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STAFF REPORT

	Agenda Item:
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	Name:
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	Proposed No.:
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	Date:
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	Invited:
	Kevin Brown, Director, King County Parks and Recreation Division
Bob Burns, Deputy Director, Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Pam Bissonnette, Director, Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Peggy Pahl, Legal Counsel, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office


SUBJECT
Perfecting the 2008 proposed parks levy ordinances.
SUMMARY

On April 10, 2007 the Growth Management and Natural Resources (GMNR) Committee was briefed on the 2008 proposed parks levy ordinances.  At that time, members expressed interest in exploring a number of different options for further development and potential amendments, including:

· Technical corrections as recommended by staff, legal counsel and the Clerk’s Office.

· Revising the length of levy to five years to reduce likelihood of future ballot competition with other multi-year levies.

· Adding a requirement for the establishment of a citizen’s oversight committee.

· A feasible option for the resubmission of the renewal levy to the November general election, should the measure fail at the August primary.

· The removal of “REET replacement” capital funds from the renewal levy.

· The potential restoration of the “REET replacement” funds on the expansion levy
· Different options for “REET replacement” levels of funding.
· Clarification of eligible expenditures for the Woodland Park Zoo.

· Clarification of eligible expenditures for the cities.

· Increasing funds for the annual recreational partnership grant program to more accurately reflect Council support in previous year appropriations.
· Revising the means by which city funds are distributed that did not require competition between cities.
· Develop a formula for city fund distribution to include consideration of population and assessed value.
· Declaration of an emergency due to the Council’s tight turn-around schedule for placement on the August ballot.

All amendments were drafted based on the discussions of the April 10, 2007 GMNR Committee for the perfection of the Council’s proposed parks levy ordinances.  The amendments are limited to single subject matter to allow members greater flexibility in the process of perfecting the proposed ordinances.

Amendments for the Renewal Levy, Proposed Ordinance 2007-0224
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Substance

Title

R1

Technical Corrections

R2

Life Span of Levy

R6

R3

Establish Oversight Committee

R4

Resubmission on November Ballot

R7

R5

Removal of $0.017 REET funds

R8

2007-0224 Amendments for Consideration


Amendment R1

Technical Corrections
Amendment R1 corrects two technical errors in the renewal levy.  First, it would correct language in the findings that would imply that the parks levy ordinances would mirror the Task Force recommendations.  The revised language acknowledges the Task Force recommendations but does not tie it to the proposals contained in the levy ordinances. Second, it would remove erroneous cut/paste language used to draft the voter’s pamphlet section of the ordinance.
Amendments R2 & R6

Reduces Life Span of the Renewal Levy to Five Years 
Amendment R2 would reduce the life of the renewal levy to five years.  The amendment was drafted to address concerns over the impact of future competition between the parks levies and the EMS levy, were they all to expire in six years.  Reducing the life of the parks renewal levy to five years would likely eliminate future same-year ballot competition and may allow voters greater ballot focus.

Approval of Amendment R2 would require a revision to the title - Amendment R6.

Amendment R3

Establishment of a Citizen Oversight Committee 
Amendment R3 would provide for the formation of a citizen oversight committee to review expenditures associated with the parks renewal levy.  Should the renewal and expansion levies both pass, one citizen oversight committee may be established to review the expenditures associated with both levies.  The Task Force recommended the establishment of a citizen oversight committee and the GMNR Committee requested an amendment that would facilitate this recommendation.

Amendments R4 & R7

Potential Resubmission of Parks Renewal Levy on the November Ballot

Council members expressed concerns over the feasibility of resubmitting the parks renewal levy to voters on the November ballot.  The executive’s proposal to resubmit the parks renewal levy to the voters was of concern to members because it would require the Clerk of the Council to certify a new proposition with the Records, Elections and Licensing Division before the public had the opportunity to vote in the August primary.  The language contained in the Amendment R4 would require the Records, Elections and Licensing Division to place the renewal levy on the November ballot should it fail at the August 21, 2007 election without a need for the Council or Clerk of the Council to predict the likelihood of the renewal levy to fail.  Amendment R1 would not require the Clerk’s Office or the Council to take any additional action to facilitate the resubmittal of the renewal levy to the voters at the general election.  The responsibility for the resubmittal would rest in the hands of the Records, Elections and Licensing Division.
Approval of Amendment R4 would require a revision to the title - Amendment R7.

