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Augdst 23, 1982 Introduced by: REAMS, BARDEN,
: GRUGER, NORTH,
1198A/mss _ , GRANT, CHOW, LAI}

Propose& No.: 82-256

oroINance no. 0105

AN ORDINANCE relating to park, recreation, and

open space facilities; calling a special election for
- the purpose of submitting to the voters of King

County on November 2, 1982, 'a proposition to autho-
rize ‘the County to issue its general obligation bonds
in the principal amount not to exceed $188,250,000,
to provide funds for the acquisition, development,
renovation and improvement of public park, recrea-
tion, and open space facilities in the County, and
providing for the administration of that program.,

~ PREAMBLE:

Existing parks, recreation facilities, and open
Spaces are amenities within King County which
contribute in a most significant manner to the unique
way of life enjoyed by its residents., A growing
population, shifting residential patterns, and
changing recreational interests result in an ,
~increased demand for parks, recreation facilities,
and open spaces. This demand is expected to grow.

The Joint Citizens Committee for Study of Parks,
Recreation and Open Space Needs (PRO/PARKS) was
appointed by the elected officials of King County,
The City of Seattle, and the Suburban Jurisdictions
to identify needs created by this increased demand
and to develop recommended solutions. The findings
and recommendations of PRO/PARKS, as modified by the
elected officials, are the basis for this ordinance.

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. The Council finds and declares as
follows: |
| A. Enactment of this ordinance is necessary for the
health, welfare, benefit, and safety/of the residents within
King C&unty ahd is strictly a county purpose.

B. Park and recreation facilities within King County
provide for a wide variety of‘public ac:ivities, including
active sports, community and cultural érts centers, play-
grounds, and general pafk open space for sitting, walking,
bicyecling, picnicking and nature walking, as well as for more
Specialized qFtivities provided by such facilities as the

Woodland Park Zoo, the Seattle Aquarium, and Volunteer Park;
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and these facilities make King County a more desirable place to
live and to visit,.

C. The existing park and recreation facilities within King
County are no longer adequate. Many such facilities are in
need of renovation, and additional park, recreation and open
space facilities are needed.

D. Parks, recreation facilities, and opeﬁ space acgquired
or improved pursuant to this ordinance, together with existing
lands and facilities set aside for such purposes, will consti-
tute a necessary system of public parks, recreation facilltieé,
and open spaces for the County and its residents.

E. The p:oposition and the pian hereinafter set forth have
for their object the furtherance, accomplishment or
preservation of such systeh and constitute a single purpose.

F.r Parks, recreation facilities, and open space acquired
or improved pursuant t6 this ordinance, whether located partly
or wholly within or.without the cities of the County, will be
reasonably.available and be of general benefit to all of the
rgsidehts of the County.

SECTION 2. DEFINITIONS. Unless the context clearly

indicates otherﬁise, as used in this ordinance, the following
words will have meanings set forth in this section:

. A. “Abandon® means- discontinuing efforts to carry out a
project td which'bond proceeds have been assigned in this
ordinance before it is COmpieted.

'ﬁ. EAdﬁihistfative, Design and Engineering Costs"™ means
all costs incurred by the Counpy or Cities for services of
employées'or for professional or technical cbntract gservices -

, : : » .
necessary to acquire, develop or improve the Projects and
properly constituting capital pdfposes. Exampies of-allowable

activities are Project management; Project vouchering and
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accounting; legal, personnel, and professional or technical

services; and reasonable overhead attributable to such acquisi-

tion, development or improvements.

c.

*Bond Proceeds"” means the principal proceeds received

from the sale of the Bonds and any interest earned by the

County or any City on such funds thereafter, but shall not mean

accrued interest on the Bonds paid by the purchaser upon

receiving delivery thereof.

D.

‘Bonds' means the general obligation bonds of King

County described in Section 4 of this ordinance.

E.

"City®" or “Cities" means any and all cities and towns

within the County, including the City of Milton, a portion of

which lies within King County.

F.
G.
H.

"Council" means the King County Council.
"*County" means King County, Washington.

*County Comptroller" means the Comptroller of King

County and the County officer who succeeds to the duties now

delegated to that office.

Il

"Governmental Agency" or "Agency® means the County or

any City within the County.

J.

"Local Project"” means a Project which ig& intended to

serve primarily a local (rather than a regional) need.

K'

Recreation Facility not listed as a Project in this Ordinance
and located in the County or ahy Project which is enlarged by
additionlof facilities or area beyond the scope contemplated by

this Ordinance.

L.

"“New Project" means any additionallpublic Park and

o

"Opportunity/Growth Project" means the Project

described in Sections 8 and 17 of this Ordinance.

.M.

"Plan” means the plan for acquisition, development,

.
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renovation, and imprOVement of Public Park and Recreation
Facilities within the County contained in this Ordinance.

N. "Project" means any gpecific Public Park and Recrea-
tion Facility, or group of such Facilties, separately itemized
as a part of the Plan in Sections 17, 18 and 19 of this Ordi-
nance, and 1o¢a;ed in the County.

0. 'Pro/Paiks Advisory Committee" means the countywide
committee, more fully described in Section 12 established for
tﬁe purposes set forth in this Qrdinance.

P. *"Public Park and Recreation Facility" means any land,
interest in land and facilities thereon within the County set
aside for public park, recreational, open space, green belt,
arboretum, historic;'scenic, viewpoint, aesthetic, ornamental
or natural resource preservation'purposes, and includes without
limitation, pedestrian; hotse or bicycle trails and public
school property available for public recreation use and enjoy-
ment when not used for school purposes.

Q. "Quadrant"™ means one of the four areas of the County
depicted on Exhibit B, attached here:o and by this reference
made a part hereof. |

R. "Regional Project” means any Project which is intended -
to serve a major portion of the County.

SECTION 3. PROJECT. APPROVAL.

A. Subject to the provisions of this Ordinance, the Plan
for the acquisition, construction, development and improvement
of the Projects is adopted and shall be carried out by the
deSignateh Governmental Adency set forth for each Project.

B. The heading of each Project is part of its general
description. The dollar figure beside each Project heading
makes an allocation of Bond Proceeds for accomplishing the

Project based on a current cost estimate in 1981 dollar
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values., If the costs to accomplish a Project exceed an alloca-

tion, a Governmental Agency may appropriate supplemental funds

through its usual legislative process necessary thetefor upon

making a finding that the additional_expenditure will not
materially impair accomplishment of the designated Projects
remaining., Wherever used in this Ordinance the words "usual
legislative process® shall include a public hearing after giv-

ing reasonable public notice.

SECTION 4. BONDS AUTHORIZED.

A. For the purpose of providing funds for capital pur-
poses only, other than the replécement of equipment, namely,
carrying out the Plan, paying Adminiétrative. Design and
Engineering Costs, paying interest on any interim financing
pending the receipt of Bond Proceeds, and those costs and
expenses incurring in issuing the Bonds, the County shall issue
the Bonds not to exceed the principal amount of $188,250,000,
or so much thereof, as may be required. The Bonds shall be
named "Unlimited Tax General Obligation Park and Recreation
Bonds," shall be éold at public sale in the manner required by
law, shall bear interest which, except for the first interest
payment, shall be payable semiannually, and shall mature
commenciﬁg'not less than.two or more than five years from their
date of issue and ending not more, but may be less, than twenty
years from their date of issue. The Bonds shall be issued in
such series and in such amounts and in shch denominations and
shall contain such redemption provisions and other terms and
conditions as shall be provided.later by ordinance of the
Council. The County Comptroller shall recommend the amount of
Bonds to be issued at any one time on the basis of the sub-

mittals required of the County and’each-City in Section 10 of
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this Ordinance.

B. Both the principal of and interest on the Bonds
authorized by this ordinance shall be payable out of the annual
tax levies to be made upon all of the taxable propertj within
the County in excéss of the regular non-voted property tax levy
without limitation as to rate or amount and from any other
money which may become available and may be used for such
purposes, |

C. The principal proceeds of sale of the Bonds shall be
deposited in a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Fund to be
hereafter created in the Office of the County Compﬁroller. Any
premium and accrued interest on the Boﬁds received at the time
of their delivery and payment therefor shall be paid into a
fund of the County to be used for redemption of the Bonds.
Money in the Parks, Recreation énd Open Space Fund may be
temporarily advanced to the bond redemption fund for the Bonds
to pay interest on the Bonds authorized in this section pending
receipt of taxes levied therefor.

SECTION 5. ADMINISTRATION OF PROCEEDS.

A. All Bond Proceeds from the sale of the Bonds depos-
ited in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Fund under the
terms of this ordinance_shall be administered by the County,
through -the Office of the County Comptroller, in accordance
with the provisions of this ordinance and State léw. Each

Governmental Agency shall aécount for the use of Bond Proceeds

‘on Regional Projects separately from the use of Bond Proceeds

on Local Projects. Nothihg in this Ordinance shall prohibit
any Governmental Agency from letting single acquisition, devel-
opment, renové%ion or improvement contracts on joint Regional
and Local Projects as along as the expenditures on those
Proﬁects can be segregated or prorated for accounting purposes.

B. All Bond Proceeds shall be applied and used solely for

-
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the purposes described in Section 4.
C. Any earnings received by the County from the deposit or

investment of the Bond Proceeds to be allocated to a Govern-

|| mental Agency for a Project shall be paid to that Governmental

Agency for that Project.

D. To the extent permittéd by law and this ordinance, the
expenditure of funds allocated for Projects in each Project
category shall be as determined by the Governmental Agency
designated throhgh its usual legislative process. To the
extent permitted by law and this ordinance, the time and order
of acquisition or‘development of the Projects which the Agéncy
has been authorized to accomplish shall be as determined by the
Agency through its usual legislative process. Consistent with
the purposes and provisioné of this ordinance, the Governmental
Agency shall determine the exact location and extent of lands
and interests in land to.be acquired and approve the plans and
specifications for constfuction of structures or other develop-
mental work or improvements to be performed.

E. Suppiementai or matching funds from federal, statekor
local, public or private sources may become available to pay a
portion of the cost of one or more Projects, or to supplement *
or éhlarée such Projects. Whenever the Governmental Agency
duly and lawfully authorized to accomplish a Project shall
obtain matching or supplemental funds for such Project, the
amount of Bond Procéeds to be applied to the cost of such
Projéct may, to the extent of such'matchihg or supplemental
funds, be applied by the agency to the enlargement or addi-
tional development of such Project or to the accompiishment or
enlatgement og other Projects which such Agency is authorized

to accomplish by this ordinance or to the acquisition or

development of other Public Park and Recreation Facilities by
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such Agency.
'F.  The Bonds shall be issued in series over the develop-

ment period to carry out the Plan and when the County Comptrol-

‘1er receives the Bond Proceeds, he.shall allocate the Bond

Proceeds in accordance with the Project implementation sched-
ules filed with his office pursuant to Section 10 of this
Ordinancef No City shall receive Bond Proceeds unless such
City, under authorization of its legislative authority, shall
have first entered into an agreément with the County substan-
tially in the form of Exhibit A attached hereto and by this
reference made a part hereof providing that such Bond Proceeds
shall be held in trust and faithfully applied to the‘purposes
authorized by this Ordinance and that the Projects shall be
operated and maintained by Such City and made reasonably avail-
able for use by any resident of the County. 1In the event that
any City shall fail to enter into such an agreement within such
reasonable time as the Council may determine after reasonable
notice that Bond Proceeds have become available for such City,
the Council, with the approval of such City, may carry out such
Project, or the Council may apply such funds as provided in.
Section 7, |

As,a‘recipient of Bond Proceeds, the County agrees to
assume the same duties in compliance with the terms of that
agreement as do. all Cities which execute that agreement.,

G. The County Auditor shall conduct an annual fiscal/
legal audit and a program audit every three years to determine
if the Governmental Agencies have complied with the provisions
of this Ordlnanée. To assist in the audits, the County Auditor
may delegate aﬁy of those audit responsibilities to tﬁe audi-
tors of the Governmental Agencies or the State Auditor and may
rely on their examination reports. Audit results shall be

reported to the Council by June 30th of each year following the

-
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first distribution of Bond Proceeds.

H. Projects acquired, developed, constructed or improved
by the County or any City_in whole or part from the proceeds.of
the Bonds shall not be transferred or conveyed exéept by agree-
ment providing that such.land shall continue to be used for the
purposes- contemplated by this ordinance; nor shall they be
convertea to a different use unless other equivalent lands and
facilities within the County or'Ciﬁy shall be received in
exchange therefor. The proceeds of any award in condemnation
of any.Projgct shall be used for the acquisition or provision
of other equivalent lands and facilities. However; nothing in
this ordinance shall prevent the grant of easements, fran-
chises, or concessions or the making of joint use agreements or
other operations agreements‘cdmpatible with the use of Public
Park and Recreation Facilities provided for in this ordinance.

SECTION 6. ABANDONMENT OF PROJECT.

A. A Governmental Agency may abandon a Project if it
determipes through ifs usual. legislative process that changes
in conditions after approval of this ordinance prevent the
pPractical accomplishment of the Project or clearly indicate
that the Project would no longer serve its intended purpose.
Changed conditions that coﬁld cause the abandonment of a
Project include but are not limited to: prior incompatible
development, the effects of which cannot be mitigated; cost of
completion substantially gfea;er than the amount of Bond
Proceeds allocated; érior aéquisition by a superior government
authority; significant adverse environmental impact; an
increase in anticipated operating expenses S0 as to make its
continuous opefation and maiﬁtenance for the life of the Bonds
unlikely; and‘new laws, regulations and restrictions of other
governmental authorities, the State or Federal Government

affecting the development or usefulness of the Project. A

-
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Governmental Agency shall consult with the Pro/Parks Advisory
Committee at least thirty days before abandoning a Regional
Project.

B. 1In determining that a Project has become impractical to
accomplish, the Governmental Agency, through its usual
legislative process, shall make a finding of fact establishing
the changed conditions which have occurred.

C. After a Governmental Agency determines that a Project
shall be abandoned, it shéLl so notify the County Comptroller
in writing, and the Bond Prgceeds allocated to that abandoned
Project shall be reallocated in accordance with Section 7 of

this Ordinance.

SECTION 7. REALLOCATION OF‘BOND PROCEEDS.,

A. . In General. The process and criteria provided for in

this section shall apply to teallocating to New Projects Bond
Proceeds made available because a Project has been completed
utilizing fewer Bond Proceeds tﬁan had beeh anticipated or
because a Project has been abandoned.

B. New Regional Projects. Except as provided in this

Section for the Issaqhah Alps Projéct, before realiocating Bond
Proceeds to a New Regional Project, the Governmental Agency
shall degermine and make a finding of fact, through its usual
legislative process, that Bond Proceeds are adequate to
complete all Regional Prdjects which it is authorized to carry
out by this Ordinance or that such Regioﬁal Projects have been

abandoned .pursuant to Section 6 of this Ordinance or have been

otherwise duly provided for} and shall consult with the

Pro/Parks Advisory Committee. Bond Proceeds assigned to a
Regional Project shall be reallocated by the Governmental
Agency through its usual legislative process in one of the

following ways:

- 10 -
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l. To enlarge another Regional Project designated
in the same Quadrant which the'Gerrnmental Agency has
been authorized by this Ordinance to carry out; |

2. With Council approval, to a New Regional Project
not designated in this Ordinance within tbe same Quadrant
to which the Bond Proceeds had been assigﬁed‘ or

3. To the Opportunity/Growth Projec; for allocation
to a Project located in the same Quadrant of the County as

the Project to which the Bond Proceeds had been assigned.

c. I1ssaquah Alps Project. If the Council determines that
the Issaquah Alps Project shall be abandoned pursuant to
Section 6 of ﬁhis Ordinance or that the Project will be com-
pPleted utilizing fewer Bond Proceeds than had been anticipated,
the Bonds assigned to this‘Project shall not be sold and/or
remaining Bond Proceeds shall be returned to the bond redemp-

tion fund for the Bonds.

D. New Local Projects., Before reallocating Bond Pro-
ceeds to a New Local Project, the Governmental Agency shall
determine and make a finding of fact, through its usual legis-
lative process, that Bond Proceeds are adequate to complete all
Local Projects, which it hés been authorized by this Ordinance °
to carrﬁ out in the same general service area or category of
Project, or that such Local Projects have been abandoned
pursuant.to Section 6 of this Ordihance or have been othetwise
duly provided for. Bond Proceeds assigned to a Local Projectv
shall be'reallocated by the Governmental Agency through its
usual legislative process, except that in £he case of the
County they shall be reallocated to a New Local Project in the
same communit§ planning area. In addition to other require-
ments of this subsection, a Govetrnmental Agencyvshall consult
with the Pto/?arks Advisory Committee before reallocating Bond

Proceeds ASSigned to a Local Project designated as ®"local share

-

- 11 -
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adjustment® in Sections 17 and 19 of this Ordinance.

E. Excess or Lapsed Bond Proéeeds. Bond Proceeds in

excess of the needs of a Governmental Agency for a New Project

or assigned to a Governmental Agency which has no New Projects

. qualifying under paragraphs B and C of this Section, that

. Governmental Agency may cause such Bond Proceeds to be trans-

ferred to exther the Opportunlty/Growth Pro:ect or the bond
redemption fund for the Bonds.

SECTION 8, OPPORTUNITY/GROWTH PROJECT.

A. Until June 30, 1987, Bond Proceeds allocated to the
Opportunity/Growth Project in Sectioh 17 of this Ordinance
shall be usgd to acquire high priority waterfront and other
high priority properties, and to adjust for population growth
occurring while this Plan is being carried out. Bond Proceeds
used for this purpose shall not exceed 75% of the fair market
valug of the property to be acquired.

B. Only participating Governmental Agencies may apply for
Bond Proceeds allocated to the Opportunity/Growth Project.

C. All allocations through the Opportunity/Growth Project
shall be approved by ordinance of the Council after it has
received recommendations from :he Pro/Parks Advisory
Committée. In making its recommendations, the Committee shall
consider the followihg:

l. The importance of the Project as a park, recreational
Oor open space asset or its importance in meeting park,
recreational or open space needs caused by an increasing
populati;n;

2, The price of the property in comparison to its fair
market value,'in relation to the leverage it provides in

securxng other valuable property, or in relation to the number

of people it will serve;

- 12 -
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3. The geographic location pf the proposed acquisition
in relation to . the geographic distribution of properties for
which previous commitments of Opportunity/Growth Project money
has been made; and

4. Other criteria which the committee may establish.

D. After Junev30, 1987, unexpended Opportunity/Growth
Project money may be used for the completion, alteration or
expansion of Regional Projects authorized by this Ordinance.
Such expenditures shall be made only after the Council has
received the reéommendétion of the Pro/Parks Advisory
Committee, and has approved such expenditures by ordinance
finding such use of such funds to be consistent with the intent

of this Ordinance and to be a County purpose,

SECTION 9. IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD.

A. Time periods for implementing Projects or expending
Bond Proceeds contained in this ordinance are measured from the
date of the delivery of and payment for the first series of
Bonds. |

B. All Projects authorized under this Ordlnancé shall be
initiated within five Years. New Projects may be initiated
after five years but first shall be reviewed by the County
Comptrolier to determine whether the New Project can be
coméleted»within the time periods established by this Ordi-
nance. The acquisition, construction, devélopment and
improvement of each Ptoject‘énd New Projéct authorized by this
Ordinance,shall be completed within eight years.

SECTION 10. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES AND REPORTS,

A. Bonds shall be sold and Bond Proceeds administered to
conform with the requirements of 26 U.S.C. § 103, and applic-
able Eegulations thereunder,_for'tax exempt bonds and to assure
that the intent of this Ordinance is being met. To further

these purposes, all participating Governmental Agencies shall

- 13 -
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submit by December 31, 1982, to the County Comptroller a Proj-
ect implementation schedule insofar as it is known. Such
schedules should include listings of all major elements of each
Project assigned to the Governmen;al Agency, together'with
estimated completion dates and cash flow requirements of Bond

Proceeds for such Projects., For those Projects for which the

schedule is incomplete as of December 31, 1982, the Governmen-

tal Agency shall provide a complete schedule when the informa-
tion becomes available. Each deernmentallAgency shall review
and make apptopriate revisions to the schedule by December 31

of each year. all participating Govefnmental Agencies shall

report annually to the County Comptroller the progress made in

‘implementing designated Projects and a summary of expenditures

made.

B. Reporting required by this section shall cease when a
Governmental Agency has éarried out or accounted for all desig-
nated Projects and expended or returned all Bond Proceeds
received and reported the same to the County Comptroller.

SECTION 11. ELIGIBLE COSTS.

A. Subject to the p;ovisions of subsection D of this
section, Administrative, Design and Engineering Costs lawfully
incurred: incident to the accomplishment of any Project by any
Governmental Agency duly and lawfully authorized to accomplish
such Project shall be appropriate costs to be paid from Bond
Proceeds.

B. Costs lawfully incurred prior to sale of the Bonds
which are'incident to the accomplishment of any Project by the
Governmental Agency duly and lawfully authorized to accomplish
such Project shall be appropriate costs to be paid from Bond
Proceeds.

C. Eligible acquisition costs include expenditures

- 14 -
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inéident to eminent domain proceedings and relocation assist-
ance, Eligible development costs include necessary environ-
mental mitigation measures felating to the facilities_and
programs for arts in Projects, as .long as the art programs are
located within the Projedts authorized in this Ordinance,

D. The following costs shall not be‘eligible to be paid
from Bond Proceeds: general and administrative costs that
cannot be directly associated with the acquisition, develop~
ment, or improvement ofiprojects or New Projects and not per-
formed by the specific department of the Governmental Agency’
responsible for such acquisition, developmeﬁt or improvement,
including but not limited to such costs as the providing of
centralized services for executive administration, budget,
accounts receivable, voucher processing, payroll processing,
financial accounting including data processing costs, person-
nel, purchasing and building occupancy.

