DATE: December 4, 2018

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Rebecca Lowell, Development Services

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE MOUNT VERNON SCHOOL DISTRICT’S IMPACT FEES
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Hold a public hearing and make a recommendation on the adoption of the Mount Vernon School
District’s (District) updated impact fees following adoption of the District’s updated Capital Facilities Plan

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND:

The City is authorized by Chapter 82.02 RCW to impose impact fees on behalf of, and for the benefit of
the District. Impact fees can only be collected and spent for school facilities that are included within the
District’s adopted Capital Facilities Element.

The City and District entered into an interlocal agreement in 1993 (pursuant to Chapter 39.34 RCW) that
included (among other items) the collection of school impact fees for the District.

The District prepared an updated Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) that was adopted by the City with
Ordinance 3762 in September of this year. The District’s CFP serves as the basis for the District’s school
impact fees.

FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:

The Mount Vernon School District will present their finding and recommendations as they relate to their
updated impact fees.

RECOMMENDATION:

That Planning Commission hold a public hearing and make a recommendation on the District’s updated
impact fees.



ATTACHED:

Question/Answer Handout

Ordinance to adopt the District’s updated impact fees

Ordinance 3762 that includes the District’s CFP adopted by the City in 2018
Comment Letter Received from SICBA



Q: Why is the City adopting the School District’s (District) Capital Facilities Plan?

A: School impact fees that are paid by developers are required to be justified, and based upon, the District’s
Capital Facilities Plan. State law (Chapter 82.02 RCW) allows for collection of school impact fees; and cities,
counties, and towns are required to collect those school impact fees for school districts. The framework for the
collection of school impact fees by cities, counties, and towns is set forth in interlocal, or other similar types of,
agreements.

In 1993 the City of Mount Vernon and the Mount Vernon School District entered into an interlocal agreement for
the collection of the District’s impact fees. This interlocal agreement accomplished two primary tasks:

1) Mount Vernon Municipal Code (MVMC) Chapter 3.36, Impact Fees for School Facilities, was created and
adopted; and,

2) The District’s Capital Facilities Plan was adopted.

Q: How does the District’s Capital Facilities Plan fit into the City’s planning?

A: The District’s Capital Facilities Plan is adopted by reference as part of the City’s 20-year Capital Facilities
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The chart below illustrates this relationship.

MOUNT VERNON'S 20-YEAR
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Q: What are the District’s new impact fees and when will they start being charged?

A. The following table provides the District’s historical, current, and proposed impact fees:

_ SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY

1993 $2,658.00 $2,617.00
1995 $2,885.00 $2,219.00
1998 $2,912.00 $2,219.00
2005 $5,000.00 $2,900.00
2007 $6,903.00 $1,664.00
2009 $6,684.00 $2,237.00
2014 $6,658.00 $875.00

2018 (Proposed) $9,421.00 $1,134.00

Now that the District’s Capital Facilities Plan has been adopted by the City, code amendments to MVMC Chapter
3.36 also need to be processed.

Q. How do the District’s Impact Fees compare to other school districts in our region?

A. The following page contains a table listing school district impact fees. The District may also have
additional information to share on regional comparisons.

SKAGIT COUNTY

SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY
Anacortes S0 S0
Burlington SO SO
Concrete S0 SO
La Conner S0 S0
Mount Vernon (PROPOSED) $9,421 $1,134
Sedro Wooley $1,678 $847
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WHATCOM COUNTY

SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY
Bellingham $2,242 $229
Blaine S0 S0
Lynden S0 S0
Meridian SO SO

SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY
Arlington No. 16 S4,756 $6,790*
Edmonds No. 15 S0 So*
Everett No. 2 $14,250 $9,125*
Lake Stevens No. 4 $7,235 $3,512*
Lakewood No. 306 $847 $2,022*
Marysville No. 25 SO SO*
Monroe No. 103 $3,956 $6,276*
Mukilteo No. 6 $4,257 S5,768*
Northshore No. 417 $16,038 $1,818*
Snohomish No. 201 S0 So*
Sultan No. 311 $1,132 $1,374*
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KING COUNTY

SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY
Auburn $5,716 $4,488
Enumclaw $6,221 $2,046
Federal Way $7,221 $19,454
Fife $4,946 $2,043
Highline $2,573 $3,646
Issaquah $15,276 $4,399
Kent $5,397 $2,279
Lake Washington $12,294 $624
Northshore $16,038 $1,818
Renton $6,877 $2,455
Riverview $8,492 $2,265
Snoqualmie Valley $11,360 $1,700
Tahoma $6,323 $1,645
SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY

Bethel $3,577 $1,886
Carbonado $3,577 $866
Dieringer $3,577 $1,081
Eatonville 0 0
Fife $1,527 $290
Franklin Pierce $3,577 $1,886
Orting $3,577 $1,886
Peninsula $3,577 $1,886
Puyallup $3,577 $1,886
Steilacoom $3,577 0
Sumner $3,577 $1,772
White River 0 0
Yelm $3,577 $1,812

* = Multi-family residential (MFR) with 2+ bedrooms, this District charges $O for MRFs with 1-bedroom
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MOUNT VERNON, WASHINGTON, ADOPTING
UPDATED SCHOOL IMPACT FEES FOR THE MOUNT VERNON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO.
320 FOLLOWING ADOPTION OF THE DISTRICT’S UPDATED CAPITAL FACILITIES
PLAN AS A SUB-ELEMENT TO THE CITY’S 20-YEAR CAPITAL FACILITIES ELEMENT
WITHIN THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

WHEREAS, the Mount Vernon School District No. 320, Skagit County, Washington (“District 320”), is
duly authorized to provide public education for residents of the City of Mount Vernon; and

WHEREAS, the City of Mount Vernon is authorized by Chapter 82.02 RCW to impose impact fees on
behalf of and for the benefit of District 320; and

WHEREAS, impact fees may be collected and spent for school facilities that are included within the
Capital Facilities Plan of the City of Mount Vernon; and

WHEREAS, the City of Mount Vernon has adopted District 320’s updated Capital Facilities Plan which
serves as the basis for the District’s school impact fees; and

WHEREAS, District 320°s Capital Facilities Plan includes a formula developed pursuant to Chapter
82.02 RCW for measuring the impact of new development on school facilities; and

WHEREAS, District 320°s Capital Facilities Plan proposes school impact fees for adoption by the City;
and

WHEREAS, the City and District 320 have entered into an interlocal agreement for cooperative action
pursuant to Chapter 39.34 RCW for the collection, expenditure, and reporting of school impact fees; and

WHEREAS, per MVMC 3.36.140 and the City’s interlocal agreement with District 310 the City has
discretion to assess school impact fees different than what District 320 has proposed.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MOUNT VERNON,
WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION ONE. The City Council does hereby adopt the above listed recitals as set forth fully herein.

SECTION TWO. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED. The City Council
adopts the Planning Commission’s findings of fact and conclusions of law, outlined below, in their
entirety.

A PLANNING COMMISSION’S FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. A Threshold Determination of Non-significance (DNS) was issued on June 6, 2018 and
published on June 9, 2018. The comment period for this determination tolled on June 19,
2018; and the appeal period tolled on June 29, 2018 with no comments or appeals on the
determination.

2. Notice of adoption of the proposed amendments has been duly transmitted in compliance
with RCW 36.70A.106(1). The Department of Commerce has acknowledged the City
has met this procedural requirement with Commerce’s Material 1D #: 25181.
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3. On December 4, 2018 the City of Mount Vernon Planning Commission held an open-
record public hearing to consider the District’s updated impact fees. All persons present
at the hearings wishing to speak were heard and all written comments were considered,
along with the written staff report with its associated exhibits.

4. The Planning Commission’s hearing was originally scheduled to be held on November 20,
2018; however, due to lack of a quorum this hearing was rescheduled to December 4, 2018.
The November 20, 2018 hearing was preceded with appropriate notice, issued on
November 5, 2018, distributed via mail/femail on November 5, 2018, and published on
November 5, 2018.

5. The Planning Commission’s public hearing re-scheduled on December 4, 2018 was
preceded with appropriate notice, issued on November 20, 2018, distributed via
mail/email on November 20, 2018, prominently placed on the front door of the Police and
Court Campus on November 20, 2018 providing notice of the new date; and published on
November 23, 2018.

6. The City of Mount Vernon has followed its adopted public participation program
contained in Resolution 491. The Western Washington Growth Management Hearings
Board reviewed Resolution 491 setting forth the City’s Public Participation Program
finding that the City’s program satisfies the requirements of Washington State’s Growth
Management Act in Citizens v. City of Mount Vernon, WWGMHB Case No. 98-2-0006¢
(Compliance Order, May 28, 1999).