Amendments R5 & R8

Removal of “REET Replacement” Capital Funds 
Amendment R5 would remove “REET replacement” capital funds from the renewal levy.  Out of concern over the projected 60% decline in REET funding available for capital projects (due to annexations and projected slow growth in the housing market) over the life of the levy, the Task Force recommended that $0.017 of the renewal levy funds be dedicated to support the Parks capital program.  Since the Task Force made its recommendation, the economic date used to project the severe decline in REET funding has been placed in to question due to uncertainty over the timing of annexations and the stability of the housing market.

There is also concern over having a renewal levy that is higher in cost than an expansion levy, when the renewal levy is far more critical to the continued operations of King County parks.  Cost conscious voters who are unfamiliar with the proposals may simply support the more affordable levy, which would jeopardize the renewal levy.  Removal of the REET replacement funds would lower the cost of the renewal levy to $0.053 and may make it more palatable for cost conscious voters.

Approval of Amendment R5 would require a revision to the title - Amendment R8.

Amendments for the Expansion Levy, Proposed Ordinance 2007-0225
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Technical Corrections

E2

Life Span of Levy

E11

E3
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E4

Clarify Zoo Expenditures

E12

E5

Clarify City Expenditures

E6

Increase Partnership Grant Funds

E13

E7

City Funds Means of Distribution 

E8

$0.004 REET Replacement Funds

E14

or

E9

$0.008 REET Replacement Funds

E15

or

E10

$0.017 REET Replacement Funds

E16

2007-0225 Amendments for Consideration


Amendment E1

Technical Corrections

Amendment E1 corrects two technical errors in the expansion levy.  First, it would correct language in the findings that would imply that the parks levy ordinances would mirror the Task Force recommendations.  The revised language acknowledges the Task Force recommendations but does not tie it to the proposals contained in the levy ordinances. Second, it would remove erroneous cut/paste language used to draft the voter’s pamphlet section of the ordinance.

Amendments E2 & E11

Reduces Life Span of the Expansion Levy to Five Years 

Amendment R2 would reduce the life of the expansion levy to five years.  The amendment was drafted to address concerns over the impact of future competition between the parks levies and the EMS levy, were they all to expire in six years.  Reducing the life of the parks expansion levy to five years would likely eliminate future same-year ballot competition and may allow voters greater ballot focus.

Approval of Amendment E2 would require a revision to the title - Amendment E11.

Amendment E3

Establishment of a Citizen Oversight Committee 

Amendment E3 would provide for the formation of a citizen oversight committee to review expenditures associated with the parks expansion levy.  Should the renewal and expansion levies both pass, one citizen oversight committee may be established to review the expenditures associated with both levies.  The Task Force recommended the establishment of a citizen oversight committee and the GMNR Committee requested an amendment that would facilitate this recommendation.

Amendments E4 & E12
Clarification of Woodland Park Zoo Eligible Expenditures

Amendment E4 would clarify that the Woodland Park Zoo could not use funds from the expansion levy on a parking facility.

Approval of Amendment E4 would require a revision to the title - Amendment E12.

Amendments E5 & E13
Clarification of City Eligible Expenditures

Amendment E5 would clarify that expansion levy funds may be used by cities to acquire open space, natural lands and acquire and develop trails.  The original language defining city projects and eligible expenditures was not cohesive in that it appeared in one section to refer exclusively to trails, and in another section to be broader in scope and include open space and natural lands.  This amendment would clarify that trails, open space and natural lands acquisition would all qualify for expansion levy funds.

