
Metropolitan King County Council
Budget and Fiscal Management Committee
	AGENDA ITEM:
	2
	
	DATE:
	March 30, 2005

	PRPOSED ORDINANCE No.:
	2005-0056
	
	PREPARED BY:
	Doug Hodson, Polly St. John, David Layton


STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:
This proposed ordinance, if approved by the Council, will authorize the Executive to sell one parcel of surplus county-owned real property located in Council District 13 known as the Kent James Street Park and Ride lot.  This property is owned by the county’s Transit Division.  As proposed, the property would be offered to the public via listing with a commercial real estate service or by entering into a direct negotiated sale after receipt of an acceptable offer.  
BACKGROUND:
The Kent James Street park and ride lot is located at 902 W. James Street in Kent, immediately east of State Route 167 and immediately west of the Regional Justice Center (RJC).  This property was originally purchased in 1976 for $285,125 from Burlington Northern Inc., by the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle (now the Metropolitan King County Transit Division) for the purpose of developing a park and ride lot.  
An interlocal agreement between the County and Sound Transit, approved by the council in 2001 (Ordinance 14087), authorized the county to pay Sound Transit to add another floor to the nearby Sound Transit Commuter Rail Station Parking Garage.  This extra floor provided 191 additional parking spaces for use by people who ride buses or vanpools.  As part of this deal, it was agreed that the county would pay Sound Transit approximately $2 million for this expenditure, and that the county’s bus operations would be reconfigured to serve the Commuter Rail Station, thus combining bus and rail service at a single central location at the north end of downtown Kent.

The opening of the nearby Commuter Rail Station by Sound Transit in 2002 provided an opportunity to re-orient transit service in the City of Kent.  The construction of the parking garage that included specific replacement parking for King County bus and vanpool riders allowed the Transit Division to surplus the Kent James park and ride lot which has been historically underutilized.  
King County Code 4.56.080 requires council approval before the Executive disposes of property that has been declared surplus. 
COMMITTEE REVIEW: At the March 2, 2005 Budget and Fiscal Management Committee, members received a briefing on Proposed Ordinance 2005-0056.  A brief summary of the committee’s discussion and Executive testimony is provided below. 

· Legal Review:  The BFM Chair asked whether a legal review of the ordinance had been conducted.  Staff reported that a legal review was underway by the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO) and agreed to report back at today’s meeting with additional information.  

· Use of proceeds from the sale of the property:  Discussion included (1) the commitment to pay Sound Transit for expansion of the Kent Commuter Rail Station garage, (2) Federal Transit Administration (FTA) imposed restrictions on the use of proceeds, and (3) the proposal to spend remaining proceeds on various transit oriented development projects around the county.  Discussion also covered the King County Code (K.C.C.) and Charter restrictions pertaining to the use and benefit of the proceeds from “first-tier” funds.  K.C.C. states that “balances previously held in such funds shall be continued in these accounts.”  
· Interest from other County Departments:  Facilities Management Division (FMD) staff stated that the county’s District Court had shown some initial interest in retaining the Kent James Park and Ride for reasons related to future parking needs at the adjacent RJC.  However, according to FMD, once the District Court understood that the property was being subdivided and that the smaller parcel would be retained for future possible purchase and use by District Court, they felt the smaller lot would be sufficient.  Council staff agreed to follow up with District Court to confirm this.  
· Affordable Housing Determination:  Members inquired regarding the suitability of an affordable housing development at the property.  A representative from the City of Kent indicated that the City had conducted a review for the potential of affordable housing on the site and had recommended that the site was not suitable.  Further discussion included statements that Kent already has a disproportionately high number of affordable housing units compared to most other parts of the county.  The City has also recently made significant investments into the revitalization and economic development of the downtown Kent area.  The City in supports the ordinance as proposed.  
ANALYSIS:

Legal Review
The PAO has performed a legal review of this legislation.  The review covered form and content and specifically the focused on the use of sale proceeds.  The PAO reported no outstanding legal issues.  In addition, the Council’s legal counsel has reviewed specific aspects of this legislation and agreed that it appears to have conformed to County Code requirements.  
Agreements with Other Agencies

The council’s approval of Ordinance 14087 in 2001 authorized an interlocal agreement between the County and Sound Transit for construction of a fifth floor on a parking garage adjacent to the Sound Transit Commuter Rail station.  
Section 2.2 of the agreement states that the county shall make a payment of $2,040,000 toward Sound Transit’s costs of performing the work.  Sound Transit will submit one invoice after the county’s final acceptance of the parking facility and another invoice upon acceptance by the City of Kent of all required street improvements that permit bus access to the station.  The completion of work and the acceptance of the facility is anticipated to occur in June of this year.  At the time the agreement was signed, it was anticipated that the revenue from the Kent James park and ride lot surplus sale would be used to offset the costs of the fifth floor of the Sound Transit parking garage.  

