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Welcome.  Co-Chair De’Sean Quinn opened the meeting at 4:31, welcoming the group to the 
final meeting. 

Co-Chair Larry Phillips reminded the group of the question before us – Does this report 
accurately reflect this group’s recommendations? 

Mr. Phillips expressed appreciation for the work that has been done, the discussions, and the 
decisions made to date. He honored the good work of the Phase 2 members – many of whom 
were also part of Phase 1. And he expressed his appreciation of staff work. 

We are about to forward an important product in this report. We are standing on the shoulders 
of multi-generational effort. We are furthermore involving future generations in acquiring the 
lands, funding the lands, and establishing long-term protection. You don’t get to do that very 
often. Thanks for all the work on the product and the vision that this entails for the community. 
We have generations who will be able to say thank you in the future by using the lands that are 
protected. 

There was a round of introductions, and Mr. Quinn noted that there is public comment 
opportunity at the end of the meeting. 

Meeting #5 Summary. Meeting #5 Summary was approved as written. 

Report Review. Ms. Barbara Cairns opened with a reminder of the question – does this report 
accurately reflect this group’s recommendations. The group will work through each section, not 
editing text (text changes can be emailed to county staff) – but to make sure the content 
correctly captures the recommendations. 
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Executive Summary. 

• There could be a broader acknowledgement of the work as infrastructure investment. It 
comes across more as an expense that will buy us a narrow value package (e.g. 
recreational access + biodiversity) but not acknowledging the full suite of natural capital 
assets & benefits. The value of these assets will increase over time as climate change 
continues to affect us.  

City Engagement & Land Priorities section. 

• Can add knowledge we acknowledge that the needs of cities are uniquely different, 
requiring a broader definition of green space in urban areas – e.g. street trees, park 
streets, stormwater management – to serve a broader definition of what constitutes 
urban green space in an urban setting. 

Open Space Equity section. 

• The Open Space Equity Cabinet is described as the body that will set policy. However, 
language in the Exec Summary makes it sound like we are already making policies. Make 
sure language matches – which is it? 

• Tie financial benefits to health benefits (provided citation of a report by The Nature 
Conservancy with research by Kathy Wolf to tie economic benefits to health benefits.) 

• I wonder if when you add a park and increase quality of life, does that action displace 
people? Mr. Burns spoke to the discussion in earlier meetings that investments in open 
spaces throughout underserved areas can help distribute amenities; if done in 
coordination with affordable housing efforts that can help with affordability. 

• Please change the color of the map back to red to call more attention to it.  
• We could consider expanding the discussion of how mapping was done. We had a 

healthy discussion about that in our meetings, and it would be of value in the report. 
• When the mapping was done, were we using greenness? Mr. Burns noted that earlier 

iterations of the map did include greenness – but not the final version. 

Public Outreach and Engagement section. 

• There is a summary of comments from cities; can we provide some summary of 
comments from public outreach? 

Private Funding Section 

• Please review the ecosystem services program to make mention of any policy changes 
that may need to be considered at county or state level to carry this out? 

 

Current Use Taxation section. 

• This CUT work represents significant cost savings. With the historic low exit rate of 3%, 
this seems to support keeping land in CUT as being safely preserved. I’d like to explore 
ways to lock up properties and reduce risk – e.g. can we further explore ways to secure 
a first right of refusal if a property exits CUT? Making sure that they could have penalties 
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waived if they sell to us?  Mr. Burns noted that state statute sets most of the guidelines 
about CUT, but we could explore ideas about how to incentivize. 

• I understand the sentiment behind proposals, but the program works well – in part 
because people have some degree of flexibility. I’d be hesitant to make this program 
highly proscriptive, as fewer people would be willing to enroll if their hands are tied at 
the end.  

• This attempt to incentivize people could create a disincentive if people feel locked in; 
we shouldn’t do that in this report. I wouldn’t want to create a disincentive in this 
report. This could make people scared they are going to be locked into a program.  

• I had thought that most of time the CUT exit is for sale of the property – but I realize 
that it’s often the buyer existing the program – which makes this much more 
complicated. 

• The county must get some sort of notice that people are exiting the program in order to 
calculate penalties. Perhaps the county can implement a longer notification 
requirement? 

