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Approved on December 1, 2016 

 
Date of Meeting:  November 17, 2016  
 
  Advisory Group Members attending: 

Jesús Aguirre x Jeremy James x Michael Orbino  
Lylianna Allala  Greg Johnson x Alanna Peterson  
Marc Berejka  Martha Kongsgaard  Larry Phillips  
Michael Brown X Leann Krainick  De’Sean Quinn  
Leda Chahim (alternate)  Paul Kundtz  Steve Shestag   
Tom Dean  Terry Lavender  Vandana Slatter x 
Tamara “TJ” DiCaprio x Hank Margeson  Mike Stevens  
Patti Dill  Mo McBroom (alternate) x Nate Veranth x 
Gene Duvernoy x James McNeal x Steve Whitney  
Amy Brockhaus (for Jon Hoekstra)  Louise Miller x Christopher Williams (alt.)  
King County Staff and support team members attending: 
Christie True  Karen Reed   Kevin Brown  
Bob Burns  Ingrid Lundin  Charlie Governali  
Michael Murphy      

 
Welcome and Introductions. Mr. De’Sean Quinn convened the meeting and led a round of 
introductions.  Facilitator Karen Reed reviewed the agenda. 
 
Meeting 5 Summary. Members voted unanimously to approve Meeting #5 Summary as 
submitted. 
 
Questions List. Ms. Reed shared the questions list, and reviewed the blue-shaded rows which 
contain updated information (including responses to some questions, or indication on when to 
expect follow-up).  
 
Schedule. Ms. Reed noted that Meeting 8 Tukwila location is reflected on this updated 
schedule. 
 
City Update. Mr. Bob Burns shared that King County is in contact with 17 cities, primarily in 
response to the letter sent on November 2. King County has met with six cities, has meetings 
set up with seven cities, and four additional meetings are in the process of being set up. King 
County will be sending reminder emails week of November 28th to those cities who have not 
responded. 
 
Social Equity Discussion Topic. Advisory Group member Lylianna Allala provided an 
introduction to the social equity topic, sharing how she became involved in her work and why 
she believes it is important that the advisory group incorporate equity issues into our thinking. 
She shared how King County, Seattle, Bellevue, and other cities are developing strategies to 
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address social justice and equity issues, and that nonprofit organizations are integrating equity 
considerations into their mission and work throughout the country. 
 
Ms. Ingrid Lundin shared how King County is using GIS tools to identify priority areas for open 
space equity work. Data analysis is still underway; what is being shared is the current draft 
approach.  
 
The County’s current “open space access” data incorporates designated park lands and regional 
trails; additional publicly accessible lands such as USFS, WADNR, and Tomanamus Forest are 
being added. The team is still refining how to represent access, in particular whether to 
incorporate walking and driving distances from open space. The data set does not include: 
urban greenbelts not incorporated into Parks data layers; dedicated open space and recreation 
tracts within developments; any factor for visual “green” availability; data on access from 
alternative transportation modes (bus routes); maintenance or safety risk information.   
 
Ms. Lundin shared the draft GIS map of “open space equity” with the group, and identified next 
steps: ongoing model refinement; developing tools to help identify possible priority lands and 
to test impacts of open space acquisitions on open space access and/or equity layers. 
 
Comments from the group included: 

• Maintenance and safety risk issues are an example of work cities need to address to 
take care of what public lands they already have. 

• It has been a longstanding priority at the county to acquire trailheads and transit access 
points, e.g. Cougar Mountain Precipice Trailhead. 

• Co-Chair Larry Phillips reminded the group that the overall mission is to identify high 
conservation value lands, evaluate costs of protecting lands, and evaluate revenues to 
preserve them. The ESJ tree “roots” phrases reflect many of the goals of this initiative, 
and support our mission. 

• This open space equity tool could be used to help identify needs for additional high 
conservation value lands that also address equity needs. 

• The map indicates a lot of unmet needs for open space in the blue areas, which would 
also address social inequities. The map may help shape the mission. 

• The ESJ map is one very important element – however the group also needs to 
remember that there are many other benefits from all of our proposed types of 
conservation lands (farmlands, forest, natural areas). 

