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Welcome.  Meeting was called to order at 4:36 by Co-Chair Larry Phillips. Mr. Phillips noted that 
we will be having a sixth meeting in December, and led a round of introductions. 

Meeting #4 Summary. Meeting #4 Summary was approved as written. 

Updates. Mr. Phillips noted that public comment opportunity is available at the end of the 
meeting. 

As the group heads toward votes later in the meeting, Mr. Phillips reminded the group that is 
making a recommendation to the King County Executive and King County Council, which will 
then in turn put together a legislative package that may move forward to the ballot. Our task is 
to take the information we have learned and make the best recommendations we can at this 
time. 

We have talked about being bold or go home – but that is within the context of making 
recommendations to the Executive and Council. Our responsibility is to move through decisions 
and develop recommendations to be included in the report in December 2017. The 
responsibility will then shift to elected officials in January 2018. 

These conversations are not static and our recommendations may further be adapted to 
developing conservation discussions. There are active discussions about additional work 
preserving the forested foothills of the Cascades. We reached out to non-profit partners about 
long-term protections, and those discussions of recent months may bear fruit – yielding funds 
to conserve these lands outside of the initiative. And that’s okay, because elected officials are 
able to consider that as part of the package.  
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There are residual issues in terms of work with the cities. My compliments to King County for 
working with so many of the cities. Those discussions are not quite done. But that’s OK – those 
conversations always continue between elected officials as this moves forward to a vote.  

It is appropriate that some of these issues will be worked out as we go and may change 
ultimate recommendations (e.g. forested foothills funding, or city work) but we want to make 
our recommendations as strong as possible. We are making recommendations, it is serious 
work, but these discussions are never quite done after an advisory group, there is always more 
work done by the elected officials. 

Ms. Cairns reviewed the agenda: O&M, public funding options, Current Use Taxation. For each 
of the agenda items, the staff will lead off with a policy statement in a presentation; there will 
be a short Q&A, and then we can vote on the staff recommendation. Our goal is to get 
decisions made tonight so that staff can draft a report prior to Meeting #6 on December 7. 

Operation and Maintenance. Mr. Kevin Brown, director of King County Parks and Recreation 
Division, presented on the operations & maintenance topic.  We have talked about it before – if 
you build it they will come. In parks, we often say “if you buy it, they will come – and you’d 
better be prepared.” As we consider bring on new lands, there is a necessity to add open space, 
as this region desperately needs open space recreation opportunities. But we need to be 
prepared for what that means from an operations perspective. We have lots of folks that really 
enjoy our lands, but we have challenges from overuse of our sites, and challenges from misuse 
of our public lands.  

On one hand with over-use, we have trailheads where people park on the street, in the 
neighborhoods, on highways, just because there’s such demand to get out to our lands. We 
have trails with conflict between hikers, bikers, and equestrians just because there’s so much 
demand for these trails. We have a fragile environment which can be over-used. With respect 
for over-use there’s a tremendous need for new spaces for the public to enjoy. 

There are also lots of misuse issues that are common throughout park systems through our 
region. For example, encroachments where people have built onto park property; poaching; 
and the homelessness issue is staggering – we see the impact all over this region, and it is dealt 
with by maintenance staff on a daily basis. 

As we think of operations funding, we have to think about what is the appropriate level of 
service to provide to the public. How do we want to steward these lands, knowing what 
challenges are out there? 

Generally, funding for park operations is not the sexiest thing to fund. We’ve been on a Parks 
Levy since 2003. We lost most of our general fund support in 2001. We’ve had a task force for 
each levy. The first task force recommended a bare bones O&M levy of 5.5 cents that was then 
reduced to 4.9 cents by the time it was sent to the ballot. Similarly, in 2008 the funding 
recommendation for a basic level of service of 7 cents was reduced to 5 cents when it went on 
the ballot. In our current levy, that level of service was continued. We have great staff, who do 
a wonderful job with what they have. As you think about these proposals, remember that there 
will be several bites at the apple between what you propose and what goes on the ballot. Park 
operations aren’t the sexiest topic, but it is really important to the people who visit our parks 
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each and every day knowing that it’s clean, safe and open and knowing that Parks will respond 
to the issues that we see out there. 

