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LEVY LIMIT WORKSHEET – 2017 Tax Roll 

 

TAXING DISTRICT: City of Sammamish 

The following determination of your regular levy limit for 2017 property taxes is provided by the King County 

Assessor pursuant to RCW 84.55.100. 

 

                  

Annexed to Library District (Note 1)    Estimated Library rate:  0.40118 

 

Using Limit Factor 
For District 

 
Calculation of Limit Factor Levy 

Using Implicit 
Price Deflator 

28,575,920 Levy basis for calculation:  (2016 Limit Factor) (Note 2) 28,575,920 
1.0100 x Limit Factor 1.0095 

28,861,679 = Levy 28,848,249 
285,524,717 Local new construction 285,524,717 

0 + Increase in utility value (Note 3) 0 
285,524,717 = Total new construction 285,524,717 

1.98559 x Last year’s regular levy rate 1.98559 
566,935 = New construction levy 566,935 

29,428,614 Total Limit Factor Levy 29,415,184 
   
 Annexation Levy  

0 Omitted assessment levy (Note 4) 0 
29,428,614 Total Limit Factor Levy + new lid lifts  29,415,184 

14,466,374,793  Regular levy assessed value less annexations 14,466,374,793 
2.03428 = Annexation rate (cannot exceed statutory maximum rate) 2.03335 

20,976,300 x Annexation assessed value 20,976,300 
42,672 = Annexation Levy 42,652 

   
 Lid lifts, Refunds and Total  

0 + First year lid lifts 0 
29,428,614 + Limit Factor Levy 29,415,184 
29,471,286 = Total RCW 84.55 levy 29,457,836 

24,452 + Relevy for prior year refunds (Note 5) 24,452 
29,495,738 = Total RCW 84.55 levy + refunds 29,482,288 

 Levy Correction: Year of Error ______ (+or-)  
29,495,738 ALLOWABLE LEVY  (Note 6) 29,482,288 

 Increase Information (Note 7)  
2.03596 Levy rate based on allowable levy 2.03504 

27,270,868 Last year’s ACTUAL regular levy  27,270,868 
1,590,811 Dollar increase over last year other than N/C – Annex 1,577,381 

5.83% Percent increase over last year other than N/C – Annex 5.78% 
   
 Calculation of statutory levy  

PY Levy $27,270,868 Regular levy assessed value (Note 8) 14,487,351,093 
New Const $566,935 x Maximum statutory rate 3.19882 

Annex $42,672 = Maximum statutory levy 46,342,428 
Relevy $24,452 +Omitted assessments levy 0 

’17 Levy 27,904,927 =Maximum statutory levy 46,342,428 
 Limit factor needed for statutory levy Not usable 
   

 

ALL YEARS SHOWN ON THIS FORM ARE THE YEARS IN WHICH THE TAX IS PAYABLE.   

Please read carefully the notes on the reverse side.
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Notes: 

  

1) Rates for fire districts and the library district are estimated at the time this worksheet is 

produced.  Fire district and library district rates affect the maximum allowable rate for cities 

annexed to them.  These rates will change, mainly in response to the actual levy requests 

from the fire and library districts. Hence, affected cities may have a higher or lower 

allowable levy rate than is shown here when final levy rates are calculated. 

2) This figure shows the maximum allowable levy, which may differ from any actual prior levy 

if a district has levied less than its maximum in prior years. The maximum allowable levy 

excludes any allowable refund levy if the maximum was based on a limit factor.  The 

maximum allowable levy excludes omitted assessments if the maximum was determined by 

your district’s statutory rate limit.  If your district passed a limit factor ordinance in the year 

indicated, that limit factor would help determine the highest allowable levy.  However, if the 

statutory rate limit was more restrictive than your stated limit factor, the statutory rate limit is 

controlling. 

3) Any increase in value in state-assessed property is considered to be new construction value 

for purposes of calculating the respective limits.  State-assessed property is property 

belonging to inter-county utility and transportation companies (telephone, railroad, airline 

companies and the like).  

4) An omitted assessment is property value that should have been included on a prior year’s roll 

but will be included on the tax roll for which this worksheet has been prepared.  Omits are 

assessed and taxed at the rate in effect for the year omitted (RCW 84.40.080-085).  Omitted 

assessments tax is deducted from the levy maximum before calculating the levy rate for 

current assessments and added back in as a current year’s receivable. 

5) Administrative refunds under RCW 84.69.020 were removed from the levy lid by the 1981 

legislature.   

