
Land Conservation Meetings with Cities 
Discussion Questions & Feedback 

1. Proposed Urban Green Space Category: Do you have feedback about adding a sixth category of 
“Urban Green Space” as recommended by the Advisory Group? 

Categories (including working definition of Urban Green Space) 

1. Natural Areas (land acquired in fee or easement that preserves natural ecosystems for fish 
& wildlife habitat, provides nature-based/passive recreation, completes corridors of public 
land ownership, buffers natural and developed landscapes) 

2. Forests (land often acquired in easement that supports working forests, holds the line 
against sprawl, supports wildlife habitat, protects water quality, helps respond to a 
changing climate) 

3. Farmland (land acquired in easement which preserves local food production, farm 
economies and affordability, in Agricultural Production District or rural areas) 

4. River Corridors (land acquired along rivers in rural and urban areas to help protect 
communities from floods and repetitive losses, which also support natural watershed 
functions) 

5. Regional Trails (completing existing and planned corridors for shared-use, non-motorized 
trails, providing mobility and recreation opportunities, spanning urban and rural King 
County) 

6. Urban Green Space (sample language: urban conservation lands protecting green spaces, 
providing nature-based/passive recreation opportunities or urban farming opportunities; 
typically containing characteristics of one or more of the preceding categories, but in an 
urban setting) 

Every city agreed with having an Urban Green Space category.  

• Suggestions for additions/changes included: 
o “Community garden” was preferred over “urban farming” given Growth 

Management guidance to locate farming in rural areas. 
o Ecological protection benefits 
o Shoreline 
o Stormwater benefits 
o Urban forests 

• From that feedback, we modified the definition as follows:  

Urban Green Space (conservation lands, green spaces, trails and forests within cities 
which contain many of the community & ecological benefits of the preceding categories. 
These lands offer opportunities for public use such as walking, picnicking, community 
gardening, or other nature-based, passive recreation activities.) 

• Several cities noted their focus was more on active recreation lands 
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2. Open Space Equity: Does your city agree that open space investments to provide green space in 
underserved areas is a priority?  

• Many cities said that even if they didn’t qualify for the funding, they as a government and 
likely their residents as well would support the principle of providing open space 
opportunities to underserved areas – as long as it represents a reasonably sized portion of 
the whole and leaves adequate funding for identified city and county priorities.  

• Some cities noted that mapping efforts may not accurately reflect open space access. Can 
cities make a case to access these funds by meeting certain criteria even if they don’t show 
up as having a deficit? Cities noted that the following considerations may apply: 

o poor walkability within communities may limit ability to access sites 
o pockets of limited access may exist within areas that appear to have good access  
o limited quality of existing open space lands  

• Perceptions of open space needs may be different in the rural areas – with large lots and the 
sense of open space around them the actual need for more open spaces for the purposes of 
advancing equity may be lower. 

• Could philanthropy be directed to underserved areas, given a potential relationship 
between conservation and health and human services? 

• A couple of cities noted that some parks may not show up on the mapping of public parks - 
e.g. schools often have playgrounds available for public use after hours; e.g. subdivisions 
have dedications of private parks and open space tracts serving those residents that would 
not show up. 

 

2a. “Equity” – Cities also interpreted “equity” in other ways, such as the following: 

• Concern about the equitable distribution of funds between cities and King County. 

• Some larger cities wanted to ensure they receive funds proportionate to how much the 
taxpayers in their jurisdiction pay into the total collections. 

• Some cities noted the needs to equitably distribute funding across all jurisdictions. 

o Support for jurisdictions with fewer financial resources to access open space funds – 
e.g. reduced match requirements (state Recreation & Conservation Office (RCO) is 
working on this type of approach). 

o Smaller cities having opportunity to compete for awards based on merit on the 
principle of widely distributing funding across the county. 

• Some cities surrounded by rural areas believe they serve the recreational needs of the 
surrounding rural area residents, yet don’t receive regional funding for that level of service. 
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3. Maintenance: Is it important to fund maintenance on newly acquired lands?  Does your city have 
a per-acre maintenance cost estimate to maintain natural areas/green spaces? 

• Strong support for providing maintenance funding for newly acquired lands.  

• Almost across the board cities cited a need for more maintenance funding for existing park 
lands as well. 

• One city worried that it could be burdensome if cities have to report O&M hours on newly 
acquired lands in order to receive reimbursement under a new funding effort. 

• Most cities didn’t have a maintenance estimate; many noted that the costs to maintain 
passive use/greenspaces are lower than active recreation sites. 