• Agreed, having more notice is a good idea. 
• The county may want to think about re-selling CUT properties into private hands for 

management, as private management is good. 
• I’d be uncomfortable adding restrictive or directive policy language into the report, the 

group isn’t fully up to speed on the ramifications of these decisions. 
• Language could be general – looking at potential incentives and ways to retain people. 

E.g. p. 23 1st paragraph – we recommend that the county explore incentives generally. 
Or more specifically, e.g. opportunities to incentivize enrolling, staying in the program, 
expanding the program, and whether any additional changes to code or statute may 
support retaining enrolled properties in CUT. 

• There is rich discussion happening here. Perhaps there be a list of concerns noted – e.g. 
noting that risk of exit is a topic with varied perspectives. We could also note that about 
open space equity the interest in making sure that this is not a token exercise; that it’s 
made real for the communities; not made a cookie-cutter exercise or one size fits all. 
Good to highlight areas of concern so we don’t lose those points. 

 

Operations & Maintenance section. 

• We heard that Parks currently maintains lands at Level 4, the reasons why that level is 
important, and that we don’t want to have to drop the level of maintenance below that. 
It would be good to have that in the report – that this funding level maintains the 
current level, not exceeding it or going below it. 

• Make sure that in the O&M section it is clear that the funding would come from the 
Parks Levy. 

 

Funding Gap 
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• The funding wheel in this report looks different than the one in Phase 1. Why is that? I 
found it confusing, can you make it match or can you explain why it’s different? 

General comments: 

• I am in favor of purchasing parks in areas where they are lacking, but I think there are 
displacement issues. Trail connections are important, but we should do them with 
easements and minimal acquisitions. I believe that the exposure of losing CUT 
properties is minimal and we should rely more heavily on that tool. How much is 
enough? I have heard that 60-70% is preserved, and how much more do we need? In 
North Bend, over 30% is open space. I think the property tax implications may be small, 
but they are real and there are potential tax shift impacts. I think that we are in an 
either-or situation, and for example people have to make a choice to invest a limited 
amount in either affordable housing or open space. Prosperity is driving property values 
up, and housing prices are a huge issue. I think the plan is too big, too much, too 
expensive – even the CUT parcels if they are developed that is not a big deal, and I think 
private land management is the right way to go.  

Break. The group took a break from 5:30-5:40 pm. 

General comments, continued: 

• I am a Washingtonian through and through. I used to be able to jump in the rivers and 
ride my dirt bike around, but once it’s gone, it’s gone. Kids growing up today can’t enjoy 
the Northwest as I did as a child – the rivers are polluted, we have lost forests. This 
effort is setting the stage for the future that is to come. In future years, people will look 
back and say what a wonderful thing this group did. For example, Wayne Golf Course – 
30 years ago we began the process to preserve the land, and next Tuesday we take a 
final vote in Bothell to preserve it forever. This is work for future generations to come. 
Once it’s gone it’s gone, let’s make sure our kids and our kids’ kids have natural places 
to go to. I look forward to spreading that message about sitting around the table and 
making this happen. 

Open Space Equity 

• I wanted to go back to funding gap piece. We’ve talked about dedicating money to 
equity, and I worry that $160 million is not enough. We had a conversation about 
potentially giving more money to that effort. This is an effort that will take a great deal 
of work. 

• Regarding Open Space Cabinet, I recommend that we explicitly say we need residents 
from priority areas represented. 

• Regarding stipend, you may want to make it more explicit (e.g. money, food, childcare, 
transportation, etc.) 

• I don’t think the equity piece is not as strong as it could be. I think that we should make 
a stronger nexus between conservation and preservation in the rural areas and also the 
importance of preserving urban green spaces/open space equity work. These are 
connected efforts. Create a better values statement of why Open Space Equity is 
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important. It’s a sincere effort to include this funding, but be more explicit as to this 
being an equally important part of the effort that can be tied in better.  

• Affordable housing is an issue. But the housing issues aren’t going to be solved by saying 
that those areas are poor, that’s where poor people can live, and so we don’t want to 
have green spaces in those areas in order to increase land values and livability there in 
South King County because that’s where poor people go. We should have a nexus with 
other efforts of the county. This work connects the fabric of life in King County. This is a 
lot of money, but not a lot per person per year. It’s a couple of lattes. It would be good 
to have a stronger more cohesive statement with OSE as a more integral part of the 
whole thing. 