Since the purchase of the property was made primarily with FTA grant funds, there are restrictions on how the proceeds from the sale can be used.  FTA procedures call for the proceeds to be applied to other FTA-eligible capital projects.  The expenditures for the expanded parking in the Commuter Rail garage are not FTA eligible; therefore there will not be a direct payment to Sound Transit from these proceeds.  However, the proceeds will serve to replace Public Transportation Fund Revenues currently dedicated to other FTA-eligible projects in the capital program, which will in turn be available to pay Sound Transit.  

Code Provisions Regarding Declaration of Property as Surplus

Under the provisions of the K.C.C., FMD is the agency responsible for the administrative processes of acquiring, disposing, inventorying, leasing and managing real property.  Pursuant to K.C.C. 4.56.070, each year, departments are to report to FMD on the status of all real property under their custodianship.  Departments are to justify the continued retention of all properties.  If in FMD’s opinion the department has not justified retention of a property, or if the department identifies properties that are surplus to its needs, FMD is required to “shop” the property to all other County agencies.  If no other agency expresses an interest in the property to use in the provision of essential services, FMD is then required to determine if the property is suitable for use for affordable housing.  Essential services are defined as services to public health, public safety, transportation, water quality or other utilities.  
If no other department or agency expresses a need for a particular property and the property does not meet the affordable housing guidelines, FMD is then empowered to declare the property surplus.  Once the property is declared surplus, FMD is required to review other possible uses of the property before it is offered for sale.  These other uses include:

· Exchange for other privately or publicly owned land that would meet a County need;

· Lease with restrictive covenants;

· Use by other governmental agencies;

· Retention by the County if in a floodplain or slide hazard area; and,

· Use by nonprofit entities for public purposes.

If the property is not appropriate for or cannot meet one of the uses above, the Executive may determine that the best course of action is to sell the property.
County Court Interest in the Property
In April 2001, FMD sent a notice to the council and to all King County department directors regarding the Kent James property (Attachment 5).  At the time, no responses from other county departments were received by FMD showing interest in this property and a decision was made by FMD to continue with the surplus process.  

Although there were no responses to FMD in 2001, the District Court did provide a memo in 2004 to FMD regarding their concerns about the surplus status.  When contacted personally by FMD staff, the District Court expressed concern about the sale of the property due to inadequate parking at the RJC.  District Court stated that the Kent James property would be critical to meeting future parking needs should additional RJC courtrooms be assigned to District Court.  This memo was sent to FMD after the property had been declared surplus, but well before the Executive transmitted an ordinance to authorize the sale of the property.
According to FMD, once the District Court understood that the property was being subdivided and that the smaller parcel (Lot A, 1.61 acres) of the lot would be retained for possible future purchase and use by District Court, the court reported that the retention of the larger lot was no longer of concern.  This statement is reflected in the Executive’s transmittal letter Attachment 2.  
Council staff has met with representatives from FMD, Department of Transportation, District Court and Superior Court to further explore the issue of parking needs in the RJC area relative to the potential sale of the Kent James property.  At this meeting, the District Court reiterated their concern over existing parking conditions and projected future parking problems at the RJC.  A representative from the Superior Court also voiced concern about parking problems.  Based on these comments, there appears to have been considerable confusion between FMD and the courts during the surplus process regarding the level of interest in the Kent James park and ride property.  
Also at this recent meeting, references were made to a February 2002 parking analysis conducted by the Office of Management and Budget / FMD.  Staff subsequently obtained a copy of this analysis Attachment 6.  A summary of the parking analysis is provided below.  

