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Welcome. Mr. Larry Phillips convened the group at 4:33 pm, welcoming the group to this 
meeting where we will shift from downloading information to discussion. Mr. De’Sean Quinn 
noted that we will be going through various funding scenarios. Mr. Quinn mentioned that 
members of the public are welcome to comment at the end of the meeting. There were a round 
of introductions. 

Ms. Barbara Cairns pointed the group to the agenda at Tab 3, highlighting that there is a report-
out on homework, and then after the break we will be moving to a recommendation report 
development tool. Between this meeting and next meeting we will work on moving towards 
recommendations and a draft report by Meeting 5. 

Meeting 2 Summary. Members present voted unanimously to approve Meeting #2 Summary. 

Review Funding Options. Ms. Jennifer Lehman began the presentation, reminding the group 
that Phase 1 concluded last fall with the financial model shown on Slide 2, which did not include 
inflation. This year, staff have updated land costs and other factors such as open space equity. 
Slide 3 presented updated costs before inflation; Slide 5 presented figures with inflation 
included with the full range of scenarios shown – set at the lowest possible price point and the 
highest possible price point (to be discussed later in the meeting). Slide 6 included an updated 
pie chart representing available funding. Slide 7 identified the four key funding levers that could 
affect costs. 

Ms. Lehman directed the group to the first supplemental handout, “Land Conservation Financial 
Model” (updated 10/19/2017), which more fully provides the range of scenarios affecting the 
price – including the lowest and highest scenarios as shown on the slide, and two middle 
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scenarios as well. Ms. Lehman noted that the time and Current Use Taxation factors have the 
most significant effects on the price. 

The second supplemental handout, “Public Funding Options,” is an update of a table used in 
Phase 1 and in the Phase 1 Report describing the four potential funding options and including 
updated information (including inflation) for how much funding could be raised by each source.  

Questions and comments from the group included the following: 

• You refer to growth in land costs, but I think of it as “appreciation” which is not the 
same thing. Ms. Lehman responded that she used the central county office forecast for 
assessed value changes. Both land appreciation and inflation are factored in on the cost 
and revenue side.  

• Why aren’t the open space equity costs already counted into the city and the county 
costs already? Ms. Lehman responded that when the city and county priorities were 
added into the map, there were still deficiencies in open space showing on the map. Mr. 
Bob Burns confirmed Ms. Lehman’s response – that when we mapped known priorities, 
we still don’t see a major shift in the red areas on the map. After we’ve done our best 
work to identify the important conservation lands, there still may be needs that are not 
met. We hope not to leave those communities behind.  

• So, it’s a recognition that the analysis that the cities and county have done may not fill 
all the gaps providing access to open space. Mr. Burns responded that we added a sixth 
category of Urban Green Space through last year’s process. We are thinking of this really 
as a seventh category of equity-focused lands. 

• It would be appropriate if cities did an analysis using equity as a major factor – if that 
were done, then it could be presented within the city costs.  

• Did the county use a race and social justice equity toolkit? Mr. Burns noted that we’d be 
touching back on the equity topic after the break, and referred back to information 
presented at Meeting 2. 

• On Slide 5, looking at the land costs, does the City cost variance account for all city 
needs? Mr. Burns noted that we’ll discuss more later, and that the variance represents 
the difference between acquiring the land 15 years or 30 years. If other cities are added, 
the costs will increase. 

Dwight Dively, director of the King County Performance, Strategy and Budget Office, addressed 
the group. He reviewed the state legislative action in response to the McCleary decision – in 
which the Washington State Supreme Court said that State is not adequately funding K-12 
education. The court gave the legislature a series of deadlines, and finally this last session they 
tried to address the concerns. The case will be back at the Supreme Court in the coming year, to 
determine whether their action was adequate.  

The State legislature enacted a new statewide property tax, and reduced the amount of local 
revenue that school districts can generate from local school property tax (they imposed a cap, 
and limited the use of local tax dollars to costs beyond the cost of basic education). In 2018, 
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property owners everywhere in the state will still pay their local school district tax at a higher 
rate than will be allowed in the future. In addition, they will also pay new state tax. Assuming all 
other things being equal (setting aside any other tax changes in local districts)  –  taxes will go 
up in 2018 everywhere in the state. Depending on where you are, it could be $20 or $1000 – in 
most places in King County, there will be a significant increase.  