• I struggle with $10 per household, but most of engagement will be in areas with higher 
property values and it won’t be $10 for them. Perhaps portray as $10-15. People react 
skeptically when they feel like it’s not accurate. That should be worked out in the 
messaging. 

• I worry about statements that we shouldn’t make investments in certain areas because 
we need to avoid gentrification. I think back to an earlier meeting’s comment about how 
we can view as an infrastructure investment – if made that investment across our region 
we can lift all communities. Then we wouldn’t have to worry about what likely is a red 
herring issue.  

• While efforts such as Forward Thrust and earlier efforts to conserve lands were 
visionary, we didn’t realize back then that not making investments in certain areas 
created the disproportionality that exists right now. What we know now is that urban 
greenspace is as critical as all the other lands that have been protected. In these areas 
with limited access to open space, we experience the outcomes of that lack - such as 
shorter life expectancies and worse health overall. That’s why we’re proposing this on 
an equal playing field with other high conservation value lands.  

• As far as the number, I also get a little worried that this is not enough money. 
Sometimes in government we talk about a problem so long that we forget we need to 
find a solution. Some people may feel that “I don’t have to worry about this because this 
doesn’t affect me” – but this is an issue that does affect everyone. How do we frame the 
issue and educate the public that we are making investment in everybody and our 
society as a whole by focusing our investment in equity. Let’s start with this amount, 
reference what we learned from back then, explain the investments that need to be 
made, and focus on the outcomes we want to achieve. That’s a way to tie it together.   

 

Public Funding Options and Pace 

• I wonder about exceeding the 50% bond limit, what impacts that has on the annual 
process which has traditionally received 50% of the funding? I’m not opposing changing 
this, but trying to think through this issue. That 50% has been guarded over time. The 
bonding put money in place to buy things that were identified as big initiatives, but then 
we always had the annual allocations to provide more money to projects that arise each 
year. I think it will still be OK, but I want to check whether going more heavily towards 
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bonding get in the way of the capacity of the CFT COC the ability to respond to lands as 
the needs arise on a regular basis? 

• Those points are part of ongoing conversations about how this process will move 
forward. I have always advocated for a strong annual process especially because there is 
only so much match coming in, and we can only do things so fast. I am keeping an open 
mind. I’m very compelled by how much money you save by going faster, and if we use 
CFT this is one of the only ways to go faster. I think that we’re envisioning something 
like “bigger chunk” annual processes because you can only go so far in bonding in 
increments. In any one year, there may be $35 million in applications and only $10-12 
million in applications – so perhaps well have more money each year to satisfy the 
funding requests. I can’t envision you’d ever go to 100% bonding. 

• Mr. Burns responded that you would never go to 100% bonding. It’s the way to 
accelerate by pulling funding forward. It would still go through CFT process, and in any 
given year there may be choices. We are working on the implementation details – e.g. 
timelines, process, phasing of bonding, etc. Those are all things we’ll want to address to 
have the best success at accelerating the pace. If we don’t remove the cap then we can’t 
create the cash flow to go faster, that really is us the core driver. It does beg some 
implementation questions, and we’ve started those discussions. We need to work with 
the committee and cities in the next few months to nail those down.  

• Sounds like the questions are being asked about how to do it smartly. 
• I want to remind people about our discussion when we decided not to go after 

developers for this money. Issues like stormwater, housing, social equity represent 
problems that we have when developers are not having to pay the true cost of their 
impacts in the city. It’s the most socially acceptable tool that we have to have a tax on 
development.  

Implementation section 

• This section attends to some of the topics that still need a bit more discussion to work 
on specific topics – for example some of the topics that came up during Phase 2 where 
we need a bit more work with cities.  

• Yes, and it also touches on some of the CFT implementation details. 
• Suggestion to split bullet 3 into two bullets. May be good to separate disparity and 

equity as its own bullet; and another one regarding these properties being well-
loved/used/engagement for adequate programming. 

