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METROPOLITAN KING COUNTY COUNCIL

NATURAL RESOURCES, PARKS & OPEN SPACE COMMITTEE

STAFF REPORT
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SUBJECT:  
Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071 providing for the submission to the qualified electors of King County at a special election to be held in King County on May 20, 2003, of a proposition to protect the public’s investment in parks by authorizing a property tax levy in excess of the levy limitation contained in chapter 84.55 RCW, for a six-consecutive-year period, at a rate of not more than $0.05 per one thousand dollars of assessed valuation, or the purpose of providing funding to enable the continued operation and improved maintenance  of King County’s regional and rural parks and recreation facilities.. 
SUMMARY
Based on the recommendation of the Metropolitan Parks Task Force, the Executive is proposing a county-wide levy-lid lift to support regional and rural parks, increased maintenance and a grant program for recreation partnerships with community organizations.  The Executive’s parks levy proposal consists of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071and Attachment A, a list of King County Parks Facilities. Below is a summary overview of the parks levy proposal: 

1. Proposes a County-wide Levy Lid-lift

·  $.05 property tax levy for six-years from 2004 to 2009

·  Raises $11.8 million in 2004; $75.8 million over 6 years
·  Provides for a special election on May 20, 2003 (simple majority needed; no minimum 
voter turnout required). 
2. Purpose 

·  Supports the operation and maintenance of regional and rural parks and facilities

·  Provides funding for increased parks maintenance above current levels

·  Provides up to $300,000 annually for recreation grant programs
3. Establishes Citizen Oversight Board

·  Responsibilities: Annually review and report to Executive and Council on the 
expenditure of levy proceeds

·  Membership: 7 members appointed by Executive; confirmed by Council

·  Qualifications: May not be elected or appointed officials of any unit of government

·  Sunset: Six years after passage of levy (May 2009)

WHAT IS THE PARKS’ DIVISION’S FUNDING GAP?

In 2002, the Council adopted the Parks Omnibus Ordinance (14509) which implemented a series of changes in the way the Parks Division does business. While the Council reserved the authority to establish new fees by ordinance, the Division now has the authority to increase user fees and seek new revenues through such enterprise activities as advertising and concession agreements. The Parks Division estimates it will generate $4.9 million in combined user fee and enterprise revenue in 2003. 

Additionally, the 2002 Parks Business Transition Plan (Motion 11426) redefined the county’s role in providing parks services to focus on regional and rural parks and actively pursue the transfer of all parks and pools located within city boundaries and in the UGA (urban growth areas). By the end of March 2003, the county will have transferred 9 of 10 in-city pools and over 700 acres of parks, achieving savings of over $5 million.  Further, the 2003 adopted budget reduced the Parks Division’s budget and staff by 35 percent from $25.5 million in 2002 to $16.4 million in 2003.
The Parks Division faces a revenue shortfall of at least $9 million in 2004 as illustrated in Table 1 below. The Metropolitan Parks Task Force and the Executive have concluded that despite efforts to increase non-tax revenues and reduce expenditures, the division cannot become completely self-sufficient and that continued tax support is needed to keep the parks system open.
Table 1: 2004 Parks Division Revenues & Expenditure Forecast with and without Levy
	
	Revenues
	Expenditures
	Difference

	With Levy
	$20.8 million
	($19.3 million)
	+$1.5 million

	Without Levy
	$9.1 million
	($18.1 million)
	($9.0 million)


WHAT DOES THE LEVY SUPPORT?

