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SUBJECT:  
Proposed Ordinance 2003-0212 authorizes annual funding allocation procedures for Conservation Futures (CFT) funds. 
SUMMARY:

The beginning sections of the staff report contain information presented at the May 15th committee meeting. New information pertaining to the striking amendment begins on page 3 of the staff report.
BACKGROUND:

Conservation Futures Tax (CFT) funds are collected county-wide as a dedicated portion of the property tax and are, by state law, available only for the acquisition of open space and resource lands.  The CFT tax rate is $0.0625 per $1,000 of assessed value, the maximum allowed under state law. In 2003, CFT will generate $12 million in King County, of which $5 million (40 percent) will be used for debt service and $7 million is available for new projects. 

King County code establishes a process for an annual allocation of CFT funds based on current-year revenues as follows:

1. COUNCIL: The Council has the first opportunity to program unallocated CFT funds in the annual budget process.  The code provides for an annual reserve of $500,000 plus 5 percent for the Council to allocate in the annual budget process. However, the Council has the authority to allocate more or less than this amount.
2. Citizen Oversight Committee :The Conservation Futures Citizen Oversight Committee (COC), a 16-member advisory body, programs CFT funds not allocated by the Council in the annual budget through a competitive application process. Under this process, the COC allocates 2003 revenues in 2003. The COC process is as follows:

a. February 1: King County DNRP (Department of Natural Resources and Parks) mails CFT applications to all cities in the county: Seattle and suburban cities.

b. March 1: Jurisdictions (suburban cities, Seattle and King County) submit their applications for CFT funds to King County DNRP.

c. May: The COC reviews the applications, conducts site visits and deliberates on the applications.

d. June 1: The COC submits its funding recommendations to the Executive.

e. August 1: The Executive transmits to the Council an appropriation ordinance and an ordinance authorizing interlocal agreements between the county and each city receiving CFT funds. 

f. September: The Council typically takes action on the “stand-alone” legislation transmitted by the Executive. This action completes the CFT process for that year. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE’S PROPOSED ORDINANCE
The Executive’s proposed ordinance contains the following revisions to the allocation process of CFT revenues established in code:
1. REVISIONS to ALLOCATION PROCESS 
A. Citizen Oversight Committee: The COC would conduct its competitive application process before the Council’s annual budget process
· The COC’s recommendations would be forward-looking to next-years revenues. For example, in 2003, the COC would allocate 2004 revenues.
· The COC would make recommendations on up to 95% - $500,000 of available CFT funds for inclusion in the Executive’s annual budget ordinance (assuming they are approved by the Executive). See Table 1 below.
B. COUNCIL:  The Council retains the authority to program any amount of CFT moneys in the budget process, however, under the Executive’s proposed process, the Council would have to “un-do” projects recommended by the COC to exceed the unallocated reserve.
· The Council would have approximately $860,000 in unallocated CFT moneys to allocate during the 2004 budget process. 
Table 1: CFT Allocation Process 2001-2004: Council and COC
	YEAR
	2001
	2002
	2003 (Current Code)
	2004 (Current Code)
	2003 (Executive Proposed Ordinance)
	2004 (Executive Proposed Ordinance)

	Council Allocation
	$2.5
	$1.52
	$3.5
	Up to $7.4 million
	$3.5
	Remainder after COC allocation.

	COC Allocation
	$9.61
	$6.5
	$3.9
	Remainder after Council allocation
	Up to $6.5 million of 2004 revenues + $3.9 in unallocated 2003 revenues.
	Up to $6.7 million of 2005 revenues.


1.  The $9.6 million includes approximately $2.4 million in revenue carried over from previous years.
2. The Council originally allocated a total of $1.9 million in the 2002 budget, however $500,000 for the Magnolia Dairy Farm was reallocated to other projects during 2002.  
2. CHANGES TO DEADLINES:
· The application deadline for jurisdictions to apply for CFT funds is pushed back one month, from March 1 to April 1.

· The deadline for the COC to submit its application funding recommendations to the Executive is pushed back one month, from June 1 to July 1.


3. JOINT-APPLICATION/PARTNERSHIP PROVISION :

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0212 contains a new provision relating to partnerships among jurisdictions applying for CFT funds. Specifically, the provision allows for matching contributions from project partners.


Two or more jurisdictions may apply for CFT funds in partnership if:

1. The proposed project lies within the boundaries of those jurisdictions; or

2. There is a beneficial reason for the partnership such as a trail corridor or community separator. The partnership proposal must be defined in the application and would be screened by the COC in its review process before going to the Executive and Council for final approval. 


The rationale for this provision dates back to April 29, 2002 when the Council adopted Motion 11416 in response to the city of Enumclaw which had requested confirmation that it could meet the matching funds requirement through a partnership with King County. The partnership consisted of King County purchasing habitat lands on Big Spring creek and exchanging with the city conservation easements on adjacent county lands for a conservation easement on the 58.25-acre property purchased by the city with CFT Funds.  

