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Summary

The Edmonds School District is asking the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board
(Board) to approve the conversion of the Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields located
on the campus of the existing Lynnwood High School. The school district plans to
convert a 12.4-acre Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) assisted site. The
district has identified replacement property to remedy the conversion. The proposed
conversion and replacement sites each are valued at $7.5 million.

Staff presented information about this conversion at the March 2008 Board meeting. At
that time, the Edmonds School District and city of Lynnwood both asked that action be
delayed until the June 2008 Board meeting. Both parties expressed a desire to continue
negotiations so that they could resolve the city’s concerns about the conversion.

On May 23, 2008, the City asked RCO staff to again defer the Board’s consideration of
the matter until September 2008 so that the City could conduct an independent
appraisal of the property. The District opposed that request on May 30, 2008. The RCO
Director requested more information, including a review of the dispute resolution
process in the interlocal agreement between the City and District. After reviewing
responses from both the City and the District, the RCO Director decided to keep this
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item on the June agenda, allowing both sides to present its position on whether this
matter is ready for a decision.

Staff Recommendation

Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff finds that the conversion meets the
criteria set forth for the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund Program. Resolution
2008-012 is provided for Board consideration.

Background

In 1980, the Edmonds School District (District) and the City of Lynnwood (City) received
a federal LWCF grant (as co-applicants) to develop approximately 12.4 acres into
athletic fields at the existing Lynnwood High School. The District owns the property. The
City entered into a long-term lease agreement with the district to maintain the fields. In
exchange for maintenance, the city would have public access and use of the fields for
community and regional athletics.

Lynnwood High School was built in 1969 to serve the area's growing suburban
community. Since its construction, the area around the existing school site has
changed, fueled by the opening of Alderwood Mall in 1979 and subsequent commercial
and non-residential development in the surrounding area. The District believes that
these non-residential uses, including large-scale retail businesses and offices, cause
additional traffic and noise that diminish the quality of the educational environment.
Existing school structures have deteriorated over time, while program standards for new
school facilities have evolved.

To assess its facilities options, the school district commissioned a building assessment
and feasibility study of the school, completed in June 2000. The facility assessment
identified significant deficiencies, including a failing sewer and storm drainage system
and flooding problems exacerbated by a high ground water table and artesian aquifers
that require the school district to rely on a system of pumps to keep water out of
classrooms. Additionally, the study uncovered inadequate mechanical and electrical
systems, poorly functioning traffic circulation and parking facilities, energy inefficiencies,
outdated seismic infrastructure, and existing asbestos materials onsite. Finally, the
study found that the existing building is not well organized to support curriculum models
Or encourage community use.

The facility assessment concluded that, in order to meet educational program needs,
the entire school required major rehabilitation or replacement. Rehabilitation raised
significant logistical and education issues because the school district would need to
either educate students at the site during rehabilitation or temporarily relocate the high
school campus. The school district has a new school site that offers the school district
the opportunity to build a new facility rather than rehabilitate the existing structure. The



Item #16, Conversion Request, Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields
June 2008
Page 3

new school site is more centrally located within the school district boundaries than the
existing school.

In anticipation of the school's closure, the District has worked for several years with its
local recreational agreement counterparts and representatives of local recreational
interest groups. Together, they sought a solution that would meet the school district's
interest in redeveloping the existing school site and the community's interest in strong
regional community athletic programs consistent with the school district's educational
obligations. The result of these efforts is a plan to construct athletic fields at the new
school site that would both replace the 12.4 acres of LWCF development and provide
facilities to serve regional community athletics.

Staff presented information about this conversion at the March 2008 Board meeting. At
that time, the District and City both asked that action be delayed until the June 2008
Board meeting. Both parties expressed a desire to continue negotiations so that they
could work to resolve the city’s concerns about the conversion.

On May 23, 2008, the City asked RCO staff to defer the Board’s consideration of the
matter until September 2008 so that the City could conduct an independent appraisal of
the property. The City has asked for the opportunity to “be heard as to the quality and
accuracy of the appraisal being put forth by the school district.” On May 30, 2008, the
District opposed the request to delay the decision until September. The basis for their
objection .is the likelihood for it “to delay the School District's larger schedule of
activities for completion of New Lynnwood High School and redevelopment of the
existing high school site.” Copies of the correspondence from and to the City and the
District are included in Attachment C. The RCO Director requested more information,
including encouraging the City and the District to use the dispute resolution process
contained in the agreement between the City and District. After reviewing responses
from both the City and the District, the RCO Director decided to keep this item on the
June agenda, allowing both sides to present its position on whether this matter is ready
for a decision.

Analysis

The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, administrative rule, statutory language,
and Board policy restricts the use of grant assisted land and facilities to the purposes for
which funding was granted.

RCO staff applies the appropriate federal laws, policies, and rules governing the Land
and Water Conservation Fund when administering grants funded through this program.
This particular grant includes language that limits the evaluation of conversion to the
policies outlined in the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund Grants-in-Aid
Manual, which states:
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“Property acquired or developed with L&WCF assistance shall be retained and used
for public outdoor recreation. Any property so acquired or developed shall not be
wholly or partly converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses without the
approval of the National Park Service (NPS) Regional Director pursuant to Section
6(f)(3) of the L&WCF Act and 36 CFR Part 59. The Director has authority to
disapprove conversion requests and/or to reject proposed property substitutions.

Responsibility for compliance and enforcement of these provisions rests with the
State for both State and locally sponsored projects. The responsibilities cited
herein are applicable to the area depicted or otherwise described on the 6(f)(3)
boundary map and/or as described in the other project documentation approved
by the Department of the Interior.”

RCO is the state agency that formally requests approval of a LWCF conversion. The
National Park Service (NPS) has been involved in this conversion request from the
beginning and attended the first meetings held by the Edmonds School District
regarding the course of action for the proposed conversion. If the Board recommends
federal approval of the conversion and proposed replacement property, RCO will submit
the formal request along with other required documents for a final decision by NPS.

Assessment of the Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields

The RCO and NPS consider conversion requests if the following prerequisites have
been met:

A.

B.

C.

D.

All practical alternatives to the conversion have been evaluated and rejected on a
sound basis.

The fair market value of the converted property has been established and the
proposed replacement land is of at least equal fair market value. The values
must be documented in an appraisal report and an appraisal review that meet
federal standards.

Justification exists to show that the replacement site has reasonably equivalent
recreation utility and location.

The public has opportunities for participation in the process.

The goal is to assess whether the site to be converted and the proposed replacement
site meet the eligibility criteria and other conditions required for substitution.

A. Alternatives to the conversion

No conversion action (maintain recreational restriction on two multi-purpose
fields at the existing school site and develop only high school athletic facilities at
the new school site)
0 Under this alternative, the school district would build the new high school
at the new site and use or redevelop a portion of the existing site for some
other public use. Although surrounding school and additional athletic




Item #16, Conversion Request, Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields

June 2008
Page 5

facilities would be redeveloped, the two multi-purpose fields subject to the
Section 6(f) restriction under the 1980 agreement would remain
recreational property. These facilities would have no value as high school
athletic facilities, so the school district would not fund their maintenance or
use. The downsized athletic complex might be purchased, maintained,
and operated by other parties to the existing recreational interlocal
agreements or others, but there would be fewer fields, and the types of
events that could be staged at the remaining recreational facilities would
be significantly smaller in scale. Also, the existing traffic, pedestrian, ADA,
drainage and other problems would still exist, and the fields would either
require rehabilitation or would likely deteriorate.

Modernize or remodel the existing school

o This alternative would result in the school district remodeling the current

facility and leaving the fields under the existing federal protection open to
the students and the public. Due to the current drainage problems and
cost of demolition and reconstruction this alternative was rejected by the
school district.

e Convert the fields under protected section 6(f) boundary and build replacement

fields at the new high school site

o0 This alternative would result in a new athletic complex at the new

Lynnwood High School with replacement of the restricted 6(f) property
with property of equal or greater fair market value and recreational utility.
The fields would be removed at the existing site and new athletic fields
and facilities built at the new school site. The new fields would have
functional vehicular and pedestrian access, and sufficient parking. The site
is more centrally located, and is in a residential area.

B. Market Value

Comparisons of acres and market value for the proposed conversion and replacement

properties are summarized as follows:

Properties Acres Market Value
Conversion Property — existing high school 12.4 $7,500,000
Replacement Property — new high school 20" $7,500,000

" The March 2008 memo listed the replacement property as 16.8 acres. The number of acres presented
at the March 2008 Board meeting was 20 acres, and staff explained the reasons as follows: The federal

government would not allow the wetlands to be assigned a value as replacement property for this

conversion, so the District added 3.2 acres to the replacement property to maintain the $7.5 million

equivalent value. The district left the wetlands in the replacement property so that they would be

protected by the federal 6(f) boundary.
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The value of the replacement site must equal the value of the conversion site, per
federal policy. Edmonds School District will encumber enough property to meet program
requirements.

Due to the high value of this proposal, the NPS submitted the appraisal reports of both
the proposed conversion and replacement properties for review through the Department
of Interior's National Business Center. The Center found them compliant with federal
standards.

C. Recreation Utility and Location

The fields and other recreational facilities planned at the new Lynnwood High School
are intended to equal those at the existing Lynnwood High School, both in quality and
usability. The new site is 1.5 miles east of the existing site. The school district reports
that it is in @ more desirable location. It is, however, outside the city limits of Lynnwood.

At the existing site, there is one baseball field with lighting, two softball fields with
lighting, one artificial turf/all weather football/soccer and track facility with lighting, five all
weather tennis courts with lighting, and one dirt soccer field with no field lighting.

The new site will provide one baseball field, two large artificial turf softball/soccer
combination fields, one artificial turf/all weather football/soccer and track facility and five
all weather tennis courts. All facilities at the new site will have field lighting, and the two
multipurpose fields are considered an upgrade from the natural turf softball fields at the
current site.

D. Opportunity for Public Participation

Edmonds School District engaged in an extensive public outreach and comment
process regarding this conversion as part of its long-range capital facilities planning
process. The school district has a long list of capital improvements that it intends to fund
through bond revenues, other public funding sources, and revenues from the sale or
lease of existing school district properties. The school district held a series of public
meetings to develop its plans, and another series to take comments on those plans as
part of its bond financing. The school district's plans to build a new high school that
would replace the athletic facilities at the existing Lynnwood High School with new
facilities, featured prominently in those public outreach and comment efforts.

In addition, in advance of construction of the new Lynnwood High School, the school
district also prepared an extensive set of documents assessing the environmental
impacts of the proposed project, circulated those for public comment, and issued a
mitigated determination of non-significance for construction of the new school and field
complex, as mitigated. Snohomish County then held a two-day hearing regarding the
conditional use permit required for that proposal. Notice of the hearing was published as
required by Snohomish County ordinance and a number of people testified at the
hearing.
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Opposition to Conversion

Despite the outreach by the Edmonds school district, opposition to this conversion
remains. A group of opponents called “Save Our Fields — Citizens Action Committee”
submitted an information packet to each Board member before the March 2008
meeting. Their materials provide detailed information about the reasons for their
opposition to the proposed conversion.

Additionally, the city of Lynnwood asked the Board to delay action on this conversion
request until June 2008 to allow ongoing discussions between the city and the school
district about the use of the new site. The city also wants additional time so they can
secure an independent review of the appraisals. The appraiser they initially asked to
review the documents expressed concern because” ...the two appraisals presented to
the city in support of the conversion values differ in so many ways, yet were undertaken
by the same party, just nine months apart. Those differences tend to lesson one’s
confidence in the conclusions.” The city estimates that the review would be available
later this year.

Next Steps

If the Board adopts Resolution 2008-012, staff will pursue National Park Service
approval of the conversion. Subject to that approval, staff will execute the appropriate
amendments to the existing project agreement. The RCO grant agreement includes
both the District and City as co-sponsors. Section 21 of that agreement requires the
signature of the contracting party(ies) and RCO’s administrator for any amendments.
The Edmonds School District will secure the replacement site and develop the athletic
fields.

Attachments
Resolution #2008-012 (revised)

A. Location Maps

B. Property Boundary Maps

C. Communication between the Recreation and Conservation Office and the City of
Lynnwood and/or Edmonds School District from April 1, 2008 through June 3,
2008.

D. Correspondence and Public Comment



RESOLUTION #2008-012 (revised)
Edmonds School District and the City of Lynnwood
Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields, RCO #80-014D & NPS #53-00009
Conversion Request

WHEREAS, the Edmonds School District and the City of Lynnwood with federal Land
and Water Conservation Fund assistance through the Recreation and Conservation
Funding Board (Board) developed athletic facilities at the Lynnwood High School; and

WHEREAS, the Edmonds School District (District) requests Board approval to convert
the property to non-recreational use; and

WHEREAS, the District proposes to replace the converted land with eligible
replacement property and development of athletic fields; and

WHEREAS, the District is required to replace the converted land pursuant to federal
Land and Water Conservation Fund conversion requirements; and

WHEREAS, the District has identified replacement property that meet the criteria set
forth in RCFB Manual #7, Funded Projects: Policies and the Project Agreement and
federal rules outlined in the Federal LWCF Manual; and

WHEREAS, the District committed to following state and federal acquisition policies
including those outlined in Manual #3, Acquiring Land: Policies; and

WHEREAS, adoption of this amendment implements strategy 4.2 of the Recreation and
Conservation Office 2007-2011 Strategic Plan objective to achieve a high level of
accountability by ensuring that facilities are not converted without approval of
appropriate remedies;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Recreation and Conservation
Funding Board approves the submittal of this conversion request and the proposed
replacement site for the Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields project to the National
Park Service for final approval, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Director is authorized to execute the necessary
amendments pending satisfaction of the state and federal conversion requirements.

Resolution moved by:

Resolution seconded by:

Adopted/Defeated/Deferred (underline one)

Date:




Item #16, Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields, Conversion Request
June 2008
Attachment A, Page 1

Attachment A, Location Maps
City of Lynnwood in Snohomish County
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Site Location Map
(A) Existing Lynnwood High School
(B) New Lynnwood High School
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Attachment B: Property Boundary Maps

Site Proposed for Conversion
Existing Lynnwood High School — 12.4 acres LWCF 6(f) boundary.
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Site Proposed for Replacement
New Lynnwood High School — 20 acres (shaded area) proposed for new LWCF 6(f)

boundary.

:l USEABLE AREA, 168 ACRES
[ 1 wenanparea, 3.2 acRes

PROPOSED CONVERSION AREA AT NEW LYNNWOOD HIGH SCHOOL
March 14, 2008
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Attachment C: Communication from April 1, 2008 through June 3, 2008.

Communications between the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) and
e City of Lynnwood (City)
e Edmonds School District (District) and/or
e Interested members of the public

presented in chronological order:

1. Letter from City to RCO staff requesting continuance to September 2008 Recreation
and Conservation Funding Board (Board) meeting — May 23, 2008

1.a. Attachment: letter (dated 5/21/08) from Hoefer Associates to City regarding
appraisal request

2. Email response from District counsel, Jerry Lutz, to RCO staff disputing City’s
request for continuance — May 30, 2008

3. Email from RCO Director to City and District regarding additional information,
dispute resolution, and request for response — May 30, 2008

4. Information packet provided by interested citizen, Mark Laurence, opposing the
conversion — June 1, 2008

5. Letter from RCO Director to interested citizen, Mark Laurence, regarding his April 15
guestions about the Board'’s role and process — June 2, 2008

6. Letter from City to RCO Director responding to Director’'s email (item 3) — June 3,
2008

7. Email from RCO Director to City and District regarding June Board agenda — June 3,
2008
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Attachment D: Public Comment and Information from City of Lynnwood and
Edmonds School District Provided in March 2008 Board Notebook
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PARKS REC. & CULTURAL ARTS'

May 23, 2008 . .
', . S RECEIVED
. Recreation. Conservation Funding Board _ - , ‘ e
c/o Dan Haws _ : : , MAY ? 72008
Natural Resources Building Do | ' - ‘
1111 Washington Street Southeast - . - KCHENIONANDCONSENVATONOTTER

PO, BoX 40917
- Olympla, Washlngton 98504-091 7

Dear Mi'. Haws:

~ The Edmonds School District has applled to the commlttee for a recommendation to the Natlonal
~ Park Service to apprové the District's proposed conversion-of a Land and Water Conservation
.. Fund.6(f) restriction from property located at Lynnwood High School to property located within the
‘District on North Road (outside the City of Lynnwood's boundaries). The City has not signed the -
District's application. As one of the original applicants and contractlng partles the Clty mustbe a -
. co-apphcant for the process to proceed. : AN

This item was scheduled on the Board's March 27, 2008  agenda. At this meetlng. the Clty and

- School District requested a continuance until the Board's next meeting scheduled for June 19in
Bellingham. The City of Lynnwood has rece!ved coptes of the revised appraisals, but has not
been successful in receiving an independent appraiser’s review of these important documents
The City's appraiser has informed us he cannot meet the deadline for the June 19 meetlng (see

~ . attached letter). As a result of this circumstance, the City contacted two other approved -

‘appraisers who also stated they oould not complete the mdependent review within the Board's
requ1red tlmeframe :

The Clty and School District have been meeting regularly to resolve operatlonal issues related to
. the new site, but | do-not anticipate completmg the negotiations until after the Board meeting.
Until those i lssues are resolved the conversion is not possnble because no sultable replacement
exists. o . T
Accordlngly, the City of Lynnwood respectfully requests a contlnuance of thls matter until the next
Recreation Conservation Funding Board meeting. We would appreciate your approval of this
request and, if approved, please prowde mformatlon concerning the details for the next meeting
date and location. .

Slncerely, :

CITY OF LYNNWOOD

Lynn D Sordel
. Parks, Recreation & Cultural Arts Dlrector .

< ¢c. Gerald Lutz, Perkms Coie
B Marla Miller, Edmonds School D District

N

—

Lynnwood Parks, Recreation-& Cultural Arts « 19000 44™ Avenue West « PO Box 5008 * Lynrwood, WA 98046-5008 « (425) 670-5605 .




RECEIVED
MAY 277008

" RECREATION AND CONSERVATION OFFICE -

Lynn Sordel, Director

City of Lynnwood ' o
Parks, Recreation & Cultural Arts~ *

19000 44"‘ Avenue West

.P.O. Box 5008

Lynnwood WA 98046-5008

Re: Lynnwood High School
Conversion Issue

;Dear Mr.‘VSordel: |

Pursuant to your request, I write this letter to memorialize our telephone conversation of May 5,

. 2008 regarding my inability to complete an mdependent review of the two “new” appra:lsals for,
you by your stated deadlme : : - :

I am prohlblted from starting right away becaiise I am 1nvolved in several large asmgnments-
. which are taking me all over the State of Washington, for the next several months. One
assignment alone involves some forty-elght (48) properl:les located from Olympla to Vancouver
and east to R.lchland ' ,

Asl indicated to you, I am very interested in undertaking the work for you and the city'in hopes ‘

. of bringing this conversion valuation issue to a successfiil conclusion for all the parties involved.
. I'believe that is an important facet of this assignment because the two appraisals presented to the
. cityin support of the conversion values differ in so many ways, yet were undertaken by the same
party, just nine months apart. - Those dlfferences tend to lessen one 8 conﬁdence in the
conclusions; ‘ '

I would suggest that my review of the “new’ appra.lsals be similar to the review | already did for

the city relative to what I will call the “old” appraisals. I would also suggest that a contact be
made with Mr. Herzog, who seems to have prowded his input in'the “new” appraisal outcome.
At the very least, I assume that. he perfonned a review of the “new” appraisals on behalf of the.
. School District appraisers, before they were submltted to you - .




If you wish for me to perform the apprmsél review, I could probably initiate the -assignment by
mid September and it could be completed in approximately 45 days, but I-would need to know -
your intentions as soon as possible because I have several other assignments wa;tmg for my
‘ avallablhty in September, as well :

Please let me know as soon as posmble SO I can send you an Engagement Agreement spelhng out
the scope of work, timing and costs lnvolved : c

. Should you ha,ve any further questlons feel free to call me.