Ms. Cairns asked for a vote on the question: Does this report accurately reflect this group’s 
recommendations? 

100% yes vote. 

• I want to be able to say to my children that I was at the table, I had an opportunity to do 
something. I pushed myself and others pushed me to do the right thing. We are going 
big, and making a difference.  

Appreciation was expressed by the group of the co-chairs’ leadership. Mr. Burns expressed 
gratitude to the entire group on behalf of the County Executive. 
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Open Space Equity Presentation 

Mr. George Cheung and Ms. Gabriela Quintana reviewed their work with community outreach 
this fall. Mr. Cheung explained that they piggybacked off of existing meetings in various 
neighborhoods to test concepts, and to lay groundwork for next phase that happens after this 
process wraps up. The meetings provided a lot of games or activities for people to engage with; 
we asked them 3-7 questions about open space equity; we gave them scenarios and had people 
come up with ideas about how to locate parks, what types of amenities would be included, etc.  

Ms. Quintana reviewed their main findings. Inequity is rooted in our history. We didn’t get to 
inequity by accident. We need to understand the history of exclusion and discrimination to 
understand what we need to overcome. Redlining, racially restrictive covenants are two good 
examples. One of the concerning things about putting in amenities is potential displacement 
and gentrification – so this needs to be done in a way make sure housing costs are considered, 
and that people living in those areas are engaged. 

For community engagement, many people would prefer hiring a local nonprofit or trusted 
advocates to help with this work. 

Health concerns are a huge priority, that should be a clear consideration. Includes space to 
grown own fruits and vegetables for example. And to provide greenspace access where there 
are a high number of children to engage in activities. 

Safety is important – e.g. making sure that parks that feels safe and welcoming; e.g. a 10-
minute is walk but make sure there are sidewalks and safe ways to make that walk; also safety 
within communities is important. It’s not just access, but need to think about social dynamics 
and aspects of these greenspaces - if people don’t feel safe, they may not access those green 
spaces. 

With immigrant communities, especially, parks are helpful to address social isolation – places to 
see people, talk with people, etc.  

There’s lots of hope and interest in the process that we presented. They thought that this could 
be a great way of engaging communities, and a potentially unique model that could influence 
other areas as well.  

Integrate the work with existing efforts such as Communities of Opportunities so as not to do 
this work in a silo – this should be connected to those efforts.  

• The funding source that this group is recommending is not a broad, do-everything 
funding source – some of what you discussed with communities (like swimming pools) 
wouldn’t be paid for by this initiative.  Mr. Cheung responded that they tried to set 
expectations that this was just about trying to start a conversation. In these 
conversations as we move to the next round of engagement, it may be helpful for 
governments to know the overall needs in these communities – recognizing that 
multiple funding sources or resources may be pieced together to address the needs. 
This LCI funding would be just one part of that work.  Good to figure out what 
communities need, and then those needs can be addressed. 
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• Did you discover any takeaways from your work that we should integrate in how we 
describe our work here? 

• Given challenges of failed Access for All effort, and the potential feeling that the equity 
piece is a minor token piece, there was a strong mention in communities that we need 
to acknowledge our past. If you say we need equity in the abstract, that is not connected 
to our lived experiences. It’s hard to ask for votes later, if we do not articulate a case 
now. If we acknowledge that we’ve had a troubled history of exclusion and 
discrimination that has resulted in where we are now – that is a starting point to have 
the current discussion. Recognize where we’ve come from in order to go forward. 
Communities of color may view some open space uses such as hiking in the mountains 
as activities of privilege and they may not immediately see the connection – so you’ll 
have to address the other end of that. 

• Do you find that your work is mainly influencing the development of our strategy and 
tactics around implementation, or do you think that anything you’ve found merits a 
change to the plan? 

• You’ve set a direction. It’s critical to be grounded in our history as we move forward. I 
think there are conversations later on. Given where we are now, there’s a real need to 
address our common past as we move forward, within the work that has been laid out. 

• I see there were no dots for community garden in South Park slide. Was that different in 
other communities? Ms. Quintana responded yes, for example in International District, 
the P-Patch is on a hill, and there was interest in a more accessible P Patch. These 
people at this South Park meeting were young, and they also have access to gardens in 
the neighborhood. 

