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King County Staff and support team members attending: 
Christie True  Karen Reed   Doug Hodson  
Bob Burns  Ingrid Lundin  Charlie Governali  
Michael Murphy      

 
Welcome and Introductions. Co-Chair Larry Phillips convened the meeting and led a round of 
introductions. 

Meeting 6 Summary. Facilitator Karen Reed identified two edits to the summary.  Members 
voted unanimously to approve Meeting #6 Summary as edited. 

Schedule for the Advisory Group. Mr. Bob Burns gave an overview of the work from now 
through the fall of 2017. The County is proposing a Phase 2 work program to begin after the 
Advisory Group submits its report to the Executive in January, in which King County staff will be 
working with cities, engaging in broader community outreach, and engaging additional input 
from experts on the private funding issues, among other work items. The idea would be to 
reconvene Advisory Group in late summer or early fall for 3 or 4 meetings to develop a final set 
of recommendations.  The executive and council could then have the option to submit the 
initiative to voters in 2018.  

Feedback from the group on a Phase 2: 

• It honors the work of this group to invite us back for a Phase 2. Keeps us engaged. 
• The work plan came in with a scope developed for King County, now it is clearly moving 

forward with additional work to include the cities. This makes a lot of sense to work 
through January, let King County continue the work in Phase 2, and reconvene. Likes the 
idea of private funding pilot project. 

• Question: how have city meetings been going? A: The meetings have been going well; 
25 cities have engaged with us to date on this issue.  Staff anticipates there will be 
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several meetings with each city.  Several cities are in the process of updating their parks 
plans in 2017, and this may also help inform city priorities. 

• Reminder that King County staff are currently holding public meetings on the land 
conservation work plan.  

• Is 2017 off the table for ballot? A: We believe that we will be looking at 2017 for 
continued work and 2018 for ballot at the earliest. 2017 has a full set of anticipated 
ballot initiatives already. This gives time for full participation with cities, community 
groups, revising cost model and funding needs. 

• Timing for ballot: If going for primary – due by March; if going for fall general election – 
due by May.  

• Timing depends on many factors – competition on ballot, timing for other issues, type of 
funding, etc.  Making decisions early in 2018 would give lots of time for campaign to 
develop.  

• Parks Levy expires end of 2019. Need to vote on it in 2019. It is important to think 
further about the interplay of the levy and the conservation initiative, and to coordinate 
between them. 

• Can you speak to the relationship between the Advisory Group and the political process 
to further the effort and campaign development? A:  Advisory Group members could 
decide to become part of a campaign effort.  King County wanted city representatives 
on the Advisory Group to help inform this effort. When something is on the ballot, there 
typically is an effort to get city engagement along the way. 

• When would test polling happen? A:  As we reconvene with Phase 2, further polling 
would be timely. Current public polling efforts will be reported on next meeting.  

• It takes an alignment of vision, energy, and benefit to help all groups to come together 
behind an initiative like this. Conveying a sense of scale and urgency is important to sell 
a proposal. Keep people engaged along the way to help buy in. 

• Three issues noted as important by a City member:  maintaining existing city park 
funding; alignment with regional affordable housing efforts; and understanding benefits 
to urban areas. We need to be able to explain why we are proposing doing more here 
and why now.   

 
Mr. Phillips asked for group’s response on a Phase 2 effort, and received a thumbs up from 
group. Phase 2 would be focused on the topics listed on the slide, and possibly others that 
emerge through the report. 
 
Mr. Phillips brought up the idea of an advisory vote in 2017 if we aren’t moving forward until 
2018. 
 
Ms. Reed completed review of the second slide. Indicated we will send out the draft annotated 
report outline in Word and seek feedback from Advisory Group members – in at least one or 
two versions before a full report is circulated the week of January 3rd.  
 
Question List. No new questions; we will address several on December 14th. 
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Public Funding Sources Discussion. Ms. Reed reviewed the funding re-cap document in the 
packet materials.  In response to a question about Conservation Futures Tax (CFT), staff 
confirmed it can be used to acquire land for passive recreation only—not active/intensive 
recreation.  CFT can also be used to acquire regional trail corridors—but not to develop those 
corridors.  