_THE HOEFER ASSOCIATES INC. /

Roland James Hoefer, MAI
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
#1100870 — Washington / #C000697 - Oregl_m )
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From: Lutz, Jerry (Perkins Coie) [JLutz@perkinscoie.com]

Sent: Friday, May 30,2008 4:12 PM

To: Haws, Dan (RCO)

Ce: Cottingham, Kaleen (RCO); Michael P. Ruark; Miller, Matla (ESC)

Subject: School District Response to City's Request for Second Continuance Request-

Dear Dan:

- The School District's representatives were surprised by the City's second continuance request. On behalf of
Edmonds School District No. 15, we respectfully request that the Recreation and Conservation Board deny the
request. The City's request for a second continuance is problematic in several respects. First, a second

- continuance is likely to delay the School District's larger schedule of activities for completion of New Lynnwood

High School and redevelopment of the existing high school site. Second, from the letter attached to the City's

second continuance request, it appears that a continuance to the Recreation and Conservation Board's

September meeting-will-not-provide the City-time-to-secure the-appraisal-it-desires-anyway:—Third; the City does ~ ~+—

not need an appraisal for the conversion process; rather, it is extraneous to the Recreation and Conservation
Board's and National Park Service's decision processes (as the School District's appraisals have been thoroughly
vetted and accepted by the federal review appraiser appointed by the National Park Service for that task).

If the Recreation and Conservation Board were to grant the City a second continuance at this point, it likely will
cause real financial losses for the School District, by delaying federal consideration of the conversion, and
ultimately delaying redevelopment of the existing Lynnwood High School site. In light of these considerations, the
School District regrets it must respectfully request that that the Recreation and Conservation Board deny the
City's request for a second continuance and proceed with the June 20, 2008 hearing on the proposed conversion
as scheduled.

In addition, the School District prowdes two additional ponnts of clarification with respect fo the assertlons in the
City's second continuance request;

First, the City errs in asserting that "conversion is not [yet] possible because no suitable replacement exists”
because the City has not been able to secure its own review appraisal or complete its negotiation of a new
Interlocal Agreement with the Edmonds School District. As you know, that assertion contradicts what the School
District's and City's representatives have been advised repeatedly by-RCO and National Park Service staff. On
the contrary, the position of RCO and NPS staff has consistently been that there is no need for the City to join.in
the conversion request as long as the School District (the property owner of the existing and proposed conversion
sites) is wnlhng (which it is) to fully fund the conversion. For example, a draft City briefing memorandum on the
conversion process (shared with the School District staff in 2005) reflects that advice:

Development of the Lynnwood Athletic Complex was funded in part through the State of Washington IAC
(Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation) with Federal_ {National Park Service) funding (Land and
Water Conservation Fund included development only. The City and the Edmonds School District were co-
sponsors of the project. Federal funding contracts generally require that the funded facilities bekeptin
perpetuity for parks and recreation purposes. IAC has confirmed that if the School District sells or leases the
property, they will be responsible for replacing the recreation opportunity.

" In that regard, it is important to reiterate that the original contract does not include a 6(f) boundary. Moreover, no-
deed was ever recorded to formally establish an official 6(f) boundary map of record; the 6(f) boundary is
established by the site plan filed with the IAC. Therefore, the original confract, Wthh was scoped for
development only (long since completed} need not be amended to effectuate a change (or "amendment") to the
federally restricted 6(f) boundary. v

Moreover, the School District's existing interlocal agreement with the City lasts through June 2019. Therefore,
there will be opportunities for the School District and City to continue their negotiations with respect to a new
interlocal agreement for the North Road site following RCO's and the NPS's decision with respect to conversion.
. The approval of the conversion does not render the ongoing interlocal agreement negotiations a fait accompli.
The School District remains optum:stlc that these separate negotiations will proceed to a mutually satisfactory.
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~ conclusion for the School District and the City.

Thank you for considering this response. If you or others at RCO have questions, please feel free to email or call.

Cc.  Kaleen Cottingham
Mike Ruark .
Marla Miller

Jerry Lutz

(425) €35-1403

(425) 635-2403 (fax)

(425) 765-1816 (cell) _
—Jlutzeperkinscsis dom T T
www.perkinscoie,com

~

_NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential
information. If you have received it in error, please advise the sender by reply
email and. immediately delete the message and any attachments w1thout copying or
disclosing the contents. Thank you.

IMPORTANT TAX INFORMATION: This communication is not intended or written by Perkins
Coie LLP to be used, and cannot be used by the taxpayer, for the purpose of
avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer under the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as amended.

NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you have
- received it in error, please advise the sender by reply email and immediately delete the message and
any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you.

P e = — o we——— wm——— . e




School District Response to City's Request for Second Continuance Request

From: Cottingham, Kaleen (RCQO)

‘Sent: Friday, May 30, 2008 6:04 PM :

To: 'Lutz, Jerry (Perkins Coie)'; Haws, Dan (RCO) -

Cc: Michael P. Ruark; Miller, Marla (ESC); Haws, Dan (RCO), Bunes, Kammie (RCO), Fox Jim
(RCO)

Subject: RE: School Dlstnct Response to City's Request for Second Continuance Request

This is a response sent to both the City of Lynnwood and the Edmonds School District:

" In reviewing both the original letter from the City and the response below from the School
District, | am left with inadequate information to make a decision on whether to take this issue
off the agenda for the upcoming RCFB meeting. You both make compelling cases for your
side of this argument. However, | am unable to ascertain whether a delay of 3 months will
indeed cause a delay of construction on this new school. Have permits been applied for?. Is

- the District planning a fall funding decision for the voters? What is the schedule for making =

critical decisions? On the city's side, it is unclear why a review of the appraisal or a new °
appraisal couldn't be completed in the time since the last RCFB meeting at WhICh you asked
for the first delay of a decision.

Given that uncertainty, | looked to the various contractual agreements between us and
between you. This conflict-between the City and the School District is governed by your
interlocal agreement. | strongly encourage you to look at the dispute resolutlon provisions of
that agreement and act accordmgly

Here is what your interlocal agreement requires of you:. "In the administration of this
“agreement and/or any dispute involving this agreement if the City's Park and Recreation
Department and the District's Mainenance Department are unable to come to agreement, the
‘matter shall be referred to the City's' Mayor and District's Superintendent for resolution. Should
agreement not be reached between the Mayor and the Superintendent, the City and the
District will each appoint an attorney at their.respective expense. The two attorneys will select
a mutually agreeable third attorney, the expense of that person to be shared equally by the -
City and the District. The three attorneys will be given a designated tlme to arrive at a decision
which shall be binding on both parties."

| suggest that either you.resolve this issue by consensus or rely on the contractual method of
dispute resolution. This dispute is not one for the RCFB to medlate :

l intend to demde on Tuesday, following a discussion with the chair of the Board whether to
* pull or retain this conversion request on the June agenda. | await your response to my '
suggestions and request for more information.

Kaleen Cottingham
Director
. Recreation and Conservatlon Off' ice




Ms. Cottingham, Director RCBO
1111 Washington Street SE
Olympia, Washington 98501 P.O. Box 40917

Mark Laurence ,
17326 7" Ave West
Bothell, WA 98012

JUN ;‘3?008
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June 1, 2008
Ms. Kaleen Cottingham, Director RCO

Board Members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board
| RECEIVED"

| | JUN -32008
Re:  # 80-014D, Conversion of Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields
_ REGREATION AND CONSERVATION QFFICE

Respondent: Mark Laurence, Chair of citizen’s group “SAVE OUR FIELDS”

We again will appear and testify at your next scheduled meeting on Friday, June 20, 2008 in
Bellingham, Washington. Our recommendation is that the Board deny the Edmonds School
District’s (ESD) application for conversion of the Lynnwood Community fields.

We still stand behind our submittals for the March 27, 2008 hearing that has been continued to
June 20, 2008. Our documents submitted at that time (with exhibits) are still relevant. The
School District has still not provided any documentation to validate their statements within
their application.

The purpose of this letter is described in three parts:

1. To demonstrate that many of the assertions in the application and staff report are
wrong.

2. Torespond to the Staff Report of March 2008 by Mr. Dan Haws, Grants Manager.
3. To add additional relevant facts.
PartI: Application errors, repeated as fact within the staff report:

e The new school and consequently the proposed fields will be more centrally located in
the District boundaries. Our exhibit #40; “Map of Edmonds School District Boundaries”
clearly refutes this claim. {note, we have previously submitted all listed “exhibits” to the
RCOB office in Olympia prior to the first hearing. We will have all 97 exhibits at the
Hearing in June if the Board needs to review them.)

¢ The Community has changed since the fields were constructed. Our exhibit #37,
“Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan”, shows no substantive changes for the last 25 years. It

would not take much study to determine that there are far more residents and users




within walking distance of the Fields than there were when the Fields were originally
constructed. We estimate that there are over 5,000 people within walking distance of
the Fields. While we have not done a definitive study to support this number however,
the District and Staff have done nothing to establish the size of the focal user base.

e The School District has worked for several years with its local recreational agreement
countefparts and representatives of recreational interest groups. In our “original
Rebuttal to Conversion” we address this “myth” because there is no evidence of record
that any collaborative effort has ever been made.

¢ The new proposed location is more “desirable”. This the Staff’s term in their report. See

our response under Part Il

Part l: Response to Staff Report:

Under “Staff Recommendation”, within the March 2008 staff report, it is stated that “the
Edmonds School District has submitted all documents needed to satisfy the conversion.” The
only document that our group is aware of is the actual application for conversion. All of our
responses have been directed at the assertions of fact within that document. We feel it is
incumbent upon the applicant (and subsequently the staff) to identify all applicable
documentation. If the staff is working with additional and relevant information, they have not
shared this with our group. Staff is well aware of our group and should have felt compelted to
share relevant documentation.

We believe that it is the responsibility of the applicant to support their requests through clear
documentation. We have submitted 41 separate exhibits to our document “rebuttal to
conversion” (we have an additional 56 relevant exhibits). We believe strongly that an
application in it self is not adequate to decide a public issue as important as this is.

The tone of the Staff is to treat this issue as an application process when it should have been
viewed as a public hearing process.

The staff report relies heavily upon the the report of Bassetti Architects as to the functionality
of the present Lynnwood high school buildings. This report is exclusively used to illustrate the
high school deficiencies. The lack of attention to the athletic fields and their functionality is

“stark” and suspect. The District’s application would have been much better supported if they
had a specific report on the the usability of the existing fields. The facts are, the existing fields
in question were constructed ten years or more after the school was build and they have seen
continuous improvements since. The Alderwood Mall was in place at the time of construction




and is more of a “driver” for the fields than a “distracter”. In talking to the City of Lynnwood,
there are no ground water, sewer or electrical problems on the current site.

It is disappointing that the Staff did not ask the City of Lynnwood (who they represent as a “co-
sponsor”’) what, if any, problems of functionality existed. The City currently has the
responsibility for the maintenance and operation of the fields.

The staff clearly identifies the requirements for conversion. The rules that require that the
conversion property be of “nearly equivalent usefulness and location” is the clear point of
contention here. We have presented our argument that locating the new fields on a windy
two-lane residential road surrounded by s-ingl_e_fa_l:hil'\,_f hamés,'Wit"haut subport services, and
public transportation is not “near” what the community has now. The District has provided no
sdpportive facts to argue this issue of “utility”. '

Page three (3} of the staff report lists the “substitution” requirements:

1,

4.

Alternatives to the conversion: The District nor the Staff mention the possibility of
offering this public property to the City of Lynnwood to continue its current use. As a
co-sponsor of the original project, it's odd that the district has not suggested this as an
alternative. There is no documentation to demonstrate a good faith offer to the City.

Justification that supports the replacement site as reasonably equivalent recreation
utility and location: Other than “educational needs”, none provided. The staff agrees
that the new site that is 3.5 miles (not 1.5 miles as incorrectly provided by ESD) away is
a more “desirable location”. “Desirable” is an adjective that provides no measureable
criteria. We argue that things like; traffic count past a facility, number of transit stops
near a facility, closeness to support services and number of single and multi-family
residences within walking distance are all measureable. If these were measured, it
would be clear that the existing athletic fields were clearly in the best location.

. Acres and market value: The size and market value are not issues we are addressing.

We do note that the proposed fields are behind the school and will not be nearly as
visible from the main road (North Road) as they currently are.

Opportunities for public participation in the process: The burden on the District is to
document the “numerous” meetings they describe. We could not find one instance of a

public meeting specific to relocation of the fields. We are submitting a news article
relating to the City of Lynnwood'’s effort to gather public input on a new indoor athletic




complex. We submit this to demonstrate how an “outreach” effort should be
conducted.

The staff apparently believes that the conditional use hearing (CUP) on May 9, 2006 was
held to consider and allow testimony about the relocation of the athletic fields. The
issue was specific to the relocation of the high school only. We have again submitted
the “Notice” as an exhibit. It clearly shows the “scope” of the hearing. It is unfortunate
that the staff did not review our submittals before using this hearing as an example of
“public participation”.

Part lll: New Relevant Facts:

As of this date, June 1, 2008, the District has not résponded to the demands of Snohomish
County relating to the “Uses” of the new fields under construction. The position of Snohomish
County is that the Community Use of the new fields may not be allowed. The community use of
the new fields on summer and school breaks, weekends, holidays and nights was never
revealed at the conditional use hearing held on May 8, 2007. The Conditional use allowed by
Snohomish County was for the “relocation of Lynnwood High School” (see NOTICE, all the
planning staff reports and studies related only to an “inter-scholastic use”. Our group called
the Planning Departments attention to the additional uses that the Edmonds School District
was anticipating (see our letter to Erik Olson, Principal Planner dated February 4, 2008).
Snohomish County has formally asked for_a response from ESD regarding the additional uses,
We believe that no conversion should be approved as long as there are “environmental
questions” that need to be resolved.

In our discussions with the City of Lynnwood, it is clear that the school district is continuing to
be non-collaborative and is not recognizing the difficult position the City is in. The City is tasked
with providing a Park System that includes outdoor recreation as one of its main components.
The District is (on its own) subverting the Mission of the Lynnwood Parks Program without
offering a reasonable alternative. Supporting and operating a new outdoor recreation project
well outside the City cannot be politically nor fiscally supported. The City has in good faith
honored its maintenance and operations agreement (valid until 2016). As a the original “co-
sponsor” they were not allowed into the decision making process as a proactive step. They are
having to “react” to the negative effects of the District’s “Application to Convert”,

Concluding Remarks:

We feel compelled to ask the question — When and under what conditions should Public Lands
be allowed to be “privatized” and removed from Public Use? Public lands should stay in the




Public domain until there is no clear “greater public need”. The Edmonds School District has
decided that the 40.1 acres it currently is located on is no longer needed for their educational
function. Clearly, another public user like the City of Lynnwood Parks Community, should have
some consideration before the land is unilaterally removed from the Public. Once Publicly
owned property is gone it requires the “Public” to re-buy it to meet the Mission of the Public
User.

Why, as an alternative, the District is not required to offer the City this property as needed for
community use is a serious concern. In a sense, the Recreation and Conservation Board has an
opportunity of assuring that Public Property stays in Public hands.to.assure the Mission of the

City’s Park Program as well as the “Mission” of the State Recreation and Conservation Office.

It would be much more positive to be having the discussion of how to maintain and operate the |
new fields under construction rather than how to eliminate a “Parks Jewel” in Lynnwood.

sincerely, N A 2 e

Mark Laurence
17326 7™ Ave West
Bothell, WA 98012

(425) 478-3163

Enclosures:
1. “NOTICE” of Hearing, May 9, 2006

2.. City of Lynnwood'’s list of community meetings relating to their new indoor recreation
center. '

3. Lletter ( February 4, 2008) to Erik Olson, principal Snohomish County Planner, regarding
the need for a hearing regarding the additional uses anticipated for the new Lynnwood
High School site.

4. Letter from Snohomish County to the Edmonds School District regarding the uses
planned.

5. Exhibit # 40, map of ESD service area.




NOTICE OF OPEN RECORD HEARING AND TRAFFIC IMPACT FEE

DETERMINATION
File Name:_Lynnwood High School Fiie Number: 06-101732-LU
Project: Canditional Use Permit and Landscape Modificaticn for the relocation of Lynnwood High School.

Location: Property is located north of 184" Street SW and west of North Road, to the north of Fioral Hills Cemetery.
Hearing specifics: Before the Snohomish County Hearing Examiner, May 9, 20086, 9:00 a.m., First Floor Hearing Room,
Administration Building East, 3000 Rockefeller Ave, Everett, WA. NOTE: if a valid SEPA appeal is filed, the hearing on
the appeal will be combined with the hearing on the underiying project application.’ '
Applicant: Edmonds School District No. 15

- Date of application/Completeness date: January 31, 2006
Approvals required: Conditional Use Permit, Landscape Modification and associated construction permits
Forest Practices: For projects requiring a Forest Practice permit from the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) and where no valid SEPA appeal is filed, the applicant may request early release of county comments
to DNR. Early release of county comments may enabie DNR to issue a forest practice permit for tree removal prior to the
project hearing or county approvals. :
Traffic Mitigation: This development will be subject to payment of a Transportation Impact Fee to Snohomish
County in an amount as listed in the project file. Any aggrieved person may appeal the decision applying an impact
fee under Chapter 30.66B (Title 26B) SCC to the Snohomish County Hearing Examiner by submitting a written appeal
to Planning and Development Services, in the manner and form prescribed by SCC 30.71.050, within 14 days of the
date of this notice.
Project Manager: Erik Olson, 425-388-3311, ext, 2646
Project Manager e-mail: Erik.Olson@co.snohomish.wa.us

Date of Notice: March 12, 2006

rOW TO USE THIS BULLETIN

To learn more about a project:

« Call the planner assigned to the project.

* Review project file at Snohomish County Planning and Development Services (PDS) 2™ Floor Customer Service
Center, Administration Building East. '

. fI?_e‘zrmit Colurgter Hours: 8-5p.m. M, T, W, F and 10 - 5 p.m. on Thursdays. Please call ahead to be cerfain the project
ile is available.

To comment on a project:

* Submit written comments to PDS at the address below. All comments received prior fo issuance of a department
decision or recommendation will be reviewed. To ensure that comments are addressed in the decision or
recommendation, they should be received by PDS before the end of the published comment period.

+ Comments on a project scheduled for a hearing before the hearing examiner, may be made by submitting them to PDS
prior to the open record hearing.

+ PDS only publishes the decisions that are required by Snohomish County Code. Persons will receive notice of all
decisions that they have submitted written comment on, regardless of whether or not they are published.

* You may become a parly of record for a project by: 1. submitting original written comments to the county prior to the
hearing, 2. testifying at the hearing or 3. entering your name on a sign-up register at the hearing. NOTE: only parties of
record may subsequently appeal the hearing examiner's decision or provide written or oral arguments to the county

council if such an appeal is filed.

To appeal a decision: '

» Department decisions (including SEPA threshold determinations). submit a written appeal and the $500 filing fee to
PDS plrior to the close of the appeal period. Refer to SCC 30.71 .050(5) for details on what must be included in a written
appeal.

* A SEPA appeal also requires that an affidavit or declaration be filed with the hearing examiner within seven days of
filing the appeal, pursuant to SCC 30.61.305(1). _ I

« Hearing examiner decisions issued after a public hearing are appealable as described in the examiner's decision.
Notice of those decisions is not published. You must have submitted written comments to PDS or written-or oral
comments at the public hearing in order to appeal a hearing examiner's decision.

HOW TO REACH US: b e
The Customer Service Center for the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services is located on the 2 tloor of
the County Administration Building East, 3000 Rockefeller Avenue, M/S 604, Everett WA 98201 425-388-3311 TTY

www.co.snohomish.wa.us/pds

ADA NOTICE: Snchomish County facilities are accessible. Accommodations for persons with disabilities will be provided upon advance request.

lamns cxmlrea cweme o



Rec center

on aquatics

' Councilman urges
“disclosure on how
to pay for renovatlon

BY Oscar HAIPERT
:_J__E‘nterpme edifor

LYNNWOOD
- The recommended plan for a refur-
blsheé reereation center won't be the
! “most expensive option but it won t be the
2 cheapest, either.
- If all goes according to plan the reno-
- Yation should bé COmpleted sometime .in
72010 or 2011 with expansmn to follow by
:‘two.or three years. -
7~ * “This Is a quality of life issue,” said Lynn
;.Sordel, the city of Lynnwood’s parks, rec-
- reation and cultural affairs director “Tt

_makes a statement that you take pridé and .

ca.re about the comimunity.”

He displayed renderings of the pro-
posed face lift during the City Council’s
"Monday, April 14 meeting.

Reiterating that the city’s 30-year-old
recreauon center has become inadequate,
Sordel outlined an architect’s conecept for
the first of two phases in that face ift: ren-

Can “tﬂﬂn:l Dxwsa 1%

remodel big

I

JUN - 37008

RECREATION AND CONSERVATION GRFICE”

The Lynnwood
City Council has.
reviewed this

" recommendation for
a$22-$25 million re-
furbished recreation
center to replace the
30-year old structure
along 44th Avenue
West. Residents will
have an opportunity
to weigh-int on the

. rec center redesign

in a series of public
meetings in May and
June. The council
makes its final
decision on which

. design and how to
pay for itin July.

Rendering courtesy
- dty of Lynnwodd
Neighborhood Meetings — Draft Schedule
Date ‘Lozation Time Date Location Time
May 6 Cotindf Chambers 430-6p.m. May 21 Fire Station 15 Training Room ~ 7-8:30pm.
May 38 Meadowdale High School 7-8:30p.m. May27 Spruce Elementary Library 7-8:30pm.
Great Hall May 28 Lynnwood Senior Center 6:30-8p.m.
; : June s Fire Station 14 7-830pm.
May 13 Coundi Chambers 7-830p.m. . P p
May 14 Edmonds School District 7-830pm. May ot June  Coundl Fbambers. - 12-1 3Q pm.
e lune9 Fire Station 15 Training Room  6:30-8p.m.
Service Center =
: ) June 12 Lynnwood Ytility 7-8:30p.m.
May20 - Open Door Baptist Church 7-8:30p.m. Maintenance Center

e, “it
r the

edin
mce

‘have
: ;how
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Published: Friday, May 16, 2008
Public gets closer'look at rec center remodel

By Oscar Halpent
Enterprise editor

After months of discussion within City Council chambers, city leaders took their proposal for a revamped
recreation center -- and healthier public -- to the people Thursday, May 8, for the first of eight neighborhood
meetings.

Of the dozen residents who gathered at Meadowdaie High School's Great Hall, most were supportive and some
had questions about the details of the proposal.

Mayor Don Gough told those gathered that the 30-year-old facility, funded through the sale of municipal bonds
that have since been retired, is no longer able to compete with other recreation centers and health clubs.

"People are going other places," he said. "We need major renovations to this facility or it's simply going to be
incapable of operating. It's time for us to step up."

The city has proposed a two-phase process for modemizing its aging recreation center at 18900 44th Ave, W.
The first phase, renovation and aquatics expansion, would cost an estimated $21.7 to $25.4 million (in 2010

completed in 2010.

The second phase, expansion, would cost another $35 million and be completed by 2012 or 2013. To pay for it,
the city would likely seek a public vote for additional bonds.

During renovation, the city will close the recreation center and move some of its programs to other places.

"We anticipate we are going to have a disruption in some of our activities and a cessation of many or all of our
aquatic activities," said Lynn Sordel, recreation, parks and cultural affairs director.

The outreach event also provided the city an opportunity to tie its Healthy Communities program into the push for
a revamped recreation center.

“One of the sirategies from the Healthy Communities Is increasing access to physical activity opportunities,”
Sordel said.

So it makes sense, he said, to talk about the recreation center in the context of Heaithy Communities, a statewide
program that the Snchomish County Public Health District is overseeing locally to improve public health starting
with the cities of Marysville, Lynnwood and, soon, Everett.

More than 50 people have been part of a Healthy Communities task force that's met since late last year to come
up with an action plan. '

"We want to give a framework to policy makers," said Keri Moore, healthy communities specialist with the health «
district. "We're trying to make the healthy choice the easier choice.”
Implementation of the plan comes next and will likely begin in the fall, Sordel said.

© 2008 The Enterprise Newspaperé, Lynnwood, WA,

http://'www.enterprisenewspapers.com/apps/pbes.dll/article?AID=/20080516/ETP03/5513...  5/25/2008




Mr.EikOlson . . February4,2008 = 3

' Senior Planner o

Snohomlsh County Planmng Dept ..: E _‘ _ : - o RECEIVED
'.-Re cup Lvnnwood High School, 06- 101732 W N JUN = d2008 LT
., Mr. Olson | E | REC-REATIONANDCONSERVATIONOFF}CE R

Weare aSk'"g you to review this partlcular approved Condltlonal Use Permit (CUP) for a new - o

o We belleve that the addltlonal light, trafhc, and nonse lmpacts ofa reglonal commumty athletlc"‘ ’

- related games each year at the: current site. We believe that this fact and other new

3 ;‘We belleve that muc;h new information has recentlv been dlscovered that requires: a revnew of '
secondary project that is being built in conjunction with the new school We are not suggestlng
that the school constryction ortlon__ of the‘CUP_ be revnewed e Lo T

e The Edmonds School DIStrICt (ESD), also known as the "Dlstrlct" has submltted an appllcatlon
(June 7, 2007) to the State.Recreation and Conservation Board (RCOB) asking to move the.
Lynnwood Athletic Complex currently (across from the Alderwood Mall) to the new hlgh schoo
site.- While the: school district:did mention athletic fi eids associated with a new high school in 7
~ their May 2006 CUP.hearing, they did not “quantify” the communlty athletic complex and its -
- impacts. We feel that there is much more information now in this State Application that should.},

have been revuewed and the Dlstrlct should submlt an ”amended" CUP appllcatlon i

: complex were clearly not addressed in the CUP hearing.. Durlng the entire hearlng, there was .
no mention, oral-or wrltten, concermng the impacts of a community athletic complex.. The . .
project of moving the Lynnwood Athletic Complex was never mentloned and data from thelr ,_"f‘,j ;
State Appllcatlon to the RCO Board was not provnded ' SRR

" In their State Appllcatlon the RCO. Board thev mentlon the current use of 2, 000 non school

‘ mformatlon should cause the Distrlct to prowde more mltlgation measures to thelr hlgh school A
' prolect - ' s

We believe that-the CUP approval for a new I1igh school is acceptable and your -

recommendatlons were appropnate for.a new high school with assoclated. athletic fields.. R
However, we believe that you should ask for.and réceive an updated appllcatlon that rnay be Lo
subject to the SEPA review process as requlred bv state and local regulatlons

7

"




Note: Al staff recommendatlons seemed to be interpreting: this projectas a school only :

| project. The fields are referred to as inter-scholastic in nature and use. The Enwronmental
'| CheckList describes community use on page 40 but it provided no “community.activity” data
This data is now available and should be revnewed inan. amended appllcatlon

We do belleve that after Your "re\new you W|II recommend the; Dlstnct submit an "amended
i roject - The Relocatlon of the L nnwood Athletlc

__________..___________...Comp.lex. _ R . ihhk L.

Please review the attached mformatlon an advise us as to your professuonal opinion. If you find _' - L T

that there is no need to review the approved. CUP we may want to appeal your dems;on
WOuId you also adwse us. on the appeal process? S

Please respond as soon as possuble and -

Thank you for your attentlon to this issue,

Sincerely,

~ Mark Laurence,.' Chalr for the SAVE OUR FIELDS cntlzens group

17326 ™ Ave West

Bothell, WA 93012

Attached
- 1 | :'CondltionaI'USe Permtt Staff Recommendatlons (Sno Co-unty)l -
2 Decmon of Hearmg Exammer Ed Good 6—27-2006

3 EDSD Apphcatlon for Fleld Conversnon. 10-13“2007

4 NOTICE of Open Record Heanng and Traff‘ ic Impact Fee Determlnatlon for May 9 L
AL 2006. ' ‘




e Sriohomish CQuniy

PSRRI .:-'Planningand DevolopmentServIces
'__:CountyEx,ecuﬂve R S S I . el oot

~/(428) 308-3311, - ; al
-‘.FAX (425) 383-3372 Lo

K February 21 2oos o
MarkLa nce. 7 WCONSERWON
17326 7"“E;Lve. West R SRS i -
Bl)thell WA9&012 ' ki a5

I am- wnhng to qonﬁrm recelpt of ybur le,tte,r dated Februa:y 4 2008 ‘e you express ' Qura
: _-: S tlzgrlugesnll\]s 2310111{1: tl;he future nse, ofthe:aﬂﬂeuc elds at the new Lyn.nwood ngh Schéol located“ aki
AR o oad. "

PDS has férwarded yom' concerns and doculmnts to ﬂaem School Dlstnct and is. wamn
: "S “fora rc.ply before we makea declslon of how t}us may aﬂ'ect 1h§ ourrent condmonal use perm1t

. " 1f you have any qﬁestl,oﬁs please cgntact me by emall at rl_"__ Gn@CO.5NiC
phone at 4233883311 ext, 2646: - L
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Natural Ftesources Bunld:ng

. 360
1111 Washington St SE TTY (360 ggg-?ggg
Olympia WA 98501 Fax: (360 902-3026
PO Box 40917 - = - o .- E-mail: info@rco.wa.gov
Oiympia WA 88504-0917 Lo . ’
ympra A . STATE OF WASHINGTON ; web ste: www_ feo-wa.gov
RECREATION AND CONSERVATION OFFICE
" June 2, 2008

Mark Laurence s
- 17326 7th Avenue West
Both'eII,;WA 98012

Dear Mr. Laurence:’

| received your April 15 letter following. up on your testimony at the Recreation and
Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) on March 27, 2008. in your letter you clarrty your
concerns relatrng to the process the board uses to consider conversions and your belief-
- that the grant manager mfluenced the “hearing” process. You also say that the RCFB i is .
' quasr-judlmal”

D The purpose of this Ietter is to clanfy the role of the RCFB and staff ot the Recreatron
¢ and Conservatlon Offlce

. Frrst of all, the HCFB is not quasi-judicial. Quasi-judicial means the body makes - )
- decisions typically reserved for courts with judges. The RCFB makes decisions on how’
. to use federal and state funds for recreation and conservational opportunities. The
public is invited to make-comments at these meetlngs but the comments are not
" considered testimony. Quasi-judicial bodies in the State of Washington are the Board of
-Tax Appeals, Environmental and Land Use Heanngs BoardJ and the Growth :
Management Heanngs Board

> Second, when a staff recommends approval of a conversion it is a statement that staff
believe the project sponsor has met the required criteria. These criteria are- found'in .
RCO Manual 7. | have enclosed the relevant information for you from this manual. - #20
explains the pollcres/crrterra that apply to development and restoration projects while
#23 explains the conversion process. Please be aware that “IAC” is the former name
- ofthe Ftecreatlon and Conservauon Funding Board.:

Ihope this clanfres for you the role of the RCFB and staff. . T

Recreation and onservation Staff
Enclosure

Recreation and Conservatlon Funding Board Satmon Recovery Funding Board Washrngton Brodwersrty CouncrI
© woien , Washrngton Invasive Species Council « Forum on Menitaring Salmon Hecovery and Watershed Health o & '
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._Iune 3,2008

Kaleen Cottingham, Director ‘
The Recreation and Conservation Office
P.O. Box 40917

—-Olympia, Washington 98504-0917- -~ ..

Dear Ms. Cottinéham:

The City understands that the role of the RCO is to recommend approval or denial of the
conversion based upon certain known criteria, including a judgment about the replacement value
of the property which is proposed to substitute for the current recreational property. It is our
understanding that we are a party to the conversion decision and have a right to be heard as to the
quality and accuracy of the appraisal being put forth by the school district. Our ability to respond
promptly to the issue of valuation of the property was interfered with by the fact that although we
made many, many requests to the school district for it’s “new” appraisal over the several months
leading up to the March RCFB meeting, they refused to provide the appraisal to us for our review
until less than 10 days before the meeting. That is not acceptable. Immediately upon the receipt
of the “new” appraisal, we contacted our forensic appraiser, who has already reviewed the old
appraisal, to have an expert analysis done on the “new” appraisal. It must'be noted for your
attention, that the “new” appraisal states an even lower value for the property. It is not possible
for an appraisal rejected by the National Park Service, for which has already been done to take
into account the massive commercial development of the property for which specific plans have
already put forth to the City, and then have the appraisal come out with a lesser value. As our

forensic appraiser stated in writing on March 26, 2008:

“For what it is worfh, I have a hard time accepting the fact that 12.4 acres of level land
~ across the street from Alderwood Mall is equal in value to 16.8 acres of somewhat
- undulating land off North Read.” Bold font added. '

Our forensic appraiser also stated to us immediately following the RCFB meeting, that since the
school appraisal had just arrived, his work commitments did not allow him to start inmediate
work on the forensic analysis of the “new” appraisal. As we stated to you in our May 23, 2008,
letter: : , -

“As a result of this circumstance, the City contacted two other approved appraisers who
state they could not complete the independent review with they board’s required time
frame.” [i.e. the June 19 RCFB meeting, | :

We have received a commitment by our forensic appraiser as follows:

“I could initiate the assignment and be completed within 45 days.”




Kaleen Cottingham
June 3, 2008
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Please see the attached letter from our appraiser dated May 21, 2008.- We ensured that we can get
the appraisal work done by the September RCFB meeting, and we did so before we asked you for
a continuance. '

In summary, we understand that we héve a rlght tb be heard on the quality, accuracy and

meet the board’s deadlines, but it is 1mpossnble when the school district refuses to cooperate.
Your suggestion that the alternative dispute resolution procedures in the underlying contract is
very helpful and the City will seek to have a similar process initiated ASAP. However, it is a fair
observation that the alternative process will not be able to be done in the next 15 days and then to
have the solution distributed for review by all concerned, including your office.

The following comments pertain to the email submltted by Jerry Lutz on Frlday, May 30, 2008, at
4:12 p.m.

Observations About the School District’s Allegations. According to the District, the appraisal
. process to establish that the property value is “extraneous™ to the RCO review. If that is so, then
the RCO’s role must also be “extraneous™ to the conversion process. The District seems to
believe the RCO is merely a “rubber stamp™ in this process. We do not. We believe we have a
right to gather appropriate, relevant information and present it to the RCFB.

This position is at odds with the City’s view that the RCO, as a party to the agreement and
disburser of recreational funds, has a significant interest in the recreational continuity of the

. programs at issue. In this instance, where a “new” school facility located in a residential area is
to be exchanged for other property located in a commercial/retail area, the value of that property
relates directly to the amount of property necessary to dedicate to recreation to achieve functional
equivalence. The direct comments of one of your board members at the March meetmg appeared
to reflect this reality.

Whether the City has any legal right to participate in the conversion process in beyond your
board’s purview. The City notes, however, that it — not the school district — was the applicant for
the grant. The City signed the contract, and the City contributed in excess of $500,000.00 to this’
project. If necessary, the City will seek to determine its legal rights in federal court proceedings.
But that is not the City’s goal or desire. We wish to be heard and to be given an adequate time to
develop a professional and data based presentation of our sincere concerns. The City’s interest
lies in ensuring that a functionally equivalent program, that is consistent with City levels of
service, established in lawfully mandated growth management plans, is maintained.

No Delays Will Occur. The City does not understand how a delay untif September can result in
delays to the District’s school project. That project lies in Snohomish County and is being
permitted by Snohomish County — not the City. The City agreed over a year ago to a formal
federal waiver to allow construction to proceed before the conversion issue was decided. The

county’s permitting process is not concerned with, nor is it in any way affected by the request for

conversion. The facility is fully planned and nearly half-way constructed. Approval or denial of
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conversion will not change construction completion or the [and area involved. The project will
go forward whether or not conversion is approved.

Negotiations Have Already Begun. The City and the District agreed in a face-to-face meeting
(which included the private developer representatives also) in early December 2007 to engage in
direct discussions concerning operational issues posed for recreational activities by the new
school site. In fact, good progress has been made toward resolving these issues since the March

27 RCFB meetmg S

Meaningful Discussion Demands Timely & Quality Appraisal Information. Once the City
has its forensic appraisal information in hand, we will directly discuss value issues, but until then,
the City lacks information to engage in meaningful discussions.

Dispute Resolution Process. As mentioned earlier, we believe your alternatlve dispute
resolution process idea has merit and we will in good faith pursue | it. However, we must note that
your suggestion that we resort to the dispute resolution provisions of agreements governing the
existing site, and which relate to the operations of the existing site, does not appear to be feasible
because the arbitrator cannot make a decision concerning valuation that would be binding upon
either the RCO’s recommendation or the agency deciding this issue for the federal government, -
i.e. the National Park Service.

Sincerely,

CITY OF LYNNWOOD

Lynn D. Sordel
Parks, Recreation & Cultural Arts Director

Enclosure -

cc. Mayor Don Gough

- City Attorney Mike Ruark
Economic Development Director David Kleitsch
Gerald Lutz, Perkins Coie




School District Response to City's Request for Second Continuance Req_u'est'

From: Cottingham, Kaleen (RCO)

Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2008 11:02 AM

To: "Lutz, Jerry (Perklns Coie)"; Lynn Sordel

Cc: 'Michael P. Ruark'; ‘Miller, Marla (ESC)'; Haws, Dan (RCO); Fox, Jim (RCO); Langen, Rachael
(RCO); Connolly, Rebecca (RCO); Jennings, Darrell (RCO); Austin, Marguerite (RCO)

Subject: RCFB meeting agenda for the upcoming meeting in June (Bellingham)

Attachments: Agenda_June2008 V11 FINAL .doc
This email i is to the City of Lynnwood and the Edmonds School Dlstrlct

After reviewing both of your responses to my earlier email (below) and after discussions with
‘the RCFB chair, we have decided to keep the conversion request on the June Board agenda.
This agenda item is item # 16. This topic is on the agenda for Friday June 20th at

apptoximately 10:30"ani. “The Board will be holding its migeting in” Bellmgham'“l ‘haveincluded
a copy of the final agenda. :

By including this item on the agenda does not mean that a final decision will be made at this
‘meeting. You both will have the opportunity to make your argument for delay or decision at

this meeting. Staff will include all correspondence on this topic (lncludlng email) in the packets .
being delivered to the Board.. , '
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& Item #16, Lynnwood Communlty Athletlc Fields, Conversuon Request
June 2008 :
Attachment D

' Attachment D: Public Comment and Informatlon from City of Lynnwood and
'Edmonds School District Provnded in March 2008 Board Notebook
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Staff Copy , RCFB
State of Washington, Recreation and Conservation Funding Board. (RCFB)

Respondent:‘ Citizens Committee to “Save Our Fields”, Mark Laurence, Chair

o Mark L aurenCe . o

17326 7™ Ave West
Bothell, WA 98012

Re: Conversion Request, Edmonds School Dlstrlct #15, relatlng to the ijx_lwood

Athletic Fields

AR

Attached is our response to the requested conversion. This group has worked hard
to present another “view” of this process. We have prowded evidence of why the
proposed “conversion” is not in the best interest for the community it serves.

Our rebuttal follows the samé llne of questions used within the convqrsion |
application. For clarification, we have attached the conversion application
submitted by the Edmonds School Dlstrlct

The application should be denied or at least delayed until the applicant has fully
complied with all the conversion reqmrements

We thank you, in advance, for your careful consideration of this issue,
) TS ST L S i S S T ?‘j\ - E e

Note: All referenced exhibits have been serit to the Olympia Office. -~
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( To:  Ms. Kaleen Cottingham, Director RCO
_ Board Members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board
Ms. Val Ogden, Chair
: . Mr. Bill Chapman,

Ms. Karen Daubert

"~ Page |%

e .____Mr._Steﬁen_D[ew______ o R

| .Mr. Jeff Parsons
Loren Simmonds, Presldent l.ynnwood Clty Council
" Terrv Ryan, Mayor, City of MIII Creek .‘
Don Gough Mayor, City of Lynhwood
. Aaron Reardon, Snohom:sh County Executive
Lynn Sordel L\jnnwood Parks Dlrector
Lisa Utter, Lynnwood City Coyl__\oil I[ais_pn to Parks Board
Duo_ne- Karna, (_:hairmao-of th.ei- Lynnwood I;arks Board
Oscar Halpert, Lynnwood Editor, The Enterprise

AR

Date: March 27 & 28, tentative dates of hearing in Olympla

Respondent: Citizens Committee to “Save Our Fiélds"’, (M'ark Laurence, Chair)

Mark Laurence
17326 7" Ave West
Bothell, WA 98012
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Critical Considerations:

e The Edmonds School District #15, (Dlstrlct) has binding Development and Operatlons
Agreements for the exlstlng Lynnwood Athletlc Complex site with the Crty of. Lynnwood
and Snohomish County until the year 2019. (exhlblts 71,72, 73 74, and.75)

- e—The District doey not have: Ao Qeratlo or ’rundlng plan in place for |ts proposed
Lynnwood Athletlc Complex

: ‘o. The Dlstrrct has not applled for the requnred SEPA Review.to. Snohomlsh County for the
' new Lynnwood Athletlc Complex. {exhibit 77)-- :

o The District has not made anv effort to Iook for a reasonable alternatlve solut|on
(exhlblt 22)

¢ What happens to the Lynnwood Athletic Complex if the DIStI‘lCt cannot legally fund its
operatlons? (exhlblts 50 & 42) L R

B S

conversnon prOJect that were not explamed in thelr Condltlonal Use Permlt (CUP) fora
new hlgh school (exhlblt 79)

Rebuttal -.Evldence Points:

e The Distru:t Is not Ieglslatlvely empowered to be a sole Community Recreatlon
Provider. , .
* The Dlstrlct has failed to clearly identify the Lynnwood Athletic Complex asa separate
~ andindependent Project.

