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Record of Proceedings

Rand Elliott — This is a public hearing related to the county’s six year transportation
improvement program, Gary, over {o you.

Gary Ekstedt - A couple of you have been through this drill a few times, I’ve got a short
presentation, I've actually consolidated this a little bit, but again, to give you the highlights of
what we are proposing. Again, this is a public hearing to consider adoption of the 2010-2015 six
year transportation improvement program, and also we’ll lock at the 2010 annual road
construction program. Again, the purpose statement, what is a six year TIP? It is a planning
document required by state law, which requires that we make perpetual and advanced six year
plan for coordinating our transportation program expenditures. Essentially what it boils down to
is a listing of proposed road and bridge construction projects for the next six years. It has two
main elements, revenue and expenditure forecast and a listing of the proposed road and bridge
construction projects in the six year time period. One thing I will mention is that this listing of
projects and the revenue expenditures are there to make sure that we have a financially
constrained program, meaning that we can’t just invent a bunch of revenue that we think we
might get, we have to rely heavily on what we are anticipating. The annual road construction
program is the capital expenditure budget for that particular budget year. It is a vital component
of the road fund budget. Obviously it is the first year of the six year plan: A little bit about our
road system, we maintain 1657 % road miles, Yakima County has 310 bridges, that have a span
of greater than 20 feet, that is significant because in the federal scheme of things, the federal
definition of a bridge is a structure that as a span of between abutments of greater than 20 feet,
that subjects us to all of the federal bridge inspection requirements. You may recall a couple of
years ago when the bridge in the twin cities in Minnesota collapsed, it was the I35 bridge there
was a whole discussion about inspection and the inspector qualifications and whatnot, and that is
all related to the national bridge inspection system. Those 310 bridges are our responsibility to
comply with that federal program. We have 302 short span bridges, those have a span length of
less than 20 feet between abutments, all the way down to somewhere in the vicinity of 5-6 feet,
but these short span bridges are structures that look like a bridge, if you will, generally two
abutments and a deck structure, as opposed to a culvert which is generally a single unit structure,
a pipe or a box culvert or something of that sort that is basically a single homogeneous unit.
Short span bridges are those things that have separate components, a substructure, a foundation
and a superstructure. Short span bridges we do inspect along with our federal bridges as well.
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Mike Leita — So when there is an annexation, those same rules appiy to cities?
Gary Ekstedt — That is correct.
Mike Leita — They assume those bridges as is?

Gary Ekstedt — They assume those bridges, I will add, probably at this juncture back up a
moment, included with the materials that I gave to the board for your review prior to thisis a
copy of my 2009 county engineer bridge report, basically discusses the status of our bridge
inspection program as well as the inventory status and we’ll talk a little more about deficient
structures as well.

Mike Leita ~ So you're going to be talking about this, ok. Because on page three, you're
pointing out that there have been annexations. Everyone likes to get the revenue but no one
wants to pay the cost.

Gary Ekstedt — This is another way to look at our system, by functional classification. Again,
our federal system is divided first in urban and rural components. Urban areas are those areas
defined by the federal government with a population density of around 5,000 persons per square
miles; generally it incorporates obviously the Yakima area, as well as some areas around
Sunnyside, Toppenish, nothing in Grandview at this point, then the next is basically an arterial,
which is the highest functional classification. Arterials generally create linkages between
destinations, limited local access, basically a lot of through movements. Collectors again create
linkages, but they generally collect from the urban access and provide linkages for the urban
access to the arterials and any access road. And those are that provide the highest level of direct
access to property, and generally do not function as through roads, other than on a very limited
basis. One of the things you’ll note is we do not have any rural arterial, our closes candidate for a
rural arterial would be Yakima valley highway, but again does not meet some of the threshold
criteria in the federal scheme. Functional classification is very important because it has a direct
bearing on how the gas tax is divided up amongst the counties, and each one of these
classifications has a maintenance cost and a replacement cost associated with that that goes in the
gas tax distribution formula. SO this is a pretty tightly controlled in that we have to kind of strike
a balance, we can’t just go reclassify everything as arterial to up the gas tax.

