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Fire District 4 and City of Everett
Regional Fire Authority Planning Committee
Meeting 5
Date: Friday April 30, 2021
Time: 1:30 PM – 3:00 PM
Location: The meeting will be held virtually
Proposed Agenda

1. Convening the District 4 Special Meeting. (Commissioner Schmoker)
2. Action: Approval of District 4 Special Meeting Minutes (Commissioner Schmoker)
3. Welcome and Introductions (10 min.) (Karen Reed, Facilitator)
Standing Items
4. Agenda Review (Karen) (2 min.)
5. Action: Review and approval of Meeting 4 Summary (3 min.)
6. Communications Update (5 min.)
7. Response to questions at Meeting 4:
a. Information about Everett LEOFF 1 liability
Grounding Information, Part 5:
8. Deeper Dive: Assets, Apparatus and Equipment (Chiefs) (25 min.)
9. Discussion/Agreement on next steps: Process and timeline for deciding whether to
proceed beyond exploratory phase
10. Closing Comments Roundtable (10 min.)
11. District 4 Motion to Adjourn Special Meeting (Commissioner Schmoker)
12. Adjourn

Snohomish County Fire District #4

SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES
BOARD OF FIRE COMMISSIONERS
DATE:
LOCATION:

Friday, April 23, 2021
YouTube – Public Microsoft Teams – Commissioners

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: JIM SCHMOKER, Chairman
RICHARD FLATH, Fire Commissioner
EVAN MERRITT, Fire Commissioner
OTHERS PRESENT:

SCOTT BADER, Everett City Councilmember
JASON BROCK, Everett Fire, Secretary Local 46
KURTIS BROWN, Everett Fire Marshal
MIKE CALVERT, Everett Fire, Asst. Chief of Operations
DAVE DEMARCO, Everett Fire Chief
PIPA ESCALANTE, City of Everett, IT Support
CASSIE FRANKLIN, City of Everett, Mayor
RICH LLEWELLYN, Everett Fire Deputy Chief

WHITNEY MANSFIELD, SCFD4 Local 2694 Union Representative

CHRISTINE MONTAGNE-HEIKE, SCFD4, Office Specialist
MATT MUELLER, Everett Fire, Administrative Assistant
KAREN REED, Consultant
BILL SCHERER, SCFD4 Battalion Chief
BRENDA STONECIPHER, Everett City Council, President
DON WALLER, SCFD4 Fire Chief

ROLL CALL
Chairman Schmoker opened the meeting at 13:36 hours. All members of the Board were
present.
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
Discussion: No Discussion.
Action: Commissioner Flath moved to accept the Minutes of the last meeting with the two
following corrections: (1) Page 4 the first word should read ‘begin’ instead of being, and (2)
AC Rich Llewellyn did not attend the meeting and his name should be removed from the list.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Merritt and it passed unanimously.
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INTRODUCTIONS: Facilitator Karen Reed asked the committee to introduce themselves by
answering the following questions:
1. What was particularly challenging about last year (2020) ?
2. What was an unexpected benefit or silver lining of the year (2020) ?
AGENDA REVIEW
Discussion: Karen Reed explained this week is a deeper dive into the funding mechanisms
for an RFA. She did ask the committee to be thinking about any information they felt was
missing or would be necessary for them to feel comfortable making a decision to recommend
moving into the next phase of the RFA process, at next week’s meeting.
ACTION
District 4 has already approved their Minutes. There were no corrections from the Everett
Council to their Minutes and it was given a ‘thumbs up’ by the Council Members.
COMMUNICATIONS
Facilitator Reed had contacted both Chiefs prior to the start of the meeting, and there had
been no emails submitted to either web site.

DEEPER DIVE: FINANCES

Chief DeMarco narrated the Funding Mechanisms Power Point. (pages 11 -31 of the Meeting
Packet)

The purpose of the three previous meetings was to illustrate that the functions of the two
departments are very similar and differences are mainly a matter of scale. They were
intended to lead to this meeting – a very broad view of the financial options that exist when
contemplating a merger.
The funding mechanisms available to a Fire Authority are similar to those available to a Fire
District - Property Tax Levies and Benefits Charges. The foundations of both tools exist
within City government as well. In Fire Districts there are typically two types of property taxes
levied against the assessed valuation of property in the jurisdiction – a Fire Protection
Services Levy and an EMS Levy. On all slides in the presentation, the chart at the bottom of
the slide details the numbers illustrated by the graphic above it. The color green is
consistently used for Everett Fire data and blue is used for SCFD4 data. Red illustrates
maximum values available to districts. In this case, $0.50 per $1.000.00 assessed property
value for EMS levies, and $1.50 per $1,000.00 assess property value for General Fire levies
is the maximum value. FD4’s levy values are known precisely - $0.47 for EMS and $1.46 for
fire. Everett has an EMS levy of $0.45. The City Finance Department prepared an estimate
of what a fire Levy would have to be to fund the Everett Fire Department of today. That