¢ The District has expended funds mapproprrately from the February 2006 Capital Bond
. I.evy for a new Lynnwood high school by usmg momes for a community athletic
“complex. .

* The District has selected a low densnty and |solated residential area to Iocate alarge
':community athletic complex. _ ;
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The District has failed to provide an environmental ,lmpact statement related to the
relocation of the Lynnwood Athletic Complex as required by “Manual 7 Policy”.

The District has not submitted any agreements with the local parks community, (Clty
of Lynnwood, Mill Creek or Snohomish County) for operations and cost sharing of the
new athletic fields.

' ‘The District has failed to notlfy the surroundlng resldents of the impacts relatlng to

the current heavy use of the' athletlc complex (estlmated to be greater than 2000 non-
school games peryear). - '

-...The District_has failed to show. how-the current-location;- operatlon and-use of the -

Lynnwood Athletic Complex would have equal or better provrsuon in.the new location.
The District has failed to look at viable alternatlves for the Regional Athletic Complex
such as to continue to allow the use of the existing complex by the City of Lynnwood.
The District has failed to provide adequiate documentation in their application for
conversion that meets the minimum requirements of the Recreation and Conservation
Office {RCO). (Pollcres required for conversron) _ ;

The new site will no longer allow the connection to the interurban Trail System that

' ~extends from South Everett to the Snohomish-King County line. - -~ -

There is no demonstrated reconciliation of the contractual rights of the Cityof
Lynnwood (nor Snohomish County) under the 1980, 1994, and the 1996 agreements.
(exhibits 23, 71, 72, 73, and 74) The Clty contributed the $344, 000 of matching funds

'in'1980, and an additional $150,000 in 1996. Snohomlsh County Contrlbuted $211 000

in 1996. These agreements are in effect until 2019. They require the Clty of Lynnwood
and Snohomish County's approvals to vacate their rights and responsibilities.
Relocation of Athletlc complex is in conflict with Lynnwood’s “Healthy Communlty
Initiative” as well as the “Vision, Mission and Core Values” for Parks. (exhibit 29).

The ‘Conversron" is in conflict with the intent of the Land and Water Conservation

" Fund Act of 1965. Funds were intended to encourage the healthy actwrties of the:

citizéns. The citizens of I.ynnwood would “|ose” in the conversion process. (See
exhibit 23).

v City of Lynnwood Councll is concerned over the proposal see Seattle Times artrcle by

Lynn Thompson. {exhibit 36)

' The Snohomish County Planmng staff was confused over the scope of the Pro;ect

They understood that the athletrc f‘elds were only for “interscholastic "uses (exhibit
11).

" Relocation of the Lynnwood: Athlétic Complex was not discussed at the Condltional

Use Plan (CUP) hearing on June 27, 2006. {exhibit 16). -
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Rebuttal Summary Text:

Edmonds School Dlstrrct (ESD), aIso referred to as the Drstrlct has not conducted an open and
collaborative process regarding their efforts to move the Lynnwood Athletic Complex Our
submittal is intended to clearly describe another “viéw” of their proposal with the intent to-
demonstrate why the existing location is the best for our community. We do'supportthe
Edmonds School District in adding athletic fields to their new high school. The community
needs more fields but not the removal of-existing fields to a remote location. The School -
District has mishandled the process and their application should.be wrthdrawn and redrafted

~ with accurate data. They also need to address their funding dilemma.as relates to their 2006

Bond Levy (copy attached). It is our position that they have no legal authority to use monies
from this:ballot approval for an athletic complex that goes beyond a normal high sctiool.: The
only way to address this is for Snohomish:County to call for an-election: ‘addressing the fundlng
issue. Moving and funding a large Community Athletic Complex is no:small‘¢onceri to:the
community. Transparency and open process demands clarity and truthfulness within the ballot
process. We are confident the voters will approve fundmg for more recreational properties but
may have trouble with ellmlnatmg a “premier complex” that has so much accessibility, visibility

-and support facilities (eatmg, family entertainment and shopping). Families are drawn to the

Lynnwood Athletic Complex by having a place to exercise and compete athletically which is
wnthm walkmg distance of other entertalnment and support activities, The existing Lynnwood

: Athletlc Complex is clearly an amenlty for the reglon and |t complements the Lynnwood Parks
| System ‘ ' | ‘

l

The ESD’s appllcatlon for conversion is poorly presented w:th many errors, elther in Ioglcal and :

- coherent conclusions.and/or in the lack of supporting documentation that would.factuall_y S
“support their statements. The application seems to have been drafted soon-after the Drstnct

realized the requnrement to seek approval from the State Conservation and Recreatlon Board.
This application came late in their planning and commitment for the relocation of their new
high school. The school dlstrlct began their efforts to relocate the school.in early 2004 with .
their ballot |ssue gomg out m February of 2006 The fact that they did not make applrcatlon for
conversmn untrl June of 2007 suggests they remamed unlnformed of thelr requirements,
under the 1980 Agreement Whlle we may somewhat understand the "catch -up effort” |t st|Il
does not forglve the poor and. m:sleadlng representatlon

TR

Pertaining to the ESD Application Documentedin: =~

to Recreational Restrictions Pursuant te Project Contract :N‘o‘. 30-“0:14D R




The following is the Citizens Committee to “Save Our Fields” Response to aforementioned 6

(f) conversion proposal sectlons BB and 5 through 6. Sectlons of the proposal document are
outlmed and addressed below s

1. A Ietter of transmlttal from the State: Llalson foicer (SLO), I.aura Eckert Johnson, '
recommending theproposal. - - . ool SREIREE
We have:not seen the: "I.etter of Transmittal” referenced here. This only references the
.First Grant {(80-014D). There is no mention of the other contnbutlons 1o the athletlc fi elds
" by the City of Lynnwood -and Snohomish County ' ‘

2. Describe in detail the sponsor’s need to convert the'Section 6 (f) parkland including all
. efforts to consider other practical alternatives to'this conversion, how they were
evaluated, and the reasons they were not pursued BN

A

It must be t" rst stated that the Dlstrlct’s answers in thrs sectlon are descrlblng the justrﬁcauons
for moving the hlgh school to a new site. This is a curious approach since this application js not-
related to the educational needs, problems or plans for a new school. The focus should be on
the need to relocate the Lynnwood Athletic Complex.:Even $o; we feel a need to resporfd‘to o
some of the statements.as an attempt to clarlfy the District’s. motwatlon for thelr demsrons '
related.to the application for conversion: TR PR EES Lo R

In thelr proposal the ESD suggests that the character of the surroundmg area has changed
since'the f‘elds Were constructed in '1980. However at that time, the 1980 Athletlc Fleld ‘
constructlon was completed when most of'the commercial constructlon had already taken
place. ‘A casé tould'be madeé thatthe 1979 opemng of the Alderwood Mall was a srgnn‘” cant
“driver” for the Lynnwood Athletic Complex. The'1978 agreement (exhibit 74} supports the |
location and the joint operation model for the athletic fields. : :

The new school |ocat|on is not “Bothell” as described but is.in the. unmcorporated area that is .
not within the Lynnwood “Mumapal Urban Growth Area" (MUGA exhlblt 39). Thisisan
important distinction since the City of Lynnwood has no le‘ISdICtIOna| role even though the
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project continues to use the name “Lynnwood Athletlc Complex” The Ml" Creek Post OfF ice
services this area (98012). : Lo G : : :

The existing Lynnwood ngh School is currently in the center of its service area {see attached
map, exhibit 39}. The new location is on the eastern border, clearly not in the center of the
service area. Edmonds School District has acknowledged (hearmg date May 7, 2006} that all of
their students will be eligible for busing at the new location. They also have testlf' ed that |

currently 30% of the students are within’ walkmg distance. “This is an important distinction since
It raises the question of why reloca_te__t_o & more remote site? 'We contend that the decision was

N

based upon economics versus service. The current site of the school and athletic fields are
“potentially” much more valuable than the new site. The Edmonds School Board is accountable
for any decision relating to: where to locate their schools: ‘However, there is no compelllng
reason that the “Recreational Community” needs to accept the relocatlon of the Reglonal
Athletic Complex facrllty to an inferior Iocatlon (exhibit 16 & 18) R

The School District’s statement, “the new school site is more centrally located within the
district boundaries than the existing school to better serve the School District’s constituents
currently served by the exlstlng School” is clearly a mlsrepresentatlon of the facts Why the

school district would make this klnd of statement prowdes reason for a cautious review of any

and all information presented in their. appllcatlon (exhlblt 18)

The 20 4 acres of athletlc fields is on publ:cly owned property W|th the current zonmg of ”Publlc
Use". The Edmonds School Dlstrlct as of th|s date, has yet to apply for a change in the zomng
They could ant|c1pate that “up zomng ’ would be detrlmental to the issue of equal appralsals
required by the conversion criteria. (exhibit 78}

The Lynnwood Athletnc Complex |s m the most V|5|ble, acce55|ble and convement Iocatlon of any
athletic complex in Snohomish County An argument could be made that |t is the most wsnble,
and accessible athletic complex in the entire State of Washmgton o

Itis mterestmg to note that whlle the School Dlstnct makes a strong case for how def‘ C|ent the
e)'('lsting site is, yet they have contracted wnth a large developer (Cypress Equltles) for ground _
lease of the exlsting forty acres. Clearly, the exlstlng hlgh school has ground water problems

but there is no indication or proof given that the Athletic Ftelds are deficient.

The school district makes the statement that the new 5|te wrll not accommodate a reglonal »
athletic complex if the eX|st|ng old site is not ”redeveloped" The school dlstrlct at thls date has

7 already completed ground and underground lmprovements on the new S|te to allow for the

additional athletic i elds They have done this with the money prowded through the 140 ml"IOl‘l
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dollar.capital bond levy as approved in February of 2006. This application was dated June 5,
2007. Why would the district state that they will not accommodate the fields when they are
currently progressmg on thelr constl'uctlon?

.-

The Edmonds School Dlstrlct is |n wolatlon of thelr approved Levy of February 2006. There was
no approval for an athletlc complex given in this ballot issue (see attached copy-of ballot .
- language and exhlblts 32 41 42)

It would be har,d to explain why the District did not specifically address this issue in their ballot -

language nor their Resolution 05-29. It is also questionable why the District would chodse-an
expensive “Special Election” that provided no voter’s pamphlet to explain the scope of their

high school project. (exhibits 32 & 47) _

S

1

We belleve that the "converslon” and relocatlon of the Lynnwood Athletic Complex is
' wnthout merlt and voter approval

The DIStI"ICt suggests that if they abandon the hlgh school where the exnstmg fields re5|de then
the remalnlng recreatlonal faculltles wnll be of little use The assumptlon here is that there is no
other Publ|c User Clty, County, Federal agency that would be W|II|ng to mamtam the exustlng ,
complex

The Clty of l.ynnwood is currently lookmg for a snte for thelr outdated Recreatlon Center The :
Clt\/ of Lynnwood has also identifi ed the need iito purchase the old I.ynnwoocl ngh School
sité.” in thelr 2007-2008 Parks Strateglc Plan (exhlblt 38) :

Since the District has not demonstrated any effort to solicit such a user we do not havethe .
answer to that' questlon Asa Publlc entlty, the Dlstr|ct has the obllgatlon to. try and keep Publlc

‘Use property in the Public Domam ‘Ifa bona-f‘ de ef'fort falls, only then should they be free to

pursue other ways of dlsposmg of the property

The statement that “The School Dlstrlct has worked closely for several years with its local
recreatlonal agreement counterpartles and other representatives of local recreatlonal :
mterest groups to find a solutlon " seems to a statement wnthout support We have checked '
with the foIIowmg groups and they have had no contacts from or taken no action to support the
DIStrICt

I
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s . Lynnwood Parks and Recreation Board
¢’ .. Mill Creek:Parks and R-ecreation-Boa‘rd"‘- : ‘
e ' Snohomish County Parks Board
. Aldenrvood Little League
. .South Snohomlsh County Youth Soccer Assomataon_ .
° _Northwest Chrlstlan Sports League
LI Edmonds Soccer Club
o Sno-ng Youth Club
- &7 Terrace- Brler Soccer. Club .
. 'NWN (Northwest Natlonals)Premler Soccer Club
s Lynnwood Soccer Team.

o . City, of. Lynnwood Adult Softball League

The Distrlct seems to have been working in a communlcation vacuum in regards to
collaboration with the recreational community '

Section 6(f) (3) of the LWCF and IAC policy allows for a conversion when there is a change in
land use or development that may make some assisted areas obsolete over time, particularly _
in rapidly changing urban areas.

Fact:-There is no change in land use surrounding the Lynnwood Athletlc Complex The zonmg
and:use has been consustent since 1980 (exhrblt 37) S

Fact: The area is already bmlt-out and there are no S|gns that the character of the area W|II
change. There are no studles or reports by the City of Lynnwood suggesting changes of use.

The burden is on the School District to factually support their statements regardlng the "rapldly

, changing nature of the area”. The need for the removal of the high school may be supported
because of “educational” concerns. However, the very nature of the area makes |t rdeal for a
major communlty athletic complex (visibility, support facilities, and access)

1. Provnde a statement on how the conversion is in. accord with the State Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP)

We have not been able to cbtain this document..
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2. Complete the State Appraisal Review certification in Step 7 for both the converted and ( B
replacement parcels certifying that the appraisals. meet the “Uniform Appraisal Standards '
for Federal Land Acqulsitrons” :

The question of “appraised value belng equwalent" should be viewed W|th strong |

skepticism. Logic says that 12.4 actes Iocated on 184th Street SW (mam Alderwood Mall -
arterial) has to have an immensely higher value than property on a rural two lane road in

the unincorporated area of Snohomish County. Because we have not recelved a certlf ed
.copy of an appralsal we have contacted a Iarge\and highly res_pected develoger Mike

Echelbarger (dba Echelbarger Propertles) and his conclusion i is that the total 40.1 acres
would have a commercial value of 87 million dollars. ‘The properties located along 184th
Street (the 12.4 acres within the 40.1 acres) would command a' much higher price per acre.
The residential property value of the site under development would have a significantly
lower value in comparison. We recogmze the requirements of the conversion is to only
compare the value of current zomng However, the Board should consider this information

~ in relation to “motivation” for the conversion. The decisioh of the school District has’
,nothmg to do wnth “quality” of the new site for recreatlonal use, ...

Sy

Alternatlves to Converslon

No Conversion Action There are potentlally other Publlc Users that may be interested in
maintaining the existing Lynnwood Athletic Complex. The District has made no effort i in
soliciting‘a new'Public User. Itis true as, as the DlStl‘ICt has stated, that prowdlng "
community recreational facilities is not within their "educatlonal mission”. The same
. _cannot be said for the Lynnwood Park System with partnerships with Athletic Associations.
'.‘To date, the Drstrlct has not solicited the City of Lynnwood and offered this as an
aIternatlve We belleve that the City of Lynnwood would be reluctant to lose the "amemty”
ofa premler” regaonal athletlc complex (exhlblt 51)

Convert the existing fields and abandon the Lynnwood site: The District suggests that such
an action would create “better functlonalltv” asa regronal recreatlon center. Thls isa
“stretch reality” view. A regional community athletic complex located on a narrow and
windy two-lane road surrounded with single-family residential properties, no public . -
transportation available, no nearby facilities for eating or shopping, no recreational partners
identified, and no longer connected to the newly expanding inter-urban trail would limit its
utility as compared to the existing site.
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The vast majority of Snohomish county residents have no idea where Notth Road is or how
to access it. No multiple family housing exists and will ever likely be allowed in this area. All
access would have to be gained via automobiles. The lighting and-noise will surely be a
point of contention with surrounding neighbors. Even though this new:site is 1-1/2 miles as
the “crow flies”, there are only three ways to reach it on North Road - from the West,
South, and North. (exhibit 46) S o

_From the Waest starting out on Larch Way, one route is through the 93 smgle famlly home

| m|les)

¢ From the South, another route is via Filbert Road (Hwy 524) which is very p055|bly the
most dangerous road in South Snchomish County. v

-»  Lastly, the North route uses 164™ Street SW (just recently gained the dublous
- recognition for reachmg “Ultimate Capacity” ) ‘ ‘

The point to emphasize here is that none of -these'-routes provide better aiternatives than the
existing site’s ability to support regional athletic-events. {exhibit:8) '

3. for'tho "Perklonc)l oroooSal fo"r' eoh'version:

a. . ldentify the specific Iocatlon, 9-d|git zip code, and name of park or recreation
‘area proposed for conversion. = - TS S -

| le 98037 (Lynnqug Athletiecorn'prlle.it)'_f

- Lynnwood Athletic Complex

b. Describe the area proposed for the conversion including acreage to ba _
~ converted and any acreage remaining. For determining the size of the conversion,
consider not only the physical footprlnt of the non-recreation
developmentlactwntles but how the development/actlwties will impact the entire
" G(f) park area. Descrlbe the recreatlon resources, facnhtles, and recreation
: ‘ opporturutles that W|Il be |mpacted dlsplacecl or lost by the proposed conversion.
'~ For proposals to partially convert a Section 6(f) park area, the remaining 6(f)




: parkland must remain rec:reationallyr viable and not be |mpacted bythe non- -

recreation activities that are triggermg the conversion.

-physmal fitness trail

AR PR L A R

Lighted Multi;purpose Soccer Field . .

- Two lighted multi-purpose softball fields- -

Lights for the football field, track, baseball fields, and tennis courts
Restrooms
Malntenance and storage bmldmg

Playground equmment
Picnic area b -
20.4 acres of recreational property - -

Note: The School District states that the non-converted remaining recreational areas
(Baseball, tennis, and football fields) would not remain “viable” upon conversion.

Since the.grant monies were distributed over all of the 20.4 acres of athletic fields,
an argument could be made that the: District has “conversion” responsibilities over -
the expanded area {not just 12.4 acres). (exhibit_s 71 and 72). -

Describe the Commumty and population served by the park mcludmg who

uses the park and why?

The Lynnwood Athletic Complex is a regional facility servihg all recreational users in
South Snohomish County as well as North King Countv5' It has easy access to both I1-405
and I-5 freeways. Public transportation makes it attractive to a community of more than
400, 000 people. Its location on the north side of the Alderwood Mall enhances its
visibility and enables new users to easily find it. An obscure facility on North Road
would require a map and still may be very confusing to find. '

For partial conversions... Lo S g

Only the portion fi financed W|th Federal funds is belng converted The City of
Lynnwood s 50% contrlbutlon |s not addressed The Clty of Lynnwood Edmonds School
District and the Department of Interlor were the 5|gnatures on the 1980 Agreement

"(exhlblts 30) The Clty contrlbutlons are not recogmzed Based on their level of funding |

Page |11

()




Page |12

( contributions, it is very unlikely that they are willing to walk away'frorn their

' investment. When we say mvestment", it implies an expectatlon that the “value” of
thie transaction will go up over time. Certainly, for the citizens of Lynnwood their
recreational dollar investment has created value, much greater than the original cost.

‘ This is due to the “special” location as well as the, “quality” of the 20.4 acres.

4. Forthe proposed replacement site:

A

: -‘é',.'_-"_é}is&a‘c'é%'i&éé’t'iii?'fhé'b' indicating sp_eaﬁ clocation of site and associated 9:digit zip

~.code, clearly indicating major roadways and waterways. If site will be added to an
* existing public park/outdoor recreation area; indicate on map. ‘Show geographical
. relationship betweén replacement site and Section 6(f) converted parkland.

Zip: 98012 (Mlll Creek)

See the Dlstrrct’s submlttals PIease note the re5|dent|al character of the area proposed
' Also, 1 note the lrmlted access for travelmg traffic. The District’s appllcatlon is correct, the
s closest route i53.5 mlles in length. What it doesn t clearly describe is the many “stops &
turns that must be negotlated in reachmg the sute The proposed site will be “invisible”
'to the vast majorlty of the community. There are no sidewalks serving the proposed
site. No Public transportation is provided and Community Transit is offering no
‘ xganded service to.this “low densutv” re5|dent|al area: (exhlblt 8)

" “b. Describe the site’s physical charactenstlcs and resource attributes by descrlbmg
' and quantifying the types of resources and features ‘on the site (for example, 15
© acres wetland 2,000 feet beachfront, 50 acres forest scenic views, 75 acres
riparian, vacant lot, special habitat, any unique or special features, structures, -
recreational amenlties, hrstorlcallcultural resources, hazardous
- _ materlals/contamlnation history, restrictlons, mstltutlonal controls, easements,
_&_rlghts-of-way, overhead/underground utilltles lncludlng overhead wires, towers,

etc..

Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD). has an adjacent easement to the west
side of the proposed property. This easement is for the Prlmary Transmission Lines
_ from Bonneville Power. Currently there are two lines with the anticipation of:a third
- + - line being installed in the near future. These are the power lines that serve all of
( ,,,,, _.,) ' Southwest Snohomish County. (exhibit 10, letter from the PUD}:




ST

1 c Identlfy the replacement site owner and its recent hlstory of uselfunctlon up to

. the present

i

it is known that the replacement site ownethas been ESD. For the period 6f at least 30
years, they have kept this area as forested property.

. Explain in detall how the proposed replacement site s of reasonably equivalent

. usefulness and location as the property being converted. -Describe the recreation
needs that will be.met by the new replacement parks, populations to be served,
,and new outdoor recreation resources, facilities, and opportunities to be provided.

We contend that embedding a regional athletic complex in a re5|dent|al area is

: problematlc ‘Thenoise, traffic and lighting will be contentlous The District has made
‘ho effort to specifically mitigate these concerns The District has yet to conduct a State

Environmental Policy Review (SEPA) for the athiletic complex portlon of thelr pro;ect As

- of this writing, they have only completed a SEPA revrew for a normal and average high

-school” (exhlbut 57)

There are none-of the current support amemtues avallable at the proposed site.
Recreational users will have to travel miles to get food, refreshments, and
entertainment that they currently have. The only non-residential property within

~.walking distance is Floral Hills Cemetery, The current site is within walking distance of

,many{multli.—_family,a_’nd single-family houses. By moving the site 3.5 miles to the East,
current users who are less “mobile” will be.isolated from recreational opportunities they

_currently enjoy. . . - e

. The Dlstnct projects the cost of upgradmg the high school site to mclude a reglonal
" athletic complex at $4 238, 582. While this'is Ilkely an accurate figure, it is our
“*“conténtion that it Is not legally funded by their 2006 bond l.evy ‘The District needs to

explain their funding source for thlS project. -
Who wrll own and manage the new replacement park? |

The Dlstrlct anticlpates (there Ianguage) that the City of Lynnwood would want to
continue their operational support for the athletic complex. The new proposed site is
well outside of the Lynnwood City Limits and within the Urban Growth Area of Mill
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Creek. We believe that Lynnwood will find no compelling reason to provide free
.services outside of their City. Mill-Creek and Snohomish County Parks both have
nothing in their Comprehensive Parks:Plans that identify a need for an Athletic: Complex
- .on North Road. At this time, there'has been no "partnershlps” identified, The District
will have a difficult time expending operational money on a communlty athletic complex
that is not within their “educational mISSlOl'I" (exhnbrts 39-&33) -

The DIStI’ICt must be asked to submlt a cost of operatlons report as an attachment to
thelr appllcatlon They must be made accountable to identify the funding | mechanlsm

. for the operational costs.

f. - What will be the name of the new r-eplacement park?

Lynnwood Athletlc Complex'-’ Or Lynnwood ngh School Athletlc Flelds? The DlStl‘lCt is
not very responswe to this question.

- g e | Provlde a tlmeframe for completmg the new park area and makmg it, avallable
, for publlc outdoor recreatlon use

Currently under’ constructlon ‘The Dlstrlct does state that'the Athletlc Fields Prolect
(those relatlng to the Lynnwood Athletuc Flelds, 12. 4 acres) will not be completed if

" there is no “conversion” approval ‘The D|str|ct again recogmzes that there are two
dlfferent distinct pl‘OJECtS Lynnwood ngh School and Lynnwood Athletlc Complex The
|mportant dlstlnctlon rs that one project is not de‘pendent upon the other. The hlgh
school'is viable in its new Iocatlon W|thout the requurement to be connected to the
‘Lynnwood Athletic Complex. The Lynnwood Athletlc Complex is wable inits’ current
location without the ngh School.

h. Produce new Sectlon 6(f) map for the new replacement park

See the Dlstnct s submlttal

A

Step '5._ Summary ‘of l’re‘vi,ou‘_s‘ En_\rironrn;e;ntal Beyiew “ |

: -a) Date 6f Review.
January-Aprll 14 2006 (MDNS)
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b} Purpose for the review and forwhom . - - S : _ ( B
The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance. (MDNS) review dealt only with the
impacts of an “average high school” and its 6perational functions. The second project,
The Lynnwood Athletic Complex, and the environmental impacts were not addressed.

¢) Project scope and proposed actions and alternatives. - ‘ :
The District’s answer to this question clearly shows their review only dealt with the one
project, construct|on ofa new school" They falled to mdentlfy the re-locatlon of the
_ Lynnwood Athletic ( C_Qmplex asa. separate and dlstlnctly different. pl'OjECt We have - C
multiple exhibits that clearly show how the'total focus of this project was the relocation
of Lynnwood High School not the Lynnwood Athletic Complex.

d) Who was Involved in identifying resource impact issues and developing the proposal,
mcluding the interested and affected publlc, governmental agencues, and Indlan
tribes? | '

The school district identifies themselves as the lead agency and thus responsible for
quantity and quality of communications regarding their project(s). This process has now
expanded from an MDNS review to a SEPA réview. This new énviroimental review process _ ( o
gave the District another opportunity to clarify to'the public that they y\iere proposing
~ two distinct projects; a new Lynnwood High School and a new Lynnwood Athletic
Complex We beheve the record shows that they stlll have avoided any “lead” .

. responsub:llty for the Lynnwood Athletlc Complex and jts impacts on the re5|dent|al site.

. Onlyin the apphcatlon for conversion do they quantnfy and discuss the non-school use

| of the athletlc complex It should be noted that the expected “load” for the Lynnwood
Athletlc Complex is apprommately 2, 000 games per year, these are non-school related
actavmes This only quantnF es the organized sport usage and not the running, walking
and practicing activities. (exhnblt 22)

,,

e) Enwronmental resources analyzed and determlnatlon of impacts. -

The MDNS review was submitted but the SEPA review for the Lynnwood Athletlc

Complex has not. A SEPA review was subm_ltted for the Lynnwood High School. ‘Within

this review, there was an opportunity for the District to identify the Lynnwood Athletic

Complex as an additionat and exceptional use to,a normal. high school.. They made no

effort to do so. Attached is a copy of the text of the Project Scope as descnbed by the

District (from their environmental Checklist). ' (J
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 (exhibits 8, 20, 56, and 60)

Any mitigatioo measures stipulated in the plan'to be part of the proposed action.

All identifi ed mltlgatlons were related and applled to the "normal and average hlgh

l” el ‘ P

Public comment periods (how long, when in the process, who was invited to

comment) and agency response to public comments

The “Notice” (attached as exhibit 57) and community meetings were held.. The District
uses the term “numerous” in describing their “outreach” to the community. We affirm
that the District held a few meetings that dealt specifically with the design and need for
a new high school. However, they have yet to advertise and seek input on the
relocation of the Lynnwood Athletic Complex. By declaring that they held numerous
meetings (without specifics), they have not complied with the need to clearly
demonstrate a reasonable effort to solicit input, and provide specifics relating to the
Lynnwood Athletic Complex. The most glaring fact is their total failure to elicit support,

~ input and agreements with the affected Parks and Recreation users, both Private and
- Public. In addition, the District has no policy or resolution supporting the role of
~“-community leader for commumty recreation. {exhibit 51}

The legislative “function” of a school district is to provide for the educational needs
of the community. This suggests that the District has no role in funding and
operating a community athletic complex. The City of Lynnwood funded 50 % of the
1980 improvements {and more in 1996) and the Federal government the other 50%
(exhibit 17). The District allowed the use of 20.4 acres for the complex. The District
in turn received a very attractive addition to the front of their high school that faced
Alderwood Mall. They also received operational support that required no
expenditure of District funds.

Point: There are no Agency responses since none were solicited.

H. Any formal decision regarding degree of potential impacts to the human
environment.

When the District is required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the
athletic complex they will have to address and mitigate thése concerns.




Planning Depértment. (exhibit 77)

__We are not aware of any active or pending Federal Action on this project.
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A formal SEPA review request is now being processed by Snohomish County- (

-

. Was the LWCF federal adion and/or an'\'(- 6ﬂ1er federal actions anélyiéd/r,egiewed

in previous environmental reviews? If so, how and what impacts were identified?
Provide specific references. ‘
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List of Exhibits: ~ .~ oo

' The “bolded” exhibits are attached, all others are available upon request. *“

1 SEPA Rules, Chapter 197-11 WAC-
2 New High School Site Plan .
3 Seattle Times Article “Agreement Reached...
4 Enterprise ‘Article, “LeaseBrings Revenue,..” .
5 State Environmenital Policy, Chapter43.21c RCW °
6 . State Environmental-Review (SEPA), Chapter 30. 61 o _ '
-7 -List-of Witnesses; Heanng 06101732 LU - : '
8 Environmental Checklist, New HS, Shotkley-Brent Inc S
9 Letter ESD, Jakala to Mark Laurence 9-28-2007
10 Access Road Cost Estimates, Exhibit 2 and'Letter from PUD to DIStI’ICt
11 Conditional Use Permit = Staff Recomimendations {Sno. County) '}'
12°. = Memorandum, 4-21-2006, from Mark Brown, Public Works
13 Letter 8-28-2005, Traffic Evaluation, from David Ostergaard
14 Fire District One Review, 3 10-2006 Exhlblt 25 Steve Sherman
15 Open
16 Decision of Hearing’ Examlner, Ed Good 6-27-2006 (appea! Process)
17 1980 Athletic Fields Contract. L & W Conservation Grant 80-014D .
18 Map of Edmonds School District Boundaries 1-1:2007 -
.19 Internet Page Describing the Company “Cypress Equities”
20 “Conversion Pracess” for Federally Funded Recreational Properties s
21 “Conversion Policies” — Proposed Changes, 1-23-2007 : o
22 ESD Application for Field Conversion, 10-18-2007, Marla Mlller o
23 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 ' :
24 Surplus Property Code — RCW 28A.335.040 7 N
25 Development Agreement, ESD and Cypress Lynnwood = -
26 Ground lLease Agreement ESD and Cvpress Lvnnwood
27 .Open -
28 Government Property Acqwsitlons Q&A
29 - Minutes, Lynnwood Parks, 6-5-2007- ,
30 News Release, Cypress Equities & ESD, 11-28-2006 -
31 Letter, Nick-Brossoit to Public; 1-18-2006 -~ - o
32 . Ballot Languagé for February 7, 2006 Spec1a| Election -
33 Minutes, ESD, 9- 25-2007
34°  'Open:
35 Letter, Perkins — Co:e to Edward Good, Heanng Examiner, 5-30-2006
36  E-Mails, Q & A, ESD; Lynn Thompson, Lynn. Councll, ESD, 12-2007
37 Lynnwood Zoning Code ~ T‘tle 21 “Zoning” = “public Use Zone”
38 City of Lynnwood, Parks 2007-2008 Strategic Plan
39 Lynnwood Mumclpal Urban Growth Area (MUGA)
40  .‘Open -
41 RCW 28A Relating to Capltal Bond Levles

[
N

Attorney General’s Opinion (AGO) on Wording Requirements for Capital Levies




43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

53
54
55
56
57
58
59

60

61
62
63
64

65
66
67
68
69
70
7
72

73
74
75

76

77

78
79

Seattle Times Article, March 8, 2006, “City worries it may lose sports.”

Lynnwood Athletic Complex 3003 184™ Street SW — Web pages

Seattle Times Newspaper articles by Lynn Thompson

Aerial Views of Construction site

Edmonds School District — Resolution 05-29 — 2006 Capital Levy -

Legislative “Function” of a Washington State School District :.

Declaration of Election “Emergency’ for February 2006 special electlon

RCW 39.36.050 "description of the purpose or purposes of the bond i issue”
Edmonds School District Policy regarding Community Recreation :

The Recreation and Conservation, Office (RCO) Policy Manual 7, Section 3 regardmg

Snohomish County Comprehenswe Park & Recreatlon Plan (Draft)
Open B L
Gibson Traffic Consultants Letter, 5-11-2006 o - L
Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance, 4-12-2006 ..
NOTICE of Open Record Hearing and Traffic Impact Fee Determinat' jon for May 9, 2006.
* Environmental Noise Analysis, 1-16-2005 o S _
Open ' ey,
Conditional Use Permlt iject Descnptmn 1-31-2006
Land & Water Conservation Fund: Policies & Project Selection 2/2006.
Seattle Times Article, ”September 20, 2006 Board Ccity'at odds...” .
City of Lynnwood, Official Comprehensnve Plan Map, 9-1-2006. . :
Seattle Times Article, “September 19,2006, Edmonds schools, Lynnwood still at odds over
sports fields”.”
City of Lvnnwood Plannmg Commisslon Minutes, February 23, 2006. LR
Definition of “Emergency” relating to Ballot language. : o ' o
. Certificate of the Auditor in September of 2005 for.an electlon on: Februarv 7 2006.
Background information concerning the Lynnwood Athletic Complex
Grant Application, 80-014, 6- 12-1979 i = 4
. Open
Development/Mamtenance Agreement Lynnwood Senlor I-Iigh School site, June 4, 1979

Snohomish County Recreation Task Force Interlocal Agreement with the City of Lynnwood

and Edmonds School District #15 for the Lynnwood High Schools Ball field Renovation

' Project- June 26, 1996. o

Interlocal Agreement Edmonds School Dlstrlct and Clty of I.vnnwood November 26, 1996..
Statement of Policy Regarding the Joint Use, Development and Maintenance of City and
District Properties, October 17, 1978.

Interlocal Agreement between Edmonds School District and the Clty of Lynnwood July 11
1994. We have no copy.of thIS Agreement.

Interlocal Agreement Among the Edmonds School Distrlct No. :|.5 The Cltv of I.vnnwood
and The Edmonds Communlty College, April 13, 2001.

Letter to Erik Olson, February 4, 2008, re: CUP review for fi elds

E-mail, Status of re-zone, 2-19-2008, from John Bowler. SRR

Letter from Erik Olson, confirming request made to ESD for addltlonal mformation
regardlng their CUP for a new high school. - -
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-——Funded Projects: Policies and Project Agreement,—— = e
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SCHooL ISTICT» U M s vt

Assistant Sﬁ'j&erimmdénr--

| | 20420 68“1 -{“’e'. s Ly.\‘.nwo_hd_,_VWA 93036',1400 ;

| 4254317036 ' FAX 4254317198
" http:/fwww.edmonds.wednet.edu

- includes Brier, Edmonds, Lyniwood, Mountiake Terrae, and Woodway

VIACERTIFIED MAIL, - © =~ "o

I '{Da'n—Haws- Ll : - p . _ _'TT._'.;'T'j T T I

* State of Washington, Interagency Committee for Outdoor

- Recreation Salmon Recovery Funding Board -~ =

© 1111 Washington StreetSE =~~~ - .

. P.O. Box 40917 ) ' -
Olympia, WA 98504-0917 . L PR

Re: . Edmonds School Di-s;t:rict';si Appliéaﬁon‘ for 'LWCF-SécﬁOn 6(f) Convérsion of
Property Subject to Recreational Restrictions Pursuant to Project Contract-—-Project
~ No. 80-014D, - e

Dear Mr. Haws:

( L Enclosed on behalf of Edmonds School District is our LWCEF, Proposal Descriptionand .
Environmental Screening Form in support of the School District's proposal for LWCE Section
6(f) conversion of the recreational restrictions imposed pursuant to Project Contract--Project No.
80-014D from property at our existing Lynnwood High School site to property at our new o
Lynnwood High School site. )

'I'hesupporl:lng appraisals and review appraisals have alreadyheepsubmlttedunderseparate '_

* that will provide the same recrsational banafits. The proposed teplacemet proporty at the.
School District's new Lyimwood High School site will be of at least equal marketvalueand of
reasonably equivalent (or greater) recreational usefulness and location. Also, following - .-

- conversion, the property subject to the recreational restriction will continue to be administered by
the School Dijtrict. B T R ~

As explained farther in the attached forms, there are no practical alternatives to the conversioii ©

el

We look forward to exﬁéditious processing and appm§al of theproposed cphvefrsi;on, If you )
have any questions or need further information regarding the application, please call or email
- either me or the School District's attomey, Jerry Lutz. My ;dir‘ect_.t!e_lephone,_lina, is 425-431-7036,

()

g

«QUR MISSION.

To ADVOCATE for &ll students by PROVIDING a leaming environment which EMPOWERS students, staff and the community to MAXIMIZE their
personal, creative and academic potential in order to BECOME lifelong leamers and responsible warld citizens.




Proposal és;i‘i;i;ign and Environmental Screening Form

" LWCF

The purpose of this Proposal Description and Environmental Screening Form (PD/ESF) is to provide descriptive -information

- about Land and Water Conservation Fiind (LWCF), proposals. for NPS review-and decision. This form also serves as the
. administrative record that supports the pathway used to document the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis for
LWCF proposals. States and/or project sponsors should use this PD/ESF carly in the planning process for any proposal that
‘will be submitted for NPS review and decision. The ESF portion is a tool for use during project planning that will. help to
identify potential environmental impacts and issues that will ultimately inform the decision to use a categorical exclusion (CE),

or to conduct an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. The ESF can also be used

to document potential impacts and planned mitigation from previously conducted and still viable environmental reviews. -

Except for the proposals listed below, the completed PD/ESF must be completed and signed by the State_and accompany_ .
7 each new federal application for LWCF assistance (Standard Form 424), and amendments for scope changes ‘that alter or add
facilities and/or acres, including -proposals for conversions, public facility exdeptions, sheltering outdoor facilities, and
changing the original intended use of an area from that which ‘was-approved-in an:earlier LWCF sagreeinent. Consult the
LWCF Grants Manual (www.nps.gov/lwcf) for detailed guidance on-additional information required for your type of proposal

and for further guidance on how to comply with NEPA. ) TR _

For the following types of proposals, only thiis cover page is required because these proposals are categorically excluded

.~ from further NEPA environmental analysis. NPS will complete the NEPA Categorical Exclusion Form for you. Simply check

. the applicable box below, and complete and submit this Cover Page to NPS alonig with the other items required for yourtype of
proposal asexplained inthe LWCF Grants Manuel: -~~~ oo

[ SCORP planning proposal ,

O Time extension with no change in project scope or with a reduction in project scope
E] To delete work and no other work is added back into the project scope | | E " - ( .
D3 To change project cost with o thange in project scops or with a reduction in project soops SR

gy _Jure 5, 20020 oo

F TR

Name of LWCF Project: ' i
td n i (o o v o 0

other

LWCF Rioject Number(s) List alf ors and other ames associated with site(s): .
ij ;_‘“ " > : - A Al ?

Local or $ta_t9-$ponsbﬁng Agency:: Intt

Local or State Spohsor Contact:
Name/Title: 1 Haws,

Phonel/Fax: - ;
Emalil:

-~ 2/06
LEGALI3278220.1




Use a Separate sheet for namative descriptions and explanations. Address each item and question in the '
orderrt is presented keyrng it to the assocrated rlem such as Step 1-A1 A2 Step 3—B1 'Step 6-A1 A29 alc,.

Step 1. Type of LWCF Proposal

New Project Application ISR LR ‘
Acquisition Development _ Comblnatron (Acqulsit',_ion & Development). . .-
— GoteStep'z’A il GotoSlepas - L Gol‘oStep2 _ o e

o M “Project Amendment

Increase in scope of change in: scope frem orlginal agreement.
Oomplete Steps 3A and 5 thmugh 7 _

. G(f) conversion proposal Complete Steps 38, and 5 thmugh s
| Request for:public facllity in-a Section 6(f) 4 area Gomplete Steps 3C and 5 thmugh 7

Request for temporary non-conforrnlng use in a Sectlon sm area.

Complete Steps 4A, and' 5 through 7.
- Request for significant change i in uselintent of onglnal LWCF appllcatlon
.. Complete Steps 4B, and 5 through7.
.. Requestto shelter exlstinglnew facillty withln a Sectton G(f) area regardless of who funds
thework CompleteSteps4C and5!hmugh7 T IR

Step 2. New PrejeetApphcatlen (Seeswwmameeweaﬂanmy

A. For an Acqulsltion Project

Provide a brief narvative abott the’ proposal that provides the réasons for the acqutsltron number of acres fo be
acquired with LWCF assistance, and describes the property. Describe and quantify the types. of existing

- resources and features on the ‘site (for example, 50 acres wetland, ‘2, 000 feet beachfront, 200 acres forest,

- . amenities,  historic/cultural resources, hazardous® materials/ cont
¢ -controls, easernents nghts-ef-way. above groundlundergnound uul

: make them avallable |f needed

=W

- scenic :views, 100 acrés riparian, ‘vacant lot, specral habltat. any unrque or spemal features .recreation

tan ‘natlon hlstory, restnctlcns mstututlonal
S, mctudlng wires, towers etc)

Will this. acquisition create a new publlc parklrecreatlon area where hone prevrously exlsted and is not. an

addlt:on fo.an existing publrc parldrecreatlon area? Yes: (go to #4) No (gc fo #3)

a. _What |s the name of the pre-exlstmg publlc area that thrs newly acqurred sue Wlll be added to?