In 2019, the local school district taxes will go down dramatically. The state tax will increase 
because the legislature exempted themselves from the 1% increase that applies to all other 
property taxes. The tax impact in 2019 and later is highly variable, and very much depends on 
location. 

If you live in a School District with high assessed value (e.g. Mercer Island0, your current school 
district tax rate is very low because you don’t need to tax at a very high rate to generate 
enough money. In those jurisdictions, more likely than not, in 2019 the tax bill will be about the 
same as in 2018 or may go up a little bit – because you’ll have a high state tax rate replacing a 
low local tax rate. If your assessed values keep rising, your tax bill will keep going up a bit. 

If you’re the opposite and you’re a school district without a lot of assessed value relative to 
your population (e.g. Federal Way or Tukwila), in 2019 your school tax bill may go down below 
what it was in 2018 – as you are substituting a state tax rate for what used to be a higher local 
tax rate. It may even be less than what it was in 2017. 

In 2020 and beyond, the districts that will have a substantially larger bill than they pay today 
are primarily to King County and San Juan County (i.e. the highest value tax districts in the 
state). The legislative action has shifted the statewide burden to those counties. We don’t know 
yet the exact magnitude of these changes. There have been varying calculations made by local 
offices as they try to anticipate the local tax burden, which some of you may have heard 
recently.  

The State’s summertime estimates of 2018 tax increases (which are four months old and don’t 
reflect the anticipated 2018 assessed values, which will likely lead to higher increases). E.g. 
Bellevue - $600, Federal Way & Highline  - $240; Mercer Island - $970; Northshore - $420; 
Renton - $300; Riverview - $400; Seattle - $500; Snoqualmie Valley - $450. The state’s analysis 
suggests that the effects in futures years in the Snoqualmie Valley would be very small, 
compared with Seattle or Mercer Island.  

Three of the options in front of the Advisory Group are property taxes. In 2018, every property 
owner will see a significant effect on their state share of property taxes. Then in 2019 the 
impacts will have more variation. 

Questions and comments included: 

• This seems like difficult timing for a property tax. Question about impacts on the local 
levies. Mr. Dively responded that there a couple of options - limits on overall levy and/or 
per student amount.  

• Recent numbers heard from the assessor were higher estimates than discussed tonight. 
Mr. Dively responded that recent AV projections for 2018 values will increase the 
numbers the State provided, but the other taxing authority levy rates were not adjusted 
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downward in recent estimates. Because of 1% revenue growth limit, all the other taxes 
that are levied are adjusted to accommodate year over year growth. The State didn’t 
apply a 1% revenue growth limit to their new property tax limit for education. They left 
themselves the flexibility to have a rate change. More tax burden will get shifted to the 
counties with more growth. There are limits in state law about the sum of most local 
levies ($5.90/$1000 locally). A different cap applies to non-voter-approved levies. One 
risk the legislature is taking is that school district levies were not previously subject to 
1% limit – now it will be state-imposed so they will be subject to 1% limit. That subjects 
it to a risk of prorationing, also called suppression. Even with strong AV growth, we 
don’t come close to prorationing with this change. If we do come to a point where 
values start to go down, then the 1% limit may come into play after a few years. 

• When we’ve had some minor cases of suppression in the past, the ways that recent 
measures have gone to the ballot have identified (metropolitan parks districts in the 
Snoqualmie Valley) had provisions for revenue sharing. Mr. Dively said that those steps 
were taken to deal with the local $5.90 cap. Now this is a state limit, so only the 1% limit 
is an issue. 

• With reduction in buildable lands and potential increases in the property tax, what 
would be tax implications of purchasing these lands? We have a very old tax system that 
wasn’t designed for 21st Century. We could very easily take estimated value and run 
through our model and estimate tax impacts of acquiring lands. The relative AV of these 
parcels is quite trivial compared to the county AV – it’s extremely small, at the margin. 
Question whether there was more of an impact on cities than in the county. Mr. Dively 
responded that it might be a slightly larger impact if there was a great deal of 
acquisition in one location, but overall it may not have much effect. Ms. Lehman noted 
that out of an assessed value of $500 billion or so, the AV of the target parcels is $1.1 
billion, so that is a very small percentage. 

• Could the McCleary fix be re-evaluated in 2018 by courts? Yes, there could be actions 
that come from the court review of this action. 