estimate is $1.30. Everett collects a property tax levy that pays for General Fund services
across a wide range of departments, so the $1.30 is not an exact representation, but is as
close as can be estimated.
The second tool is a Benefits Charge, which is a fee, not a tax, typically collected by the
County on behalf of the jurisdiction, based on a formula. The formula, its variables and how it
would be applied are not included here. The Meeting Packet (p.7) sites the sections of RCW
52 pertinent to Benefits Charges. When a Benefits Charge is implemented, the fire levy cap
reduces from a maximum of $1.50 (per $1,000.00 assessed property value) to $1.00. The
Fire District or Authority can then collect up to 60% of its operating budget from a Benefits
Charge. For the upcoming simulations we are assuming that the Benefits Charge model will
be paying for 40% of the operating charges. The $1.50 comes from three separate $0.50
charges, and one of them gets taken away when the Benefits Charge is used.
There are also a few other revenues and reimbursements that are much smaller in scale, but
must be considered. Page 10 of the Meeting Packet shows, based on 2020 known revenues,
the fees both jurisdictions collect for transport to medical facilities and reimbursement from
Medicare and Medicaid Services (GEMT – Ground Emergency Transport). They are a
significant amount of money. Not shown in this presentation is the mechanism for delivery of
Fire Marshal Services. There is revenue associated with that work, and there are questions
about its structure that will need to be addressed at a later date.
Commissioner Flath asked if private ambulance transport was also used in Everett. Chief
DeMarco answered that some BLS transport is handled by contract with private ambulance
carriers. The contract is at the will of the City. The contract could be ended at any time so
the proposed jurisdiction could take over BLS transport in Everett and it would not pose a
problem.
The annual cost or operating budget of a proposed merged authority would be
$49,717,392.00 based on the 2021 Labor, Maintenance and Operation and Capital Expense
costs for both jurisdictions, and this will be the target for the “What If” scenarios. The Capital
Expense costs in the “What If” scenarios include the cost of replacement of fire apparatus
($600,000.00 for fire truck, $1.6 million per ladder truck – 15 year life cycle) , ambulances
($250,000.00 – 10 year life cycle) , other vehicles (staff and rescue – 15 year life cycle) , fire
stations (and other buildings – 50 year+ life cycle) and some depreciating capital assets (for
example – Self Contained Breathing Apparatus backpacks – variable life cycles). For the
simulations, 5 million dollars per year is set aside. FD4 currently sets 1.7 million dollars aside
annually, and the Finance Director of the City of Everett feels the 3.3 million dollars budgeted
for Everett’s contributions will more than meet the Capital needs of this merger.
The first scenario funds the organization with just the 2 proposed tax levies – fire levy and
EMS levy – to meet the budget, with 5 million set aside for Capital Replacements and no new
employees. An asterisk to this plan is that the new organization would require some new
administrative capabilities (i.e. HR, IT, Finance) but the models have been designed to be
more expensive than they are needed to be, so on a deeper dive with a Financial Consultant
they should not require additional expense. Page 17 of the Meeting Packet shows the
Annual Operating Expense and Capital Replacement Expense, less Revenue Offset
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leaving a Funding Requirement of $48,393,942.00. This figure can be raised with fire levy
rates of $1.37 and EMS levy rates of $0.45. It actually raises $48,544,980.00. These levy
rates are slightly more than the City of Everett is paying and slightly less than what FD4 is
paying.
The second scenario includes a reduced fire levy, an EMS Levy and a Benefits Charge. The
same 2021 Operating and Capital Replacement Expenses, Revenue Offset and Funding
Requirements are used from scenario 1, but a Benefits Charge that funds 40 % of the
operating budget is included. In this scenario the EMS levy is reduced to $0.35 and the fire
levy reduced to $0.70 and the benefits charge picks up the difference.
These are the two principle paths elected leadership would need to choose from to move
forward with a merger. Both have different impacts on the citizens, businesses and
communities. These scenarios meet the requirement mentioned by Mayor Franklin that the
plans provide the same or better services for the community at the same or hopefully lower
costs.
There are a lot or pieces missing from these scenarios, and the chiefs had to make a lot of
assumptions that realistically belong to the elected leadership. These are listed on page 21
of the Meeting Packet and include: Levy rates, Benefits charge inclusion or exclusion,
benefits charge variables and application, Initial start up cash flow (reserves that are needed
to fund January through mid year when the first property taxes are collected), Fire Marshal
services design, Fees for services, Staffing needs (organizational charts and numbers of
personnel), Capital Replacement planning, Everett’s LEOFF 1 responsibility and planning in
the new plan, and the final overall Budget Plan. The full City Council of Everett would need
to have this plan proposed to them and approve it before it could be placed before the voters.
To get enough information to bring this before the voters, we would need to create a much
more detailed plan, and that would require the input of a Financial Professional (Bill
Cushman – former Finance Director for the City of Everett offers this service and is available
if the committee chooses) and the commitment to many more meetings.
QUESTIONS/COMMENTS ON PRESENTATION:
Chairman Schmoker asked how many LEOFF 1 members Everett has. Chief DeMarco
would have to research the exact number. There are under 100, a mix of police and fire
employees. Chief DeMarco will have an exact answer next week. Facilitator Reed pointed
out that the City sets aside money for the LEOFF 1 plans, but it is not completed funded.
Chief DeMarco said it is actually pre-funded, but is not yet fully funded.
Mayor Franklin commented that the benefits charge seems very attractive because it
provides stability to the Fire Services and puts the money where the demand is, not all on
individual residents and families. It may be a harder path, but was interesting to see.
Chairman Schmoker agreed.
Chief DeMarco brought up the issue of Everett being in the news locally for the structural
budget deficit they face. It is a real problem, these meetings are part of that problem and part
of the potential solution. The worry has been voiced that this proposed merger causes the
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City of Everett to ‘lean’ on the tax payers of Snohomish. This presentation should show that
there is enough tax revenue generated, in both communities, to run the proposed merger
under both scenarios, fairly and equitably. There is no subsidy flowing in either direction.
There is no intent or desire to use the funds FD4 has set aside for Fire Station replacement
for anything other than that purpose. The funds could be set aside in trust.
Chairman Schmoker stated that there are many issues that will need to be solved if the
committee plans to move forward, but they are not insurmountable. He has also had a few
people question him about the process and he has responded that we are in preliminary
talks.
Mayor Franklin stated that most residents are worried that any new plan will cost more. It
definitely will cost FD4 less. For Everett one scenario costs a little more and one costs less.
This should be comforting to the residents that we are exploring options that are cost
effective and protect the level of service.
Council President Stonecipher stated that she appreciated all the financial data. She feels
there is a small group of the Everett community that wonders “Why are we doing this?” if the
cost and services remain the same? We need to think about how to publicize the
advantages of any proposed merger, especially with a benefits charge, for the individual
home owner.
Chief DeMarco worried about the 60% margin that is required to pass. He watched the South
County Fire merger plan and saw it pass with over a 70% margin. That gave him hope that it
is possible, even though these are complex civic plans we need to communicate to the
people. We need to find a simple way to demonstrate the advantages to the community.
Chairman Schmoker agreed. If we do a proper job working through problems and issues,
develop what the organization will look like and work through the budget, the message will
develop itself. If it makes sense to the people, we can get support.
Chief Waller stated it is difficult at this point to develop the message until a plan has been
mostly developed. The answers to many of the questions that will be posed depend on
which solutions are used in the Plan.
Commissioner Flath was wondering if the folks who would have to fund the Benefits Charge
would be more opposed to this? Chief DeMarco mentioned there was no formal opposition to
the benefits charge initiative in the South Snohomish County proposal, and we could draw a