Amendment E6 & E13
Increase Funding to Annual Recreation Grant Program
Amendment E6 would allocate $500,000 in expansion levy proceeds to the annual recreation grant program (CPG).  Historically, the CPG program has received $300,000 in annual operating funds (from the current operating levy) and $300,000 in capital funds (from REET).  The Council has historically supported a higher level of capital funds, beyond the $300,000 the Executive annually proposes.  Over the last four years, the average appropriation of capital funds for the CPG program comes closer to $900,000 (see Attachment 3).  This higher average amount reflects large grants for the Preston Park and Lakewood Park partnership projects.  Due to the unique nature of these projects, staff does not recommend increasing the annual appropriation to $900,000.  However, a $500,000 capital set aside for the CPG program may be a reasonable estimate of realistic future levels of funding.

Approval of Amendment E6 would require a revision to the title - Amendment E13.

Amendment E7
Revision to the Means by which City Funds Would be Distributed
Amendment E7 would change the process by which city funds would be distributed.  The Task Force recommended that city funds be distributed through the Conservation Futures grant process.  Due to some resistance by cities to the idea of competing for these funds and some expressed interest by cities in a distribution process that would take into account population and assessed value, an amendment has been drafted to address these concerns.  Amendment E7 establishes distribution methods for city funds that would distribute 50% of the city funds based on population and 50% of the city funds based on assessed value.

Amendments E8, E9, E10 and Title Amendments E14, E15, E16
For the Restoration of “REET Replacement” Capital Funds in the Expansion Levy

Amendments E8, E9, E10 and subsequent title amendments E14, E15, E16 would replace all or a portion of the “REET replacement” capital funds, which may be stripped from the renewal levy, restored in the expansion levy.  At the request of a councilmember, these amendments have been prepared so that the committee may consider whether the expansion levy should contain “REET replacement” funds and at what level these funds might be replaced (see Attachment 4).  It should be noted, as previously mentioned, that the Task Force’s recommendation for “REET replacement” was made based on information that has since drawn into question whether there is a need for “REET replacement” due to the uncertainty over the timing of annexations and the stability of the housing market.  And as discussed at the joint meeting of the GMNR and OBFMMH committees, REET revenue projections have been significantly underestimated in recent years.
Each “REET Replacement” expansion levy amendment (with its subsequent title) is exclusive and passage of one would preclude passage of the others.

Amendments E8 and E14

Amendment E8 and title amendment E14 would add back a portion of “REET Replacement” capital funds at a rate of ($0.004), which may be fully stripped from the renewal levy and restore these funds in the expansion levy.  This would bring the total expansion levy rate to $0.054 and would alter the funding and percentage distribution as follows:

King County  $0.034,  62%

Cities  $0.01,  19%

Zoo  $0.01,  19%

Amendment E8 and title amendment E14 is the most conservative of the “REET Replacement” amendment options.

Amendments E9 and E15

Amendment E9 and title amendment E15 would add back a portion of “REET Replacement” capital funds at a rate of ($0.008), which may be fully stripped from the renewal levy and restore these funds in the expansion levy.  This would bring the total expansion levy rate to $0.058 and would alter the funding and percentage distribution as follows:

King County  $0.038,  66%

Cities  $0.01,  17%

Zoo  $0.01,  17%

Amendments E10 and E16

Amendment E10 and title amendment E16 would add back the full amount ($0.017) of the Task Force recommended “REET Replacement” capital funds, which may be stripped from the renewal levy and restore these funds in the expansion levy.  This would bring the total expansion levy rate to $0.067 and would alter the funding and percentage distribution as follows:

King County  $0.047,  70%

Cities  $0.01,  15%

Zoo  $0.01,  15%

Other Potential Amendments
Declaration of an Emergency

Amendments to declare an emergency have not been prepared for the committee’s consideration today.  The Council may have the opportunity to regularly pass out the parks levy ordinances at the April 30th and May 7th Council meetings.  Should the parks levy ordinances be placed on the May 21st Council agenda, staff will prepare amendments to declare an emergency.
Voters’ Pamphlet

Names to be filled in for the parks levy voters’ pamphlets will require amendments for consideration at a future Council meeting.
Economic Analysis and Updates

The Operating Budget, Fiscal Management and Mental Health (OBFMMH) Committee will meet on April 25th and take up the parks levy ordinances.  OBFMMH may amend the parks levy ordinances to reflect new economic data on assessed values, new construction, etc..
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