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  Advisory Group Members attending: 

Jesús Aguirre   Martha Kongsgaard x Alanna Peterson x 
Lylianna Allala x  Richard Korff (alternate) x Larry Phillips  
Marc Berejka x Leann Krainick  De’Sean Quinn  
Leda Chahim (alternate) x Matt Larson (alternate) x Steve Shestag   
Tom Dean  Terry Lavender  Mike Stevens x 
Patti Dill  Hank Margeson x John Stokes x 
Gene Duvernoy x Nelson Mathews  Nate Veranth x 
Ken Hearing x Mo McBroom (alternate)  Steve Whitney  
Jon Hoekstra  James McNeal x Christopher Williams (alt.) x 
Mark Johnsen (alternate) x Louise Miller    
Greg Johnson x Michael Orbino x   
King County Staff and support team members attending: 
Bob Burns  Doug Hodson  Liza Sheehan  
Barbara Cairns  Jennifer Lehman  Christie True  
Charlie Governali  Ingrid Lundin    
Darren Greve  Michael Murphy    

 
Welcome. Mr. De’Sean Quinn welcomed the group at 4:36pm, and started a round of 
introductions. Mr. Quinn opened the meeting with a short statement on the need to go big in 
this conservation effort. Mr. Larry Phillips stated that we’d start the meeting now and let others 
join throughout the evening. Ms. Barbara Cairns noted her role as both facilitator and as 
presenter tonight. This is the second of two meetings to download information. Meetings 3, 4 
and 5 will turn to further discussion and finalizing recommendations for a report to the 
Executive and Council. Staff presentations tonight will include private funding opportunities, 
completing the financial model, and open space equity. 
 
Communications Concepts. Ms. Cairns said that Pyramid Communications has begun work on 
communications concepts by drawing from Advisory Group input documented during the Phase 
1 meetings and in the report, and are integrating what they hear during Phase 2.  
 
Ms. Cairns stated that a concept serves as an overarching idea that shapes a narrative or 
strategy. The advisory group has talked about urgency, urban open space, natural spaces, 
natural resources, working resources, access, equity, finishing the job, preserving the last best 
places, and who we’d be doing this for: ourselves, our kids, future generations. Those are many 
concepts. We need to provide readers of the advisory group report a way in – a frame within 
which to hold many pieces. 
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Ms. Cairns shared slides of three draft concepts to open the conservation. The first concept is 
“The Decision” – this appeals to people’s need to make a decision, in a timely way, in a sea of 
competing requests. The second concept is “The Legacy” – this is grounded in our heritage, our 
history, our roots and commitment here. The third concept is “The Urgency” – touches on the 
accelerated change we all are feeling; the LCI is one way to help shape that change.  
 
Feedback from the group included: 

• “The Legacy” concept echoed some themes from a recent conversation I was in. 
However, that conversation framed it more about investing in the future generation. 
Could we add a tone of investing now to set a legacy for the future? 

• “The Decision” concept seems like something for a campaign, a ballot measure. Can you 
clarify what is the decision we’re asking people for? Ms. Cairns responded that yes, we 
are asking people to decide if this is something that we want to pursue and commit to, 
make a choice to enact, as a decision that could deliver a great amount of change in one 
go. Future legislative decisions haven’t been made about how this moves forward, but 
Pyramid Communications thinks the idea of a decision is definitely part of the story. 

• Liked all of them, keep all of them. I think I would typically be drawn to “The Legacy” but 
I find myself most drawn to “The Decision.” This is truly an opportunity to commit and 
act and make a difference. 

• “The Decision” gives ownership to the individual. 
• “The Decision” resonated strongly, I agree with every word. There are so many things 

we can’t do anything about; this one we can. Very powerful. 
• I don’t see the threat coming through in the concept language. Perhaps add idea that 

more explicitly - prime threatened conservation land, e.g., as a phrasing. Ms. Cairns 
acknowledged the comment, and also suggested that images can help convey that 
message as well. 

• I like the messaging and the text. However, I would like to have urban green spaces even 
more highlighted; it’s not strongly mentioned enough in the text. Not everyone gets to 
get out of the city. 

• Similar to above comment: there’s a bit of reference in “The Decision” but it’s especially 
lacking in the other two.  