E. The description of eligible or ineligible costs in this
Section is not intended to be inclusive, but only examples of
what may or may.not qualify for the use of Bond Proceeds under
Section 4, | |

SECTION 12. ADDITIONAL PROCEEDS FOR INFLATION,

The brincipal Bond Procéeds allocated.in Sections 17, 18
and 19 are based upon 1981 dollar values, To mitigate the
impacts of infiation, the Bond Proceeds shall be distributed to
each Governmental Agency for accomplishment of Projects desig-
nated in Sections 17, 18 and 19 or for reallocation, when

eligible, under Section 7, as follows:

Regional Projects Local Projects
'King County $2,876,935 - $2,685,585
Seattle 1,103,429 2,003,071
Algona v - _ 3,022
Auburn o 19,754 - 52,388

- 15 =
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Beaux Arts - 756
Bellevue 27,162 171,475
Black Diamond | - - 2,267
Bothell : - i5,867
Carnation ' - | 1,763
Clyde Hill - | 6,297
Des Moines ‘ —A- | 14,608
Duvall - 1,511
Enumclaw 4 - 10,830
Hunts Point - 1,007
issaquah 4 - 11,082
Kent 18,519 45,839
Kirkland 58,521 37,276
Lake Forest Park | - - 5,037
Medina - 6,297
Mercer Island - . 42,565
Milton - | | 504
Normandy Park . - 8,563
North Bend | - 3,274
Pacific - v 4,534
Redmond | - 63,134 .
Renton | 18,026 ° 77,490
Skykomish . - ' 504
'Snoéualmie - ' 2,771
Tukwila . 14,988 ' 7,052
Yarfow Point - - 2,015

SECTION 13. PRQ/PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTE.

A. A Pro/Parks Advisory Committee is established. The
committee shail be composed of eleven‘citizens; five appointed
by the Couhty, four by the City of Seattle, and two by the

“ Suburban Mayors Association, acco;ding'to their ordinary appoin-
tive processes. None of the members shall be officials of any
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of the participating Gové:nment Agencies. Those members
appointed by the County shall reside in the unincorporated area
of the County; those members appointed by the Suburban Mayors
Association shali reside within and be distributed among the
Cities of the County othef than the City of Seattle. Members of
the Committee shall serve for a term of three years and may be
reappdinted.

B. The Committee shall perform solely an advisory func-
tion, It shall be responsible for advising the County Execu-~
tive, the County Council,'and the participating Governmental
Agencies on the following matters: \

1. Proposed abandonments and prgposed reallocation of
Bond Proceeds as provided in Sections 6}and 7, respectively, of
this ordinance; |

2, The Opportunity/Growth Project.

C. Within six months of its formation, the Committee shall
develop rules and procedures for evaluating applications for
Opportunity/Groch Project money, which rules and procedures
shall be approvediby ordinance of the Couhcil. |

D. The Committee shall make a report to the Council,.the
County Executive and to thé public at least once each year on °
the staéus of the implementation of this Ordinance, based upon
the information required in Section 10 of this Ordinance.

E. The County Council shall appropriate the funds neces-
sary for the conduct of the Committee's affairs, arrange for its
staffing and the maintenance of its records.

SECTION 14. CLEARINGHOUSE.

In addition to the other responsibilities assigned by this

Ordinance, the County Compttollet shall serve as the central
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office for answering inquiries and providing information,

SECTION 15. SHORT-TERM OBLIGATIONS.

Pending the issuance of any series of the Bonds and the
receipt of Bond Proceeds, any Governmental Agency maytincur
short-teim obligations in'anticipation of the receipt of such
Bond Proceeds for the same purposes for which those Bond |
Proceeds may be spent. The payment of interest on those short-
term obliga;ions‘shall be a proper purpose for the expenditure
of such Bond Proceeds.

SECTION 16. BOND ELECTION.

It is found and declared that anAemergency exists requir-
ing the submission to Ehe qualified electors of the County at a
special election to be held therein on November 2, 1982, of a
proposition authorizing the issuance of Ehe Bonds for the
purposes provided in this Ordinance.

The Manager of the King County Records and Elections
Division, as ex officio supérvisor of all elections held within
King County, is authorized and requested to find also the
existence of such emergency and to assume jurisdiction of and to
call-and conduct such special election fo be held within the
County on that date and to submit to the qualified electors of
the County at such special election the proposition hereinafter
set forth,

The Administrator-Clerk of the Council is authorized and
directed to certify that proposition to the Manager of the King
County Records and Elegtions Division in substantially the

followinglform:
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KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON
PROPOSITION NO,
PARK AND' RECREATION BONDS

Shall King County, for the purpose of acquiring,
constructing, developing and improving public park,
recreation and open space facilities within the
county, issue its general obligation bonds in princi-
pal amount not to exceed $188,250,000, maturing com-
mencing not less than two or more than five years and
ending not more but may be less than twenty years
from their date of issue, both Principal and interest
to be paid out of annual tax levies upon all the
taxable property within King County in excess of the
regular property tax levy, all as more specifically
provided in King County Ordinance No. 6105.

BONDS YES 4:::7‘
L7

BONDS NO
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SECTION 17. KING COUNTY PROJECTS.

A, Regional projects unallocated by geographic area. The

following are Regional Projects to be carried out by King
County. The dollar figures beside each project are ailoéations
for accomplishing the Project.

1. 1Issaquah Alps: $£12,000,000

Acquire and develop land on Cougar Mountain for a
regional park for preservation of open space, wildlife
habitat, hiking area, and trails.

The boundaries of the regional park shall be consistent

with any community plan applicable to the area which is
adopted by the County Council.‘

2. Opportunity Growth Project: $2,700,000

The initial allocation of $2,700,000 and shall be
administered according to the provisions of Section 8 of
this ordinance.

3. Bond Implementation: $402,380

Provide support to the County for activities of bond
counsel, financial advisor, Comptroller and Auditor.

B. Regional projects allocated by geographic area. The

following are Regional Projects to be carried out by King
County unless otherwise provided. The dollar figures beside
each Project are allocations for accomplishing the Project.

l. North Central County Regiohal Projects,

a. Connector trail between the Burke-Gilman Trail and
the Sammamish River Trail: $2,570,000

.Develop a link between the Burke-Gilman and Sammamish
River trails, providing a safe, separated bicycling and
walking trail from Logboom Park in the Kenmore area to
the Park at Bothell Landing. Develop trail facilities
in Blythe Park, Bothell. '

b, Marymoor Park: $2,240,000

Renovate Mansion, landscape, develop and improve
internal trails system, develop car top boat launch and
other improvements consistent with Master Plan.

¢. Juanita Beach: $ 350,00¢

Move Park Manager's house away from beach area,
stabilize Juanita Creek through the park, improve
irrigation and landscaping, improve beach area.
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d. Sammamish River Park (Trail): $2,360,000
Landscape to shade river, improve trails, acquire land
to complete trail linkage, improve off-street parking
areas; build restrooms.

e. Kenmore Logboom Park: _ $ 350,000

Extend existing dock to deeper water to allow improved
fisthing and boat tie up; and improve the beach area.

£. Richmond Beach: ‘ $ 250,000

Develop and make landscape improvements.

g. East Sammamish Trail: _ : - $2,300,000

Acquire and develop trail along East Lake Sammamish,

from Marymoor Park at Redmond to Issaquah, which may

include improvements to frontage roads, and expansion
and improvements to East Lake Sammamish Parkway where
necessary.

Conduct a feasibility study to determine design and
locational alternatives and to identify segments of the
trail which may be developed sequentially. The study
‘shall be transmitted to the Council within 6 months
from the date bond proceeds are first received by the
County and may be used as a basis for subsequent
Council actions, including appropriations of Bond
Proceeds. : '

h. Kenmore Boat Launch: $ 250,000

Improve State Game Department Launch site at the mouth
of the Sammamish River, which will increase the
capacity and safety of the site, and link it to Kenmore
Rhododendron Park. ‘

3. Luther Burbank: ‘ $ 150,000

. Stabilize banks to protect them from erosion, and pave
paths, ‘

k. East Lake Washington Trail: $1,000,000

Improve existing streets and parks to accommodate
bicyclists on the east side of Lake Washington. (King
County will be lead agency, in cooperation with East
Side cities on Lake Washington.)

2, South County Regional Projects.

.a. Green River Park System: _ © $4,431,500

Acguire riverfront properties and develop existing
Bltes along Green River to allow publie use; including
site preparation, parking and river access, Stabilize
the bank of the Green River and connect North Green
River Park to Brannon Park.
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(Acquisition Funds: $3,000,000 to be distributed among
Kent, Auburn, King County and Tukwila based on
acquisition recommendations made by a committee
composed of members from each named jurisdiction; said
funds to be expended in general relationship to the
miles of riverfront within any jurisdiction, but with
the first priority to have a continuous lineal trail
and park from Tukwila through Auburn.

Development Punds: $1,431,500 to King County for
development of county parks along the Green River.)

b. Interurban Trail: $ 595,000

Develop uncompleted sections of the trail for bicycle,
pedestrian, and equestrian use, with the exception of
that section from Algona to Pacific. Improve and add
to existing sections of the trail as funds allow.

¢. Cedar River Park:b v - $ 700,000

Improve the Cedar River Park including trails, picnic
areas, restrooms, and acquisition and development of
connecting properties with Renton, depending on state
funding proposals now in progress.

d. Federal Way Trail: $1,000,000

Develop trails on the B.P.A. powerline through West
Campus and street improvements for bicyclists in the
Federal Way area.

e. Redondo: ’ $§ 880,292
Complete the fishing pier to provide saltwater access
for fishermen. Develop an artificial reef to establish
a permanent food chain for residential fishery.

f. Clark Lake; $1,500,000

Acquire wetland including Clark Lake for conservation
of the wetland and limited recreational use.

g. New Golf Course: o $4,100,000

Acquire one new golf course. 1If funds remain after
purchase of a course in South County, they may be used
for purchase of additional courses in any area of the
county. ' '

h. Dockton: $ 640,000

Renovate and improve the boating facilities, including
dock and boat launch ramp, and improve picnic
facilities,
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1. Spring Beach Addition: $ 440,000

Acquire waterfront property on Vashon Island adjacent
to Spring Beach property that would extend county owned
tidelands from approximately 2,200 feet to
approximately $4,800 feet.

3. Rural East County Regional Projects.

a. MacDoﬁaid Memorial Park: $ 616,750

Acquire trail connector to Snoqualmie Valley Trail
along Tolt River, stabilize riverbank, improve existing
camping area and expand camping opportunities, improve
park access, improve handicapped access to river, and
provide equestrian facilities.

b. ' Moss Lake: $1,000,000

Acquire the wetlands and diverse habitat areas
including Moss Lake and the surrounding land, for
conservation and limited recreational use incuding
hiking and fishing.

c. King County Fairgrounds: $ 400,000

Acquire adjacent 1ahd, improve exhibit buildings,
provide new restrooms and improve handicapped access,

d. Enumclaw Golf Course: _ $§ 550,000

Remodel or build new clubhouse and restaurant, improve
irrigation, improve drainage on several fairways,
improve parking.

e. Snoqualmie Valley Trail: $ 883,250

Develop the old railroad right-of-way between Duvall
and Carnation, including fencing, paving and parking.

C. Local projects unallocated by geographic area. The

following are Local Projects to be carried out by King County,
The dollar figures beside each Project are allocations for
accomplishing the Project.

l. Swimming Pool Renovation: $ 800,000

Renpvate selected existing pools.

2. Maintenance Facility: $ 622,296

Improve existing maintenance facilities.

D. Local projects allocated by geographic area. The

following are Local Projects listed by King County Community

Planning area to be carried out by King County. The dollar
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figures beside each Project are allocations for accomplishing

the Project.

1. Shoreline Community Planning Area:

a, Community Parks: _ $4;033,465

Acquire and improve park sites and cultural arts
facilities, '

b. Shoreline Stadium: $ 410,000

Improve existing facility in cooperation with the
School Districet,

2. Northshore Community Planning Area:

a., . Community Parks: $2,208,129

Acquire and develop two new sites, acquite one new
site, and develop one existing park.

b. Major Urban: _ $1,704,400

Develop one existing park.

3. Eastside Community Planning Area:

a. Neighborhood Parks: | $ 55,000

Acquire and develop one new site,.

b. Community Parks: | $ 170,000

Develop one existing park.

¢. Cultural Pacilities: $ 50,000

Develop existing facility.

_d. Athletic Fields: $ 231,187

4. Bear Creek Community Planning Area

a. Community Parks: | $ 706,693

Acquire and develop new site.

‘b, Resource-Based Parks: $ 650,000

Acquire two new sites,

5. East Sammamish Community Planning Area

a. Resource-Based Park: $ 350,000

Acquire one new park site.
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b. Community Parks: : $ 832,162
Acquire and develop one new site.

¢c. Horse Trails: ' $ Lll,OOO

Acquire and develop new trail right of way.

6. Newcastle Commuhity Planning Area

a. Neighborhood Parks: $ 350,000
Acquire one new site. |

b. .Community Parks: $1,116,000

Develop two existing parks and acquire one new site.

¢. .Major Urban Parks: .$2,014,525

Acquire additions to two existing parks and develop one.

7. Highline Community Planning Area

a.. Neighborhood Parks: $ 660,292

Develop selected eiisting parks, and acquire and
develop one new site. :

b. Community Parks: » $3,868,708

Develop ten existing parks, acquire one new site,
acquire addition to existing park.

c. Performing Arts Center: $1,500,000

Remodel existing building to accommodate Performing
Arts,

d. Major Urban: $1,000,000

Develop Sea-Tac Clear Zone.

.e. Resource Based Parks: $ 480,000
Develop one existing park.

f£. Community Center: . $ 538,000

Renovate existing center.

é. Local Trails: $ 250,000

Develop existing system.

8. Pedsral Way Community Planning Area,

a. Neighborhood Parks: $ 900,000

Acquire and develop three new sites,
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b. Community Parks: $2,364,210

Acquire and develop two new sites, which may include
Illahee Junior High School, and develop three existing
parks.

C. Resource Based Parks: - $1,464,000

Develop two existing parks.

d. Major Urban Parks: $2,769,000

Develop one existing site.
(Local share adjustment $2,004,000)
e. Trail: : $ 461,234

Develop existing right-of-way, in the Seventh and
Eighth Council Districts,

9. Vashon Community Planning Area,

a. Community Parks: ' $ 375,000

Develop one existing park.

b. Trail System: $ 138,318

Develop existing right-of-way.

10, Green River Community Planning Area.

a. Community Parks: $ 525,626
.Develop one existing_park. »

11. Soos Creek Community Planning Area.

a. Community Parks: $1,833,274
Acquire and develop two additional sites. '

b. Major Urban Parks: $2,390,0DQ

Develop two existing parks.

c. Resource Based Parks: . . $ 600,000

Additional acquisition and development of existing park.

&

12. Snoqualmie Valley Community Planning Area

a. Community Parks: $ 649,000

Developn one new site.

b. Resource Based Parks: $ 275,495

Develop two existing parks.
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13. Tahoma-Raven Heights Community Planning Area.

a. Neighborhood Parks: $ 155,000

Develop one existing park.

b. Commuhity Parks: . » . $ 905,778

Develop two existing parks and acquire one new site,

¢. Resource Based Parks: $ 550,000

Acquire additional land at one existing park and
acquire one new site. '

14. Enumclaw Community Planning Area.

a. Community Parks: . : $ 334,516
'Deﬁelop one existing park.

b. Fairgrounds: $ 400,000

Develop existing fairgrounds.

SECTION 18, SEATTLE PROJECTS.

A. Regional Projects. The following are Regional Projects

to be carried out by the City of Seattle. The dollar figures
beside each'project are allocations for accomplishing the

Project.,

l. Woodland Park %o0o0: : $3,600,000

Improve, renovate and develop structures, grounds and
facilities, including an elephapnt exhibit and a facility .
for animal health care.

2, Aquarium: _ _ $2.,000,000

Improve and develop buildings, exhibits, and piers,
including mechanical and plumbing systems to provide an
improved capacity for exhibits.

3. DiséOVery Park: ' $1,600,000

Improve and develop buildings and groundé to carry out the
Master Plan; acquire and develop additional federal
property if available,

4. Lake Union Park $ 800,000

Acquire, and/or develop a small park or parks on Lake Union

at or near its south end for access to the waterfront.
Acquire and develop additional federal property if
available. ‘

5. Washington Park Arboretum: $ 500,000

Improve the Arboretum grounds, renovate structures, and
make other betterments, including turf and drainage
improvements to Azalea Way. .
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6. Trails and Bikeways: $2,000,000

Develop and improve bikeways and walking paths in Seattle,
including routes generally along saltwater shores, the
Lake Washington Ship Canal, and around Lake Union; an
Arboretum bikeway connecting Lake Washington Boulevard
with the Burke-Gilman Trail.at the University of
Washington; and other routes connecting neighborhoods and
existing bikeways. Routes may be located in street
rights-of-way or canal right-of-way where appropriate,

7. Alki Beach Park: $1,500,000

Renovate the seawall, enhance the beach, and make other
improvements.

8. Boat Ramps: . $ 500,000

Improve boat launching facilities on Lake Washington and
on Puget Sound at Golden Gardens including ancillary
parking area and traffic circulation improvements.

9. Conservatory at Volunteer Park: $1,200,000

Renovate and improve the Conservatory and associated
facilities and build new structures as appropriate.

10, Lincoln Park: $1,000,000

Renovate the seawall and enhance beach and grounds. -

11. Magnuson Park: | A $2,700,000

Improve and develop buildings and grounds; make shoreline
improvements; and acquire and develop additional federal
property i1f available.

12. Jackson Park and Jefferson Park Golf
Courses: $1,000,000

Renovate the existing Jackson Park and Jefferson Park Golf
Courses, including improvements to the irrigation systems,
and other course facilities.

13, West Seattle -Golf Course: $1,450,000

Redevelopment of the existing 18 hole West Seattle Golf
Course including drainage and irrigation improvements,
renovation of tees and greens, upgrade maintenance
facilities and other improvements.

14.' Interbay Golf Course $1,000,000

Development of a new short 9 hole golf course and
ancillary recreational facilities at the site of the
former Jand fill on 15th Avenue West. A joint
City-concessionaire development and operational agreement
is to be considered. _
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15, Lake Washington Parks: $1,000,000

B.

Matthews Beach: Bathhouse improvements and pathway

connections to the Burke-Gilman Trail, shoreline
stabilization, improvements to grounds and renovation of
buildings also at Madison Park, Pritchard Island Beach,
Colman Park/Mt. Baker Beach, seawall improvements and

landscape renovation at Madrona Park, shoreline
improvement work at Martha Washington Park in addition to
local parks improvement projects.

Local Projects. The following are Local Projects to be

carried out by the City of Seattle. The dollar figures beside

each Project are allocations for accomplishing the Project,

l. Conservatory at Volunteer Park: $ 800,000

Deveiop the grounds and do other work to supplement the
basic improvement described in Section 18.A. 9.

2. Lincoln Park: - $1,000,000

Improve the sportsfield and perform other work in addition
to the redevelopment described in Section 18.A.10.

3. Magnuson Park : ' $ 300,000

Complete facilities and landscaping in the Park Plan
complementing the improvement and development described in
Section 18.A,11.

4. Jackson Park and Jefferson Golf
Course: ‘ $§ 500,000

Improve and/or replace facilities in addition to the
renovation and improvements described in Section 18.A.12.

5. Lake Washington Parks: $1,000,000

-

Renovate or construct facilities in addition to the b351c
lmprovements described in Section 18.A.15.

6}‘ Greenbelts: - $3,500,000

Acquire and preserve areas designated as “greenbelt® in
the Greenbelt Plan supplementing the Comprehensive Plan of
The City of Seattle and suitable surplus federal property.

7., Major Urban and Waterfront Parks: $2,400,000

&

'Renovate and improve at least seven parks, including

Volunteer Park, Schmitz/Me-kwa-mooks, Seward, Golden
Gardens, Carkeek, Waterfront Park, and Green Lake.

8. Downtown Park: $1,000,000

Acquire and/or develop one new park and open space area in
downtown Seattle., ‘Joint public/private opportunities will
be explored. :

- 29 -




10
1]
12
13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
2
24
25
2

27
28

2

30

31

32

3

9. Local Parks: . $10,000,000

Renovate and improve various small to medium-sized local
parks, mini-parks, viewpoints, playgrounds, playfields
and community parks. ‘ _

10. Boulevards: : ‘ $ 5,000,000

‘Restore Seattle's boulevard system.

11, Community Centers. | $ 7,000,000
Improve, renovate or replace recreational community
centers.

12. Swimming Pools: ~ $ 1,000,000

Improve and renovate existing pools for energy
conservation and other purposes,

13. Maintenance Facilities, Shops, Yards,
Administration Building. $ 2,750,000

Renovate, improve and/or replace park maintenance, shop,
crew, storage and administration facilities,

14. Performing and Visual Arts
Facillities;: $ 500,000

Improve and renovate existing facilities,.

15. School/Park Projects: : $ 2,000,000

Develop various Seattle School District facilities, using,
where appropriate, joint use or joint development
agreements.

16. Outdoor Recreation Facilities

(Camps): , $ 500,000

Renovate and improve (Camp Long and Red Barn Ranch).

17. Tennis Courts: $ 418,000

Rehabilitate and improve existing courts and lighting.

SECTION 19. SUBURBAN JURISDICTIONS PROJECTS.

A. Regional Projects. The following are Regional Projects

to be carried out by the Governmental Agency designated. The

- dollar figures beside each Project are allocations for

accomplishing the Project.

1. City of Auburn

a. Isaac Evans Park: h $ 500,000

Develop.
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b, Green River Trail $ 300,000

Develop and improve trails along the Green River between
Fort Dent Park in Tukwila and Isaac Evans Park in
Auburn. Provide bridges across the river, merove
undercrossings, and improve off-road bicycling routes,

2. City of Bellevue $1,100,000

Newcastle Beach Park:

Provide public access plus minimal development for
public use,

The Projects listed in the first submittal required
under Section 10 of this ordinance shall be considered
the City's Projects for purposes of meeting the
requirements of this ordinance,

3. City of Kent

Green River Trail: _ $ 750,000

Develop and improve trails along the Green River. between
Fort Dent Park in Tukwila and Isaac Evans Park in Auburn.