correlation from that.
Chief Waller stated that the general rule of thumb about the benefits charge is that
homeowners pay less, and business owners pay more. Business owners don’t tend to push
back about the charge because it is more financially advantageous to pay it out of a
“business” bucket than out of a “personal” bucket.
Council President Stonecipher stated it is harder for the Business Community to organize a
concerted effort since they are so disparate. Neighborhood citizens seem to organize
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themselves more readily. It will be important to reach out to the Business Community. From
a philosophical level it seems “fair” that those who pose the greater risk should pay the
greater share. Not all business owners may agree, but the burden of taxation should be born
by those who benefit from the services. That will need to be communicated to the public.
Facilitator Reed stated she had been involved with two benefits charge campaigns in the
past, and connecting with the Chamber of Commerce was very important. The equity
argument, that larger riskier businesses demand more equipment and resources, does seem
to resonate with the public. When the single family homeowner sees the decrease in tax to
them, and they are the majority of the voters, it helps to pass the initiative.
Commissioner Merritt mentioned that we need to remember that businesses do bring people
to the area. Facilitator Reed agreed that businesses are an important economic developer.
Chief DeMarco mentioned that Boeing is certainly struggling now, and despite the structural
budget deficit, because Everett is a built-out urban environment, it is an ideal partner for this
type of merger with a benefits charge. The cost would be moved onto the properties that
cause the risk and cause Everett to manage fire protection on such a large size and scale.
The industrialized businesses are currently only paying a property tax rate for their fire
service. The benefits charge helps make this more equitable.
Chief Waller mentioned that although we use the word “business”, we really mean the “risk”
associated with any property. Not all businesses will necessarily see an increase in rate. A
good example is the 1.6 million dollars needed for a ladder truck. If there were no
‘businesses’ or ‘properties’ that required a ladder truck, we would not have to include that
provision in our Capital Expenses.
Councilmember Bader mentioned it will be important to explain to people “why” we are
proposing to leave the status quo. That is often uncertainty associated with change in
people’s minds, and we will need to overcome their reservations that the advantages we
promise may not come to pass.
Facilitator Reed asked if anyone had a compelling argument to use with people to assure
them that leaving this status quo is advantageous? It can be a challenging message to
publicize.
Chairman Schmoker stated that trying to run a Fire Department on a City budget does not
seem to be a sustainable model. Facilitator Reed mentioned there are only 2 cities left in
Snohomish County trying to do so. (Mukilteo & Everett) Everyone else is annexed into a Fire
District or an RFA.
Whitney Mansfield stated that the benefits to the community and opportunity to get a higher
level of service at a lower cost is a major advantage.
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CLOSING COMMENTS
After Closing Comments Facilitator Reed will ask if the committee has the information it
needs to make a decision about whether to proceed, or if there is any information that needs
to be brought back to the committee.
Whitney Mansfield mentioned that more information will need to be provided before a
decision can be made. There is still excitement to explore the options.
Facilitator Reed mentioned next week will be the last meeting. It was anticipated that the
group would discuss their position and make a recommendation as a committee about
moving forward, but it may be possible that the groups will want to go off and deliberate
separately before coming together to make a decision. If an extra meeting or extra data are
needed before that can be done, Karen wants to know.
Mayor Franklin reminded the committee that only two members of Everett’s City Council are
in this committee. Everett’s decision of what to do next rests with the whole 7 member
Council. Everett needs time for the whole Council to be updated and have discussion before
any nod to keep going can be sanctioned.
Facilitator Reed is asking if either the Snohomish Fire Commissioners or the Everett City
Council will need more time after next week before they are ready to make a
recommendation, or if they are ready to make a recommendation next week as a committee,
understanding that such recommendation would not be binding on Everett’s part since they
need to confer later in full. She wanted to assure both sides that time can be allowed after
next week’s meeting date for further discussion separately.
Chairman Schmoker stated that the Commissioners definitely will need more time after next
week before they are ready to commit. He asked if anyone had heard anything in the
discussions to this point that throw up a red flag?
Council Member Bader, stated that if a benefits charge could not be approved, that would be
a problem for moving forward.
Council President Stoneciper stated that we have not seen any data on response times and
other types of services. Are there other data points that should be included and
communicated to the public?
Chief DeMarco stated the models are based on current service levels. If we want models
based on improved and/or additional services, those can be developed.
Chief Waller added that a deeper dive into finances may show how to include further
positions and services in the models. The chiefs didn’t want to make even more assumptions
than they already did when preparing the two scenarios.
Matt Mueller commented that there is an RFA item on the Council Agenda for this next
Wednesday. Chief DeMarco explained that the item is an amendment to the agreement
made for sharing the financial services for this exploratory phase.
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Jason Brock asked how a SOC (Standard of Cover) would be developed between the 2
agencies? Chief DeMarco responded that a SOC would need to be developed for the RFA
as a whole, it would need its own. The new Board of Governance would be responsible for
developing that. Facilitator Reed added that often the RFA plans will specify that the SOC
currently in place in the participating jurisdictions remains the same to give the Board the time
to develop a unified SOC.
Whitney Mansfield asked if the City of Everett is willing to give up the budget funds related to
the Fire Department? Facilitator Reed responded that as you approach the end of the
planning process, the message and its success is largely based on what the City Council
projects to do with its own levy to offset the RFA taxes, how will they scale back their current
expenses. A challenge is that the Council will have to commit to the plan of action before the
levy action happens. Lynnwood adopted a resolution that it was their intention to roll back
levies so they would remain cost neutral. (Arlington) North County agreed to roll back a large
percentage of the cost of their levy, but keep some for projects that the community prioritized.
They were still able to demonstrate cost maintenance or savings for most of the single family
home owners. The committee controls the recommendations of this committee, but not what
the City of Everett decides to do with its levy for its financial future.
Commissioner Merritt asked if the two agencies could begin exploring governance structure
ideas independently and then bring their ideas together in a meeting. Facilitator Reed stated
that reaching an agreement on governance structure was not scheduled to happen by next
week. That level of planning takes a couple weeks to explore and evaluate options
separately and then come together to present an agreed list of options. This would begin
immediately in the next phase of work. The next meeting could include a discussion of
governance, but deciding to recommend a governance model that quickly is not advised.
(There is a summary of the governance models used by other RFAs on pages 11 -1 3 of
Meeting Packet #2.)
NEXT MEETING AGENDA
Multiple committee members voiced that making a recommendation to move forward or not
next week did not seem an attainable goal. The groups needed to discuss among
themselves, and Everett has the added step of presenting their discussions to the City
Council at large. Facilitator Reed stated it might be advantageous for the Everett
representatives to know what the Snohomish Commissioners are thinking as they present to
their people. Mayor Franklin stated that the presentation this week was very dense. Time to
process it and communicate to the chiefs by Monday what more data would be needed to
make a decision, seems like a doable next step.
Facilitator Reed summarized that the original plan for next Friday’s Meeting would include a
response to any questions, hear a deeper dive presentation on Capital Expenses, and then
decide if it is time to make a recommendation as a committee or not. The cadence for