• Most of the visions described here are forward looking, but there’s a “now” component 
too – emphasize some of the benefits that occur now. 

• The message of action appeals to me as I’m frustrated with paralysis at government 
level. This is something we can use to counteract that stuck-ness. 

• “The Decision” is the strongest. “The Urgency” concept is the one that needs the most 
work. Needs emphasis on the idea that it costs less to accomplish conservation now 
versus if we wait.  

• Consider an emphasis that it’s not just pieces of land here and there. We had a recent 
discussion at the Agriculture Commission that this work is not just creating islands of 
green space, we’re conserving within and around communities, and creating 
communities. 

• There is a real scarcity in urban greenspace in our rapidly developing cities.  
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• “The Decision” was powerful, but agrees that we need to be more specific about the 
threat. For “The Legacy,” I got chills on the first sentence - that is a very powerful 
sentence. My kids won’t have the same experience of nature that I will due to how 
much more developed everything is. There’s a meaning that we of our generation and 
our past knowledge need to convey to the next generation – to try to help the future 
generations have a similar experience to what we have had.  

• It’s as though the walk you take in a park with your child now, will lead to your child 
being able to take a walk in a park in the future with their own child. 

• With “The Legacy” I worry about whether people actually vote in someone else’s 
interest. How selfish are voters? Ms. Cairns acknowledged that for those moving here 
recently, this legacy concept may not have resonance, if they aren’t committed to being 
here long-term. 

• This work has to be done in a way that appeals to a different way of decision-making. It 
has to capture people’s attention, imagination, time, taxation decisions, etc. This 
framing is very important. These three concepts don’t seem mutually exclusive, all three 
have resonance and would gain attention from leaders. I probably wouldn’t define the 
66,000 acres very much more – visuals capture the essence of what those 66,000 acres 
consist of. These concepts help frame this heavy work in a way that the decision-makers 
can get their heads around pretty quickly. Ms. Cairns noted that in discussion with DNRP 
staff, they wanted to make sure that we avoid over-used terms like sustainability or 
equity – to demonstrate such concepts through words instead. 

• People are worried about affordability, displacement, education, etc. How do we 
emphasize how we make our community stronger, healthier, safer, through this effort? 
These concepts are perhaps not saying enough as to why would this action have a 
transformative impact on our society. 

• The word “priced” jars me. I’m much more drawn to “value” as a term – thinking about 
how it touches on benefits, uses of these lands.  

• The idea of “hotter summers” may hit various people different ways, and not always 
resonate. For me, the dryness was more worrisome. (Two others agreed, they did not 
like “hotter summers.”) 

• The term “priced” did resonate for me, but perhaps that’s because I’m in the financial 
sector.  

• Regarding urgency: creating a future we need doesn’t mean urgency to me. I keep 
thinking of “they paved paradise and put up a parking lot.” 
 

Ms. Cairns shared the remaining slides with graphics. 
• I liked all the graphics, they tell a story. It should also tell a story that reaches to non-

Seattle crowds. Can you give people places to relate to in their communities, using 
iconic images of other communities too. 

• When you start the text with “66,000,” it goes right into a logical space in my brain. 
When starting with words rather than numbers, they hit me differently, in a space more 
tied to emotions. I like the trail image.  
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• I didn’t pay attention to the words when they went through initially. I liked the close-in 
image and family relationship, this could be adapted to different cultures too. The 
509/Seattle image juxtaposition is great. Could be transferred to other parts of the 
county. I didn’t like the trail – there were no people, and it’s too developed a trail. The 
last one with Mt. Rainier makes me afraid of volcanoes. 

• On the slide showing the four different icons, need to incorporate urban greenspace 
ideas. Ms. Cairns acknowledged that it would. 

• I like how the icons incorporated more of a sense of the different types of lands. 
• Suggestion to incorporate fish with the rivers icon. 

 
Private Funding Opportunities. Mr. Darren Greve presented on private funding sources that 
are likely to contribute to the initiative. Mr. Greve described changes to several of the 
estimates from last year’s process to this year. Transfer of Development Rights estimate has 
increased to $120 million (up from $70 million), based on the success of past agreements, 
particularly with Seattle; expect similar partnership agreements with ten additional cities. 
Mitigation Reserves is $53 million (up from $40 million). Ecosystem Service Markets ($33 
million, reduced from $50 million). Philanthropic up to $71-86 million (up from $50 million in 
Phase 1). Mr. Greve reviewed the slides to discuss the in-depth discussions the county has had 
with corporations, philanthropic organizations, and non-profit conservation development 
directors.  
 
Mr. Charlie Governali discussed future ecosystem services markets, reviewing the slides on this 
topic – covering the county’s research and collaboration with partners to develop carbon credit 
and stormwater credit estimates. Both of these opportunities would require regulatory and 
market development.  
 

• How were the increased TDR projections developed? We projected having the ten most 
likely cities on board with TDR agreements in the future. There is a separate legislative 
fix that may address a General Fund allocation issue. The total $279-294 million from 
private funding is a positive number. 

• How does the conservation sector compare to other competing sectors for 
philanthropy? Nationally, giving is 3%. 50% of that goes to animal-related causes (zoos, 
shelters, etc). Conservation is one cause that competes with those others. How can we 
align our cause with interests of the public will be important to drive dollars to this area. 
This will take significant capital campaigns and work. Getting a share of the health care 
giving market will also be challenging. 

• Can you address assumptions about mitigation credits? Mr. Murphy addressed the 
question, noting that it went up. Looked at how much funding was collected in first five 
years, and how much was used for acquisitions in first five years. They had to balance 
collections that go towards acquisitions and that which goes towards restoration.  

• For ecosystem services markets, King County would have to create programs. Is that 
realistic? Mr. Governali noted that we’d need to staff an effort to that effect, and draw 
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on partnerships with companies working on this work. Would need partnership with 
cities, as urban lands could have significant potential. 

• Are you talking about voluntary carbon markets? Yes, mostly voluntary markets, not 
regulatory markets. 

• Congratulations to staff on this piece, this is extremely complicated work. 
 
Break. Break from 5:57-6:07 pm.  
 
Meeting 1 Summary. One edit noted on page 3, change CFT to CUT. Members present voted 
unanimously to approve Meeting #1 Summary, as edited. 
 
Phase 2 Financial Model Updates. Ms. Jennifer Lehman presented the topic. Questions that 
came up during the presentation included: 
 

• When looking at CFT, are you calculating inflated amounts, or flat without inflation? Ms. 
Lehman clarified that we are looking at numbers to match forecasted growth rates of 
various funding sources. 

• Regarding the four service levels of operations and maintenance – at the lowest level 
where you just fund staff with no supplies, how do you actually maintain the site? We 
would assume that the total costs for O & M would be at the higher levels, but this just 
represents the portion that would be funded through this initiative. The jurisdiction 
would have to find another funding source to make up the difference between what 
O&M actually costs, and what is provided under this initiative. 

 
Ms. Lehman reviewed a supplemental handout, noting the major impact that time has on the 
cost – the longer you wait to buy the land, the more expensive that land gets. She has built a 
model where these variables can be easily manipulated to determine factors. Next week 
Dwight Dively our county budget director will attend to discuss funding options. 
 

• If you can acquire lands in the near term (with a new funding measure to augment 
existing funds), that’s a significant difference between 15 year vs 30 scenario. 

• Mr. Burns noted that it may not be feasible to do this many transactions in 15 years; 20 
might be more realistic. Noted that if we increased CFT, bond against it to pull the 
capital forward, that action can help accelerate the purchases. Going faster saves a lot 
of money in the long run.  

• Will we have a discussion about bonding and financial trade-offs? Mr. Burns reminded 
them that the first discussion in next meeting is revenues. For example, CFT increase up 
to 6.25 cents at year 1 and year 15 would produce about $1.1 billion over 30 years.  

• How fast can you buy land, if you had unlimited funds? Is it worth questioning your 
assumption that 15 years is too little time and you can accelerate the rate more than 
you think? Mr. Burns said beyond questions of capacity (in house and using partners) it 
often takes time to generate willing sellers. How fast can we actually purchase the land 
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is an open question. There is also an issue that some funds may be available only over 
30 years, not just in 15 years. 

• Accelerating the acquisition rate requires accelerating the rate of O&M funding needed.  
 