• Perhaps an ESJ lens can be more explicitly applied to the other types of conservation 
lands as well – there are equity benefits to those. 

• Has this open space equity information been overlain across current priority lands? A: 
King County lands are predominantly outside of cities, while mapping shows that open 
space equity priority lands are almost entirely within urban areas and cities. 

• This analysis is motivation for cities to work on identifying lands to help address open 
space equity issues. 

 



 
 

 3 

Equity Discussion: Small Groups. Advisory group members formed three small groups to 
discuss the equity questions. A spokesperson for each group provided a summary of the group’s 
comments (responses are summarized below by group as a, b, and c). 
 
Question 1: Is incorporating race and social justice considerations into the land conservation 
initiative important?  Why? What nexus do you see between race and social justice 
considerations and the Executive’s land conservation initiative?  How are these things related?  
Are there tensions with other goals of the initiative? 
 

a) Yes, it is important. There is an inclusiveness aspect to high conservation value lands – 
benefits such as having clean air & access to local food all have impacts on social equity. 
Not just humans benefit from conservation. There is tension in how you prioritize 
categories of land in the process. Urban open space is likely the area in which this plays 
out.  

b) Yes it is important. In urban areas, populations benefit from having trails in urban 
areas/natural areas, and exposure to nature. Helpful to provide rural recreation 
experiences and education (e.g. a trip to Cougar Mountain) to urban populations, both 
for the experience and to help them understand why rural conservation is important. 
Transit access to trail hubs is important. 

c) There is a tension between how cities fit in and the county fits in. The alignment 
between the initiative and social equity issues is not perfect, but social equity issues 
should be addressed. Cities have an opportunity to provide lands with an equity nexus. 
This effort needs to consider how to authentically provide both for conservation and for 
equity-related opportunities. While equity is one benefit we call out, it is important to 
look at other benefits more broadly.  
 

Question 2: Should the initiative include specific goals/targets/desired outcomes with respect to 
race and social justice?  If so, how might those goals be established?  
 

a) There should be outcomes with regard to equity, but not sure how to measure that and 
quantify it. Group discussed a portfolio approach for various goals – looking at certain 
sets of land that have these equity benefits, and help focus investments of certain types. 

b) Yes, there should be targets and goals. We could broaden definition for greenbelts and 
natural areas to include street trees, green streets, stormwater management projects – 
leading to innovation, creativity, appeal to private investors. Urban agriculture 
opportunities such as pea patches and urban farms are also important. 

c) The group should state that this is important and lay out principles on the issue. There 
should be a process to work with cities and community groups to look at needs and be 
part of dialogue. Sometimes there is a bias that “conservation is best where people are 
not” – wondering if that applies to some of the lands already identified. 

 
Question 3: Potential action items brainstorming: What actions or strategies could be 
deployed—in funding allocation, prioritization of acquisitions, etc.—to advance goals of race 
and social justice through this initiative?  
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a) Prioritization needs to incorporate urban needs. There should be process equity – 

include communities in evolving the plan. 
b) How much is aspirational and how much is directed to equity goals? We should identify 

a certain percentage for each. Equity goals and urban needs may be addressed through 
various types of funding; for example some cities, e.g. Seattle, might be willing to forego 
a portion of CFT for a larger cut of the unrestricted Parks Levy dollars if we could use 
them for acquisition and development.  

c) There should be outreach to tribes and community groups.  We need to try to build a 
constituency that sees not just initial benefits but participates over time as this is 
implemented. 

 
Question 4: Process steps:  What information and/or process steps should we take between now 
and the point the Initiative is funded to ensure an informed and effective approach to race and 
social justice issues here?  How should communities be engaged?  How should cities be 
engaged? 
 

a) Outreach to community groups with social equity needs.  
b) How do you represent social equity benefits, and more generally benefits to people, 

throughout the lands that we prioritize?  The lands prioritized were identified out of 
many processes, but likely done without a pure equity lens.  