Mr. Brown reviewed the levels of maintenance, going from Level 4 to Level 1 as in slides. Level 
4 is really the base level of funding to provide the normal day-to-day level of service. This is the 
Prius, not the Tesla. This is basic O&M, this is not funding restoration and trailheads. He 
described some of the tasks that did not get done as funding is reduced – as the ‘peanut butter’ 
is spread more thinly. There are ways we are not able to provide the oversight and support for 
front line staff under reduced funding levels. Choices in these scenarios have to be made – 
Parks are not as clean and safe as we’d like them to be, we can’t control weeds as well. We 
have to prioritize certain tasks to make sure the public and staff are safe. A lower level of 
service funded here may require choices as to whether you reduce resources at some sites to 
spread across the system, if you reduce some functions, or if you have to find supplemental 
funding from other sources.  

Mr. Brown reviewed the position statement on Slide 7. From King County Parks’ perspective, 
we believe Level 4 is the appropriate level at which to fund operations & maintenance. 

• Are there lands that would be acquired that aren’t under King County Parks 
stewardship? Yes, for example agricultural lands under easement, or lands managed by 
cities. If some lands are under easement and not open to the public, we should refine 
the statement to reflect that it is not all open to the public. 

• To what level does the current parks levy equate? We’re basically at level 4. There are 
some areas we aren’t able to get to yet – maintenance shops are one example – but on 
the ground we are trying to provide that base level of service. 

• The numbers you are producing are for newly acquired lands? Yes.  
• This funding level includes maintaining city lands as well? Yes.  
• Are these 30 year numbers? The estimates in here are for 30 years. Ms. Jennifer Lehman 

noted that it assumes that as soon as we acquire the land, we’d start covering O&M 
costs for those lands. The funding extends out for 30 years. Mr. Bob Burns stated that if 
we’re successful in acquiring these lands, then additional funding from existing budgets 
could shift to maintaining the lands eventually toward the end of the 30 years. 

• Could you talk about the risk related to having O&M in the King County Parks Levy? Mr. 
Brown responded that the Parks Levy is a 6-year levy that passed with 70% support last 
time. But it is at the will of the voters.  

• Does this include programming support? No.  
• Is the financial calculation a per acre model? Mr. Brown responded that developing a 

by-acre calculation is difficult because every park is a bit different in its characteristics. 
Ms. Lehman explained that it’s is a per acre cost – e.g. for every 800 acres of land we’d 
need 2 more boots on the ground; scale up vegetation management crews, etc.  

• I wonder if in the equity open space sites, those parks may have special and different 
maintenance requirements. 

• Can you help me understand the difference between levels 1 and 4, are there even 
breakpoints in levels of service? Ms. Lehman explained that the options weren’t 
intended to be breakpoints related to cost such as 25-50-75-100% of the total cost. 
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Instead we looked at what would be part of each level, based on levels of staffing for 
various tasks, services, and supplies. 

• When I think of all the preserved land in the eastern part of the county, I wonder if 
there is consideration of how to manage our lands sustainably to manage the risk of 
forest fires? Mr. Brown noted that there isn’t funding identified for that in this funding 
discussion, but it’s been part of recent discussions. It’s an evolving process to learn how 
to deal with this. Advisory group member commented that he thinks that we should 
include funding for mitigating forest fire risk in the package.  

• Some of these sites will be “parks” and others will be “open space.” We want to make 
sure that not just parks but all open space sites – trails, forests – are healthy too. Mr. 
Brown clarified that of the 29,000 acres of King County Parks, 23,000 are what he’d 
think of as open space. Mr. Phillips noted that the policy statement is about newly 
acquired lands, not ‘parks.’ 

