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SUBJECT

A proposed ordinance relating to school impact fees; adopting school capital facilities plans as sub-elements of the capital facilities element of the King County Comprehensive Plan for the purpose of implementing the school impact fee program, and establishing school impact fees to be collected on behalf of the districts.

SUMMARY
Proposed Ordinance 2010-0528 amends Title 20 by updating the following school capital facilities plans and implementing the collection of impact fees by the County on behalf of the school districts in accordance with the following table.  If approved, the proposed impact fees will go into effect on January 1, 2011.  The table below summarizes the fees by school district.

	School District
	Single Family Fee
	Multi Family Fee

	
	Effective Year

	
	2010
	2011
	2010
	2011

	Auburn
	$5,433
	$5,266
	$1,185
	$1,518

	Enumclaw
	7,789
	7,847
	3,127
	3,268

	Federal Way
	3,832
	4,014
	2,114
	2,172

	Fife
	2,903
	2,969
	1,660
	1,612

	Issaquah
	3,344
	3,808
	0
	0

	Kent
	5,394
	5,486
	3,322
	3,378

	Lake Washington
	7,040
	6,250
	1,813
	1,732

	Northshore1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Riverview
	5,648
	5,628
	2,233
	2,169

	Snoqualmie Valley
	2,687
	8,140
	1,033
	3,252

	Tahoma
	7,708
	7,791
	2,817
	2,920

	1.  Submitted a capital facilities plan but did not request fees due to no growth student numbers 


BACKGROUND

The Washington State Growth Management Act (“GMA”) authorizes local jurisdictions to collect impact fees as a method of financing public facilities that are necessary as a result of new growth and development.  All public facilities that are financed with impact fees are required to be part of the capital facilities element of a jurisdiction’s comprehensive land use plan.
King County administers the School Impact Fee Program by collecting fees from residential developers on behalf of each school district that chooses to participate.  The program is voluntary.  The fees are calculated every year based on a number of factors including changes in student enrollment, changes in district’s building plans, new residential growth, and state reimbursement.  The capital facilities plans and impact fees are reviewed and adopted by the King County Council.  School Impact fees adopted by King County apply only to new single family and multi-family units in unincorporated areas and do not apply to: 

· non-residential development; 

· housing exclusively for senior citizens including nursing homes and retirement centers;

· reconstruction, remodeling or replacement of existing dwelling units; 

· temporary and transitional housing facilities, including group homes; 

· qualified low or moderate income housing; 

· temporary dwellings for medical hardship; or 

· accessory dwelling units

King County maintains the impact fees in separate accounts for each school district, which utilize the funds to implement their capital facilities plan.  An annual report showing the source and amount of monies collected and the capital improvements financed with the impact fees is required by the GMA.

At the end of each calendar year, the districts’ capital facilities plans become part of the King County Capital Facilities Plan, which is adopted as a sub-element of the King County Comprehensive Plan during the budget process. 

ANALYSIS

Each school districts’ capital facilities plan is reviewed by the School Technical Review Committee (“STRC”) for compliance with the provisions of KCC 21A.43.  The STRC is comprised of county staff representing both the executive and legislative branches.  A summary of each plan is included as Attachment 3 to the staff report.  

The following are the key highlights of the plans:

· Projected enrollment growth is the highest in the Snoqualmie Valley (41.7%), Fife (17.5%) and Auburn (15.5%) and Riverview (15.4%) school districts.  

· The Snoqualmie Valley and Fife school districts are expecting continued growth due to the development of large planned communities.  

· The Tahoma school district anticipates future growth due to the Summit Pit area development.  

· The Issaquah school district is affected by continued growth in the City of Sammamish.

· The Enumclaw school district expects future growth in conjunction with potential developments in the City of Enumclaw and the new planned development commencing in the City of Black Diamond.  The Enumclaw School District had previously withdrawn from the program due to low growth in 2001.  The District submitted a plan in 2007, but did not request an impact fee.  The District requested an impact fee in 2008 and has requested impact fees for Single Family and Multifamily projects in 2011. 

· Impact fees increased this year in almost all school districts.  However, the single family fee and the multifamily fee declined in four districts (Auburn, Fife, Lake Washington, and Riverview).

· The Northshore School District prepared an updated Capital Facilities Plan in 2010.  The District did not propose to collect any impact fees in 2011.  However, future growth in the District may require that the District add additional capacity.  The District will submit an updated Capital Facilities Plan at that time.  As a result of little or no growth, the Highline School District has dropped out of the school impact fee program and did not submit a capital facilities plan.

REASONABLENESS

Given that (1) the STRC has determined that the capital facilities plan for each school district was developed consistent with the provisions of King County Code 21A.43 and that (2) the school districts have instituted alternative program options to reduce the need for new capital construction, Council approval of the proposed fee appears reasonable.  During last week’s Reconciliation meeting, the committee indicated a preference for Option 1 – approve as proposed.
OPTIONS
Option 1: Approve as proposed

Option 2:  Direct staff to develop an alternate proposal
ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2010-0528
INVITED

1. Dwight Dively, Director, Office of Management and Budget
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