meetings, if the committee moves forward, is for the committee to make recommendations to
take back to the full Council and Board of Commissioners.
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Facilitator Reed asked the committee to reflect on all the meetings to this point, and let the
Chiefs know by 3:00 PM on Monday what further questions they have and what information is
needed. The goal for the next meeting (April 30, 2021) is to decide what decisions the
committee is comfortable making and what decisions they would like to defer.

ADJOURN
Chairman Schmoker closed the meeting at 14:55 hours.

MINUTES OF FIRE COMMISSIONERS SPECIAL BOARD MEETING,
April 23, 2021
Minutes prepared and submitted by:
____________________________________________
Christine Montagne-Heike, Office Specialist
MINUTES APPROVED BY FIRE COMMISSIONER:

___________________________
__________________________
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Snohomish County Fire District #4 – City of Everett
RFA Planning Committee
Meeting #4
Draft Meeting Summary
April 23th, 2021
The meeting was held virtually on Microsoft Teams and streamed live on You Tube.
Planning Committee Members
District 4
City of Everett
James Schmoker, Board Chair
X
Cassie Franklin, Mayor
Richard Flath, Commission
X
Brenda Stonecipher, Council President
Evan Merritt, Commissioner
X
Scott Bader, Councilmember
Fire Chiefs, Support Staff, Guests
Don Waller, Chief D. 4
X
Rich Llewellyn
Dave DeMarco, Chief, Everett
X
Whitney Mansfield
Jason Brock
X
Matthew Mueller
Kurtis Brown
X
Christine-Montagne-Heike
Mike Calvert
X
Karen Reed (Facilitator)
Pipa Escalante
X
Bill Scherer
Paul Gagnon
ROLL CALL
Chairman Schmoker opened the Special Meeting of SCFD4 at 13:36 hours. All
members of the Board were present.
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
Discussion: No Discussion.
Action: Commissioner Flath moved to accept the Minutes of the last meeting with the
two following corrections: (1) Page 4 the first word should read ‘begin’ instead of “being”
and (2) AC Rich Llewellyn did not attend the meeting and his name should be removed
from the list. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Merritt and it passed
unanimously.
INTRODUCTIONS: Facilitator Karen Reed asked the committee to introduce
themselves by answering the following questions:
1. What was particularly challenging about last year (2020)?
2. What was an unexpected benefit or silver lining of the year (2020)?
AGENDA REVIEW
Discussion: Karen Reed explained this week is a deeper dive into the funding
mechanisms for an RFA. She asked the Committee to be thinking about any information
they felt was missing or would be necessary for them to feel comfortable deciding whether
to recommend moving into the next phase of the RFA process at next week’s meeting.

