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Jesús Aguirre x Jeremy James x Michael Orbino  
Lylianna Allala  Greg Johnson x Alanna Peterson x 
Marc Berejka  Martha Kongsgaard x Larry Phillips  
Michael Brown x Leann Krainick  De’Sean Quinn  
Leda Chahim (alternate) x Paul Kundtz  Steve Shestag   
Tom Dean x Terry Lavender  Vandana Slatter  
Tamara “TJ” DiCaprio  Hank Margeson  Mike Stevens  
Patti Dill  Mo McBroom (alternate) x Nate Veranth x 
Gene Duvernoy  James McNeal  Steve Whitney  
Jon Hoekstra   Louise Miller  Christopher Williams (alt.)  
King County Staff and support team members attending: 
Christie True  Ingrid Lundin  Kevin Brown  
Michael Murphy  Charlie Governali    
Karen Reed  Katy Terry    

 
Welcome and Introductions. Co-Chair De’Sean Quinn convened the meeting and led a round of 
introductions. 

Meeting 7 Summary. Members voted unanimously to approve the Meeting #7 Summary. 

Questions List. Facilitator Karen Reed shared the Questions List, indicating that we would be 
addressing the remaining outstanding questions today. 

• Buildable Lands (Question 4). DNRP staff Charlie Governali shared a powerpoint. 
Identified that the county’s growth target is 200,000 units in the Buildable Land Report – 
possibly higher by other growth estimates – and that available county-wide 
development capacity is more than 400,000 units. This is county-wide growth 
information including both rural and urban areas. In the rural area, the Puget Sound 
Regional Council’s buildable lands report estimates 14,000 development units are 
available.  Staff estimate that the impact of acquiring the lands identified by King County 
as high conservation value priorities would result in loss of less than 1% of available 
county-wide development capacity. 

Many of the 5500 parcels identified by the County would be preserved through transfer 
of development rights—housing units would go elsewhere. Easement or partial fee 
acquisitions could leave buildable portions of lots.  Only a percentage of the acreage in 
CUT is expected to require action to acquire.  Some parcels are unbuildable or 
development is constrained due to sensitive areas or practical/economic reasons. Thus, 
only a subset of parcels identified in the work plan would represent buildable parcels 
removed from development. Additional analysis is in process, with information 
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anticipated to be forthcoming by the end of the advisory group Phase 1 process. 
Discussion included: 

o It is helpful to identify whether there are specific locations where the buildable 
lot issues are most relevant – related to: Are there areas for workforce housing 
or affordable housing that are affected? How are potential annexation areas and 
parcels close to urban centers affected?   

o Underlying question is whether we are limiting development and constraining 
the housing market. 

o Portions of sites may be conserved and also leave the buildable portion to be 
developed. 

 
• Historic Barns.  DNRP staff Ingrid Lundin reviewed historic barns follow-up information, 

providing a handout. There are 35 County high conservation value parcels with barns 
eligible for landmark designation.  Discussion included:  How much of the cost estimate 
for acquiring County high priority lands is associated with barn restoration? A: $11-22 
million 
 

• What Are Other Regions Doing (Question 6). Ms. Lundin reviewed a handout compiled 
from Trust for Public Land data on recent Washington and national conservation 
measures.  New York measures were extensions of existing funding sources; Los Angeles 
measure included parks. 
 

• How is King County Maximizing Existing Revenue Sources? (Question 21). DNRP staff 
Michael Murphy shared a handout showing how the County seeks to make the most of 
existing funding.  
 

o Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program is a key tool with potential for 
expansion.  It can also increase the number of buildable units available:  for 
example, a development right in the agricultural production district allowing 1 
unit per 35 acres can be transferred to result in 7 units of housing in the urban 
area. King County currently has TDR agreements with four cities (Seattle, 
Sammamish, Issaquah, Normandy Park) plus an expired agreement with 
Bellevue. The County seeks to engage with many more cities. 

o Federal funding cuts could reduce some of the programs on the list – e.g. salmon 
recovery funding and FEMA funding. 

o Conservation Futures Tax and Parks Levy revenues have ongoing citizen 
oversight on expenditures. 
 

• What Mission-Driven Organizations In Our Region Are Working on Similar Issues? 
(Question 31). Mr. Murphy said that the organizations include many groups sitting in 
this room, and groups we hope to engage in Phase 2. Richard Woo of Russell Family 
Foundation didn’t offer a list, but suggested ways in which we may approach 
organizations, to present information about our potential products, with examples of 
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our past successes and results.  Organizations interested could include philanthropic, 
public health, perhaps groups working on short-term loans. Discussion points included: 
o A traditional conservation lands pitch may not get you very far. It is important to 

have a robust proposition for conservation action. Link county and city interests, 
recognizing this initiative within regional context of conservation. Stack in social 
equity and benefits. If you do it well, have the best case to attract program-related 
investments. 

o Would like to have a list of potentially interested organizations by the end of Phase 1 
(though initially discussed as part of Phase 2 work).  

o A list of organizations is critical with a vote, to help citizens understand how it’s 
benefitting individuals locally. 

o Understand what groups may want to invest early, buy and hold, help accelerate, 
bring corporate philanthropy, etc. 