. b. Is the pre-exustmg public paddrecreahon area already protected under Sectron 6(f)? Yes N R

If no, will it now be included in the 6(f) boundary? Yes__No_
What w1|l be the name of thls new public parldrecreatlon arpa?

How wlll the slte be-made lmmedlately open‘and eceesslhle for publlc outdeer recreatren use (slgnage. ‘entries,
E par—ktng, slte mprevements allcwable actrvrties. etc )? A . Lo D .

: VDQSO!'IDE future development plans rf any. proposed for the slte(s) wrthin the next three ). years S

SLO must eemnlete the State Appralsal Review eertrﬁcatron in Step 7 certlfylng that’ the appralsals meet the
“Uniform. Appraigal Standards for Federal Land Aequlsltrons State should retam coples of the appralsals and

. ot
: r’. N

3 | Address each ttem in “D" belew

’

Fora Developmenf Project t ' : '
Describe the. physical rmprovements andlor facrlmes that wrll be developed wrth federal LWCF assistance,
lncludmg where and how the. public will access the site; including parking, if any. Indicate access points on 6(f)

'- ~ map. . Indicate to what extent the project:: mvolves new development; rehabllltatron andlor replacement of

LEGAL13278220.1
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2.° Fc.:*r; Dc_a‘y_l,_e"lqpmgqt P;gigc;s:. To ;changmtJIeg,pmject-.-scope for a development project that alters work from the
original project scope by.adding elements.or enlarging fagilities:follow Step 2B-Development Project and 20,

" 3. For Combination Rrojects: Follow Step 2CZsappmpﬂé€e. .

B. Section G(f)'ange;sion Proposal . - A
Prior to ‘developing your Section 6(f) conversion proposal, you must consult the LWCF Manual and 36 CER 59 for

when a conversion is under consideration or has been discovered. States are also encouraged to consult with their

complete guidance on conversions. Local sponsors are encouraged to consitlt early with the State LWCF manager .

is for the State and NPS. fo agree on the size of the Section- 6(f) parkland-impacted by any non-récreation; non-
public use, ‘especially pror to.any appraisabactivity. .. B ki

- B . M } . - " . . N . .
For NPS review and decision, the following .elements are required to be included .in the ‘State's completed

. conversion proposal to be submitted to' NPS:

15 AIetter-ofﬁansmittal fr:orrr'ﬂcféESl.T')Tédoﬁ'imendiﬁ'gft'ﬁé‘pr'o'poisal. T

Edmonds School District No. 15 (e “School Disirict) has.been. in contact with Laura:Ecksrt:Johiisod, State

-Liaison Officer ("SLO") regarding the application for LWCF- Section. 6(f). .conversion -of ‘thiose portions of

¢

. NPS-LWCF manager as early as possible in the conversion process for guidance and to sort out and diseuss . |
detaifs of the conversion proposal t6 avoid mid-course corréctions:and,unnecessary delays. An important first step .

~Lynriwood High School subject fo the 1979 Agreement (defined below). In ahticipation ofsthis application for *

conversion, the Schaol District filed an application for Walver of Retroactivity, which has been approved by both
the Interagency Committee for-Outdoor Recreation (the ‘IAC") and the National Parrks Service, US Department
of Interior ("NPS"). L He T L T T ST . o

old s, te

"2, Describe in detaif the sponsor’s need to convert the Section 6(0 parkiand including all efforts to consider otl'ie;

practical altemnatives to this conversion, how they were evaluated, and the reasons they were not pursued:
The Section 6(f) restricted property proposed for conversion (the "Restricted Property") is not ‘parkland.” The
Restricted Property is a 12.4 acre portion of the forty.year old Lynnwood High*School, located: at 3003 184th
Street-SW in Lynawood, Washington (the “Existing. School”). The Existing Schiool has reached: the end of ifs
‘useful life and.is, therefore, scheduled to be closed and replaced with a new school, locsted approximately one
and a half miles to thé east at 18217 North Road in Bothell, WA, (the "New School Site"). :

X' The Existing School was buit in 1969 to serve the area's growing residential dommunity, in cldse Proximity to

o .4 surrounding neighbdrhoods. However, since the Existing School's construetion, the area around the Existing

d‘ _{,) Sohool site has changed, fuelled by the opening of Alderwood Mall'in 1979 and the surrounding cormmercial and |
X ;

othér non-residential development that the mail triggered. These myriad non-residential uses surrounding the

Existing School, including large-scale retail-and office uses; ‘cause traffic and noise that diminish the quality of
the educational environment. R B e T

The Exdsting. Schaol. has also deterionted over time, wiiile:

‘¢vojved. To.ass) Risfrict com
PYONAC e 931 gg!mﬁ

study‘of the. Existing: Sthoet, I ent). The
Fagility AssessHient identified significs isting B¢ yding a-faliing sewer and-storm
drainage system and flooding” probléms ‘bated by a. B A 4able. ahd- artesian’ . aquifers,
requiring that the Schiodl District rely on"a syStem of pumpsdo .6f classrodms. Additionally, the

study uncovered inadeguate mechanical and "electrical systems, :poorly finclioning. traffic dirculstion and

parking faciliies; energy Inefficiencies, outdated selsmic infrastructure, and existing asbestos:materials onsits.
Further, the existing building is not well crganized to support current or future curricilum’models or encourage
community use. The Facllity Assessment concluded:that, in order to meet the School District's educational
program neads, the entire Existing School required major rehabilitation or Tfeplacement. - Rehabilitation would
have-raised significant logistical and education issues as the School District would either be forced to educate
students at the site during rehabilitation or temporarily: relocate the high school campus. Fortunately, the New
School Site offered the School.District the opportunity to'build a new facilly as an aiteimative to the problematic
. Existing School rehabilitation option; - Moreover, .the New ‘Schaol Site is more ‘centrally -located within district
boundaries than the Existing School to better serve the ‘School District's ‘constituents’ currently served by the

‘Existing School. . "~ ,
A
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After study of its options at the Existing School and the New School Site, the School District conciuded that it
“will be more cost-éffective and less dlsruptive to’ students staff, and the public. to burid anew school at the New
‘School Site than it would have béen to rehabilitate the ‘fa sility at the Existing Site. The School Distnct held an
" election on a bond measure to fund the construction of ane ;school T ,:bond measure was approved by the -
P “voltérs and the Schiool" Drstnct has authorrzed desrgn and construction of a new state-of-the-art educationat
S facrllty at the New School Slte (the "New. School“) Dunng the ‘next. three summers (2007—2009) the Schoo!
* “District will construct the New School. Following closuré. of the Existing .S¢haol, the’ School District plans to
“redevelop | the Exlstlng School property ‘However, becal ,e "the Restricted Property (a portlon of the Existing
" Site) is subject to Séction 6(f) restrictions, that property must be coniverted before it may be redevéloped.

Applicable regulations regardmg converslons as mterpreted by (AC and NPS (the "Regulabons") require that

" the property proposgd to replace the Restdcted Property (the "Replacement Property") have fair market vaiue
" that is at least equivalent to that ‘of the _Restncted Property Aocordlngly. the School Distnct proposes to

j replace the 12.4 acre _Restricted Prop the 16.32 _acre Replacement Property located at the New Schooi
: T ; uidel

the 'F Blacement Property and the Restricted Property
have equrvalent fair market value. Also’ pursuant to the Regulations, the Séhool’ District must ‘provide facilities

o the Repitacement Property of equal-orgreater reoreationai “utility than those on the Réstricted Property The
School District plans facilities that will provide at least equrvalent recreatlonal opportunrty and will be m many
respects better than the ﬁelds on the Restncted Property .

;
-7 "

Why Conversion: i
There are a number of athletic’ facilrties on the Existing School campus One multipurpose ﬁeld and two softbali
fields were developed with community and LWCF assistanoa pursuant to IAC Project Contract, project no. 80-
. 014D (the "1979 Agreement’). As part of that 1979 Agreement, the School District dedicated that 12.4 acre
portion of - shng School site to- pen'nanent _recreattonal use. The' remaining athiettc facilities at the
* Existm 8¢ ool srte {e.g., a football field, basebail field, tennis courts and parking), ‘are not subject to the
Section 6(f) restrictions ("Addltional Athletic Facilrtles") “Although the Additional Athletrc Facllities are not
pen'nanently dedicated to recreahonal use, they allow the School District and others to provide a broader range
of re ional opportumtles to the local community ("Regionai Community Athlehcs“) “To foster ‘Regional
munity Athletlcs ttie School District has entered into a'fiumber of lnterlooal ag‘ 'ments wrth other ‘nearby
govemmental en ies, lnciuding the City of l.ynnwood (the "C| ,.)_ “Snohomish ;o ‘
"(;oliege Pursuant to those interiocal agreements vhen th |
estricted) are not. béing used for high': . hey are often managed and used for*’Reglonai
Commumtya‘Athletics sponsored by the various interlooal agreernent oounterperties o

While being a strong supporter of Regional Communlty Athletics the School District also must be a responsible
steward of its resources. Thus, régardiess of the {AC's or NPS's action on this appfication, the School District is
) oommilted to seeing that the unrestricted portion of the Existing School site, including the Additional Athletic
. Facilittes used for Regional Community Athletlos s redeveloped to”its highest and bestiriofi:schoof use. Once
| .ihat _portion of the Exisﬁng School site is redevelopad, tie Sfriote Prepeﬂy will have slgnlﬁoantly
! yhe forced to _

serves'oommunlty athletics will dlminish follewingclosure'of the' Exlsting Schoo Thus far, the: School District .
has aoqurred the nedessary permits for schooi oonstruchon and awartled a bld for oonstmction of New

In antlclpation ot‘ the Exlsting thool‘s ciosure. the School [ ’tnct has worked closely for severai years with its
{ocal recreational agreement counterparties and ‘othier represenitatives of local Fétréational intérest groups to
find a solution that harmonizes the School-District's interest in redeveloping the Existing School site and the
broader oomrqunity's interest in rnaintaining or enhanging strength of Reglonal Community Athletics programs
' consistent with'the School District's fiduciary educational obligations.* The result of these efforts is a plan to
develop “athletic facliities at the' New:School that would both-{f) replace the 12.4 acres of Restricted-Property, as
requured by the Regulations; g__(li) provlcle faclliies to serve Regional Commuinity. Athiletics: cuerently served
by the Additional Athletic Facllities. -“These- planhed facilities are well: beyond the high school standard and the
School Dlstrict proposes to fund oo\nstructlon of ti)ese facrlitles ltself

6 - ~ 3/06
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« Schoal financial resources are tight. If the School Dlstnct is not able to_convert the Restncted Property for
redevelopment the School Drstrlct will not fund fac1l|tles beyond the normat high school standard.. The .State-of-
' the-art facrlltles ptanned to. accommodate Regional Community Athletics at the New Sohool will only. be built if
the Restncted Property is redeVetoped Therefore the: School District i is requesting approval for a section 6(f)
conversion of the 1AC Restncted Flelds located on the Restncted Pmperty at the Exrstmg School site. Such
conversion and. replacement will (l) ensure tfie best use of the School District's assets by allowing the efficient (

- redeVeIopment of the entire Exrsung Sohool site: and (li) faollltate the School District's efforts to’ provide a place
for Regronal Community Athletncs progrems golng forward even aﬂer the Exlstrng School is closed

It is |mportant to note that the IAC's and NPS's decisions regarding the School District's conversion application
“da not themsetves either. authonze or preclude redevelopment of the Existing Schicol stte Rather,
redevelopment is subject to the regulatory authority of the City of Lynnwood. ‘The Schoot District has stbmitted

. requests to the Clty of Lynnwood_ fora Comprehensive Plan Amendment and rezone of the Exlstlng School site

" from Public’ Facallty to Mixed Use and Commercial Resldentlal zonlng, and a related request to amend the
 Parks Facmties Map. 'Even if the Sectlon 6(f) appllcatlon Is granted srte redevelopment wiil require these local
approvals " The C|ty is currently prepanng an envrronmentel_,lmpact statement .to assess any probable

" significant adverse envrronmental lmpacis that may result from the proposed comprehenswe plan and zomng

amendments : - - T T T T T T — —

,,,,,, LI - N . T ‘.J‘

i the oomprehensive plan and zomng changes are “not approved the School Drstnct will stlll surplus and
redevelop the Existing School site after the New' Lynnwood High School opens but in a marnner oonslstent with
the current site zoning, which still allows a variety of uses. . - i

. Segction 6(f) conversion. Is consistent with.the LWCF and IAC polrcy The Interagency Committee for Outdoor
Recreaﬂon Manual 15 slates in relevant part . o : R

o Sectton 6(0(3) of the LWCF Aot oontalns provrsrons to pmtect Federa! investments and qualrty of
o “assistad resouices. . The law.is firm’ but flexible. If recognizes that changes in land use or development
o may. make some assrsted areas obsolete over nme, partrculady rn rapidly changmg urban areas.

Here the exlstrng 6(f) Restncted Property ls on- a sooq to be abandoned hrgh sohool campus in a rapidly
. changmg urban. area charactenzed by large-soale retail and office uses. It I directly across the street froma g
regronal shopping oenter Alderwood Mall, and bordered on two sides by an extensrve mix of large and small (
- retail stores, restaurants and _offices. Sectron G(t) conversion approval will allow ‘the athletic fields to be
. returned to the. kind. of nelghborhood Iomtron ‘originally oontemplated by the. 1979 agreement. praviding
' adequate vehicular access to the site,, paﬂtlng and befter pedestrian and disabled’ persons' aooess

| '7"|19 wa-s chlc )ll. 197?
Altematlves e

e, No Converston Actlon (Mainlain Recreatlonal Restrletlon on Two Multl-purpose Flelds at the
_-'Existlng SIte and Develop or‘:]gll gk ﬁotteol a;hlgﬂe faellitles at the New Schogl _Under this

: ...-‘asﬁement yyeuld

faciiities, so. the Sch'ool‘eislmt wguld riot contifiue. to fuRd” 5. Th
. athletic complex might be purohased, ‘malitained and opelated by ot ties to Kisting

recreational: interlocal. agreements or others,: but-there wouild be fewer fields, and the types of ents that

could be ed at the remaining reoreabonal facilities would be significantly smailer in"scale. ' Also, the

existing traffic, pedastrian, ADA, drainage-and other probtems would still exist, and the fields would. either
_ _requrre rehaﬁthtatlon or would llkely deterlorate o

! i

.. COnvert the Recreatlonal Restﬂctton to the Area Shown on Flgure 4 and Build Replacement Fields

- “'at the.New High School Site: .This altematlve would . result in.a new athletlo complex_at the’ New

‘Lynnwood High.School with better functionality as a- reglonal. recreatlon center, and replaoement of the

- restricted 6(f) property with more property of equal-or greater fair market value.and recreational utility. The .

IAC Restricted Fislds would be removed at the Existing Site; however, new athletic fields and facilities, ( )
above and beyond the high school standard, would be buiit at the New School Site approximately 1.5 miles.

7 - 3/06
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- to the east.~ The new fields would have functional vehrcular and pedestnan access and sufficrent parkmg
- The New School and:fields would be more oentrally Iocated and ina resadentlal area

¢ Restrict Other Parts of the New School Site. As shown on Figure 4, the School District proposes to
restrict slightly more than 16.3 acres at the New School site'in’ areas that would have. the least future
impact when, as is inevitable, the New’ Lynnwood: High School miist itsetf be repiaced However, other
areas of the New Schoot site could be restricted instead, provided that they are suitable for recreational
L erestrlctlons (e.g. not the areas that will be occupied by classnooms storm water detention facrlatues etc.)

¢ Rejected Alternatwe Modemlze or Remodel the Existing School: As noted above, the School District
did carefully” consider,” but ultimately rejected, this potentlal altematwe Had it not done so, the existing
- problems with the site (actess, drainage, etc.) would have oontlnued to be'i |ssues 1n addition, use of the
. -athletic:complex by students and the public dunng school reconstructzon would have been severely. limited
~ . orcurtatled for up to two yéars so that those aréas ‘may bé used as'a locetton for portable ciassrooms and

o ,oonstructlon and material storage dunng reconstructlon of the exrstmg school on srte o

. Rejected Alternative Restrict Other Property “The School District owns. other properues However

like restricted areas at Existing Lynnwood ‘High'School have’ bean used | to date, the_sreas_proposed for .. .. |

restriction at the New School Site can be actively devoted to recreational use for a long time without impact

to the School District's programs or facilities financing plans. Accordingly, restricting property at the New

. School Site results in a lower lost opportunlty cost than would restricting other ‘School District property.

Thus, the cost to conistruct a first-class’ regional athletic facility at the New Schiool Site i is actually within the

:School District's means. Moreover other propertles owned by the School -Dlstrict are euther too small to

provide a financially equivalent area, planned for'sale o redevelopment to help fund’ other .School District

o cepttal faciliies’ needs, ‘or "both, And, none of the School District's - other properties  offer. the same

: "opportumhes for devetoprnent of & replaoemeht“ al athietic- oomplex oompatible wrth other school

. ‘uses. ‘The ‘School District simply cannot afford’ ”_Vdevelop anylhlng on. the ‘scale of the facilrties itis
o proposing at’ the New School site elsewhere & e

Eve!uetlon

S The School Drstnct oonduoted several studies betweeh 2000 and 2004 and hetd Aumerous public mieefings
! o to discuss the existing facilities and the proposal to build a new high school with athletlc fields.

: —elac ’/
Reasons WhHho — Whem am‘M o

The School Board concluded that it would be- in'esponsrble tqdo nothing and allow the existing school to
continue to. deteriorate ' under the "Maintsih Recreational;Restriction on Two Multi-purpose Fields”
alternative. It also concluded that the "Modemize or Remodel the Existing School" alternative would not be
cost-effective and would be extremely disruptive to students, staff and the public. Ultimately, the Board
sponsored an election on a bond measure to fund the construction of a new school. The bond measure
was approved by the voters and the Board fasgithorized design and gonstryction of a new ssheol atthe
New School Sits, whlchhasbeenownedbyﬂzeaemﬂlﬁ et i - ‘Djstrict considered
the convetsicn of the: athlétic fields in the daterminal '
, oernparehle if not better, facilities than exist it
3 Provlde a ‘statement on how the oonverslon is in aooond wqm the Stete Comprehensrve Outdoor Recreaﬂon
Plan (SCORP). .

The on-line versjon of the 2002-2007 State Comprehenslve Outdoor Recreation Plan (the “SCORP") provrdes-
the most up-to-date assessment of recreation in Washington State. The Demand and Supply chapters of the
SCORP conclude that the two most popular activities that Washington citizens partacipete in are finear activities -
like walking, and individual and team sports. The Plan- notes’ that “local ‘schools provide. athletic fecllltles on
their schoel grounds”, and “public outdoor recreation doés’ accur on pubﬂc school fand and in significant
amounts.” The Plan's recommendations point out that the local planning emphasrs on traditional neighberhood'-
and eommumty ball figids and trails is appropriate.. The-School District's proposal to replace the IAC Restricted
Fields, located in a primarily non-residential zone, with new stste-of—the-ert facilities more centrally located in-a
residential neighborhood, would help.to meet those needs .