Table 2 below shows the proposed levy would support regional and rural parks and recreation facilities (see Attachment A for a complete list of parks and facilities that would be supported by levy revenues). Parks located in the UGA would continue to be supported by the CX Fund and any user fee and/or enterprise revenue generated by those assets.  Of the $19.3 million budget, levy proceeds account for $10.2 million (an additional $1.46 million is allocated to fund balance), or 53% of the forecasted budget.
Table 2: Parks Division Forecasted Expenditure Summary 2004

	Expenditure Category
	2004 Budget Forecast
	Revenue Source

	1. Regional Parks & Facilities
	$12.3 million
	Levy; User Fees; Enterprise Revenues

	2. Rural Parks & Facilities
	$1.5 million
	Levy; User Fees; Enterprise Revenues

	3. Increased Maintenance/


Contingency
	$900,000
	Levy

	4. Recreation Partnership Grants
	$300,000
	Levy

	5. UGA Parks
	$4.3 million
	CX; User Fees; Enterprise Revenues

	TOTAL:
	$19.3 million
	


FINANCIAL PLAN
The financial plan (Attachment A to the Executive’s Transmittal Letter) shows expenditures increasing at a rate of 6 to 6.5 percent annually over six years and revenues increasing at a lower rate of 4 percent annually over 6 years.  A portion of levy proceeds generated through year 4 (2007) is reserved in order to fund expenditures in the out-years (2008 and 2009) and meet the target ending fund balance in 2009.
Table 3: Summary Financial Plan: Forecasted 2004 to 2009 Revenues & Expenditures

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Beginning Fund Balance
	$0
	$1.46
	$2.6
	$3.5
	$3.8
	$3.5

	Revenues
	$20.8
	$21.7
	$22.5
	$23.4
	$24.3
	$25.3

	Expenditures
	$19.3
	$20.4
	$21.7
	$23.1
	$24.6
	$26.2

	Ending Fund Balance
	$1.46
	$2.6
	$3.5
	$3.8
	$3.5
	$2.6

	Target Ending Fund Balance:
	
	
	
	
	
	$2.1


ELECTION INFORMATION

The ordinance proposes that a levy-lid proposal be submitted to the voters at a special election on May 20th .  In order for a levy-lid lift to be approved, a simple majority (50 percent + 1) is required; there is no minimum voter turnout required. The Elections Division must receive an effective ordinance by April 4th, at least 45 days in advance of the election date. The last opportunity for the Council to take action on the ordinance without an emergency clause is March 24th. The last regular Council meeting in which to pass the ordinance as an emergency (requires 9 “yes” votes) is March 31st. 

AMENDMENTS:

A striking amendment and a title amendment have been prepared and reflect numerous technical and clarifying edits as follows:

Table 4: Overview of Striking Amendment

	Ordinance Section
	Amendment

	1. Findings
	Technical corrections to 2003 budget figures.

	2. Definitions
	Deleted unnecessary or redundant definitions (e.g. “county”)

Added definition of “Recreation Grant Programs”

	6. Call for Special Election
	Added declaration to hold special election in accordance with RCW 29.13.010

Edited ballot title for clarification as to park assets supported by the levy

	7. Citizens Oversight Board
	May 30, 2005: established specific date for initial reporting to Executive and Council on expenditure of levy proceeds

June 30, 2010: established specific sunset date

	8. Parks Division Incentives
	Deleted and moved to Section 1 “Findings”


Title Amendment

Legal counsel advised that the title amendment should reflect all of the substantive provisions of the ordinance. Therefore, the title amendment adds language to reflect the establishment of a county parks citizens’ oversight board to review and report on levy expenditures, contingent on voter approval of  the levy.

Revised Attachment A

Attachment A to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071 consists of a list of the regional and rural parks and facilities to be supported by the levy. As transmitted, the list showed that Three Forks Natural Area and Rattlesnake Scenic Area designated as “Rural Parks.” Both of these parks are large in size (550 acres and 1700 acres respectively) and are more appropriately categorized as “Regional Passive Parks.” Rural parks are typically less than 100 acres in size.  Additionally, Tollgate Farm, originally designated in the Resources/Ecological category, has been changed to the “Regional Passive” category.