 

Public Meeting Summary. Ms. Lundin shared the summary of the input heard at three public 
meetings on the project conducted in the last month in various locations. The County plans to 
more aggressively promote public outreach meetings in Phase 2, and have other forms of 
outreach to communities and cities. 

Polling Results. Mr. Gene Duvernoy of Forterra reviewed a powerpoint of a poll that Forterra 
conducted earlier in the year of 650 residents in King, Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap Counties. 
The results indicated that our residents are interested in local affairs and feel they are well 
informed.  They have an optimistic outlook for the region and are supportive of urban growth. 
Conservation and outdoor recreation rank highly in polls, and that is true in polls of millennials 
as well. There is interest in a vision for growth in the region, and in cooperation to achieve that 
vision. People identify themselves as part of Pacific Northwest most strongly.  The powerpoint 
identified a number of words and phrases that people find compelling.  Scenic beauty is a 
theme that links various values.  Mr. Duvernoy suggested that the next step is to go forward 
with in depth conversations with residents on how you create great, dense cities and provide 
access to natural lands and open space. 

Mr. Ian Stewart of EMC Research reviewed the second polling powerpoint, which tested the 
level of interest of King County voters in various components of the initiative.  No funding 
issues were asked.  There was an 85% positive response on the concept of the initiative.  This 
doesn’t mean that would be the outcome in a vote, rather it indicates that people like these 
concepts. Noted on the drawbacks slide that there is some sensitivity to cost and concerns 
about government control. 

Discussion included: 

• How did urban areas poll? A: The poll tabulated feedback from three geographic areas– 
Seattle, East King County, South King County. For Strong Support + Support levels 
combined: Seattle was 89%; East King was 84%; South King was 80%. However, Ian 
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would expect that once questions about cost are included, support in South King will 
drop far lower – but stay about the same for East King and Seattle.   

• How do you explain the jump from Slide 2 where environment is rated low to Slide 4 
where many important environmental priorities are highlighted? A: Slide 2 is asking 
what the most important priority is today, which tends to be what is of immediate 
importance in day to day life. Slide 4 asks what the most important environmental issue 
is for respondents.  

• Was there a split between rural vs. urban in how people feel about urban growth? 
More data on the types of folks who opposed a funding measure (13%)?  A:  Mr. 
Stewart can review data and get back to us – and may be able to provide a link to the 
data. 

• Is competition from other ballot measures a concern? A: Mr. Stewart said he is not too 
concerned about competition between other measures on the ballot (e.g. Sound Transit 
3 passed with other measures on the ballot). There can be an anti-growth group that 
emerges against any major measure.  

• An issue in our area is that there are different groups of people: (1) Those who own 
property and see housing values increasing, but if you aren’t in a job that has significant 
income growth, you can only cash out by leaving – these people and are tired of growth 
and feeling like they are getting driven out; (2) Technology workers who have a lot of 
money; and (3) growth of people between the two, who feel like they can afford this.  

• There may be a perspective that our region is growing so fast, we can’t take these lands 
off the table. We need those lands to make room for everyone.  

• There may be cost concerns. County residents have been asked a lot for land 
conservation and some may feel that we can’t afford to pay more.  

 
Break. The group took a break from 5:56-6:06. 
 
Acknowledgements. DNRP Department Director Christie True thanked the advisory group for 
their time and great work, and recognized the incredible work by the many non-governmental 
agencies in the County, many of whom are here at the table: they have had a big role in helping 
to make this a great region. Our region is honored by the leadership of these agencies as well as 
the leadership shown by the cities. 

Funding Recap. Ms. Reed noted that an updated Funding Recap document has been provided 
with summary of operation and maintenance options, costs of fee vs. easement acquisition 
assumptions, and Current Use Taxation. 

Scope Question. Ms. Reed asked the group for feedback on the first discussion question 
regarding the appropriateness of the initiative’s proposed scope and vision.  Responses 
included: 

• Yes, I am supportive. Especially as we getting down to what are the most endangered 
lands, and focusing in on our work with the cities (where work may be about preserving 
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small greenspaces and restoring existing lands).  We need to act now before we lose 
remaining pockets of land.  

• This could be a modern-day equivalent to the Olmsted vision (which would be cost-
prohibitive to complete today). This is the right level of aspiration – and has to be 
balanced with the actuals of how we get there from here. We should broaden the 
definition of what constitutes green – the in-city category should be framed more 
broadly than the other categories. 