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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MEETING SUMMARY
District 4 has already approved their Minutes. There were no corrections from the
Everett Council to their Meeting Summary; and it was given a ‘thumbs up’ by the
Everett representatives.
COMMUNICATIONS
Facilitator Reed had contacted both Chiefs prior to the start of the meeting, and there
had been no emails submitted to either web site.
DEEPER DIVE: FINANCES
Chief DeMarco narrated the Funding Mechanisms Power Point. (pages 11 -31 of the
Meeting Packet)
The purpose of the three previous meetings was to illustrate that the functions of the
two departments are very similar and differences are mainly a matter of scale. They
were intended to lead to this meeting – a very broad view of the financial options that
exist when contemplating a merger.
The funding mechanisms available to a Fire Authority are similar to those available to a
Fire District - Property Tax Levies and Benefits Charges. The foundations of both tools
exist within City government as well. In Fire Districts there are typically two types of
property taxes levied against the assessed valuation of property in the jurisdiction – a Fire
Protection Services Levy and an EMS Levy. On all slides in the presentation, the chart at
the bottom of the slide details the numbers illustrated by the graphic above it. The color
green is consistently used for Everett Fire data and blue is used for SCFD4 data. Red
illustrates maximum tax levy rates available to fire districts [or RFAs]. In this case, $0.50
per $1.000.00 assessed property value for EMS levies, and $1.50 per $1,000.00 assess
property value for General Fire levies is the maximum value. FD4’s levy values are known
precisely - $0.47 per $1,000 of assessed value for EMS and $1.46 for its fire levy. Everett
has an EMS levy of $0.45. The City Finance Department prepared an estimate of what a
fire levy would have to be to fund the Everett Fire Department of today, after deducting
EMS levy revenues and other Department revenues. That estimate is $1.30. Everett
collects a property tax levy that pays for General Fund services across a wide range of
departments, so the $1.30 is not an exact representation, but is as close as can be
estimated.
The second tool is a Benefit Charge, which is a fee, not a tax, typically collected by
the County on behalf of the jurisdiction, based on a formula. The formula, its variables and
how it would be applied are not included here. The Meeting Packet (p.7) sites the sections
of RCW 52 pertinent to Benefit Charges. When a Benefit Charge is implemented, the fire
levy cap reduces from a maximum of $1.50 (per $1,000.00 assessed property value) to
$1.00. The Fire District or Authority can then collect up to 60% of its operating budget from
a Benefit Charge. For the upcoming simulations we are assuming that the Benefit Charge
model will be paying for 40% of the operating charges. The $1.50 comes from three
separate $0.50 charges, and one of them gets taken away when the Benefits Charge is
used.
There are also a few other revenues and reimbursements that are much smaller in scale
but must be considered. Page 10 of the Meeting Packet shows, based on 2020 known
revenues, the fees both jurisdictions collect for transport to medical facilities and
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reimbursement from Medicare and Medicaid Services (GEMT – Ground Emergency
Transport). They are a significant amount of money. Not shown in this presentation is the
mechanism for delivery of Fire Marshal Services. There is revenue associated with that
work, and there are questions about its structure that will need to be addressed at a later
date.
Commissioner Flath asked if private ambulance transport was also used in Everett.
Chief DeMarco answered that some BLS transport is handled by contract with private
ambulance carriers. The contract is at the will of the City. The contract could be ended
at any time so the proposed RFA could take over BLS transport in Everett and it would
not pose a problem.
The estimated annual cost or operating budget of a proposed merged authority would be
$49,717,392, based on the 2021 Labor, Maintenance and Operation and Capital
Expense costs for both jurisdictions, and this will be the target for the “What If” scenarios.
The Capital Expense costs in the “What If” scenarios include the cost of replacement of
fire apparatus ($600,000.00 for fire truck, $1.6 million per ladder truck – 15 year life cycle) ,
ambulances ($250,000.00 – 10 year life cycle), other vehicles (staff and rescue – 15 year
life cycle), fire stations (and other buildings – 50 year+ life cycle) and some depreciating
capital assets (for example – Self Contained Breathing Apparatus backpacks – variable
life cycles). For the simulations, 5 million dollars per year is set aside. FD4 currently sets
$1.7 million aside annually, and the Finance Director of the City of Everett feels the $3.3
million budgeted for Everett’s contributions will more than meet the Capital needs of this
merger.
The first scenario funds the organization with just the 2 proposed tax levies – fire levy
and EMS levy – to meet the budget, with $5 million set aside for Capital Replacements
and no new employees. An asterisk to this plan is that the new organization would require
some new administrative capabilities (i.e., HR, IT, Finance) but the models have been
designed to be more expensive than they are needed to be, so on a deeper dive with a
Financial Consultant they should not require additional expense. Page 17 of the Meeting
Packet shows the Annual Operating Expense and Capital Replacement Expense, less
Revenue Offset leaving a Funding Requirement of $48,393,942.00. This figure can be
raised with fire levy rates of $1.37 and EMS levy rates of $0.45. It actually raises
$48,544,980.00. These levy rates are slightly more than the City of Everett is paying and
slightly less than what FD4 is paying.
The second scenario includes a reduced fire levy, an EMS Levy and a Benefits Charge.
The same 2021 Operating and Capital Replacement Expenses, Revenue Offset and
Funding Requirements are used from scenario 1, but a Benefits Charge that funds 40 %
of the operating budget is included. In this scenario the EMS levy is reduced to $0.35 and
the fire levy reduced to $0.70 and the benefits charge picks up the difference.
These are the two principal paths elected leadership would need to choose from to
move forward with a merger. Both have different impacts on the citizens, businesses
and communities. These scenarios meet the requirement mentioned by Mayor Franklin
that the plans provide the same or better services for the community at the same or
hopefully lower costs.
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There are a lot or pieces missing from these scenarios, and the chiefs had to make a lot
of assumptions that realistically belong to the elected leadership. These are listed on
page 21 of the Meeting Packet and include: Levy rates, Benefits charge inclusion or
exclusion, benefits charge variables and application, Initial start-up cash flow (reserves
that are needed to fund January through mid- year when the first property taxes are
collected), Fire Marshal services design, Fees for services, Staffing needs
(organizational charts and numbers of personnel), Capital Replacement planning,
Everett’s LEOFF 1 responsibility and planning in the new plan, and the final overall
Budget Plan. The full City Council of Everett would need to have this plan proposed to
them and approve it before it could be placed before the voters. To get enough
information to bring this before the voters, we would need to create a much more detailed
plan, and that would require the input of a Financial Professional (Bill Cushman – former
Finance Director for the City of Everett offers this service and is available if the committee
chooses) and the commitment to many more meetings.
QUESTIONS/COMMENTS ON PRESENTATION:
Chairman Schmoker asked how many LEOFF 1 members Everett has. Chief DeMarco
would have to research the exact number. There are under 100, a mix of police and
fire employees. Chief DeMarco will have an exact answer next week. Facilitator Reed
pointed out that the City sets aside money for the LEOFF 1 plans, but it is not completed
funded. Chief DeMarco said it is actually pre-funded but is not yet fully funded.
Mayor Franklin commented that the benefit charge seems very attractive because
it provides stability to the Fire Services and puts the money where the demand is, not
all on individual residents and families. It may be a harder path but was interesting to
see.
Chairman Schmoker agreed.
Chief DeMarco brought up the issue of Everett being in the news locally for the
structural budget deficit they face. It is a real problem these meetings are part of that
problem and part of the potential solution. The worry has been voiced that this proposed
merger causes the City of Everett to ‘lean’ on the taxpayers of Snohomish. This
presentation should show that there is enough tax revenue generated, in both
communities, to run the proposed merger under both scenarios, fairly and equitably. There
is no subsidy flowing in either direction. There is no intent or desire to use the funds FD4
has set aside for Fire Station replacement for anything other than that purpose. The funds
could be set aside in trust.
Chairman Schmoker stated that there are many issues that will need to be solved if
the Committee plans to move forward, but they are not insurmountable. He has also
had a few people question him about the process and he has responded that we are in
preliminary talks.
Mayor Franklin stated that most residents are worried that any new plan will cost more. It
definitely will cost FD4 less. For Everett one scenario costs a little more and one costs
less. This should be comforting to the residents that we are exploring options that are
cost-effective and protect the level of service.
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Council President Stonecipher stated that she appreciated all the financial data. She
feels there is a small group of the Everett community that wonders “Why are we doing
this?” if the cost and services remain the same? We need to think about how to publicize
the advantages of any proposed merger, especially with a benefits charge, for the
individual homeowner.
Chief DeMarco worried about the 60% margin that is required to pass a benefit charge. He
watched the South County Fire benefit charge pass with over a 70% margin. That gave
him hope that it is possible, even though these are complex plans we need to
communicate to the people. We need to find a simple way to demonstrate the advantages