"Provide bridges across the river, improve undercrossings,

and merove off- road bicycling routes.

4, City of Klrkland

Juanita Bay Slough and Wetlands: $ 2,370,000

Acquire land for shoreline protection and provide minimal

development if funds allow.

5. City of Renton

Cedar River Trail , $ 630,000

Develop trail from Renton to'King County's Cedar River
Park.

Cedar River Park $ 100,000

Develop Cedar River extension to park.

6. City of Tukwila

Green River Trail ' $ 607,000

Deyelop and improve trails along the Green River between
Fort Dent Park in Tukwila and Isaac Evans Park in Auburn. .
Provide bridges across the river, improve undercrossings,
and improve off-road bicycling routes,

Locals Projects. The following are Local Projects to be

carried out by the Governmental Agency designated. The dollar
figures beside each Project are allocations for accomplishing

the project.
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1.

The following are City of Algona Local Project

Categorles

Community Park:

2.

$

Improve Algona City Park and possible additional
acquisition of land for this park.

122,400

The following are City of Auburn Local PrOJect

Categories:

Auburn Game Farm:

De

‘ 3 L]

Ge

of

4.

5,

6'

$ 2,121,600

velop, including field sports.
The following are City of Beaux Arts Local Project
Categories:

neral, $ 30,600

this ordinance.

The Projects listed in the first submittal required under
Section 10 of this ordinance shall be considered the
City's Projects for purposes of meeting the requirements

The following are City of Bellevue Local Project

Categories:

a. Land Acquisition:

b. Trail Development:

Mercer Slough and Lake Hills.

¢c. Renovation-Improvements:

Parks and School Fields.

(Local Share Adjustment $1,008,000 to be identified in

Section 10 submittals.)

Thie following are City of Black Diamond Local Project

$ 4,194,400

$

750,000

$ 2,000,000

" Categories:

" Existing Parks:

$

81,800

a. Development of a park at Third Ave and Roberts

equipment.

. Drive, a picnic area and playground complete with

b. Develop a Community Center and picnic area.

The following are Clty of Bothell Local Project

Categories:

a., Westhill 5portsfie1d:

$

325,000

Acquife land adjacent to existing fields and further

development of fields.
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b. Bothell Landing: - $ 50,000

Additional development,

c. Neighborhood Parks: | $ 267,600

Acguire and develop Sensory Garden.

7. The following are City of Carnation Local Project
Categories:

a. Macdonald Park: $ 55,000

Develop ballfields.
b.. Valley Memorial Park: $ 16,400

Renovate.

8. The following are City of Clyde Hill Local Project
Categories:

Local Park/Open Space: Acquisition $ 255,000

9. The following are City of Des Moines Local Project
Categories:

a. North Midway Neighborhood Parks: $ 150,000

“'Develop semi-passively to serve residents east of
Pacific Highway South.

b. Des Moines Senior Citizens' Recreation
Center: $ 300,000

Construct senior citizens' recreation center as part of
a potential library building.

c. King County/Des Moines Activity Center:$ 141,600

Joint endeavor with King County to renovate the
center and make other park improvements,

10." The following are Clty of Duvall Local Project
' Categories:

Snoqualmie River Park: | $ 61,200

Acquire acreage on river for passive park and open space.

11, The following are City of Enumclaw Local Project
Categories:

Local Parks: B $ 438,600

Acquire neighborhood and community parks. Begin
development, including land leased by the State of
Washington.

The Projects listed in the first submittal required under
Section 10 of this ordinance shall be considered the
City's Projects for purposes of meeting the requirements
~of this ordinance.

-
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12, The following are City of Hunts Point Local Project
Categories: : :

Community Park: - $ 40,800

Develop unused property as multiple use community
playfield. :

12. The following are City of Issaquah Local Project
Categories:

Either:

a. Issaquah Community Sports Complex: $ 448,800

Develop, including soccer, baseball and tot lot
facilities, '

Or:

b. Combination of Local Projects: $ 448,800

Construct multi-purpose community center, rehabilitate
Memorial Park, develop 3-5 mile jogging and walking path
as part of the Issaquah Creek trail system, develop part
of Sports Complex.. _

13. The following are City of Kent Local Project
Cateqgories: .

Local Parks: $1,856,400

Acquire, develop and renovate local parks.

The Projects listed in the first submittal required under
Section 10 of this ordinance shall be considered the
City's Projects for purposes of meeting the requirements
of this ordinance. :

14. The following are City of Kirkland Local Projects
Categories:

"a. Peter Kirk Park: $ 300,000

" Expand and renovate,

b. Waterfront Acquisition and Development:$ 388,000

c. Lake Washington Administrative Site: § 275,000

Acquire and develop.

d. Juanita Fishing Pier: $ 145,000

e. Existihg Parks: ~ $ 301,600

- Expand and renovate
l. N.E. 100th, Terrace,
2. Lake Street Landing.
3. 10th Street South Dock.

f. Houghton Transfer Site. Acquire, $ 100,000
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15. The following are City of Lake Forest Park Local
Project Categories: .

a. Community Park: $ 196,724

Acquire and develop. The Projects listed in the first
submittal required under -Section 10 of this Ordinance
shall be considered the City's Projects for purposes of
meeting the requirements of this ordinance.

b. Existing Facilities: $ 7,276

Renovate,

16. The following are City of Medina Local Project
Categories:

Local Parks: v $ 255,000

Development and rehabilitation:
a. Medina Park

b. Fairweather

c. View Point Dock

d. Lake Lane Dock

17. The following are City of Mercer Island Local Project
Categories: ' ’

Local Parks: . $ 1,723,800

Improve the local park system base on the park and
recreation plan, now being revised. The Projects listed
in the first submittal required under Section 10 of this
Ordinance shall be considered the City's Projects for
.purposes of meeting the requirements of this Ordinance.

18. The following are City of Milton Local Project
Cateqgories: ’ '

Trails | o $ 20, 400

Develop a trail along existing Puget Power right-of-way
within King County.

19. The following are City of Normandy Park Local Project
Categories:

Community Parks: . - $ 346,800

Acquisition and/or development. The Projects listed in
the first submittal required under Section 10 of this
Ordinance shall be considered the City's Projects for
purposes of meeting the requirements of this Ordinance,

20. The following are City of North Bend Local Project
Categories:

Railroad Park: o - $ 132,600

Develop.
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21. The following are Clty of Pacific Local Project
Cateqgories:

Pacific City Park: $ 183,600

Improve, including parklng, landscaping, tennis courts anc
picnic tables.

22. The following are City of Redmond Local Project
Categories:

Local Parks: $ 2,556,800

- Acquire and develop primarily new park land. Design and

phase one implementation of a multi-purpose building as
part of 'a shopping development. The Projects listed in
the first submittal required under Section 10 of this
Ordinance shall be considered the City's Projects for
purposes of meeting the requirements of this Ordinance.

(Local Share Adjustment $680,000 for a community/cultural
arts center.)

23, The following are City of Renton Local Project
Categories:

Renton Community Center: $ 3,138,200

Phase I development of community center at Cedar River
Park.

(Local Share Adjustment $680,000.)

24, The following are City of Skvkomish Local Project
Categories: _

Community Ball Park: $ 20,400
Renovate, including lighting.

25, The following are City of angualmle Local Project *
Categorles. ’

a. Depot Square Park: $ 25,000

Additional development.

b. Sandy Cove Point: . $ 87,200

Develop Riverside Park.

£

26. The following are City of Tukwila Local Project
Categories:

a. Existing Parks: $ 85,600

Develop. The Projects listed in the first submittal
required under Section 10 of this ordinance shall be
considered the City's Projects for purposes of meeting
the requirements of this Ordinance.
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b. Tukwila Community Center: ' $ 200,000

Renovate,

27. The following are City of Yarrow Point Local Project
Categories: o

Community Park: ' $ 81,600

Develop Morningside Park to include walking baths, tennis
court, playfield, and children's play area.

SECTION 20.° SEVERABILITY.

Should any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause
or phrase or this ordinance be‘declared unconstitutional or
invalid for any reason, that determination shall not affect the
validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this [ZiL,day

of __ /N~ , 1982,
PASSED this ZAM day of Qsstiat , 1982,
» 0

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Dt Nttty

- . Chairmah

ATTEST:

-

—

ggi"i.]ﬁ~ lerk oft the Council

APPROVED this gZ«atéay of

Executive
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EXHIBIT A

AGREEMENT

In consideration of the mutual covenants herein, King
County (hereinafter called the "County®) and the City

of - , (hereinafter called the "City") agree

as follows:

1.. The County shall deliver to the City in the ordinary
course of business after'réceipt of the proceeds ("Bond Pro-
ceeds" as defined in the Bond Ordinance) of each series of
general obligation bonds ("Bonds") of the County contemplated
to be issued pursuant to Ordinance No. 6105 of the -County
("Bond Ordinance'j, the full amount of Bond Proceeds allocated
to the City by the Bond Ordinance.

2. The City shall hold those Bond Proceeds in trust and
shall faithfully apply same to the purposes authorized in the
Bond Ordinance in the manner and'subject'to the conditions pro-

vided in that ordinance and this Agreement; shall operate and

‘maintain all facilities acquired, constructed, developed or

improved with those Bond Proceeds; shall defend and save the
County harmless from any blaim of damage res&lting from the
acquisition, construction, development, improvement, operation,
maintenance, repair, replacement or public use of such facili-
ties; shall make available to the County all books and records
necessary for thé County to perform an'audit of the funds
expendeg pursuant to the Bond Ordinance, and shall perform or

comply with all conditions of the Bond Ordinance contemplated

by that ordinance to be performed or complied with by agencies
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to which the Bond Proceeds have been allocated and delivered.

3. The City covenants that'it will spend the Bond Pro-
ceeds it receives from the County with due diligence to comple-
tion of the purposes specified in the Bond Ordinance.and will
make no use of the Bond Proceeds or of its other money at any
time during the term of the Bonds which will cause thé Bonds to
be arbitrage bonds within the meaning of Section 103(c) of the
United States Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, and
applicable regulations promulgated thereunder. The opinion of
recognized bond counsel designated by the County shall be relied
upon on any question relating to the compliance with this coven-
ant. The City shall furnish the County upon request sufficient
certificates from the appropriate officers or employees relative
to its observance of the above covenant and its reasonable
expectations of the expenditure and use of Bond Proceeds and
other money which would affect the application of that Section
103(c) to the Bonds.

4, In the event the City does not comply with the coven-
ant set forth in paragraph 3, the County may withhold the pay-
ment of additional Bond Proceeds to the_City under the Bond
Ordinance as necesSary to.obtain or maintain compliance with °
requirehents of the Internal Revenue Code and regulations and
this Bond Ordinance and/or may seek such other legal fedress as

it deems appropriate,.

DATED this day of - , 198
KING COUNTY: | CITY OP
By: . _ By:
ATTEST: '~ APTEST:
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King County Council

AUDREY GRUGER, Dist.No. 1

- SCOTT BLAIR, Dist. No. 2
BILL REAMS, Dist. No. 3

. LOIS NORTH, Dist. No. 4

RUBY 'CHOW, Dist. No. 5~

BRUCE LAING, Dist. No. 6
PAUL BARDEN, Dist. No. 7
BOB GREIVE, Dist. No. 8

" GARY GRANT, Dist. No: 9

October 6, 1982
MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

King County Council

Lois North, Chairman -
Mary Matilda Jones, Council Administrator-

Gerald A. Peterson, Deputy Council Administrator
Room 402, King County Courthouse
Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 344-2500

-Randy Revelle, King County Executive

Charles Royer, Seattle City Mayor
Sub%E%%;qaayors Association

Lois North, Chairman

King County Council

Pro/Parks Bond Issue.

To aid you in the implementation of the Pro/Parks program, a report on its
underlying financial plan and on Pro/Parks projects has been prepared. In
addition to this information, a review of some of the major provisions of the
authorizing ordinance, 6105, might be helpful.

The amount of the bond authorization, $188,250,000 was dictated by the

financial plan.

Given the County's assumptions about inflation and investment

earnings, I believe this amount will permit completion of the Phase I program
envisioned by the Pro/Parks Committee. Some economies will be necessary,
however, because the amount also assumes a 5% reduction in all projects.

In order to further insure that the bond amount will be adequate, Ordinance
6105 imposes deadlines for project implementation. With some limited
exceptions, projects must be initiated within five years from the date of the
delivery of the first series of bonds and completed within eight years.

Ordinance 6105 insures a public process for major decisions such as
abandonment of a project and subsequent reallocation of the bond proceeds to a
new project. Public hearings are required, and scrutiny by a "Pro/Parks
Advisory Committee" is provided.

To help the County determine the amount of each bond sale and to prevent
violation of Federal regulations on arbitrage, as well as to provide public
accountability, Ordinance 6105 requires that "Project Implementation
Schedules", in so far as they are known, be submitted to the Comptroller by
December 31, 1982. The schedules must be updated annually and will be used by
the Pro/Parks Advisory Committee as the basis for making its annual report to
the County and to the public.

I hope this summary will be helpful to you. If you have questions, please
feel free to call Judith Frolich (344-7369), who is the Tlead Council staff on
the Pro/Parks program or Cal Hoggard (344-7353) who developed the financial
plan for the Council.

As a final note, I would Tike to express my thanks to everyone who helped us
develop the Pro/Parks program. It truly was a multi-jurisdictional effort.

LN:mss
1407A
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King County Council
Lois North, Chairman
“Mary Matilda Jones, Council Administrator

Gerald A. Peterson, Deputy Council Administrator
Room 402, King County Courthouse
Seattle, Washington 98104

King County Council

AUDREY GRUGER, Dist. No. 1
SCOTT BLAIR, Dist. No. 2
BILL REAMS, Dist. No. 3
LOIS NORTH, Dist. No. 4
RUBY CHOW, Dist. No. 5
BRUCE LAING, Dist. No. 8
PAUL BARDEN, Dist. No. 7
BOB GREIVE, Dist. No. 8
GARY GRANT, Dist. No. 9

(206) 344-2500
September 10, 1982
-.TO: Lois North, Chairman

King County Council

FROM:;}(%“ Cal Hoggard
L Fiscal Management Section Manager

SUBJECT: Pro Parks Bond Issue Proposal.

The documehts enclosed in this packet have been compiled by the
Fiscal Management Section Staff to report the basis for the
$188,250,000 proposed Pro Parks Bond Issue. Included are the
Financial Plan and the Schedules of Individual Project Expenditure
for the adopted Pro Parks Bond Program.
This report has several important objectives:

1. To establish a base of accountability;

2. To support individual jurisdictions in planning,
implementation, and monitoring of the program;

3. To provide information which assists County citizens

in evaluating the Bond Program.

The Financial Plan in Section I of this report, provides the
following information regarding Seattle, King County, and
suburban city programs:

1. Project base 1981 costs

2. Project scheduled expenditures

3. Project inflation cost assumptions

4, Allocation of bond proceeds

5. Interest earnings assumptions



Lois North, Chairman
King County Council.
September 10, 1982
page two

In addition to the Financial Plan, two detailed project lists are
included in Section II. The first list provides the expenditure
level scheduled for individual projects in 1981 dollars. However,
in an effort to decrease costs, the Council reduced all projects
5% by removing roughly one-half of their contingency. Then, to
ensure completion of projects scheduled for later years, the
expenditure plan was increased to account for the assumed effects
of inflation. The second detailed project list provides the
assumed schedule of expenditure for each project that will occur
given the 5 percent reduction plus the increased costs to account
for inflation. This schedule corresponds to the totals portrayed
in the adopted Financial Plan.

‘The third section of this report presents cur analysis of the
projected cost to the taxpayer assuming the financial plan is
carried out as presented within this report.

We  are pleased'tb be of service to you. If you should have any
questions regarding this proposed Bond Program, please contact us.

attachments

CH:mss



SECTION I

ADOPTED PRO -PARKS FINANCIAL PLAN

AS ADOPTED AUGUST 23, 1982
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SECTION II

PRO PARKS PROJECT DETAILS

A. 1981 DOLLAR EXPENDITURE LEVELS
KING COUNTY PRGOJECTS, PAGES FOUR TO TEN

SEATTLE PROJECTS, PAGE ELEVEN
SUBURBAN PROJECTS, PAGES TWELVE TO THIRTEEN

PAGE THREE



KING CQUNTY PRQOJECTS

PROPARKS PROJECT DETAIL

SCHEDULE AS GIVEN TO TE COUNCIL:

(1981 DOLLARS)

PROJECTS 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
KING COUNTY REGIONAL PROJECTS
ISSAQUAR ALPS 2400000 4800000 4800000 0 0 0 0
OPPORTUNITY PROJECT 500000 500000 500000 500000 500000 200000 0
BOMD TMPLEMINTATION 82076 56604 56604 56604 56604 56604 18868
SAMMAMISI/BURKE COBN. 257000 1156500 1156500 0 0 0 0
FARYHOOR PARK 0 500000 500000 740000 500000 0 0
JUANITA BEAQN 0 0 0 0 0 100000 250000
SAMMAMISH RIVEWS 212000 500000 500000 574000 574000 0 0
KEMIORE LOGBOOM PK. 0 0 0 100000 250000 0 0
RIGHMOND BEAGH - 0 0 0 100000 150000 0 0
FAST SAMMAMISI TRAIL 0 0 0 260000 520000 520000 500000
KEMDRE BOAT LAUNCH 0 250000 0 0 0 0 0
LUIMER BURBANK 0 150000 0 0 0 0 0
GREEN RIVER PARK SYSTEM 1500000 1500000 0 0 200000 616000 615500
INTERURBAN TRATL 200000 200000 195000 0 0 0 (]
CENAR RIVER" PARK 200000 300000 200000 0 0 0 0
FEDFRAL WAY TRAIL 0 0 0 250000 250000 500000 0
REDONDO 0 0 320097 340097 220097 0 0
CLARK LAKE 0 300000 1200000 0 0 0 0
CGOLI COURSE 1500000 1500000 1100000 0 0 0 -0
DOCKTON 0 0 0 0 0 200000 320000
SPRING BEACH 440000 0 0 0 0 0 0
MACDONALD PARK 100000 0 0 0 0 0 450000
1DSS LAKE 500000 500000 0 0 0 0 0
KING 00.FAIR 0 20000 180000 0 100000 100000 0
BARCLAY GOLF COURSE 0 150000 300000 100000 0 0 0
SHOQUALMIE VALLEY TRAXL 0 0 0 0 200000 683250 0
EAST LAKE WASHINGTONM TRAIL 0 0 0 100000 100000 472883 327117
10TAL KC REGIOHAL 1891076 12383104 11008201 3120701 3620701 3448737 2481485
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SQIENLE AS GIVEN TO THE COUNCIL:

PROJECTS 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1983
KING COWMTY LOCAL PROJECTS
MATNTENANCE FACTLITY 0 0 200000 200000 222296 0 0
POOL RENOVATION 300000 300000 200000 0 0 0 0
SIORELINE PLAMNING ARFA
COMUNITY PARKS
HAMLIN 253400 1040000 1240600 0 - 0 0 0
NOWM CENTRAL SUHORELYNE 195674 400000 444326 0 0 0 0
RIGIMOND BEACH CENTER 0 0 0 0 93700 0 0
RIGROND HIGILANDS 0 0 0 0 60765 100000 * 0
S0UTH CENTRAL SHORELINE 0 100000 105000 0 0 0 0
SHORELINE STADTUM 0 0 100000 310000 0 0 0
NORTHSIORE PLANNING ARFA
OOt INITY PARKS
HOLLYWOOD NYLLS 0 0 0 200000 275000 0 0
132nd SQUARE 151129 0 100000 0 0 0 0
SOUTH HOLLYWO0OD HILLS 0 0 200000 282000 0 0 0
VOODINVILLE 0 750000 0 0 50000 200000 0
MAJOR URBAN
BIG FINN HILL 200000 439400 639000 426000 0 0 0
FASTSIDE PLANNING ARFA
NEIGUBORIOOD PARKS
FORBES LAKE 0 0 0 0 55000 0 0
COMMUNITY PARKS
BANNEIROOD 170000 0 0 0 0 0 0
CULTURAL FACYLITY (RELXDND) 50000 0 0 0 0 0 0
MARYIDOR ATHLETIC FACILITIES 0 0 100000 131187 0 0 0
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SQIEDULE AS GIVEN TO THE COUNCIL:

PROJECES 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1968 1989
BEAR (REIX PLANNING AREA
QOLRIRIITY PARKS
BEAR CIUEK ABILETIC FIELDS 0 400000 0 0 50000 106693 150000
RESOURCE PASED PARKS
BEAR CREIK (HIW) 0 0 400000 0 0 0 0
COTTAGE 1AKE 0 0 250000 0 0 0 0
EAST SAHAMISH PLANNING AREA
RESOURCE PASED PARKS
CANP' CABRINL 0 0 0 0 350000 0 0
QOMENTTY PARKS
EAST SAMTAMITSH AL FIELD 0 500000 0 0 100000 232162 0
HORSE IRAILS:E. SAMPAMISIE PL 0 0 0 0 50000 61000 0
MIHCASTLE PLAMNING ARFA
HEIGIBORHIOOD PARKS
FACTORIA 350000 0 0 0 0 0 0
QOITUNITY PARKS
EAST RIMIOU 400000 0 0 0 0 0 0
EASTGATE 0 0 0 0 116000 0 0
VAZLIZOOD/ LAKE: BORER 0 0 0 0 0 200000 200000
TAJOR URPAN )
OOAL CREFK 0 0 350000 500000 500000 164525 0
MAY (REFK 0 0 0 250000 250000 0 0
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SQIEWLE AS GIVEN TO THE COUMCIL:
LROJICTS 1943 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

