
Streets Funding Commission  
Notes from April 30, 2015 Meeting 
 
In attendance:  
 
Mayor Leavitt, Eric Holmes, Jack Burkman, Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Don Russo, Mike Bomar, Ross Montgomery, 
Franklin Johnson, Esther Schrader, John McKibbon, Kris Greene, Juanita Rogers, Todd Boulanger. Facilitator: 
John McDonagh. Staff: Brian Carlson, Bill Whitcomb, Loretta Callahan, Linda Marousek, Carol Bua 
 
Presentations: 

 Introductions and ground rules  

 Overview of current budget info, city staffing over the past decade and guiding principles for future 
street funding. 

 Overview of Metroquest on-line engagement tool rolling out mid-May 

 Brief overview of presentation and informal polling questions to stakeholder groups 
 
Comments/questions: 
 
Comment:  A fixed set of variables for funding options are being presented here consistent with what has been 
presented to Council.  
 
Comment:  The Commission will be asked to make several key recommendations to City Council: 1. 
Recommended level of service/street conditions and corresponding funding target; 2. Method of raising funds 
(councilmanic vs. voter directed); 3. Timing of election for any voted options that may be recommended; and 4. 
Alternatives should voter options be sought and rejected.  
 
Comment:  Commission is asked to do outreach to and gather information from their stakeholder groups. 
 
Comment:  As discussed with Council in a March 2015 workshop, as debt for street purposes is retired, those 
dollars going to pay debt would go into a pay-as-you-go program for streets. 
 
Comment:  Council’s position has been to not incur debt that does not have dedicated revenue for repayment. 
 
Q:  What is the definition of streets we are using? Everyone can have a different definition of what they think 
streets are.  

A:  Today’s brief presentation overview did not allow for all of the narrative that will be provided during 
the actual presentation to stakeholder groups. The presentation will highlight the fact that the “street” is 
inclusive of everything sidewalk to sidewalk and in most cases includes property outside the sidewalk.  Curbs, 
sidewalks, signals, lighting, etc. are all included.  Staff plans to include a graphic that characterizes the 
comprehensive nature of the street to emphasize the point.  
 
Q:  Are grants factored into the equation for additional annual dollars needed?  

A:  Yes. For that portion of the street program that would compete for grants – mainly arterial upgrade 
projects and safety improvement projects – it is assumed that $1 of local revenue provided by the funding 
options shown would allow for the completion of $3 of project expense.  This assumption is less than achieved 
several years ago based on the reduction in federal and state grants available. 
 
Q:  Why stay with only the four options identified? Could the group be provided with details on the full range of 
findings for revenue sources? 



 A:  Funding sources and combinations are too numerous to list all in an informal polling exercise or on 
the web input tool. These are four viable options that have been identified as those commonly used by other 
cities in Washington for funding streets and were presented to council in previous workshops.  The full range of 
funding options will be provided to the group. 
 
Q:  Does the City have plans to present voted funding options this year or next for police, parks or fire?  
 A: No. 
 
Q:  If the City enacts a vehicle license fee, how will the city deal with those who register their vehicles out of 
state illegally? 
 A:  The City is in the process of developing methods for compliance. 
 
Q:  Why hasn’t Council acted on councilmanic options already?  
 A:  The projected revenue from the council manic $20 vehicle license tab only raises half the amount 
needed to maintain pavements citywide at current condition levels. This does not address the other elements of 
the unfunded street projects and programs.  Council has preferred an approach that looks at all the elements of 
our community’s streets, and has requested community input on funding options based on projected outcomes. 
 
Q:  Will additional equipment and staff be needed at the additional $4/8/14 million levels? 
 A:  While there would be additional staffing needed, it is already included in the $4/8/14 million dollar 

levels.  The majority of the new funding would be for contracted services related to pavement management and 

construction of projects. 

Q:  Would there even be enough time to go out to a vote?  
A:  The timing of any voted option will be one of the recommendations that Council is interested in 

hearing from the commission. 
 
Comment:  Be sure to communicate this is not related to CRC. These funding dollars will be used for the City’s 
street system and responsibilities. 
 
Q:  What about the other funding options that could be used? Will public be asked for input on other options?  

A:  Council is interested in any additional funding options that may be proposed by the Commission for 
their consideration. Funding sources and combinations are too numerous to list all in an informal polling 
exercise or on the web input tool. However, during the stakeholder presentations and as part of the on-line 
engagement, stakeholders will be provided opportunities to provide any additional input, including suggestions 
of additional funding tools.  
 
Comment:  Since the parking program is supported by general fund dollars, perhaps parking rates could be 
increased to reduce the general fund subsidy and use the dollars to support streets. 
 
Comment:   Need to be transparent about how much of the additional revenue amounts include grant dollars. 
 
Comment:  Make sure the website includes links to the Council discussion and workshop on this issue. 


