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6. Analysis of Annexation

When our surveyors asked the question “If you had to choose today, which do you think is the best choice for the future of the Fairwood/Petrovitsky area?” 22 percent of respondents indicated that they would prefer annexation to Renton.  When asked what they would prefer if “staying as it is” were not an option, 48 percent of those surveyed indicated a preference for annexing to Renton compared to 34 percent who preferred incorporation.

Respondents to the survey indicated that they valued a range of both tangible and intangible services linked to their local governance.  Of the intangible issues, many indicated that efforts to address traffic problems were important to them and had not yet met their satisfaction.  Among the tangible services, respondents reported the most important were police and fire protection.  In addition, as one might expect, respondents indicated that they care a great deal about the level of local taxes.

Ultimately, the value a person places on a particular service, and the degree to which local government delivers that service at a satisfactory level, are subjective questions.  As such, it is impossible for any analysis to state unequivocally that one provider of services is superior to another.  Rather, the best we can do is to present readers with the most complete information possible, comparing different measures of how services are delivered, and at what cost, ultimately allowing each reader to reach his or her own conclusions about which jurisdiction they want to provide their local governance.

In order to help decide how annexing to Renton compares to remaining unincorporated, we compared the City of Renton to the existing providers of governmental services (King County and districts) using 101 comparisons of levels of service, expenditures per capita, and taxes and charges.  The results are mixed, with Renton doing better than the unincorporated service provider on some measures, but others show the County or a special district doing the better job.  On a few of the variables there was no difference. 

What This Analysis Is About

This is an analysis of annexation for the Petrovitsky Corridor.  It provides information about the differences and similarities of the City of Renton and current service providers (King County and several districts).  It describes the levels of service, government expenditures, taxes, and fees that a resident of the Petrovitsky Corridor would expect if they annexed to Renton compared to remaining unincorporated.

Methodology

This analysis is designed to make comparisons between annexation to Renton and existing services provided by unincorporated King County and special districts.  The key to the analysis was the selection of the variables used to compare the annexation alternatives.  The variables were selected by the consultant, after conferring with staff of each local government (county, city, and special districts).  The variables we selected for this study meet our criteria:

· Readily understandable by citizens.

· Data are readily available from the providers of services and facilities.

· Each variable accurately portrays the service or facility.

This study of annexation alternatives for the Petrovitsky Corridor area considered 101 variables: 33 level of service variables, 28 operating cost per capita variables, 20 capital cost per capita variables, and 20 tax and fee variables.

We have developed and used indicators of local services for over 20 years, and we are acutely aware of the limitations of such measures.  For example, the indicators tend to emphasize quantity as opposed to quality.  Some measures are better at capturing quality than others.  For example, criminal investigations per 1,000 population measures the quantity of work, but used comparatively it suggests some qualitative difference between law enforcement agencies, or at least between the communities they serve.  By comparison, park acres per 1,000 population says nothing about the design, use, maintenance, enjoyment, or programming that make such sites more (or less) desirable places for recreation or leisure time.

Another limitation of service indicators is that they tend to be ratios of services or facilities to population, but not to employment.  This is primarily because (1) relatively few indicators have been developed based on employment, and (2) data measuring existing and future employment are more difficult to obtain than population data.  The absence of employment-driven indicators has substantially greater impact on areas with high ratios of employment to population (i.e., Renton) than on areas with very low ratios (i.e., the Petrovitsky Corridor area).  At a minimum, the data showing expenditures per capita will appear higher than they really are for services that have significant use and/or benefit to employees and employers (i.e., police and fire) because costs are being reported as though they were allocated only among the population whereas they should be allocated among the population and employees.  Further complicating the issue is the volume of visitors, customers, clients, patients, and others who use and/or benefit from public services and facilities, but for whom there is no reliable estimate of the numbers of such individuals, nor the proportion of service benefits that are attributable to them.

An important consideration is that we focused on variables for services and facilities that have the potential to change as a result of changes in governance because of annexation.  We did not develop variables for services and facilities that probably would not change after annexation (i.e., public health, schools, state roads, mass transit, etc.).

The data we use in this study were provided by King County, the City of Renton, Fire Districts 25, 37 and 40, the King County Library System (district), Waste Management Rainier, Kent Meridian Disposal, the Cedar River Water and Sewer District, and Soos Creek Water and Sewer District.

Key Assumptions

The findings and conclusions of this analysis are affected by the assumptions we make about a number of significant issues.  Understanding the assumptions used in this analysis is important to understanding the results of this analysis.

Annexation Levels of Service, Expenditures, and Taxes

We assume that Renton will provide the same services and charge the same taxes to the Petrovitsky Corridor area as it provides/charges to residents and businesses in the existing city limits of Renton.

We recognize that it may not be possible for Renton to provide exactly the same level of service to the Petrovitsky Corridor.  This may be due to peculiarities of the annexation area (i.e., greater distance from existing city services or the absence of previous infrastructure investment in the area) or changes in the city's level of service situation in that growth within the existing city limits has outstripped the city's ability to sustain its "existing" level of service for its own residents.  An analysis of these, and other relevant explanations, is beyond the scope of this study.

Services or Facilities That Do Not Change as a Result of Annexation

We have analyzed only those services and facilities that could change as a result of annexation.  These include: animal control, corrections, courts, fire protection and emergency medical services, human services, library, parks and recreation, planning and land use regulation, police, roads, solid waste, and stormwater.

We have excluded the following services and facilities that would not change as a result of annexation:

· Public Health

· Schools

· State Roads

· Transit

Water and sewer data are included in this report, but service providers will not change in the Petrovitsky Corridor if annexation occurs because the City of Renton and the two water and sewer districts (Cedar River and Soos Creek) have entered into agreements that provide for continued service by the districts in the Petrovitsky Corridor if the area is annexed to the City of Renton.

Annexation Plans of Renton

To meet the requirements of the Growth Management Act, the City of Renton adopted its Comprehensive Plan in 1994.  The City’s Comprehensive Plan described a potential annexation area which includes the Petrovitsky Corridor study area.  The Comprehensive Plan also provided annexation policies.  This study assumes that it is legally possible for the Petrovitsky Corridor to annex to Renton.
  

Levels of Service and Expenditures per capita

The tables in this section list key indicators for each of the following governmental services. 

1.   Animal Control
  9. Police

2.   Corrections
10. Roads/Streets

3.   Courts
11. Sewer

4.   Fire and Emergency Medical Services
12. Solid Waste

5.   Human Services
13. Surface Water

6.   Library
14. Water

7.   Parks and Recreation


8.   Planning and Land Use Regulation


Format

In each table below, the indicator is listed in the first column, and the data appear in columns to the right, below the names of the service provider.  The first data column is for current service providers in the unincorporated Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The last data column is for data for the City of Renton. 

King County has reported data that are specific for the Petrovitsky Corridor for the following services: human services, parks and recreation, police, roads and streets, and stormwater.  The County has reported only county-wide averages, rather than specific calculations for the Petrovitsky Corridor, for the following services: animal control, corrections, courts, and planning and land use regulation because the data for those services are not available for portions of the County, such as the Petrovitsky Corridor.

The indicators measure levels of service, annual operating costs per capita, the annual average capital expenditures for the past five years, and the annual average of capital improvements planned for the next six years.  For two services, planning and land use regulation, and police, no information is provided about capital improvements because those services do not involve significant capital investments.  For courts, there was not sufficient information about capital costs to report those indicators.

In the tables below, higher costs may translate into "better" service (i.e., greater quantity, quality, speed, customer service, etc.), or they may indicate a public service that is less efficient.  Smaller governments often have higher costs per capita because they have the same "fixed costs" (i.e., core staff and facilities) regardless of the size of the agency.  These costs, when divided by small populations, produce higher costs per capita.

Comparison of infrastructure investments is much more difficult to interpret than comparisons of operating costs per capita.  Capital expenditures vary dramatically from year to year in individual local governments.  A better measure would be the current (replacement) value per capita of each infrastructure system.  Such a calculation would require a complete inventory of each infrastructure system, and a method for determining its current (replacement) value.  These data are not generally available from local governments.

Using readily available data, we calculated the annual capital costs per capita using multi-year time horizons in order to minimize the effect of fluctuations in local infrastructure needs and expenditures.  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.

1. Animal Control

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Animal control services are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor by King County.  In the event of annexation, animal control would be provided by the City of Renton because it provides its own animal control service.

Table 14: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Animal Control

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Animal Control Complaints and Calls for Service per 1,000 Population • Total animal control complaints and calls divided by population (times 1,000)
20
41.97

B.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 2.70
$ 1.87

C.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
no CIP
$ 1.92

D.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$ 0.07
$ 1.75

A. Animal Control Complaints and Calls for Service per 1,000 Population:  Generally, the higher the number of calls per 1,000 population, may indicate a “better” level of service because of greater responsiveness of the local government, or it may indicate a bigger problem with animals in the community that lead to the higher levels of calls for service.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and its contract cities and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

B. Operating Cost per capita: Total operating (non-capital) costs for animal control programs were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  Cost per capita should be viewed in the context of call load (see indicator A): high call load and low cost per capita may indicate superior efficiency, or it can indicate overburdened staff with little time for each call for service.  Conversely, lower call loads and higher cost per capita may indicate more time per call for service, which can indicate less efficiency, but may indicate higher quality.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

C. and D. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

2. Corrections

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Correctional facilities and services are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor area by King County.  In the event of annexation, some correctional services would be provided by the City of Renton, and some would remain with King County.  Specifically, King County would continue to provide the higher security facilities required for felons and high-risk inmates, but Renton would be responsible for misdemeanants.