Summary of the 2002 Regional Justice Center Parking Analysis
Background
The RJC was designed in the early/mid-1990’s and King County took occupancy in 1997.  Planning documents for the RJC identified a requirement of 700 parking spaces.  When completed, the facility had 725 spaces - 625 spaces in the three story parking garage and an additional 100 spaces distributed throughout the site.  
Parking Capacity
According to the study, the estimated parking usage (demand) at the RJC exceeded the capacity by 100 spaces, putting the RJC parking capacity under considerable pressure.  Therefore, on average, there was demand for approximately 825 parking spaces while the RJC had the capacity of only 725 spaces.

At the time of study, the surrounding neighborhood enjoyed excess parking capacity to meet the overflow demand at the RJC.  Excess parking existed at three nearby sites:
1. The Borden Parking Site to the northeast of the RJC, which was the most convenient alternate location with a capacity of 200.  The 2002 parking analysis showed that as many as 100 overflow vehicles would regularly park at the Borden Site. 
2. The Kent Municipal Lot (owned by Kent) to the southeast of the RJC was the next most convenient alternate parking location with a capacity of 160.
3. The Kent James park and ride lot to the west (owned by KCDOT) is the least convenient with a capacity of approximately 400.

Why the Parking Issue Became Important?
· At the time of the 2002 parking analysis, the Borden Site was in use as an alternate parking facility but it was known that it would soon become inaccessible due to planned development by the City of Kent (most likely in 2003),  

· The desire by DOT to surplus and sell a substantial portion of the Kent James Street park and ride lot.  
· Concerns were raised about future parking capacity at the RJC 
· The potential for RJC expansion that might include (1) an increase in the number of detention units, (2) an increase in the number of Superior courtrooms, (3) replacement of the Criminal Investigation Unit with District courtrooms.  (District Court operational changes in the way misdemeanor cases are handled could place additional demand on parking requirements due to the number of cases reviewed on a daily basis.)  
Conclusions from the 2002 Parking Analysis
· The RJC parking is under pressure and over capacity.  During peak periods of the work week, the demand was approximately 100 spaces more than the existing capacity.
· Upon closure of the Borden Parking Site, the analyses suggested that the county should consider halting the progress of the sale of the park and ride lot and, although inconvenient in terms of pedestrian connections, consider it as a parking overflow site.  The analysis went on that the County should retain, at a minimum, at least 3 acres - and preferably 4 acres to be safe and conservative with regard to future parking needs –for parking capacity at the Kent James park and ride lot.  
· If the county must expand the RJC, the overflow parking problem should be remedied or else no permits for expansion are likely to be forthcoming from the City of Kent.
· A policy decision regarding whether employees of or jurors/visitors to the RJC should pay for parking should be considered.
Recommendations from the 2002 Parking Analysis 
The 2002 analysis estimates high costs associated with building additional structured parking capacity.  For instance, the net cost for providing 366 new structured parking spaces
 for possible RJC expansion was estimated at approximately $7 million.  This assumes a net cost of $19,000 per stall, which was the cost for constructing 625 spaces at the RJC garage totaling $12 million.  
Because the cost of new structured parking is so expensive, the study recommended the county consider implementing the following parking policies in order to maximize public assets:  
· If a new parking facility is to be constructed for the RJC, parking fees should be required.  
· The county is in a good position to provide a “free parking” alternative available at the Kent James park and ride lot.  Although not “free” parking in terms of how its value will be accounted for within internal county budgets, it is the least cost alternative and warrants review.  Therefore, employees or visitors willing to park at Kent James park and ride should be able to park for free.  
· Employees or visitors that require parking in the RJC parking garage or elsewhere on site should be required to pay for parking, becoming a net income for the county.
Council Review
During council staff review, it has become apparent that the issue relative to the surplus of this 7.96 acre, $3.5 million appraised value parcel is not clear cut.  The Department of Transportation has applied its due diligence regarding the disposition of this property and it has a $2.04 million debt to Sound Transit that is due in June 2005.  The Transit Division needs the revenue from the sale of this lot to satisfy this obligation.  The Transit Division has also demonstrated that it no longer requires the use of this 7.96 acre parcel for near-term transit-related parking needs.  
However, other issues have emerged that indicate that it might be fiscally prudent for the county to retain this property in its portfolio of General Fund assets.  