6) A district is entitled to the lesser of the maximum levies determined by application of the 

limit under RCW 84.55 and the statutory rate limit.  Levies may be subject to further 

proration if aggregate rate limits set in Article VII of the state constitution and in RCW 

84.52.043 are exceeded.  

7) This section is provided for your information, and to assist in preparing any Increase 

Ordinance that may be required by RCW 84.55.120.  The increase information compares the 

allowable levy for the next tax year with your ACTUAL levy being collected this year.  The 

actual levy excludes any refund levy and expired temporary lid lifts, if applicable.  New 

construction, annexation and refund levies, as well as temporary lid lifts in their initial year, 

are subtracted from this year’s allowable levy before the comparison is made.  

8) Assessed valuations shown are subject to change from error corrections and appeal board 

decisions recorded between the date of this worksheet and final levy rate determination. 
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1/4/2017

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Prior yr.allow. levy 19,978,764          20,517,146    21,513,813   21,986,009     22,496,863    23,229,071     24,025,631      28,586,328           

Less prior yr. relevy (29,814)                 (38,896)           (18,007)          (33,439)            (29,296)           (48,175)            (22,188)             (10,409)                 

Prior yr. limit factor 19,948,950          20,478,250    21,495,806   21,952,570     22,467,567    23,180,896     24,003,443      28,575,919           

1% of prior yr. limit factor 199,490                204,782          214,958         219,526           224,676          231,809           240,034            285,759                 

Prior yr. + 1% 20,148,440          20,683,032    21,710,764   22,172,096     22,692,242    23,412,705     24,243,478      28,861,678           

Curr. Yr. NC 78,051                   249,914          241,806         295,471           488,654          590,738           419,214            566,935                 

Curr. Yr. Annex 251,759                562,860          -                  -                    -                   -                    3,913,227         42,672                   

Curr. Yr. relevy 38,896                   18,007            33,439            29,296             48,175            22,188              10,409               24,452                   

Allowable 20,517,146          21,513,813    21,986,009   22,496,863     23,229,071    24,025,631     28,586,328      29,495,737           

Actual levy (20,347,470)         (21,178,251)   (21,453,496)  (21,778,263)    (22,315,092)   (22,928,018)    (27,270,868)     (27,904,927)         

Banked 169,676                335,562          532,513         718,600           913,979          1,097,613        1,315,460         1,590,810             

Banked Capacity by Year 169,676                165,886          196,951         186,087           195,380          183,634           217,846            275,350                

Prior Year Levy 19,978,764          20,347,470    21,178,251   21,453,496     21,778,263    22,315,092     22,928,018      27,270,868           

New Construction 78,051                   249,914          241,806         295,471           488,654          590,738           419,214            566,935                 

Annexations 251,759                562,860          -                  -                    -                   -                    3,913,227         42,672                   

Relevy 38,896                   18,007            33,439            29,296             48,175            22,188              10,409               24,452                   

Total Levy 20,347,470          21,178,251    21,453,496   21,778,263     22,315,092    22,928,018     27,270,868      27,904,927           

Annual Banked Capacity Addition

240,034            285,759                 

Less: Refunds of prior year taxes that were relevied in the preceding year. (22,188)             (10,409)                 

Current year addition to banked capacity 217,846            275,350                

1% of the amount that could have been levied if the 1% increase was taken 

each year.

Property Tax Banked Capacity Calculations

Actual Levy Calculations
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Utility

Tax City Population

Yes Seattle 686,800
Yes Bellevue 139,400
Yes Kent 124,500
Yes Renton 101,300
Yes Federal Way 93,670
Yes Kirkland 84,680
Yes Auburn (part) 67,340
No Sammamish 61,250
Yes Redmond 60,560
Yes Shoreline 54,990
Yes Burien 50,000
Yes Issaquah 34,590
Yes Des Moines 30,570
No SeaTac 27,810
Yes Bothell (part) 26,590
Yes Maple Valley 24,790
Yes Mercer Island 23,660
Yes Kenmore 22,320
Yes Tukwila 19,540
Yes Covington 18,750
Yes Snoqualmie 13,110
Yes Lake Forest Park 12,940
Yes Woodinville 11,570
Yes Enumclaw (part) 11,410
No Newcastle 11,090
Yes Duvall 7,425
Yes Pacific (part) 6,835
Yes North Bend 6,570
Yes Normandy Park 6,540
Yes Black Diamond 4,305
Yes Algona 3,175
Yes Medina 3,165
Yes Clyde Hill 3,060
Yes Carnation 1,850
Yes Milton (part) 1,070
Yes Yarrow Point 1,040
Yes Hunts Point 415
Yes Skykomish 200

Sources:  2014 AWC Municipal Taxes & Fees Survey, City of Seattle Municipal Code.