Table 15: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs - Corrections

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Correctional Facility Beds per 1,000 Population • Total beds in correctional facilities operated by the jurisdiction divided by population (times 1,000)
1.88
1.08

B.
Operating Cost per Incarcerated Person per Day • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by number of incarcerated person-days
$ 67.84
$ 44.63

C.
Operating Cost per Home Detention Person per Day • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by number of home detention person-days
not provided
$ 9.89

D.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 52.16
$ 35.50

E.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per Capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$ 1.22
$ 0

F.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per Capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$ 1.86
see description

A. Correctional Facility Beds per 1,000 Population:  This indicator measures the capacity of the jail system, not its actual use.  Renton is one of the few cities in King County that operates its own correctional facility; most cities contract with King County for jail services.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

B. Operating Cost per Incarcerated Person per Day:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for corrections facilities were divided by the total number of incarcerated person-days (one person in jail one day) in order to calculate this indicator.  The County’s data include all forms of detention (incarceration and electronic home detention) and excludes booking fees.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

C. Operating Cost per Home Detention Person per Day:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for electronic home detention (EHD) was divided by the total number of monitored person-days (one person monitored electronically for one day) in order to calculate this indicator.  The County does not break this cost out from other forms of “maintenance,” therefore the County’s EHD costs are included in “B” above.

D. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for corrections facilities were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The County’s cost includes maintenance costs (i.e., incarceration or electronic home detention which are the basis for the cost per person per day in item “B”), and it also includes booking costs (which are excluded from item “B”).

E. and F. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The City of Renton did not list any capital improvements for the next six years.  During 1998-99, Renton spent $2.5 million upgrading the floor the jail occupies, but the jail does not occupy the entire floor, and there is not information from which to estimate the portion of the project that would be attributable to the jail.

3. Courts

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Local court services are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor area by King County.  In the event of annexation, local courts would be provided by the City of Renton, but Superior Courts would continue to be provided by King County.

The local courts are municipal (City) or district (County).  Both city and county local courts hear infractions and misdemeanor cases, such as speeding or parking violations, DUI, shoplifting, etc.  The County’s District court also hears some cases that municipal courts cannot hear: civil cases up to $50,000, “small claims” cases up to $2,500, protection orders, name changes, and preliminary bail hearings for some felony cases.  Superior Courts hear felony cases, juvenile, probate, and civil cases over $50,000.  The nature of the cases heard by municipal courts is one of the main reason for the heavier caseload.

Table 16: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs - Courts

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Annual Cases per Judge • Total cases divided by judges
8,790
14,044

B.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 11.68
$ 23.74

A. Annual Cases per Judge:  This indicator shows the average caseload for a local judge in each court system.  Higher caseloads are more “efficient” but they reduce the amount of time the judge can spend on each case.  Renton occasionally uses a magistrate, but the data were reported as the average for their judge, and data for the magistrate were not separately reported.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The County’s data are for its “local” (District) court, but exclude the Superior Courts.

B. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for courts were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The County’s data are for its “local” (District) court, but exclude the Superior Courts.  The County’s lower cost per capita is primarily because the entire cost of its District Court was divided by the population of all the people that it serves.  The difficulty is that some of the costs of the District Court are, in fact, attributable only to part of the population, but there are no data to document the division of such costs.

Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  In 1999, King County built one new court building at a cost of approximately $5.4million.  The County has no plans for capital improvements for courts for the next six years.  During the last two years, the City of Renton spent approximately $2.5 million to upgrade the facility that includes its jail.  A portion of the cost was for the jail and the remainder for other facilities.  Renton’s capital improvement program for the next six years does not contain additional capital expenditures for correctional facilities.

4. Fire and Emergency Medical Services

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Fire and basic life support emergency medical services are currently provided to most of the Petrovitsky Corridor by Fire District 40, a full service fire district that provides its own stations, apparatus, and personnel.  A small portion in the northeast part of the Petrovitsky Corridor study area is served by Fire District 25, which contracts with the City of Renton to provide its fire protection services, so it is already served by the City of Renton.  Fire District 37 is responsible for fire protection services to the parts of the Petrovitsky Corridor study area that are south of SE 192nd Street.  Fire District 37 contracts with the City of Kent to provide its fire and EMS protection.  In the event of annexation, there are two ways fire protection services could be provided in the Petrovitsky Corridor: (1) the City of Renton could become responsible for fire protection, using its own fire department, and personnel, stations and fire trucks from the fire districts would become part of Renton’s fire department following specific requirements in Washington law, or (2) Renton could contract with Fire Districts 40 and 37 to continue to provide service in the parts of the Petrovitsky Corridor that they presently serve.

Advanced life support emergency medical services are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor area by King County Medic One, which will continue to provide this service in the event of annexation.

Table 17: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Fire and Emergency Medical Services

Information Item
Fire District # 40 (most of Petrovitsky Corridor)
Fire District # 37 (small part of Petrovitsky Corridor)
Renton and Fire District 25

A.
Average Response Time (Structure Fire) • Minutes (m) and seconds (s) between dispatch and arrival
4m 34s
6m 00s
5m 00s

B.
Insurance Fire Rating (Scale = 1, best to 10, worst) • ISO Survey and Rating Bureau
4
4
Renton = 3

FD 25 = 5

C.
Average Response Time (BLS) • Minutes (m) and seconds (s) between dispatch and arrival – basic life support call
4m 24s
5m 00s
4m 30s

D.
Percent of BLS Responses In Less Than 6 Minutes • Between dispatch and arrival – basic life support call
77.3%
not available
81.8%

E.
Percent of ALS Responses In Less Than 12 Minutes • Between dispatch and arrival – advanced life support call
74.8%
not available
69.8%

F.
Uniformed Personnel per 1,000 population
0.88
1.00
1.81

G.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 81.14
$ 138.37
$ 183.56

H.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$ 12.50

$  23.10

I.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$ 6.16

$  17.80

A. Average Response Time - Structure Fire:  Generally, an initial response time of 5-6 minutes (or lower) for structure calls is optimum for life threatening fire incidents. Data for each jurisdiction represent the average elapsed time between dispatch of a unit and arrival of fire suppression personnel at the scene of the incident.  The data for Fire District 40 are for structure fires within the District.  The data for Renton and Fire District 25 are for all structure fire calls in the combined service area.

B. Insurance Fire Rating.  The Insurance Fire Rating is defined and determined by the Washington Survey and Rating Bureau of the Insurance Services Office (ISO) using national standards developed in 1974.  The numerical rating represents the effectiveness of fire suppression services within a specific geographic area (e.g., municipality or fire district). Ratings are on a scale of 1 - 10, with 1 the best, and 10 the worst.  A lower number generally corresponds to lower insurance premiums for the fire insurance portion of property damage insurance.  A significant portion of the rating is attributable to the water supply system (which is outside the control of the fire service agency).  Renton’s insurance fire rating is 3.  Fire District 25’s insurance fire rating is 5.  Since both areas are served by Renton’s fire department, the difference is primarily due to water supply and delivery (“fire flow”) in the areas served by Water District 90.

C. Average Response Time – Basic Life Support (BLS) Calls:  BLS responses are typically the fastest medical response, usually by a fire engine or an aid car operated by a local fire department that is staffed by firefighters trained as EMTs (emergency medical technicians).  Some fire departments also provide paramedics, who have more specialized medical training and can perform more advanced emergency medical services.  Generally, an initial response time of 5-6 minutes (or lower) for BLS calls is optimum for life threatening incidents.  Data for each jurisdiction represent average elapsed time between dispatch of a unit and arrival of emergency medical personnel at the scene of an incident.  Data for Fire District 40 and Renton were provided by King County EMS, thus providing consistency with dispatch records used for ALS calls (see item “E” below).

D. Percent of BLS Responses in Less Than Six Minutes:  Response times are typically monitored in two ways: average response time (see “C” above) and the percent of all responses that are less than the benchmark for performance.  The BLS benchmark is six minutes, and the data reported for this measure show the frequency that the responders “beat the clock.”

Response times for Advanced Life Support (ALS) calls are not reported because the responses are made by King County EMS (Medic One) with specialized ambulances and paramedics trained to provide levels of medical treatment that are more advanced than BLS.  King County will continue to provide ALS service in the event of annexation.

E. Percent of ALS Responses in Less Than 12 Minutes:  Response times are typically monitored in two ways: average response time (see “E” above) and the percent of all responses that are less than the benchmark for performance.  One benchmark for ALS is 12 minutes, and the data reported for this measure show the frequency that the responders “beat the clock.”