• Cities may get funding for O&M under this proposal – but I as a councilmember think 
that my city should have to fund maintenance of our own sites. Mr. Burns explained that 
there is funding in the package for maintenance funding for cities, at a dollar-per-acre 
amount equal to that for the county.  

• The current budget is at level 4? Is this a doubling of the budget? Mr. Brown noted that 
our current operating budget is about $40M for one year, but that’s to maintain and 
manage our entire inventory. These are 30 year numbers, inflated out over 30 years so 
proportionately they are different than our one-year number.  

• We have been discussion acquisition cost, and now this is additional O&M cost? Mr. 
Burns noted that ever since Phase 1 we’ve always had O&M included in the numbers – 
land acquisition costs, transactional costs, plus 30 years of O&M.  

• What do you mean that capital acquisition dollars could shift to maintenance over time? 
We’ve tried to identify the acquisition funding needed to protect these lands in a 
generation. Then, the rate at which we want to acquire lands goes down at year 30. At 
that point, for example, up to 25% could go for maintenance. We don’t do that now in 
King County but we could. A portion of the Parks Levy is dedicated to purchasing land, 
and that could also shrink at year 30.  

• Clarification provided that our parks levies have been levy lid lifts not requiring 60% 
vote. 

• I think we need to be clear that we are not requiring cities to come up with O&M money 
for the new lands. If we do require them to come up with money, that could be a 
sticking point to getting support county-wide. I like it at the level 4. You’ve laid it out 
well.  

• From Seattle’s perspective, this discussion is really influenced by the discussion that’s 
next. Whenever we’re doing a parks or open space effort, we should be thinking about 
O&M. With that in mind, b/c the only funding we have that is certain we have is CFT 
(which under current policies can’t be used for O&M) we’re trying to figure out how to 
address O&M without being able to use CFT. The next discussion is the really important 
one as to how we can afford it in the current climate. 
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• There are 6 cities who haven’t identified needs. Does this include funding for those 
cities? Mr. Burns explained that because a few of the cities pending info are large, we 
did add a “plug” number pending having actuals. We added an amount 50% higher than 
the existing numbers for the 25 for which we have data.  

• I would expect that the city would maintain a city land. Mr. Burns explained that this 
would be money to help cities pay to maintain those lands, not that King County would 
maintain city lands. 

• I want to echo the comment “if you buy it they will come.” Many trails on forest lands 
are booming in popularity. There is a huge demand on our lands, and a huge percentage 
of the people who use those lands are from the incorporated area. 

Mr. Burns posed the question – do you agree that Level 4 is the appropriate level of 
maintenance to fund under this initiative? 

The group voted and reached a “consensus recommendation” level with 15 yes votes (out of 16 
present and voting). 

Public Funding Options & Pace. Mr. Burns reviewed the PowerPoint presentation on Public 
Funding. Mr. Burns noted that the variation in the figures on Slide 15 reflect the variation that 
could come from the Current Use Taxation level chosen (to be discussed later). Mr. Burns 
reviewed the staff proposal on Slide 19 – recommending CFT with a few specific provisions to 
ensure we could reach the goal within 30 years. On Slide 21, Mr. Burns reviewed the questions 
before the group. 

• On CFT, how long did it take CFT to drop down to current level? First collected in 1982. 
It’s drifted down slowly initially, and more quickly recently. 

• As we looked at this issue in Phase 1, was our discussion on funding sources about the 
policy or the politics of these choices? Mr. Burns responded that we considered both - 
much about the policy, but politics as well. Regarding REET 3, we discussed some of the 
challenges to pursuing a REET proposal. Suppression implications of a levy was an issue. 

• Was CFT enacted by a vote of the people? It was adopted by council. Now, with 1% 
revenue cap increase limits it has to go to a vote. This hasn’t been on the ballot before.  