King County Cities - Utility Tax

The top 10 cities (population) impose a 6% utility tax on Natural Gas, Electricity, 

and Telephones except the City of Bellevue which imposes a 5% tax.

The tax rate in the top 10 cities varies for other utilities from not taxed to a 

15.54% utility tax on water in the City of Seattle.
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Question from Councilmembers:  How much REET money can be used for 

maintenance? 

Short answer:  $1,225,000 per year based on the budgeted REET.  More or less may be 
available based on actual collections. 

Conditions for use per RCW 82.46 

Dollar limit:  The maximum amount of either REET 1 or REET 2 that may be spent on 
maintenance is the greater of $100,000 or 25% of the available funds, not to exceed $1 million 
per year (each for REET 1 & 2). 

Allowable maintenance activities: Labor and materials that will preserve, prevent the decline 
of, or extend the useful life of a capital project.  Maintenance does not include labor or material 
costs for routine operations of a capital project.  Only the pavement overlay program in the 

Street Fund would meet these requirements. 

Reporting requirements:  The city must prepare a written report demonstrating it will have 
adequate funding from all sources of public funding to pay for all capital projects identified in all 
CIP plans for a two-year period.  This report must be adopted as part of the city’s regular budget 
process and must include the following: 

 Information necessary to demonstrate that the local government will have adequate 
funding to pay for all capital projects in all CIP plans. 

 How revenues collected under REET 1 and REET 2 have been used during the prior 2-
year period. 

 How revenues collected under REET 1 and REET 2 will be used for the succeeding 2-
year period. 

 The percentage of funds for capital projects that is attributed to REET 1 and REET 2 
revenues compared to all other sources of capital project funding. 

Calculation of Sammamish REET that could be used for maintenance 

2017 Budget for REET 1:  $2,450,000 X 25% = $612,500 (could change based on actual 
collections) 

2017 Budget for REET 2:  $2,450,000 X 25% = $612,500 (could change based on actual 
collections) 

Total available in 2017:  $1,225,000 (could change based on actual collections) 

The 2018 budget for REET is the same as the 2017 budget.  To use the 2018 REET for 
maintenance, the CIP and associated funding would need to be determined and reported on for 
2019 ahead of adoption of the 2019/2020 budget. 

 

Prepared by Chris Gianini 
1/6/2017 
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Long Term Debt Capacity 
 
Washington State law provides a maximum debt limit for general obligations.  There 
are three types of limits on general debt capacity applicable to the city. 
 

1. The first limit is on the amount of general obligation debt that can be incurred 
without a vote of the people (Councilmanic debt).  For this type of debt, a 
city is limited to 1.5% of its assessed value. For the tax year 2017, this limit 
is $217,310,266. 

2. The second statutory limit is the amount of general obligation debt a city 
may incur for general governmental purposes with the vote of the people 
(voted debt).  The amount of voted debt allowed is reduced by the amount of 
Councilmanic debt described above.   The limit of voted and Councilmanic 
debt combined is 2.5% of the assessed value.   For tax year 2017, this 
limit is $362,183,777. 

3. The third limit allows a city to incur general obligation debt of up to an 
additional 2.5% of its assessed value for bond issues approved by the voters 
for the purpose of parks and open space development.   The two 2.5% limits 
provide an overall voted limit of 5% of assessed value, or $724,367,555.  
Voter-approved measures require a favorable vote of 60% or more of the 
voters in order to proceed with such debt financing. 

 
The City of Sammamish has one Public Works Trust Fund loan for transportation 
outstanding as of December 31, 2016 in the amount of $2,666,667. 
 
 

 

 

Parks/Open Space Total

Debt Limits Non-Voted Voted

2.5% of AV -$                        362,183,777$    362,183,777$        724,367,554$          
1.5% of AV 217,310,266             (217,310,266)     -                       -                         
Legal Limit 217,310,266$           144,873,511$    362,183,777$        724,367,554$          
Less Outstanding Debt:
  PWTF (2,666,667)               -                   -                       (2,666,667)              
Remaining Capacity 214,643,599$           144,873,511$    362,183,777$        721,700,887$          

General Capacity

Legal Debt Capacity

Assessed Valuation for 2017 Property Taxes - $14,487,351,093
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Question-How much debt would $1.2 million per year pay for? 