SECTION THREE. That the section 3.36.020, Definitions be repealed and reenacted with the new
section to read as follows:

3.36.020 Definitions.

The following definitions shall apply for purposes of this chapter unless the context clearly requires
otherwise. Terms otherwise not defined herein shall be defined pursuant to RCW 82.02.090, or given
their usual and customary meaning.

A. “Act” means the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of 1990, 1st EX. Sess.,

Chapter 36.70A RCW et seq., and Chapter 32, Laws of 1991, 1st Sp. Sess., as now in existence or as
hereafter amended.

B. “Affordable housing” means units to be sold or rented to families earning less than 80 percent of the
Skagit County median income adjusted for family size, as determined by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development.

C. “Boundary line adjustment” shall have the same meaning as set forth in Chapter 16.36 MVMC.

D. “Building permit” means an official document or certification which is issued by the building official
and which authorizes the construction, alteration, enlargement, conversion, reconstruction, remodeling,
rehabilitation, erection, demolition, moving or repair of a building or structure. For purposes of this
chapter, “building permit” also includes a mobile home permit.

E. “Capital facilities” means the facilities or improvements included in a capital budget.

F. “Capital facilities plan” or the “plan” means the capital facilities plan adopted by the board of directors
of Mount Vernon School District No. 320.

G. “City” means the city of Mount Vernon.

H. “Council” means the city council of the city of Mount Vernon.

I. “County” means Skagit County.
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J. “Department” means the city of Mount Vernon planning department.

K. “Development activity” means any construction or expansion of a residential building or structure, or
the siting of a mobile home, or any change in use of a residential building or structure or mobile home, or
any change in use of land that creates additional demand and need for school facilities.

L. “Development approval” means any written authorization from the city of Mount Vernon, other than a
building permit, which authorizes the commencement of a development activity, including, but not
limited to, plat approval, PUD approval, binding site plan approval, mobile home park district approval,
boundary line adjustment, and a conditional use permit.

M. “Director” means the director of the city of Mount Vernon community and economic development
department.

N. “District” means the Mount Vernon School District No. 320 and the Sedro-Woolley School District
No. 101, Skagit County, Washington.

0. “Encumbered” means to reserve, set aside, or otherwise earmark the impact fees in order to pay for
commitments, contractual obligations, or other liabilities incurred for public facilities.

P. “Fee payer” is a person, corporation, partnership, an incorporated association, or any other similar
entity, or department or bureau of any governmental entity or municipal corporation commencing a
development activity which creates the demand for additional school facilities, and which requires
development approval and/or the issuance of a building permit. “Fee payer” includes an applicant for an
impact fee credit.

Q. “Impact fee” means a payment of money imposed by the city of Mount Vernon on development
activity pursuant to this chapter as a condition of granting development approval and/or a building permit
in order to pay for the school facilities needed to serve new growth and development. “Impact fee” does
not include a reasonable permit fee, an application fee, the administrative fee for collecting and handling
school impact fees, the cost of reviewing independent fee calculations, or the administrative fee required
for an appeal pursuant to MVMC 3.36.080.

R. “Impact fee account” or “account” means the account established for the school facilities for which
impact fees are collected. The accounts shall be established pursuant to MVMC 3.36.090, and comply
with the requirements of RCW 82.02.070.

S. “Independent fee calculation” means the school impact calculation, and/or economic documentation
prepared by a fee payer, to support the assessment of an impact fee other than by the use of the schedule
attached as Appendix A to the ordinance codified in this chapter, or the calculations prepared by the
director or District No. 320 where none of the fee categories or fee amounts in Appendix A accurately
describe or capture the impacts of the new development on school facilities.

T. “Interest” means the average interest rate earned by District No. 320 in the last fiscal year, if not
otherwise defined.

U. “Interlocal agreement” or “agreement” means the school interlocal agreement by and between the city
of Mount Vernon and District No. 320 as authorized in MVMC 3.36.090.

V. “Low-income housing” means housing with a monthly housing expense that is no greater than 30
percent of 80 percent of the median family income adjusted for family size, for Skagit County, as reported
by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.

W. “Mobile home park district” shall have the same meaning as set forth in Chapter 17.39 MVMC.

X. “Owner” means the owner of record of real property, or a person with an unrestricted written option to
purchase property; provided, that if the real property is being purchased under a recorded real estate
contract, the purchaser shall be considered the owner of the real property.

