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[bookmark: Overview]OVERVIEW
TOPIC: An ordinance establishing a structure and process for selecting Advisory Committee members and grant projects funded by the 2026-2031 Parks Levy and providing a recommendations report in response to a proviso.
LEGISLATION SUMMARY
In April 2025, the Council adopted Ordinance 19922 (“the levy ordinance”), which placed on the August 2025 ballot a proposition authorizing a six-year property tax levy to support King County parks, recreation, trails, and open space (“Parks Levy”) for 2026-2031. In August 2025, King County voters approved the Parks Levy, which included funding for three competitive grant programs. Concurrent with the levy ordinance, the Council also passed Motion 16797 (“the levy motion”), which detailed the Council’s intent for the use of levy funds. 
The 2026-2027 Biennial Budget included a proviso[footnoteRef:1] requiring the Executive to submit, by March 31, 2026, a Parks Levy Grants Advisory Committee Recommendations Report (“report”) with a recommended approach for advisory committee processes for the 2026-2031 Parks Levy competitive grant programs enacted by Ordinance 19922, along with an ordinance adopting the recommendations of the report. Proposed Ordinance (PO) 2026-0198 would establish a structure and selection process for the Parks Levy Advisory Committee and grant awards. The report transmitted concurrently with the PO describes the Parks and Recreation Division’s (Parks’) proposed approach to the Advisory Committee nomination process, project selection criteria, conflict-of-interest policies, and approval process for grant awards. [1:  Ordinance 20023, Section 94, Proviso P4] 

The PO and report were transmitted to the Council on July 17, 2026. The PO neither explicitly adopts the recommendations of the report, nor fully incorporates the recommendations into the ordinance, and therefore does not meet the requirements of the proviso.  
[bookmark: Key_Issue]KEY ISSUES FROM THE ANALYSIS
1. Proviso responsiveness. The PO neither explicitly adopts the recommendations of the report, nor fully incorporates the recommendations into the ordinance, and therefore does not meet the requirements of the proviso.  The Council could amend the PO to adopt the recommendations, or if the Council wishes to make changes to the proposed process, it could adopt a Striking Amendment that reflects the Council’s intent.
2. Changes to advisory committee structure, composition requirements, and appointment process. PO 2026-0198 would establish one 18-member advisory committee for all three grant programs under the 2026-2031 Parks Levy. The PO does not include specific requirements for committee makeup. Of the 18 members, 9 members would be appointed directly by Parks, and 9 members may be appointed by the Council, representing each Council district. Council-appointed positions would need to be confirmed by January 1 of 2027, 2029, and 2031. This means the Council-appointed positions are optional, and if Councilmembers fail to appoint a representative from their district by January 1, they would not have a representative for that two-year term.
This differs from the structure for the 2020-2025 Parks Levy, which included three separate advisory committees covering four grant programs and specific guidelines on the types of entities or organizations those positions should represent. The previous levy did not include Council appointments, but did include Council notification 30 days prior to appointments being finalized.
3. Separation of advisory committee and grant reviewers. PO 2026-0198 would separate the roles of the Advisory Committee and grant reviewers. Grant reviewers would independently score eligible grant applications using evaluation criteria, while the Advisory Committee would review aggregated grant application scores and recommend grant awards. This is different from the previous levy, which did not include a separate group of grant reviewers to score grants.
4. Lack of grant evaluation criteria. The PO does not include specific grant evaluation criteria, unlike the grant guidelines ordinance that was passed following the 2020-2025 Parks Levy.[footnoteRef:2] For the 2026-2031 Parks Levy, the levy motion adopted alongside the levy ordinance includes guidelines for eligible project types and entities, but does not include additional criteria used to weigh the relative strength of applications. [2:  Ordinance 19166] 


5. Grant approval process and Council role. PO 2026-0198 proposes the following process: First, Parks staff would first screen applications for eligibility. Then, grant reviewers would score grant applications, and Parks staff would compile and summarize application scores. Next, the Advisory Committee would review scores and comments to develop grant funding recommendations. Finally, the DNRP Director would make final decisions on grant awards after consulting with the Executive. No Council action would be required, other than allocating funding to grant programs[footnoteRef:3] as part of the budget process. [3:  as a whole, not individual projects] 

This is different from the previous levy’s process, which required the Executive to transmit an ordinance with the grant awards for Council approval, as well as provide an annual report to the Council.
6. Conflict-of-interest process.  PO 2026-0198 would require DNRP to maintain a conflict-of-interest process. The report includes an updated conflict-of-interest definition, reflecting work between Parks and the King County Ethics Program. The specific language is in the report but is not in the PO.
BACKGROUND & TIMING CONSIDERATIONS	 BACK TO TOP
2026-2031 Parks Levy. On April 29, 2025, the Council adopted Ordinance 19922 (“the levy ordinance”), which placed on the August 2025 ballot a proposition authorizing a six-year property tax levy to support parks and open space in King County (“Parks Levy”) for 2026-2031. The levy ordinance set an initial levy rate of 23.29 cents per $1,000 of assessed value and was expected to generate approximately $1.45 billion over six years.
On August 5, 2025, King County voters approved the Parks Levy, which included moneys for the following:
· Up to $40 million for Woodland Park Zoo;
· Up to $12 million for the Seattle Aquarium;
· Up to $2.5 million to the City of Seattle for the Memorial Stadium;
· Up to $6 million for the Pacific Science Center;
· Up to $6 million for Friends of Waterfront Park to be used at Seattle’s Waterfront Park;
· $25.025 million for a Municipal Parks Capital and Open Space Passthrough distribution to towns and cities;[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  In the previous levy, this was a Parks Capital and Open Space Grant Program ] 

· Up to $68 million for aquatic facilities, including up to $46 million for the Aquatic Facilities Grant Program, and up to $22 million for Weyerhauser King County Aquatic Center
· Up to $10 million for the Get Active/Stay Active Youth and Amateur Sports Grants;[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Divided evenly among nine council districts and awarded councilmanically] 

· At least $30 million for the Healthy Communities and Parks Grant Program;[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Under the levy motion, $10 million reserved for cities and towns. In the previous levy, this was known as Targeted Equity Grants.] 

· Up to $12.5 million for the Community Partnerships and Grants Program;
· Up to $13.5 million for the Ballfield Access and Preservation Grant Program;
· Of the remainder: 
· 40% for maintenance and operations of the open space system, 
· 50% for acquisition, conservation, stewardship, and capital improvements and major maintenance repair or replacement; and 
· 10% for distribution to towns, cities, and park districts in King County.

2026-2031 Parks Levy Grant Programs. Concurrent with the levy ordinance, the Council passed Motion 16797 (“the levy motion”), which detailed the Council’s intent for the use of the 2026-2031 levy funds. The motion included guidelines for the three competitive grant programs, summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Summary of 2026-2031 Parks Levy Competitive Grant Programs[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Motion 16797] 

	
	Purpose
	Eligible entities
	Eligible projects

	Aquatic Facilities Grants

	Funding opportunities to develop new and/or improve existing aquatic facilities in King County.
	1. King County towns and cities;
2. Metropolitan park districts; 
3. Public schools districts; and/or
4. Other public entities that own public aquatic facilities
	Levy funding to develop new and/or improve existing aquatics facilities shall be for the following purposes: 
1. Land acquisition; 
2. Feasibility study; 
3. Planning and design; and/or 
4. Construction. 

	Ballfield Access and Preservation Grants
	Capital projects to increase public access to ballfields.
	1. Cities and towns;
2. