
County Executive’s Land Conservation Advisory Group
September 21, 2017

Meeting 1 Presentation



Meeting 1 Summary

• Overview of Advisory Group Phase 2 Process

• Review Phase 1 Report Recommendations

• Report on 2017 work tasks:
Before the break:

– Community engagement

– City engagement

– County data refinements

After the break:

– Review Phase 1 cost model 
& funding options

– Open Space Equity process

– Buildable lands process

– Private funding process
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Overview of Advisory Group Phase 2 Process

Meeting 1, 9/21 Review 2017 staff work, part 1

Meeting 2, 10/5 Review 2017 staff work, part 2

Meeting 3, 10/19 Wrap up presentations; start group discussion

Meeting 4, 11/2 Ongoing discussion; initial recommendations

Draft Report Staff distribute draft report

Meeting 5, 11/16 Wrap up discussion; finalize recommendations

Final Edits Final changes made to report via email

Report Submittal Report submittal in December

Please see “2017 Work Plan” handout for more detail
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Review Phase 1 Report Recommendations
Land Conservation Work Plan Goal:  

Protect the remaining high conservation lands in King 
County, within a generation
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Conservation efforts are focused in six major categories, 
which taken together benefit nature and people

• Natural Lands for wildlife, clean air, recreation, clean water, and resilience in an 
uncertain future.

• Farmland for healthy local food and a thriving agricultural economy.

• Forestland for wildlife, recreation, clean water, and a sustainable timber 
industry.

• River valley land for salmon, flood safety, recreation, and a healthy Puget 
Sound.

• Trail corridor connections to complete a world-class regional trail network to 
increase mobility and reduce pollution. 

• New: Urban Green Space protecting conservation lands, green spaces, trails 
and forests within cities, with opportunities for passive recreation and 
community gardening.
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Conservation Targets:

• County identified 66,000 acres (5,500 parcels) to conserve 

• City data was not yet collected

Estimated cost to protect these lands:

• Total cost of $1.5-1.8 billion

• Funding gap: $233-533 million (midpoint of $383 million)

Options to fill the funding gap: 

• Conservation Futures, property tax, bond, REET 3

Work Plan Recap
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Review Phase 1 Report Recommendations
The Advisory Group endorses the initiative, recommends 
adjustments to scope & additional work prior to a Phase 2 
Advisory Group process. 

Recommendations include:

• Add “Urban Green Space” category

• Identify city priorities & integrate costs for city lands

• Understand city interest in restoration and capital funding

• Refine costs & assumptions for county priorities

• Incorporate equity & social justice considerations
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Review Phase 1 Report Recommendations

Recommendations, continued:

• Develop communications strategy

• Ensure that the approach allows acceleration 

• Support renewal of the County Parks Levy 

• Consider all four potential public funding sources; 
advisory group supported CFT most strongly

• Test private funding availability

• Proceed with a sense of urgency
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Community Engagement

• American Whitewater
• CARE community group
• Conservation Finance Network
• Eastside Audubon
• Evergreen Mountain Biking 

Association
• Fall City Community Association
• Fall City Metropolitan Park District
• Fall City Stakeholder Group
• Forterra
• Four Creeks UAC
• Futurewise
• Green River Coalition
• Green Valley Lake Holms 

Community Association
• Green-Duwamish WAG Open 

Space Committee
• Green-Duwamish Workshop
• Issaquah Alps
• KC Parks Directors
• KC Planning Directors
• King County Agriculture 

Commission

• King County Rural Forest 
Commission

• Kokanee Work Group
• Maple Valley UAC
• Master Builders
• Mountains to Sound Greenway 

Board
• North Cities Meeting in Bothell
• North Highline UAC
• PCC Farmland Trust
• Pierce County Council work group
• Pierce County Staff
• Rainier Audubon Society
• Raging River Conservation Group
• Regional Open Space Advisory 

Committee
• Regional Open Space Conference
• Sammamish Forum
• Seattle Foundation
• Seattle-King County Public Health
• Snoqualmie Valley Government 

Association
• Snoqualmie Valley Preservation 

Alliance
• Social Venture Partners 

• Sound Cities Association City 
Managers Meeting

• Sound Cities Association Pre-PIC 
meeting

• South King County Sierra Club
• SThe Nature Conservancy staff
• The Wilderness Society
• Trust for Public Land Board
• Trout Unlimited
• Upper Bear Creek Meeting
• UW Equity and the Urban Forest 

presentation
• Vashon Maury Island Land Trust 

Board
• Washington Environmental Council
• Washington Native Plant Society
• Washington State Department of 

Natural Resources
• Water Tenders
• West Hill Community Association 
• WRIA 7 Forum
• WRIA 7 Snoqualmie Cities Meeting
• WRIA 8 Implementation Committee
• WRIA 9 Implementation Technical 

Committee

More than 60 meetings with community & organizations
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City Engagement

• County staff met with all 39 cities in King County, 
holding 70 meetings total

• We engaged staff from every city, and at times 
worked with elected officials and presented at 
council sessions 

• Meetings presented the Land Conservation Initiative, 
sought general feedback, and solicited city 
conservation priorities
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Feedback from City Meetings
1. “Urban Green Space” Category?

“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.”

• Cities were supportive of this category

• Several cities want to add land for both active & passive uses

2. Open Space Equity?
• Generally supportive, as long city and county-identified priorities 

are adequately funded and it’s not too large a share of the whole

• Mapping of underserved areas may not reflect all issues (e.g. 
walkability, pockets of limited access, low quality sites). Consider 
criteria as well as map?

• Potential philanthropic focus on addressing inequities with regard 
to open space distribution
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Feedback from City Meetings
2a. Other interpretations of “Equity”

• Equitable distribution of funds between cities and King County

• Varied perspectives on cities’ “share” of funds:

o Interest in receiving funds proportionate to what their taxpayers 
pay (often larger cities)

o Interest in the opportunity to compete for funding based on 
project merit, beyond what a certain city’s taxpayers contribute 
(often smaller cities)

• Supporting jurisdictions with fewer financial resources (e.g. reduced 
match)

• The need for open space/parks may be lower in rural areas; 
however cities in a rural setting feel they serve regional recreational 
needs without receiving regional compensation
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3. Funding Maintenance on Newly Acquired Lands?
• Most cities supported maintenance funding for new lands – and 

existing lands as well 
• A few cities believe they have adequate funding

4. Additional Capital Funding Needs? 
• Most cities supported funding for ecological restoration and 

development of public use trails/opportunities both on existing 
and newly acquired lands (programming opportunities also were 
mentioned)

• Varied responses about prioritizing maintenance vs. acquisition:
o Focus first on maintaining and restoring/redeveloping the 

lands that they already own
o Focus on protecting new lands now before they’re gone

(typically those cities valued funding for both acquisition 
and capital work)

Feedback from City Meetings
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5. Funding Options?
Property Tax Levy and General Obligation Bond:
• Concerned that cities rely on levies and bonds for local needs
• Levy suppression issues for junior taxing districts
• Higher approval level needed for a bond a potential concern
Conservation Futures:
• General support for this option
• Questions about how to accommodate more intensive uses
REET 3:
• Curious about REET 3 as a new approach to funding
• Noted potential complications of initiating a new revenue source
Parks Levy: 
• Interest in receiving more flexible Parks Levy funds
• Expand Parks Levy rather than try for a separate measure? 

Feedback from City Meetings
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5. Funding Options – Additional Feedback
• Match is a challenge (zero match or reduced match?)
• Funding distribution 
o Distribute based on collections or by merit?
o Accommodating urgent or emergent priorities?

• Maximize private funding 
• Concern that urban residents contribute the most funding, and 

funds are transferred to rural priorities
• How to select a funding source that does not negatively impact 

those with the least resources? 

Feedback from City Meetings
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6. Other Funding Sources Used for Conservation?
• CFT, RCO, Parks Levy
• REET, general fund, SWM
• City levies or bonds
• Park impact fees, dedications, zoning, TDR, current use taxation

7. Additional Feedback
• Concern about rapid development and loss of open space
• Need for walkable urban greenspaces to compete for employers & 

employees – land conservation relates to cities’ economic growth
• Heavy local tax burden already (Sound Transit & State budget)
• Competing issues (e.g. homelessness, housing)
• Opportunities for inter-jurisdictional coordination
• Concern about state-managed growth targets
• Education needed about importance of natural land and passive uses
• “Go big or go home – be audacious!”

Feedback from City Meetings
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City Acquisition Priorities
• 25 cities identified acquisition targets (ranging from 1 to 

459 acres)

• 8 cities had no identified priorities

• 6 cities with information pending (Seattle, Bellevue, 
Issaquah, Kent, Pacific, Algona)

City Priorities
Parcels 900 parcels
Acres 2,160 acres

Fee 1,660 acres fee
Easement 500 acres easement

City Land Cost $410 million

Figures are rounded. Minor adjustments to figures may be made with data refinements.
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County Data Refinements

• Phase 1 Work Plan was based on detailed database 
of county acquisition targets

• Follow-up needed on:
– Data Structure Refinements

Phase 1 information contained varying assumptions as to 
which lands would be acquired in fee versus easement

– Current Use Taxation Analysis
If we choose to leave some percentage of enrolled lands 
in Current Use Taxation rather than acquire those lands, 
how do we select the right set of lands for that approach?
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Prior Data Structure

Fee
Calculated costs to 
acquire entire parcel + 
improvements

Sample parcel

Fee or Easement
• Catch-all category used when 

we hadn’t yet identified a 
specific acquisition approach. 

• We calculated cost based on 
acquiring full fee + 
improvements, then applied a 
reduction factor. 

• Likely over-estimated costs & 
extent of acquisition.

Easement
• Easement over the 

parcel (extent not 
specified).

• Calculated using 
specific cost factors for 
agricultural, Forest 
Production District, and 
rural easements.
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Sample parcel

Updated Data Structure

Whole parcel More than half 
the parcel

Less than half 
the parcel

Fe
e

Ea
se

m
en

t

Typically Ag or forest easement, 
each using specific cost factor 20



Updated County Acquisition Estimates

2016 2017

Parcels 5,500 parcels 5,400 parcels

Acreage 66,000 acres 60,600 acres

Fee
Varied depending on 

assumptions:
14% to 30%

14,500 acres
24% by acreage

Easement 86% to 70% 46,000 acres
76% by acreage

County Land 
Acquisition

Cost 
Estimate

$1.29 – $1.46 billion $1.275 billion

Figures are rounded. Minor adjustments to figures may be made with data refinements.
2017 “Acreage” counts just the acres targeted for conservation (e.g. 25% of total parcel if “less than half” a parcel is to be conserved)
Additional acreage was identified as potential federal, state or land trust lead to conserve, not included in the figures above.

21



Current Use Taxation Refinements
If we choose to leave some lands enrolled in Current 
Use Taxation (CUT) rather than acquire those lands, 
how do we select the right set of lands for that 
approach?

Current Use Taxation Programs:

• Landowner incentives to voluntarily steward open 
space, farmland or forestland

• Reduction in property taxes: property is assessed at 
“current use” rather than “highest and best use”

• Not permanent - withdrawal requires repayment of 
seven years of avoided taxes

• Exit rate ~3% in King County since early 1980s 22



2016 Work Plan proposed that up to 50% of CUT-
enrolled conservation targets be left in CUT rather than 
acquired.

Phase 1 Report requested that staff refine the CUT 
proposal to analyze and prioritize which parcels should 
be acquired and which should be left enrolled in CUT.

Current Use Taxation Refinements
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Of the current county data set, 40,486 of the 60,567 
total acres are enrolled in a CUT program.

Parcels Acres Cost to Acquire 
(rounded)

All CUT-Enrolled 
Parcels
(within KC 
Conservation 
Priorities Data Set)

1,834
(34% of all KC 
Conservation

Parcels)

40,486
(67% of all KC 
Conservation

Acres)

$544,400,000

(43% of all KC 
Conservation

Costs) 

All King County 
Conservation 
Priorities 5,416 60,567 $1,274,672,428

Current Use Taxation Refinements
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CUT Analysis Factors

Distance from development

Distance from roads

Development potential of parcels

Highest Risk
of Conversion

Adjacent > ½ mi

Lowest Risk
of Conversion

Fully 
Developed

Vacant with 
Development 

Potential
- OR -

Highest Risk
of Conversion

Adjacent > ½ mi

Lowest Risk
of Conversion

25



CUT Analysis Results
Risk of Exit/
Conversion 

(of CUT-Enrolled KC 
Conservation Priorities)

Parcels Acres Cost to Acquire 
(rounded)

Low 298 8,550 $111,600,000  

Medium-Low 364 7,611 $63,700,000 

Medium-High 962 19,802 $294,200,000 

High 210 4,523 $75,000,000 
All CUT-Enrolled 
Parcels
(within KC Conservation 
Priorities Data Set)

1,834 40,486 $544,400,000 

All King County 
Conservation Priorities 5,416 60,567 $1,274,672,428
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CUT Recommendation

Keep both “Low” and “Medium-Low” CUT-enrolled 
conservation priorities enrolled in CUT, rather than 
acquiring them. 

Risk of Exit/ 
Conversion Parcels Acres Cost to Acquire 

(rounded)

Low + Medium-Low
662

(12% of all KC 
Conservation Parcels)

16,161

(27% of all KC 
Conservation Acreage)

$175,200,000

(14% of all KC 
Conservation Costs)

All King County 
Conservation 
Priorities 5,416 parcels 60,567 acres $1,274,672,428
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After the break: 

• Review Phase 1 cost model & funding options

• Open space equity process

• Buildable lands process

• Private funding process
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Phase 1 Financial Model: Review

29



Financial Model: Elements

LA
N

D
 

C
O

ST
S

Land Costs (target parcels)

Regional Trail Land Costs

SUBTOTAL LAND COSTS

O
TH

ER
C

O
ST

S

O&M

Transaction-related costs & staffing

SUBTOTAL OTHER COSTS

TOTAL COSTS

AVAILABLE FUNDING

FUNDING GAP
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Financial Model: Elements

LA
N

D
 

C
O

ST
S

Land Costs (target parcels)

Regional Trail Land Costs

SUBTOTAL LAND COSTS

Informed by
Total amount of land protected
Assessed value of targeted parcels
Acquired in fee, easement or remains 
protected via existing Current Use Taxation 
programs (rather than acquired)
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Financial Model: Elements

Informed by
Amount of resources added to steward newly 
acquired lands
Annual number of transactions
Total amount of land protected
Amount of land acquired in fee vs. easement

O
TH

ER
C

O
ST

S

O&M

Transaction-related costs & staffing

SUBTOTAL OTHER COSTS
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O&M Funding Levels

Preserve and protect newly acquired lands
• Inspections, site maintenance, gates/fences, demolitions, control 

of regulated weeds

• Does not include capital improvements to improve access or 
improve lands from current condition

• Four maintenance scenarios outlined on next slide

33



34



Financial Model: Available Funding
2016 Available Funding per the Work Plan Informed 
by:
• Sources currently available for King County use 
• Existing sources identified are those already 

dedicated for conservation acquisitions
• Assume current policies remain in place about 

conservation funding sources
• Amounts based on current annual projections 

multiplied by 30 years (with some projected growth)
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Financial Model: Available Funding
Available Funding: $1.26 billion ~ arranged by certainty
New Funding: $383.5 million represents estimated funding gap
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• 66,000 acres mostly within unincorporated King 
County

• Steady rate of acquisition each year, over 30 
years

• Costs presented in 2016 dollars and                 
did not include inflationary pressures on future 
land prices and maintenance costs

• Available funding based on current annual 
projections, multiplied by 30 years

Phase 1 Assumptions
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Financial Model: Phase 1
LA

N
D

 
C

O
ST

S Land Costs (target parcels) $1.2B - $1.4B

Regional Trail Land Costs $75M

SUBTOTAL LAND COSTS $1.3B - $1.5B

O
TH

ER
C

O
ST

S O&M $128M - $255M

Transaction-related costs & staffing $102M

SUBTOTAL OTHER COSTS $230M - $357M

TOTAL COSTS $1.5B - $1.8B

AVAILABLE FUNDING $1.2B - $1.3B

FUNDING GAP $300M - $500M
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Phase 2 Updates (Meeting 2)

Automation to review and 
compare a variety of 
funding scenarios ↑↓

Acquisition timeline

Level of funding to steward 
newly acquired lands

Amount of lands to remain 
protected by Current Use 
Taxation

The financial model is updated to include

39



The financial model is updated to include
Refined set of target parcels including partial 
acre ownership ↓
Cities’ target parcels and available funding ↑
Open Space Equity funding ↑
Inflationary pressures on land prices and 
maintenance costs ↑

Phase 2 Updates (Meeting 2)
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Open Space Equity Process

GOAL:

To ensure green space is equitably 
distributed across all communities in King 
County so that all County residents have 
easy access to green space in their 
community and enjoy associated benefits. 
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Open Space Equity Process
PROCESS :

1. Understand where inequities exist now;
2. Work with communities and partners to identify 

ways land conservation can address inequities; 
3. Establish achievable metrics and goals;
4. Strategic funding for conservation to address 

inequities within a certain timeframe.

DISPARITIES EQUITY

Very Low Priority

Low Priority

Medium Priority

High Priority

Very High Priority

Open Space Equity Score
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Question:
 If we conserve all priority parcels, 

how will this affect future residential 
development capacity in King 
County? 
i.e., What is the total number of future, 
buildable dwelling units associated with 
the conservation lands?

Buildable Lands Analysis Process
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Conservation in unincorporated King County: 
Minimal impact on residential capacity

* Before considering the offsetting benefits of TDR

2013 
Growth 
target

DRAFT
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Buildable Lands Impact Analysis:
City priorities being incorporated

• Updating impact estimate with city priorities

DRAFT
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Private Funding 

• Test assumptions about the role of private funding in
supporting the Initiative

• Work to better describe and effectively communicate the 
broad range of environmental, human health, community 
resilience and economic prosperity benefits that could be 
derived from this Initiative.

Phase 1 Advisory Group Recommendations: 
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Private Funding 

• Website Landing Page
• Slide Deck / Presentation targeted to private sector
• Video

http://www.kingcounty.gov/land-conservation

Updated messaging:  
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Private Funding 

• Outreach targeted to businesses based on 5 criteria:

1. Commitments to Sustainability & Corporate Social 
Responsibility (CSR) & Environmental ranking / awards

2. Size
3. Employee Growth
4. Headquarters in KC
5. History of philanthropic giving

• Foundations and impact investment firms

• Additional data points from the development directors of 
the major land conservation non-profit organizations

Private Sector Engagement:  
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Private Funding 

• Educate and inform

• Build understanding and awareness of the Initiative 

• Explore partnership potential

• Begin to build a coalition of private sector partners and supporters

• Test assumptions around private funding 

Private Sector Engagement – Goals:
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Private Funding 

• Why should our business contribute to this effort when we already 
contribute local taxes that work on this problem? 

• Why is this issue potentially worth our financial contribution versus 
the other causes and organizations we already invest in?

• What would our money actually go to?

• How might our company participate?  What are the options or 
mechanisms of participation?

Private Sector Engagement – Key Questions:
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