• If we go back 2 or 3 times, can it be councilmanic? If 1% caps remain in place, then have 
to go back to the public. 

• Given the cap on CFT, I think that’s the least politically fraught. REET is also of interest, 
but I suspect we’d have push-back. Ms. Christie True responded that we’ve been trying 
to get a sense of realistically how viable it is to push on REET. Our conversations 
regionally and statewide suggest that we’d probably have national opposition as well as 
regional, and it may be pretty challenging to pass REET. 

• I’m worried about the Parks Levy taking care of the O&M. It’s a 6-year levy, and you 
have to go back to the voters. How would you implement that? We’d phase the costs in 
– the lands come in gradually, so say the first year we add 0.7 cents per $1000 AV and at 
the last 6-year vote, it’s about 2 cents added. 

• Do these calculations factor the costs of preservation in cities who haven’t given data? 
Assumes costs from cities we received, plus 50% more to try to plan for some additional 
funding there. 
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• When we first started talking about this, we heard that it is important to test the various 
options with polling and focus groups. Are we doing that? Mr. Burns said that there will 
be more work on aspects like that after this Advisory Group process. This process is to 
give the Executive the best recommendation about what you think is most viable.  

• CFT is our primary source of match for land acquisition. Does this impact our ability to 
use CFT as match? Would bonding against all CFT revenues take over all the CFT dollars? 
This would still provide distribution process over the years, but it would be bonded 
revenue vs the annual allocations. We would try to bond to produce the big money to 
get things done, and keep the best parts of the annual process with gradual allocations. 
Bonding just brings more money forward overall. We’d still count on match to get it 
done, so it would still naturally be spread out across various funding sources over the 
years. 

• Real estate prices are going up – what are the risks of this approach to bond aggressively 
to go forward as quickly as possible? Mr. Burns noted that we have to change the bond 
policy capping the debt at 50%; we require two or three votes to reset CFT several times 
over the next couple of decades; and we shift O&M to the Parks Levy which require 
gradual votes over time. So there are a few additional policy issues to think about. Mr. 
Phillips followed up that ‘risk’ depends on how you look at votes of the people. For 
example, with Parks Levy renewal, it keeps the Parks department on their toes relative 
to delivery of services, and they demonstrated that they really earn the trust of the 
voters. I think voters do like being asked for a check-in.  It gets things wrapped up 
sooner rather than later if we do move forward with the multiple votes – and 
accountability through votes may not be a bad thing. 

• We wrestle with the issues of how the inflationary cost of land balances with the 
bonding. There is a tradeoff there as to the interest costs of bonding – are you raising 
money too quickly and paying interest that outpaces the growth in land costs? Mr. 
Burns noted that the higher transactional costs of bond repayment still makes financial 
sense because the land costs do rise so much. 

Mr. Burns reviewed the question for the group: Does the group still prefer CFT as the most 
viable funding source? 

The group voted, and reached a consensus recommendation of 16 yes votes (out 17 members 
present). 

Mr. Burns asked if the Advisory Group wanted to comment on any other funding sources for 
the report other than the general statement in the policy rationale that all could be potentially 
viable particularly if circumstances change, but CFT is preferred. 

• You have this feedback and our comments made during the discussion.  
• If at some point in time something changes and a source becomes available, please look 

at it. 

The group agreed to keep with phase 1 language. 

Mr. Burns asked if you agree with staff proposal to use the three strategies to accelerate using 
CFT – consider shifting O&M to the Parks Levy, changing the debt policy to enable additional 

6 



bonding, and resetting CFT two or three times? Does the group recommend we look at all three 
of those actions? 

• Is O&M shift because of the county CFT maintenance policy? Mr. Burns said that really 
we have to do it that way to make the funding work out within 30 years. But yes, 
without a policy change on the part of council it would have to go to Parks Levy.  

• When you reallocate the future land O&M to Parks Levy, what does that take funding 
away from in the Parks Levy? Mr. Burns responded that it doesn’t take anything away, it 
would just gradually add to the Parks Levy amount over time as land is acquired.  