F. Uniformed Personnel per 1,000 Population:  The ratio of uniformed personnel to the population is an indicator of the ability of the fire service to provide firefighters and emergency medical technicians to respond to emergency calls.  Renton Fire Department routinely responds to fire calls with 3-persons per engine company.  Fire District 40 has not achieved that level until very recently.  Data for Renton includes Fire District 25.  Data for Fire District 37 includes the City of Kent.

G. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for each fire service provider were divided by the provider’s population in order to calculate its per capita cost.  The cost for Renton is the average for the combined service area and population of the City of Renton and Fire District 25.  Fire districts often have lower costs per capita because they have less money to spend.  Their main source of revenue is a property tax levy that is limited to $1.50 per $1,000 of taxable value (Fire District 40 has enacted a “Fire Benefit Charge” that is authorized by law as an alternate method of collecting a portion of the revenue that it would receive from its property tax levy.)  By comparison, cities have many sources of revenue they can use to pay for their fire departments.  In addition, Renton has more commercial and industrial property to protect, and that typically costs more than fire services to predominantly residential areas like the Petrovitsky corridor.  

One way that fire districts serve their constituents with less money is to use volunteers or cross-staffing (the practice of assigning a single crew to more than one apparatus, with the crew taking the apparatus that is most appropriate to the type of call).

H. and I. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the six-year total cost of the capital improvement program by six years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of five-year historical data.  Fire District 25 does not have any capital expenditures that qualify for this study.  The District remodeled Station 16 (at 156th and Cemetery Road) approximately eight-ten years ago.  The District bought a new fire engine in 1996 and will take delivery of a new aid car in the fall of 2000.

5. Human Services

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Human service programs are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor area by King County.  In the event of annexation, “local” human services would be provided by the City of Renton because each city provides its own programs, but “regional” human services would continue to be provided by King County.  The County’s Framework Policies for Human Services provides that the County will lead the development and implementation of quality, countywide human service systems for its mandated services areas: for mental health services, drug and alcohol services, services for people with developmental disabilities, veteran’s services and public health services.  King County’s Department of Community and Human Services has responsibility for these services with the exception of public health.  Under current policy, the County will continue to provide these services, whatever governance option might eventually be selected for the Petrovitsky Corridor.

Indicators of Level of Service and Costs

Table 18: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Human Services   (Local, Excluding Regional)

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
At Risk Senior Program Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
$  0.62
$ 12.52

B.
Basic Needs/Survival Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
0.60
6.39

C.
Youth Services Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
3.91
4.29

D.
Family Support/Child Development Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
2.88
0.23

E.
Information and Referral Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
0.03
0.19

F.
Sexual Assault Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
0.33
0.60

G.
Domestic Violence Program Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
0.73
1.70

H.
Administration Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
1.04
3.99

I.
Total Human Services Cost per capita • Total expenditures on specified programs divided by population
10.14
29.94

Table 19: Petrovitsky Corridor (King County) Human Service Programs and Recipients:

Programs Supported by King County
Recipients or Participants

At Risk Senior Programs
Provide funding/support for senior/community centers and adult day care.

Basic Needs/Survival
Provide funding and support for organizations sponsoring emergency shelters and transitional housing.

Youth Services
Provide funding and support for youth-serving agencies that provide early intervention services for mental health, substance abuse and juvenile delinquency.

Family Support/ Child Development
Provide child care subsidies for low income families and funding/support for early childhood intervention and family support programs.

Information and Referral
Provide funding and support for the Crisis Clinic and Community Information Line, and information and referral regarding other human services.

Sexual Assault
Provide funding and support for crisis intervention, legal and medical advocacy, therapy for children.

Domestic Violence
Provide funding and support for shelter, advocacy and support services.

Table 20: City of Renton Human Service Programs and Recipients

Programs Administered by Renton Staff
Recipients or Participants

Housing Repair Assistance Program

Priority to households with less than $50,000 in assets

Summer lunch program (in partnership with Renton School District and the Salvation Army)
Children in economically disadvantaged households

Victim Court Advocate assists in prosecution of domestic violence cases in Renton Municipal Court
Victims of domestic violence

The City of Renton also administers contracts with outside agencies who provide services to Renton residents.  The cost of these contracts is included in Table 18.  These agencies include:

Community Health Centers of King County

Communities in Schools of Renton

Domestic Abuse Women's Network/Shelter/Advocate/General

ElderHealth Connection

Emergency Feeding

Visiting Nurse Services

YWCA Emergency Housing

Catholic Community Services/Emergency Assistance

Way Back Inn
Center for Multi-Cultural Health

Child Care Resources

Crisis Clinic

King County Sexual Assault Resource Center

Pregnancy Aid of Kent

Renton Area Youth & Family Services

Renton Clothes Bank

Renton Technical College/Even Start Program

Meals on Wheels

Senior Service/volunteer Transportation

6. Library

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Public libraries and library services are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor area by a large district, the King County Library System, that serves all of unincorporated King County and most of the cities in the County.  The City of Renton has its own library and is not part of the district.  In the event of annexation, libraries could be provided by the City of Renton, or the City could vote to annex to the King County Library System.

Table 21: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs - Library

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(KCLS)

Systemwide
Renton

A.
Collection Size (Books) per capita • Total copies in collection divided by population
3.42
3.43

B.
Circulation (items) per capita • Total items checked out divided by population
11.78
7.03

C.
Library Square Footage per capita • Total library building size divided by population
0.23
0.61

D.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 37.45
$ 27.00

E.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$  7.14
$  1.15

F.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$  7.86
$  1.60

The data for the King County Library System (KCLS) show the resources that are available to the Petrovitsky Corridor through KCLS’ extraordinary size and high-speed inter-library transfer of titles. The Systemwide data are for 1998, and were taken from King County’s governance study for the West Hill area.

A. Collection Size (Books) per capita:  This indicator is calculated by dividing the total number of volumes (including duplicate copies of the same title) by the number of people in the jurisdiction. Higher numbers are better, providing a larger collection of materials per person.

B. Circulation (Items) per capita:  This indicator is calculated by dividing the total number of items (all media) checked out from libraries by the number of people in the jurisdiction. Higher numbers show more active use of the collection per person.

C. Library Square Footage per capita:  This indicator is calculated by dividing the total number of square feet of all libraries in a jurisdiction by the number of people in the jurisdiction. Higher numbers are better, providing more library facilities per person.

D. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for all the jurisdiction’s libraries were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  King County Library System’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

E. and F. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.

7. Parks and Recreation

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Public parks and recreational programs are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor by King County.  In the event of annexation, parks and recreation would be provided by the City of Renton.

Table 22: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Parks and Recreation

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)

Regional
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)

Local
Renton

A.
Active Park Land Acres per 1,000 Population • Total acres of “developed” parks for active uses divided by population (times 1,000)
15.20
1.53
9.65

B.
Passive Park Land Acres per 1,000 Population • Total acres of “undeveloped” natural parks and open space divided by population (times 1,000)
9.78
0.01
16.62

C.
Trail Miles per 1,000 Population • Total miles of trail system divided by population (times 1,000)
0.40
none
0.26

D.
Athletic Fields per 1,000 Population • Total fields (all types) divided by population (times 1,000)
0.15
none
0.43

E.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 7.23
$ 11.16
P&R= $73.36

Operating Costs per capita (Special)
N/A
N/A
$ 65.66

Total Operating Cost per capita
$ 7.23
$ 11.16
$ 139.02

F.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$       0.00
$       0.00
$  54.91

G.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$ 13.93
$ 0.79
$  53.26

The “regional” column for Petrovitsky Corridor represents parks and recreation that will continue to be provided by King County regardless of whether the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, incorporates as a new city, or remains unincorporated.  The “local” column for Petrovitsky Corridor represents the parks and recreation that King County would transfer to the City of Renton in the event of annexation, or to the new city in the event of incorporation.

A. and B. Park Land (Active vs. Passive) Acres per 1,000 Population:  The level of service for each jurisdiction represents the current inventory of park acres divided by each jurisdiction’s population.  Higher numbers are better, representing more park acres per 1,000 population.

King County’s parks are listed below to indicate the regional parks and acreage that would continue to be provided by King County, and the local parks and acreage that would be transferred to the City.  The acreage of regional parks includes the total acreage, even if only part of the park is inside the Petrovitsky Corridor study area, and part is outside.


King County Regional Park
Acres
King County Local Park
Acres

Active
Lake Youngs Park
4.81
Boulevard Lane
30.48


Petrovitsky
92.67
Cascade Park
10.93


Soos Creek
502.88
Renton Park
19.09




Renton Pool Grounds
not avail.

Passive
Spring Lake/Lake Desire
386.15
Lake Desire Park
0.59

The acreage listed above is the basis for calculating King County’s acreage per 1,000 population in the summary table: “Indicators of Levels of Service and Cost.”  The County’s Property Service Division reports that the County has an additional 18.6 acres of greenbelt (open space) properties that were dedicated to the County as part of the development process.  According to the County, these properties are passive and have no measurable maintenance costs.

C. Trails Miles per 1,000 Population:  The level of service for each jurisdiction represents the current inventory of trail miles divided by the jurisdiction’s population.  Higher numbers mean more trail miles per 1,000 population.  The current inventory of miles of trails for the unincorporated King County Petrovitsky Corridor area include both improved and unimproved trails.