Buildable Lands Impact Analysis. Mr. Charlie Governali began his presentation at 5:20. He 
reviewed the slide show, reminding the audience of the analysis from Phase 1 of 
unincorporated King County priorities with approximately 1% impact in the context of county-
wide residential capacity. Staff have worked to incorporate city priorities. At this point we have 
data from 25 cities who have identified acreage; about half of them have completed their 
buildable lands analysis – covering about half the acreage. Right now, the total estimated 
impact is about 2,700 units. This is a parcel-by-parcel high resolution analysis, much finer 
grained than the rural area analysis.   

Using many approximations to project what the remaining data may be, we might expect 
approximately 2.5-3% impact. It is difficult to project the impact because cities vary in their land 
conservation visioning and what they chose to identify. Some cities chose nearly exclusively 
critical areas; other cities had portions in critical and portions in more buildable areas. If we 
straight-line extrapolate the data we have, we get to about 6,000 units of impact. Several cities 
including Seattle, Bellevue, Issaquah, Kent have not yet identified priorities. We can’t presume 
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to identify what they would select. Using a rough approximation that they might identify 50% 
more acreage than already listed for cities and target lands with a higher zoned density, could 
get us to, perhaps, 10,000 units of impact. Accounting for a transfer of development rights that 
could lead to a gain of units in urban areas, there could be 11,000 to 13,000 units of net impact 
including the full county set of acquisitions (that’s the 2.5-3%). We’d be surprised if the number 
came in higher than that, though there many assumptions behind that data. 

• Request to see a map of properties identified near North Bend. 

• Complimented Charlie and Michael’s work on this effort, and the work with realtor and 
development representatives. Realtors’ concern is affordable housing. Expressed 
gratitude to them for working hard on this and working collaboratively.  

• About how much is in the UGA? Mr. Governali responded that 3,800 of the 11,000-
13,000 is outside the UGA, and the rest is within the UGA. 

• Housing prices are a great concern. Would like to suggest that for every acre that is 
acquired in the urban area, acres are annexed to the urban areas at a ration – e.g. like 
the 4:1 Program. Mr. Governali stated that TDR is a great way to increase densities in 
cities, and the county could also help cities create in-city TDR programs. Mr. Burns 
noted that the county would love to have a discussion county-wide about how to 
increase the transfer of development rights strategically in a way that could completely 
balance out this impact. 

• In order to move TDRs, you need partners who are innovative and open minded. I have 
heard realtors discuss increasing density in other forums, and here are more connection 
opportunities to see that we can drive more focus for growth in the urban areas. I am 
noticing a difference in these conversations.  

• Did these numbers reflect the changing trends of our housing stock, e.g. the loss of a 
home in a rural area and increase in multi-family units in an urban area? Mr. Governali 
responded that the analysis looked at zoning and critical areas on every acre, so it split 
out impacts in various zones. Mr. Murphy clarified that the analysis didn’t project what 
zoning code changes we might need to support more density, just reflected 
conversations today. Mr. Governali noted that of the 2,700 units, 1,500 units would not 
have been counted by the last Buildable Lands Report (BLR) because those lands were 
counted as unbuildable because they were fully developed – they were upzoned which 
added them as potential units. 

• Would you expect the cities to have a disproportionately higher impact? Mr. Burns 
responded that the capacity is in the cities, so on a percentage basis, the impacts are 
less in the cities than in the county rural area. 

• Do master builders and others concur with those analyses? These have been reviewed 
with representatives of the development and real estate community, and they have 
provided feedback during the process.  

Communications Update. Ms. Cairns mentioned the great input that was done at the last 
meeting. They are still looking for the lead photo they want to use, building the narrative out 
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into a full story, developing a PowerPoint presentation on LCI and why it matters. They will 
integrate the group’s recommendations into this story. 

Break. Break from 5:38-5:52 

Ms. Cairns reconvened the group, describing how the remainder of the meeting will be focused 
on reviewing decisions that need to be made.  

Mr. Phillips stated that, consistent with his opening remarks, he hopes we can spend time 
discussing issues and move in the direction of developing recommendations. Until we get in a 
decision-making mode, we can’t accomplish very much. We have a charge from Executive to 
conserve these lands and this is part of how we can do it.  