Mike Leita — There is also the impact of that when the annexations occur and they use certain
sections of this pie, it changes.

Gary Ekstedt — It does change our formula, probably the biggest annexation was the 72™
annexation in 2004. That had the greatest impact, but collectively over time this will have a
significant impact. However, after each census occurs, which the next is 2010, probably in 2012
the federal highway classification area will change because of the census boundaries, so we will
get to reallocate some of this mileage as well. The other significant thing about this is those roads
that are defined as access are ineligible for any type of funding from outside of Yakima County
so they are ineligible for federal funding, they are ineligible for most state funding programs, and
so most of our access again is, as you can see approximately 55% of our mileage is ineligible for
outside grant dollars so any work done on that system has to be done with local generated
revenues.

Mike Leita — And Gary, when annexations occur, those urban arterials, collectors and access,
they’re not funded in the same structure that county government is, right?

Gary Ekstedt — No.
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Mike Leita — They are really not obligaied, or we have the mechanisms to fund those roads, but
once they’re annexed to the city there is no real compensation attached to it?

Gary Ekstedt — That is correct, their gas tax distribution is totally different from the county’s
scheme as well as the cities do not have any dedicated road levee, property tax levies specifically
for roads.

Mike Leita — They shift basically into the general fund.

Gary Ekstedt ~ Correct, so the street departments competing with the police chief and the parks
director and everyone else for their slice of the budget.

Kevin Bouchey — Ok. And that is true to all municipalities?
Gary Ekstedt — True to all cities, yes.

Mike Leita — To finalize, that is the greatest concern that this Commissioner is contemplating
with annexations. In general revenue dollars, the impact to the county budget is somewhat
minimal, but it has severe impact on our public road dollars when annexations occur. And that is
ok if we are sure that the cities will take on those responsibilities, those funding responsibilities
to upgrade those roads as deemed appropriate. The fact is the history shows us that they’re not,
and those dollars are being consumed within the general fund. Those roads languish, not to be
substandard.

Gary Ekstedt — That is correct. Another snapshot of our system is a look at our mileage by,
again this is centerline miles, is the mileage by surface type, again we use the same urban rural
spilt, it has the same definition, as you can see, about 34% of our center line mileage, or 564
miles is gravel, the rest the other 66% is paved. Again, our urban gravel is pretty small, we’re
still 28 centerline miles, these are mostly residential developments out were developed in the
1970-1980’s at that time the standards were, they were rural, gravel roads, and as population
density increased they were classified as urban. Talk about our bridge condition, out of our 310
structures, we have 35 that are functionally obsolete, both functionally obsolete and structurally
deficient are federally defined terms, they are defined in the bridge handout, they briefly,
functionally obsolete is a designation give to a structure where geometry, low carrying capacity,
clearances or approach to the roadway alignment has reduced its ability to adequately meet the
traffic needs at accepted designed standards, What that all says is if we have a 40-foot wide two
lane road with eight foot shoulders and we have a bridge that is only 28-feet wide from rail to
rail, that bridge is obviously, because of the geometry, railing, that sort of thing is functionally
obsolete. It was built under a different standard, and does not meet the current standard for its
particular application.

Kevin Bouchey — It doesn’t relate to capacity?

Gary Ekstedt - It can in some cases where it is at its full design capacity but as standards
change there have been different standard design loadings that have been adopted through the
years, and so the bridge may be structurally adequate to meet its design loading but it is not the
current design loading. And again, therefore it is functional obsolete relates to standards as
opposed to condition. Structurally deficient however does relate to again the ability to adequately
carry loads and overloads. Again the definition is designation given to a structural condition or
design has impacted its abilities to adequately carry its intended traffic loads. If there has been a
problem in the carrying capacity of the structure it is determined a structurally deficient. These
two definitions of terms are important because they are criteria that open up the door for federal
bridge replacement funding which has to be either functionally obsolete or structurally deficient,
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kind of at the base level to qualify for replacement funding. We have three of these structures
that are structurally deficient or currently federally funded for replacement or improvement.