Y. “Planned unit development” or “PUD” shall have the same meaning as set forth in

Chapter 17.69 MVMC.

Z. “School facilities” means facilities owned or operated by District No. 320, or the facilities or
improvements included in the district’s capital budget and/or capital facilities plan.

AA. “Standard of service” means the standard adopted by District No. 320 or 101 which identifies the
program year, the class size by grade span and taking into account the requirements of students with
special needs, the program capacity, the number of classrooms, the types of facilities the district believes
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will best serve its student population, and other factors as identified by the district. The district’s standard
of service shall not be adjusted for any portion of the classrooms housed in portable facilities which are
used as transitional facilities or for any specialized facilities housed in portable facilities. Except as
otherwise defined by the school boards pursuant to a board resolution, transitional facilities shall mean
those facilities that are used to cover the time required for the construction of permanent facilities.

BB. “State” means the state of Washington.

CC. “Voluntary agreement” means an agreement between a developer and District No. 320 or 101 as
authorized by RCW 82.02.020. (Ord. 3687 8 3, 2016).

SECTION FOUR. That the section 3.36.050 Exemptions, be repealed and reenacted with the new
section to read as follows:

3.36.050 Exemptions.
A. The following shall be exempted from the payment of all impact fees:

Specialized Housing Unit for the Elderly as defined in MVMC 17.06.190 S definitions, so long as these
uses are maintained and the necessary covenants or declarations of restrictions, approved by District No.
320 or 101, are recorded on the property. The department shall keep a sample covenant on file and shall
provide a copy of the sample covenant upon request.

If Council chooses to amend this Exemption [3.36.050(1)] applicants will likely apply for Independent Fee Calculations per MVMC 3.36.100 that
could result school impact fee exemptions for housing reserved for those 55 and older.

Staff Note: Specialized Housing Unit for the Elderly is defined as follows in MVMC 17.06.190:

“Specialized housing unit for the elderly” means a room or group of rooms used by one or more individuals living separately from others, in a
structure designed for the needs of elderly people. These establishments shall provide services such as the supervision and care by supportive staff as
may be necessary to meet the physical, emotional, and social needs of an elderly person. These facilities shall include the provision of personal care,
supervision of self-administered medication, limited health facilities, communal dining facilities and services such as housekeeping, organized social
and recreational activities and transportation services. These facilities can include programs where the elderly are provided social programs during the
day without overnight stays. These units are commonly referred to as: Alzheimer care centers, assisted living facilities, congregate residences,
continuing care retirement facilities, extended care facilities, long-term care facilities, residential health care facilities, skilled nursing homes, and
hospice facilities. These facilities are not multifamily housing for the elderly. All specialized housing for the elderly shall comply with the following
provisions:

A. The structure(s) shall comply with the city’s design standards and guidelines for multifamily buildings codified within Chapter 17.70 MVMC, but
shall not have to comply with the standards for “Common Spaces/Usable Recreation Areas, Individual Outdoor Spaces, and Location of Parking.”

B. Limited signage shall be allowed to identify specialized housing for the elderly facilities. One identification sign not exceeding 20 square feet in
sign area per sign face, and one directory sign not exceeding 15 square feet per sign face shall be permitted for each street frontage; however, signs
shall not be internally illuminated, and pedestal signs shall not exceed five feet in height.

C. The number of parking spaces shall reflect all of the proposed uses within a structure utilized for specialized housing for the elderly. The following
calculations shall be used to determine the number of off-street parking spaces on these sites. However, an applicant can choose to have a parking
study completed by a licensed traffic engineer to determine the number of off-street parking spaces for a given facility. If such a study is submitted to
the city; the applicant will pay for the city’s traffic engineer to review and approve the parking recommendations outlined within such a report. If a
parking study yields less parking than what is outlined below, the applicant will be required to justify the conclusions of their report; and the city may
require restrictions in the form of covenants on a property to ensure that adequate parking spaces are provided. For example, the city could require
that a covenant be placed on the property stating that a certain category of elderly resident not be able to have a vehicle on the site; or they could be
limited to a certain number of vehicle(s) that a resident could bring with them. The off-street parking areas shall comply with the dimensional
standards outlined within Chapter 17.84 MVMC.