IEGHLINE PLAMIING AREA

NETQIBORHOOD PARKS

HQILING NEIGIBORIOOD PARK 0 0 0 0 150000 100000 210292
COMBMITY PARKS
BEVERLY PARK 0 0 0 0 441000 0 0
DES MDINES QOMMUNETY CENIR 0 0 281000 200000 200000 0 0
IICKLIN 0 0 0 0 0 372500 172500
LIGUTED TIRMNIS COUKRTS 80000 0 0 0 0 0 0
MOSHIER PARK 0 0 100000 200000 200000 0 0
SEUAY 0 0 100000 291000 200000 0 0
VALLEY RYIGE PAPK 0 0 100000 347000 300000 0 0
WALITE CRNTER PARK 0 0 100000 300000 200000 0 0
ZENIT PARK 0 0 - 44000 100000 0 0 0
UHDESIGNATED PROJECT REDUCTION 0 0 =220097 -220097 -220097 0 0
PIERIORHING ARTS CENTIR 0 0 250000 650000 600000 0 0
UIQILINE COMAMITY CENTIR 0 0 0 158000 380000 0 0
1OCAL TRAILS 0 0 50000 200000 0 0 0
RESOURCE BASED PAIKS
LAXHOO0D PARK 0 0. 100000 200000 180000 0 0
TAJOR URIAN
MORDH SEATAC 0 251500 400000 348500 0 0 0
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SAIEWLE AS GIVEN TO TUE COUNCIL:
MOJECTS 1933 1964 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

FEDERAL WAY PLANNING AREA

UEIGIBORHOOD PARKS

FUDERAL WAY PARKS 0 0 0 ] 600000 100000 100000
COHUNITY PARKS

KIL0 0 300000 0 0 0 82605 200000

TAKOTA PAIKC 77400 200000 109600 0 0 ] ]

PEA PATAN 0 0 0 0 140000 "0 0

SACAYEWEA 0 0 158000 200000 0 0 0

STUEL 1AKE ADDITION 0 0 100000 264000 250000 o . 0
RESOURCE RASED PARKS

LAKE GENLVA ' 0 0 0 100000 300000 300000 0

SIEFL LAKE ] 0 0 0 0 200000 282000
MAJOR UIBAN : -

PATITER LAKE 0 352420 1129660 1000000 286900 0 0
TRAILS

FEDERAL HAY TRATLS 0 0 50000 100000 311234 0 ]
VASHON PTANNING ARFA )
COFMUNITY PARKS

AGIIN PAIK 0 175000 200000 ] 0 0 0
AL SYSTIM

ISLAND ‘IRAIL SYSTIH 0 0 0 50000 88318 0 0
GRENN RIVER PLANING AREA
COLUNITY PARKS

CRANIVIN 100000 225000 200626 0 0 0 0
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SUIEDULE. AS GIVEN TO THE COUNCIL:
PROJECTS 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

S00S CREEK PLAYMING ARFA

OOXTAMNITY PARKS

FAIROOD ' 0 0 0 0 0 150000 150000
PEIROVITSKY (NI STIE) 0 300000 300000 0 0 100000 250000
LEA ML ATHLETIC FACILITY 75000 75000 0 0 0 0 0
MAJOR. URRAN
5008 CRFEK 0 0 150000 400000 500000 300000 200000
CEIMR RIVER SPOKTS FIELD 0 240000 300000 300000 0 0 0
RESOURCE, BASED PARK
LAKE MIREDIAN 0 ] 250000 175000 175000 0 0
SHOQUALMIE VALLEY PIAMNING ARTA
COM-UNITY PARKS
DUVALL PARK 0 0 0 0 0 100000 0
PRESTON PARK 0 90000 100000 0 0 0 0
SI VIR 0 0 0 100000 144000 0 0
WEST 8HO. VALLEY PARK 0 0 0 0 115000 0 0
RESOUICE BASED PARKS
FALL CITY RIVIRFRONT 0 0 150495 0 0 0 0
MACDOHALD PARK SIORTSFIELD 0 0 0 0 125000 0 0
TAHOMA RAVEN IKIITS PLAMNING AREA
HEIGHBORIOOD PARKS
LAKE FRANCIS ' 0 0 55000 100000 0 0 0
COHHUMILTY PARKS
LEVDANSKY 0 0 0 0 166000 0 0
RAVENSTALE 0 129718 100000 100000 0 0 0
TINBERLANG 0 0 200000 210000 0 0 0
RESOURCE BASED PARKS
LAKE WILDERNESS 0 510000 0 0 0 0 0
MAPLE VALLEY RIVERFRONT 0 0 0 0 0 40000 0

PAGE NINE



SQIEDULE AS GIVEM TO TME COUNCIL:

POJECTS 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

HUMCLAN PLANMING ARFA

COHELINTY PARKS )

FHUFCLAI PARK 0 0 134516 200000 0 0 0

FAIRGROUMDS

KNG 0. FAIR 0 20000 180000 0 100000 100000 0
TUIAL KC LOCAL 2402603 6796098 9501746 8372590 8105116 3009485 1914792
TUTAL KC ALL PROJECTS 10293679 19181202 20509947 11493291 11725817 6458222 4396277
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SEATTLE PRDJECTS
PROPARKS PROJECT DETAIL

SQIENULE AS GIVEN TO THE COUNCIL:

PROJECT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
SDHHJENﬂHNN,HIUﬂnS
WODEAID TK Z00 720000 720000 720000 720000 720000 0 0
UAREUM - 260000 ~ 435000 435000 £35000 435000 0 0
DISOOVERY PARK 320000 320000 320000 320000 320000 0 0
SEAPORT PARK 5000 5000 10000 80000 700000 0 0
O0LISERVATORY, VOLUNTEER PK. 240000 480000 480000 0 0 0 0
AWOREIUM 0 0 50000 150000 300000 0 0
TRAILS AND BIKINAYS 200000 300000 0 500000 1000000 0 0
LINOOLN PARK 150000 500000 350000 0 w0 0 0
ALK BEAQIl PARK 50000 300000 0 300000 - 850000 0 0
MACNUSOR PARK 540000 540000 540000 540000 540000 0 0
BOAT RAMPS 200000 0 0 0 300000 0 0
JACKSON/JEFFFRSON COLF 106667 300000 300000 293333 0 0 0
WEST SEATILE GOLF 200000 1125000 1125000 0 0 ] 0
LAKE WASITNGION PARKS 95000 225000 0 340000 340000 0 0
TOTAL SEATTLE REGIONAL PROJ. 3086667 5250000 4330000 3678333 5505000 0 0
SEATTLE LOCAL PROJECTS
CONSFRVATORY VOLUNTEER PK. 160000 320000 320000 0 0 0 0
LINCOLN PARK 150000 500000 350000 0 0 0 0
MAGHUSOH PARK 60000 60000 60000 60000 60000 0 0
JACKSON/JEFFERSON CULF 53333 150000 150000 146667 0 0 0
LAKE WASIHINGTO PARKS 95000 225000 0 340000 340000 0 0
GREIMDLTS 1750000 1750000 0 0 0 0 0
MAY URB & WATERFROYT PARKS
VOLUNTELR 60000 60000 480000 0 0 0 0
SQRITZ/tANNA 0 0 0 20000 80000 0 0
SIARD 150000 90000 90000 90000 80000 0 0
COLDEN GARDEN 0 60000 240000 0 0 0
CARKEIX 0 0 160000 0 0 0
WATERFIONT 300000 100000 100000 0 0 0 0
CREINLAKE 0 0 20000 180000 0 0 0
DOATIONN PARK 5000 5000 10000 150000 830000 0 0
LOCAL PARKS 470000 2000000 3000000 3000000 1530000 0 0
DOULEVARDS 70000 1100000 1100000 1300000 1430000 0 0
COLHUNITY CENTERS 980000 2000000 2000000 2020000 0 0 0
SWIMANG POOLS ‘ 550000 450000 0 0 0 0 0
MAINTENANCE. FACILITIFS,
SHOPS, YARDS, AN, BLIG. 80000 1100000 1570000 0 0 0 0
PERFORMING AHD VISUAL- ARTS 23000 120000 0 110000 247000 0 0
SQIOOLS/ PAIK. PROJECTS—-
FIELLS AND G135 - 100000 475000 475000 475000 475000 0 0
OQUIDOOR RECREATION—
CAMPS 80000 250000 170000 0 0 0 0
TRHIS COURTS 170000 248000 0 0 0 0 0
TUIAL SFATILE LOCAL 5306333 11063000 10175000 8051667 5072000 )} 0
TOTAL ALL SEATILE PROJECTS 8393000 16313000 14505000 11730000 10577000 0 0
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SQUDULE AS GIVEN TO TUE OORCIL:
1983 1984

PROTECT JURISDICITON 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
SUBURBAN LOCAL PROJECTS (continued)
JUANITA FISUING PYER KIRKLAND 29000 58000 58000 0 0 0 0
EXPAND FXISTING PARKS KIRKLAND 20320 40640 0 0 0 0
COMUNITY PARK LAKE FOREST PA 39344.8 78689.6 78689.6 0 0 0 0
EXISTING FACTLITIES LAKE FOREST PA 1455,2 2910 2910.4 0 0 0 0
RINOVATE LOCAL PARKS MEDINA . 51 102000 102000 0 0 0 0
LOCAL PARKS MICER ISLAND 344760 689520 689520 0 0 0 0
TRAIL ILTON 40 0 0 0 0
AC. FHVIRON-ENTALLY SINS,  HORHANDY PARK 69360 138720 136720 0 0 0 0
RAILROAD PARK HORTIL BEND 26520 53040 5 0 0 0 0
CITY PARK PACIFIC 36720 73440 73440 0 0 0 0
LOCAL PARKS : REDOHD 511360 1022720 1022720 0 0 0 0
RENION COMARMITY. CIR, RENION 627640 1255280 1255280 0 0 0 0
COMIMITY BALL PARK SKYKOMISH 4080 8160 8160 0 0 0 0
DEPOT SQUARE, PARK 5t i 10000 10000 0 0 0 0
SANDY COVE POINT SHOQUALMIE 17440 34880 34880 0 0 0 0
DEVELOP EXISTING PARKS TUKWIIA 17120 34240 34240 0 0 0 0
RITVATE COMARITY CIR, TUUTIA 40000 80000 80000 0 0 0 0
COLEUMITY PARK YARRGW POINT 16320 32640 32640 0 0 0 0
TOTAL SUBURRAN LOCAL 4833080 9666160 9666160 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ALL SUBURHAN PROJECTS 6128960 12257920 12257920 0 0 ] 0
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SECTION IT1

PRO PARKS PROJECTS DETAIL

B. PROJECT EXPENDITURE LEVELS WITH s%
REDUCTION AND INFLATION IMPACT INCLUDED

KING COUNTY PROJECTS, PAGE FIFTEEN TO TWENTY-ONE
SEATTLE PROJECTS, PAGE TWENTY-TWO
SUBURBAN PROJECTS, PAGE TWENTY-THREE TO TWENTY-FOUR
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) ) pi J ) ) )
KING COUNTY PROJECTS
PROPARKS PROJECT DETAILL
(5% REDUCTION PLUS INFLATION)
TIME ASSUI = .5 REDUCT FACIR=  1,0526315789
1982

THFLATION= .06 075 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08
QUMPOLLD FACIR 1.06 1.14 1.23 1.33 1.44 1.55 1.67 1.81
PROJECT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
KING OOWRNTY REGIONAL PROJRCT
1SSADUALE ALPS 2502300 5403965 5836282 0 0 0 0
OPPORNRHTY PROJECT 521313 562913 607946 656582 709108 306335 0
BOND. THMULEMENTATYON 85574 63726 68024 74330 80277 86699 31212
SAMAMISU/PURKE COMN. 267955 1302018 1406179 - 0 0 0 0
MARYMDOR PARK 0 562913 607946 971741 709108 0 0
JUAHITA BEAQ 0 0 0 0 0 153167 413552
SAMMAMISH RIVER IRAIL 221037 562913 607946 753756 814056 0 0
KINHORE LOGBOOH PX., 0 0 0 131316 354554 0 0
RIGROHD BEAGH 0 0 0 131316 212732 0 0
EAST SAFEAMISH 'TRALL 0 0 0 341422 137473 796470 827104
KRMDRE BOAT LAIMQI 0 281457 0 0 0 0 0
LUDIER BURRAHK 0 168874 0 0 0 0 0
GRIIN RIVER PARK SYSITM 1563938 1688739 0 0 283643 943511 1018165
INIHRURKAN “IRATL 208525 225165 237099 0 0 0 0
CEIVR RIVER PARK 208525 337748 243178 0 0 0 0
FELERAL VIAY ‘IRATL 0 0 0 328291 354554 765837 0
RELOHDO 0 0 389204 446603 312146 0 0
CGARE LA 0 337748 1459070 0 0 0 0
GULF OOULSE 1563938 1686739 1337481 0 0 0 0
DOCKTON 0 0 0 0 0 306335 529346
SMUNG DEAQL 458755 0 0 0 0 0 0
FACIONALD PARK 104263 0 0 0 0 0 744393
10SS LAKE 521313 562913 0 0 0 0 0
KIG 00, FAIR 0 22517 . 218861 0 141822 153167 0
BIUICLAY COLF OOURSE 0 168874 ' 364768 131316 0 0 0
SHUALMIE VALLEY RA. 0 0 0 0 283643 1046516 0
EAST LAKE WASUINGION TRAIL 0 0 0 131316 141822 724303 541119

TUTAL KC RIGIOAL 8227433 13941220 13384785 4097991 5134938 5282340 4104892
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VROUBCT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
KING ORAITY LOCAL PROJECTS
FATNITIANCE FACTLITY 0 0 243178 26263 315264 0 0
POOL, 1GTIOVATION 312788 337748 %3178 0 0 0 0
SHORFLINE PLAMNING AREA
OO FRITTY PARKS
HALLIN 264201 1170859 1508436 0 0 0 0
HORN CENIRAL SIORELTIE 204015 450330 540252 0 0 0 0
RIQUOND BEAN CETR 0 0 0 0 132887 0 0
RIQNOND HIQUANDS 0 0 0 0 86178 153167 1]
S0UNt CARATAL SHORFLINE 0 112583 127669 0 0 0 0
SHORELINE STADIUI 0 0 121569 407081 0 0 0
HORRISHORE PLANMING ARFA
COARIITY PARKS
HOLLYWOOD HLILS 0 0 0 262633 390010 0 0
132ud SQUARE 157571 0 121569 0 0 0 0
S0 BOLEMROD LS 0 0 243178 370312 0 0 0
HOODTNVILLE 0 #4370 0 0 70911 306335 0
TAJOR uipAtl
BIG FINN IMILL 208525 494668 776955 559408 0 0 0
FASTSIDE PLAMMING ARFA
NEIGIBOIZIOOD PARKS
FORBES TAKE 0 0 0 0 78002 0 0
QOIIIIITY PARKS ’
BAIBIER 00D 177246 0 0 0 0 0 0
CULTURAL, FACTLITY (REINOND) 52131 0 0 0 0 0 0
MARYMOOR AMILELIC FACILITIES 0 0 121589 172270 0 0 )
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PROJECT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
BIAR CREFK 11 AMNING ARFA
QO RUNITY PARKS _
BEAR CREFK ATHLEITC FIELDS 0 450330 0 0 70911 163419 248131
RESOWCE TASED PARKS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BEAR CREEX (NI134) 0 0 486357 0 0 0 0
QUITAGE LAKE 0 0 303973 0 0 0 0
PAST SAMAMISH PLANNING AREA
RESOURCE BASED PARKS
CAMP CABRINT 0 0 0 0 496376 0 0
OOMIMITY PARKS
FAST SAMWHLISIE AT, FIELD 0 562913 0 0 141822 355596 0
HORSE 'IMMAILS:E. SAMMAMISH PLATFAU 0 0 0 0 70911 93432 0
NEVCASTLE PIAIZIING AREA
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS
FACTORIA 364919 0 0 0 0 0 0
COMEUNITY PARKS
EAST ROMIOU 417050 0 0 0 0 0 0
FASICATE (1] 0 0 0 164513 0 0
HAZLIHWOD/ LAKE BORIN 0 0 0 0 0 306335 330842
MAJOR URBAH
COAL CREEK 0 0 425562 656562 709108 251999 0
MAY CREIX 0 0 0 328291 354554 0 0
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PROJECT 1943 1964 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
HIGHLINE PLAHMING ARFA
HEICHBORIHOOD PARKS )
HIGHLINE NEIGUBORIIOOD PARKS 0 0 0 0 212732 153167 347867
COMMULTY PARKS
BIVERLY PARK 0 0 0 0 625433 0 0
DES MDINES OOFINITY CENTIR 0 0 341666 262633 283643 0 0
HICKLIN . 0 0 ] 0 0 570549 285351
LIGITED TS ORT (INIQILINE) 83410 0 0 0 0 0 0
I1DSHIER PARK 0 0 121589 262633 283643 0 0
SKYHAY 0 0 121589 382131 283643 0 0
VALLEY RIDGE PARK 0 0 121589 455668 425465 0 0
WIIIE CEITFR PARK 0 0 121589 393949 283643 0 0
ZENTI PARK 0 0 53499 131316 0 0 0
INDESIGRATED PROJECT REDUCTION 0 0 ~-267615 -289024 -312146 0 0
PHIFORMING ARTS CENTIR 0 0 303973 853556 850930 0 0
HIGILINE OOMAMIITY CENTIR 0 0 0 207480 538922 0 0
LOCAL RAILS 0 0 60795 262633 0 0 0
RESOURCE BASED PARKS
lAl_(l-lJoon PARK 0 0 121589 262633 255279 0 0
MAJOR URRAN
HOWIY SEATAC 0 283145 486357 457637 0 0 0
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FROJECT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
FEDIRAL HAY PLANNING AREA
HEIGHBORIOOD PARKS ,
FEDIRAL WAY NEIGHLORIOOD PARKS 0 0 0 0 850930 153167 165421
COLEARITY PARKS :
k11D 0 337748 0 0 0 126524 330842
LAIDTA PARK 80699 225165 133262 0 0 0 0
PEA PATQI 0 0 0 0 198550 0 0
SACAJIMFA 0 0 192111 262633 0 0 0
SIT13. LAKE ADDITIOMN 0 0 121589 346675 354554 0 0
RESOURCE. BASED PARKS ,
LAKE GINEVA 0 0 0 - 131316 425465 459502 0
SIFIL TAKE 0 0 0 0 0 306335 466487
HAJOR URRAN
PAVIIER LAKE 0 396764 1373569 1313163 406886 0 0
TRALLS
FEDERAL WAY TRALLS 0 0 60795 131316 441397 0 0
VASION PLANNING AREA
COMARIITY PARKS
AN PARK 0 197020 243178 0 0 0 0
TRALL SYSTI
ISLAND ‘IRAIL SYSTIM 0 0 0 65658 125254 0 0
GRFIN RIVIR PLAWNING ARFA
OOHUKITY PARKS ‘
GRANINV B 104263 253311 243940 0 0 0 0
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PROJECT 1983 1964 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
SOUS CREIK PLAMHITNG AIFA
CORMAIITY PARKS
FATIGU0D 0 0 0 0 0 229751 248131
PEIROVITSKY (NEW STTE) 0 337748 364768 0 ] 153167 413552
L¥A RILL ARILEVIC FACILITY 78197 84437 0 0 ) 0 0
MAJOR URRAN
S00S CRERK 0 0 182384 525265 709108 459502 330842
CITAR RIVER SPORIS FIELD 0 270198 364768 393949 i} 0 (i}
RESOUNCE BASED PARK
LAKE MERIDIAN ()} 0 303973 229804 248188 0 0
SHOQUALMIE VALLEY PLAMNING AREA
COMAUMETY PARKS
DUVALL PARK 0 0 0 0 0 153167 0
PRESTON PAIK - 0 101324 121589 0 0 0 0
ST VIFY i} 0 0 131316 204223 0 0
HEST SHD. VALLEY PARK 0 0 0 0 163095 0 0
RISOURCE, BASED PARKS
FALL CI1Y RIVIRERONT 0 0 182986 0 () ()} 0
MACDONALD PARK SPORTSFIELD 0 0 0 0 177277 0 0
TAIOA RAVEN HGHTS PLANNING
NEIGUBORIOOD PARKS
LAKE FRANCIS 0 0 66874 131316 ] 0 0
OO DHITY PARKS
LIVDANSKY 0 0 0 0 235424 o 0
RAVINSPALY 0 146107 121589 131316 0 0 0
TIHBE ANE ] 0 243178 275764 )] 0 0
RESOURCE BASFD PARKS
TAKE (ILDMWESS 0 574171 0 0 0 0 0
HAPLE VALLEY RIVERFRONT 0 0 0 0 0 61267 0
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ROSBCT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
BILCLAY PLAMNING AREA
COLEMITY PARKS v
BCLAT PARK 0 0 163557 262633 0 0 0
FAIRGROUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
KING Q0. FATR 0 - 22517 21886} 0 141822 153167 0
TUTAL KC LOCAL 2505014 7653475 11553097 10994579 11494809 4609549 3167464
TUTAL KC AlL PROJECTS 10732447 21594696 24937882 . 15092570 16629747 9891890 72712355
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PROJECT JURISDICTION 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1949

SUMRBAN REGIOHAL PROJECTS (continued)
LOCAL PARKS MERCER ISLAMD 359455 776280 838382 0 0 0 0
TRAIL MILTON 4254 9187 9922 0 0 0 0
AC. ENVIROW ENTALLY SENS.  NORMAMDY PARK 1316 156175 168669 0 0 0 0
RAILROAD PARK NOWTH BEND 27650 59714 64491 0 0 0 0
CITY PARK PACIFIC 38285 82681 89295 0 0 0 0
LOCAL PARIS REDMOND 533157 1151405 1243517 0 0 0 0
RENTON OOLRUHITY CIR, RENTON 654393 1413227 1526285 0 0 0 0
OOtEUNITY BALL PARK SYKOMISH 4254 9187 9922 0 0 0 0
DFIOT SOUARE PAIK SHOQUALMIE 5213 11258 12159 0 0 0 0
SANDY POINT anwmun 18183 39269 42410 0 0 0 0
DEVELOP FXISTING PARKS TUKWILA 17850 38548 41632 0 0 0 0
REMOVATE COMMINITY CIR. TUKWILA 41705 90066 97271 0 0 0 0
COMMNITY PARK YARROW POINT 17016 36747 39687 0 0 0 0
‘ TOTAL SUBURBAN LOCAL PROJ= 5039090 10882414 11753007 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ALL SUBURBAN= 6390207 13600285 14904308 0 0 0 0

PAGE TWENTY-FOUR



SECTION III
PROJECTED DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

(COST To TAXPAYERS)

DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE PAGE TWENTY-SIX

SCHEDULE OF CosT TO

INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYER PAGE TWENTY~-SEVEN

PAGE TWENTY-FIVE
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SECTIoON III. B.

