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A B C D E F G

Funding Gap Recommendation 
Elements

Summary of How Each 
Recommendation Element Impacts the 

Funding Gap
Policy Implications/Risks

Range of Possible Options
(Large Gap to Small Gap)

Impact on the Gap
Advisory Group 

Recommendation
Staff Proposal

1

EQ
U

IT
Y What level of funding should be 

included to address inequities related 
to access and proximity to green 
space?

Multiple communities are 
experiencing inequities related to 
green space access and proximity.  
Reducing or eliminating those 
inequities will require targeted 
funding.

Requires collaboration with cities 
and communities; if we don't 
address, multiple communities will 
continue to experience inequities 
related to green space access and 
proximity.

Proposal being presented at 11/2 Advisory 
Group meeting is based on discussion at 
10/19 Advisory Group meeting: Include 
funding to address all red areas on the map.

Proposal comprises up to $160 million of the 
estimated gap range.

Fully fund red areas

2

CU
T 

PR
O

G
RA

M

What level of Cost Avoidance should 
we build into the Initiative based on 
land enrolled in Current Use Taxation 
(CUT) programs in lieu of acquisition?

67% of targeted conservation lands 
(40,486 acres) are enrolled in a CUT 
program.  Relying on CUT for 
conservation reduces the gap by 
avoiding the cost of acquiring.  There 
has historically been a low exit rate (3%) 
from the program, but rising land values 
and development pressure may change 
that.  Not a question of "all in" or "all 
out" for each risk category, but rather a 
prudent level of cost avoidance using 
the risk categories as guidance; there 
are landowners in the low risk category 
that may have motivations other than 
long term conservation.

Land in a CUT program is not 
permanently protected; under-
relying on CUT costs more than is 
really needed to achieve protection; 
over-relying on CUT could result in 
loss of target lands to development.

Four Risk Categories based on distance from 
roads and adjacent development and overall 
development potential of a target parcel.  The 
Four Categories are: Low Risk; Low-Medium 
Risk; Medium Risk; and High Risk.

Option 1: No cost avoidance, buy all target 
parcels
Option 2: Cost avoidance based on Low Risk 
Lands in CUT
Option 3: Cost avoidance based on Low and 
Low-Medium Risk lands in CUT
Option 4: Cost avoidance based on Low, 
Medium-Low and Medium Risk lands in CUT
Option 5: Cost avoidance based on all enrolled 
lands in CUT

Holding all other levers constant, the options 
in this lever would result in the following 
levels of avoided costs (inflated, 30 year 
numbers) from the high end of the estimated 
gap range:

Option 1: Avoided cost is $0
Option 2: Avoided Cost is up to~$250M
Option 3: Avoided cost is up to ~$400M
Option 4: Avoided cost is up to ~$1.1B
Option 5: Avoided cost is up to ~$1.3B

Option 3: Size the Cost 
Avoidance level based on 
the Low + Medium-Low 
Risk Categories

3

O
&

M What level of O&M should be funded 
for the newly acquired lands?

Newly acquired lands require O&M to 
keep them clean, safe and open to the 
public.  

Option 1 results in minimal 
maintenance levels which could 
affect public perception; if O&M 
funding sought elsewhere, it would 
burden existing funding sources or 
would add cents to Parks Levy; CFT 
policy does not fund O&M now.