D. Athletic Fields per 1,000 Population:  The level of service for each jurisdiction represents the current inventory of the number of athletic fields divided by the jurisdiction’s population.  Higher numbers mean more sports facilities per 1,000 population.  The current inventory of athletic fields for the City of Renton includes 4 high school fields.

E. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for parks and recreation programs were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  Renton’s cost data are presented in two parts: “P&R” is parks maintenance and recreation programs that are roughly equivalent to the County’s, and “Spec” are for two special facilities – a golf course and community center.

The City of Renton includes funding of community centers in its Parks and Recreation functions, although the costs are separated as “Spec” as described above.  King County’s support of senior and community centers is included in the County’s Human Services functions, described earlier in this report.

The large difference in cost per capita between Renton and King County may be due to significant differences in the level of service, such as frequency and type of grounds maintenance, landscaping and recreation programs.

F. and G. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the six-year total cost of the capital improvement program by six years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of five-year historical data.  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  King County does not plan for capital improvement projects more than one year in advance.  The County provided data for 1995-2000 and calculated the average of those expenditures.  We report that calculation in the "historical" category.

Swimming Pools: Pools are not reported in the statistical indicators above, however the Petrovitsky Corridor is served by the Renton Pool, which, despite its name, is operated by King County.

8. Planning and Land Use Regulation

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Land use planning and regulation are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor by King County.  In the event of annexation, land use planning and regulation would be provided by the City of Renton.

Table 23: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Planning and Land Use Regulation

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Employees per 1,000 population • Planning and land use employees divided by population (times 1,000)
0.75
0.87

B.
Major Permit Processing Turnaround Time (days) • Calendar days from receipt of application to final disposition
148-335
70-90

C.
Minor Permit Processing Turnaround Time (days) • Calendar days from receipt of application to final disposition
5-85
5-35

D.
Code Enforcement Cases per Code Enforcement Officer • Annual cases divided by code enforcement officers
473
400

E.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 71.62
$ 60.35

A. Employees per 1,000 Population: This level of service indicator (LOS) is calculated by dividing the number of employees performing land use planning and regulatory functions in each jurisdiction by the jurisdiction’s current population.  A higher LOS (i.e., more employees per 1,000 population) may provide more time available per employee to assist the public, but it may also be an indication that there is more forceful regulation of land use.  There does not appear to be a relationship between staffing levels and the amount of time required for processing permits.

King County’s employee count is exclusively from its Department of Development and Environmental Services (DDES) which is responsible for construction plan review, permitting, construction monitoring and inspection, code enforcement, zoning, plat plans, sensitive areas, land use inspections, and administrative support.  It does not include comprehensive planning, transportation planning, natural resource planning or policy planning.  Renton’s employee count also includes current planners, plan review, inspectors, code enforcement and administrative support.  Both Renton and King County’s employee counts exclude staff who prepare long range comprehensive plans, strategic plans, or economic development plans.

B. and C. Permit Processing Turnaround Time (Days):  These indicators measure the turnaround time for both major (e.g., large commercial/multi-family buildings, etc.) and minor (e.g., tenant improvements, basic house plan single family residence, etc.) construction projects.  Fewer days means faster response to applicants.

D. Code Enforcement Cases per Code Enforcement Office:  This indicator is calculated by dividing the total number of code enforcement cases by the number of code enforcement officers in the jurisdiction.  Lower number of calls per officer mean that the officer has more time to spend per case.  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

E. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for planning and land use were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  This procedure was used for each entity that reported data (King County, Renton and Seattle).  The County’s data are the countywide average for the unincorporated area and all its contract cities, and are not specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.

King County’s cost per capita is somewhat higher than Renton’s, but King County has fewer employees per 1,000 population than Renton (see “A” above).  Since planning and land use activities are labor intensive, one might expect the agency with the higher employee count per 1,000 population to also have the higher cost per capita.  In this instance, however, the opposite is true.  This is because (1) King County’s employees are on average paid more than Renton’s, and (2) King County’s planning budget includes a significant “indirect” charge for its share of general County overhead provided by other County agencies (i.e., legal, executive, fleet, building rent, etc.), whereas Renton does not charge such costs to its planning and land use agency.

9. Police

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Police services are currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor by King County.  In the event of annexation, police services would be provided by the City of Renton.

Table 24: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs - Police

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Dispatched Calls for Service per Officer • Total dispatched calls divided by patrol officers
890
925

B.
Response Time: Highest Priority Emergency Calls • Minutes (m) and seconds (s) between dispatch and arrival – emergency (priority 1) calls
3m 28s
2m 58s



C.
Response Time: 2nd Priority Emergency Calls • Minutes (m) and seconds (s) between dispatch and arrival – emergency (priority 1) calls
8m 58s
8m 26s



D.
Response Time: 3rd Priority Calls • Minutes (m) and seconds (s) between dispatch and arrival – non-emergency (priority 2 or lower) calls
19m 32s
14m 41s

E.
Response Time: 4th Priority Calls • Minutes (m) and seconds (s) between dispatch and arrival – non-emergency (priority 2 or lower) calls
50m 32s
23m 04s

F.
Criminal Investigations per 1,000 Population (Part 1 Crimes) • Total part 1 crimes divided by population (times 1,000)
33
85

G.
Operating Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 59.75
$ 190.65

H.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
no CIP
$ 1.05

I.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
none
none

A. Dispatched Calls for Service per Officer:  This indicator is calculated by dividing the total number of dispatched calls for service (which excludes calls that do not result in a dispatch) by the number of sworn police officers assigned to patrol.  Lower number of calls per officer means that the officer has more time to spend per call, and more time between calls for preventive patrol.  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The call loads of Renton and King County patrol units are approximately the same, with King County’s about four percent less than Renton.

B – E. Response Times:  Data for each jurisdiction represent the average elapsed time between dispatch of a unit and arrival of officer(s) at the scene of an incident.  Data for Renton are for the current city limits, and data for King County are for the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  A faster response time means that an officer(s) arrives more quickly at the scene of an incident to provide emergency services, which is particularly critical when the incident poses danger to the life of a citizen or an officer.

Highest Priority Emergency Calls:  King County Sheriff’s highest priority emergency calls are classified as “Priority X,” an event posing obvious danger to life of officer or citizen, and felony crimes in progress.  Renton’s most urgent emergency is "Priority 1," a threat of imminent bodily injury.

2nd Priority Emergency Calls:  King County Sheriff’s 2nd highest priority emergency calls are classified as “Priority 1,” which require immediate police action such as silent alarms, injury accidents, disturbances involving weapons, etc.  Renton’s 2nd highest emergency is “Priority 2,” time sensitive, no certain threat of bodily injury, (e.g., domestic violence).

3rd Priority Calls: King County Sheriff’s 3rd priority calls are "Priority 2," (prompt dispatch to less critical situations such as verbal disturbances, shoplifting, audible alarms, etc.)  Renton’s 3rd priority calls are “Priority 3,” nuisance, but no threat of bodily injury.

4th Priority Calls: King County Sheriff’s 4th priority calls are “Priority 3” (routine dispatch for which time is not a crucial factor (burglary, vandalism, theft, etc.).  Renton’s “Priority 4” is for calls where there is no critical time factor.

F. Criminal Investigations per 1,000 Population (Part 1 Crimes):  Part 1 Crimes include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.  Lower numbers indicate fewer crimes being investigated per 1,000 population.  It is not necessarily true that lower numbers correspond to lower crime rates because the ratio of crimes to the population does not take into account the crimes that occur at businesses (which are typically much more numerous in urban city locations than in suburban and rural unincorporated areas).

G. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for police were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area, and were calculated for the year 2000 using a complex cost model and 1998 calls for service data.  Operating costs for King County and Renton exclude the cost of their correctional facilities and services.

There is a significant difference in cost per capita between Renton and King County.  It appears that the main reason is due to a difference in methods of calculating costs.  Renton’s cost is determined by taking the Police Department’s budget, subtracting costs that are attributable to other functions (i.e., jail, electronic home detention, animal control), and dividing the result by the City’s population.  King County’s approach is to build a cost of service to the Petrovitsky Corridor and divide the result by the population of the Petrovitsky Corridor.  The County’s approach is consistent with the method it uses to calculate the cost of contracts to serve cities, but it is a different method than Renton’s.

H. and I. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the six-year total cost of the capital improvement program six years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of five-year historical data.  The County has no data: there are no planned capital improvements in the Petrovitsky Corridor, and the most recent historical capital improvement was the construction of Precinct 3 in 1985.  Renton’s planned capital improvement is for an impound facility.  Both King County and Renton consider vehicles and equipment to be operating expenses, rather than capital improvements.

10. Roads/Streets

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Roads and streets are currently maintained, repaired, and built in the Petrovitsky Corridor by King County.  In the event of annexation, roads and streets would be the responsibility of the City of Renton.

Table 25: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Roads/Streets

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Traffic Congestion Standard (at evening rush hour): scale = A – F, with A best, F worst • Level of service standard (i.e., lowest acceptable ratio of volume to capacity)
West 1/2 = E

East 1/2 = D
Travel Time Index

B.
Years Between Overlays or Resurfacing: Arterials • Can be range of years
7-15
7

C.
Years Between Overlays or Resurfacing: Local Streets • Can be range of years
15-25
15-25

D.
Road Maintenance Cost per capita • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by population
$ 26.21
$ 47.73

E.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$ 170.16
$ 421.61

F.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$ 74.51
$ 123.39

A. Traffic Congestion Standard (at Evening Rush Hour) for Arterial Streets:  Traffic congestion standards are goals or benchmarks.  The actual conditions on the roads are compared to these standards to determine the extent to which the transportation system is meeting the community’s goals.  The traditional methods for evaluating and determining the level of service (LOS) for a roadway are documented in the Highway Capacity Manual.  Generally, the level of service is rated on a scale from “A” to “F”, much like academic grading.  LOS “A” through “C” implies free flow traffic with minimal delays, while LOS “D” and “E” imply unstable traffic flow with significant delays.  LOS “F” implies forced unstable traffic flow with the potential for substantial delays.

The levels of service (LOS) for traffic congestion for many jurisdictions are measured within transportation districts or service areas, and are applied to specific road segments or traffic intersections. Generally, in the more urbanized areas within King County, the LOS for traffic congestion typically ranges from “D” to “E”, while the LOS in rural areas ranges from “C” to “D.”  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  The western part of the Petrovitsky Corridor study area is in a County Transportation Service Area (TSA) with a level of service standard of “E” and the eastern part of the Petrovitsky Corridor is a different TSA that has a level of service standard of “C.”  In addition, King County monitors the specific level of service of a number of specific roads known as “critical links.”  In the Petrovitsky Corridor, King County monitors three such roads:

· Carr Road SE/Petrovitsky Rd: from SR 167 to SR 18.

· 140th Ave. SE/132nd Ave SE: from SR 169 to SR 516.

· SR 515/104th Ave SE: from S. Grady Way to SE 256th St/SR 516.

Renton’s level of service measure is based on travel time, measured by the distance that can be traveled in 30 minutes in different modes of travel (i.e., single occupancy vehicle (SOV), high occupancy vehicle (HOV), and transit).  The baseline index is 49, comprising 18 miles for SOV, plus 21 miles for HOV, and 10 miles for transit (which is actually 5 miles, but is weighted by a factor of 2).

B. and C. Years Between Overlays or Resurfacing:  This indicator shows the frequency of major maintenance of arterial roads and local streets.  If other considerations are equal (i.e., road base material and condition), a more frequent schedule of overlay will provide "better" road surfaces.  The County’s data are based on unincorporated countywide average.

D. Operating Cost per capita:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for roads and streets were divided by the total population in order to calculate per capita cost.  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  Renton’s data include transportation planning and engineering, King County’s does not.

E. and F. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.  Costs may include grant revenues and/or participation by Washington's Department of Transportation.  The County’s data are specific to the Petrovitsky Corridor area.  Both the County and Renton’s costs exclude their street overlay program.

11. Sewer

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

The northeast portion of Petrovitsky Corridor is in the sewer service area of the Cedar River Water and Sewer District.  The rest of Petrovitsky Corridor is in the sewer service area of the Soos Creek Water and Sewer District.  Renton has entered into an agreement with each district that ensures that, in the event of annexation, the water and sewer districts will continue to provide service in their existing areas of the Petrovitsky Corridor.

Table 26: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs - Sewer

Information Item
Soos Creek District

West and South Petrovitsky Corridor
Cedar River District

Northeast Petrovitsky Corridor
Renton

A.
Average Monthly Cost of Sewer Service per Equivalent Residential Unit • Average monthly bill for combined treatment and collection cost
$   34.30
$  30.15
$ 31.79

B.
Operating Cost per Equivalent Residential Unit • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by ERUs
$ 364.02
$ 295.92
$321.24

C.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$ 39.18
$  13.95
$ 35.00

D.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$  50.41
$  88.00
$ 71.00

A. Average Monthly Cost of Sewer Service per Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU):  An “Equivalent Residential Unit” (ERU) is a measuring tool used in sewer and water utilities.  It is a unit of measure, much like inches, gallons, acres, etc., but it measures an “average household” (i.e., it is equivalent to the amount of sewage generated by one typical single family house).  All other sewer system customers are measured by the number of ERUs they equal (i.e., a business that is 8.5 ERUs generates sewage equal to 8 and one/half houses).  Some variation in data will occur between jurisdictions because of different assumptions about the amount of sewage generated by one ERU.  Renton and both water and sewer districts assume 750 cubic feet of sewage is generated per month by one ERU.

The cost is the combined cost of collection of sewage by the local entity (district or city) plus the cost of treatment by the regional entity (King County).

Some properties within the study area receive sewer service from the City of Renton.  They pay 150% of the City portion of the total sewer charge.  They do not pay any additional for the treatment services provided by King County.  In the event of annexation, the out-of-City charge would be dropped for those properties.

B. Operating Cost per Equivalent Residential Unit:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for sewer were divided by the total number of ERUs in order to calculate the cost per ERU. This number differs from indicator A, above, in that this is an annual cost, and it excludes any capital costs (the districts exclude depreciation, and Renton excludes debt service).

C. and D. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.  Capital costs were calculated per capita, rather than per ERU.

12. Solid Waste

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Solid waste collection services are currently provided to most of the Petrovitsky Corridor area by Waste Management Rainier.  A small area is served by Kent-Meridian Disposal.  The City of Renton also contract with Waste Management Rainier for collection of solid waste.  In the event of annexation, solid waste collectors are allowed to continue to serve an area for 7 years before an annexing city can become responsible for the service.  After 7 years, the City of Renton would be responsible for solid waste collection services, but if Renton continues to contract with Waste Management Rainier, there would be no change of service provider as a result of annexation.  There would, however be small changes in the services and costs because of different contracts that Waste Management Rainier has with King County and with the City of Renton (see Table 27).

Table 27: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs – Solid Waste

Information Item
Waste Management Rainier
Kent-Meridian Disposal
Renton

A.
Frequency of Service – Garbage
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly

B.
Frequency of Service – Recycle
Weekly
Every Other Week
Weekly

C.
Frequency of Service – Yard Waste (March – November)
Weekly
Every Other Week
Every Other Week

D.
Frequency of Service – Yard Waste (December – February)
Monthly
Monthly
Every Other Week

E.
Monthly Cost – Garbage (One Can) and Recycle
$ 15.00
$ 13.21
$ 12.80

F.
Monthly Average Cost – Yard Waste (60 – 64 gal.)
$  7.91
$  6.12
included with garbage cost

G.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
not reported
not reported
none

H.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
not reported
not reported
none

A., B., C. and D. Frequency of Service:  This indicator shows the frequency of several types of solid waste collection services: garbage, recycling and yard waste.  A more frequent schedule of collection provides "better" service.

E. and F. Monthly Cost:  These indicators show the amount that is charged each month for the service described in the indicator.

G. and H. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  No capital improvements are planned for the next 6 years, nor were any reported for the past 5 years.  (Renton reported having zero capital expenditures, and no information was received from the private firms).

13. Surface Water

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

Surface water control and response is currently provided to the Petrovitsky Corridor area by King County.  In the event of annexation, surface water management (SWM) would be the responsibility of the City of Renton.

Surface Water Rates

Table 28: Residential Rates

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor

(King County)
Renton

A.
Surface Water Charge per Single Family House • Annual cost of Surface Water fees
$ 85.02
$ 62.76


King County and Renton each have SWM fees for various categories of non-residential property:

Table 29: Non-Residential Rates

SWM Fee Category
Criteria
Annual Service Charge ($)

King County 
Impervious Surface Area % of Land Area


2) Very Light
less than or equal to 10%
85.02/parcel

3) Light
more than 10%, less than or equal to 20%
198.40/ac

4) Moderate
more than 20%, less than or equal to 45%
410.98/ac

5) Moderately Heavy
more than 45%, less than or equal to 65%
793.60/ac

6) Heavy
more than 65%, less than or equal to 85%
1,006.16/ac

7) Very Heavy
more than 85%, less than or equal to 100%
1,317.94/ac

Renton 



Low intensity
0.5 acre or less
155.52

Medium intensity
0.5 acre or less
225.00

High intensity
0.5 acre or less
290.16

Low intensity
0.5 acre or more
311.04

Medium intensity
0.5 acre or more
449.88

High intensity
0.5 acre or more
580.20

King County has special rate categories that automatically apply to those who qualify:

An exemption for any home owned and occupied by a low-income senior citizen determined by the Assessor to qualify under RCW 84.36.381.

A discount for any parcel served by a County-approved retention/detention (R/D) facility maintained by the owner.

A discount for any parcel (or part of a parcel) officially designated as open space.

Approximately 17.51% of total King County’s SWM surface water fee is currently devoted to repayment of bond debt incurred for the construction of surface water capital facilities. The percentage will decrease to approximately 11.05% in 2002 and 2.95% in 2006 as the debt from specific bond issues is retired.  King County will continue to collect the debt service portion of the SWM fee from properties in the Petrovitsky Corridor after an incorporation or annexation until the debt is fully retired.

The Renton rate structure includes low-income senior/disabled citizen rates on a sliding scale depending on the date of qualification and household income.  The Utility also offers rate reductions for approved, privately owned and maintained storm water facilities that exceed required design standards.

King County Surface Water Services

King County’s Surface Water Management (SWM) Program was initiated in 1987 with a dual role: to preserve, protect and enhance surface water resources including streams, lakes, and wetlands; and to address the impacts of flooding to persons and property. The area served by the Program is approximately the western one-third of King County, including the Petrovitsky study area. 

The County’s SWM Program includes a range of activities as summarized below:

· responding to and resolving drainage and water quality problems;

· monitoring and evaluating water resources such as lakes and streams;

· involving the public in protecting and enhancing water resources;

· developing standards and regulations for controlling surface water runoff from new development;

· constructing large and small capital projects to control flooding and erosion and to enhance habitat;

· providing watershed management across streams, lake, and river watersheds; and

· inspecting and maintaining surface water flow control facilities.

King County’s SWM Program activities can be categorized in three ways: locally based, watershed-based, and service area-wide activities. Locally-based services are those which can be targeted primarily to local areas, such as response to drainage complaints from citizens, maintenance of neighborhood retention/detention ponds, and sponsorship of volunteer events for local groups. Watershed-based activities such as Watershed Forums, Basin Plans, and response to Endangered Species Act listings benefit entire watersheds and almost always involve other jurisdictions. Service area-wide activities, such as development of runoff standards, provide benefits over the entire SWM service area. 

The Petrovitsky Corridor is served by a surface water management system comprising 87 Residential Facilities, 15 Regional Facilities, and 133 Commercial Facilities (the drainage system serving roads is separate).

Residential Facilities are designed to meet the drainage needs of specific residential developments.  Developers construct them as part of the residential development process, and maintain the facilities for a set period of time (approximately two years after construction approval).  After demonstrating that the facilities meet the County's drainage standards, ownership and responsibility for operation and maintenance transfers to King County.

Regional Facilities, operated and maintained by King County, are designed to manage a range of drainage and water quality concerns.  In general, regional facilities were constructed by King County as planned capital projects.

Commercial Facilities are built by commercial developers to manage runoff from commercial developments and from multi-family dwelling units.  Property owners retain ownership and responsibility for operation and maintenance of these facilities. King County's Water and Land Resources Division staff perform annual assessments of the facilities and notify property owners of any necessary maintenance, which property owners are responsible for carrying out.

City of Renton Surface Water Services

There are extensive similarities between Renton's and King County's programs.  Like King County, Renton's Surface Water Utility is responsible for the following areas:

· Responding to and resolving drainage and water quality problems;

· Monitoring and evaluating water resources such as lakes and streams;

· Developing standards and regulations for controlling surface water runoff from new development;

· Constructing large and small capital projects to control flooding and erosion and to enhance habitat; and

· Providing watershed management across streams, lake and river watersheds.

Unlike the County, the City does not have an active public involvement program.  Since the City does not take ownership of private surface water systems, the City does not have an active program of inspecting and maintaining these facilities.  

Like King County's SWM, Renton's surface water program activities can be categorized in three ways: locally-based, watershed-based and service area-wide activities.  Activities under each heading are essentially the same as was noted for King County.

Renton’s Surface Water Utility provides and maintains surface water management of drainage systems to minimize impacts on natural systems and to protect the public, property, surface water bodies and ground water from water quantity and quality problems.  The Utility owns, maintains and operates all storm and surface water management facilities located within public rights-of-way and easements dedicated for storm and surface water management purposes.

Renton has adopted the 1990 King County Surface Water Design Manual by reference.  The core requirements of the 1990 Manual are as follows:

Discharge from a proposed project must occur at the natural locations.

Proposed projects must identify the upstream tributary drainage area and perform a downstream analysis.  Levels of analysis required depend on the problems identified or predicted.  Projects are exempted for which new impervious area or the site area is 5,000 square feet or less.

Proposed projects must provide runoff control through a combination of peak rate runoff control facilities and on-site bio-filtration measures.  Peak rate runoff for the 2- and 10-year, 24-hour duration storm events may not exceed the pre-developed rate.  Additional control measures for the 100-year, 24-hour storm event may be required to mitigate adverse downstream impacts.

All conveyance systems for proposed projects must be analyzed, designed and constructed for existing tributary off-site runoff and developed on-site run-off from the proposed project.  All proposed projects must demonstrate that a conveyance system exists, or will be constructed, to convey the peak rate runoff for the 100-year storm event originating on the site plus any existing upstream runoff that will be conveyed through the project site.

All engineering plans for proposed projects that propose to construct new, or modify existing drainage facilities, must include an erosion/sedimentation control plan to prevent sediment-laden runoff from leaving the site during construction.

Through the City's Environmental Ordinance, the City requires more restrictive standards on a case-by-case basis.  Additionally, the City is currently reviewing King County's 1998 Surface Water Design Manual and the Department of Ecology Surface Water Manual.  The City may adopt the standards of either document or a combination of the two within the next several years.

14. Water

Service Providers Before and After Annexation

The northeast portion of Petrovitsky Corridor is in the water service area of the Cedar River Water and Sewer District.  The rest of Petrovitsky Corridor is in the water service area of the Soos Creek Water and Sewer District.  Renton has entered into an agreement with each district that ensures that, in the event of annexation, the water and sewer districts will continue to provide service in their existing areas of the Petrovitsky Corridor.

Table 30: Indicators of Level of Service and Costs - Water

Information Item
Soos Creek District

West and South Petrovitsky Corridor
Cedar River District

Northeast Petrovitsky Corridor
Renton

A.
Average Water Pressure (PSI) per Equivalent Residential Unit • Can be range of pressure per square inch
70
30-100
30-226

mean = 82

B.
Average Monthly Cost of Water per Equivalent Residential Unit • Average monthly bill
$  19.15
$  30.35
$  18.89

C.
Operating Cost per Equivalent Residential Unit • Annual cost (excluding capital) divided by ERUs
$ 202.42
$ 275.92
$ 148.86

D.
Planned Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (6 years) • 6-year future CIP divided by 6 years (divided by population)
$ 13.14
$ 196.32
$  51.03

E.
Historical Annual Average Capital Expenditure per capita (5 years) • most recent 5 years actual capital expenditures divided by 5 years (divided by population)
$  16.34
$ 142.75
$  52.44

A. Average Water Pressure (PSI) per Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU):  An “Equivalent Residential Unit” (ERU) is a measuring tool used in water sewer utilities.  It is a unit of measure, much like inches, gallons, acres, etc., but it measures an “average household” (i.e., it is equivalent to the amount of water used by one typical single family house).  All other water system customers are measured by the number of ERUs they equal (i.e., a business that is 7 ERUs uses water equal to 7 typical houses).  The significant variance in water pressure pounds per square inch (PSI) ranges reflect differences in the (1) types of water users (e.g., residential, commercial, industrial, etc.), and (2) geographic location of water users (e.g., elevation, distance from supply, etc.).

B. Average Monthly Cost of Water per Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU):  This indicator shows the average amount that is charged each month for water service for one ERU.

C. Operating Cost per Equivalent Residential Unit:  Total operating (non-capital) costs for water were divided by the total number of ERUs in order to calculate the cost per ERU.  This procedure was used for each entity that reported data (Skyway and Bryn Mawr Water and Sewer Districts, Renton, Seattle, and Water District 125).  This number differs from indicator B, above, in that this is an annual cost, and it excludes any capital costs.

D. and E. Planned and Historical Capital Expenditure per capita:  For planned capital improvements, we divided the 6-year total cost of the capital improvement program by 6 years to calculate an annual average.  The annual average was then divided by the population to determine the cost per capita per year.  We performed a similar analysis of 5-year historical data.  This procedure was used for each entity that reported data.
15. Property Taxes

A. City Property Tax Levy:  City property taxes are levied only on property that is inside the boundary of the City.  Renton properties pay the Renton tax rate, and properties in unincorporated King County do not pay a city property tax.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, it will pay property taxes to the City of Renton.  City property tax levies are used for any department, program, or service of the City that levys the tax.  State law limits the levy rate set by City government to $3.60, but the voters in a city can approve extra taxes at an election.  Renton's city property tax rate consists of $3.40 regular levy, plus $.28 special levy for debt service to repay voter approved bonds.

B. Consolidated Property Tax  Levy:  Consolidated property taxes are paid by all properties in King County, regardless of whether the property is in a City or in unincorporated King County.  Annexation will not affect payment of Consolidated property taxes.  The “consolidated” property tax levies are actually the combined total of several separate property taxes.  The following are the individual property taxes that make up the 2000 consolidated levy:

Table 31: Property Tax Components of 2000 Consolidated Levy 

Tax
Levy Rate

State School Fund
3.30278

County Current Expense
1.16031

County River Improvement
.01326

Inter-County River
.00030

Veteran’s Aid
.01124

Mental Health
.02498

Councilmanic Bond Redemption
.12373

Lid Lift AFIS
.06420

Conservation Futures
.06245

Bond Fund Unlimited
.22904

Port General Fund
.09916

Port Bond Fund
.11669

Total Consolidated Levy
5.20814

C. County Road Property Tax Levy:  The County Road property tax is paid only by properties in unincorporated King County, properties inside cities, such as Renton, do not pay this tax.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, it will no longer pay County Road property taxes.  The County Road property tax levies are used by King County to pay for part of the cost of building and maintaining roads in unincorporated King County.

D. School District Property Tax Levy:  School district property taxes are paid by all properties within the boundaries of the school district, regardless of whether the property is within a city or the unincorporated area.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to the City of Renton, the properties in the Petrovitsky Corridor that are in the Renton School District will remain in that district, and the properties that are in the Kent School District will remain in that district.  The Renton School District property tax levy is the total of a special levy of $1.85286 used for a portion of the operating costs of the school district, and a bond fund levy of $1.80111 used to pay off bonds that were sold to build new schools and renovate existing schools.  The Kent School District property tax levy is also the total of a special levy for operations and a bond fund levy: $3.14871 for operations, and $2.31845 for bonds.

E. Fire District Property Tax Levy:  Fire district property taxes are paid by all properties within the boundaries of the Fire District.  In the event of annexation, properties in the Petrovitsky Corridor would not pay property taxes to the Fire District.  Most of the Petrovitsky Corridor is located in Fire District 40.  A small portion in the northeast part of the Petrovitsky Corridor is served by Fire District 25.  Fire District 37 is responsible for fire protection services to the parts of the Petrovitsky Corridor that are south of SE 192nd Street.  The property tax levy shown in the summary table below is for Fire District 40 because it serves most of the Petrovitsky Corridor study area.  The following list shows the levy rates for all 3 fire districts that serve the Petrovitsky Corridor.

Table 32: Levy Rates of Petrovitsky Corridor Fire Districts 

District
Levy Rate

Fire District 25
1.50000

Fire District 37
1.50000

Fire District 40
0.98541

Fire District 40’s levy rate is lower because it also uses a Fire Benefit Charge to pays for a significant portion of the costs of the fire district.  The Fire Benefit Charge is not a property tax, therefore it is not included in this portion of the report, but it is described later (see Other Taxes and Fees).

F. Fire Benefit Charge:  Fire Districts are authorized to charge a “fire benefit charge” that is proportional to the measurable benefits received by property in the district.  The charge must be approved by the voters for a period not to exceed 6 years.  Districts that have fire benefit charges are subject to limits on the amount of property taxes they may levy.  Fire District 40 has a fire benefit charge.  The annual charge is based on the size and type of properties in the district:

Table 33: Fire District 40 Benefit Charges

Property
Fire Benefit Charge

1,000 sq. ft. single family home
71.22

2,000 sq. ft. single family home
100.72

3,000 sq. ft. single family home
123.35

5,000 sq. ft. commercial building
1,391.30

In the event of annexation, there would be no Fire Benefit Charge on the properties that are currently in Fire District 40, and the City of Renton would pay for fire protection services from its general fund.

G. Library District Property Tax Levy:  The library district property tax is paid by all properties in the King County Library district, but properties inside cities that have their own libraries, such as Renton, do not pay this tax.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, it will no longer pay King County Library district regular property taxes.  The King County Library System’s district property tax consists of a 50¢ regular levy that pays for most of the costs of the library system, including payroll, supplies, services, and the library’s collection of books and other materials, plus a levy of $0.08651 for paying off a bond issue used to build libraries.  The Petrovitsky Corridor would continue to pay the debt service levy ($0.08651) until the debt is retired.

H. EMS Property Tax Levy:  EMS property taxes are paid by all properties in King County, regardless of whether the property is in a City or in unincorporated King County.  Annexation will not affect payment of EMS property taxes.  EMS property tax levies are used for the operating costs of King County Medic One that provides advanced life support emergency response countywide.

I. Hospital District Property Tax Levy:  Hospital district property taxes are paid by all properties within the boundaries of a hospital district.  In the event of annexation to Renton, properties in the Petrovitsky Corridor would continue to pay property taxes to the hospital district.  The hospital district property tax levy consists of a levy of $0.10306 for current expenses, and a levy of $0.01524 for paying off a bond issue used for capital improvements.

Property Tax Rate Summary

Property tax levy rates vary from property to property according to the boundaries of many taxing agencies.  All properties that are served by exactly the same taxing agencies are assigned the same “tax code.”  A property across the street may have all the same taxes except one, in which case it is assigned to a different “tax code” along with only those properties that share exactly the same taxing agencies.  There are many “tax codes” in the Petrovitsky Corridor, and in the City of Renton.  In order to obtain “typical” tax rates for this study, as presented in the table above, we selected a tax codes that applied to the greatest number of parcels.  For the Petrovitsky Corridor, we used tax code 4250 for the portion of the study area that is the Renton School District, and tax code 5100 for the portion that is in the Kent School District.  For the City of Renton we used tax code 2100.

Table 34: Property Tax Levy Rates

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor (King County)
Renton

A.
City Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value
not applicable
$  3.68365

B.
Consolidated Levy Rate (State School, County, Port) • per $1,000 taxable value
5.20814
5.20814

C.
County Road Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value
1.73938
not applicable

D.
School District* Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value

Renton School District

Kent School District
3.65397

5.46716
3.65397

E.
Fire District Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value
0.98541 (District 40)
not applicable

F.
Fire District Benefit Charge • based on size
$86
not applicable

G.
Library District Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value
0.58651
0.08651

H.
EMS Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value
0.27299
0.27299

I.
Hospital District Levy Rate • per $1,000 taxable value
0.11830
0.11830

J.
Total Levy Rate (in Renton School District service area) • per $1,000 taxable value
12.56470
13.02356


Tax + Fire Benefit Charge on $198,500 Home in Renton School District Portion of Petrovitsky Corridor
$ 2,580.09
$ 2,585.18


Total Levy Rate (in Kent School District service area) • per $1,000 taxable value
14.37789
14.83675


Tax + Fire Benefit Charge on $198,500 Home in Kent School District Portion of Petrovitsky Corridor
$ 2,950.01
$ 2,945.09

Property tax levy rates are expressed as dollars and cents of taxes per $1,000 of taxable value.  The amount of property taxes due by a property owner are calculated by dividing the property’s taxable value by 1,000, then multiplying the result times the levy rate.  For example, a home in Renton with a taxable value of $198,500 would have its total tax calculated as follows: $198,500 ÷ 1,000 = 198.5 x $13.02356 = $2,585.18.

King County will continue to collect the debt service portion of the SWM fee from properties in the Petrovitsky Corridor after an incorporation or annexation until the debt is fully retired.  Approximately 17.51% of total King County’s SWM surface water fee is currently devoted to repayment of bond debt incurred for the construction of surface water capital facilities. The percentage will decrease to approximately 11.05% in 2002 and 2.95% in 2006 as the debt from specific bond issues is retired.  For a single family house, the annual SWM debt service cost would be $14.89, decreasing to $9.39 in 2002, and $2.50 in 2006.

16. Other Taxes and Fees

A. Business & Occupation Local Taxes:  Cities have the authority to charge Business and Occupation (B&O) taxes, but counties do not.  Renton has the option of charging a B& O tax, but it has not chosen to impose that tax.  If Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, local businesses will not have a B&O tax.  B&O taxes are calculated on the gross income of the business or occupation.  Local B&O taxes are separate from and different than the B&O tax collected by the State of Washington.  The local B&O tax rate cannot exceed 0.2% unless higher rates are specifically approved by the voters.

B. Business License:  Cities and counties have the authority to charge business license fees.  King County, and Renton all have business license fees, but they have different polices regarding business license fees.  Only the amounts would change as a result of annexation.  King County only charges fees to business that it has enforcement authority, and the rates vary by types of business to reflect the extent of enforcement.  Renton charges a business license rate based on the number of employees ($55 per employee), and does not charge a B&O tax.

Table 35: King County Business License Fees

King County Licensed Businesses
Annual Fee

Amusement Devices
$ 100

Amusement Places
200

Pool Tables
100 per table

(maximum $500 per establishment)

Public Dances
200

Go Kart Tracks
500

Public Bathhouses
150

Massage Business
150

Outdoor Musical Entertainment
750 per 2-day event

Pawnbroker
500

Secondhand Dealer
40

Taxicabs
240

For-Hire Drivers
65

Theaters
100 per screen

Charitable Solicitation Permit
40

Shooting Ranges
50 (for 5 years)

C. Gambling Tax:  Cities and counties have the authority to charge gambling taxes.  Only the amounts would change as a result of annexation.  Gambling taxes are set by local governments, but tax rates cannot exceed limits in state law.  Taxes are based on gross receipts, or net receipts (i.e., gross receipts less prizes).  The following are the specific rates charged by King County and Renton. 

Table 36: Gambling Taxes in King County and Renton

Tax
King County
Renton

Amusement Games (net)
2%
2%

Punch Boards and Pull Tabs – for profit (gross)
5%
5%

Punch Boards and Pull Tabs – non profit (net)
10%
10%

Bingo (net)
5%
5%

Raffles (net)
5%
5%

Card Games (gross)
11%
20%

King County does not charge gambling taxes for raffles, bingo or amusement games for charities or non-profits if the gross receipts minus the amount of prizes is less than $10,000.

D. Utility Tax:  Cities have the authority to charge utility taxes, but counties do not.  Renton has utility taxes for some utilities, but not for others.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, local users of utility services will pay the utility tax. Utility taxes are set by cities, but tax rates cannot exceed limits in state law.  The following are the specific rates charged by Renton.

Table 37: Renton Utility Taxes

Tax
Renton

Natural Gas
6%

Electricity
6%

Telephone
6%

Cellular Phones
6%

Pay Phones
no tax

Pagers
no tax

Cable TV
6%

Garbage
no tax

Water
6%

Sewer
6%

Storm Drain
no tax

E. Franchise Fee:  Cities and counties have the authority to charge franchise fees.  Only the amounts would change as a result of annexation.  Franchise fees are set by local governments.  The fees reported in this study are based on a percent of gross receipts.  For the purposes of government regulation and revenue, a “franchise” is a business (typically cable television) that has been granted permission by the government to provide service to residents and businesses in the government’s jurisdiction.

F. Development Fees:  Cities and counties have the authority to charge fees for reviewing and processing applications for development.  Only the amounts would change as a result of annexation.  Development fees are set by local governments.

G. Transportation Mitigation or Impact Fees:  Cities and counties have the authority to charge transportation mitigation or impact fees.  King County and Renton both have such fees.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, new development will pay Renton’s road impact fee rate instead of King County’s rate.  Mitigation fees and impact fees are set by local governments in compliance with state law.  Mitigation fees follow the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), and impact fees follow the Growth Management Act (GMA).  There are strict rules about these fees.  They are one-time payments by new development, and they cannot be charged for deficiencies that existed before the development occurred.  The rates in the table above are for single family houses, but King County and Renton also charge the fees to other types of development.  King County’s fees range reflects the fact that it charges different fees in different “Mitigation Payment System” zones.

H. Park Mitigation or Impact Fees:  Cities and counties have the authority to charge park mitigation or impact fees.  Renton has a fee.  King County requires developers to provide on-site recreation space, or to pay a fee-in-lieu.  The County reports that there have been no fee-in-lieu payments in the Petrovitsky Corridor in the past few years.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, new development will pay Renton’s park impact fee rate.  Park mitigation or impact fees are subject to the same laws as transportation fees (above).

I. Fire Mitigation or Impact Fees:  Cities have the authority to charge fire mitigation or impact fees, fire districts do not.  Renton has such fees, Fire District 40 does not.  If the Petrovitsky Corridor annexes to Renton, new development will pay Renton’s fire impact fee rate.  Fire mitigation or impact fees are subject to the same laws as transportation fees (above).

J. Tax Rate on Taxable Retail Sales:  Sales taxes are charged in cities and counties.  The rates in Renton are the same as in King County, therefore there would be no change as a result of annexation.  The sales tax rate consists of 6.5% for the State, and a series of local option sales taxes.  Renton and King County both have 2.1% of local option taxes: 1% for the local government, 0.1% for criminal justice, 0.6% for transit, and 0.4% for the RTA.

Table 38: Rates of Other Taxes and Fees

Information Item
Petrovitsky Corridor (King County)
Renton

A.
Business and Occupation Local Tax Rates • percent of gross revenue
not authorized
none

B.
Business License Rates • cost per establishment
40 - 750
55/employee

C.
Gambling Tax Rates • percent of gross revenue
2 - 11%
5 - 20%

D.
Utility Tax Rates • percent of gross revenue
not authorized
0 - 6%

E.
Franchise Fee Rates: Cable TV
5%
5%

F.
Development Fees – Permit, Inspection, Review (2,500 sq. ft. home with 500 sq. ft. garage)
3,007
2,490

G.
Transportation Mitigation or Impact Fees • per single family house
1,228 – 6,353
716

H.
Park Mitigation or Impact Fees • per single family house
on-site mitigation or fee-in-lieu
531

I.
Fire Mitigation or Impact Fees • per single family house
not authorized by law
488

J.
Tax Rate on Taxable Retail Sales
8.6%
8.6%





Tax Implications for the Petrovitsky Corridor

Table 39 summarizes the taxes and fees that would change upon annexation.  The table reflects taxes that would be paid in the Petrovitsky Corridor before and after annexation by a household that owns a median priced house and uses a “typical” amount of telephone, cable television and other utilities services. 
For a typical household
 in the Petrovitsky Corridor, annexation to Renton would result in a net tax increase of slightly less than $190 per year.  This increase reflects the cumulative impact of changes in four tax categories:

1. Increased property taxes – for a house located in the Kent School District and Fire District 40, annual property taxes would have been $91 higher in 2000 if the area were part of the City of Renton.

2. The ending of Fire District 40’s fire benefit charge – because annexation would result in the City of Renton taking over fire protection responsibilities, annexation would mean Fire District 40 would cease to exist and property owners would no longer pay Fire District 40’s fire benefit charge.  This would result in a savings of $86 per year for the typical house (largely balancing out Renton’s higher property taxes).

3. Reduced surface water management fees – King County levies a Surface Water Management fee of $85.02 per year per single-family house, versus Renton’s fee of $63 – a savings of $22 per year.

4. New utility taxes – Renton currently levies a 6% tax on telephone, cell phone, electricity, natural gas, and cable television services.  By state law, counties are not allowed to levy these kinds of utility taxes.  Assuming combined monthly household expenditures on these services of $285, the typical single-family household would pay $205 per year in these taxes.

Businesses would also be affected by changes in each of the above taxes and fees.  In addition, Renton taxes more types of businesses than does King County, and Renton’s business taxes are generally higher than King County.

Table 39:
Annual Taxes and Fees Before and After Annexation

Tax or Fee
Before (Unincorporated King County - Renton School District)
After (City of Renton)
Increase (Decrease)

Property Tax
2,494
2,585
+ 91

Fire Benefit Charge
86
0
- 86

Surface Water Fee
85
63
- 22

Utility Taxes
0
205
+ 205

Total
2,665
2,853
+ 188

The taxes and fees that would be paid by a business in the Petrovitsky Corridor before and after annexation would depend in part on the type of business, since King County only charges business licenses for businesses that it also regulates, whereas Renton charges a tax per employee, and the utilities consumed by a business would be subject to Renton's utility taxes.

Limitations on Use of the Annexation Analysis

There are two related topics that are beyond the scope of this study.

· This study does not evaluate the desirability or feasibility of annexation from the viewpoint of the City of Renton.

Such a study would consider whether or not Renton should annex the Petrovitsky Corridor.  In some instances, an area may cost more to serve than the revenue it would produce if it were annexed.  Conversely, some annexations are advantageous to cities because they produce more money than the cost of providing public facilities and services.  This study does not determine whether either of these scenarios is true for Renton, nor does it provide any analysis of the net benefit or cost to the City.

· This study does not calculate the cost or time required to bring the Petrovitsky Corridor to the level of service currently provided by Renton.

This study assumes that Renton will provide the Petrovitsky Corridor with levels of service comparable to those provided to the residents and businesses in the existing city limits.  In general, the cost and time required to equalize levels of service will vary depending on many factors, including (1) the difference between Renton’s level of service and that of the Petrovitsky Corridor, (2) the revenue generated by the Petrovitsky Corridor, (3) Renton’s reserves, and (4) the ability of the Petrovitsky Corridor to obtain a "seat" on the city council.  An analysis of these, and other relevant variables is beyond the scope of this study.  Furthermore, it may not be feasible for Renton to provide its level of service for particular services in the Petrovitsky Corridor.  This could occur if Renton is experiencing growth within its pre-annexation boundaries that exceeds its ability to sustain its level of service, or if infrastructure in the Petrovitsky Corridor does not meet Renton’s standards and the Petrovitsky Corridor does not have the financial base to underwrite a significant portion of the cost of providing the needed capital improvements.

In addition, it is important that readers remember that these comparisons represent a snapshot in time.  Service levels, costs, and levels of taxation inevitably change over time.  As a given jurisdiction improves processes, the quality of service delivery might improve and costs might fall.  In addition, when looking at the County as a service provider, it is worth remembering that, as the County moves away from providing local services to urban areas which are not served under a contract with a municipality, both the infrastructure and the revenues supporting current service levels in areas like the Petrovitsky Corridor will likely diminish over time.

� For a discussion of the potential processes by which annexation can occur, see Appendix C: Description of Governance Options.


�  Full text of Renton’s annexation policies is presented in Appendix E: City of Renton Annexation Policies.


� King County also administers a similar Housing Repair and Assistance Program for the unincorporated areas.  It is not a County funded program, but is accomplished with federal funding, like Renton's program.


� For purposes of this comparison, a typical household is assumed to be a family that owns a single-family house with an assessed value of $198,500 (the median sale price of houses in the study area from 1999 through June of 2000).  This typical family is assumed to spend a combined $285 per month on telephone, cell phone, electricity, natural gas, and cable television services (estimated average household expenditures for residents of King County cities based on ECONorthwest analysis).
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