'SCHEDULE OF COST TO INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYER

ASSUMPTIONS:
HOUSE VALUE= $75,000

AVERAGE - ANNUAL REAI, GROWTH
IN TAX BASE= 2%

o E
OO~ P D N

TOTAL COST PER HOUSE= $505
NET PRESENT VALUE CF TOTAL= $166
AVERAGE COST PER YEAR (n=23)= $21.93

ANNUAL COST

PER ‘HOME

1983 10.40
1984 15.82
1985 27.83
1986 28.04
1987 28.09
1988 27.97
1989 27.43
1990 27.01
1991 26.48
1992 25.96
1993 25.45
1994 24.96
1995 24.47
199 23.99
1997 23.52
1998 23.06
1999 22.60
2000 22,16
2001 21.73
2002 21.30
2003 13.85
2004 7.07
2005 1.26
2006 0.72
2007 0.30
2008 0.00
2009 0.00

PAGE TWENTY-SEVEN
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TO:

SUBJECT:

King County,
State of Washington

Randy Revelle, County Executive

Department of Planning and
Community Development

Gary S. Tusberg, Director

w226 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 344-7503

June 15, 1982

RECIPIENTS OF THE PROPOSED COUNTY-WIDE PARK,
RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROPOSED COUNTY-WIDE PARK, RECREATION, AND
OPEN SPACE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Enclosed is a copy of the Final Environmental Impact State-
ment for the Proposed County-wide Park, Recreation, and
Open Space Capital Improvement Program. This completes
requirements under the State Environmental Policy Act of
1971, Revised Code of Washington 43.21.C and King County
Ordinance #3026 (King County Code 20.44).

GT:JV:dr
Enclosure:

Slncgrely,

v/\r L& \"L»'\ 464/ C
Gary Tusberg (
Director

CC Final EIS



FINAL

ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT

FOR A

PROPOSED COUNTY-WIDE PARK, RECREATION
AND OPEN SPACE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

King County Department of Planning and
Community Development Division of
Parks and Recreation

Seattle Parks and Recreation Department

Prepared for the review and comments of citizens, citizen groups and government
agencies in compliance with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act of
1971, Revised Code of Washington 43.21.C and King County Ordinance 3020, King
County Code 20.44



ACTION SPONSORS
and LEAD AGENCIES:

PROPOSED ACTION:

LOCATION:
CONTACT PERSONS:

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL:

PRINCIPLE
CONTRIBUTORS:

LICENCES, PERMITS,

APPROVALS REQUIRED:

INTRODUCTION

King County Planning and Community Development
Department Parks and Recreation Division (Lead
Agency)

The proposed action is a county-wide capital improvement
program designed to provide for the current and future
park, recreation, and open space needs of the residents
of King County.

King County, Washington

Jeanette Veasey

King County Division of Parks and Recreation
Room 709, Smith Tower

Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 344-4232 ’

Don Harris

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
Municipal Building

600 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98|04

Gary Tusberg, Director

King County Division of Parks and Recreation
Room 709, Smith Tower

Seattle, Washington 98104

King County Division of Parks and Recreation
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation

LOCKE and ASSOCIATES
Terminal Sales Building
1932 First Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
(206) 223-1797

The proposed action is a legislative action requiring
adoption of a Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

for a county-wide system of parks, recreation, and

open space improvements. The CIP will require approval
by the King County Council. If general obligation bonds



DATE of ISSUE:

COST OF FEIS:

are issued for financing the CIP, King County Council
certification will be required to place the bond issue

on the ballot and the ballot issue will require approval
from King County registered voters. Individual projects
may require approval from various state and local
agencies in accordance to adopted regulations and
policies at the time projects are being implemented.

June 16, 1982
$3.00



DISTRIBUTION LIST

Federal Agencies

Department of the Interior (National Parks Service)
Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

U.S. Corps of Engineers

U.S. Coast Guard

Washington State Agencies

Department of Ecology

Interagency Committee for outdoor Recreation
Office of Public Archaeology

Office of State Historic Preservation

Parks and Recreation Commission

Department of Fisheries

Department of Game

Department of Natural Resources

Local Agencies

Seattle-King County Economic Development Council
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle

Puget Sound Council of Governments

Seattle-King County Health Department

Seattle Public Schools

Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency

Port of Seattle

King County Agencies

King County Executive

King County Council

King County Department of Public Works

King County Prosecuting Attorney

King County Department of Public Safety

King County Fire Marshal

King County Office of Zoning and Sub-Division Examiner
King County Conservation District

King County Department of Budget and Program Development

Seattle City Agencies

Board of Park Commissioners

Board of Public Works

Department of construction and Land Use
City Attorney

City Light

Engineering Department

Fire Department

Human Resources Department



Landmarks Preservation Board
Office Management and Budget
Office of the Mayor

Office of Urban Conservation
Police Department

Seattle City Council

Seattle Design Commission
Seattle Planning Commission
SEPA Information Center
Water Department

Other Cities
Incorporated Cities within King County

Seattle and King County Libraries

Seattle Public Library (all branches)
University of Washington Library

Media

KING - TV

KIRO - TV

KOMO - TV

KSTW - TV

The Daily Journal of Commerce
The Seattle Post Intelligencer
The Seattle Times

The Daily Journal American

Other

Sierra Club

Audobon Society

Allied Arts

Municipal League

Seattle Chamber of Commerce
PRO/PARKS Citizen Committee
Washington Environmental Council
L.eagues of Women Voters

School Districts

Seattle School District #1
Intermediate School Disfric’r #121



SUMMARY

-

On April 27, 1982 the King County Department of Planning and Community Development
issued the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed County-wide

Park, Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Program. Represented

herein is the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

As discussed in the DEIS, the original PRO/PARKS Citizens Committee initially
recommended a program of $259 million. In recognition of the present economic
climate, this group went on to recommend a two phased program. Phase |, at

$176.6 million is the minimum the committe believes should be submitted to the
voters now, with the completion of all targeted projects within a five year period.

The second phase is recommended for submittal fo the voters in 1986 or 1987 and

will include the deferred projects. The actual dollar amount of Phase 1l will be
reconsidered at that time. Both the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements
address the Phase | program only.

The Citizens Committee recognized that one of the things that make King County
a great place to live is our park and recreation system. It has become very clear,
through the course of their work, that this park system if badly in need of renova-
tion and additional facilities.

The major focus of the program is on making the best use of existing parks and
facilities before acquiring new ones. Of the total program 73% is for developing,
renovating, expanding or completing existing park facilities and the balance, or
27%, is for new acquisition.

In the previous 30 days, both the City of Seattle and King County have held two
public hearings respectively on the program. The purpose of these sessions were
to hear from citizens and citizen groups their view of the Proposed County-wide
Park, Recreation and Open Space Capital Improvement Program. Enclosed in
this Final Environmental Impact Statement are the responses to the questions
raised during these four public hearings.

In closing, it is important to note that both the Draft and Final Impact Statements
represent a review of the Proposed County-wide Park, Recreation, and Open Space
Capital Improvement Program. By definition, it is beyond the scope of this docu-
ment to identify the environmental impacts of individual projects. The reader
should look to the Project oriented impact statements for such detail should the
proposed action receive a favorable voter response.



‘ Regiénal Projects Unallocated by Geographic Area Rural East County

1. Issaquah Alps 44, McDonald Memorial
45, Moss Lake
Seattle Regional ' 46. King County Fairground
: 47. Enumclaw Golf Course
2. Woodland Park Zoo 48. Snoqualmie Valley Trail
3. Aquarium

4, Discovery Park
5. Seaport Park
6. Conservatory at Volunteer Park
7. Washington Park Arboretum
8. Trails and Bikeways
9. Lincoln Park
10. Alki Beach Park
11. Magnuson Park
12. Boat Ramps
Atlantic City Park
Stan Sayres Park
Day Street
Golden Gardens
Don Armeni Park
13. Jefferson and Jackson Park Golf Courses
14. West Seattle Golf Course
15. Matthews Beach
16. Madison Park
17. Pritchard Island Beach
18. Colman Park/Mt. Baker Beach
19. Madrona Park
20. Martha Washington Park

North Central County

21. Missing Link Bicycle Trail (Kenmore-Bothell)
22. Marymoor Park

23. Juanita Beach

24, Juanita Bay Slough and Wetlands
25. Sammamish River Park (trail)
26. Kenmore L.ogboom Park

27. Richmond Beach

28. East Sammamish Trail

29. Kenmore Boat Launch

30. Luther Burbank

31. East Lake Washington Trail

South County

32. Green River Park System
33. Green River Trail

34, Interurban Trail

35. Cedar River Park

36. Cedar River Trail

37. Newcastle Beach Park

38. Federal Way Trail

39. Redondo

40, Clark Lake -
41. New Golf Course (not shown
42. Dockton

43, Spring Beach Addition
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LETTERS REQUIRING NO RESPONSE



AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL AGENCY

Mr. Gary Tusberg

Director

200 West Mercer Street, Room 205, P.O. Box 9863

Seattle, Washington 98109

(206) 344-7330

May 28, 1982

King County Division of Parks & Recreation

Room 709,

Smith Tower

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Tusberg:

Proposed County-Wide Park, Recreation

and Open Space Capital Tmprovement

Program

We have no recommendations for changes or additions to_the
draft environmental impact statement for the above-titled

program.

SERVING:

KING COUNTY
200 West Mercer St.
P.O. Box 9863
Seattle, 98109
(206) 344-7330

KITSAP COUNTY

Diat Operator for Tolt

Free Number Zenith 8385
Bainbridge !sland Residents
Dial 344-7330

PIERCE COUNTY
213 Hess Building
Tacoma, 98402
(206) 383-5851

SNOHOMISH COUNTY
(206) 258-0288

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

CHAIRMAN: Gene Lobe, Commissioner Kitsap County;

Joe Stortini, Councilman for Booth Gardner,
Pierce County Executive;

Doug Sutherland, Mayor Tacoma

Sincerely

S

ours,

anaesllli_

Arthur R. Dammkoehler
Air Pollution Control Officer

James B. Haines, Councilman Snohomish County;
Randy Revelle, King County Executive;

E@@NE@

JUN 11982

DEPAR

TME

NT OF PLANNING

& COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

William E. Moore, Mayor Everelt;
Charles Royer, Mayor Seattle

VICE CHAIRMAN: Harvey S. Poll, Member at Large
Gene Nelson, Mayor Bremerton
A. R. Dammkoehter, Air Pollution Control Officer
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Seattle Police Department

Patrick S. Fitzsimons; Chief of Police
Charles Royer, Mayot

May 6, 1982

Gary S. Tusberg, Director

Department of Planning and Community
Development

W226 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear Director Tusberg:

"Reference: Your DEIS on the Proposed County-Wide Park,
Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Program;
our EI 829

Our Department has reviewed the proposal and we anticipate little or no
impact on our Departmental operations.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposal.
Very truly yours,

PATRICK S. FITZSIMONS
Chief of Police

Y s

v

H. Johnson, Major
Inspectional Services Division

HVJ:AJV:gt

An equal employment opportunity - affirmative action employer.

City of Seattle— Police Department, 610 Third Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98104



Your
Seattle
City Light

Joseph P. Recchi, Superintendent
Charles Royer, Mayor

May 28, 1982

Gary Tusberg, Director

King County Division of Parks and Recreation
709 Smith Tower '

506 2nd Ave.

Seattle, WA 98104

Attn: Jeanette Veasey
Dear Mr. Tusberg:

Proposed County-Wide Park, Recreation, and Open Space Capital
Improvement Program Environmental Impact Statement

Seattle City Light staff have reviewed this EIS and have the following
comments.

We congratulate you on your forward-looking CIP Program. Seattle City
Light has both distribution and transmission line facilities within
many King County parks. As project plans are specified, proposals
which use our transmission line right-of-ways require City Light's
review and execution of use agreements for the protection of our
facilities. Any new or additional electrical distribution facilities
may in addition require the conveyance of service easement rights to
Seattle City Light.

As the draft indicates on pages xiii and 42, early notification and
complete coordination of projects between City Light and King County

will insure that the needs of both agencies are met.

Please contact City Light, Property Management Section, 625-3394, with
specific proposals at the earliest possible date.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft proposal.

rely

Joseph P. Recchi
Superintendent

SZ:sjh

“An Equal Employment Opportunity — Affirmative Action Employer”

City of Seattle - City Light Department, City Light Building, 1015 Third Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98104 (206) 625-3000



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific Northwest Region

* . Westin Building, Room 1920
IN REPLY REFER TO: 2001 Sixth Avenue @@EB ME
Seattle, Washington 98121 o B

1202-03(PNR-RE)
King Co. Park Proposal MAY 25 1982

s 26, 1953 DEPARTMENT OF pan
& COMMUNITY DEVELOPD;;?ST

Mr. Gary Tusberg, Director

King County Department of Planning
and Community Development

W 226 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear Mr. Tusberg:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed
County-Wide Park, Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Program,
as requested in your letter of April 27, 1982. As the purpose of the
program is the improvement of recreational and cultural resources,

little potential should exist to harm these resources. We note that you
will maintain contact with the State Office of Historic Preservation.

This should insure that no actions damaging to historic or archeological
resources will occur and satisfy the requirements of Title 36 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 800, Preservation of Cultural and Historical
Properties, respecting any Federal action that may be involved.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

b L Werioa

Richard L. Winters

Associate Regional Director

Recreation Resources and
Professional Services



Seattle
Design
Commission

Charles Royer, Mayor sSDC-91/82

May 28, 1982

Mr. Gary Tusberg

Director

Department of Planning and
Community Development

W226 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98104

Subject: Proposed County-Wide Recreation and
Capital Improvement Program DEIS

Dear Mr. Tusberg: e
On behalf of the Seattle Design Commlss1on, T have rev1ewed the
DEIS for the Pro-Parks Bond Issue Capltal'Emprovement‘PrOJects
and feel that the document fully dellneates the Env1ronmental
Impacts of these prOJects as well as the potentlal Alternatlves.
The Design Commission is fully in support of this Bond Issue
including the acquisition of threatened areas. such as greenbelts
and waterfront properties as well as connectlng ‘trail systems
for jogglng, walking, biking, etc. Addltlonally, in todays
economic climate the stimulus via the Oppdrfunity Fund for the
private sector to donate lands and funds and innovative methods
of land acquisition seems most valuable.

The Seattle Design Commission looks forward to the passage of this
Bond Issue as an extension of Forward Thrust which has provided

so many fine additions to the pre-1968 Parks System, and to con-
rlbutlng by assisting in the selection process for designers

and review of the individual projects.

Sincerely,

W%@%
Virg¥nia Voorhees

‘Coordinator

vv:dl

cc: Mayor Royer
Dorothy McCormick
Walter Hundley
I. Dean Mosier
Randy Revelle
Dick Gemperle

Office of Urban Conservation 400 Yesler Building, 2nd Floor Seattle, Washington 98104 (206} 625-4503



I Vous
2=2mETRO L

Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle ’ L
Exchange Bldg. ¢ 821 Second Ave., Seattle, Washington 98104

May 26, 1982

Holly Miller, Director

Planning & Community Development
C-205, King County Courthouse
Seattle, Washington 98104

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Proposed County-Wide Park, Recreation and Open Space
Capital Improvement Program

Dear Ms. Miller:

Metro staff has reviewed this programmatic EIS and offers
the following comments.

Without project-specific information, we cannot determine
the extent, if any, that this program conflicts with Metro's
wastewater treatment facilities or public transit system.

We request the opportunity to review the project-specific
environmental impact statements and declarations of non-
s1gn1flcance wherever the proposals are located within
Metro's service area or near Metro's facilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment.
Very truly yours,

Wyt oD

Rodney G. Proctor, Manager
Environmental Planning Division

RGP:smj
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M"‘ (:"{IABID Date June 1, 1982

To Gary Tusberg, Director, Department of Planning and
Community Development

From James W. Guenther, DirectoréDU§Z%y

Ehﬂject Draft E.I.S., Proposed County-Wide Park, Recreation, and
Open Space Capital Improvement Program

Attached please find comments on the subject document from Paul
Hooper, Roads, and Dave Aggerholm, Surface Water Management.

JWG:scr
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oL RECEIVED
MEMORAND Date  May 19, 1982

‘B2 MY 249 M B: 5!
To Sandy Adams, Administrative Assistant

Kik

1 £
From Dave Aggerholm, Surface Water Managemetveut 2577u3Lic WORKS

Subject Draft E.I.S. Proposed County-wide Park, Recreation and Open Space
Capital Improvement Program

We have reviewed subject D.E.I.S. and have the following comments:

1. This Division encourages and supports the acquisition of natural
wetlands wherever possible in order to maintain their natural,
regional flood control and water purifying characteristics as well
as aesthetic and educational benefits. We also encourage the incor-
poration of wetlands or other natural drainage features such as ponds
or marshes into the drainage/detention design requirements for the
improvements.

2. If a park improvement or development falls within an area that could
beneficially serve a large surrounding area's surface water detention
requirements, participation in a regional surface water detention pond
may be requested by this Division. This regional facility could
serve as a multi-use and aesthetic amentity to the park.

3. Any proposed park improvement or new developments should be routed
to this Division as early as possible to coordinate with possible
SWM C.I.P. work in or near the same vicinity.

4, Additional existing and proposed plans and policies that could affect
the implementation of the program should be added to those listed in
item 1.5 are: Juanita Creek Basin Plan, May Creek Basin Plan, Boeing
Creek Plan, McAleer Creek Basin Plan (Proposed completion, January
1983), Miller Creek Basin Plan (Proposed completion, 1983).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We will send the D.E.I.S. on over
to Paul Hooper.

DAA:DW: eg

cc: Paul Hooper

900 King County Administration Building - Seattle, Wa..- 98104
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Dept. of Puhlic Warks
MEMORAND Date June 1, 1982
To Sandy Adams, Administrative Assistant

From Paul C. Hooper, County Road Engineer .~ %

Suhject DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PROPOSED COUNTY-WIDE PARK, RECREATION & OPEN SPACE
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The Roads Division has reviewed the subject document
and can only comment the same as the Surface Water
Management Division. That is, any proposed park
improvements or new developments should be routed
through this Division as early as possible so that
it can be coordinated with possible C.I.P. work in
the same vicinity.

It should be noted that this document is the cumulation
of a lot of committee work and previous citizen meetings.
Therefore, any transportation issue has probably been
thoroughly gone over and been promoted as part of the
community plans.

PCH/OHR:cp

000 King County Administration Building- Seattle, Wa.- 98104



JOHN SPELLMAN
Governor

JAN TVETEN
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON _
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

7150 Cleanwater Lane, KY-11 e Olympia, Washington 98504 e (206) 753-5755

June 7, 1982

35-2650-1820

DEIS - Proposed County-Wide
Park, Recreation, and Open
Space Capital Improvement
Program

(E-2353)

Jeanette Veasey

King County Division of Parks and Recreation
Room 709, Smith Tower

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Ms. Veasey:

. The staff of the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

has reviewed the above-noted document and does not wish to make
any comment.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment.
Sincerely,

David W. Heiser, E.P., Chief
Environmental Coordination

sh




LETTERS REQUIRING A RESPONSE



Dept. of Planning and Community Development
W226 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, Washington 95104

- Comments on DEIS for Park Bond Issue
Re. Chapter 5, the Economic section: -

The impacts described in this section jmply that the jobs, income and tax

1 benefits would only result if the County spends the bond money. Wouldn't
similar jobs, imcome and tax benefits result if private citizens spent the
came amount of money? It's true that the kind of jobs which would benefit
would be different, Instead of construction workers, bond salesmen and Realators,
it would more likely be resturant workers, entertainers and others employed in
"luxury" industries which suffer in times of tight money. In either case, wouldn't
governments receive similar: income from sales tax dollars?

I don't think the writer of this section understands economics. Bond issues
do not create new money, they just transfer, at a very high cost, the money

2 from investors to the government. This section should also discuss the impact
government bond issues have upon inflation and interest rates. The more debt to
be financed, the more competition for the scaracer investor dollars, hense, higher
interest rates and increased inflation. )

Re. Chapter 2, Alternatives to the Proposal:

This document does not fairly examine alternative capital financing methods.
It refers to buying future projects with cheaper dollars, but makes no mention

3 cf the higher project costs which the same inflation produces, since this bond
issue is predicated on 1931 costs. This section discounts the practical possibility
of city residents supporting recreational projects outside their jurisdiction
while ignoring recent elections (county farmlands, state sewer and water bonds)
which showed that Seattlites supported those issues by a larger margin than did

the rest of the county.

4 I hove the FEIS will 1ist the projects in more detail i.e. on page 17 in the
appendix, which 7 parks does #7 refer to? Which 2 camps in #167

Sincere]y,‘

Ledton
Henrietta Sellar

4560 4. Cramer St.
Seattle, Wn. 98199

DEBEIVE
R 'uw 71982 @

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
& COMMUNITY DEVELGPMENT



Ms. Henrieﬁa'SeIlar

RESPONSE:

The following corresponds to the points raised in your letter:

[t is most probably true that if the citizens of King County chose to spend
the same amount of money for the same projects as outlined in the DEIS,
one could expect a similar impact on the generation of jobs, income and
tax benefits. As an option this does appear to be highly unlikely. Sales
tax dollars would be similarly generated, either through purchase of con-
struction materials or the examples you use in your letter. (it shouid

be noted that the B&O tax does differ however.)