1. Three-quarters parking spaces shall be provided for each room housing an elderly resident where a license from the State Department of Health is
not required; and

2. For areas within the structure where skilled nursing care is required such as: nursing homes, hospice, and other similar facilities, there shall be one
parking space for each five hospital type beds that are required to be licensed through the State Department of Health; and

3. For areas within the structure where assisted living or other similar care is required there shall be one parking space for each four hospital type beds
that are required to be licensed through the State Department of Health; and

4. There shall be a parking space for every employee during the maximum shift so that employees are not parking within spaces designated for the
elderly residents or their visiting guests; and

5. There shall be parking areas designated for the buses and/or vans that the facility will utilize for transporting their elderly residents; and

6. There shall be parking spaces designated specifically for guest parking.
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2. Any form of housing exclusively used for emergency shelters, including housing provided under local,
state and federal programs, so long as these uses are maintained and the necessary covenants or
declaration or restrictions, approved by District No. 320 or 101, are recorded on the property. The
department shall keep a sample covenant on file and shall provide a copy of the sample covenant upon
request.

3. Replacement of a residential structure or mobile home with a new residential structure or mobile home
of the same size and use at the same site or lot when such replacement occurs within 12 months of the
demolition or destruction of the prior structure or the removal of the mobile home.

4. Alterations or expansion or enlargement or remodeling or rehabilitation or conversion of an existing
dwelling unit where no additional units are created and the use is not changed.

5. The construction of accessory residential structures that will not create significant impacts on school
facilities.

6. Miscellaneous improvements, including but not limited to fences, walls, swimming pools, and signs.
7. Demolition or moving of a structure.

8. Construction of affordable housing where the affordable housing unit is a one-to-one replacement for a
demolished dwelling unit previously sited at another location within the city and where no new housing
can be built on the same lot as the demolished dwelling unit, so long as these uses are maintained and the
necessary covenants or declarations of restrictions, approved by District No. 320 or 101, are recorded on
the property. The request for the exemption shall be filed with the city within 24 months of the demolition
or destruction of the prior structure or the removal of the mobile home. The director shall place a notation
on the property of the demolished dwelling unit or mobile home lot to indicate that a new dwelling unit or
mobile home cannot be built or sited on the same lot unless an impact fee is paid at the time of building
permit issuance.

B. Except as otherwise provided pursuant to the terms of a voluntary agreement entered into between
District No. 320 or 101 and a developer, the payment of fees, the dedication of land, or the construction of
a school facility by the developer pursuant to the terms of a voluntary agreement entered into between
District No. 320 or 101 and a developer prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter
shall be deemed to be complete mitigation for the impacts of the specific development on District No. 320
or 101. The units in the identified development shall be exempt from the payment of school impact fees
for District No. 320 or 101. The developer shall provide to the director documentation demonstrating
compliance with the terms of the voluntary agreement.

C. Except as otherwise provided pursuant to the terms of a plat condition or a SEPA mitigation condition
imposed prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter, the payment of fees, the
dedication of land, or the construction of a school facility by the developer pursuant to the terms of a plat
condition or a SEPA mitigation condition imposed prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in
this chapter shall be deemed to be complete mitigation for the impacts of the specific development on
District No. 320 or 101. The units in the identified development shall be exempt from the payment of
school impact fees for District No. 320 or 101. The developer shall provide to the director documentation
demonstrating compliance with the terms of the plat condition or SEPA mitigation condition.

Ordinance
Page 5 of 8



D. Upon application by the owner, a partial exemption of not more than 80 percent of school impact fees,
with no explicit requirement to pay the exempted portion of the fee from public funds, may be granted to
a low-income housing development, so long as these uses are maintained and the necessary covenants or
declarations of restrictions, approved by District No. 320 or 101, are recorded on the property. At a
minimum, the covenant must address price restrictions and household income limits for the low-income
housing, and require that, if the property is converted to a use other than for low-income housing as
defined in the covenant, the property owner must pay the applicable impact fees in effect at the time of
any conversion. The department shall keep a sample covenant on file and shall provide a copy of the
sample covenant upon request.

E. The director shall be authorized to determine, after consultation with the applicable district, whether a
particular development activity falls within an exemption identified in this section, in any other section, or
under other applicable law. Determinations of the director shall be in writing and shall be subject to the
appeals procedures set forth in MVMC 3.36.080. (Ord. 3687 § 5, 2016).