Ms. Reed asked each member to provide a response to the public funding discussion questions. 
Responses are collated below by question. 

Question:  What do you see as the major advantages or disadvantages of the public funding 
sources we’ve talked about so far?  What questions do you have about these potential 
sources; what additional information is needed?  Do any of these options seem particularly 
more promising than the others? 

(Meeting summary notes below reflect the results of informal polling of attendees as to their 
support, opposition, possible support, caveats to support, on each of the 4 public funding 
sources, as well as comments from discussion.) 

a) CFT 
• Support? YES: At least 13 “Yes” statements. 
• There were no explicit “Maybe” or “No” statements.  
• Specific comments also included: 

o CFT allows for a nice mix of annual funding and bonding – builds in an 
accelerator naturally through bonding capacity. Already has a city inclusion 
system. Avoids pressure on junior taxing districts. From a messaging 
standpoint, you are restoring something that we used to have. 

o Has significant advantages in terms of messaging. Because it’s built around 
an annual grant process, you can address emergent priorities. It is our steady 
workhorse and it’s not too visible at this point – bringing it to everyone’s 
attention always has risks. 

o Support CFT, but may need more information.  Agrees with the preceding 
comments on CFT. 

o Cities could be interested in receiving a smaller proportion of more restricted 
funds and a higher proportion of unrestricted funds.  

o Agree with preceding comment about city interest in balance of CFT with 
other unrestricted funds. 

o This is my favorite. 
o There is a history of success here. If we go to ballot and fail, the current CFT 

levy rate would remain in place—it would not be lost.  CFT Citizens Oversight 
Committee is effective group to administer the funds. CFT is an acquisition 
source of dollars, not development. This seems like the best source of 
funding.  

o Like the potential of re-setting CFT every few years to maximize the funding 
to be raised. 
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b) Real Estate Excise Tax 3 (REET 3) 
• Support?  YES:  There were no unqualified “yes” statements for REET 3. 
• MAYBE: 10 responses.  
• NO: 1. 
• Specific comments include: 

o Keep this on the table, need more information. 
o Concerned about opposition to this source. May add to affordability 

problems for cities. 
o OK with the idea of REET 3. Perhaps since we delay into a Phase 2 we can 

try to get more info about how viable it is – feel out how the real estate 
lobby feels about it. It could also give us the potential to connect to REET 
4/affordable housing with statutory change. 

o Leave this on the table. Not concerned about politics. Regarding housing, 
there are some issues recently in legislature related to funding for 
affordable housing (hotel-motel tax; an issue by culture community) – 
and could be further state action on housing soon. 

o Could be interesting if we could get political momentum around REET 3. 
o Probably no on this, but OK keeping on the table. 
o No. However, I like the potential to use REET for affordable housing. 

 Other discussion points regarding REET 3: 
• REET 3 is the most progressive form of funding here. We’ve had a lot of experts 

talk to us but would like to hear from development community. 
• We will do polling to inform us. But there are strong opponents – realtors will 

come out fast, with significant money, and tie it directly to affordable housing 
and raise too much doubt. 

• Regarding the past anti-REET campaign and threat of new one: don’t take 
experience from 1990 as conclusive. In 1990 there was collateral damage from 
another ballot measure on Growth Management that likely bled over to the no 
vote on REET 3. 

• Probably at the end of the day I wouldn’t recommend REET 3 (even if I would like 
to prove we were right after all in 1990) – but there is a general effort at the 
state to consider broadening REET 3 to include affordable housing. There could 
be ways that interaction between REET 3 + REET 4 (with amended statutory 
authority) is attractive to potential opponents. 

• Concerned that a coordinated real estate attack would be in the works for REET 
3, regarding this making housing less affordable. 