Open Space Equity Analysis. Mr. Charlie Governali reviewed the Open Space Equity Analysis 
presentation. He noted Co-Chair De’Sean Quinn’s emphasis on the importance of offering 
opportunities to access open space throughout our communities. We have heard from city 
partners that restoring and maintaining existing parks is an important part of this work. 
However, acquisition and land protection is a key part of this work in order to add open spaces 
to our community. The Advisory Group’s past discussions have emphasized the importance of 
making sure a vision to conserve land in the region doesn’t leave out the parts of our society 
who could benefit most from the work. Mr. Governali noted that in addition to the map, also 
considering criteria to capture needs within communities. 

• Great analysis. This reviews just current state information. How much better will it get 
just from implementing LCI without any additional equity-focused work?  Mr. Governali 
said that the county is still awaiting acquisition information from certain cities. However, 
based on recent analysis we don’t see the planned acquisitions being enough on their 
own to change all of these tracts. 

• Some of these areas will change a lot as they are more heavily built out. Knowing 
development costs for existing and new open spaces is important, as we want high-
quality open spaces, not just any open space protected. 

• Do we include regional trails and trail connections in the modeling? Mr. Governali 
responded that yes, we map off-street regional trails here. Also the county is looking at 
TPL analysis in which they have been studying connection and access points. 

• If the city wish list doesn’t switch the red areas to green, what does the county do to 
make changes? Mr. Burns noted that this is a potential way that the city and county 
working with local communities could identify open space opportunities to serve people 
where they live. It’s not just a question of what’s the cheapest piece of property to buy; 
we would look at how those communities want to use open spaces in their 
neighborhood. To eliminate the red areas it means dedicating some money to that 
category in and of itself. 

• When I think about this issue, I think back to the communication presentation – 
urgency, legacy. I think that each generation needs to do things differently. This 
information and data could lead us to make smarter, more sustainable decisions. I think 
we need to come up with something that allows us to say we’ve done enough to move 
the needle here. I think it’s too simple to say let’s just focus on the red areas – because 
if we do that, then people don’t feel the effects of the change throughout the various 
underserved areas, and understand that our efforts are touching where they live too. 
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Perhaps we do as much as we can in the red areas, but not ignore the other tracts that 
stood out in the analysis. We have to tell the human story as well, the stories of 
communities that benefit from this work. It’s easier sometimes to talk about farms and 
rivers – this is probably the most quantitative data in this category that we can get to.  

• Ms. Cairns responded that telling the story of why equity matters and how lives are 
potentially impacted by this work is important to do and no one has yet done it. This is a 
story line that can be developed.  

• How to understand what goes into this analysis to make an area green - the size of 
parks, street trees, etc? Those green areas don’t always feel well-served. Mr. Governali 
responded that we’re not trying to say that the green areas have no needs – but if you 
look at the whole spread and most of the funding is where cities and county put funding 
into the investments they think are most needed, then we are looking at taking a small 
wedge where we can invest in areas where the need is greatest.  

• What does one see in these red areas? I grew up in a red area, there are still trees and 
greenness, but there’s nothing public, no parks to go to. Mr. Governali noted that we 
put public lands in as a guide for publicly accessible lands. We added a filter of 
greenness too – because having greenness on the ground has a lot of benefits for 
residents too.  

• Curious whether turning the Health and Demographics filter on and off would help 
answer some questions.  

Meeting Wrap-up. There were no public comments. Mr. Phillips complimented the work that 
staff has done to produce this information and present it to the group. Regarding the 
communications piece: you need a dramatic human element that sharpens the narrative in the 
framework, e.g. When Jim Ellis was starting out to clean up Lake Washington, there was great 
resistance until the photograph came out of the kids lined up by the lake who couldn’t go 
swimming. Also the photo that DNRP/Solid Waste Division has of Cedar Hills landfill with Mt. 
Rainier in the backdrop. We should strive to bring that storyline into the narrative.  

Mr. Quinn thinks that with this important information and discussion, we have to hold 
ourselves to a high standard. This group is strong enough and persistent enough to come out 
with a product that everyone can support. Looks forward to getting more precise to try to solve 
this problem. 

Adjourned at 7:05 pm. 
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