

Provide a satellite fire station sited and equipped to enhance fire and emergency medical service
delivery in the community. This initiative begins with a site location study, proceeds to construct
the station, and ends with a complement of essential equipment in service at the new facility.

Service needs within the community will change with growth. This project seeks to determine
the optimal location, build approximately 8,000 square feet of fire station at $405 per square
foot within the next six year at a cost of approximately $3,240,000. Additional growth related
equipment of a Fire Pumper, Aid Car, Brush Truck, & Support Vehicle will be needed in later
years after more growth has occured. Land costs are not included and could add approximately
$750,000 if the station is not built on existing City property.

Financing for this project may be a 20 year bond issue at 5% interest. Payments of the debt will
be 83.73% developer responsibility of approximately $213,190 (from fire impact fees), and the
City portion at 16.27% of the total, with payments of $41,426. This is per the Fire District Impact
Fee Study, (IFS p.17). The City share of payments will need to come from REET, Sales Tax from
new construction or other sources.

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
75,000 - 75,000
70,000 - - 70,000
145,000 25,000 50,000 70,000
2,950,000 2,950,000
3,240,000 25,000 - - 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014-2019
3,215,000 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
25,000 25,000
3,240,000 25,000 - - 125,000 140,000 2,950,000
New Fire
Station 96
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CAPITALPROJECTSUMMARY

City Administration and Facilities

Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
Al City Technology Upgrades 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
A2 Reroof Police Building 25,000( 25,000
ADMIN & FACILITIES DEPT TOTAL EXPENDITURES 142,528| 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713

Funding Sources

Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET |
Al City Technology Upgrades 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
A2 Reroof Police Building 25,000| 25,000
Total REET | Funding 142,528 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
TOTAL FUNDING FOR ADMIN & FACILITIES 142,528 45,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713




Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for Administration and Facilities

PROJECT TITLE City Technology - Capital

Variety of technology upgrades to the City including PC purchases, software purchases, network
DESCRIPTION upgrades hard and software and printers. (see next page) These City upgrades exclude Police, as that
department has a separate technology project list.

This project is for PC replacements and other capital technology for the City. This includes servers,

BACKGROUND network and network software, disaster software and other technology.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
PC, Printers, Software 69,128 11,213 15,863 10,813 9,613 10,813 10,813
Network 29,500 6,500 6,500 5,000 6,500 5,000
Network Software, Audio & Misc. 12,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Disaster Recovery Software 6,900 400 1,900 400 1,900 400 1,900
TOTAL COSTS 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
Total $
REQUESTED FUNDING Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET I 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
TOTAL SOURCES 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
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Technology Non Police

p/user
PCs
Purchase 1250
Replacement 900 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000
Printers/Mice/Access 100 625 625 625 625 625 625
Mobile Devices 400 2400 800 2000 800 2000 2000
8025 6425 7625 6425 7625 7625
PC Software
Software Purchase 150 938 938 938 938 938 938
MS Office 250 6250
Software Upgrades 100 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Anti-virus/SPAM 50 1250 1250 1250 1250 1250 1250
3188 9438 3188 3188 3188 3188
Network
Server purchases 5000 5000 5000
Server Upgrades 4000 4000 4000 4000
NW/Security Devices 2500 2500 2500 2500
6500 6500 5000 6500 5000
Network Software
Operating Systems 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200
Backup/WWW 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000
Other purchases
Video/Audio 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Disaster Recovery 1500 1500 1500 1500
400 1900 400 1900 400 1900
Total 117,528 20,113 19,763 19,713 18,513 19,713 19,713
General Fund Operating Budget
PD Records Management 12000 12000 12000 12000 12000 12000
Permit Trax 6500 6500 6500 6500 6500 6500
Vision Financial 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500
Prof Services 3000 3000 3000 3000 3000 3000
Subscriptions 500 500 500 500 500 500
Maint/Repair 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500
Training 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500
Maint/Operating 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
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Capital Plan 2014 - 2019

Project for the Administration and Facilities
PROJECT TITLE Reroof Police Station
DESCRIPTION The Police Station will be overdue for a new roof.
Capital Plan 2014 - 2019
Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 2014 - 2019
Construction Costs 25,000 25,000
Contingency
TOTAL COSTS 25,000 25,000 - - - - -
REQUESTED FUNDING Total $
Requested 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2014 - 2019
REET 1 25,000 25,000
TOTAL SOURCES 25,000 25,000 - - - - -

|
i
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DRAFT-CIP SCHEDULE
DRAFT
CITY OF BLACK DIAMOND

2013 Schedule-CIP 2014-2019

Internal Due Committee City Council
Process Meetings Workstudy ¥ .
Date Meetings
1 CIP Planning Meeting with Mar 5 or 6
Mayor/Mark/Brenda
CIP Call letter to affected
2 departments (include goals, rules and March 12
timelines)
Departments prepare detailed March 19 —
3 requests and submit to City Apr5
Administration and Finance
Finance prepares operating revenue
sources for affected funds such as April 5
4 Street, Sewer, Water, Drainage and P
General Government and provides
2014-2019 worksheets to managers
Finance prepares draft spreadsheet
5 combining re'venues and' depa'rtment April 15
requests for internal review with
Administration
6 Administration and.Finance? meet Apr 16-Apr 30
departments to review options
7 1% CIP Committee Meeting for Public Fri, May 10
Works 10:30-12
. . May 16
9 CIP Committee Meeting for Parks 10-11
Finance Committee Meeting-CIP-
May 30
10 | Canceled by Staff 9-10
11 | Public Safety Committee Meeting Fri g/_l% 31
12 Public Works Committee Meeting-Znd
mtg canceled by Committee
13 CIP Council Workstudy: Public June 13
Works- 5:30
14 CIP Council Workstudy: June 20
Non-PublicWorks- 5:30
15 Public Hearing on proposed
2014-2019 CIP-Council Meeting
16

Council adopts 2014-2019 CIP

2014 - 2019 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)

Regular scheduled Council meetings in BOLD)
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