• 2017 is when local elected officials will go on ballot, seeking real estate 
endorsements from development community – may directly be asked if they 
support REET 3 in order to get the endorsements. There may be conflicts then if 
there’s a 2018 ballot measure for REET 3. 
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c) Property Tax Levy Lid Lift 
• Support? YES:  2.   Specific comments include: 

o People support it, it is flexible. Need to balance it with overall taxation 
picture. 

o Support property tax levy lid lift, this is familiar to people. 
• MAYBE:  6. Specific comments include: 

o Not a fan of levy lid lift – but may keep on the table if we need to explore 
multiple sources. 

o Concerned about suppression issue. 
o Flexibility is nice, but has its challenges. 
o It has been overused.  
o County has made whole junior taxing districts so can address the 

suppression issue. But a worn-out source of funds. 
• NO:  5. Specific comments include: 

o Cities would not a like a property tax lid lift. 
o Concerned about suppression of junior taxing districts. 
o No, there is levy fatigue. 

 
d) General Obligation Bonds 

• YES: 2.  Specific comments include:  
o Not concerned about the 60%. 

• YES, with caveats: 2. Specific comments include: 
o 60% approval threshold is a concern. 

• MAYBE: 4.  Specific comments include: 
o It is a large chunk of money – but if phased in multiple bond issuances 

that makes it more reasonable. 
o Concerned that 60% is hard to reach. 
o County has significant bonding capacity available and money can be 

made available quickly. Unsure whether the 60% threshold is too high. 
• NO: 3.  Specific comments include: 

o It can’t solve O&M. 
o Don’t like higher threshold of 60%. 

 
e) General Comments 

• I don’t think that any one funding source will answer all questions. CFT is 
currently used for acquisition only and cities need other funding to match CFT 
and to provide for maintenance funds.  

• Would like more information about implications of funding sources for cities. 
• All of these suit County properties, but may not suit all the cities’ needs. Cities 

may want also have redevelopment funds not just acquisition. So that lack of 
flexibility is a concern – if there was a way to barter more restricted funds for 
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more flexible funds, city by city, that would be helpful. As long as there is 
flexibility, cities can get on board. 

• More flexibility on more types of money is a great approach. 
• We need to consider whether any of the wheel of existing funding will be 

affected by recent political developments. May need to review more about 
availability of these funding sources. 

• Changing political climate – thinks may be worth keeping all options on the table 
as we see political changes, and also wait to see what else is on the ballot. There 
are pros and cons to all options. 

• We’ve done everything up there on the list. We’re far from a campaign and can 
poll to feel out a strategy. 

• Uncertain about the current politics. Don’t take anything off the table. Poll and 
test as we get closer. 

• If operations and maintenance dollars are the most important thing for cities, 
then we need to reflect that in the funding selection. 

• Since we are shifting the timeline, not sure how this project impacts the Parks 
Levy. Need to coordinate a strategy for both. 

• We have big years ahead of us in 2018, 2019, 2020 – thinking about sequencing, 
relationships between asks, etc. There will be a variety of efforts before voters 
such as Parks Levy, or carbon tax, in addition to this. 

• Cities are making decisions assuming certain things will be more challenging with 
political shifts.  Having a Phase 2 will give us time to figure out the changes in the 
federal funding situation. Anticipate that funding parks will be even more 
challenging under city budgets in the future – so helpful to have new funding. 

• The Current Use Taxation program could be strengthened, and people may be 
willing to donate easements. 

• Parks Levy funding source for cities could be reviewed. This flexible funding 
source could be increased to contribute more to cities next levy cycle. 

• Let’s work on our schedule and timing as to how to make the Parks Levy and new 
initiative sustainable. 

• Would like 1% growth cap to be revised in the state legislature. 
 
Question: How important is an acceleration strategy—finding ways to make more funds 
available sooner for land conservation?  Are there downsides to acceleration?  Do both 
private and public funding have a role here? Should we aim for both some acceleration 
of funding and ensuring a robust ongoing funding stream to take advantage of 
opportunities over time?   

• At least 15 affirmative statements of “Yes, accelerate.” Specific comments also 
included the following: 

o CFT has bonding capacity built into it if we divide between bond and 
annual allocations. 
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o Accelerate by bonding against CFT. If we raise a total of $25.5 million a 
year, we can spend half, and take half and bond against it. 1993 was the 
last big regional bond secured by CFT revenues, and cities received about 
2/3 of that money.  

o Use private money to help with purchases (buy and hold strategy). 
o Not sure about private funding – they would be reluctant to be the first 

dollar in without full evidence of public investment. 
o Good to have money at the ready over time as parcels become available 

for purchase. 
o There is a business case and a political case to supporting acceleration. It 

builds on a history of success. 
o There is a role for private funding in acceleration. Uncertain of 

type/scale, but pursue in Phase 2 to quantify it and show how. Good for 
public vote. 