Answer-It depends on the interest rates at the time of issuance. 

Examples: 

In 2002 the city issued $4,060,000 in 20 year LTGO bonds.   

Interest rates ranged from 3% to 4.625%. 

Debt service payments averaged $370,000 per year. 

$1.2 million annual payments would have paid off debt of about $13 million. 

At Don Gerend’s request in 2016 a comparison was done of the debt service payments on the 2001 

PWTF loan and a hypothetical bond issue of the same amount in the same time period.  A schedule was 

prepared by Public Financial Management, Inc. showing the debt payments had the debt been issued in 

2001 and the debt payments had the debt been issued in 2016. 

$10 million in LTGO bonds issued in 2001. 

Interest rates ranged from 2.85% to 5.3%. 

Debt service payments would have averaged $835,000 per year. 

$1.2 million annual payments would have paid off debt of about $14.4 million. 

$10 million in LTGO bonds issued in 2016. 

Interest rates ranged from 0.56% to 2.54%. 

Debt service payments would have averaged $560,000 per year. 

$1.2 million annual payments would have paid off debt of about $21.4 million. 
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April 27, 2017 Finance Roundtable Summary of Comments 

Question 1.  Should the city diversify its revenue sources by adding a new tax? 

There was general agreement among the attendees that additional taxes be used to fund desired 

services when current revenues are no longer sufficient.  Diversifying or collecting additional taxes 

before they are needed was not recommended.  Comments from the roundtable participants are below. 

 Identify the needs first, then determine revenue sources.

 Increase taxes only when needed, not to build up reserves.

 Start with a small amount of funding from multiple sources. For example, a utility tax of less

than 6% or using only part of the property tax banked capacity. It was noted that use of the

property tax banked capacity adds to the property tax levy in the year taken and in future years.

 Diversify the city’s revenue sources and look at reducing costs.

 Do not institute a B&O tax-scares businesses.

Question 2.  Are there services the city should stop offering? 

The consensus among the attendees was that the city should not stop offering any of the current 

services.  Comments from the roundtable participants are below. 

 The general sense at the table was no, the city should not stop offering any current services.

 There were several positive comments about how well the city is run.  Staff works hard.

 Do not want to lose talent on the staff.  May be able to be cut staff through attrition if needed.

Avoid creating concern among staff about possible cuts.

Question 3.  Given how Sammamish compares to its neighboring cities, what services would you want 

enhanced or eliminated? 

Question 4.  What unmet service expectations do you have now or anticipate having in the near 

future, and how would you want to pay for them? 

Responses to questions 3 and 4 regarding additional desired services were similar and are combined 

below.  No services were identified for elimination. 

 More waterfront parks.

 Senior Center.

 Arts.

 Environmental services.

 Address opioid epidemic.

 Affordable housing and low-income housing needs. Look long-term.

 Ombudsman to work through the permitting process.

Question 5.  What should be done when future contracted public safety costs increase at a greater 

rate than revenues?  What should the city do to offset those cost increases?  [$550,000 vs.$1.2 million 

example] 

 Suggestion to use impact fees for increasing public safety costs.  (City staff comment-impact fees

may only be used for transportation and parks capital projects.)
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Other comments and suggestions 

 Respondent did not have enough information to decide what has little or no benefit.  Noted

large increase in headcount-why was additional staff needed?

 What are the effects on the cost increases for the future?  (In reference to staff increases).  They

tend to be embedded costs and that job is not going to go away.

 The corporate world uses zero-based budgeting.  Each department should determine the top

priorities and use that to develop the budget.

 The city has inherited a patchwork of infrastructure, missing pieces of sidewalk for example.

 It’s exciting that the city is doing a Transportation Master Plan that will help identify the capital

projects that are really needed.  Similar feeling about the PRO Plan, so that we will have more

information about what we need.  These types of plans will help get all of the capital plans into

perspective.

 Concern expressed about transportation and roads.

 The city needs to anticipate future growth as we work the revenue and expense decisions,

particularly as the daytime population grows.

 Continue to monitor the crossover point.  It may push out as it has done in the past with

responsible management.

 Why was there a 30% increase in central services?  (City staff comment-This category includes

Legal, City Manager, City Council, Finance, Administrative Services, Equipment/vehicle

replacement, technology.)

 Don’t use operating revenues to pay for capital.
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