Decision Framework & Discussion. Mr. Burns shared the handout “Land Conservation Advisory 
Report Recommendations Tables” and reviewed the associated slide show. He described the 
following three main topic areas on which the group may want to make recommendations: 

1. Recommendations affecting the size of the funding gap: pace, Current Use Taxation, 
operations & maintenance funding, equity 

2. Recommendations pertaining to public funding options & timing 

3. Potential other policy issues:  gaps in city data, funding distribution system, if CFT what 
match requirements, equity funding distribution method, equity parcel funding match, 
O&M funding source, existing revenue streams, other? 

Mr. Burns stated that we have the rest of Meeting 3, all of Meeting 4; we will generate a draft 
report between Meeting 4 & 5, and review that draft report at Meeting 5. To help us get to that 
end, tonight we hope to get through the first page, Table 1, then return to the other two tables 
at Meeting 4.  

• Why do you not have data from certain cities? Those cities are still working on it.  

• Uncertainty as to what the objective is, the types of lands that could be included, and 
scope. Sees problems in doing this in an urban area, and concerned about costs rising so 
quickly.  

Mr. Quinn said that based on questions that were highlighted earlier, he’d like to start with the 
equity question. It may be easier to push through that topic as he thinks there’s an interest in 
that topic within the group.  

• How can we take the work of the consultants into account, when will they present their 
results? The consultants are on board and will get interviews done, continue on work 
over the next couple of months. By end of 4th meeting, at 5th meeting – more 
information to consider. 

• At a federal level of budgeting, there may be trickle-down effects that touch voters at 
the local level (e.g. local tax deductions). Ms. Christie True noted, reflecting what she’s 
heard from county executive, there’s a great deal of uncertainty at the federal level and 
the state level as well. We’ll do what we can, but need to focus on our local priorities 
ensure our communities are healthy and we do what we can to take care of ourselves at 
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a local level. Please consider as you advise us to take those types of consideration into 
effect. 

• I sit on an affordable housing board. My concern is that voter fatigue is a big issue, how 
do we deal with ballot measures one after another. 

• Voter fatigue will be there every election. Timing is important, but there will always be 
competition. You have to put together a compelling piece that says to people we’ve 
really worked hard, made the ask as tight as possible, and that this is the case we make 
for why this is important.  

• The issues around growth never subside. The McCleary lawsuit kids are about to 
graduate from high school – we are dealing with the high costs associated with the 
delays. Our charge is to address conservation of these lands, and to do it in a way that 
we work quickly to make sure we don’t lose what we have. Those competition issues on 
the ballot will always be there – but on this topic we are working on this issue and this 
figuring out how to develop the best proposal that can be put forward.  

• Is the work of the group to determine what are the right types of lands to protect? If we 
look at the totality of what the work costs, then the political decisions come after that to 
make some of the decisions.  

• A key reason I am here is to protect the natural infrastructure that is critical to our 
functioning cities and natural systems; if we don’t do that we will have to invest heavily 
in built infrastructure 

Mr. Burns reviewed the Open Space Equity Prioritization map from Meeting 2. Reminded the 
group that the red, orange, and yellow categories are the areas where there are the highest 
needs for additional open space and also highest incidences of health and demographic factors; 
shades of green are where there are somewhat lower incidences of need, the darkest green are 
“non-target” census tracts. Question to the group is whether to put money into all the non-
target tracts (everything except for darkest green - ~$290 million by county estimate) or into 
just the red, orange, yellow tracts ($160M).  

• How much did city priorities change this map? Are cities identifying the same census 
tracts to prioritize acquisition? We are missing some cities’ data, but when we received 
identified city priorities it didn’t make much change in the tracts. Cities priorities may 
have focused on expanding existing parks or in conservation areas, rather than this type 
of work. This is a new area of focus for cities. 

• Perhaps we set aside some money that could be directed toward efforts in the future to 
refine the city recommendations to incorporate equity more fully. Move money from 
the line item that’s a separate placeholder into the cities’ line item. 

• Mr. Burns noted that we want to work closely with those communities to identify what 
types of open space those areas want.  

• There are often very few cities in these target areas that apply for CFT funds – perhaps 
there’s a match issue for CFT funding that is part of it. 
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• This is important work, but it’s not very clear what we’re doing. Would be hard to talk 
with people about why we are doing this. Why isn’t it part of the total criteria, and in 
the whole first package? By setting it out to the side, it risks getting cut more or being 
more threatened. Mr. Burns responded that these aren’t different types of lands, they 
the same types of lands, just emerged from a different type of process to include them 
in this discussion. 