 

Parks Levy Discussion Questions. Ms. Reed reviewed the Parks Levy discussion questions. 
There are at least three timing options: 

• Run in different years: Land Conservation Initiative in 2018 then Parks Levy in 2019. 
• Run both in 2018: This clearly shows the partnership between the two proposals. If 

Parks Levy fails in 2018 could re-run it in 2019. 
• Run both in 2019: Could delay land conservation measure until 2019 and run with Parks 

Levy. 
 

Comments from the group included: 

• Focus group work needed on the interplay of the two measures.  
• Wonder if we should do them in separate years because people forget one year to 

another – versus a larger ask in one year. 
• O&M Issue with CFT is significant. It is only allowed to fund O&M on a CFT-funded 

property and that is hard to track.  Can CFT be used on demolitions on CFT-funded 
property? Could we get the County’s CFT policy amended to reflect the broader uses 
allowed by statute?  

• Constituencies are overlapping but not completely the same for Parks Levy and CFT/the 
land conservation initiative.  

• User groups may be interested in supporting Park Levy for recreation purposes. The 
voters for the conservation focus may be a different type of constituency – though of 
course may be crossover. 

• Like the idea of going in sequential years.  
• The burden on individual constituents on Parks Levy and CFT increases is negligible – 

these are just pennies of increase per $1000/AV. 
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• We could affect the balance of acquisition and O&M in Parks Levy as one idea. The 
money there might complement the new CFT funded acquisitions. 

• A good selling point to cities is whether we could plan to pay for cities’ restoration 
needs, etc., through this two phase funding approach (Parks Levy + CFT). 

• Given Parks Levy importance, we need to consider how to address the interests by both 
measures. We can help meet acquisition and development/O&M needs through 
complementary measures. Kind of a Forward Thrust for this generation. Knit the two 
together so it’s clear even if we run them in both years that we have people agreeing 
yes they see their interests met in these efforts. We have to think about how we knit 
them together to meet all needs – don’t know how yet. 

• Getting a rallying cry around a joint vision to really sell to cities, really sell to 
constituents.  

• CFT passage requirement is 50%, no validation. Therefore could push forward early, say 
May. 

Karen summarized the group’s input as follows: 
o Very important to protect Parks Levy. 
o More work needed around strategy to move forward both initiatives. 
o The two efforts may have different constituencies, but can be complementary, 

deployed in ways to increase support for both. 
o Be transparent. 
o Address city concerns regarding importance of issues other than acquisition.   

Break. Group took a break from 6:05-6:16. 

Draft Annotated Outline Report. Karen reviewed outline. Goal is a concise report. Staff will 
updated the draft with comments from today’s meeting, and send out electronically in Word 
format next Tuesday. Requested that members review and provide us with feedback.  

Scope Discussion Questions. Group agreed to skipping Question 1 on support for general scope 
and first addressing the more specific components of the initiative.  

Discussion Guide Question 2. With respect to lands in unincorporated King County, are you 
comfortable with the five land categories proposed – definition, criteria – or are refinements 
needed?   

• Group provided a thumbs-up.  
• In response to a question, staff clarified that these are King County priority lands – not 

necessarily lands located in unincorporated King County. 
• I use different names for these things: parks, trails, natural areas, working lands, 

waterways.  
• Wonders if there is confusion in the public – would heavily managed forest lands still be 

considered ‘conservation’ lands? A: Yes, the County expects that some of the forest 
lands targeted for acquisition would be heavily managed and include logging, while 
other forest lands would be preserved, and they are included in this initiative proposal. 



 
 

 9 

• Question of whether there is anything doesn’t fit in well into the categories? Possibly 
might be properties that fit better in urban or other open space category.  

• There is a perception among urban residents that there are more opportunities to use 
lands called “urban open space” than those called “natural areas.” 