• I feel that the conservation of truly wild areas is important in support of diversity and 
habitat. We should figure out how we get urban residents out into the rural areas. I am 
anxious about the timeline and even moving to 2018. Depending on which funding 
source we may have to go in certain directions for timing. CFT is not parcel specific so 
may be able to move forward on it more quickly than one where we have to identify 
specific parcels. 

• I appreciate the vision of forebears, and idea of moving forward with a bold vision 
today. This is a generational project. We need to develop and pursue vision. It will take 
time to complete but we need to be all in. 

• The “park nut” in me wants to say yes. The urban planner in me goes to “nature as 
infrastructure.” By that I mean the natural systems are part of what the urban 
infrastructure depends on. Can we preserve these areas to help our future growth?  If 
we lose these remaining green areas, we will have to build something to mitigate for the 
loss. I am so happy that King County is providing this leadership because in this complex 
world with climate change challenges, some of the problems we need to solve must be 
addressed multi-jurisdictionally and regionally. This can be a guiding light to the Puget 
Sound region.  

• The areas that we want to protect are the foundation for why many of us live here and 
why many employees say yes to come work at corporations here. To attract and retain 
employees it’s important for private sector corporations help preserve these lands in 
service of what the employees want (i.e. contribute corporate funding). There needs to 
be a way to help these lands be self-sufficient by creating a market around their benefits 
– e.g. carbon credit market. Microsoft bought carbon credits from Nisqually forest and 
got tons of PR for that action. They didn’t expect that, they acted out of responsibility to 
preserve resources in this region.  

• Sometimes we fall into needing more data and delaying. Hopefully Phase 2 is succinct 
with focused data gathering to refine it - but also hope that we will use that period to 
work on campaign development. Very important to attract employees here, and people 
stay here in part because of the environment. Definitions of the lands and initiative 
need to be clear and transparent to the user and the public (not just planning terms).  
It’s not just about protecting the land, but about reconnecting what the value of doing 
this is – what values come back to the people. 

• I am a maybe in terms of support for the vision.  I agree that natural setting is 
foundational for economic health. Within the Seattle Chamber of Commerce, several 
have struggled with the concept that that nature is foundational to regional economic 
success; usually the Chamber’s focus is on transportation, education, and economics. 
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What we’re talking about here doesn’t rise to the top tier. REI has stepped out on some 
issues like this, but has not received support from other businesses and sometimes even 
our members.  We risk a tragedy of the commons among businesses – assuming 
someone else will address this issue.  I believe they have to work harder to come 
together around environmental protection.  

• The cost of the initiative is does matter – so without knowing the final cost it’s hard for 
me to offer my unconditional support.  

• I am very in on this vision. Our natural setting is what sets Seattle apart from other 
cities.  This initiative is saying that we’re going to prioritize open space, that we’re 
committed to not having the natural character of this place be just the leftovers. Maybe 
it’s up to the voters to make a case and show corporations how important that is. This is 
a vote for quality of life. 

• If the business community came behind this as they did with ST3 that would be 
great….but I haven’t seen that tendency. 

• I am prepared to support this initiative, contingent on some of the Phase 2 work, 
particularly developing a holistic vision that makes the connection between 
environment/nature and quality of life. If we can garner the support of the public and 
engage underrepresented communities we have a better chance to get more 
excitement behind it.  I am interested in what the outreach and engagement plan looks 
like and how we move forward to represent community in the vision and plan. I also 
want to look further at the Equity Map analysis and how we can use that to tell the story 
of communities—how they are incorporated in the story. 

• Theoretically, yes. But I need more details. At the same time, I worry that with a long 
time to implementing, we may lose momentum. 

• I am a “maybe” in terms of my support:  ensuring the safety of spaces we acquire is 
important. I also believe that REET is too regressive. 

• I am not just supporting vision and goals, I want to express my strong support for the 
entire plan. I was sold on it from the 1st meeting. Not just because I love conservation, 
but I think that it’s a very thoughtful plan that the staff brought – there are specific 
parcels identified, three-quarters of the money is already available, and the proposed 
funding needed is a very appropriately scaled and doable amount for King County. This 
process has made the vision more do-able, added more elements, and refined it to 
make it even better. The time is now.  Without accelerating and funding, more than half 
of the priority areas will be gone if we don’t act soon. This is different than other issues 
like transportation in which incremental progress over time can work. 

• Yes. Timeliness is my concern. The longer you wait the more expensive, and also people 
forget with time. Rural definitions of open space are very different than in urban areas 
and it needs to be addressed in different ways when it goes to public. 

