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SUBJECT: 
Proposed Ordinance 2002.0311 authorizes the transfer of park and recreation facilities that are located in potential annexation areas to the associated cities, and streamlines surplus property provisions for such transfers.

BACKGROUND:
The budget shortfall which is currently facing the County, and the funding reductions anticipated for parks and recreation services, have generated increased attention to the need to proceed with transfer of park and recreation facilities—both those which are within city boundaries, and those that are within the proposed annexation areas of those cities—to the associated cities. 

County Interest in Transfer of Parks Properties in Proposed Annexation Areas
The Metropolitan Parks Task Force, which recently completed its report on means by which to address the parks funding issue, has included among its proposals a recommendation to pursue transfer of parks facilities located within the proposed annexation areas of the cities of King County, to those cities.  This is in addition to the recommendation to transfer or mothball those park and recreation facilities which are located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the cities themselves.  The budget savings to the County’s Current Expense fund resulting from such transfers are an important component of plans to keep parks open and available for public use, while substantially reducing the Current Expense funding obligation for such facilities.  The County has, for some time, proceeded with transfers of park properties within the boundaries of cities within the county, referencing the authority of state statute and earlier Council authorization by motion.  Such authorization does not provide exemption from surplusing requirements for those properties within proposed annexation areas.

Surplusing Requirements
Current law for transferring county-owned properties to other entities requires processing them according to surplusing procedures provided in county code.  Those procedures require that the Facilities Management Division to determine whether any other county department has a need for the property or whether the parcel is suitable for affordable housing; if neither of these conditions are present, the Division declares the property surplus to the needs of the county, allowing it to be disposed of according to further provisions of the chapter.  Those further provisions require the Division to make recommendations for other uses of the property, prior to a decision to dispose of the property through sale.  Other possible uses include:

· Exchange for other needed lands;

· Lease with restrictive covenants;

· Use by other governmental agencies;

· Retention if classified as floodplain or slide hazard property;

· Use by nonprofit organizations for public purposes; 

· Long term lease or sale for affordable housing.

Limitations on Use of Park Properties
Properties acquired by the County for park purposes were generally acquired through funding sources which require their continued use for such purposes—sources such as Forward Thrust bond funding, Conservation Futures bond funding, or grants from the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation.  In such cases, park properties cannot be used for other purposes unless replace with properties of equivalent value.  

Additionally, the intent in transferring park properties in Proposed Annexation Areas is to have them continue in their use for park purposes, though managed by the local unit of government.  

This context suggests that the procedural requirements of the property surplusing provisions of county code are targeted for property transfer occasions other than those contemplated by this act.

SUMMARY:
Proposed Ordinance 2002.0311 provides that a park or recreational facility within a city’s proposed annexation area may be transferred to that city without being subject to this section; the transfer must require that the facility be used in perpetuity for park or recreation purposes, unless equivalent land or facilities, to be used for such purposes in perpetuity, are received in exchange.
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