• Messaging and public polling/outreach can help shape message. 
• “Open space” isn’t a great term. Possibly “Urban Green Space.” 
• Urban and urban-rural edge could be area of focus for more work. 

 
Question 3. With respect to lands in Cities, should the definition/criteria of land categories for 
conservation be broadened—or should a 6th category of “urban open space” be added?  Or 
both?  

• Possibly urban green space (rather than “open space”). E.g. forested edge of a larger 
park or a small park. Thinks a 6th category. 

• Interested in hearing more from people in cities. Can imagine expanding language 
around categories of land to include urban types of land (e.g. farmland…community 
gardens). But there may be types of land that don’t fit into those 5 categories– so that 
could lead to a 6th category. 

• Wants to know more but probably need a 6th category. Flexibility in city needs 
(restoration, active recreation programming). 

• Some in cities do think about land in these 5 categories – so yes AND urban lands is 
important. Having a foundation of the categories and also a 6th category is helpful. 

• To generate support for new funding, we have to demonstrate the benefits and 
outcome to provide support. We need a public message about why we are promoting 
these efforts – in order to get buy-in by cities to the proposal.  

• Keep the 5 categories, and have a 6th category with broader applications of the other 5. 
 
Question 4. Should preservation of historic barns be included?  

• Barns on proposal are those on historic landmark registry. Agricultural Production 
Districts (APDs) are small in acreage and barns are unique resource in those areas. Very 
visible and part of community, some are being used for farming and producing income. 
Provide habitat for barn owls & bats. 

• When voters think they are preserving working farmland, they think they are preserving 
historic barns too. I think the measure needs to deliver that. 

• Why are structures included in an effort to try to preserve land?  There are avenues to 
try to preserve structures already in the county.  They are on the historic registry so 
there are limits as to what we can do to repair them. 

• Don’t think this fits into the scope or mission. 
• Q: Money would be used to rehabilitate barns, or is it related to acquisition? A: grants 

would be to rehabilitate barns.  Note that this is not allowed under certain funding 
sources – e.g. CFT or REET 3.  A Levy lid lift would allow.  There would be limitations on 
how bond proceeds could be used for private benefit.  

• Could we consider just certain barns which are on priority properties? 
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• There is a $500K program in county to preserve historic barns. Could have a 
recommendation to establish a long term funding source under Historic Preservation 
funds – and not fund in this measure. 

• Are other historic structures being discussed? A: This was just barns.  
• Would we also need to identify tribal sites? Cultural sites in cities? Various types of 

cultural icons? Concerns about subsidizing the maintenance of a structure rather than 
acquisition in this effort. 

• Is the $500K program to preserve barns money from 4Culture? A: Yes, $500K for historic 
barns, and more money may come through those sorts of sources. There is state money 
available too. Maybe we make a statement that it’s important to environment and 
aesthetic to preserve historic symbols of the farm, that we support finding resources to 
provide grants to historic barns – in APDs in particular. 

• 1979 bond passed, meeting 60% requirement, and established Farmlands Preservation 
Program. In 1990s we found we preserved soils well, but didn’t preserve the farmer so 
well – people left KC farming. There is rural concern that we weren’t doing enough. May 
want to think about what will help us pass this measure – does it fit or not; does it help 
preserve farming. May be messaging/political considerations. 

• Interested in more information: What are existing programs? To what extent are historic 
barns coincident with lands we’ve prioritized?  

• Larry’s arguments are to preserve farmers. Historic barns may or may not be vital to 
farming continuing.  

• Not supportive. City residents are providing the majority of funding for this effort under 
any funding scenario. We can comment on this with a general statement of support as a 
group, and brainstorm ways to deal with this, but should not include within the scope. 

• Is there a way to tie eligibility for financial support to a land conservation commitment? 
For example, in exchange for keeping land in Conservation Use Taxation, doing an 
easement, etc. – so we turn barn funding into incentive for land conservation. Still need 
separate pool of money but could we tie it to accomplish our goals. 

 
Ms. Reed wrapped up the meeting saying that we’ll continue on scope and other questions on 
December 14th. Asked group to review funding recap & updated outline that will be sent out 
next Tuesday. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7pm. 
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