(_ ” ";) | . .
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4. Complete. the State Appraisal Review certification in Step. 7 for both the converted and replacement parcels |
-+ ‘certifying thal the appraisals meet the. “Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions.” States
shouid retain copies of the appraisals and make them available if needed. R

5. 'Forthe parkland proposed for conversion: -~ . e e
“a, Identify the specific location, 9-digit zip code__; and name. of park:or.recreation area proposed for conversion. ( -

L L_ynhw‘bod Hig'th_chodI‘,_ amletic‘ﬁe:lds:'--'_locétéd at 3001 - 184" Street SW.."Lynnwood. Washington 98037-
4701. ' R . _

b. Describe the ‘area proposed, for the conversion including the. acreage to be converted-'and any acreage
~ remaining. For determining the size of the conversion, consider not only the physical footprint of the non-
-recreation development/activities but how the development/activities will impact the entire 6(f) park area.
-Describe the recreation resources, facilities, and recreation opportunities that will be impacted, displaced or
Ios’t’lﬁ’y"thé'proppj\sg’c_lpqﬁyerjsion. For proposals. te. partially convert a Section 6(f) park area, the remaining
6(f) parkiand must remain recreationally viable and not be impacted by the non-recreation activities that are
friggering the conversion. If it is anticipated that the. non-recreation activities overlap and.impact the

remaining Section &(f) area, the proposed area for the conversion should be expanded fo.encompass all_
impadte‘dp“a‘r!‘gla_rrd. ‘ T T R o

. posed rsion is the entire area. subject to.the 1979 Agreement, which area contains
~ ‘approximately 12.4 acres (the "Restricted Area"), The Project Boundary Map, dated December 26, 1979, -
_&nd printed on page 10 of this application, describes the Restricted Area as approximately * the south 700" of
. “schiool site excluding football field and track." See, Figure 2 — Site Plan of Existing School. . The area -
subject to the 1979 Agreement consists of a ligfited miulti-purpose socoer field and two lighted multi-purpose
softball fields. The grant also provided funding for lighting of the existing footbail field, track, baseball fields,
and tennis courts; ‘restroom; malntenance and storage building; physical fitness trail; playground equipment

-and picnic area. See Figure 2 — Sie Plan of Existing School—including Restricted Property and
Figure 3 ~ Aerlal Photo of Existing School—incluiling Restricted Property. |f this request for
conversion is granted, it is anticipated that the entire 40-acre Existing School site would be redeveloped as a
mixed-use development. As discussed above, all of the athletic facilities, including those in existence prior .
to approval of the grant, would be removed and replaced at the New School. . . .

The afea proposed for conversion
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During school hours during the school year, the IAC Restricted Fields are used primarily by students of the
*  Schoot District and Lynnwood High School for school activities.” However, the fields are also used after-
school hours by the citizens of the City, Snohomish County, the students of Edmonds: Conwnunity College
... and others for youth and adult recreational leagues and for individual activities. Lynnwood High School naé
*1,330 students. According to the 2000 Census, the population of the City of Lynnwood is 33,370. City
officials estimate that a total of more than 2,000 games, in addition to school competitions, are played on all
. - ofthe fields at the Existing Schoo, which fields include the Restricted Area. e '

d. For partiai conversions, where only a portion of the Section 6(f) area is proposed for conversion, produce a
revised 6(f) map clearly indicating both the portion that is’ being converted and the portion remaining intact
under Sectiont 6(f). ~. e | : o

6. For the proposed replacement site(s): . . . :

a. Produce a’location map indicating: specific location..of site(s) and associated 9-digit zip code(s), clearly
indicating major roadways and iways. ' If site(s) will be; added to an existing public park/outdoor
recreation area, indicate on map. “Show geographical relationghip between replacement site(s) and Section
6(f) converted parkland. - ‘ P ‘ N T '

--—-—Thé—-new—ﬂelds--prdposéd_jjtdi.@lﬁééftne Restricted Area (the "Replacemeant ;I'?ir,gperty," see Figure 4 —

Proposed Replacement Property) are“a portion of a 40-acre piece of vacant property located on the north
side of 184" Street SW, west of North Road-in unincorporated Snohomish County, within the Southwest
Urban GrowthArea (UGA).- The zip code is 98012. The site is also known as Snohomish County Tax
Parcels 27041200300800 and 00373000500400 (see Figure 5= Vicinity Map of the New Lynnwood High
School). The New School would' consist of a two-story bullding, baseball Tield, football/saccer field, five
tennis courts, soccer/baseball field and two soccetffast pitch softball fields (see Figure 6 ~.Sfte Plan of the
New Lynnwood High School). ‘The Replaciment Fields would be for both school and’ community use
(similar to the use of the existing fields). - The footbaliftrack field Is not a varsity competition site, Seating at
- all fields is limited to small portable bie rs. All the fields except the baseball fieki at the north end of the
site will be finished with artificial turf. The project in s:fight-of-way improvements along North Road and
184" Strest SW. utility extensions to the site; a main access off North Road for student parking and drop-ofe

- a-secondary access off 184™ for school-buses, dslivery. and additionat parking; an additional .drop-off and

.= parking on 184™ and totai parking of 450 spaces. The New School and Replacement Fields would be

R centrally-located about a 3.5-mile drive {one mile-and a half directly) east of the Existing School (see Figure
7 - Map of Both Sites). oL . T LR
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,.,r The athletic facilities proposed for New Lynnwa:l-ligt'l_ Schoo! would be eciuivalent to or better than the
? - existing athietic facilities af Existing Lynawood |

b. Describe the site’s physical characteristics and resource attributes by describing ’and'qu‘ah'ti'fying the types of
resources and. features on the site (for example; 15. acres'wetland, 2,000 feet'beachfront: ‘50 acres forest, -
scenic views, 75 acres riparian, vacant-lot; ‘special -habitat, - any: ‘unique or special features, structures'

. Tecreation. amenities, -historic/cultural . resources, hazardous. ‘materials/contamination history; ‘restrictions.
_i‘(1stitutiontal controls, easements, rights-of-way; overhead/underground utilities " including “overhead wires,
owers, etc. T R L '

The _New‘sét_]ool site is cleared and construction of the new. school .has,‘.rqpmm_,enced...,- The site has twb

wetlands that have been delineated by a wetland biolagist (the “Biologist), which delineation has been
verified by Saohomish County. The wetland in the northern portion of the site ("Wetland;B*) is.a Category 3
wetland. The' otheris Category 2 (Wetland A) and is associated with Martha Lake Creek, which has
intermittent flow. No resident fish utilize the creek - The Biologist's study conctuded that no portion of the
New School site qualifies as a fish and wildlife habitat conservation area. The School District plans to
preserve the two wetlands in their natural state as a valuable and important education fesource for the New
. School: Co T T :

As disct;ssed above, Wet!éﬁ'& Als éééﬁciated with Mértha L_él(gféreek. This wetland 6ccupies the floodway

area of the stream. The wetland is continuous for approximately 1.1 miles from Filbert Road in the south to. .. ...

~——176™ Place-NW-—The-total-area of this section of wetland is approximately 5.5 acres. Wetland B occupies
an internally drained depression on-site. Wettand B is approximately 50 feet wide and 100 feet fong and

approximately 5,000 square feet. The Wetland B Is dominated by a forest and scrub-shrub cover type and
qualifies as a Category 3 wetland under SCC 30.:62:300, =" ; -
There are no known unique or special features-associated with the site. An’environmental audit has been
performed, and there were no historical or cultural finds listed for.the site. There are no known:hazardous
materials, utilities, structures or easemients on this site. A Snohomish P.U.D. utility easement is adjacent to

¢. ldentify the replacement site (s) owner(s) and Itt recent history bf useffunction up to the present.

The entire New School site has been owned continuously by the Edmonds School District since 1968. This
site once contained a small building, which was constructed:in 1950. However, the structure was removed
prior to the School District's acquisifion of the site, The-site is currently undeveloped, but school construction
commenced last month. A Waiver of. Retroactivity has been applied for and approved for the replacement

d. Explain in detail how the proposed replacement site(s) is of reésﬁhébiy equivalent usefulnéss and location |
as the property being converted. Describe ‘the recreation negds that will be met by the new replacement
parks, populations to be served; -and néw-bugdéqr recreation resources, facilities, and opportunities to be

provided, '

, ' gh Schoal both in terms of usefulness and location. The
* Replacement Fields would inglude tiwa ighind ariificial turf fast pitch softballiaccoer fislds, which constitufs a
substantial itiprovement over-the grass softhall fields and dirt Socpar field 4t the. Exdstin - Slte. due. ta-the

* supérior arfifiglal -playing - surface; o- lighted gitificial - turf- foothall/bosese Hold: with. tignk: e lightad tenais
courts; a lighted grass'baseball field; -atid a facility with sterage, tollf rooms, concesslofis, and office (alk/a -
“Field House"). There would also-be a new tfail that.could be used for walking, jegging:and cross-country.
Site wetlands would not beimipacted with the. exception of buffer impacts, which would be mitigated.

Outdoor wetland leaming opportunities have been incorporated into the design for the new-school.

* The location of the-New School and Replacement Fields is approximately a rrille and a half to the east of the
existing -school, within a rapidly growing residential area. While the new site is currently situated in
unincorporated Snohomish County, it is within an Urban Growth Area (UGA) designated in the County's very
recent 10-year Comprehensive Plan Update. _Accordingly, the New School will' ultimately be annexed into
either the City of Lynnwdod or the City of Mill Creek. Of course, the Replacement Fields will be made
available to all residents in the vicinity of both Cities, as well as unincorporated Snohoinish County, for youth
and adult activities on a daily basis, outside of school hours/activities. -

Note, at both the Existiig School Site and thé Néw School Site, the restricted property (a”hd the athletic -
facilities that occupy the restricted property) includes only part of the respective sites. 'As a. matter of -

“
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.stewardship, the. School District is not propasing to subject more property than necessary to the federal 6(f)
. restriction. - As with .the current athletic. complex at the existing school, the Replacement Flelds in their
.. enfirety provide.. at least twice the quantity of recreational opportunities of the existing IAC Restricted Fiekds

considered alone; The proposed Replacement Fields at the. New School surpass the standard for high -

schools in Washington, The.cost to construct these "above-standard” improvements is more than double the

cost to oonstruct the IAC Restrlcted Fields, as outllned below. : _ (
_OPINION OF PROBABLE COST -ATHLETIC FIELD IMPROVEMENTS BEYOND STANDARD HIGH SCHOOL*
T , T ., 21712007 Revised
- NEW Lvunwoo’n HIGH SCHOOL " o asiz007
' . 1 CONSTRUCTION-FIELDHOUSE. e B _
Field house constructlon : 2530 190  $481C
Sanitary sewer extensmn to ﬁ_eld house ‘ 107 $5,1
F’a\lil‘lg ‘ L TR SO 1'5 fao o R B I RN $17.9
( - — : SUBTOTAL FIELDHOUSE A $604,1—
‘2 cousmuc'non-uemme L R o -
Athletlc ﬁeld ||ghting R : ' $916.,5
DR SUBTOTALLIGHTING _' | $916,5:
3 cousmucnou-zun MULTI-USE FIELD , . S -
. Mutti use sofﬂaalllsocoer field with artificial turf~ o $606,1!
Bleachers _ 27 $12,81
_Batting Cages . 2 $28,3!
Dugouts ' ] 2 $25,7.
~ Fencing,.. .. T . RERPRTT $151.8;
. Retalningwall - oo o o 62 "
- Waste receptacies: ~ - : BT N $
S -7 'SUBTOTAL 2ND MULTI-USE FIELD . $896/
4 ARTIFICIALINLIEUOFNATURALTURF R ,
" At Turfatfootbali field . - ., L o $614,71
. Art. Turf at (1)Mu|ti-purposeﬁe!d Ll - S $6086,14
Add irrigation. ‘ . ($209,691
Add natural turf . ‘ S B € AR
- Add skmned inﬁeld : I ‘ ($35,941
o o SUBTOTALARTIFICIALTURF o $803,34
8. s&cunm&cammumcmms S e S
I . Security and oommunications o : . $89.87
\ ~$UBTOTAL'SECURITY& -~ - o
commumcmous S $89,87
6 suarom.cousmucnou cosvs . . . . $3,31038
| 8 CHENGE ORDERCONTINGENCY S e T % $331,03
'9_".WASTATESALESTAX o 8.90% $324,08
10 DESIGN CONSULTANT FEES S : S 750% oot
11 SUBTOTAL o o o o s4,z:£u,.J:
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12 . ESD MANAGEMENT L L e $169.6

B SR

" 13 fOTAt PROJZECTCOST ) i . e T sa4084:
. Th|s estlmate is based on "Perrmt Set Estlmate" dated January 5, 2007 by The ﬁobihson Company as
prepared for Basselti Archltects _ o : .

™ Costf for tennis-courts is not reflected in these savings as itis assumed |t wnll be in base project

" " @. Who will own and manage the new replacement park(s)?

The Edmonds School Dlstnct both owns and would maintain the Replaoement Fields at the new hlgh schoo!.
However, the School District anticipates that it will enter interlocal or other: ‘agresments similar to those that
currently govern recreational opportumtles at exlshng Lynnwood High School with many if not all of the same
counterpart:es and others. - :

f.. What will be the name(s) of the.new rep!aoement park(s)? If replacement park(s) wull be added to an
existing public park area, will the exlsting area be mcluded withm the G(f) boundary‘? What is; the name of
.. the existing public park area? : .
The New School is referred to as Lynnwood High School. There is no existiry. park -at the replacement site
{nor is there a park-at the Existing Site). On-site wetlands would be preserved and are proposed to be
subjected to the recreational resfriction. These wetlands can provide outdoor leaming opportunities for
students and other.visitors to the New Schoodl Site. _

g. Provide 'a timeframe for oompleﬂng the new patk -area(s) and maklng it available for publlc outdoor
recreation use.

., The School Dlstrict has issued a nofice to its oontractor to prooeed wuth oonstruction It is antlcipated that
- the ‘school (and'the- athietic facilities) would:open in time for the 2009 school year. - However, if .the
conversion request is not-approved by IAC and NPS, the School District has reserved the authonty to reduce

the scope of construction fo eliminate the above standard" athletic facillttes : .

h. Produce new Section 6(f) map(s) for the new replaoement park(s).

Environmen!al analysls must be oonducted for conwsﬂed and mp!acement sites

Pmceed to Steps 5 through 7 ,

'c Propesal for a Pubhc Facillty in a Seetlon Gm Ahea

Pdor to davatopmg thls pmeosal YU must oonsult: LW ghua! for oomplste guldanoe In summary, NPS
; aﬂi -Pegue i 13 aeqtidn e(f} area n eer_taln oeses' t_’tPs-

ity: in most-oases devetopment of non-reoreatlon publlc

' facllltles within a Sectlon B(f) area oonshh:tes a oonversion Desoribe in detell the publlc facﬂ:ty proposed and

include the following information, if appropnete

- 1. Aletter of transmiftal from the. SLO recommendmg the proposal
2.1 Indioete the Iocation of the proposed public facillty on a Seotlcm B(f) map .
~ 3..Describe the design of the proposed pl.lbllc facility and explain: how it witl be oompatible with outdoor recreation,

" how it supports the outdoor recreation resources of the site whether. excsting or plarined, how it will increase
outdoor recreation use, and how outdoor recreation use remalns the primary function of the site. (The public's

- . outdoor.recreation use must continue to be greater-than that expected for-any indoor use, unIeSs the slte isa

single fecmty suchas a swummlng pool, which wrtUally occuples the entire site }

4. Explain the location alternatives cons:dered for the publlc faclllty and why they were not pursued

- 19 : ~ 3/06
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| following information: _ o - _

1. Aletter of transmittal from the SLO recommending the proposal.

2. Describe the proposed sheltered facility, how it would operate, how the sheltered facility Wilf include recreation
uses that could typically occur outdoors, and how the primary purpose of the sheltered facility is recreation use.

3. Explain how the sheltered facility would not subs'hnti'all'y' diminish the outdoor recreation values of the site
including how the sheltered facility will be compatible and-significantly supportive of the autdoor recreation
_ re_'squrce“g:presgnt:andlgr p,l{anned._ , T S e b o
4. Explain how the stieftered facility will benefit the total paric's outdod¥ recreation tise. -

5. ‘Desqribe‘efforts b_(c:_vided to the public to review _t_he proposal to.sheiher.th_e facility and has local sdppon.

6. Docuitient that the sheltered facility will be under the control and tenure of the public agency which sponsors and
administers the original park area. .

7. Consult the LWCF Manu_éfl_fér,addiﬁqnal tequireriients and gdide;lines_ before (:leveibping-_the—proposa.l.“ '
 ProceedtoSteps 5through7 ot

| Step 5. Summary. ofPrewo,us&LEmﬁrommentahR‘en{ew ;

L

Déscrlbe any prior environmental review undertaken. at aj'r'iy time for .mis-bropo_sal or related efforts that could be ...
_useful to understanding potential environmental impacts, Consider previous Jocal, state, federal (e.g. HUD, EPA, ( ,
» USFWS, FHWA, DOT) and other environmental reviews. - At a minimum, address the following: - .

1. Date of review, January - April 14, 2006 -
2. Purpose;for the review and for whom.

The Edmonds School District ‘No. 15, acting as Lead Agency,;Issued a Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance (MDNS) for the reptacement of Lynniwood High School and the associated athletic facilities in
preparation for submittal of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), landscape modification, EDDS Deviation, and

associated permiits related to a building permit from Shchomish County. The School.District detarmined that the

- proposal did not have: a' prehable'significant adversa i an #hs ervirument act
- -statement (BiS)-wis nat el ! 17 '

The scope -of the, project i/nduded the construction of the New -_Schgbl-'a'm_i to convert the Existing 'St_:ho'ol fo
another use. As,part of the planning process, the Sctiool District considered ‘numerous dasign and layout
alternatives for.the school. A Conditional Use Permit was required and 2pproved by Snohomish County in 2006

4. Who was involved in. identifying resource impac‘t:issués and tj:lev"elop'ing'_ the proposal, ’iﬁglud_in_g H)_e interested

and affected public, govemment agencies; and lndi_arg-mbgs.

‘An expanded environmental checklist was prepared for the New School. - The School District, acting asthe Lead
Agency, issued a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance on April 14, 2006.: The SEPA determination was Q i
routed to reviewing agencies, local tribes and to the surrounding community. : o : SN
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5. Envrronmental resources analyzed and determlnation of |mpacts

Kl ‘The elements of th:/f:envrronment were, analyzed and assocrated |mpacts of the proposed devel_ nenl
identified. Mitigation was prowded and an MDNS was issued. : TR

( : \ 6. Any m:hgatlon measures stipulated ln the plan to be part of; the proposed action

The MDNS included 12: mltigatron measures WIth two related to wetland buffer mltigation and the extensron of
sanitary sewer:impacts into wetland areas. There were two.mitigation measures: related to the proposed llghtmg
system for the ﬂelds A copy of the MDNS has been included with this submlttal

7. Public comment penods«(how iong, when in the process who was mwted to comment) and agency response to
" public comments. ; B : . o :

In addation to the numerous public community meetmgs held""b the School Dlstn 't regard:ng the New Schoo!
_there was a 14-day comment pericd on the‘MDNS. There vias one comment reoew_ by the Muckleshoot lndian

Tribe Fisheries Division.! That comment was addressed and perfhlts issued. Snohom:sh; County held a public

hearing on the Conditional Use Pemit (CUP), which allowed additional public. comments on’ the project. There

were numerous‘ oomments recelved by the public and addressed by the School Distnct at the, public heanng

8. Any fonnal decision regarding degree of potentral impacts to the human enwronment

Both the issuance of the CUP and the approval of the CUP addressed rmpacls’ The' mrtlgatlon measures in the
MDNS were accepted by Snohomish County and: mcorporated lnto the approval oT lhe CUP SRR

9. Was the LWCF federal action andlor any other federel actions anaiyzedlreviewed in prevlous envuronmental
reviews? If so, how and what impacts were identified? ‘Provide speclﬁc referenoes R

None are known

Use reseurce impact rnfonnatlon generated dunng,prewious envrronmentel reviews and fnom recently conducted
site inspections to complete the Environmental Screening Form (ESF) portion of this PD/ESF under Step 6.
; ('- | Your responses should, indicate your proposal's potential.for impacting each resourcé as identified in the
e prevrous ‘environmental review, including a reference to-where the analysis can be found in'the docuiént: 1f the
previous:environmental review proposed actions to-mitigate impacts, summarize the mitigation for each resource
as appmpriate The environmental review document(s) must beincluded with :this PD/ESF in the proposai

- package submifted fo NPS for federal review.