Kevin Bouchey — It could be a rural access road bridge that is not funded state or federal.

Gary Ekstedt — The bridge could be as long as it meets the federal definition of a bridge. To
follow up an earlier comment regarding city structures, one of the things that state department of
transportation highways and local programs the bridge section administers, they make sure that
we comply with all of the federal inspection requirements. Many of the things that the bridge
office has done is they created a program where in Yakima County how it is applied, Yakima
County are well trained certified bridge inspectors, we do all of the condition inspection for all of
the cities in the county that have bridges. And we do that at our cost. However, the comeback is
the savings to us is we have certain bridges that are required what are called high cost inspection,
now for instance Terrace Heights bridge requires an underwater inspection, requires divers to go
down and look at the foundation, and other inspections. In exchange for us providing inspection
services for the cities, the DOT bridge office funds all of those high cost inspections, so we don’t
have to pay for divers, or rentals. It is a cost advantage for the county to participate in that
program and it does give the state anywhere the assurance that the city bridges are getting
adequate inspection.

Mike Leita — Such as the Nob Hill overpass?

Gary Ekstedt — Such as the Nob Hill overpass, it is a county inspection bridge. We provide
inspection reports and recommendations, we do not have any control over what action is taken.

Mike Leita — Do we have legal liabilities for failure, or failure to act upon reports or all of the
legalities of all that,

Gary Ekstedt — Because we are reimbursed for our costs, but again it is our job to inspect the
structures, identify the deficiencies, which in the bridge you mentioned we have, for several
years, We have documented that information to the people responsible at the city, for the
maintenance and it is up to them whether they choose to act or not act on our recommendations.

Rand Elliott — Gary, you're suggesting we have the obligation fo inspect these lands? -

Gary Ekstedt — We inspect, we provide the inspectors to look at the structures, do the condition
inspection by the book, and then report our findings not only to the city, and the state bridge
office. The state bridge office then, because they are responsible for the administration, and
making sure that the adequate response is made.

Mike Leita — The key word I heard the commissioner say is, “Obligation.” Are we obligated to
do this?

Gary Ekstedt — I'm sorry, no, we are not obligated. This is a participatory.

Mike Leita — I'm not suggesting that we wouldn’t do it, I’'m just suggesting that we want to
make sure that all of our I’s and T’s are dotted and crossed for future.

Kevin Bouchey ~ In an inspection something can be overlooked, and I think what commissioner
Leita is saying, are we held harmless or are we responsible if something happened?

Rand Elliott — Well even if there is, that doesn’t keep us from getting sued! Does the same
group inspect county bridges? So, by doing the cities we qualify for reimbursement and saving
that county expense.
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Mike Leita — That professional service, I understand the logic in it, in just showing a note of
concern, or caution, that legal council at some point in time with public services make sure that
our I’s are dotted and T’s crossed to the fullest extent.

Gary Ekstedt — We do, in order to participate, have written agreements with the various cities.
Mike Leita — Ok.

Gary Ekstedt — Road fund revenue expenditures forecast, this is our projected road fund
revenues, L, at the last minute because we did get an update on our expenditure for liability
insurance, now that you mention that, I did have to update that yesterday, it didn’t change any of
the revenues, this information should be exactly what was given to you except some of the totals
related to the carry over. Again, 2010, the column is our proposed budget for the road fund for
2010and then 11, 12 and 13-15 are estimates based on information that we’ve obtained either
historically, either projected forward historically or actual information. One of the projections
quite frankly is, as we’ll talk about a little more, is the state gas tax. This is actually declined
from what our projection was for 2009, so we are using some regression analysis based on a
previous history, we’re trying to track that forward again, these are just estimates so we can
constrain our program. Levy and gas tax, this will be our collection, this number does not reflect
our levy, our levy is a little higher, but historically we’ve only collected 97-98% of this.
Somewhat due to annexations, other due to various other financial problems, so this carries out
in those other years. Federal forest reimbursement, this is a program, a secure rural roads and
communities self determination act, in the 1990’s Yakima County received revenue a portion of
the harvest revenue, the timber harvest on federal land within Yakima County, and that money
went to fund both schools and county roads. What the endangers species act issues, what came
around in the 90’s and the severe decline in the harvest of timber from federal lands, the congress
passed the secure road community self determination act, and this has been, it was a six year
program, expired in 2006 had been extended. Historically Yakima County received
approximately $1.4 million per year. In the current incarnation of this, in the act that was
extended last year for 4 years, in 2009 we received our full $1.4 million, but the remaining years
we are receiving funds on a declining basis. These numbers here in these columns reflect that
declining basis, we went from $1.4 I believe to $1.237 in 2010, $1.1 in 2011, $764,000 in 2012
and then in 2013 it goes to $0.