• Do some types of acquisitions have broader benefit? Mr. Burns said perhaps, some may 
cross boundaries or address needs in multiple jurisdictions. 

• I think that a bold funding level is $290M but it doesn’t account for the partnership work 
that is needed with the cities. It could be $160M with a recommendation that as more 
city lands come in, we try to stay focused on an equity component to address the needs 
in these areas. A statement that pushes the conversation to keep the issue central to 
conversations. 

• What factors are driving the colors on the map? Mr. Burns responded that, among other 
factors, it is access to public lands that is affecting data. Mr. Murphy added that with 
respect to the map, it takes several factors into account and those can be changed by 
calculating those differently. We’re looking for feedback from our consultants as to how 
we prioritize the work. 

• As a staff person working on conservation with communities and local governments, it’s 
a collaborative effort that requires a team to get to the finish line. It’s not one 
organization or government that makes it happen. We may need to work with cities for 
more collaboration and work toward these outcomes. It may help to introduce 
incentives, ideas, proposals – to give people a reason to want to conserve land.  

• Current CFT criteria do have strong equity criteria about unmet needs. Those of us on 
the committee probably could have identified the red areas. If applications came in, it 
would probably bump to the top. There’s work needed to create that partnership with 
the cities. 

• We need a mechanism for accountability for community engagement – a body of folks 
to help steward this process. These equity targets are of high conservation value as they 
help filter air, help provide space between communities and freeways, etc. These may 
not fit in to traditional definition we think of – but they are still high value conservation 
lands to folks living in these areas. 

• Regarding equity piece, I would advocate for full option of getting these tracts all 
identified. It shouldn’t be broken out separately, echoing a statement that was made 
before – it should be a primary goal. It’s so important to pursue this goal. It seems so 
small an amount compared to what we spend on everything. When we inflate numbers 
out 30 years, it makes them seem huge but if we break it down into $10 million per year 
to wipe out inequities that’s an important story. 

• Consider the whether to go forward, not the how we go forward. Match is not whether 
to go bold, it’s one step in how you get to bold. Wondering if information can be 
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disaggregated to better tell the story – e.g. a map showing park access on one side, life 
expectancy on the other.  

• Redefining land conservation to make sure this is core – conserving land within 
communities, in urban areas.  

• To come up with a proposal to move forward, we need to pick an option. We were given 
three options. I think we could come up with a hybrid option. There may be some fluff in 
there.  

• Mr. Governali spoke to the map noting that red/orange/yellow in “urgent” category all 
have limited access. Red with higher health and demographic issues, down to yellow 
with lowest health and demographic issues. Very limited vegetation whether private or 
public.  The “later” categories in shades of green have more neighborhood greenness 
overall, but within those categories have similar health and demographic issues. 

• This is important to pursue. The earlier sets of land were done with very precise detail. 
Here, there’s very little detail and wondering how to make a case for this. Need more of 
a plan with what is going to happen with this. 

• Feeling a sense of urgency, recognizing that we didn’t have this land prioritized early on 
and we are doing what we can now to make up for that. Thinking about this being 
longer-term work. How do we get as much done as quickly as possible – challenge staff, 
bring more detail on the analysis. Go big in terms of aggressive timeline, aggressive 
investments in what’s needed – and what does that uncover in terms of the work that 
needs to happen by cities and companies.  

• Need to combine this with money, but as money that doesn’t require match. Some way 
of making it work rather than just money.  

Ms. Cairns stated that there seems to be consensus that the group thinks that this needs to be 
a priority. Important to work out specifics with communities & cities. Based on what you’ve 
seen we want to go with one of the two options that provide funding.  

Mr. Quinn asked about whether staff could give a recommendation of what seems feasible to 
address here, mechanisms, data points, and implementation.  

Mr. Phillips wanted to echo something Mr. Quinn said, which is the mechanism that engages 
the cities is very important. This isn’t just a relief valve that means that people don’t need to 
address the issue – this is a key issue on which to engage. Noted that on pace, there are great 
cost savings for going quickly. Encouraged the group to review the recommendation handout 
before coming back. 

Meeting Wrap-up. There were no public comments.  

Meeting Adjourned. 7:07 pm.  
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