 

4. Additional Funding: Is it important to fund for restoration or redevelopment of existing natural 
areas/green spaces? Maintenance of your existing natural areas/green spaces? 

• Strong support across jurisdictions to have funding for ecological restoration and 
development of public use trails/opportunities – both on existing and newly acquired lands.  

• We heard from some jurisdictions that it is a higher priority to fund maintenance and 
restoration/redevelopment on their inventory, rather than acquiring new lands.  

• We heard from some jurisdictions that they support acquiring new lands now before they 
are lost to development (they often supported the idea of funding both acquisition & 
maintenance/restoration/capital needs). 

• Could jurisdictions who are not seeking acquisition funds could have access to 
redevelopment funds instead? 

• Several jurisdictions expressed a desire to have flexible funding that could support more 
intensive types of recreation. 

• A couple of cities were interested in programming opportunities as well – e.g. getting kids 
out to larger rural open spaces. 
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5. Funding Options: Do you have feedback on the four public funding options (general obligation 
bond, property tax, CFT increase, REET 3)? Feedback on potential changes to the Parks Levy? 

• Property Tax Levy/General Obligation Bond: 

i. Many cities expressed concern about standard property tax levy and bond 
options – emphasizing that these are funding sources which are important to 
cities to fund city infrastructure and services. 

ii. Concern that these sources may have suppression issues for junior taxing 
districts (in which case automatic reimbursement of junior taxing districts 
should be included, as in Best Starts for Kids). 

• CFT: 

• Many jurisdictions saw CFT as the least impactful of the proposed measures as it 
does not count against the $5.90 limit as do other property tax levies.  

• Several cities asked whether we can reconsider CFT funding of passive vs active 
recreation, as some need areas for more intensive uses than can typically be 
funded under CFT. Also discussed was the blending of funding sources on one 
site – e.g. CFT for passive portions and other funds for active portions. 

• REET 3: 

• Most jurisdictions recognized the challenge of passing REET 3 due to anticipated 
pushback from real estate and development communities, and also concerns 
about housing affordability.  

• Several jurisdictions were intrigued by the idea of a new funding opportunity 
that was not a standard property tax, and appreciated consideration of a tax on 
new development. 

• Existing King County Parks Levy: 

• Many jurisdictions appreciate the flexibility of Parks Levy funds which can be 
spent on acquisition, development, or maintenance. Cities were interested in 
receiving even more of those funds. 

• A few jurisdictions view the existing parks levy as a regional collection of funds 
that redistributes funds from urban taxpayers to rural areas; they questioned 
having an additional regionally collected funding source that they believe would 
further redistribute urban funds to rural areas.  

• Wondered if there was opportunity to revisit scope of existing levy to fund this 
work rather than passing another separate funding measure. 

• If we are considering multiple property tax levies (e.g. parks levy + a new levy) 
we may want to combine them to reduce overhead costs. 
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• Questions about trading a city’s share of restricted CFT funds for a larger share 
of unrestricted Parks Levy funds. 

• Additional Feedback: 

• Match Requirements: 

1. Most cities noted that match is a challenge for local jurisdictions seeking 
CFT or RCO acquisition funds. Cities encouraged flexibility with the 
match requirement. Supported waiver of match if issuing councilmanic 
bonds against CFT is possible, as was done in past bonds. 

2. One jurisdiction recommended that cities should always have to pay 
some match, even if in-kind or nominal, to represent a local 
commitment to the work (“so they have skin in the game”). 

• Funding Distribution – various ideas discussed included: 

1. A competitive, merit-based process which mirrors CFT – e.g. a 
committee that reviews and selects projects. 

2. Broadly distribute funding to every jurisdiction up front based on the 
priorities they identified during recent discussions. 

3. Distribute funding proportionately to each jurisdiction based on what 
that jurisdiction pays in. 

4. Selectively fund the most urgent priorities (how is urgency determined). 

5. How can we accommodate priorities not originally identified in this 
initial process. 

6. Generally, can we provide opportunity funds to address urgent, 
emergent needs so jurisdictions can act quickly when properties come 
up for sale. 

7. We heard from several cities a concern that the land conservation effort 
should try to distribute enough funds to smaller cities to make 
meaningful open space acquisitions (beyond the scale of what those 
cities pay into the fund or could otherwise afford).  

• How to maximize private funding first before raising public funds (philanthropy 
and ecosystem service markets)? 