 
Ms. Reed summarized what she heard in the report-outs:   

• The group consensus is that inequity is a serious issue; we have the opportunity to be 
more inclusive in developing this initiative. Some environmental goals also help with 
equity goals. There can be tension between equity and conservation goals – 
prioritization may be needed, and there may be some conflicts in the end as we are 
working to fulfill both types of goals. 

• In terms of setting goals or targets for improving social equity as part of this initiative, all 
groups said yes, but it is not clear what goals/targets should be.  We may need to 
develop some broad definitions of what we seek to achieve.   

• Outreach on this issue is important – working with cities, building community 
constituencies to participate in this work. 

 
Group discussion followed. 

• Tension between equity being an “add on” vs. being “baked in.” There could be more 
explicit consideration of the ESJ benefits of the identified conservation lands. 

• There is tension in the timing: how to do all the work that needs to be done in the next 
year.  

• Scale of the currently discussed initiative might not be big enough to incorporate equity 
– incorporating equity/urban lands could double the size. 
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• KC always has intended to incorporated cities into the discussion and to bring in cities’ 
land priorities. From the discussion in this group, sounds like when we are working with 
cities, equity should be an integral part of discussions.  

• We need to make recommendations that use terms mean something to a lot to people 
who need to connect to this initiative. E.g., ‘carbon sequestration’ doesn’t translate to a 
lot of people.  We need to move beyond preaching to the choir in this room and take 
the message in understandable ways out to taxpayers and residents.  

• Is there a programming element that helps families use our parks well. 
• We need to have intentionality in language that everyone can understand. Likely, ESJ is 

attractive to private funders – mission-driven organizations, and could open up funding 
opportunities. 
 

Break. The group took a break from 6:06 to 6:16. 
 
Roadmap. Ms. Reed shared the roadmap and indicated she hoped to address items 4 & 5 
today. Unlikely we will have detailed answers to all questions by January. Pointed out that 
throughout the document there are questions as to what topics that should be addressed in a 
following “Phase 2” effort. 
 
Private Funding Strategies: Acceleration vs. Fill the Gap. Michael Murphy reviewed a handout 
summarizing the two main ways private funding strategies can contribute to the initiative: (1) 
accelerating the availability of funds to conserve lands, and (2) increasing the amount of 
funding to fill the gap.  Some tools can do both.  Group discussion included: 

• The groups who we heard from at last meeting could be very helpful with acceleration – 
e.g. buying and holding threatened lands for later public purchase.  This is a useful tool 
but doesn’t create new resources. 

• There might be cases where King County acquires a conservation easement and doesn’t 
pay full land value—this decreases the cost of preservation.  

• EcoTrust or NatureVest are not going to fill the gap – their approach is basically 
acceleration.  That doesn’t necessarily mean we should reduce the proposed 
contribution from private investment in the funding pie – $50M  philanthropic and 
$50M ecosystem services. 

• King County shouldn’t count on significant private donations. Most private donors and 
foundations will give lots of money to many types of conservation activities but not to 
acquisition costs. The Nature Conservancy (TNC) does, but most other groups don’t – 
and typically TNC is involved only where governments are not successful at pulling in 
money because of the dynamics of that community/region. 

• This is such a big program and so attractive, it could break the norm and show success 
for philanthropy.  

• On a per capita basis, this is most highly educated place in the US. It could be that a 
meaningful proposal could tap into the imagination of highly educated and wealthy 
people. 
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• It’s more likely for philanthropy to address this initiative with low interest loans rather 
than direct grants.  

• It will be very specific for individuals, tapping into individual areas of interest (e.g. the 
Methow Valley is an area about which people are very passionate).  

• The problem with philanthropic contributions for acquisition is that most foundations 
are looking to multiply their impact –$1M invested yields $2M benefits—whereas 
acquisition is $1M invested and $1M in benefits). 

• Public financing mechanisms are a much different order of magnitude for conservation 
than private, and we must rely on public finance. In the last few years TNC has received 
perhaps 10 grants across the entire nation of about $25 million. Compare that with this 
past election cycle where past state and local initiatives totaled over $4 billion in public 
dollars for conservation.  