SECTION FIVE. That the school impact fees set forth in Appendix A to Chapter 3.36 of the Mount
Vernon Municipal Code are hereby repealed and reenacted, with the new Appendix A to read as follows:

APPENDIX A TO MVMC 3.36
SCHOOL IMPACT FEES

A. MOUNT VERNON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO 320 SCHOOL IMPACT FEES

The school impact fees set forth in this Appendix are generated from the formula for calculating impact
fees set forth in District No. 320’s Capital Facilities plan. Except as otherwise provided in MVMC
3.36.050, 3.36.060, or 3.36.150, all residential development activity in the City of Mount Vernon within
the boundaries of the Mount Vernon School District will be charged the following school impact fees:

OPTION #2
FOR COUNCIL

OPTION #3
FOR COUNCIL

Consideration for Council
(keep SF fee at 2016 rate and increase MF fee)

Consideration for Council
(discount of 50%/10% SF & MF)

Requested by the District
(discounted by 35%/10% SF & MF)

Fees for Single-

Fees for Multi-

Fees for Single-

Fees for Multi-

Fees for Single-

Fees for Multi-

Family Detached Family Dwelling Family Detached Family Dwelling Family Detached Family Dwelling
Dwelling Units Units Dwelling Units Units Dwelling Units Units
$9,421.00 $1,134.00 $7,247.50 $1,134.00 $6,658.00 $1,134.00
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B. SEDRO-WOOLLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO 101 SCHOOL IMPACT FEES

The school impact fees set forth in this Appendix are generated from the formula for calculating impact
fees set forth in Sedro-Woolley District No. 101’s Capital Facilities plan. Except as otherwise provided
in MVMC 3.36.050, 3.36.060, or 3.36.150, all residential development activity in the City of Mount
Vernon within the boundaries of the Sedro-Woolley School District will be charged the following school
impact fees:

Impact fee per Single-Family Dwelling Unit: $1,678.00
Impact fee per Multi-family Dwelling Unit: $847.00

SECTION SIX. SEVERABILITY. Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this
Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or otherwise
invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state or federal law or
regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this
Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.

SECTION SEVEN. EFFECTIVE DATE.

A. With the exception of subsection B (below) this ordinance shall be in full force and effect five
days after its passage, approval, and publication as provided by law.
B. Exceptions:

1. Developments with preliminary plat approvals valid as of the effective date of this ordinance
shall have a five (5) year period following final plat approval of their development within
which they can request school impact fee waivers from District 320 when future occupants of
new residential structures will be age 55 or older so long as these uses are maintained and the
necessary covenants or declarations of restrictions, approved by District 320, are recorded on
the property. The department shall keep a sample covenant on file and shall provide a copy of
the sample covenant upon request.

2. Developments that have been granted final plat approval no more than five (5) years before
the effective date of this ordinance shall have a five (5) year period as of the effective date of
this ordinance within which they can request school impact fee waivers from District 320
when future occupants of new residential structures will be age 55 or older so long as these
uses are maintained and the necessary covenants or declarations of restrictions, approved by
District 320, are recorded on the property. The department shall keep a sample covenant on
file and shall provide a copy of the sample covenant upon request.

The exception under item (B) above is only needed if City Council chooses to amend the definition in 3.36.050(1); if this
definition is not amended this language will be removed from this Ordinance

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19" day of December, 2018
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SIGNED AND APPROVED this day of , 2018.

Jill Boudreau, Mayor

Doug Volesky, Finance Director

Approved as to form:

Kevin Rogerson, City Attorney

Published
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Mount Vernon School District
School Impact Fee Update

Presentation to the City of Mount Vernon
December 2018




Overview and History of Updates

The District’s 2017 Capital Facilities Plan is the basis for the
proposed school impact fees.

District has prepared a CFP and requested impact fees since 1993, just
shortly after the adoption of the State Growth Management Act.

The 2017 CFP is the District’s eighth update since 1993. The last
update occurred in 2014

Work on the update began in 2016 to coincide with the District’s

bond planning. The District’s Board of Directors adopted the CFP
in November 2017 and a copy of the adopted CFP was forwarded

to the City shortly thereafter.

City Council adopted the 2017 Capital Facilities Plan by reference
in the City’s Comprehensive Plan in September 201 8.

The update is prepared and the school impact fees are calculated
consistent with GMA requirements.




School District Overview

- 6,678 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) students in the 2016-
17 school year

October 2018 FTE: 6,721
79 students or 1.19% above projections for 2018 in CFP

District’s FTE enrollment has grown by 6.0% since October
2011. Growth has occurred at all grade levels

« Enrollment is expected to grow to 7,097 students by the
2022-23 school year

October 2018 actual FTE is +79 students over projected
2018 enrollment as stated in the CFP

Increases expected at all grade levels




District Capacity Needs

- The District projects enrolilment growth at all three grade levels
through 2023.