Mike Leita — I would call that a deflating commitment.

Gary Ekstedt — Ok. And this is kind of what we discuss as local revenue. The other columns
down here, are project specific revenues, they are not allocations, they are grant monies that we
intend to spending these time periods derived from these sources, federal funds, except for the
bridge program, this is the surface transportation program, these revenues are declining as well.
You hear discussion of the federal transportation act, the federal highway trust fund, these dollars
come directly out of that. Again bridge replacement rehabilitation funds, these are bridges, these
two dollar amounts are related to three federally funded bridges that we will be working on, the
biggest of which is the north Meyers road bridge, across the Yakima River down by Zillah, that
is currently restricted.

Rand Elliott — On your bridge replacement, federal funds only goes up two years. Is that as far
as you work, or is that program disappearing like PILT?

Gary Ekstedt — The program is not disappearing, this is on a priority selection process, so this is
our estimate of the bridges that we having funding for, we don’t know, we understand that
maybe next spring there will be another call for projects. There was no call in 2009 for new

bridge projects simply because f trust fund issues, and again in the last several years there has
G:\2009 Minutes\11.10.09.6yeartipannualroadeonstruction.doc
Page 5of 15




been a huge inflation in the construction industry. We see that moderating now; there were a lot
of additional funds that were put in to cover some of these cost increases. One of the things about
the bridge replacement funding in Washington State, this is all 100% money. The highway
bridge is 86.5% money, so we have to come up with 13.5% match, and that can either be from
some of these state funds or we’ll talk about this. I left this line in here, salmon recovery, I did
make one change in the 2009, we had the completion of the Nile road in there, and there was
some salmon recovery money in that, but with the whole Nile issue and the DOT taking over the
completion of that project, I deleted that, which is why this went to zero, but I left a line item in
there, but it is still a source of revenue for us to do selected culvert rehabilitation or improvement
to enhance fish passage. State funds, these acronyms arterial improvement program,
transportation partnership program and pedestrian safety and mobility, these are three programs
that are administered by the state transportation improvement board, one of the things, these are
all competitive grant programs state wide, however because of the siate the decline, this comes
out of the state gas tax, because of the decline in the state gas tax, collection and the commitment
that these programs made again in the 90’s the TIB bonded a lot of money upfront so that they
could get some big projects off the board, we were the beneficiaries of that, but now it’s a
decline in gas tax revenues, the stagnation the BETS service and other projects they have on the
books, they will probably not have one until 2012.

Mike Leita — So we’ve got to get more clunkers on the road?