A bond issue such as described in the DEIS for the Proposed County-Wide
Park, Recreation and Open Space Capital Improvement Program can,

of course, be considered a loan from the private investor community.
These bonds, because of their tax exempt status are an attractive invest-
ment for people seeking tax shelters. Governmental jurisdictions from
across the country finance various types of capital improvement projects
in this manner, it is not unique to this Program. This increase in demand
for investor dollars does tend to increase the demand for investor dollars
which in turn can drive up the cost (interest rates) which the jurisdiction

must pay for for the use of these funds. If the public decides that the interest

rates are too high, they will reject the Program at the ballot box.

Your point regarding the possibility of city residents supporting recreational

projects outside their jurisdiction appears to be a statement of opinion.

From your description, we could not find the project you were referencing.
We assume that the camps you refer to are the City of Seattle's
Camp Long and Red Barn Ranch.



JOHN SPELLMAN
Governor

Ly
JAr / JACOB THOMAS

Director

-

-

STATE OF WASHINGTON
OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION

117 West Twenty-First Avenue, KL-11 e  Olympia, Washington 98504 e (206) 753-4011

June 4, 1982

Mr. Gary Tusberg, Director :

King County Division of Parks and Recreation
Room 709, Smith Tower

Seattle, WA 98104 )

Log Reference: 313-C-KI-04

Re: King County-Wide Park, Recreation,
and Open Space Capital Improvement
Program

Dear Mr. Tusberg:

A staff review has been completed of your draft environmental impact

statement. The document does not address impacts of the proposals on
1 registered historic properties, such as Fort Lawton, Volunteer Park and
Conservatory, City Park shops at 301 Terry, and Marymoor. Further, the
document includes no consideration of archaeological resources. The
document should be revised to include a discussion of known historical
and archaeological resources, measures taken or proposed to identify
such resources, impacts which may be anticipated to occur to identified
or unidentified cultural resources as a result of the actions proposed
under the plan, and proposals to avoid or mitigate these impacts.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely

-G WM

Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
Archaeologist

EBEIVE
JUN 81982 @

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
& COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT



OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION

RESPONSE:

The following corresponds to the points raised in your letter:

l. The disposition of the buildings within the Ft. Lawton Historic District
is still very much a matter of public debate. The improvements scheduled
for Volunteer Park and Marymoor Park can be considered general park
improvements and any work done on landmark structures will most certainly
reflect all local, state and federal requirements. The City Park Shops
at 301 Terry are no longer owned by the City Department of Parks and
Recreation and are not part of this program.

2. The information you request which discusses known archaeological resources,
impacts which may be anticipated to occur to various cultural resources,
etc., is simply beyond the scope of a DEIS on the Proposed County-wide
Park, Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Program.

Such impacts will be considered in the environmental examination of
individual projects if the bond issue is approved.



CENTRAL
SEATTLE
COMMUNITY
COUNCIL
FEDERATION

4710 University Way Northeast
Seattle, Washington 98105

(206) 522-3005

John Recht, President
Anne Bernstein, Vice Pres
John Barber, Treasurer
Allan Davis, Exec Director

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS:
Black Friends of the Douglas
Truth Library
Capitol Hill Community Council
Cascade Community Council
Eastiake Community Council
First Hill Community Council
Floating Hames Association
Harrison Neighborhood
Improvement Ciub
INTER"IM
Judkins Community Council
Leschi Improvement Council
Madrona Community Council
Montlake Community Council
Mount Baker Community Ciub
Portage Bay/Roanoke Park
Community Council
Queen Anne Community Council
Ravenna/Bryant Community
Association
University District
Community Council
United inner City Development
Foundation
Wallingtorda Community Councit
Yesier/Atlantic Project Area
Committee

- a pay-as-we-go policy.

26 }ay 1982
don. Lois Lorth, Cnair
KING COUNTY. COUNCIL
A02 County Courthouse )
Sezttle, WA 98104 RB: PRO-Parks DSIS Hearing
Fembers of the County Council,

The PRO-Parks draft environmental impact statement fails to dis-
close many factors that are fundamental for decision-maxing of the
scale necessary for a proposed $176 million bond issue. A8 a pro-
gram it fails to disclose a balanced relationship to a general plen
under county or state law, Naintenance and operation, for exanple,
is woefully understated. It fails to disclose tae true burden of
expenditures such as tne enricament of bond-buyers twice as much as
tne total wortin of proposed projects. 1t distorts with benefits
more to the satisfaction of a bureaucracy than to the zeneral publi«
Tnese failings undernine the credipvility of the docuzent as it de-
ceives decision-nakers into imprudence during a difficult economic
period. A legacy of debt for thae generation anead does not appear
to be generally peneficial at tais time.

The docuzent offers an unbalanced wish list to perpetuate bureau-
cratic glanor projects at tne expense of day-to-day accessible
activities. The $100,000 brainwash by PRO-Parks for over a2 year
is evident in errors of omission tnet occur page-by-pa3ee Other
repondents may pick away at a few of them. Cornseguently, tae doc-~
ument is obviously a PR or marketing tool that evades the real
intent of Ch. 43.21c RCW to provide disclosures of irpact and mit-
ization in an unbiased manner by neutral writers, Therefore, we
think it snould be totally re-written. Our conzentary, however,
must be limited to a few emphases wiich 3-ninutes of unequal time
pernit to counter an as yet unended $100,000 bmainwash:

ALTIR:ATIVES., Instead of 2/3 of bond proceeds goinz to pay interes
on debt for 20 years (eg., approxicately $1/3 billiom, or twice the
worth of $176 million of proposed projects), the Tederation suzzest
Taxpayers would prefer avoiding the interes
rip-off by a series of Special Levies that pay no interest. iloreove
a saift from interest paying to M & 0 enhancenent is important to
support activites close at home. This avoids energy waste to drive
to reach distant glamor prvjects., Bxtending our recozaendations %
Delores Sibonga advancel by letter of May 7 %print attached), we
reco-mend a series of 5 Special Levies coinciding with Councilmanit
elections (1983, 1985, 1987, 1989, 1991) in a magnitude of 354
million bi-annually:

Zach Levy Decade Plan
$12 million eec-e ACQUISTION ceeveee $60 million
18 n teeeves DIVELOPLENT cevcccee 90 -
24 " o e v eoee oo }1&0 PR A I ] 120 .

$54 MILLION ... PAY-AS-WE-30 +cees 3270 i.ILLION

Thus avoiding interest and adding M & 0, the taxpayers would still
be paying less than the nearly billion fimst phase of FYRO-Parks
And phase II gives us shutter about another WWPPS or I-90 billion

dollar debacle of unnecessary debts

=0 Ver=
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Lois liorth -2= 26 ray 82 o

As we hove reconmeded in the Sibonga letter, we pugcest that the City
of Seattle witneraw from participation with the County in PRO-Perks
unless bond costs are abandoned to a more modest scale of vhich nany
veriations fron the mliernztive we have outlined can be calculated.

‘One pages xv, 16-21, and elsewhere, the distorted alternatives could

cause an impact of treble economic damage from bond interest guazranteed
into the next century! Current bond markets would yield bond buyers

$2 benefit tnrough interest payments for every dollar of park/recreation
or open space betterment. Our series of correspondence/tesiimony to
public meeiings within the year have hignlignted this possible rip—off
of the property taxpayers. We append some of these meporanda, Who are
the bond-buyers favoring such a mode of finance 7 Ve hope none are on
your Council !

Trere is little justification way so much developaent is necessery in
just five years wnile permitting intecest escalation of those costis
neerly 330, over twenty years! So mich is for repair work, esp., in
Sezttle, which snould have been accommodated by yezr-to-year budgets.

On page 45, Unsvoidable Adverse Impacts, bond sales of $176 million will
offer bond buyers rougaly twice as ruch interest (8304 million) over the
20-ye:r redemption period; this could be avoided by Special Levies applied

- every-other-year for the irmuediate decade. XHere is a plan wnich might

offer beiter amccountability than "opportunity accounts® which tend to be
abused by burezucrats. Wny not obtain these improvements in about seven
yezrs at cost (without interest) without the bond prolongation of interest
Tor anotiher tnirteen years beyond ? Taxpayers might rather apply this
$1/3 billion to enhance M & O than to enrich bond buyers. At tne saxe
time we could apply some of the difference to the kind of Il & 0 wzich
would permit better utilisation of neighborhood facilities instead of that
once-a-year trip to the zoo, acquarium, or Issaquah Alps, oT other distant
glamor project that wastes mmch time and energy cost to reach them. 4n
unfortunzte impact of the extended debt period has been dramatized by the
Forward Tnrust expsrience Wnere moneys were diverted to parposes not
specified at the time of the 1968 election. Accourtability sufferred.
Such diversion would be ca.led fraud, pernaps embezzlement, in civil
circles: we need egual public accountability without lawsuits to achieve
compliance with agrced upon projects upon which we mignt vote

Regional emphesis invites excessive travel to "one of a kind" glamor
projects thus overloading freeways, bridges, as well as expending energy
resources in wastefal ways. Those who wish to throttle inflation should
recognize energy wastage must be mitigated. Fitigation of emergy waste

is better served by minimizing travel to glamor projects and concentrating
our expenditures upon local facilities that invite less travel and greater
frequency of use in neignorhood physical activity.

The bond anthorigzation statutes end constitution require greater spec-
ificity on projects to overcome the abuse ej discretion inherent in For-
ward Thrust. Prart 8.0 of your document, Productivity and Commitrment
bezizning p.46 nisses the RCW intent completely. The relationship between
short~term and long-term productivity is not difficult to assess. Instead
your document burys it (was it Kruschev who would bury us, when we can
do it in paper shuffling by our own bureaucrats ?) Treble dameges to our
debt structure have been outlined on this sheet, and it isn't just the
nfeds" who are prolonging the inflation for us. Foreover, the heavy
enphasis upon "renovation" within five years provides no rationale for
inviting 300+ increment to Bebt when, in no five year period, have
construction costs ever escalated so widely! Special Levies could avoid
all of this confusion.

The statuatory requireaent for a section on "Irreversible or irretrievavle
commitment of resources"required by WAC197-10 and the county code is

totally sbsent. Please sen@ the suthors back for a saort course on how

zo conplete these tasksleast you leave us good cause to appeal this
ocument.

Let me close with a rexinder that we are minimizing debate on these
shortcomings in view of the slipshod program presented to us. Be
assuared however that those suffering from poor economic straits at this
time may be ready to get tothe ballot box, should that be necessary

EINAR HEZ/IRICKOR, Chair 522 8404



CENTRAL SEATTLE COMMUNITY COUNCIL FEDERATION

RESPONSE:

The following corresponds to the points raised in your letter.

l. The DEIS does demonstrate the relationship to existing local and county-
wide park planning processes and this is discussed on pages 8, 9, 10, 11,
and |2.

2, The original PRO/PARKS Committee was charged with analyzing not

only the capial needs of the park systems but also the difficult problem

of maintenance and operations costs and funding. The major share of
maintenance dollars is funded out of each jurisdictions's general fund,
competing each year with all other government operations. Councils

today cannot obligate councils of the future to maintain a specific level

of funding. Depending upon the tax base of an area and the economic
times, park maintenance and operations funds may or may not be a problem.

The projects recommended either have little or no operating impacts

or are of such high priority that the Committee believes that it is neces-
sary for the agency responsible to meet the additional costs. Cities,
because of their tax base and taxing authority in relation fo their obliga-
tions, are less severely impacted by additional maintenance costs. Given
a stable regional economy, they can expect to meet the maintenance
obligations. King County must provide regional services, such as the
court sytem and other law and justice programs, and lacks some of the
taxing authority of the cities. It will be more adversely impacted, even
in good economic times. Annual maintenance and operations associated
with the program are remarkably low, constituting only $1,714,015 in
1981 dollars or less than one percent of total capital costs. It should

be noted, however, that the Maintenance and Operations expenses are
based upon actual experience for both the City and the County Park's
Department.

3. The alternative of financing the PRO/PARKS Program through a series
of special levies is discussed on pages 20, 21, and 22 of the DEIS.

4, The point of view you express here has been taken into consideration
through the course of the public review process.

3. There have been several comments to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the advisability of issuing |15 or 20 year general obligation
bonds to finance the program versus a financing plan which would involve
the imposition of annual property tax levies. In order to evaluate these



financing alternatives a series of assumptions regarding bond terms and
interest rates, inflation rates, and investment interest rates were neces-
sary. The current extraordinary condition of the financial markets, where
the real rates of interest are higher than they have been in several decades,
is of little value in identifying the appropriate interest and inflation rates
for the 1983 to 1989 period. As a result, several interest/inflation scenar-
ios were outlined to iliustrate a range of tax impacts implied by each
method of financing the Proposed Program. For each interest/inflation
scenario under each financing method, the annual property tax levy was
calculated. These amounts represent the annual cost to the tax payer
from 1983 to 2006 of the Proposed Action. In the case of the annual
levies, it was assumed that there would be seven such levies each represent-
ing roughly 15% of the total Program. These levies would be charged

to the tax payer between the period 1983 to 1989. This assumption would
then result in approximately the same development over the same time
frame as the proposal. Generally, the tax payers annual cost for general
obligation bonds as compared to annual levies was deferred one year

in the beginning. The annual cost for bonds was nearly three times lower
than for levies for the next two years; the annual cost was nearly the
same for both for the next three years; and the annual cost was about
25% higher for bonds then for levies for the next year. At this point,
however, the costs of the bonds continue until 2001 or 2006 (depending

on bond terms) while those of an annual levy would cease. In short, under
a bond issue, the tax payer pays less initially but over a longer period

of time than he/she would pay under an annual levy.

In order to compare the difference in tax payer cost of the two financing
methods, a present value analysis was prepared. By doing this, the effects
of the timing differences between the two options (bonds versus levies)
can be taken into account. For bonds, under the low inflation scenario,
the present value of the taxes needed to retire the bonds was $140.7
million whereas under the same inflation assumptions, the present value
of the taxes from annual levies to accomplish the same program was
$149.3 million. In this case, the bond issue represents a smaller present
value of additional taxes than does the annual levy method. Alternative-
ly, under the high inflation scenario, the present value of the taxes needed
to retire a bond issue is $155.6 million, while under the same inflation
assumptions, the present value of annual levies is $166.9 million. Again,
the bond issue method for financing the Proposed Program resulits in

a lesser present value of tax payer cost than would annual levies.

Therefore, given the Proposed Program, the issuance of bonds as a tax
financing mechanism lowers the cost to the tax payer not only for the
first few years but also over the useful life of the improvements.

In terms of planning for park and recreation improvements and actually
achieving desired goals, the Proposed Program is a county-wide compre-
hensive park, recreation and open space plan. Coodination and coopera-
tion among cities, King County and school districts, as reflected in the
program, return to citizens the best value for their investment. The
general obligation bond issue would fund this plan. Annual levies, as



suggested, would necessitate choosing which projects would be funded
annually, necessarily deleting 85% of the program from consideration
each-year (assuming seven annual levies). It is highly unlikely that this
comprehensive plan, as proposed, would receive 60% of a county-wide
vote annually when only 15% of the program is on the ballot each year.
If individual jurisdictions undertook to pass annual levies, as has also
been suggested, then the unincorporated areas of King County could be
left without any park improvements and the total goals of the program
would not be achieved. Further, some projects are too long and complex
to complete in one year and funds from annual levies must be spent each
year. An agency could not start a project, knowing funds were not approved
to complete it.

The major focus of the Proposed County-wide Park, Recreation and Open
Space Capital Improvement Program is upon making the best use of exist-
ing parks and facilities. Of the total program 73% is for developing,
renovating, expanding or completing existing park facilities and the balance,
or 27%, is for new acquisition. This means that both short and long term
productivity are enhanced by improving upon our existing facilities and

by extending the useful life of individual park system facilities.

It should be noted that RCW 43.21C and WAC 197-10 both refer to uses
of the land rather than money.

Land which is purchased for additional park property, such as Cougar
Mountain, has both its short and long term productivity enhanced by pre-
serving it for recreational use. It is true, that for the most part these

uses are non-income producing such as industrial, commercial or residential.

The land, facilities and resources which are already committed to park
use will enjoy a reinvestment of public funds under this program. The
purpose of this "reinvestment" is to upgrade the existing county-wide
inventories.

The acquisition of new parks will committ the land to park related uses
and exclude such private market uses as residential, industrial, or commercial.

Additionally, as stated on page 36 of the DEIS, the Bond Issue itself
represents a committment of 19.7% of the County's remaining statutory
debt capacity.



Pete Bement (363-4540) 11512 Aurora Avenue N., #25, Seattle 98133

COMMENTS ON "DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT" 5/26/82
PROPOSED ‘JOUNTY-WIDE PARK, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE CAPITAL

-l

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMN

The initiil protest regarding this document is its cost - $5.00 !

Por a prooosed bond issue that will cost taxpayers over $470 million
to ask th2 public to pay $5.00 for a 96 page document is & classic ’
gimmick t» get the public to fail to participate, It is totally
unrealistic to expect an interested citizen to read it in a public
library and take enough notes to go home and make intelligent comments
that wust constanly be referred t%;fage and paragraph of the document,

OBJECTIVITY TOTALLY LACKING

This is & self-serving,subjective document that attempts to Justify
a preconceived conclusion - that $500 million in parks improvements
are needed rather than desired on a WISH LIST created by a commitee
that was virtually outnumbered by special interest park department
bureaucrats, Over two years ago empire building bureaucrats convinced
the City of Seattle and King County to each appropriate .$50,000 to
"4Justify” expansions of their 'kingdoms’.

There could be no doubt from the very beginning that millione of dollars
in new taxes through & bond issue would be required through an election.
Granted, other sources of funding were considered, but anyone with

the slighteet knowledge of local government would have known from the
outset that the committee efforts would be to "Jjustify a ballot measure.”

At a Pine lake hearing recently a citizen demanded to know who were
"the citizens® who asked for this proposal — who were the "theys".

~ No officimsl in attendance could or would identify any private sector

2

individuals or groupe who would initiate the wegamillion dollar tax
increase on his fellow citizens.

If private citizens desired a bond or.ballot issue they would have to
register with the state Public Disclosure Commission and report every
dollar of contribution and 'in-kind contribution'. The "professional
expertise® of the park bureaucrats, working during regular hours at
public expense would have to be reported [RCW 42.17] which would
probably increase the total the public has spent already to .increase
his taxes to + § 200,000! True, elected oificials and bureaucrats
are allowed to 'honestly explain' the issue to the unwitting public,
but the past efforts seem to be wore created than investigatory.

ALTHOUGH THE CRITICISM OF THIS IRAPT EIS IS IN PAGE ORDER, THE WORST
OBJECTIONS HAVE BEEN PULLED OUT OF ORDER SO THEY CAN BE ADDRESSED FIRST.

1.4 Bond Resolution Language |pggg 5]

THIS IS THE CORE OF THE PROBLEM! If a student of Political Science

ever wanted to see 8 CLASSIC EXAMPLE of a PORKBARREL IN THE MAKING

this is it! Note the terms "flexible®, "future modification” and
"dollar amounts by category" - these are the loopholes that open the
floodgates for bureaucratic manipulation out of control of the taxpayeTs

A review of DOPAR's expenditures by stretching every word of Forward
Thrust that said "several" or "in addition to", “supplemental" or £
Wapproximately® there have been MILLIONS OF DOLLARS OF PROMISES ABANDON
and MORE MILLIONS SPENT ON UNAUTHORIZED PROJECTS. The State Attorney
General should take their history of stewardship before the court
to determine whether the taxpaper was abused - and to what extent.



X 1”4

70 BE HONEST WITH THE VOTER,1if the project has been researched well

enough to be »jugtified® for jnclusion in this bond issue, then by

the mere mention of the project is & romise to the voter. A realistic
L/’ cost should be established at this time Tor each project with a

Teasonable description That proﬁiﬁifs manipulation - and costs should

be limited to the stated amount - not 200 - 300% overruns &as DOPAR

has demonstrated at the Aquarium, Gasworks Park and the IMPROPER

'eatlake Mall and Freeway Park - for exaumples.

If the project (1asnd acquisition) cannot be committed for completion

L// WITHIN SIX MONTHS, the funds for that project should be dropped frou
the program and tﬁat same amount of bond REMAIN UNSOLD.

There is too much uncertainty, pie-in-the-sky and promises that have
a strong potential for not being fulfilleds

(1) Issaqush Alps - $10,000,000, Who owna the 1and? Are they willing
to sell for this amount? Is there an option taken at this price?
3 Supposeé the owners want $15 - 30 million, where will the money
come from ? Other projects (Regional) being abandoned? Will
thia project be abandoned if it is not attainable for $10,000,000?
Will this woney be passed on to some other Regional groject
unknown to the voter at this time? Another mountain?

0 ALLOW THIS MANY QUESTIONS AND PLEXIBILITY IS CREATING A PO
AND A FRAUD UPON THE VOTERS WHO GIT THT "BKIT AND SWITCH® TACTIC 1!

4 (2) "Opportunity Fund® $2,700,000
This looks more like & porkbarrel than a legitimate need. wWith
the past history of Porward Thrust manipulation this needs to

be much, wmuch, much, more defined to be acceptable.

(3) East Semmamish Trail - $2,300,000
Same questions 88 Issaquah Alps plust Since B.N. is only studying

otential abandonment what makes the county park planners =
a Ink the land will be available for this price?
b) think the land will be available in the next 5, 10, 15 years?
¢) think the shoreline owners, who have top reversionary rights,
worlt prevail in the courts to prevent the county from taking
this land?
. (d) not consider this appropriation another piece of pork to

buy some other trail? Buy more Issaquah Alp? Another moun-
tain? Swimming pool or whatever??? The Ordinance doesn't say!