• There is economic uncertainty about what will happen with public dollars for 
conservation in next few years with the recent election. 

• TNC has a 90% success rate on conservation initiatives. There are many successful 
approaches, even in “red” states. There is political appetite for conservation. 

 
Group Discussion – Funding Sources. Ms. Reed highlighted the Part 1: Private Funding 
questions section of the handout, and asked for feedback from every advisory group member. 
Comments included:  
 

• Private funding is important for optics. Emerging carbon markets might be an approach. 
Private funding may not generate a lot of cash, but should have some involvement. 

• We should consider setting up a separate entity other than the County to intake private 
dollars (e.g. King County Parks Foundation).  It is important to try to get private money, 
but don’t count on a lot. 

• Agree it is important to have private funding – but not sure how this will really happen. 
It seems to have limited potential, not sure it’s a great bet to fill the gap.  Agree a third 
party entity may be best to focus on work. Perhaps people want to invest in high 
conservation value land and purchase some sort of rights to help preserve land. 

• Competency issue – the philanthropic dollar ask is delicate. Find those with expertise to 
do this.  No opinion on amount of funding we should rely on. Agree that public money is 
far more available. It takes more time to cultivate private funding. 

• Include private funding. There is lots of potential here in the Northwest, and growing 
interest in impact investing. Don’t anticipate a lot but include some component. 

• Include some private funding.  I am optimistic there will be a few private funders. 
• Need a combination of both.  Private dollars are advertisement to sell initiative. I am not 

a huge advocate of King County owning property, so I like the transfer of development 
rights program, and preservation through current use taxation.  

• Hearing general support from this group for private sector financing, of advancing loans 
for purchase, and agree little money is available from individuals, foundations, or 
corporations. Corporations look for even more multipliers for their gifts than 
foundations (e.g. REI bought water reclamation rights in Arizona to make a distribution 
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center net zero for water rights). King County and cities need to think about what 
benefits they can make available to entice contributions: water neutrality, electricity 
neutrality, carbon sequestration that a business would want to buy; ecosystem services 
provided by the county or government. 

• We may need a different visual than filling the gap. We haven’t decided right now what 
we want voters to buy into (equity, urban open space, etc.) – much less investors. We 
haven’t formed approach completely, so hard to know how to appeal to private funders. 

• Private financing is nice to have but public funding is essential. Public funding needs to 
lead with most of the money and this may encourage private funds to step up.  

• Example of state fish and wildlife facility that has been relying strongly on private 
donations and timber harvests—but now they are having a hard time sustaining their 
operations. Nice to have but hard to know how to balance public vs. private. Focus on 
where we can implement regulatory change to drive private markets. 

• Very complex. Microsoft purchase in Nisqually was a year process even after years of 
initial work by a land trust. Can take a lot of work to go after lots of little funding sources 
– may be easier to focus just on the major source of public dollars. 

• Don’t know about whether the optics of private funding is important – whether average 
voter really cares about it at all. 

• Bullitt Foundation working on urban forest carbon credit registry that may go live in 
2017 – but would be small funding source. 

• We need to focus on the big vision that gets big support. Talk about role of people in the 
urban and rural landscapes. Bring that to life.  

• Private money is critical as a catalyst, a holder, a way to develop new markets. Public 
funding will carry the day. 

• There is benefit to having public-private message. 
• Private benefits is helpful with editorial boards and those people who then send broad 

messages about the campaigns out to voters. 
• We should count on ecosystem credits and pursue regulatory changes to support them.  
• Need to consider how we use our public tools to generate revenue. There should likely 

be a private funding function, but we don’t know the proportion. Private funding could 
help secure lands sooner rather than later, and achieve permanent protection. We don’t 
have the right people to develop the full detailed funding proposal regarding private 
funding options – but could task County to put the right people around the table to dive 
into the topic. 

• There is serious private money to be had, but unsure how much and unsure of how the 
timing will work out. 

• Parks has about 18% of operating budget as entrepreneurial revenues.  A major change 
from their earlier operations.  Private money could similarly have a role here. 

 
Ms. Reed noted that we will address public funding questions next week. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:04 p.m. 