• I have heard from someone on another advisory group that he felt the group was asked 
to choose between justice/equity vs. conversation/environmental sustainability. 
However, there can be no equity on a planet that no longer sustains life. I wonder if in 
some of the framing in the report we can go beyond small neighborhood-scale benefits 
that are directly relevant to folks in the place where they live; and recognize that those 
actions translate into benefits that are enjoyed broadly across the landscape no matter 
what ethnicity or economic level. There is an important ecologically-oriented message 
about nature services and the benefits we receive as a consequence of conservation no 
matter where we live. How do we talk about that message into communities who are 
for now oriented for good reason on immediate needs of their neighborhood or 
community? I’m concerned about characterization that environmental sustainability is 
for white privilege, and is separated from these urban green spaces that are for 
community members.  

• Mr. Cheung noted that there is a need for a regional approach to the problem. Our fates 
in this region are intertwined. If we talk about one city benefiting and another city 
paying, that breaks down the perception that our fates are all connected. It’s one large 
connected system, one housing market, one transportation system. The more we talk 
about this region as a whole, and the needs of everyone, while giving a nod to our past – 
is a way to get beyond the parochialism that pits one idea versus another. 
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• This is the next step. But you have to be able to engage people and get them moving 
toward understanding – why you have to engage the community centers and schools, 
etc. I go back to when we first decided we’d have a state growth management goal and 
we were setting land use policies, and the idea was that we’d try to densify in the cities 
and provide infrastructure there, but that the green space out in the rural area isn’t just 
for the folks who can afford 5 acres, but it’s for the use of everybody. We have to begin 
in our communities, and take people to the experience of hiking or restoration work. 
That’s much more complex, but it’s part of why we’re trying to get a more integrated 
transportation system to get people out into the more rural areas with little investment. 
It’s not that far away. We have to be able to bring this vision to the general voters no 
matter where they are that everybody will benefit from the package as a whole. 

• It always feels like an urban vs. rural divide. It’s important for urban residents to 
understand that we in the agriculture industry want them to come out, no matter who 
they are. Transportation is a huge stumbling block to get people to rural areas, and that 
needs to be looked at. Also we need to remember that rural folks may want access 
more urban amenities too. We need to connect these areas so everyone can do 
everything. 

• In the King Conservation District we’ve had struggles with rural vs. urban experiences 
too.  

• I’m concerned that this is really not a parks levy, a parks levy is something else. If it 
becomes that this is a parks levy for certain areas and conservation measure for other 
areas, then it becomes more complex. What are we voting for, what’s the point of this 
whole thing? It loses some of the overall vision of conservation of lands and open spaces 
if you focus on tennis courts and play grounds. While those may be real needs, they are 
not necessarily part of this discussion or effort. Let’s not lose focus on conservation. It 
could be attacked if it’s got disparate focuses. How do we get this huge conservation 
thing done and provide equity at the same time. And what is more appropriately part 
different efforts within the county. 

• The conservation needs to start somewhere. These are concepts that we should already 
know as a collaborative community that there are different needs. When we talk about 
big packages such as Sound Transit, at the end of the day it gets to what we can most 
benefit from right where you are. Then we expand from there thinking about the 
regional connections and benefits. This is the beginning of a conversation.  When you 
talk about the historical pieces, some of it is things we haven’t done to provide the right 
definition of place. Sometimes we have to go back to the basics. The things that were 
provided in this area really didn’t represent place. I love that we’re having these 
conversations - because I have heard similar types of either-or conversations about 
other things (you could substitute rural vs. suburban, conservation vs. equity). There 
more we sit around tables having these discussions, the more you realize there’s no 
surprises in these discussions. I wouldn’t want people to over-read the beginnings of a 
conversation. What you see is when you don’t provide needs and have an equally-
experienced and understood sense of what place feels like, then you have these initial 
conversations you have to overcome. This is who we are. These are the hurdles we have 
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to get through to realize we’re all talking about the same thing.  Whether it’s in this 
room or the person at the community center. 

• I want to remind the group of our co-chair saying that in my community there are 
people living in apartment buildings who don’t have a place to play. That was a thought 
that has resonated throughout this process for me and I think also for the group. 