to the community.
Chairman Schmoker agreed. If we do a proper job working through problems and
issues develop what the organization will look like and work through the budget, the
message will develop itself. If it makes sense to the people, we can get support.
Chief Waller stated it is difficult at this point to develop the message until a plan has
been mostly developed. The answers to many of the questions that will be posed
depend on which solutions are used in the Plan.
Commissioner Flath was wondering if the folks who would have to fund the benefit charge
would be more opposed to this? Chief DeMarco mentioned there was no formal opposition
to the benefit charge initiative in the South Snohomish County proposal, and we could
draw a correlation from that.
Chief Waller stated that the general rule of thumb about the benefit charge is
that homeowners pay less, and business owners pay more. Business owners don’t tend
to push back about the charge because it is more financially advantageous to pay it out
of a “business” bucket than out of a “personal” bucket.
Council President Stonecipher stated it is harder for the Business Community to
organize a concerted effort since they are so disparate. Neighborhood citizens seem to
organize themselves more readily. It will be important to reach out to the Business
Community. From a philosophical level it seems “fair” that those who pose the greater
risk should pay the greater share. Not all business owners may agree, but the burden of
taxation should be borne by those who benefit from the services. That will need to be
communicated to the public.
Facilitator Reed stated she had been involved with two benefits charge campaigns in
the past and connecting with the local chambers of commerce was very important. The
equity argument, that larger riskier businesses demand more equipment and resources,
does seem to resonate with the public. When the single-family homeowner sees the
decrease in tax to them, and they are the majority of the voters, it helps to pass the
initiative.
Commissioner Merritt mentioned that we need to remember that businesses do bring
people to the area. Facilitator Reed agreed that businesses are an important economic
developer.
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Chief DeMarco mentioned that Boeing is certainly struggling now, and despite the
structural budget deficit, because Everett is a built-out urban environment, it is an ideal
partner for this type of merger with a benefits charge. The cost would be moved onto the
properties that cause the risk and cause Everett to manage fire protection on such a
large size and scale. The industrialized businesses are currently only paying a property
tax rate for their fire service. The benefits charge helps make this more equitable.
Chief Waller mentioned that although we use the word “business,” we really mean the
“risk” associated with any property. Not all businesses will necessarily see an increase in
rate. A good example is the $1.6 million needed for a ladder truck. If there were
no ‘businesses’ or ‘properties’ that required a ladder truck, we would not have to include
that in our Capital Expenses.
Councilmember Bader mentioned it will be important to explain to people why we
are proposing to leave the status quo. That is often uncertainty associated with
change in people’s minds, and we will need to overcome their reservations that the
advantages we promise may not come to pass.
Facilitator Reed asked if anyone had a compelling argument to use with people to
assure them that leaving this status quo is advantageous? It can be a challenging
message to publicize.
Chairman Schmoker stated that trying to run a Fire Department on a City budget does not
seem to be a sustainable model. Facilitator Reed mentioned there are only 2 cities left
in Snohomish County trying to do so. (Mukilteo & Everett) Everyone else is annexed into a
Fire District or an RFA.
Whitney Mansfield stated that the benefits to the community and opportunity to get a
higher level of service at a lower cost is a major advantage.
CLOSING COMMENTS
After Closing Comments Facilitator Reed will ask if the committee has the information it
needs to make a decision about whether to proceed, or if there is any information that
needs to be brought back to the Committee.
Whitney Mansfield mentioned that more information will need to be provided
before a decision can be made. There is still excitement to explore the options.
Facilitator Reed mentioned next week will be the last meeting of the exploratory phase. It
was anticipated that the group would discuss their position and make a recommendation
as a committee about moving forward, but it may be possible that the groups will want to
go off and deliberate separately before coming together to make a decision. If an extra
meeting or extra data are needed before that can be done.
Mayor Franklin reminded the Committee that only two members of Everett’s City Council
are in this committee. Everett’s decision of what to do next rests with the whole sevenmember Council. Everett needs time for the whole Council to be updated and have
discussion before any nod to keep going can be sanctioned.
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Facilitator Reed is asking if either the Snohomish Fire Commissioners or the Everett
City Council will need more time after next week before they are ready to make
a recommendation, or if they are ready to make a recommendation next week as a
committee understanding that such recommendation would not be binding on Everett’s
part since they need to confer later in full. She wanted to assure both sides that time can
be allowed after next week’s meeting date for further discussion separately.
Chairman Schmoker stated that the Commissioners will need more time after next week
before they are ready to commit. He asked if anyone had heard anything in the
discussions to this point that throw up a red flag?
Councilmember Bader stated that if a benefit charge could not be approved, that would
be a problem for moving forward.
Council President Stoneciper stated that we have not seen any data on response times
and other types of services. Are there other data points that should be included and
communicated to the public?
Chief DeMarco stated the models are based on current service levels. If we want
models based on improved and/or additional services, those can be developed.
Chief Waller added that a deeper dive into finances may show how to include
further positions and services in the models. The chiefs didn’t want to make even more
assumptions than they already did when preparing the two scenarios.
Matt Mueller commented that there is an RFA item on the Council Agenda for this
next Wednesday. Chief DeMarco explained that the item is an amendment to the
agreement made for sharing the financial services for this exploratory phase.
Jason Brock asked how a SOC (Standard of Cover) would be developed between the
2 agencies? Chief DeMarco responded that a SOC would need to be developed for the
RFA as a whole. The new Board of Governance would be responsible for developing that.
Facilitator Reed added that often the RFA plans will specify that the SOC currently in place
in the participating jurisdictions remains the same to give the Board the time to develop a
unified SOC.
Whitney Mansfield asked if the City of Everett is willing to give up the budget funds related
to the Fire Department? Facilitator Reed responded that as you approach the end of
the planning process, the message and its success is largely based on what the City
Council projects to do with its own levy to offset the RFA taxes, how will they scale back
their current expenses. A challenge is that the Council will have to commit to the plan of
action before the levy action happens. Lynnwood adopted a resolution that it was their
intention to roll back levies so the RFA would be cost neutral. (Arlington) North County
agreed to roll back a large percentage of the cost of their levy but keep some for projects
that the community prioritized. They were still able to demonstrate cost maintenance or
savings for most of the single-family homeowners. The Planning Committee controls the
recommendations going into the RFA Plan, but not what the City of Everett decides to do
with its levy for its financial future.
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Commissioner Merritt asked if the two agencies could begin exploring governance
structure ideas independently and then bring their ideas together in a meeting. Facilitator
Reed stated that reaching an agreement on governance structure was not scheduled to
happen by next week. That level of planning takes a couple weeks to explore and
evaluate options separately and then come together to present an agreed list of options.
This would begin immediately in the next phase of work. The next meeting could include a
discussion of governance but deciding to recommend a governance model that quickly is
not advised.
(There is a summary of the governance models used by other RFAs on pages 11 -1 3
of Meeting Packet #2.)
NEXT MEETING AGENDA
Multiple committee members voiced that making a recommendation to move forward or not next
week did not seem an attainable goal. The groups needed to discuss among themselves, and
Everett has the added step of presenting their discussions to the City Council at large.
Facilitator Reed stated it might be advantageous for the Everett representatives to know what
the Snohomish Commissioners are thinking as they present to the Council. Mayor Franklin
stated that the presentation this week was very dense. Time to process it and communicate to
the chiefs by Monday what more data would be needed to make a decision, seems like a doable
next step.
Facilitator Reed summarized that the original plan for next Friday’s Meeting would include
a response to any questions, hear a deeper dive presentation on Capital Expenses, and
then decide if it is time to make a recommendation as a committee or not. The cadence
for meetings, if the Committee moves forward, is for the Committee to make
recommendations to take back to the full Council and Board of Commissioners as the RFA
Plan is developed.
Facilitator Reed asked the committee to reflect on all the meetings to this point, and let the
Chiefs know by 3:00 PM on Monday what further questions they have and what
information is needed. The goal for the next meeting (April 30, 2021) is to decide what
decisions the Committee is comfortable making and what decisions they would like to
defer.
ADJOURN
Chairman Schmoker closed the meeting at 14:55 hours.
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Snohomish County Fire District 4

City of Everett Fire Department

Briefing for RFA Planning Committee

April 30, 2021
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Capital Expense Planning

Chief Don Waller
Snohomish County Fire District 4

Chief Dave DeMarco
Everett Fire
City of Everett
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Equipment and
Apparatus
Fire authorities are single issue authorities and
have more limited budget, revenue and reserve
options.
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Apparatus

SCFD 4
4 Engines
4 Aid/Medic units
1 Tender
2 Brush Trucks
1 Battalion Chief
1 MCI Unit (major event)
7 Staff Vehicles
1 Shop Truck
2 Trailers

Everett
12 Engines
3 Tower Ladders
9 Aid/Medic units
1 Brush Truck
2 Battalion Chief
2 Medical Officer
3 Special Operations
18 Staff Vehicles
1 Shop Truck
4 Watercraft
6 Trailers
8 Supply PODs
2 Drones

FD4 Planned Replacement 0-5 years
2021
Engine

2022

2023

2024

1

Ladder

1

Ambulance

1

Brush

1

Staff/Misc
Sm

1

2

1

1

1

Misc Lg

Total

2025

1

$900,000

$120,000

60,000

$220,000

$2,050,000

$3,350,000
5 Year TOTAL
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Everett Planned Replacement 0-5 years
2021

2022

Engine
Ladder
Ambulance

2023

2024

2025

1

1

1

1

1

2

Brush
Staff/Misc
Sm

1

Misc Lg

1

Total

$890,000

1

$1,635,000 $600,000

$618,000

$2,336,000

$6,079,000
5 Year TOTAL
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Other Capital Items
Examples
Breathing Apparatus $10,000 ea
Cardiac Monitors $35,000 ea
Tech infrastructure- Servers, etc
Desktop, laptop, MDC
Computer software
Extrication equipment $60,000 ea
PPE $6,000 ea, $12,000/FF
Hose
Thermal imagers
Gas Monitors

Lifecycles
10 years
7 years
varies
3-5 years
Varies
10 years
15 years
10 years
Varies
Varies

FD4 Planned Replacement 0-5 years
2021
SCBA

2022

$160,000

Cardiac
Monitor

$150,000
$50,000

Misc

Total

2024

2025

$400,000

PPE

IT

2023

$100,000

$35,000
$30,000

$450,000

$340,000

$40,000
$130,000

$35,000

$270,000

$1,095,000
5 Year TOTAL
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Everett Planned Replacement 0-5 years
2021

2022

SCBA

$10,000

PPE

$100,000 $100,000

Cardiac
Monitor

$14,000

IT

$150,000

Misc

$25,000

Total

$299,000 $150,000

2023

2024

2025
$1,400,000

$75,000

$75,000

$75,000

$150,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$125,000

$275,000

$1,625,000

$3,474,000
5 Year
TOTAL
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Facilities

Stations & Other Facilities

SCFD 4

Everett

4 stations
(1 not staffed),
2 in joint city-district ownership

6 stations

Training center,
classroom,
auditorium,
public meeting rooms,
administration building

Warehouse,
automotive shop,
administration building,
drillfield,
public meeting rooms

3 stations scheduled for
replacement in the next 5 years.
Approximately half of the funding in
reserve.