BALLOT TITLE (as proposed in the Striking Amendment):

PROPOSITION 1:  The King County Council has passed Ordinance  

 concerning funding parks, recreation, open space and trails.  This proposition would fund continued and increased operation and maintenance of King County’s regional parks (for example, Marymoor Park; Cougar Mountain; portions of Burke Gilman Trail), rural parks, and recreation facilities, and fund recreation grant programs.  It would authorize King County to exceed RCW 84.55 regular property tax limitations and levy an additional regular property tax of 5 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation for six consecutive years with collection beginning in 2004, as provided in Ordinance ___________.  Should this proposition be:

Approved? __

Rejected? __

ISSUES FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION:

1. Levy Rate:

· The Executive is proposing a levy of $.050 to support regional and rural parks ($9 million) and provide funding for increased maintenance ($900,000) and recreation grant programs ($300,000) in 2004. 

· The Metro Parks Task Force recommended a $.055 levy rate which would provide an additional $1.125 million annually over Executive’s proposal for increased maintenance and recreation grant programs. 

· What rate does the Council believe is appropriate? 

2. Financial Plan:

· The financial plan assumes a $3 million CX subsidy for the Parks Division in 2004. However, the Council will ultimately determine the CX funding level during its budget process.

· Revenues do not keep pace with expenditures over time largely because levy revenue growth is limited under I-747. In aggregate, revenues increase at 4 percent annually, while expenditures increase at a rate of 6 to 6.5 percent annually. The financial plan is balanced by reserving levy proceeds in the first four years in order to meet expenditures in year 5 and 6.

· The financial plan is dependent on 5 percent annual growth in user fee and enterprise revenues. If targets are not met, the financial plan would have to be balanced by making expenditure reductions or identifying other revenue sources such as establishing new user fees. 

3. Levy as Bridge Funding 

·  The Executive proposes a temporary, 6-year levy to address the Parks Division’s CX funding shortfall. The proposal is intended to provide “a bridge” to prevent foreseeable park closures and until long-term funding solutions to the county’s fiscal crisis are developed and implemented. The Budget Advisory Task Force is reviewing the entire county CX Fund shortfall across all county CX agencies and is expected to make its recommendations in June 2003.  

·  Does the Council want to proceed with the parks levy proposal in advance of the Budget Task Force’s recommendations?

4. Potential Impact to Junior Taxing Districts

·  Aggregate regular property tax limit for all taxing districts: $5.90 per $1,000 of AV.
·  If the $5.90 limit is exceeded, levies imposed by junior taxing districts (for example, park and recreation districts, flood control districts, cemetery districts, hospital districts, library districts and fire districts) are reduced accordingly to stay within the limit (known as “prorationing”).
· Although no junior taxing districts were prorationed in 2003, the impact of an additional $.050 increase in 2004 is unknown according to the Assessor.
5. Voters Pamphlet 

·  The Council must decide whether to produce a voters pamphlet for the election.

·  Council motion needed to appoint the committee members to write pro/con statements; Council action could be timed with action on levy ordinance (March 17th or 24th).

· The deadline is April 4th to appoint the voters pamphlet committee members. 

·  The cost to produce a voters pamphlet for the parks levy is estimated at $134,000; a supplemental appropriation would be required.

6. Citizens Oversight Board
· As proposed, the ordinance provides for a 7-member citizens oversight board appointed by the Executive and confirmed by the Council.

· Does the Council believe this adequate oversight? 
· Does the Council want a role in nominating board members, such as in the case of the Active Sports Youth Recreation Commission?
INVITED:

Jim Brewer, Legal Counsel, King County Council

Bob Burns, Acting Division Manager, King County Parks Division
Janine Joly, Prosecuting Attorney, Civil Division

Scott Noble, King County Assessor
Peggy Pahl, Prosecuting Attorney, Civil Division

Karen Reed, Special Projects Coordinator, Office of Management and Budget
Toni Rezab, Program Analyst, Office of Management and Budget

Noel Treat, Prosecuting Attorney, Civil Division

ATTACHMENTS:
1. 
Striking Amendment to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071 with Revised Attachment A to 
Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071

2. 
Title Amendment to Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071

3. 
Proposed Ordinance 2003-0071 with Attachment A

4. 
Executive’s Transmittal Letter with Attachments