Potential for Paid Parking at the RJC
If it is determined that the General Fund retain this property, financing could be provided through a variety of approaches.  Several types of funding could be used including interfund borrowing, bond anticipation notes, or the sale of a bond.  Assuming a traditional bonding mechanism is selected, staff has prepared a possible debt service scenario Attachment 7 to estimate the amount of annual debt service on $3.5 million at five percent interest.  In this scenario, annual debt service for 20 years would be $280,849.  (For 30 years the debt service would be $227,680)  These numbers are generated for the purpose of analysis and are hypothetical.   
The 2002 parking analysis recommended that employees or visitors that require parking in the RJC parking garage or elsewhere on site should be required to pay for parking, thus providing income for the county.  In response to this scenario, staff have prepared a conservative planning estimate for how much revenue would be needed from potential parking charges to cover 20 years of debt service payments (assuming a 5% interest rate) on a principle amount similar to the market value of the entire Kent James property.  Based on the number of parking spaces at the RJC (725), and assuming 100% utilization, a monthly rate of $55 per space or $2.75 per day would be sufficient to cover the debt payments, taxes and operating costs.  
According to City of Kent representatives, the city has taken a position not to allow for parking charges within the downtown Kent area and has expressed concern over possible parking charges being implemented at the RJC.  The reasons for concern include spillover of parking into the nearby city-owned Municipal lot and street parking which are intended for short-term use to access businesses in the area.  The City is also concerned that parking charges at the RJC may impact future parking at the Kent Station project, a large ongoing development immediately east of the RJC.  Therefore, further pursuit of such a recommendation to charge employees or visitors for parking at the RJC may require potential negotiation between the City and the County. 
Planning Efforts 
Background
New county initiatives have transformed the criminal justice system over the past five years.  System reforms have created a paradigm shift in service delivery and have restructured how information and work flows between the Criminal Justice agencies – including the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, the Office of Public Defense, the Jail, the Sheriff, Superior Court and the District Court.  The county has seen how alternatives to incarceration have created changes in all these agencies through better staffing models, system efficiencies, and reductions in secure detention numbers.  Consequently, system savings have allowed for reinvestment in treatment and other new innovations.
These systemic changes are vital because law and justice services make up nearly three-quarters of general fund expenditures.  Because the county has experienced positive results by looking at the criminal justice agencies as a system, on-going planning processes that could be relevant to determining future county needs must be considered.  Areas that are presently known include possible changes in the District Court, the Superior Court, and potentially Adult Detention and Sheriff.  These areas are listed below:  

Changes in District Court Operations

The District Court mission statement sets criteria for providing accessible forums for cases.  Currently, the court has voted to consolidate all state and county charge cases into three locations:  Seattle, Redmond, and the RJC in Kent.  This decision, to be fully implemented by May 2005, reduces the number of locations in which these cases will be heard, thereby positively affecting the staffing requirements for both the Prosecutor's Office and the Office of Public Defense, both of which sought the change.  It is assumed that the consolidation will lead to better management of the court's caseload as well as providing better access for defendants, as they will appear fewer times and their cases should be resolved sooner.  However, the impacts of this change in caseload upon parking needs are presently unknown.  

District Court Operational Master Plan (OMP)
The Council-adopted 2004 Budget initiated an OMP effort for the District Court.  As background, the District Court has undergone significant changes over the past few years.  The court has been consolidated from nine to three divisions, and also closed court facilities in Renton and Federal Way.  The court has also absorbed significant budget and FTE reductions.  
The goals of this planning effort are to determine the most appropriate operational and facility configuration of the King County District Court.  The OMP and the Facilities Master Plan (FMP) will evaluate and recommend methods for delivering court services (e.g. defining what services and level of services) and the cost (e.g. judicial, staff, and facilities).  