• We earmarked $160 million to help communities create places where they get out and 
can be healthy and happy. We look to them to figure out where that should be and how 
that should occur. We get bogged down in some of these details – but really we’re 
creating an opportunity. The key here is the process afterwards by which we 
meaningfully engage the communities and help effectuate that reality. We also get 
bogged down in the politics of it. We get hooked on this portion of the overall effort. It’s 
a very a meaningful part of the whole – and this will be messaged well to voters and 
residents where they live.  

• This is a great starting point. One big takeaway that I carry with me is that it’s important 
for us to think intentionally about the narrative – how we tell the narrative, and what 
perspective that narrative comes from. In land conservation, I find as a person of color 
that I don’t see people like me in the conservations, and these conversations rarely 
come from a perspective I can resonate with. The conversations we’ve had around these 
tables is that it is very important for us to switch gears and start talking from a space f 
how we can benefit everybody. It is important for us to think of the message, the story, 
where is the story coming from, who is telling the story, and how are we acknowledging 
the gap where people are not seeing themselves in the story. 

• Ms. Aiko Schaefer, also part of the consulting team, noted that there is a lot in common 
in communities. There are a two fundamental things that are important to be aware of. 
The notion of “land conservation“ is hard to communicate in this work, and in a sense 
this initiative is a promise with details yet to be determined. That is hard to move voters 
around. Generally in communities of color land conservation is not something that is 
easy to communicate.  We need to figure out how to touch that voting base. The other 
problematic piece is the notion of equity. It’s a very popular word, but it’s a very 
particular definition. The notion of equity is not equality – not giving an equal amount of 
resources. Equity is to give more to those without to make up for what they are without. 
That’s an impressive notion. It is worth thinking about how equity relates to this 
initiative where there is a great deal of funding overall and only a portion is expressly 
dedicated to the equity work. There’s a deep appreciation for equity as an important 
characteristic. There is additional thinking and work to be successful. 

Communications Presentation 

Ms. Cairns moved on to the work that Pyramid Communications has done to create the 
beginning of the message framework that puts together a story that every member of the 
Advisory Group could tell at a high level about the work you have done this last year, and why 
you did it. This is the basis for individual communications that each member may undertake for 
your networks (e.g. put out links to our landing page, speak to groups, etc.). We’ll be in touch 
about opportunities. We wanted to make sure everyone had the backbone of a PPT that could 
be tailored in its delivery. 
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• Was climate change left out on purpose? Ms. Cairns noted that we went back and forth, 
talked about environmental sustainability instead. 

• There’s a movement to talk about the disproportionate impacts of climate change, so 
there’s a story there. 

Public comment. 

Meeting Wrap-Up. Mr. Phillips noted that he said heartfelt thank-yous up front. There is 
something that I don’t think we have quite captured here. What triggered it was Mr. Quinn’s 
statement that he is proud that he can demonstrate to his two boys the capacity for one 
generation to step up to the challenges of the time and to meet them well, as a lesson to them 
that they can do it to. We’ve been blessed in this community that previous generations have 
met great challenges. Sometimes there have been challenges left behind for others to address 
in the next generation or two. That spirit of being able to meet the future by taking on the 
challenges today and leaving something better, but at the same time teaching the folks coming 
after that you can do this. And those challenges will be there, whether it’s climate change, 
affordable housing, transportation, future growth - in the next generation those challenges are 
going to be there. But to the extent that we are able to capitalize on the work we are doing 
here and meet the challenge today that sets a better future for everyone, it sets a really good 
example for the younger generation that they can do it to. I know I benefitted from that, I think 
we all did – by having people show us that sometimes challenges look like they can’t be 
addressed, or that they are too monumental, but change is possible. I step up and do it I’ve 
seen others do it – my family and community in the place I call home. Thank you for helping in 
so many different ways. These recommendations set a great example for the rest of the 
community.  

Mr. Burns stated that we’ll integrate the comments we got tonight, and will email out a revised 
version by Tuesday of next week (with a turn-around time of about a week from then). 

Ms. Cairns stated that staff will follow up with details about the communication and outreach 
strategy in the coming months. 

Adjourn at 7:04pm. 
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