Further, on May 28, 2002, the Council adopted Motion 11439 which requested the COC to undertake additional oversight responsibilities pertaining to the county’s CFT program. In the motion, the Council asked the COC to review and make recommendations on the local matching funds requirements to allow for matching contributions from project partners. 


EXECUTIVE’S PROPOSAL - No Changes to Following Code Provisions

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0212 does not change the following provisions of county code pertaining to CFT:

· Composition of the COC: 16 members, one from each Council district and 3 at-large members;

· Matching Requirement: Jurisdictions must provide matching funds toward their project except as provided in the new provision regarding partnerships; and

· Council’s Annual Reserve: Based on a formula of $500,000 plus 5 percent of total available revenues (net debt service and contracted encumbrances). In 2004, the financial plan shows a reserve of approximately $864,000.

Striking Amendment:
In addition to making the above changes as proposed by the Executive, a striking amendment (Attachment 1) would make further changes to the process:

Substantive Revisions
· Establishes a debt limit of 50% on the CFT Fund: Currently, there is no limit on the amount of CFT revenues that can be used for debt service. Limiting the amount of revenues used for debt service would provide a stable stream of revenues for new projects on an annual basis; however placing a debt service limit on the fund could also preclude major open space acquisitions that require more revenue than what is available through the annual process.  Table 2 on the next page outlines the flow of CFT revenues and debt service from 2002 through 2007.
Table 2: CFT Revenues & Debt Service 2002-2007

	1.
	
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	2.
	CFT Revenues
	
	
	12,866,028
	13,136,214
	13,412,075
	13,693,729

	3.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Debt Service
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	1985 Bond 
	1,165,250
	1,170,650
	1,179,250
	1,180,850
	--
	--

	6.
	1993 Regional Bond
	3,963,322
	3,964,114
	3,965,392
	3,962,510
	3,964,907
	3,964,907

	7.
	TDR Loan Repayment
	82,500
	57,471
	286,982
	286,982
	286,982
	286,982

	8.
	Snoqualmie Preservation Initiative
	
	
	
	
	
	163,905

	9.
	City of Snoqualmie Loan Debt Service
	
	
	
	
	
	81,952

	10.
	SUBTOTAL DEBT SERVICE
	5,211,072
	5,192,235
	5,431,624
	5,430,342
	4,251,889
	4,497,746

	11.
	% of Fund Committed to Debt Service (before Treemont)
	43%
	42%
	43%
	42%
	32%
	33%

	12.
	Treemont Debt Service
	
	130,690
	522,758
	522,758
	522,758
	522,758

	13.
	TOTAL DEBT SERVICE
(including Treemont)
	
	5,322,925
	5,954,382 
	5,953,100

	4,774,647

	5,020,504


	14.
	% of Fund Committed to Debt Service (after Treemont)
	
	
	46%
	45%
	36%
	37%

	15.
	AVAILABLE REVENUES
	
	
	6,911,646 
	7,183,114
	8,637,428
	8,673,225

	16.
	$$ Capacity Available to reach 50% Debt Service Limit
	
	
	480,000
	615,000
	1,900,000
	1,800,000

	17.
	AVAILABLE REVENUES AFTER 50% DEBT SERVICE LIMIT REACHED
	
	
	6,431,646
	6,5681,14
	6,737,428
	6,873,225


· Establishes a project status reporting process: There is currently no reporting process on the status of previously funded CFT projects. As provided in the striking amendment, the Council and the Executive will receive an annual report from the COC on the status of CFT projects.

· Establishes a process for the COC to recommend reallocating CFT moneys: The COC may recommend to the Council and Executive reallocating CFT moneys from projects that are older than two years. When there are projects eligible for reallocation, the striker gives direction to the COC to consider reallocating CFT moneys, as a first priority, to projects within the same Council district

· Broadens the membership requirement on the COC: The striking amendment clarifies the code to provide for candidates who “represent” each King County Council District. This new language clarifies the current code and allows Council members to nominate the individual who they believe can represent their district’s interests.

Technical and Clarifying Revisions 
· Code “cleanup” - officially establishes the CFT Fund in KCC 4.08.

· Cleans up definitions relating to this chapter.

· Language clarification and edits.

· Moves the section establishing the COC from KCC 26.12 to KCC 2.36 where boards and commissions are located in the code.

· Deletes redundant public hearing requirement
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Bob Cowan, Finance Director, Department of Executive Services

Joe Rochelle, Civil Division, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office

Faith Roland, Acquisition Supervisor, Department of Natural Resources and Parks

David Tiemann, Open Space Planner, Department of Natural Resources and Parks

GUESTS:
Terry Lavender, Chair, King County Citizens Oversight Committee
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1. Striking Amendment (S1) to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0212 dated 05/29/03
2. Title Amendment to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0212 dated 05/23/03
3. Proposed Ordinance 2003-0212
4. Executive’s transmittal letter dated May 2, 2003
5. Proposed Motion 2003-0211
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