• Concern that this measure may collect the most tax proceeds from urban 
residents and distributes it to non-urban priorities. 

• How do we select a funding source that does not negatively impact those with 
the least resources, in keeping with the equity goals of the initiative? 
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6. Other City Acquisition Funding: Does your city use any funding outside of CFT and Parks Levy to 
acquire lands that we should know about for our overall funding model (e.g. bond, levy, SWM)? 

• Widely used sources include:  

• Conservation Futures,  

• State Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) grants (including Local Parks, 
PSAR, SRFB, and others),  

• city share of the King County Parks Levy. 

• Several cities use:  

• park impact fees (also referred to as fee-in-lieu – paid instead of providing on-
site recreation within developments),  

• local bond or levy measures (Bellevue, Issaquah, Kirkland, Shoreline),  

• local park districts (Normandy Park and Seattle; in unincorporated King County, 
Fall City, Si View, Vashon Park Districts),  

• Other: REET, general fund, profits from other land sales, surface water 
management fees. 

• Several jurisdictions leverage open space dedications through the development process. 
This may include dedication of park land or trails through small subdivisions or larger master 
planned developments. Some of these are publicly accessible, but many open space or 
recreation tracts are only accessible to residents in that development – and these would not 
show up as protected open spaces in our mapping of open space access. 

• A few cities use a transfer of development rights process (either with King County or 
internally within the city) to help direct development. 

• Many cities use local critical area regulations or zoning as important tools to ensure 
protections of sensitive areas or open space resources such as golf courses.  

• Several cities may be interested in current use taxation as another land conservation tool. 
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7. Additional Feedback: 

• Political Feasibility: 

o Earlier in the year, cities noted that the Sound Transit funding package had 
reduced appetite for new taxes; during the summer, cities further noted similar 
concern due the state legislative budget.  

o Questions about whether a conservation funding measure should be packaged 
with affordable housing or homelessness measures for increased political 
viability.  

o Scaling back the request for conservation funds to continue to allow capacity to 
address other social and environmental needs at city or regional scales.  

o Important to test options through polling 

• Confidentiality of Data: Most cities had concerns about showing parcel-level data on maps, 
and many had concerns about making public the acreage and cost totals. Most of their 
estimates have not gone through a public review process.  

• Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination: Some cities noted opportunities for land acquisition or 
development partnership between adjacent jurisdictions, or between cities and the county 
(e.g. along a river system or a regional trail corridor that runs through several jurisdictions) 

• Growth Targets: Several cities had concerns with regional growth targets that were set by 
the states for their cities and some of the limitations that places on local growth. Some cities 
were concerned about the urban growth boundary limiting their expansion; others were not 
concerned about such limits. 

• Potential Annexation Areas: One or two cities were engaged with identifying priorities in 
potential annexation areas, but most cities suggested the county should play that role in 
annexation areas. 

• Mitigation: Questions about generating revenues off of protected lands for mitigation – for 
example a city investing up front in a major restoration then selling mitigation credits; or a 
city purchasing property then partnering with a private investor to restore lands for 
mitigation. 

• Development Impacts:  

• Many cities noted that their residents are concerned about rapid pace of 
development – that they are seeing the loss of many privately owned forests 
and open space lands in their communities as they are built out. They see 
conservation of open space lands as important to help preserve their quality of 
life.   

• Cities need walkable urban greenspaces in order to successfully compete for 
employers/employees – i.e., this land conservation question is also directly an 
issue of job creation and economic growth for many cities. 

• Providing local park opportunities may lessen traffic impacts of people traveling 
to recreate elsewhere. Providing walking/running/biking trails for recreation 
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and commuting to work / between communities may lessen pressure on 
roads/traffic. 

• We heard from one city staffer that they see very little development threat in 
the rural area. He believes that there is little pressure on rural lands, and critical 
areas regulations and zoning adequately protect rural areas – for example sees 
no reason to pursue farmland preservation program. He believes that the urban 
lands are far more urgent to act upon to conserve – high pressure, and once lost 
they are irreplaceable. 

• Value of Natural Lands: Some parks staff recommended education of elected and the public 
as to the value of keeping lands natural and in passive uses (e.g. just trails and unstructured 
play areas) – as sometimes they feel there is a pressure to build out every park/open space 
site into an active recreation facility. 

• Council Coordination: Many cities noted that addressing their councils after the November 
elections may be good timing – due to many seats throughout every jurisdiction being up for 
election this fall. 

• Scope of Land Conservation Initiative: “Go big or go home – be audacious!” 
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