A Steering Committee with representatives from the District Court, County Council, the Executive, and Contracting Cities has guided the OMP/FMP process.  Although the committee’s initial recommendations are not yet finalized, they have stressed utilizing the court’s existing facilities and that these existing facilities should be consolidated if they exist within the same city.  At present, the City of Kent is served by two facilities – the RJC and the Aukeen Court building.  Should these facilities be consolidated in the future, it is believed that the functions would most likely move to the RJC.  Again, the impacts of such a consolidation on the parking and operations of the RJC are presently unknown.
The responsibility for putting together the District Court OMP falls to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) while the work to complete the FMP is the responsibility of FMD.  The original timeline to complete the OMP was December 2004 but this was extended to March 31, 2005 which is also the completion target for the FMP.  The completion date has recently been extended to April 14, 2005.  Until the OMP and FMP are completed and the Council acts, it is not clear whether either document will specifically address current or future parking needs at the RJC or whether such needs could be accommodated through administrative efficiencies or additional infrastructure.  
Court Consolidation of Administrative Functions
The 2005 adopted budget included a proviso requiring Superior Court, in collaboration with the District Court, the Department of Judicial Administration and the Office of Management and Budget, to develop a work plan for consolidating the county’s court administrative functions.  The plan and approval via motion is due to the council on June 1, 2005.  Because the proviso response includes a plan for consolidation, any outcomes of long-term analysis will not be expected immediately.  The report is expected to analyze the administrative functions, as well as staffing and space needs.  

Superior Court Operational Master Plan
The 2005 adopted budget included a proviso requiring Superior Court, in collaboration with the District Court, Department of Judicial Administration, the Office of Management, Division of Community and Human Services, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, and the Office of Public Defender to develop a work plan for an Operational Master Plan effort.  The targeted plan is to review the operations and potential facilities needs for the court’s juvenile, family law and supporting therapeutic courts.  The plan is expected to include input from other agencies involved in the family and therapeutic courts such as the state, county and community.  The work plan is due to the Council on June 1, 2005 and will include a scope of work, task, schedule, needed resources and milestones.   
Adult Justice Operational Master Planning and Changes in Criminal Justice System Needs   
In 2002, the Council in collaboration with the executive, the Prosecuting Attorney, Sheriff, and the Superior and District Courts, adopted new criminal justice policies.  These collective policies, and the attendant operational innovations, are collectively known as the Adult Justice Operational Master Plan (AJOMP).  Prior to the adoption and implementation of the AJOMP, the county had been operating under multiple and not necessarily well-defined policies—several of them were adopted with the operational master plan used in developing the Regional Justice Center.  At that time, the county relied on secure detention as the primary means of managing sentenced and un-sentenced offenders (felons and misdemeanants).  The construction of the RJC and purchase of the eastside justice center land was predicated on continued reliance on secure detention.  Planning documents from the mid-1990’s projected the need for new criminal justice facilities by 2005.  
As a reminder, jail contract agreements finalized in 2003 led to the disposition of county owned property on the eastside that was purchased by the county for possible jail expansion needs.  Ordinance 14573 authorized the Executive to execute a new 10-year jail services agreement with 37 cities in the county.  Under the terms of the agreement, the cities agreed to reduce their usage of the King County corrections facilities over the ten-year term of the agreement to eventually zero usage by December 31, 2012.  The ordinance also authorized the Executive to transfer the Eastside Justice Center property to the City of Bellevue on behalf of all of the contract cities
.
It should be noted that, at the time the Kent James Park-and-Ride lot was identified as surplus in 2001, the county’s criminal justice agencies were still operating under the policy that the county would develop a large courts and detention complex in at its eastside justice property in Bellevue. This property was a general fund asset.  

The county’s adoption of the policies and operational changes associated with the AJOMP has significantly changed the future needs of the county’s criminal justice system.  In addition, changes in court processes have changed the facility needs for both the Superior and District Courts.  Finally, the development of community corrections alternatives has created building space needs never anticipated in earlier planning efforts.  Previously unanticipated parking needs raise the question of whether the surplusing of undeveloped land co-located with an existing regional criminal justice facility should be reconsidered.
Sheriff’s OMP

The Sheriff’s Office began a strategic visioning plan last November that is being referred to as an Operational Master Plan.  This self-generated long range plan is responding to the Executive’s Annexation and Incorporation Initiative and 2004 performance audit recommendations.  The plan is intended to re-establish their vision, mission and goals; identify strategies and action plans to meet those goals; and establish measurable benchmarks.  The plan will be the basis of information for other required plans such as business, technology, training and facility plans.  This work is not expected to be completed until July 2005.
Integrated Regional Jail System
The Executive has begun an integrated regional jail initiative that was highlighted in the Executive’s “State of the County” speech.  Council staff will receive briefings regarding this initiative; however, staff is not currently aware of possible impacts the initiative could have on the Department of Juvenile and Adult Detention (DAJD), which operates jails at both the RJC and the KCCF (King County Correctional Facility) downtown.  