• Our concern in Seattle is that if we have land that we already own, can we exchange 
O&M dollars for dollars that you have in the levy that are more fungible which we can 
use for development? Mr. Burns said that we can discuss that with cities. 

The group voted, reaching a “consensus recommendation” level of 16 yes votes (out of 17 
members present and voting). 

Break. The group took a break from 6:02-6:16 pm. 

Current Use Taxation. Mr. Michael Murphy noted that the group made a recommendation, but 
a fair number of members were interested hearing about a different approach to Current Use 
Taxation (CUT) that offered more savings than in the Low + Medium-Low Risk option presented 
at Meeting 4. (The Medium-High and High categories are those with more development 
potential and closer to roads/development.) 

Mr. Murphy reviewed the slides, reminding them of the Meeting 4 CUT recommendation in 
Slide 4. He reported on additional done to look in High & Medium-High categories to identify 
properties in the floodplains and floodways where it is more challenging to develop. The results 
were that there were another 3,862 acres with significant flood risk in the High & Medium-High 
categories. Slide 5 totals the recommendation of with $213M in savings in 2017 dollars, and 
about $500M in 30-year timeframe. 

Proposal to use those acreage and funding targets to quantify the acreage and avoided 
acquisition and O&M costs. We recognize that CUT enrollments and risk of exit may change 
over time. We need to have strategic agility to protect an enrolled property even in low risk if 
the landowner is motivated to leave. Through time as we look at acquisitions and priorities 
them on an annual basis, we should consider CUT enrollment when prioritizing acquisitions. 
Also want to do a CUT enrollment drive for non-enrolled high conservation value lands. 

• Did we consider a multi-prong approach where for these lands we try to set a higher 
penalty for withdrawal to help keep people enrolled? Mr. Murphy said that the rules are 
set at the state, so that would require change of state statute. 

• We buy a lot of floodplain lands for many reasons, e.g. restoration, was that 
considered? Mr. Murphy clarified that this is just right-sizing the gap recognizing that 
CUT will do the work on some parcels – not to say yes or no on certain parcels. We may 
end up acquiring many flood parcels for restoration or flood risk reduction. 

• I like the idea of reducing the overall costs over the 30 years. You could target higher 
risk properties. Perhaps you create a reserve fund for CUT purchases so you can respond 
to the sale when they seek to withdraw. Could we set a CUT program policy such that to 
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enroll they be required to give KC first right of refusal if they are withdrawing in order to 
sell their property? Mr. Murphy responded that these are good ideas to look into. It may 
be state policy, but perhaps there are county enrollment criteria that we can consider. 

• If you find that the right-of-first-refusal option is not viable, perhaps consider a notice 
requirement – e.g. 6 months’ notice to give a heads up to the county in order to 
evaluate parcel and act on it if they are going to withdraw and develop their property.  

• I like that you add an enrollment drive. If you can pursue enrolling sites that currently 
aren’t enrolled, that can protect it in a non-acquisition approach. 

• We’ve seen varied analyses over time; this is a good approach to refinements. Thank 
you for hearing the request last meeting and coming back with this proposal. 

Mr. Burns posed the question to he group, as to whether they support the new revised CUT 
proposal. 

The group voted, reaching a consensus recommendation with 13 yes votes (of 16 members 
present). 

Meeting Conclusion. 

We will write the discussion and decisions into a draft report, which we will aim to distribute by 
Friday, December 1st. We will review it at Meeting #6. If there are refinements that you want to 
make, we would then distribute a final draft by email for final comment. We will complete the 
report by the end of December. 

Mr. Phillips thanked the group. He thinks there may be some additional opportunities for 
participation of Advisory Group members early next year in terms of reaching out and speaking 
in support of this work as the executive and council is digesting the report and considering next 
steps. 

Adjournment. Adjourn at 6:34 pm. 
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