Proceed to Steps G:throagh 7 Lo

* This ESF portion of th,ls 0 iESF is\ a wndsmg teel for plﬁnners and. decislcn-makers te g8 o idenlalfy the degree of

potéritial: impacts to resourp ‘ ur-as-a result oﬂederelaggevelefﬂ;e al, It glso serves as the
administrative -repe A got Sponsor's affbrts to ieatily and. cor mipacts during-proposal
devélopment. Yol ptanning ‘process refines the- prcposal that wrli ultimately be

. 4 ﬁm ¢ i -the:
. submitted along wrth the final: completed ESF forfederal revrew and decision.. - - .= T P

As early as possible in your plannlng prccess consrder how your proposallprqect may have direct, mduect and
cumulative impacts §n the humah environment. By early identification of possible environmental resource impacts,
the information will-be useful during proposal ‘development, includmg ways to lessen Imipacts. Initiating, or
completing environmental analysis after a decision has been made i is contrary to both the spirit:and letter of the law
of the National Envrronmentel Policy Act. : )

The ESF should be completed: wrth input from resource- experts and in consultation with relevant local, state, tribal
and federal govemments as applicable. The interested and affected public should be notified of the proposal and
' invited to provide input as well. At a minimum, a site inspection of the affected area must be conducted by
e individuals who are famiillar with the type of affected resources, possess the abillty to identlfy potentlal resource
(‘ ) impacts, and to know when to seek additional data when needed. _
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11 tHave'significant impacts on public healthor safety? -~~~ . .. ri s A . .
| 2" Have significant impacts on such natural resources and unique geographic . ' T
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or refugé lands,
- | wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national natural landmarks; sole or

principal drinking water aquifers; rime fafmisnds; wetiands (E.0. 11900; |
fioodplains (E.O 11988); and other ecologicaly sigrificant or criical aréas, nr

3. Have highly confroversial environmentaf effects or involve unresoived confiicts
- { concemning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA section 102(2XE)?
"|'4. ~Have-highly urcertain'and potentiaily $ignificant environmental effects or
involve unigue or unknown environmental tisks? :

5. Establish a precedent for future acfion or represent a decision in principle .~ ||
‘|Labout future actions with potentially significant environmental effects? = . - o

" 16 "Have a direct relationship o other actions with individually insigniftcant, but -
cumulatively significant, environmental effects? - Tt

i

7 !,-!'a'\‘ié;'-"éignIﬁc“ai\t'-impaeh_ron—prb‘pértiéq—l'_istgd'_rbr;elig‘lble_ifdrliﬁting on the
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau or
office.(Attach SHPO Comments) . o
8. Have significant impacts on specles listed or proposed to be listed on the List
of Endangered or Threatened Specias, or have.significant impacts.on designated "
Critical Habitat for these species. . ., .. . - .. . . = - .
9. Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or fribal faw or requirement imposed for
| the protection of the environment? G ert SR
10. Have a disproportionately.high and adverse effect on:low income or minority -
. populations (Executive Order 1268908)? T : _
11. Limit access to access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal RN
lands by Indian religious practitioners or significantly-adversely affect the physical
- | integrity of such sacred sites - Dot T
- |(Execitive Order 13007)2 .- - T R T - _ __
+| 12. Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious e B (
| weeds or non-native invasive species known to occur in the area, or actions that - I ' '
may promote the introduction, growth, or. expansion of the range of such species™ . |

Vil

|.(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Ofdél 13112)?

Environmental R_evifeweﬁs :

~ The following individual(s) provided input in the completion of the environmental screening form.
- List all reviewers including name, title, agency, field of expertise, Keep all environmental review records
~and data on this proposal in state compliance file for any future program review and/or audit.

z-- Lo -w . ’ . ’ ' - . -‘1 o o - . o \

The .follbw:ing ‘in_c‘!'-ividuals‘ con_duf:.téd a site inspection to verify field conditionis. -
List name of inspector(s), title, agency, and date(s) of inspection. : :
FRE T oA - \ . : 2o " sl . . ' . . H . .\- "

20
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‘Step 7. NEPA Pathway Recommendatlon and Certiﬁcatlons

o Flrst oonsult the attached Ilst of "Categoncal Exolusnons (CEs) for Whlch a°Record is Needed " If you fing: your. )
_.-actton in the: CE list, -and you have determined .in Step 6A that impacts will' be ‘minor or less for each appllcable

environmentat resource on the £SF, and you answered “no" to all‘of the *“Mandatory Criteria” quéstions in Stép 6B,
the proposal qualifies for a CE. Complete the foilowing “State LWCF En\nronmental Recommendatlons box
indicating the CE recommendation. _

I you find your action in the CE list, and you have determined in Step 6A that lmpacts will be greater than minor or
that more data is needed for any of the resources, and you answered "no” to all of the “Mandatory Criteria”
questions, - your. environmental review team” may ‘choose to-do additionat aﬁalyms to’ determine the context
duration, and intensity of the lmpacts of your project or may wish to' revuse the proposal to minimize |mpacts I
impacts-remain:at the greater than minor level; an EA must be prepared for: your proposal Complete the fo[lowmg
"State Enwronmental Reoommendatlons box mdscatlng the need for an EA ‘ . s

If: you do not ﬁnd your action in the CE list; regardless’ of your answe'f% in Step 6 you must prepare an EA or EIS

‘ Complete the followmg “State Enwronmental Reoommendattons box mdlcatlng the need for an EAor EIS

State LWCF Enwronmental Recommendations and Appraisal Ger:tlﬂeatmn o

EI | certify that a site inspection was- conductsd for each s:te Involved:in- this proposal arrcMo 'ﬁb& bast of my

knowledge, the informstion prowded in this LWCF Proposal.Deschiption-and Enwronmantab&emening Form
. (PD/ESF) is accurate based ori availableresource data. All.résulfing notes, reperts and iﬂqpmtor slgnatures
are stored in the state s NEPA file far thls pfaﬂosal andzamilaﬁle'qmarmquest o

On the bas:s of the environmental: tmpact mfonnaﬂon for tfﬁs LWCF- pmposal as presented in. tms LWCF
PD/ESF with which | am familiar, lrecommend the follamnpNEFA g_atftWaY‘

1 his proposal-qualifies for a Categonoal Exclusion: (GE‘)

- = CEltem#
» Explanation:

D Thls proposal requires an Environmental ASSessm 171 .
has been prodased:in accardanee’ w:th=the*LW®F<$fa'at§§M5ma‘l.

{1 this proposal may require an’ Envuronmental lmpaoh&tathmﬁnﬁ(ﬁlﬁ) NPRS.ggidance
IS requested per the' LWEF Grants: Mahual ’

TR o~ S - . . " T -

State Appm:sal Revlbw-lfapplccablo commmm oew m Haridiie i

01 1 cartily that the State'has rewewad H)e.appra!sal and ﬂasdetenﬁﬂaedfmatﬂmsmpdmﬂﬂn oeﬂfonmly
w:th the Uiiform Appraisal Standards:for deefml Land:Avypisitions.

Property Address: Date of. appralsalvtmhsmfttaiﬂﬂtﬁn
\ .
Fair mdrket value: $ - Effective:Date of-Value:
SLO/ASLO Original Signature: ‘ e ____Date:

Typed Name, Title, Agency:

-pdl ¢
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At the time of proposal submission to NPS for federal review, the completed ESF shoyld refiect the project
sponsor's final determination of the extent to which the proposal will impact the list of resources on the form, The
_results of the completed ESF will inform the State's choice of which NEPA pathway to follow, i.e., categorical
.. @xclusion (CE), environmental assessment (EA), environmental Impact statement (EIS). Also, the completed ESF
Wil identify the resource topics and. issues that should be presented and analyzed in-an EA or an'EIS if required.,
- Consult the LWCF Manual for further guidance on LWCF and NEPA. -~ : o R (

“The ESF contain two parts that must be completed: | L
A '_lmpacts:__tq_Envi['onmeri,talRes_qufo.es .- B. Mandatory Criteria

. Part A: For each envirormental rescurce topic, choose an impact estimate level (none, negligible, minor, exceeds
~minor) that describes. the degree. of potential negative impact that may occur directly, indirectly. and cumulatively as
a result of federal approval of your proposal. These impact levels should be used to estimate specific impact levels

~ on each separate resource and must be accompanied .with a' brief explanation of how the resource. might be

affected, how the impact fevel was determined, and why the, chosen impact level is appropriate. If an
environmental review has already been conducted on your proposal &nd itincludes planned mitigation, explain this
for. each applicable resource and choose an impact level .as mitigated. - If the resotrce does not apply to your

proposal, mark NA in_the first column._Add any.relevant. esources-(see-A23)-if notincluded-in-the list;

" Part B: This is a list of manda__tp'ry,, ir'npact.c,riteria that preclude the fué,e of categorical "excl"usivons.' If you answer
“yes" or “maybe” for any of the mandatory criteria, you must proceed to develop an EA or EIS regardless of your
answers in‘Pa__rt_:S‘e.ptiqn A L , - B R o

e -

‘Use a separate sheet to explain all potential negative impacts (negligible, minor and those-exceeding minor) as well
as. to. indicate the type of data that still needs‘to be determined for'each of the applicable resources listed below.
Describe direct, indirect and cumulative impacts as weil as explaln-any planned mitigation already addressed in
previous environmental reviews. For the Mandatory Criteria, explain all "yes” and “maybe" answers.

i
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INSLEE, BEST, DOEZIE & RYDER, PS
Attomeys at Law

. i i
. R S A

dsroms D. Carpenter - L MIchaeIP Ruark - ST Joha W Milne
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clo Dan Haws "
Natural Resources Bu:ldmg
1111 Washmgton Street SE
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Re: Eclmonds School Drstrrct s Apphcatton for LWCF Section 6(f) Conversion
of Property Subject to Recreatronal Restrlctlons Project NO 80 014D

i [T R

Memﬁé‘fs of the Board: [/ U b s e |
. The Edmonds School Dlstrrct has applled to the commrttee for a recommendatlon
to the Natronal Parks Servrce that it approve the Drstrtct s proposed convers1on of a Land

and Water Conservatron Fund (“LWCF”) 6(f) restrlctron from property located_af
Lynnwood ngh School to property located wrthm" e -
apphcatlon is on the comrmttee S March 27 2008 agertda The' Crty has not 51gned the
District’s apphcauon As one of ‘the orrgmal applicants and coritracting parties, the City
must be a co-applicant for the process to proceed For that reason and for the reasons
set forth the Clty ohjects to the commrttee § corisrdermg the appllcatton at thrs tune
and requests the comrmttee to contmue the matter uutll lts June, 2008 meetmg

The Drstrrct plans to ‘buﬂd a new hlgh”school on “thé North Road property,
_abanclon the. current hrgh scho lrld lease the prdperty on ‘which it ‘is Tocated to pnvate
developers Although the applrcatton obfuscates the fact a '6(f)" conversion is" riot
necessary for the District t0 fulﬁll its ‘plans ‘for a’ néw htgh schiool. Thé"schoof sits on
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land unencumbered by the restrlctron The school can be re-located and the school
property redeveloped regardless of any decrsron on converswn

In 1980 the City of Lynnwood on behalf of itself, Edmonds School Dlstrtct and :

the- Washmgton State" Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) 4ppliéd 1o

the federal government for LWCF funding to develop recreational property o' the site’of
Lyniiwood High Scliodl locatéd'in the City. Subsequently, the City, the DlStl‘lCt and the -

IAC entered into a “Project Contract” to develop slightly more than 12 acres of the high

schoolsite—for-recreational -purposes.—A-condition-of -the - EWCF-funding required-that— - -

propeity to.be subjected to a "6(f)" recreation restriction.

That contract was performed and the 12+ acres have been used for recreational
and open space purposes ever since. In performlng the Project Contract, and related
agreements between the City and the District, the City paid $394,000, or fifty percent, of
the total capital construction and development costs of the recreational facilities
developed under the Project Contract. While the District owned the real property on
which the recreational facilities were constructed the District did not eontrlbute any of
the facilities' capital costs. The remaining $394,000 of capital costs consrsted of grant
funds provided by the IAC. In addition to paying $394,000° toward the recreat10na1
facilities' capital costs, the City, under related agreements with the Drstrrct has also pard
substantial sums annually to operate and manage the recreational facrlltles over the last
twenty-six years. Under those related operational and management agreements ‘the Crty
has the rlght to use and manage the recreahonal facrlrtres untrl at least 2019
Thus not only is the C1ty a party to the Pro;ect Contract wrth legal rights
flowing there from, but it has made substantial expenditures to construct and marntarn the
facilities constructed in accordance with that Contract. The Crty has been and i
responsible, for, compliance with all, dutjes and, obltgatlons imposed by the Project
Contract; hkewrse the Ctty 1s entrtled to, beneﬁts arlsmg under the Contr ct To date,
the, City. has not. approved conversron pf the: property The Drstrrct recerved substantlal
‘beneﬁt from the Ctty ] expendlture of funds, In the form of enhanced athletlc ﬁelds hnd

tttttt

St

termmate the Pro_]ect Contract or convert the property wrthout the C1ty s consent

aﬁ,Gwen the Crty s substantlal ﬁ,nancral 1nvestment, $1ts contmumg legal rlght under
related agreements, the loss of a, srgguﬁcant recr ig 1§
reduce the level of service established for parks i in ‘the C1ty s comprehenswe plan adverse
affect, the proposal has for City recteation, the City considers it necessary o perform due
dlhgence wrth respect to the proposal It has been 1mpeded 1n that effort by a lack of

mformatlon about the converston proposal and the relatéd appralsals For example ‘the
City was given, the second set of apprarsals (the ﬁrst was rejected by NPS) on March 4
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2008, and, while it bas contracted with a review appraiser, that work cannot be
completed before the end of the month. As a local government, “the C1ty cannot legally
forego valuable property and contract rlghts without adequate compensatlon See RCW
43.09.210. An appraisal performed accordlng o professmnal standards ' showing
equivalent values between the twol sites would' partrally validate Clty concurrence in the
conversion. However, the City does not knoWw that the appraisals were performed as
required until a review can be performed. Moreover, conversion will cause the City to
experience a capital loss; that is, the unamortized remainder of its initial $394,000.00

~ investment in the original facilities. Furthermore, the City has not received any written
information from your staff or a copy of the staff recommendation.

As noted, the City has contractual rights to use the current fields for City
recreational activities, park and open space. The conversion regulations require not only
that the properties involved be of equal value, but that the newly restricted property
provide functionally equivalent recreational opportunities. Although the District and the
City have had discussions concerning City use of the new facilities, those discussions
have not been completed. Until agreements are in place, the City will have no right to
access school facilities or use them for any purpose. Consequently, a determination of

functional equivalence is not possible yet. Any such determination is dependent upon the
( terms the District and the City negotiate respecting use of the new site, including hours
' of nse, types of use, and responsibility for maintenance.

The City desires to reach an agreement with the District that will serve the
interests of each party and the public while continuing to implement the goal of the
Project Contract to provide recreational facilities to the public served by the City and the
District. To that end, the City has commenced its regulatory process to implement zoning
and comprehensive plan changes to accommodate the District’s plans. We continue to
meet with the District to discuss measures that will enable the City to accommodate the
proposal while sustaining the level of service for its recreational programs and
‘maintaining sufficient open space. in the City. Nevertheless, the City expects its rights
and the interests of its citizens to be recognized and protected by the committee. -

Very truly yours,
Michael P. Rugrk /

City Attorney, City of Lynnwood
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i Mayor Don Gough N
. Lynn Sordel, Parks Director |
, Dayid Kleltsch Economlc Development Du'ector .
Gerard Lutz, Attorney for Edmonds School Dlstnct r
| Heather Ramsay, Natlonal Park Serv1ce
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Project #80-014D Lynnwood Commumty Athletic Field
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Recreation Conservation Fund:ng Board -
c/o Dan Haws™ """ AR A L
1rr Washmgton Street’ SE 5 LT e e e
P.O.Box40917' " 7 T o e
Olympla WA 98504 et

- Re: Edmonds School Dlstrlct' ("School Dlstrlct") Appllcatlon forLWCF Sectlon 6(1')
Conversmn, PrOJect No 80—014D ("PrOJect Contract") N L i' -

B

Gt . A R TR . e ':A-.,,.‘.-:;‘-,-- R S VA B

( } Members of the Board

The School Dlsmct has applled ifor. Board approval of its proposal to convert certam recreational prOperty
under Section’ 6(£)(3) of the Land and Witer: Conservatlon Fund A¢t ("LWCF") 16 U.SC § 4601—4 et
seq. ("Convérsion").' The Conversion irivolves' hftmg ‘the' Sectlon 6(f) use redtriction from a portlon of the
property where existing Lynnwood High School is located in Lynnwood Washmgton ("Restrictéd -
Property"), and placing that restrlctlon on a portion of the new Lynnwood ngh Schoolsite
("Replacement Property"), located approxlmately amilea and a half east of the exlstmg ‘'schiool.. On o
Marchi'13, 2008, the City of Lynnwdod (“Clty") objected in wrltmg to presentatlon of the. School Dlstncts
Conversion apphcaticm at the Board's March 27 2008 meetmg and requested that the matter be contmued
_ Ul‘ltll June ‘2008 R R o

Y

In light of the Clty 5 re’due‘s‘t', the'School District consents to the Board's contifuance of this ‘matter to the
Board's June agenda. We understand that the matter will be presented by staff at the Board's March 27
meeting, and that the Board will also receive public testimony at that time. However, followmg g a
discussions with the City's counsel and the Director, the School District and City mtend to reserve thelr
respective presentations until the Board's June meeting. B =

Despite the School District's consent, however the School District does not agree with the C1ty § assertlon i
that the Restricted Property cannot be converted without the City's consent. That assertion is contrary to
the terms of the partles agreements and direction from RCO and National Park Service staff :

The City is a party to an interlocal agreement with the School District, dated November 26, 1996
("Interlocal Agreement"), which provides for City use and management of athletic fields at existing
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| _Lyhnwob.d High School. The Interlocal Agreement lasfs through June 3, 2019 unless the parties agree
- otherwise. The City's rights with respect.to the existing Lynnwood High School fields under. that.
Interlocal Agreement will not be affected by the Conversion. ' i

""In advance of the School District's coriversion application, the School District consylted with both the

RCO staff and National Park Service staff-regarding the question of the City's status in this conversion
process, in the company ofithe City's representatives. The School District was advised that, because the
School District is the owner of the restricted property, as long as the School District took financial =~

(

responsibility-for-the-elements-of the-proposed conversion; the City was fiot a necessary party to the
conversion application. This approach is logical for a number of reasons. Although the City was.one of .
the original applicants and contracting parties to the Project Contract (the School District being the other),
the "Project Period” set forth in Section 4 of the Project Contract ended June 30, 1982. The only =
remaining obligation under the Project Contract is the School District's obligation to preserve the relevant
12.4 acre portion of the existing Lynnwood High School property for recreational use. . That obligation.is, .
enforceable by the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation ("IAC", now known as the Recreation. .,
Conservation Office ("RCO")). Section 14 of the Project Contract provides that the “Cpr;ltltjgc'thig F’,’arty{E r
shall not at any time convert any property or facility acquired or developed pursuant to this contract to

uses other than those for which assistance was originally, approved without the prior, approyal of the
Interagency Commiftee . . ." (emphasis added), L.I:'l_dér#t\hé plain language of the Project Contract, the
School District must obtain conversion approval from the RCO (as successor to the IAC), not the City.
The IAC restriction set forth in Section 14 is perpetual. The City's assertion of perpetual right to control :
the use of the Restricted Property as a "co-applicant", independent of rights it may have under its ~ . -
interlocal agreement with the School District, directly conflicts with the parties! clearly and often stated -
intent that the School District retain ownership of the Restricted Property. The City doesnothave. - .

+

_perpetual rights with respect to the Restricted Property. . Rather, its rights arise under the Interlocal

Agreement, which has an expressly limited term. . |~ .

TS ATV TSI T G ‘ 'v."‘:—' P Q oot
Despite this point of disagreement, the School Distriet hopes with the exira time the City has requested, . .
the School District and City will have the opportunity to resolve any lirigering City Goncerns regarding

the conversion. The School District looks forward to thé Board's meetings this Thursday and in June, and .

to resolving outstanding issues with the City as to the respective athletic and recreational programs of the
City and School District at the School District's existing and new Lynnwood High School properties. If
‘you have any questions, ple ase-feerdrge to contact me at 423-635-1403 or jlutz@perkinscoie.com.. | .. .

. s
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¥’ Gerard Lutz—
cc: - MikéRuark 7
Marla Miller °
e P T L R S I N I FaT T

LEGAL4082423.1

(o

(O




	16 Conversion of Lynnwood.pdf
	Item #16:
	Conversion Request: Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields, RCO #80-014D
	Prepared By: 
	Presented By:
	Approved by the Director:
	Proposed Action: Decision
	Summary
	Staff Recommendation
	Background
	Analysis
	Assessment of the Lynnwood Community Athletic Fields
	A. Alternatives to the conversion
	B. Market Value
	C. Recreation Utility and Location
	D. Opportunity for Public Participation

	Opposition to Conversion

	Next Steps
	Attachments
	Attachment A, Location Maps
	City of Lynnwood in Snohomish County
	Site Location Map  

	Attachment B: Property Boundary Maps
	Site Proposed for Conversion
	Existing Lynnwood High School – 12.4 acres LWCF 6(f) boundary.

	 Site Proposed for Replacement
	New Lynnwood High School – 20 acres (shaded area) proposed for new LWCF 6(f) boundary. 


	Attachment C: Communication from April 1, 2008 through June 3, 2008.
	Attachment D: Public Comment and Information from City of Lynnwood and Edmonds School District Provided in March 2008 Board Notebook

	Lynnwood.pdf