Oversight Committee and Bond Monitor [page 5]

v This Committee and Monitor ss presently structures IS USELESS! The only
5 purpose is to correct the 14 years of previous MISMANAGEMENT and offer
some protection to the voters for their offered promises. The previous
COUNTY EXECUTIVE totally failed to monitor Forward Thrust -- even discour-
aged an audit because it was (1) expensive, (2) wouldn't correct the sins
already accomplished and (3) embarass Seattle officials for not being
aware of what was going on in DOPAR. [Newspaper article available]

THS BOND PROGRAM SHOULD NOT BE A PORKBARREL OF UNIDENTIFIED FUNDS TO
BE MANIPULATED BY A COMMITTES - OR ANYONE ELSE



‘///ﬁaERY PROJECT (promise to voters) SHOULD BE SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFIED;
GIVEN A FIXED BUDGET AND PRECISE PROCEDURE FOR ACCOMPLISHNENT BEFORE
THE BALLOT IS VOTED UPUN and not manipulated after the fact!

: v/’ GIVEN THESE LOGICAIL PARAMETERS THERE WOULD BE NO NEED POR THE
COMMITTEE UNLESS A DECISION MAKING GROUP IS NECESSARY FOR THE $2,700,000
“OPPORTUNITY FUND" -~ which looks like the makings of & smaller porkbarrel,

A BOND MONITOR IS NECESSARY to prevent the adminiatrative negligence
of Forward Thrust.

6 51 His appointment should be independent of all politics.

2) He should be a8 member o0f a respected, large accounting firm
with computer and auditing facilities available,

(3) With & properly IDENTIFIED program of projects, he could set
up 8 ‘umaster sheet' with all programs so that monthly inputs
from various park departments (with breakdown according to
standards set up by the State Auditor) may be entered., This
way monthly progress can be identified, attention can be given
to projects slow in acquisition or construction and IMPROPER
PROJECTS CAN BE IMMEDIATELY IDENTIFIED. -

(4) He must have UNLIMITED LEGAL BACKING from & private attorney
with no connections with local government to cause any conflict
if interest. Should a park department claim a questionable
project is authorized he could confirm with his counsel; if
there is m negative conclusion but the park department insists,
he should have authority to (a) withhold funds and (b) take
the issue before the local courts for determination of compliance
with the intent of the Resolution.

(5) ALI LEGAL COSTS SHOULD COME FRO¥ THE GENERAL FUND OF THE
MUNICIPALITY THAT RAISED THE QUESTION TO BE RESOLVED. This way
the mubject park departments will not be so inclined to manip-
ulete projects outside of their original intent,

(6) Sirce his records will be current and complete, there will be
an offsetting saving when it comes to regular audits by the state.

(7) His findings may be reported annually by the "Oversight
Committee" or any other public official,

COMMENTS ON "SUMMARY"

7 Noise ~ Micigating Measures [page x]

¥hen have such procedures been followed by public works employees
and what is the increased cost to the public to so perform?

+The use of the quietest available machinery and equipment.
(what is this? what is *available'?)

+The use of electric equipment in preference to gas, diesel

or pneumatic wmachinery, fwhat specifications have even been used?)
+Shutting off idling equipment. {(Who has ever enforced?)
+The use of portable acoustic barriers around point noise sources
during construction phase, (Where has this ever been done ad at
what increased cost?s

land Use Impacts [page x]
"Park system improvements could enhance attractiveness of surrounding

land use and create some induced developwent activity (in less
developed greas)”.,Isn't it a fact that residents generally oppose
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wilderness like the rapist heaven in West Seattle's Schiaitz Park
and developuwent of active parks where there is noise of athletic
activities, garking problems and/or- both (like Matthews Beach &
Carkeek Park) for evening beer drinking and roaring autémobiles?
Isn't there a history of having to add barricades, speed bumps and
additional (expensive) security when regular police are not available?

Housi xi

In spite of the claim for non-performance of promised Forward Thrust
projects in various neighborhoods because *'houses would have to be
demolished' - did Seattle not destroy at least 10 houses for $500,000
to expand the Matthews Beach? Weren't these funds paid to owners
sufficient for them to purchase new, adequate replacement homes? How
could this *justification' (for abandoning promised neighborhood
projects) reduce the Seattle housing stock ~ when it gets replaced
with the public's dollars?

Public Services Impacts |ngge xii]

*Potential for vandelism® is grossly understated. What has been the
cost to taxpayers in Seattle and King County for recent vandalism?
This figure should be easily available and should be printed.

Parks and Recreation Services - Imgacts[ggge xii]

DEIS should state (1) how many acres in Seattle & County already "park",
(2) how many acres were available before Forward Thrust - 1968 as
¥add substantial acreages .." is vague and meaningless.,

*Acquisition of greenbelts, wetlands ... willincrease open space...”

How can it"increase open space* if it already exists? “Protect" would
be a more appropriate word,

UNMENTIONED in this section under "Mitigating leasures - None required”
would be the obvious increase of MED costs. What wiil these really be?

Aesthetics — Impacts [page xiii]

Lighting can be particular offensive to many residents. Please document
HOW *park improvements should be designed to minimize the obstruction
of views to surrounding areas", What has been done to save energy and
tax dollars to turn off lights when facilities are not in use? How
many facilities currently have metered lighting where USERS put coins
to pay for services?

Cultural Reésources - Impacts e xiv

*Park facility renovation will enhance existing park system historic
and archeological attractions".

WHO ARE WE KIDDING? If there is anything of "archeological signif-
icance" you cannot develop. There were monuments to document the historic
significance of the Sand Point Naval AirStation runway which launched
the 1924 “Round The World"(terminal of )Army Aviation and other historie
events which didn't deter Seattle's Departmant Of Parks And Recreation
(DOPAR) from destroying a $50 million existing facility to replace with
a §70,000 concrete outhouse, parking and baseball field -~ which would

have generated $50 million annually in jobs and tourism to the entire
county.



Unavoidable Adverse Impacts - None are anticipated “[page xiv]

Hold the phone! Doesn't the Seattle DOPAR plan to raze the Martha

12 Washington School (acquired illegall with Forward Thrust funds) ?
Is there not & historical value %o iﬁis as well as benefit to taxpayers
by having the building being rented as a Montesori school?

Economic Impacts e xXiv

UNDER THE STATE PUBLIC DISCLOSURE LAW (RCW 42.17] 1 WISH TO INSPECT
t//lll,AND COPY ALL DOCUMENTS USED TO SUPPORT THE CLAIM:
: »Igprovement progrem will create approximately 2500 direct
and secondary joba over the five year implementation period
o (1983 - 1988{.'

We would sgree that the parks bureaucrats will maintain their Jobs

which were ‘empire built' through the Forward Thrust porkbarrel,

but how does this impressive number get created?

This sounds like the self-gserving propaganda created b PRO/Parks'
Virginia Johnson while being “"consultant® (for $10,000) to prepare '
the "1980 Final Forward Thrust Report" (mentioned Sth paragraph of

page 35 but OMITTED from References - page 47. Is this because it was
not'authentic'? cost the taxpayer about $30,000 for 5,000 copies!

"Local and state revenues from sales taxes, B & O taxes and certain state
taxes will be genersted as a result of direct and secondary progran
expenditures.” Is taking money from one pocket to put a little back

in the other some benefit? This observation is about ms meaningless

as half the contrived rationalizations for this program... such as

the next item —=—-

Alternatives to the Proposed Action — NoAction {page xv)

» ,.would not create employment opportunities.” That makes as much
sense as saying the Seattle citizens would not have had to pay.3300,000-
to DOPAR for vandalism if there were no parks to vandalize. [Times,
May 24, page B-1]

The balance of the "No Action" paragraph and the following "Meet Most
Identified Park and Recreation System Needs" is a combination of
self-serving rhetoric and bureaucratese:
“The no action alternative would also preclude the unavoidable
edverse environmental impacts noted in the preceeding discus-
sion as well as any environumental benefits."

Capital . mprovement Financing Alternatives [page xvi] -

*_ ..long range planning for capital improvements is not predictable,..”
WHY? Wnat is rationale? Why can't bureaucrats plan on needs?
With all the after-the-fact changes in jllegal “Reprogramming"
of Forward Thrust because “conditions cKEnge%“ then there can
be only one conclusion:

IF "LONG RANGE PLANNING...IS NOT PREDICTABLE" THEN LONG RANGE BONDS
SHOULD N)T BE APPROVED...BECAUSE PROMISES WILL NOT BE FULFILLED!

% ..if inflation continues, project costs will be higher and reduce
or eliminate any interest savings."
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BY WHAT LOGIC IS THIS STATEMENT MADE ?7?

If inflation (project costs) increases by 6% annuall .
ndebt service® (interest) is 13% annuallg then thexiyi:ng the

IE CUSHION. Interest is ALWAYS several points above infl '
t
which would proviae a saving to the taxpayer of this amo:n%on

if levies were used instead of long range, lifetime payments.

“Relative to the proposed action [$470+ million of increased
over 20 years] these methods offer little advantage over :he :2:::y-
wide voter approved general obligation bond methond for raising capital."

WE TAKE TOTAL EXCEPTION TO THIS CONCLUSION AND CHALLENGE THE DEIS

WRITERS TO PROVIDE AUTHORITATIVE DOCUMENTATION
MISLEADING ASSUMPTION. ON T0 SUPPORT THIS

1.1 Bockground of the Proposed Action [page 1]

The past sentence in the first paragra
ph says &t the end o
z;:ztzgp}z::?ta}}gnip{ogrzg ¥it became c1ea¥ to both publig :gg 12
officials at there was & nee
expanded park and recreation services.® Ged for improved park and

With various grants city & county parks have hed over $180 million spent
since 1968, IEEEEING THE ACREAGE OF SEATTLE'S PARKS and creating
DOZENS OF PARKS UNAUTHORIZED BY COUNTY VOTERS WITHOUT ANY MONITORING

BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL as required in Ihe Y-T Resolution HOW CAN THIS
STATEMENT BE TRUE?

The only'audit of county parks was six years &80 and the county HAS
NEVER AUDITED Seattle's DOPAR! How can your conclusion be made WITH
NO FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY of previous expenditures?

The public should be entitled to know EXACTLY WHO ere the individuals
who lobbied for the $100,000 PRO/Parks financing and the curious
conclusions found in this Draft EIS! This should be in your FINAL EIS!

PRO/Parks Finance Coumittee

Although this committee was supposed to investigate the charges of
misuse and abuse of Forwerd Thrust funds, it would appear from the
minutes of their meeting(gnd no subsequent acknowledgewent to the
contrary) that they did not know where to look to find the correct
informwation. This is particularly curious since the Chairman was
former Seattle Superintendent of Parks and Recreation David Towne =
now a full partner in the Park Planning firm of Jones & Jones who
has had continuous contracts with Seattle DOPAR for the past decade
for which the taxpayer has paid many thousands of dollars.

Certainly Mr. Towne would have known of the following auditst
1, Seattle City Council Legislative Audit of 1975~ gross misuse
2. State Audit #43417 (May 2T, 1977) DOPAR lies of Sand Point
3. County Audit #76-4 March 1976) County Parks
4. County Audit #77-4 (July 1977) Misuse of Gounty roads
5. State Audit #44401 (9 Nov 783 unauthorized DOPAR expenditures
6. County Audit #80-4 (Nov 1980) Misuse of $5,408,000 of interest
These will be detailed on the final page of this report
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1,2 Program Development Process [page 11
’,/" It is NOT TRUE that the conmittee "developed & process of active public
involvement." Maybe they wgolicited® but the response was negIlgEGIe.
o claim that "active public jnvolvement was unique...." is rhetoric
without substantiation. The writer attended several o( these meetings
‘where area projects were suggested. 90% were PREORDAINED BY PARKS
BUREAUCRATS and though citizen suggestions were written down, they
were essentially ignored -- unless there was a loud, orchestrated
v~ protest. If the EIS writer wishes to continue this thought then
recise numbers of projects suggested by citizens compare? with the
number by parks bureaucrats — with the number of citizen's puggestions
that survived into the f£ipal draft should be noted and identified.

1.3 Preliminary Report and Public Response lpgge }|

ut 1,200,000 people in King County 4o say that there was “an
:i:gnggge puﬂlic'revigz gnd'comment process" overstates the case!h
To distribute 25,000 tabloids and only get 248 responses -~ less t.ant a
1 of the tabloids certainly makes one wonder how the were distribute
T?T in fact, "“distributed" means they are still in a box gomewhere,

' 13
to say that 202 people attended 5 public meetings with
Et:::ézein the iueationaire raises other guestions in the accuracy of
this report:

(1) At the few meetings I observed there were as uwany parks
bureaucrats in attendance as "civilians", Were these
¥ark employees counted separately or part of the total?

(2) The questions were loaded! There was no place to say, ‘

: Twe %on't want any part of this', The only choices were

which do you want most or least. This should be detailed v’//
in the FINAL EIS.

(3) By the number of asttendees mentioned can we assume that only
113 people wanting their special projects attended and the
89 (difference between 202gewere park officials - showing
up more than once - and maybe counted several times?

+~~ Even with the 410 forms completed at 7 shopping centers added to the
15 above the, support for this projects seems to be samples by LESS THAN
’ ONE-TENTH OF 1% OP THE VOTERS IN KING COUNTY - can this be interpreted
as & "mandate o e people o ve another tax increase?

v The mini-sample of response DID NOT INCLUDE THE COST TO THE TAXPAYER.

The propaganda campaign appeared td'appeal to SPECIAL INTERESTS and
their supporters who came to meetings to encourage their pet projects

at the expense of someone else - the King County taxpayer. Who can
question -a lovely project if someone else pays for it?

“The Municipal League formed a stu committee to review the proposal..”
[page 4]

e .

After hearing that PRO/Parks had made their presentation to Muni league
a formal request was made to address the committee (March 22, 1982)
but it wasn't until May 21 that the committee allowed the Seattle
Central Community Council Federation end CHECC on Seattle City Govern-
ment to make a counter presentation,




Seattle and county parks department employees have attended at least

3 of the 4 prior meetings. Only a third of the Muni League committee
attended the session to hear any opposition although it was obvious

by the questions raised by previous meetings that they had no knowledge
(or were notwilling to admit) of the massive misuse of Forward Thrust
parks projects and the interest manipulations by county officials,

Like the Chamber of Commerce (Seattle) Growth Management Task Force,
it is doubtful the well meaning wembers have any idea of the extent
of the history (documented) of mismanagement and failure to provide
promised projects while many others are substituted. The signals
seem to say, 'don't confuse us with facts - our minds are already
made up!!®

1.4 Program Phasing and Size [page 51

There are no teeth in the program to mandate the 5 year completion
date resulting in land acquisition prices to soar beyond budget if
not acted upon promptly. Seattle's DOPAR has demonstrated such
mismanagement; they were allowed nearly $1,000,000 to purchase
Greenbelts, but the last information available says they have only
spent $200,000. There were hundreds of acres of Greenbelt available
in 1968 and with a decade of inaction the taxpayer has lost the
benefit of at least three times the authorized acreage.

In spite of this dereliction of responsibility, Seattle has the
audacity to came again and ask for another $3,500,000! How will
this be mishandled?

Use of Bond Funds [page 6]

This entire section is too loose to fulfill promises to voters. There

pis NOTHING SPECIFIC and STANDARDS. It allows too many changes - as

.
RN

v’

stated - indicating that the entire program was not WELL THOUGHT ouT
INITIALLY.. If the project is not good or strong enough to be identified
sufficiently BEFORE THE VOTE then it should not be allowed to be created
by bureaucrats once they have their hands on our money,.. The same problem
appears in 1.5 below,

L]
1.5 Relationship to Existing Plans and Policies [page 8]

*...those projects whichwill require the acquisition of as yet unident-
ified lands ...." If the project cannot be "IDENTIFIED" before the

Voie it should not be allowed at all, Forward Thrust misuse has too
many millions of dollars of that already. It is time the taxpayer
learns from experience,

In the list of "Plans" and Ordinances (pages 9 through 13) where is
there mention and report of the county/state study of the need for
Sportsmen's Facilities? §311,000 was specifically allowed in Forward
Thrust - entrusted to Seattle - but DOPAR misused over 90% of it at

Sand Point for Magnusaq Park; they arbitrarily abondoned the shooting
facilites for archery, 'skeet and other mandates. $300,000 was in the
first PRO/Parks proposal but was dropped in the final form.

This is a classic, typical example of promising a special interest
group the project of their desires then (Bait & Swi ch) diverting the
funde for some after-the-fact ILLEGAL PROJECT - unauthorized by

the county council as mandated by the Forward Thrust Resolution.

But nobody except the sportsmen seemed to care, ¥ill this happen
again or will there be some reasonable controla?



1. Seattle City Council Legislative Audit ~ October 1975

8, This shows 33 unsuthorized projects (over $4 million) that were
completed during the first 4 years that the Seattle Parks Department
was enjoying the Porward Thrust ‘pArkbarrel’, Ko legal opinions

* to authorize any of these diversions have been provided by the
City lttorney even though they have been formally and repeatedly
dexanied under the Freedom of Information Aot for over 4 years,

b. It shows that three-quarters of the mandated projects had yet to

be initiated half-way through the 12 year oSligatory construction
progrem, Neither city nor county officials ghowed any interest.

¢. Not onz word of this audit was printed in any wedia, An cxaminﬁtion,
of the cover (jacket) in the City Comptroller's file will show thia
report was merely "filed". No corrective actions were ever taken,

2. State Aucit #43417 (May 27, 1977)

8, In 1973 Seattle officials showed lovely drawings of a $50 million
park to the public and claimed to have Forward Thrust funds avajlable
to develop. It wasn't until 14 wonths AFTER the election that park
officials agked their 8ttorney if the promised diversions were legal,

The response wag that about $360,000 could be diverted from Projects
_ ;hat :eren't spegéfically tied down (ljke “Shoreline Improvemonts“),
ut that amount d slready bdeen g ent for desi Gccess and fencing .
of the property.” The city then osgaIned about f?:s willion from
state and federal funds using such gross misrepresentations that
would put & private citizen in jail for the same actions,

b, Last week the Times (April 7) printed a Picture of the crumbling
seawall at Lincoln Park ag &n example of deteriorating parks,
Unmentioned was that Forward Thrust provided $855,000 for such repairs
with wuch sti}l available., Never mentioned in the media was that the
Seattle Parks Departmen: took $280,000 frow this “Shoreline" project
to destroy an existin 50 million sirport putting a baseball
fieId and & 370,000 concrete outhou er?n thoyﬁiddle of the runway -
over one-hall mile from the wa er - )

¢. In March 1975, the State Public Disclosure Coumission failed to
adequately respond to the many violations of state laws by Seattle
officials throughout the Initiative #3 campaign, It took OVER TWO
YEARS for this audit to be produced that addressed some of the 56
deliberate misre resentations and distortions (lies) contained In
an 8 page "Fact Eﬁeet' proauceH‘B&‘?E?‘PEFF‘Bepartment prior to
the 1974 election.

At no time has any local media questioned this wisinformation or
@ttempted to present the honest facts to the duped city and county
voters.

- 3. County Audit # 76-4 (March 1976)

Thia covered county parks only. It was noted in several places the
auditors were aware of extensive migsuse by Seattle (see #1) and they
formally asked the County Prosecutor for an opinion of what ghould be
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6.
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the county's role in monitoring Seattle‘'s expenditure. Six years have
ssed and the county attorney still has failed to provide &n opinion
even after repeated requests! i

This demonstrates a major problem for 8ll county taxpayers: the TOTAL ‘
TACR OF LECAL BACKUP to the County Auditor who ﬁhs repeatedly requested
(in published audits) an independent legal resource. _

*Because our Office is, in effect, &sserting that specific
County officials have acted contrary to State and local
laws, the Prosecutor is placed in the role of representing
two conflioting positions...8 role that cannot be carried
out by an attorney's office in sccordance with its Canon
of Professional Regponsibilities.®

(King County Audit #80-4]

County Audit -4 (Jul 1

Forward Thrust Resolution [#3456%] provided $81.6 million for Arterial
highways ($29 million in Seattle). In the first 8 years county bureau-
crats handled these funds about $10 million was IMPROPERLY SFENT! There
never has been an sudit by the county of Seattle's "inadequate documentatior
[State Examination #44752‘ although one is finally underway today - 14
years after the funds were appropristed. The county bureaucrats have since
covered their tails for wismanagement by passing new ordinances to reinter-
pret the intent of the original Resolution. .

State Audit #44401 (November 1978

This was initiated because of repeated citizens complaintas. Tne pre-
liminary findings showed in excess of $6 willion improperly spent by
Seattle. City Attorney Jewett, using essentially tge game starr that
for over 8 years had been advising city bureaucrats to obey the intent

of the Resolution (when infrequently asked), REVERSED ALL PREVIQUS
OPINIONS and concluded that NAMED PROJECTS under a MAJOR NUMBERED TOPIC
DID NOT HAVE TO B: COMPLETED as long &s something similar wes accomplished,

KO LEGAL INTERPRETATION HAS EVER BEEN REQUZSTED BY THE COURTS to ensure
voters receive the promised projects. Seattle's schemes like "Reprogramming
(to *Jjustify' after-the-fact expenditures on 'illegal! projects) were

never authorized by Forward Thrust. County Councilmembers refuse °

demand these manipulated projects be put before the voters for approvall

Seattle Councilmembers appear to be unaware (or unresponsive) of the
extent of these pArkbarrels and have repeatedly passed ordinances without
any record of legal opinions to legitimize prior expenditures.

County Audit # 80-4 (November 14, 1980)

County bureaucrats have taken $4,858,000 (and Seattle $550,000) from
interest earned on park bonds and put it into the gagging General Funds
instead of reducing the debt on the bond package. This audit is exciting
reading for the layman (free from the County Auditor) but the media has
refused to address the problem.

It seems to require private citizens to advance thousands of dollars for

%:gal fees tEEzgke the goug{y to court to :glf%}l the empty promises to
e voters, es8 V. pe mag/nunlap et ng County Superior Court

#80-2-16215-2T ! P



Mr. Pete Bement

RESPONSE::
The following corresponds to the points raised in your letter:
l. The five dollar amount cost reflects the cost of printing the document,

2, As discussed at length on page 5 of the DEIS, the citizens committee
recognized that future conditions may change during the implementation
period of the program. This need to build in a degree of flexibility to
recognize future program modifications is built into the bond resolution
language. The citizens committee recommended that in the bond resolu-
tion itself regional projects and costs should be described specifically
by line item but local projects should only be grouped by general catago-
ries within geographic areas, with dollar amounts allocated to catagory
rather than to specific projects within the catagory. In addition the resources
for the detailed planning necessary for actual project implementation
are scheduled to come from the bond issue itself.