These various law, safety, and justice planning efforts raise the question of whether or not it is premature to surplus this large property near the RJC.  Until these planning efforts are resolved, it may be prudent for the county to retain the property within its asset portfolio.  
REASONABLENESS
As mentioned earlier in the staff report, the County has an upcoming debt payment of $2,.04 million to Sound Transit pursuant to an interlocal agreement signed in 2001 regarding the Commuter Rail Station garage.  The Department of Transportation is committed to paying this debt and intends to use the proceeds from the sale of Lot B at the Kent James park and ride property in order to do so.  
Based on the 2002 Parking Analysis and from meetings with court representatives who use the facility, there is evidence of a pre-existing parking problem at the RJC which may be further compounded by future space planning needs.  In addition, the ongoing development and revitalization of the downtown Kent area creates a potential for greater parking problems and the possibility of diminished availability of sites suitable to meet future RJC parking needs.  The various law, safety, and justice planning efforts which may result in significant operational or facility changes in combination with existing parking demands raise the question of whether the sale of the property is premature.  
It should be noted that all the criminal justice agencies are supported by the General Fund.  The General Fund does not currently own a large property near the RJC that could accommodate future criminal justice expansion – whether for facility or parking needs.  Staff is unaware of other large county-owned properties in the vicinity which could be used to mitigate the need, although further analysis is needed to confirm this.  However, due to the unknown recommendations that may arise from current planning processes, the council may wish to consider a transfer of the Kent James property to the General Fund until such time that final impacts are identified.  If the property is not needed when future needs are known, the property could then be sold.  

In light of these concerns, staff has identified the following options for the committee’s consideration:
Option 1: 

Proceed with approval of Proposed Ordinance 2005-0056 as written.

	Pros
	Cons

	· Allows for the sale of Lot B (7.96 acres, 629 stalls, $3.5 million appraised value) to the public, compensating the Transit Division for its asset in a timely manner, and allowing for the $2.04 million debt to be paid to Sound Transit
· Reserves Lot A (1.61 acres, 100 stalls, $1 million appraised value) for continued transit park and ride use and allows for future purchase and use by another County Department

· May force the County to consider other alternatives to address parking demand and future business needs (e.g. paid parking at the RJC garage and/or operational efficiencies at the RJC).  These could potentially reduce demand and increase revenues
·  Supported by the Executive
	· Removes Lot B as an overflow parking area for existing and future users of the RJC 

· Depending on the results of master planning with respect to the RJC and/or the County’s criminal justice system, selling a county-owned 7.96 acre, $3.5 million lot adjacent to the RJC may increase the difficulty of the County’s ability to expand this facility, build a new facility, and/or afford to provide additional parking capacity in the area
· The existing RJC structured parking garage is not capable of supporting additional expansion in the future
· If additional parking is needed beyond what is available at Lot A, and structured parking is pursued on this site, it could be costly.  For example, the cost-per-stall for structured parking at the RJC (625 stalls, built in 1997) was estimated at $19,000 per stall.  For the nearby Sound Transit Garage (871 stalls, built in 2002) the cost-per-stall was approximately $13,000.  Therefore, construction of structured parking on Lot A for a comparable number of stalls available at Lot B would be more expensive than purchasing Lot B.  A 629-stall parking garage at $16,000 per stall would cost roughly $10 million.  
· Pursuit of parking demand strategies at the RJC would require negotiation with the City of Kent 


Option 2: 

Allow the Transit Division to sell the property to the General Fund at appraised market value ($3.5 million).  Request the Executive to come back with an alternative to Proposed Ordinance 2005-0056 that would make the Kent James property a General Fund asset.  The alternative would include a proposal for how to finance this inter-fund transfer.  
	Pros
	Cons

	· Allows for the sale of Lot B - 7.96 acre, $3.5 million appraised value property - to proceed and for the Transit Division to be compensated for its asset at fair market value
· Reserving this lot as is in order to meet existing and future parking demand at the RJC would appear less expensive than building a structured parking facility