- By the 2022-23 school year, new capacity needed at all three
grade levels to serve students expected from new growth.

February 2016 Bond: the District’s voters approved a $106.4
million bond for school construction including:

- Construction of a new elementary school at East Division (Harriet
Rowley);

- Replace and expand Madison Elementary School;
- Add capacity at LaVenture Middle School;

o Reglace and expand the Agriculture Building at the High School;
an

- Renovate and modernize Old Main at the High School.
By 2022-23, new capacity expected as follows:

- K-5: 675 net new seats (after Lincoln El repurposed)
- 6-8: 240 new seats

- 9-12: 436 new seats

- Flexibility with additional temporary capacity in portable
facilities. [ 4 ]




How Does MSD Plan
to Fund New Capacity?

» February 2016 Bond

» School Impact Fees: Offset costs to local
community by gaining share of growth-related
costs from new development

« State School Construction Funding: Certain
bond projects qualify for some state funding
offset (anticipated in bond request)




Impact Fee Formula

Based on widely-used and accepted formula for determining
proportionate share per new dwelling unit.

Separate fees are calculated for single family and multi-family
units because each unit type has a unique impact based on the
average number of students residing in the unit type.

Formula determines the cost per dwelling unit of identified growth
related capacity projects.

MVSD’s formula includes new capacity at all grade levels.
Provides a credit against the calculated cost per dwelling unit for

The estimated state matching funds the District will receive for the
project; and

The estimated taxes that a new homeowner will pay toward the school
construction bond passed in 2016

The calculated fee is then discounted by 35%
$9,421 per new single family dwelling unit
$1, 134 per new multi-family dwelling unit




Comparison of 2014 and 2017
School Impact Fees

Capacity Projects in Elem and Middle Elem, Middle, and High
Formula

Single Family Fee $6,685 $9,421

(as discounted) (reduced 23% from $8,646) (reduced 35% from $14,495)
Multi-Family Fee $875 $1,134

(as discounted) (reduced 10% from $972) (reduced 10% from $1,260)
Variables High School capacity eligible Elem construction costs up

but not included in formula  from 2014 estimates

(calculated fee would have

been higher if included) Student Generation Rates
stable

Higher tax credit due to
2016 bond passage ( 7 J




MVSD Fee History

| 1993 | 1995 | 1998 | 2005 | 2007 | 2000 | 2014 | 2017 |

Calculated Fee $6,645 $5,246  Unknown  $8,276 $10,620  $10,284 $8,646 $14,495

. . Amount Assessed  $2,658 $2,885 $2,912 $5,000 $6,903 56,684 $6,658 $9,421*
Single Family

Discount 60% 45% Unknown 40% 35% 35% 23% 35%

Calculated Fee $6,539 $4,043  Unknown  $3,631 $2,560 $3,442 $972 $1,260

\AUHEE T Amount Assessed  $2,617 $2,219 $2,219 $2,900 $1,664 $2,237 $875 $1,134%*
Discount 60% 45% Unknown 20% 35% 35% 10% 10%

*Proposed to City of Mount Vernon.
*Fee as adopted by Skagit County May 2018.




School Impact Fee Comparison
Snohomish County School Districts
Adopted 2018

School District Single Family Multi-Family Discount Rate**

Proposed MVSD $9,421 $1,134 35%-10%

SO o) N/A

s0 s %

(Monroe ~ [EESRRCLE $6,276 50%/57%
= s $5,768 50%
snohomish [N 50 N/A

**SCC requires 50% discount from
calculated fee




Questions?










15571-A Peterson Rd., Burlington, WA 98233 + Phone (360) 757-6916 + Fax (360) 757-0604

August 3, 2018

From: Skagit/lsland Counties Builders Association
To: Mount Vernon Mayor and City Council

Subj: Mount Vernon School Impact Fee Increase
Mayor Boudreau and City Council,

First, let me be very clear that the Skagit/Island Counties Builders Association (SICBA)
fully supports our local school districts and the programs they offer. Every child
deserves a great education opportunity. That being said, there is a cost for the facilities
at every school district in the state. Maintenance and Operations levies are run
periodically to pay for upkeep of current facilities and the citizens of Mount Vernon and
surrounding areas within Mount Vernon School District have been very generous in
supporting these levies. These levies also included a huge bond levy that was passed
recently to help pay for new school facilities.

Now we are told that the Mount Vernon School District wants to raise their School
Impact Fees some $3000 on new development to take care of needed facilities for
future growth. | guess the question here would be; In addition to this impact fee
increase, how much more are they going to ask for in future levies to support their
perceived needs for their calculated growth? Everyone pays when a levy is passed so
even those who pay the impact fees up front to cover their contribution to growth will
also be charged the levy amount that is passed by the voters in subsequent elections.

Calculations for school impact fees differs in various jurisdictions. We understand the
Birth Rate in Skagit Valley Hospital is considered when calculating these fees. This
truly is a flawed system since not everyone who is born in Skagit Valley Hospital will
attend any of the schools in the Mount Vernon School District. And, in looking at the
figures given by the state for historic enrollment and forecasted enrollment, it doesn’t
justify this increase. Yes, Mount Vernon School District has grown somewhat over the
years but between 2015 and 2016 enroliment, there is only 36 more for 2016 than for
2015 and the figures aren’t provided by Information and Condition of Schools (ICOS) for
2017. Itis our understanding that these figures represent the actual enroliment in the
Mount Vernon School District as reported by the District to ICOS. So now the question
is; why is Mount Vernon School District challenging their own figures over the last
number of years and the forecast provided by ICOS when the data is based on historic
numbers provided by them? We would also like to know why the actual numbers are
not provided through ICOS for 20177 We think this would show whether Mount Vernon
is experiencing a large increase and could justify this increase. But with the figures
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provided by ICOS, it looks like the district should have grown from 6697 to 6800 (103) in
2017 and then there is a decline for two years — a small bump of 10 students in 2020
and then level for 2021 and 2022. In other words, Mount Vernon School District is not
exponentially growing. In reality, it possibly experienced a bump in 2017 (the figures
aren’t available at this writing) and then a decline for the next 5 years.

According to RCW, if a school district is not increasing in population, they cannot
impose School Impact Fees. In this case, we don’t understand how the district can
even propose to increase the current fees based on the numbers that are on record at
the state level which come directly from the school district. How else could ICOS get
the numbers and publish them each year?

Mount Vernon School District and Sedro Woolley School District are the only two
districts in Skagit County that collect School Impact Fees. What are the other districts
doing to answer growth concerns? And there are none in Island County either.

That being said, the Skagit/Island Counties Builders Association requests that this
council disapprove the increase in these fees until the district shows the growth that
would certainly trigger the need for more facilities. Any increase in cost means more
working families cannot afford to purchase a home and it also causes rental costs to
increase as well. With the current homelessness crisis, it just doesn’t make any sense
to continue to add to the cost of housing when the need is as great as what we have
today.

Below is an excerpt directly from Municipal Research and Services Center talking about
School Impact Fees. So just because the district paints a great picture to support fee
increases, it doesn’t mean they have to be approved. In this case, the district is
requesting a substantial increase.

“School impact fees are a revenue source that is worthy of consideration, especially if
your local school facilities are not keeping up with growth demands. But there are other
factors to consider as well. Bottom line: whether or not a local government will impose
school impact fees is a discretionary decision for that jurisdiction's elected officials to
consider.”

Thank you for your time,

;)

[0 (it

Chﬂarles W. Crider
Executive Officer



	Ordinance MVSD impact fees final draft.pdf
	3.36.020 Definitions.

	PC and CC Packet Info.pdf
	MVSD 2017 CFP Presentation to City of MV (1).pdf
	Mount Vernon School District�2017 Capital Facilities Plan �and Proposed School Impact Fees�
	Overview and History of Updates
	School District Overview 
	Enrollment Projections
	District Capacity Needs
	How Does MSD Plan �to Fund New Capacity?
	Impact Fee Formula
	Comparison of 2014 and 2017�School Impact Fees
	MVSD Fee History 
	School Impact Fee Comparison�Snohomish County School Districts�Proposed 2018
	Slide Number 11


	MVSD 2017 CFP Presentation to City of MV - 11.18 update.pdf
	Mount Vernon School District�School Impact Fee Update�
	Overview and History of Updates
	School District Overview 
	District Capacity Needs
	How Does MSD Plan �to Fund New Capacity?
	Impact Fee Formula
	Comparison of 2014 and 2017�School Impact Fees
	MVSD Fee History 
	School Impact Fee Comparison�Snohomish County School Districts�Adopted 2018
	Slide Number 10