One station has reached
50 years of age and is
planned to be replaced in 10
years.
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FD4 Planned Building Replacement
2021
Stations

2022

1

2023

2024

2025

1

1

$5,5850,000

$4,400,000

Training Tower
Burn Building
Administration

1
1

$11,250,000

$400,000

$21,900,00
TOTAL over 5 Years
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Everett Planned Building Replacement
Stations

2021

2022

$400,000

$100,000

2023

2024

Training Tower

2025

*2028

Burn Building

Administration

$1,600,000

Total

$2,000,000

$590,000

$100,000

$250,000

$590,000

$2,940,000
TOTAL over 5 Years
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Lifecycles
Capital item lifecycles are one of the most
important factors in the capital funding model
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Life Cycle Assumptions (in years)
Fire District 4

Everett Fire

Stations

30

50

Administration

30

30

Engine

10 Frontline

15

Ladder

15

15

8

150k Miles

Ambulance
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Current and Future
Capital Expense Planning
● A plan to fund capital needs for years 1-5 will need to be

developed.
● An initial reserve may need to be created/funded.
● A rolling ten year capital replacement plan will be required,

to set aside enough funds to replace assets.
● The Fire Authority Planning Committee is responsible for
choosing a funding model. The model should provide for a

long-term capital replacement plan.

2021 Reserves
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Fire District 4

Everett Fire

Facilities

$9,800,000

*

Equipment

$1,300,000

*

$175,000

*

Cash/Rollover

$3,200,000

*

Leave Liability

$725,000

*

Training Center

Funds 126, 146

$3,560,000

EMS Fund Rollover

$6,500,000

Total

$15,200,000

$10,060,000

* Cities manage reserves very differently. There are cash carryovers in the
general fund and enterprise funds as well as a variety of reserve accounts for
different purposes. These funds serve the entire city; it is impossible to
compare fire department portions in this format.
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Fire Authority Assets
How are they handled?
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Transfer of Assets
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Equipment
Apparatus
Software licenses
IT infrastructure and hardware
Facilities
Reserves
Liabilities
Employees

Must be fair and equitable to all three entities
*Once FD4 forms an RFA, while it may exist on paper, there is no practical way for it to
function. Therefore all assets will be transferred to the RFA.
FD4 operates 4 stations, staffs 3 stations, and has ownership in a total of 3 stations.
The ½ ownership of the stations can easily be resolved before or after the RFA formation.
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Decision Points
Where will we need to collaborate and create
solutions?
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Fire District 4

City of Everett

Asset Transfer Plan
Life Cycle Assumptions for Capital/Assets
Capital funding for years 1-5 * Initial Capital and other reserves
Long term funding for a Capital plan

LEOFF 1 Liability funding, if moved to RFA
**Other liabilities and funding for them
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Questions
Thank you for your patience.
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SCFD4‐City of Everett
RFA Planning Committee:

What’s the general plan if the
parties agree to move beyond
the exploratory phase?
Meeting 5 | April 30, 2021
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What we’ve done in the exploratory phase
• Met each other (virtually)
• Considered themes from initial interviews of Planning Committee
members
• Reviewed the Planning Committee Mission Statement
• Reviewed a draft charter that could guide our process moving forward
• Reviewed a lot of data that compares current operations, funding,
governance in the two agencies– what similar, what’s different
• Reviewed different options for funding, governing an RFA
• Considered the range of issues that will need to be addressed in order
to create an RFA Plan
• Invited labor to all meetings, asked them to share their perspective
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Mission Statement
As presented at Meeting 1

The mission of the Planning Committee is to explore and potentially propose to the
elected leadership of Snohomish County Fire District #4 and the City of Everett, a
plan (“Plan”) for a regional fire authority encompassing the entire territory within
the jurisdictional boundaries of the two agencies, including the proposed
governance, design, financing and development of fire protection and emergency
service facilities and operations, including maintenance and preservation of
facilities or systems, all as authorized by Ch. 52.26 RCW. The Planning Committee is
advisory to the Board of Commissioners of Fire Districts #4 and the Mayor and
Council of the City of Everett.
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If we move beyond the exploratory phase, we’ll
work to develop the RFA Plan
The RFA Plan:
• Is the initial governing document for the RFA. Ultimately, must be approved in basically
identical format by the legislative bodies of both agencies.
• Is developed by the RFA Committee, but the Committee is advisory to the Mayor, Council
and Board of Commissioners.
• Is developed by the RFA Planning Committee through an iterative process, building from
general to specific. Beyond the exploratory phase, the process will look like this:
RFA Planning Committee
recommendation

City Council/Board of Commissioners
deliberate and respond to the
Planning Committee recommendation

RFA Committee incorporates approved
recommendations into Plan and proceeds
to the next step
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What will we do next, if we proceed?
• Decide when, where, how often, and for how long we meet
• Update, adopt mission statement
• Adopt a charter to govern the process and decision‐making (elect chair,
vice‐chair)
• Develop and approve a work plan
• Recommend working on all three major topic areas from the start: governance, finance,
operations.
• Start at the most general and move to the specific as agreement is reached &
recommendations are approved.
Governance
Charter
Statement of shared
values and principles

Operations
Desired service levels
Implications for staffing,
stations, vehicles, etc.

Finance
Options for funding
Goals & impacts on
taxpayers, others
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What if we proceed and don’t agree on
something?
• It may take a few tries to resolve the more challenging issues
• If we hit an impasse, we can agree to a halt the process
• Either party may also withdraw from the process at any point
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Next Steps
• Each jurisdiction deliberates separately and then informs the other of
whether they want to proceed beyond the exploratory phase
• If so, we will work offline to determine meeting cadence, location,
etc.
• Re‐engage in the discussion & exploration of building an RFA Plan
together that addresses the needs of both jurisdictions