Gary Ekstedt — The next two line items are state funds these are the RAP, rural arterial program
and CAP, county arterial preservation program. These two programs are again derived from a
portion of the state gas tax, they are administered by the county road administration board, and
they are specifically for rural projects where as the AIP and TPP are primarily for urban type
projects. Rural arterial program is a competitive program it is on a two year cycle we will be
submitting new projects in September of 2010, for funding in 2011, however these dollars are
projects, are currently projects that we have funding on the books. It is a very useful program.
Another useful program is the county arterial preservation program; this is an allocation to the
county based on a formula for a portion of the state gas tax dollars to the counties for
preservation. Preservation either means chip seals for our arterial collector system or structural
overlays. In Yakima County we chose to fund our chip seals out of our maintenance funding,
totally and we reserve this CAP revenue for structural overlays, which are generally thick
overlays in the vicinity of 3/10 of a foot overlay, usually a leveling course and wearing course.
You'll notice in 2010 our average is about, again because of the decline in the gas fuel tax
dollars, we’ve been running around $900,000 there’s a little bit of a reduction, and that is
reflected in here, this number is larger, we had a carry over from 2009. The reason we had a
carty over is because we were able to get stimulus dollars to do a overlay on Terrace Heights
Drive and because of that we were able, we had some money plugged into that, but because of
the bidding environment, we were able to pull the CAP dollars out and carry them over until
2010 and this money will be spent on a couple of overlays, Yakima Valley Highway, a couple of
segments in there, and another one. Again, our revenues, our fund carry over from this year is
about $3.3 million, this is essentially our reserve, this number is here, we try to maintain about
$3 million and we will be identifying this in our document reserve policy as requested by the
board. Generally these grant dollar projects down here are all reimbursement. We spend the
money, hire the contractor, pay the bills, once we pay the contractor we request reimbursement
from these programs. Because of our capital level program, the amount of dollars we need fairly
significant reserve in that $3 million to allow for a cash flow.

Mike Leita — This is, just a side bar comment, all reserves within Yakima County will have a
defined policy justifying their presents and levels and in all forms of county government there is

G:\2009 Minutes\11.10.09.6yeartipannualroadconstruction.doc
Page 6 of 15




an accountability to the taxpayers.

Gary Ekstedt — On the expenditures side, again we basically have broken our expenditures into
several areas, we have maintenance, administration. Maintenance is basically our entire road
maintenance system, from snow and ice control to chip seals to gravel surface stabilization, to
grading to stripping and signing and all of those things. As a point our maintenance program
we’ve increased primarily due to fuel and salaries, labor and not so much our equipment but
basically our commodities we use and our labor, we've increased this number by a little over
$100,000 over 2010. Part of this contains a bit of a reserve for snow and ice control, we look at a
historical average, over the years we spend about % a million dollars for snow and ice control
over a year and that seems to be a fairly good number depending on the winter our expenditures
can increase and decrease and we make up for that. Either we carry it over if there is a surplus, or
we look at if we go very we look at what decreasing other part to balance that. Administration,
heat, lights, rent, administrative overhead, basically part of this, what I've broken out is what
normally would be under administration is our debt service and our liability insurance, I broke
those out, just to identify them. This was a number, when [ originally submitted the road
program to you in October this was $481,000 based on our new estimates of liability insurance
costs at $604,000.

Mike Leita — Again, in the context of all county government, I would say your operational
expenses are moderate, so it is not a concern.

Gary Ekstedt — And then debt service, in late 1990°s early 2000, Yakima County road fund
borrowed $12 million from the public works trust fund, to pave the roads and to replace 18
bridges that were load restriciive, and this $1,010,000 reflects the debt service on that grant, plus
there is another grant, this will be the last year that this, there was a loan that was taken out in
1980 from the public works trust fund that will expire, or will be paid off in 2010, so we kind of
dropped it a little bit, this money is quite good, some of it is 1% interest, some of it is at .5%
interest, so in order to basically advance some of these programs, we just have to take on this
level of debt services, in a 20-year loan program.

Mike Leita — When is the sunset?