Option 1: Partial Field Staff Only
Option 2: Partial Field Staff and Partial Direct 
Costs
Option 3: Full Field Staffing and Direct Costs
Option 4: Full Staffing - Full Field Staff and 
Direct Costs, and Full Supervisor Support

Holding all other levers constant, the options 
in this lever would impact the gap as follows:
Option 1: Reduces gap up to $240M
Option 2: Reduces gap up to $175M
Option 3: Reduces gap up to $77M
Option 4: $0

Option 4: Full Field 
Staffing and Direct 
Costs, and Full 
Supervisor Support

* "Impact on the Gap"/Column E : The actual cost impact of each option may vary, due to interplay between the various options selected in other rows.
Gap: $1.5B - $2.5BFinal Gap Amount: $XXX

Table 1: Recommendations that Impact the Size of the Funding Gap                       Gap Range: $400 Million - $2.9 Billion
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A B D
Recommendations on Public Funding 
Option & Timing

Options IMPLEMENTATION MECHANICS
Advisory Group 

Recommendations

1

The Advisory Group had a preference 
for CFT in Phase 1, pending more 
information.  Based on additional 
information in Phase 2, which funding 
source or sources does the Advisory 
Group like the best?

1: Increase Conservation Futures Tax 
(CFT) back to 6.25 cents/$1000 AV
2: Establish a new Real Estate Excise Tax 
3 (REET)
3: A Levy Lid Lift
4: A Capital Bond

CFT: 50% voter approval; no minimum voter 
turnout; originally authorized at 6.25 cents, has 
eroded to 4.1 cents in 2017

REET 3: 50% voter approval; no minimum voter 
turnout; can be set up to 1%, buyer pays

Levy Lid Lift: 50% voter approval; structure can 
vary as to years imposed and rate imposed; levy lid 
lift could reduce taxing capacity of junior taxing 
districts

Capital Bond: 60% voter approval, voter turnout 
requirements must be met

11/2 Advisory Group Meeting Powerpoint Slides 
provide more detail on each option

A B D
Other policy Considerations the 

Advisory Group May Want to Include 
in Report

Options
Advisory Group 

Recommendation

1 Equity distribution method
$ targeted specifically to identified 
zones OR some other kind of 
distribution formula

2 Equity parcels funding match
No match for equity parcels OR funding 
match similar to non equity parcels

3 What to do about cities who have not 
yet submitted lands data

Go with what we have received OR add 
a placeholder estimate for cities we are 
still waiting for

4 O&M funding source

Retain current policy of no CFT funds 
allowed for O&M and use Parks Levy for 
O&M OR recommend policy change 
allowing use of CFT for O&M (up to 
state law 25% or a lower %)

5 Funding distribution system $ goes to identified parcels OR some 
kind of distribution formula

6 Existing revenue streams

Does the Advisory Group want to weigh 
in on any or all of the existing revenue 
streams?

C
PACE

INCORPORATED INTO EQUITY DISCUSSION ON TABLE 1

Table 2.  Recommendations on Public Funding Option and Pace

Table 3.  Other Policy Considerations the Advisory Group May Want to Include in Its Report

Existing revenues cannot reliably be pulled forward.  In order to accelerate the pace 
quicker than 30 years, the public funding source filling the gap must be increased 
enough to cover the difference between 30 years of existing revenue vs. a shorter 
time frame.

CFT: In order to accelerate quicker than 30 years, existing policy limiting CFT bonding 
would need to change from 50% to 100%, to pull capital forward more quickly.  CFT 
Citizen Oversight Process would still remain in place, but bonding more maximizes 
dollars available each year; must shift O&M costs on newly acquired lands to the 
Parks Levy; and must re-set to 6.25 cents three times.

REET 3: 15, 20 and 30 year options all available; acceleration requires setting the 
REET rate % higher, although for a shorter duration.

Levy Lid Lift: 15, 20 and 30 year options all available; acceleration requires a higher 
levy rate, although for a shorter duration.

Capital Bond: 15, 20 and 30 year options all available; acceleration requires a higher 
levy rate, although for a shorter duration.

C

Pros/Cons and Policy Considerations

INCORPORATED INTO THE PUBLIC FUNDING OPTION AND PACE DISCUSSION (TABLE 2)

INCORPORATED INTO THE PUBLIC FUNDING SOURCE AND PACE DISCUSSION (TABLE 2)

INCORPORATED INTO EQUITY DISCUSSION ON TABLE 1
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