• Maybe. 100% yes on personal side. As a councilmember, however, I represent 43,000 
people in my city. I try to express how important to express conservation importance in 
my city and regionally. What I’m missing is how we sell this to the cities when cities have 
competing needs? Phase 2 is critical for the cities. We must understand what this will do 
and how to not detract from other needs.  
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• Yes, but. The funding gap is all we are talking about here. Nothing is stopping the County 
from starting to move forward as we have three-quarters of the money already. Cities 
have different needs that area still being considered – e.g. flexibility in how money is 
allocated, restricted, etc.  Quality of life we have here is worth preserving. I hope we can 
look back and see the results of what we did here in this effort. 

• Yes! Though a small caveat: Phase 2 is needed to enhance the work we’ve started to 
further develop what we’re proposing here. The most important part of this report will 
be what we say in the vision and define what the goal is for what we do. We can 
integrate polling information. There are many unique beautiful places in the country… 
so is it critical that we do this? The public wants this, I believe. This region is the 
economic engine of Washington State so that’s why we have some of the struggles with 
transportation. This is an opportunity to build on so many great places we have 
preserved in the past. Voters may make clear a message to corporations.  

 
Barns. Ms. Reed turned to the subject of barns, following up on last meeting’s discussion in 
which there were statements of support, and also concerns about whether this topic fits into 
the overall effort.  Discussion followed: 
 

• This program could be launched in Agricultural Production Districts (APDs). People value 
the aesthetics of barns. A related Local Food Initiative has been launched by DNRP. 
Agritourism relies on barns. This could be a cost share program, etc.  

• I respect barns but do not think this initiative is the place to fund them. Out of place 
with initiative and goals. 

• Last meeting there was an idea I could support that potential grant funds could be tied 
to commitment to conserve land – at least to create a nexus to this work.  

• Yes, we would need a nexus to tie conservation of land to barns.  In Sammamish Valley 
there was recent discussion of agritourism. Barns are necessary for people to work the 
land. We try to preserve the best lands for farming. Can we tie preserving historic barn 
structures with preserving the lands? 

• I think we need to stay focused on land acquisition. We should encourage creation of 
another program for this important need. The more focused we are, the more 
successful we will be. We are focusing on land preservation in this effort. 

• Barns don’t necessarily fit with land acquisition. Can we make strong statement of 
support and encourage more funding to be allocated to that effort? But not fund it as 
part of this work. 

• Personally, I like including barns – but we need to be mindful of finding agreement 
within the group. Let’s consider a compromise – to send a strong message that it’s 
important to find other funding sources for this.   

Karen will draft a statement sharing the group’s support for barns but concerns about the nexus 
and encouraging other fund sources be identified for barn preservation. 
 
Cost Issues. Ms. Reed turned to the cost questions including operations and maintenance 
(O&M) costs, fee vs easement, and current use taxation.  
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Maintenance: Is it important to include funding to maintain the land? The group provided a 
thumbs up.  Discussion included: 

• Important, but needs to know what it means. What does that look like, how would we 
pay for it, are there other sources we haven’t identified yet? 

• Recreation capital budget program hit major hurdles in legislatures because people are 
tired of buying land that can’t be maintained. 

• It is a political necessity to include maintenance – to counter the argument of buying 
land we can’t afford to maintain. 

 
General Responses to Questions: 

• Regarding these types of topics, how much do we have to figure some of this stuff out? 
We should look at what is the price point at which the ballot measure succeeds. And 
then work backwards from that to tailor the costs. I want us to do this as cheaply as 
possible in a way that can achieve the goal. The answers to how much fee-easement, 
CUT, may be informed by what is the winning formula.  

• Operationally, the decisions will be made by County staff. Not by the group.  
 

Current Use Taxation 
• CUT is different. I don’t think it is conservation at all – not in this dynamic, rapidly 

growing environment. Stationarity is dead – past is not prologue. It used to be 
conservation – not any more though. I am very uncomfortable at the idea that we’d take 
temporary CUT enrollment and take credit for it as preserving land.  

• Among the different land types or different benefits we want to deliver, are there 
benefits for which CUT would be appropriate? Is CUT a strategy that we may want to do 
selectively? E.g. incompatible for recreation, but possible for streamside preservation. 

• We could prioritize parcels – really high value ones we want to make sure to acquire. 
Could use CUT as a holding mechanism for lower priority parcels.  

• A small group may wish to focus on CUT more, be on a committee. If looking at small 5-
acre parcels with houses, many of those we might not need to buy but CUT could 
adequately protect…though these may now be on the map as conservation easement 
purchases.  

• Will zoning that current preserves those parcels will hold in the long term? I am not 
sure. 

• We need to decide our tolerance for risk, given our knowledge of what we have. 
• I am concerned we might not know enough to do the right thing here –more analysis is 

needed to make sure we don’t miss out on high priority parcels. 
 
Ms. Reed wrapped up the meeting saying that staff will send out an annotated report updated 
with feedback from tonight. Please send comments back on this. Staff will then draft a full 
report for review by all in early January, before the final Advisory Group meeting on January 19. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 7:06. 
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