3. The acquisition price of the Issaquah Alps properties is based upon the
estimated value of the property itself. Presently, there is no option taken
on the land and it may be necessary for King County to exercise it's right
of ement domain.

4, The purpose of the opportunity fund, as discussed on page 7 of the DEIS
is to stimulate private market participation in the purchase and donation
of high priority property in King County. In addition the county will
work closely with local governments and private agencies to explain the
tax advantages and to solicit land donations.

5. This comment appears to be a statement of opinion. The role of the
bond monitor is discussed in sufficient detail on page 7 of the DEIS and
in response to question #5 of the Leagues of Women Voters.

6. The comment s acknowledged and this point of view will be considered
during review of the ordinance.

7. Each jurisdiction has used some of these measures in the past. It will,
however, be at the discretion of each governmental jurisdiction
to determine which measures they will enforce and to what extent.

Please recognize however, that the level of detail you request in
your question will be a function of the project specific environmental
impact statements should the Program receive voter approval.

8. There is no way to know at this point the number of new facilities that will
result in this program. As a result, it is difficult to estimate the dollar
amount of vandalism, although the M/O dollar projections in the DEIS
are based on actual operating expense.
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There were 2500 acres in the City of Seattle Department of Parks and
Recreation prior to Forward Thrust and 5500 acres at the end of the
Program. King County Parks Department had 2150 acres before the
Forward Thrust Program and 6200 acres presently.

The siting of park improvements will be done in such a fashion as to mini-
mize the impacts generally and the spillage of light into adjacent areas
specifically. It should be noted that both the city and county are presently
in the process of examinimg their lighting policy. The city does in fact
charge for the use of lighting of play fields and courts through the issu-
ance of permits and group user fees. In addition, the City of Seattle

is exploring the potential of installing vandal proof coin operated light
meters at tennis court facilities.

The statement was intended tfo reflect the need to renovate historic struc-
tures presently managed by the Parks Department. '

Although the proposed action of the Seattle Department of Parks and
Recreation (described in a separate EIS) is to demolition the buildings

at Martha Washington, a final policy decision has not been made by Seattle's
elected officials. Therefore, no unavoidable adverse impacts have been
identified. In any case this is not part of the proposed action.

See response #5, Central Seattle Community Council Federation.

The Seattle City Council and the King County Council passed the appropria-
tion request.

We do not refer this favorable response on an admittedly small sample
as a "...mandate...". It does reflect the desires of that group of people
however, and for that reason should be included in our report.



LEAGUES OF WOMEN VOTERS IN KING COUNTY

Pestimony before the King County Council May 26, 1982
regarding the Pro Parks Bond Issue .

I am speaking on behalf of the three League cf Women Voters organizations
in King County. We appreciate this opportunity to express our views on
the proposed ordinance for a park bond issue and on the accompanying en-
vironmental impact statement. e also appreciate the extensive work

done by the Pro Parks Committee in drawing up its reporti on this issue
and by the Council in getting out a draft ordinance so guickly.

League has a strong interest in parks. Among the League positions most
enthusiastically held and consistently reaffirmed by our members is the
position favoring "...acquisition, development and preservation of parks,
open spaces and green belts...to provide a wide variety of facilities

for all age groups."

However, League is by no means a single-issue organization., Like you ==
the members of the County Council -- we feel obliged to look at the

whole range of public needs and to evaluate the possibilities for meeting
these needs. We are painfully aware that we are all living in an econo=-
mically troubled time, With reduced revenues and increased demands, gov-
ernments are finding it harder and harder to provide even the most basic
services., Citizens are troubled by inflation, unemployment and uncer-
tainty about the future. :

In times such as these it is important to give even more critical atten-
tion than usual to the job of evaluating the rationale for putting a
bond issue on the ballot, the amount of money requested and the best
way to "package" it, and finally, the provisions in the ordinance de-
signed to assure that it will be implemented in the manner intended by
the Council and by the citizens who vote upon it.

. Rationale. The data amassed by the Pro Parks Committee provides evidence

that there are park needs throughout the county which are not presently
being met, and which will become more acute as population increases.
The committee has done a commendable job of identifying needs and at-
taching pricetags to them.

Balanced against this picture of need is our concern that, even with
the bond now divided into two phases, we may still be getting in over
our heads in terms of the size and duration of the debt we are consi-
dering and the very high prevailing interest rates that magnify the
effects of this debt.

Packaging. The environmental impact statement, in its section on alter-
natives, offered some very generalized observations on the possible
effects of a larger or a smaller bond issue. It failed, however, to
discuss any specific plan for paring down the bond issue further or

for meeting park needs by means of some other financing package. we
would like to offer some alternatives. Underlying all our suggestions
is the firm conviction that there are compelling reasons to seek
countywide bond funding for acquisitiocn and development of projects
which are truly regional in character, especially those projects for
which prompt action may be critical to their success. The acquisition
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df the Issaquah Alps, for example, simply cannot be accomplished by any
single municipality =-- nor -should it be -- since all the people of the
county stand to benefit equally from such an asset.

We find less justification for placing on .the same countywide bond
issue the whole assortment of local projects which are proposed. We
are concerned that there has been a noteworthy unevenness in ihe pro-
cesses followed in the nomination of local projects -- ranging from
extensive efforts to gain input from citizens, to proposals from city
staffs, to a virtual lack of any response. Another concern is that
the maintenance and operations cosis of local projects in the unincor-
porated areas could put a strain on the county budget in future years,
Finally, there are other means by which individual municipalities can
raise money for local projects if they so desire.

One alternative to the bond package as presently described in the ordi-
nance would be to float a countywide bond issue for critical regional
projects only, and to encourage municipalities to put special levy pro-
positions or local bond propositions on their local ballots. Although
this idea has been mentioned in Council hearings, it doesn't appear to
have received the serious attention we believe it deserves.

Another alternative might be a series of "mini-bond" propositions to be
placed on the ballot over the course of several years, with the timing
at the discretion of the County Council and taking into account the
economic climate. Each mini-bond issue ought to include a roughly equal
geographical distribution of funds. Criteria should be established by
which to determine the types of projects to be financed by the earlier
bond issues and those which could come later. While this method would
not reduce the total price tag of the bond package, it would offer the
Council some flixibility in being able to present pieces of the bond
package at times when the economic conditions and interest rates ap-
peared most promising.

Implementation. Regardless of the size of the bond issue or the financing
package that is finally chosen, we believe there are several provisions
necessary to the successful implementation of the ordinance which pre-
sently do not appear in it or e€lse do not appear in sufficient detail.
One of these is a set of criteria for jurisdictions to follow in deter-
mining spending priorities, assuming that the bond monies will be dis-
tributed in installments. - It is important to establish these priorities
because project costs have all been calculated in 1981 dollars and pos-
sible cost increases due to inflation could Jeopardize projects that

are undertaken late in the bond flotation period. As a workable set of
criteria we suggest the following list: 1) Projects for which the op-
portunity may be lost entirely if rapid action is not taken 2) Projects
where delay could lead to far greater expense 3; Projects where a sig-
nificant health or safety problem is involved 4) Projects that have
been started but not completed 5) New projects deemed most needed by

the appropriate Jurisdiction 6) All other new projects. It should be
noted that these same criteria could be used under the mini-bond alter-
native in determining which projects should go in each bond issue,

We believe the concept of an oversight committee is a sound one and
strongly urge you to retain this provision in the ordinance, while
the council must have final authority in all mattiers of bond imple-
mentation, it doesn't seem appropriate to burden councilmembers with
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overseeing all the details of this process, We suggest that an oversight

. committee be appointed by the council which would be composed of interested
-and qualified citizens and that elected officials not be included because
of already heavy time commitments. The commitee should be a little larger

- than currently proposed SO that inevitable absenteeism doesn't render it

. shorthanded; members should be chosen in equal numbers from suburban cities,
unincorporated areas and Seattle. Je believe it would be useful to include
geveral members of the Pro Parks Committee whose background information
would be invaluable. ‘

- Receiving citizen input and making decisions regarding changes in programming
of regional projects should be one of the major functions of the oversight
committee. Changes in local projects should basically be left to the re-
sponsible local jurisdiction, subject to committee approval of a public
process designed by the local jurisdiction for this purpose. Should dis-
putes arise between the local jurisdictions and the committee regarding

the functioning of the public process governing the reprogramming of

loral projects, they could be brought to the Council for final arbitration.

We note the Pro Parks Committee had recommended local Jurisdictions identi-
fy means of raising maintenance and operation costs for the new projects
before the bond issue is placed on the ballot. In the draft ordinance the
agreement between the county and cities includes city agreement to maintain
and operate the new projects, but advance jdentification of the M and O
funding methods is no longer required. We believe the public needs to
understand how these additional costs might be met before voting on the
bond. The agreement outlined in the draft ordinance, while useful as an
expression of intent, does not seem to us to carry sufficient enforcement
provisions. We hope the council will provide firm requirements for early
jdentification of methods of raising M and O funds.

The discussion;of the Opportunity Fund in the draft ordinance seems ade-
quate and in our opinion underscores the clear need for a strong Oversighi
Committee since its proper use depends on the committee's direction.

The Bond Monitor will be useful, we believe, in providing specific tech-
nical auditing functions as requested by the QOversight Committee. Further
guidelines for both the committee and. the monitor need to be worked out
before the ordinance is finalized. We also see a need for greater clari-
fication of the process which various jurisdictions are to follow when
they wish to make changes in regional and local projects.

The discussion in the EIS concerning secondary income advantages of the
bond was not complete in that it didn't contain an acknowledgment that
other uses of the money might be similarly stimulating to the economy.

We are concerned about the number of loose ends still to be addressed,
particularly in the areas of implementation of the proposed bond, and
recognize that it may be difficult to get these satisfactorily resolved
on the current schedule. If this is the case, we hope you would consider
delaying placement of the bond on the ballot until at least November of
1982, We believe there is a great deal to be gained by spending whatever:
time might be required to perfect the package.

We understand councilmembers may be intending to offer amendments to
the draft ordinance in the near future. #e hope very much that the
council will also make adequate provision for the public to examine
these proposals and to comment on them before they become finalized.
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Would you consider one last public hearing forAthiszpurpose?

Wwe want to co@mend you for the responsive way you have dealt with
public concerns thus far in developing the proposed bond package,
and are confident that this will continue as you complete -your work
on this important issue.

‘Thank you for attention to our views.

Presented by ILucy Copass



LEAGUES OF WOMEN VOTERS IN KING COUNTY

RESPONSE:

The following corresponds to the points raised in your letter.

l. The DEIS does in fact address and discuss the effects of both a larger
or smaller bond issue on pages 20, 2| and 22 for capital improvement
financing.

2, The alternative of submitting a general obligation bond for the development

of the regional projects only and encouraging the local jurisdictions to
develop the "local" projects has the distinct disadvantage of eliminating
local projects in the unincorporated areas of King County. This would
happen because King County does not have the legal authority to submit
a bond issue only for unincorporated areas of the county.

3. The possibility of offering a series of "mini-bond" propositions to be
placed on the ballot over the course of 5-8 years does carry with it the
disadvantage or the expense of continued county-wide elections, loss
of financing to acquire park land and do immediately needed renovation
and development,

4, Each jurisdiction will establish its own criteria to follow in determining
spending priorities for local projects. The criteria outlined in your comments
are a sensible approach which perhaps will be used by local jurisdictions
in their respective decision making processes.

5. The final determination on how to constitute both the Oversight Committee
and the Bond Monitor is yet to be made. One alternative that is being
explored by project planners is to build a review process directly into
the ordinance itself. This alternative would give the legislative branches
of government for both the City and County added responsibilities to
monitor the allocation of Bond monies to specific projects.

6. Please see comment No. 7 in Mr. Pete Bement's letfter.

7. While your comment reflects matters which are beyond the scope of
an environmental impact statement on the Proposed County-wide Park,
Recreation and Open Space Capital Improvement Program, you are correct
in stating that other uses of the same money could also stimulate the
economy.



The Cityof Seattle
Landmarks Preservation Board

400 YeslerButlding Scattle Washington 98104 « (206)625-4501

May 19, 1982 .

Mr. Gary S. Tusberg, Director

Department of Planning and Community Development
W226 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98104

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Proposed Cdunty—Wide Park,
.Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Program.

Dear Mr. Tusberg:

The City of Seattle's Landmarks Preservation Board hereby notes that the
proposed Capital Improvement Program will, generally, have significant
positive impacts on the preservation of the City's park facilities with
recognized historic or architectural significance, since a major portion of
the program is proposed work to renovate existing park facilities.

To date, within the City of Seattle, the Landmarks Preservation Board has
recognized the following park facilities as official Seattle Landmarks,
which, for purposes of SEPA, are considered structures or sites with
recognized architectural and historical significance:

1. Arboretum Aqueduct, University of Washington Arboretum;

2. Columbia Park, within Columbia City Landmark District;

3, Fort Lawton Historic District, portions of Discovery Park and
Fort Lawton;

4. Lake Washington Bicycle Path, portions of Interlaken Blvd.;

5. Langston Hughes Cultural Arts Center, 104 17th Ave. So.;

6. Martha Washington School and Site, 6612 57th Ave. So.;

7. 01d Firehouse #3, 301 Terry St.;

8. Parsons Memorial Garden, immediately west of 618 W. Highland Dr.;

9. Queen Anne Boulevard, several connecting streets on Queen Anne Hill;
10. West Queen Anne Walls, west side 8th P1.W. and 7th Ave. W.

Note: this list does not include those additional facilities which are
listed in the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

The Landmarks Preservation Board notes that work is proposed at several of the

-

Administcred by The Office of Urban Conscrvation. The §eattlc Department of Communtty Development



Mr. Gary S. Tusberg
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above-noted facilities. The descriptions of the proposed work is generally
positive. However, we must question the descriptions of the proposed work
for two particular park facilities: 1. Discovery Park;. and, 2. Martha Wash-
ington Park. Substantial issues relative to a decision on possible retention
of the historic structures and sites at both of these facilities are still
unresolved and are before the City Council for their decision. We question
whether language in the descriptions of proposed work for these two facilities
would preclude restoration work? The Discovery Park section includes the
"demolition" work, but makes no mention of "restoration" work for the historic
buildings and site elements. May we suggest, as a mitigating measure, that
the descriptions of proposed work relative to these two particular facilities
include mention of the possibility of restoration work.

Sincerely, -
William W. Krippaehne, Jr. E
Chairman
WWK:rdd
cc: Mayor Charles Royer
Walter Hundley, Superintendent Department of Parks and Recreation

1. Dean Mosier, Director Department of Community Development
Frank A. Pritchard, Jr., Chairman PRO/PARKS

- -



CITY OF SEATTLE-LANDMARKS PRESERVATION BOARD

RESPONSE:
The following corresponds to the point raised in your letter:

l. As a mitigating measure, any work done in either Martha Washington
Park or Discovery Park will include the possibility of either demolition
or restoration work on any given structure or site improvements depending
on the public policy at the time. General priority, however, will be
given to basic park and open space improvements,
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Seattle-King County/DEPARTMENT or PusLic HeaLTH
400 Yesier Way Seattie, Washington 98104 (206) 625-2161

May 21, 1982

JESSE W. TAPP, M.D., M.P.H.

Director of Public Health : ' .

Gary Tusberg, Director
King County Division of Parks and Recreation
Room 709, Smith Tower :

Dear Mr. Tusberg:

We have reviewed the proposed Countywide Park, Recreation, and Open Space
Capital Improvement Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement and have the
following comments:

1

If any new swimming beaches are planned a site survey and water testing
should be done to determine the appropriateness of each beach.

We recommend that whenever possible any new parks include restroom
facilities. Although the restrooms are no longer by State law required, we
have found in a number of instances problems have resulted where restrooms
were not available. If a public health nuisance occurs at a park, this

Department will be obliged to order that corrective action be taken.

On page x (Noise - Impacts and Mitigating Measures), the noise impacts refer
only to construction and do not consider any ongoing possible noise problems
resulting in the increased park utilization. Note is made that an increase
in existing noise levels will occur, however, for the long term no mention is
made of mitigating measures for such increases. This should definitely be
considered and a park noise amendment similar to that adopted by Seattle
should be considered. The mitigating measures for construction noise are
barely adequate and in the recent past we have found that temporary
construction imposes a severe hardship on surrounding residential properties.
Also, if such properties surrounding a park site are of a non-residential
nature, mitigating measures should also include the possibility of working a
swing shift as opposed to the normal 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. shift to avoid
jmpacting the working person in the normal work day of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
This possibility should be determined jointly by the Health and Building
Departments.

On page x (Unavoidable Adverse Impacts), it states, "Increased noise levels
will result from park system improvements and subsequent increases in park
system utilization/participation.” We don't feel that noise is an
"Jnavoidable Adverse Impact." No mitigating measures have been considered
for attempting to avoid the noise impacts. One possible mitigating measure
would be adoption of a public disturbance noise section similar to the
revised Seattle Noise Ordinance which deals with the amplified or unamplified

human voice. This would allow police to determine that an impact existed due

District Service Centers:

CENTRAL

NORTH | EAST
1500 Public Safety Bidg. 10501 Meridian Ave. N. 3722 Hudson 10820 8th Ave. SW. 2424 156th Ave. N.E.

Seatile 98104
625-5536

Environmental Health Services

172 20th Ave.
Seattle 98122

625-2763

SOUTHEAST

Renton
Seattie 98133 Seaftle 98118 Seattle 98146 Beflevue 98007 3001 N.E. 4th St
363-4765 §25-5151 584-6400 8851278 Renton 86056

Auburn

20 Auburn Ave.
Auburn 98002
852-8400

COLUMBIA HEALTH CENTER SOUTHWEST



Mr. Gary Tusberg
May 21, 1982
Page Two

to uncontrolled or rowdy participants at an unreasonab1e time of. day on park
propert1es. Additionally, if there are certain areis within ‘the park
property or adjoining properties that would be adversely affected by noise,
these areas should be protected by properly des1gned no1se barr1ers and
traffic patterns. :

.,,-‘

On pages 29-30 (Noise), the same comments made for page X iare appJ1cab1e.
There is comment that does admit to the possible increase«in noise:Tevels in
areas where parks previously did not exist and the 1ncreased no1se 1eVels due
to the increased utilization of existing park facilities. There is no
discussion of any mitigating measures for noise from the -eonstruétion phase,
the increased utilization of existing parks or parks which previously did not
exist. Some type of noise abatement should be considered when developing new
parks and also for the increased activities in parks already existing.
Additionally, the construction activities are not merely short term as
implied in the noise section. In fact, construction activities, at least in
the greater Seattle area, have come to be one of the major noise problems.
Even though they occur on a relatively short termm basis, they create an
impact totally out of proportion to the length of time during which they
occur. Some approach to mitigating measures for construction activities
should be considered in this DEIS.

On page 41 (Noise), only the construction phase of the noise problem is
addressed, as far as mitigating measures. The DEIS, as we previously stated,

should consider all forms of noise occurring during the construction phase
and the operation phase of existing and new park facilities. There should be
some discussion of mitigating measures for the increased use of existing
facilities and the use of facilities to be developed. Add1t1ona1]y, there
should be requirements for any new park system with adequate noise standards
specifically defined rather than general statements as are presented. These
standards should consider actual sound pressure levels at adjoining property
lines similar to those sound pressure levels found in eithér the Seattle or
King County Noise ordinances.

On page 44 (Unavoidable Adverse Impacts), the noise section again indicates
that noise is an unavoidable impact. We do not concur and feel that with
adequate p1ann1ng and proper use of noise barriers there should be virtually
no increased noise level in either existing parks or newly acquired park
property.

We feel at the very least the County noise ordinance should be amended, using
similar wording contained in the Seattle Noise Ordinance regarding parks, to

‘4,gu1de the Parks Department in developing this “Proposed County-Wide Park,

Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Plan." Our staff will be p1eased
to assist you in developing such an amendment. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment.

S1nqere]y,

}%/1%\
<iij/// ohn P. Nordin

hief of Environmental Health Services
JPN:sg:chg



SEATTLE-KING COUNTY/DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH -

RESPONSE:

The following corresponds to the points raised in your comments.

2.

If any new swimming beaches are developed a site survey and water test-
ing will be done to determine the appropriateness of each beach.

Whenever possible new park development will include the provision of
restroom facilities.

The design and development of each park facility will include the establish-
ment of use and scheduling policies which will minimize noise impact
and will be appropriate to each specific site.

The DEIS did discuss mitigating measures which could be taken to mini-
mize noise during the construction period and these measures are outlined
on page X.

The issue of a noise ordinance is one of general county public policy.
It is not specific to this Program.



PUBLIC TESTIMONY AND RESPONSES



On May 26, 1982, the King County Council, Committee of the Whole held a hearing
to gather testimony on both the PRO/PARKS Ordinance and the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. At that time many persons who offered testimony regarding

the DEIS turned into the King County Council staff written copies of their remarks.
Following is a person who made verbal comments only, and a summary of her remarks
and our respective responses.

Ms. Victoria Beres - East Lake Sammamish Property Owners Association

l. The DEIS lacked specificity with regard to individual projects.

The document represents a DEIS on the Proposed County-wide Park,
Recreation, and Open Space Capital Improvement Program. As stated
in this DEIS, as individual projects are developed each will be subject
to the environmental review process and in some cases this may require
their own respective DEIS.

2. The DEIS glossed over the controversial projects.
Please refer to comment No. |. These projects may also be considered
in the context of community or other plans.

3. The DEIS does not show the loss of tax revenues by taking lands out of
private ownership and putting them into public ownership.

This fact is discussed on page 39 of the DEIS.
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