Gary Ekstedt — The last loan will be paid off in 2026; we will have, beginning in 2019. We took
out full loans over three years. Construction expenses $4,858,000 in local funds, that is the road
levee, the gas tax and the federal forest, and miscellaneous revenues and the other construction,
these are the capital dollars, $9,925,000 this is grant money that we anticipate to receive and we
will receive as long as we move those projects forward, this is an estimate because for instance,
the North Meyers Road bridge we are still trying to get all of our environmental clearances. We
think we are there, but we are dealing with the feds and we just don’t know. So we are planning
to be on construction, but it is all again dependent on getting the permits. And the nice thing
about the grant money is that it is almost $2 to one that is the nice thing. That is also the bad
thing because we can’t get hung up on issues related to environmental documentations and what
not. At the end of that, we are looking at a cash carry out in the amount of approximately $3.2
million. I think the board has seen this before, but for those of you who are here, what I've done
is looked at the road levee gas tax and federal forest revenues and basically how they’ve changed
since 1990, the upper line, the purple line is the road levee, the property tax that is levied on
property in the unincorporated areas of the county. Motor vehicle fuel tax is the black line in the
middle, you see how that has a little bit of a spike in here, we got a little bit of a bump up here,
this was our half cent of the nine and a half cent gas tax. In the nickel gas tax, the counties and
the cities did not receive any of the nickel gas tax increase. And then again, this is our federal
forest, you can kind of see how, this is when we were based on actual timber harvest, and you
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can see how that kind of declined, and then in 2000, the secure rural communities act was
passed, we bumped up. A caveat on this, again, I don’t have final numbers for 2009 yet, so I
don’t want to mix speculative numbers with these actual hard costs, so that is why I stopped at
2008. the purchasing power of that funding, what I’ve done is total all of the sources, you can see
this kind of follows the increase in the property tax, where the federal forest and gas tax ora
scale, then I took, Washington State Department of Transportation maintains a nationally
recognized construction cost index that looks at the change in the construction cost, this index
starts at 1990, and I believe it was at about 100, basically, what I’ve don is take the ration of
1990 to the construction index for every year then applied this to our revenue, so our purchasing
power has done this. So our revenues increase. For a transportation commission, I looked at this,
our revenues have actually increase, total revenues have historically straight line increased at
about 6.5%, per year, if you do a straight line average, our actual purchasing power of the
inflation, let me change that around, the inflation in the construction industry, has increased at
about 7.5%, so we are losing a little over 1%. Projects are becoming more complex, the amount
of permitting, the amount of studies we have to do, especially on our big projects. And our big
projects are our big bridges, and that is where as a percentage of the total cost of the project
when we can replace a bridge for $7 million or $8 million but we spend $500,000 in essentially
dealing with permitting issues, I mean as a component. The nice thing about gravel road is they
are funded with local dollars, and other than complying with the state acts. My little break down
here, a lot of numbers. Annual construction program, again, this is a capital facilities component,
as you note on the other one, we had $4,858,000 local funds, and $9,924,000 in grants that we
anticipate for a total of $14,782,000, again, broken down into these categories, these are
basically our three project phases. Engineering, design, permitting, those things, activities, right
of way acquisition, that entails everything from getting title reports, negotiating, buying property,
to all of that other stuff. Then the construction is the actual physical construction and the
construction engineering survey inspection and that kind of stuff that goes along with that.

Rand Elliott — How many miles of gravel road can we pave for $2.2 million?
Gary Ekstedt — A little over 5 miles this year.

Rand Elliott ~ And we’ve got 536 miles, in another 100 years we’ll have it done.
Gary Ekstedt — Right, we’re plugging away.

Mike Leita — Gary, in the future when you have time I would like to see these same numbers on
a S-year history, I would like to be able to personally travel and get some relationships where this
has all been. These are great snap-shots, but it is a very dynamic process and I would like to have
that information.

Gary Ekstedt — One other comment, in this break down, if you will, this last line, planning,
safety and preservation, you can see this is a pretty big number this year, one of the other things
this includes is the $1.2 million in overlays and CAP money, so it is a little larger this year, or
proposed to be larger because we have that carry over money. We also have a 250,000 for the
Terrace Heights Corridor planning, and we also have some safety grant money, a couple of grant
projects, Yakima Valley Highway, and West Wapato road.

Mike Leita — That is the context of my request, I am always looking for anomalies, and
anomalies can be caused by situations in which you are explaining. :

Gary Ekstedt — This pie chart, as a visual, again, distribution of the local doliars, of the $4.8
million in local tax dollars, we received, again, this is where they are going. Again, the anomaly
on planning, safety and preservation, is the carry over on the overlay program and the kind of
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