· Allows for further consideration of other existing and/or future county business needs at this site which may be the least-cost alternative and most convenient location in terms of property acquisition 

· Creates an asset for the General Fund and allows for an opportunity to address these needs in another way (e.g. future sale of property contingent upon possible agreement with the City of Kent for additional building space or parking needs at the adjacent Kent Station property or somewhere else)
· If parking demand strategies are pursued, potential revenues could be used to help finance the General Fund purchase of this property
	· Would require expeditious action by the executive branch in order for the transit division to capture the funds necessary to pay the $2.04 million debt to Sound Transit in a timely manner
· If Kent James property is used as a parking facility for the RJC, although adjacent to the RJC, it is not convenient in terms of pedestrian connections.  (Note: Lot A is more convenient than Lot B)

· In addition to the cost of property acquisition, there would be ongoing operating/maintenance costs of approximately $45,000 per year




Option 3: 

Request the Executive to come back with an alternative to Proposed Ordinance 2005-0056 that would make the Kent James property a General Fund asset and direct the financing for this proposal to be made through the bonding of General Fund revenues.  
	Pros
	Cons

	· Allows for the sale of Lot B – 7.96 acre, $3.5 million appraised value property - to proceed and for the Transit Division to be compensated at fair market value 
· Using bonding capacity to finance the cost of the property would result in lower up-front costs

· Reserving this lot as is to meet existing and future parking demand at the RJC would appear less expensive than building a structured parking facility

· Allows for further consideration of other existing and/or future county business needs at this site which may be the least-cost alternative and most convenient location in terms of property acquisition
· Creates an asset for the General Fund and allows for an opportunity to address these needs in other ways (e.g. possible agreement with the City of Kent for additional building space or parking needs at the adjacent Kent Station property or somewhere else)

· If parking demand strategies are pursued, potential revenues could be used to help finance the General Fund purchase of this property
· If the asset is not needed after all the law, justice and public safety efforts are completed, the property could then be sold and the revenue used to satisfy the asset obligation
	· Would require expeditious action by the executive branch in order for the transit division to capture the funds necessary to pay the $2.04 million debt to Sound Transit in a timely manner

· If Kent James property is used as a parking facility for the RJC, although adjacent to the RJC, it is not convenient in terms of pedestrian connections.  (Note: Lot A is more convenient than Lot B)

· Financing could require short term borrowing through the use of bond anticipation notes (BAN).  If bonding is used to finance the cost of acquiring this property, it could end up being considerably more expensive in the long-term (See Attachment 7 for potential debt service).  If $3.5 million were bonded at 5% for 20 to 30 years, the annual debt service would range between $228,000 and $281,000.  
· In addition to the cost of property acquisition, there would be ongoing operating/maintenance costs of approximately $45,000 per year




Under any circumstance, the Council should request that the Executive address existing parking capacity problems as well as plan for future parking capacity at the RJC in a comprehensive and long-term manner.  
INVITED:
· Judge Richard Eadie, Presiding Judge Superior Court

· Judge Corinna Harn, Presiding Judge District Court 

· Sue Rahr, Metropolitan King County Sheriff

· Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney

· Ron Posthuma, Assistant Director, Department of Transportation
· Cal Hoggard, Real Estate Section Manager, Facilities Management Division
· Nathan Torgelson, Economic Development Manager, City of Kent

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Ordinance 2005-0056 

2. Executive’s Transmittal Letter dated February 3, 2005
3. Fiscal Note
4. GIS Map of the property

5. 2002 RJC Parking Analysis by FMD (Bill Angle)

6. Surplus Property - Kent James Park and Ride Notice

7. Debt Service Comparison for purchasing Kent James property

� assumes 100 spaces generated by existing overflow demand, 150 spaces with the addition of 4 District courtrooms, 84 spaces with an increase of 4 Superior courtrooms, and 28 spaces with an increase of 4 detention pods


� Under the terms of the contract, the City of Bellevue may sell or trade the property and the proceeds and/or the land acquired may then be used by the cities to build or contract for secure corrections facilities or alternative correction facilities to replace their use of the county jail.  If the property or proceeds are not used for this specified purpose by December 31, 2012 or if the cities have not reduced their population to zero by the date, the property or the proceeds, if the property has been sold, must be transferred back to the County.  
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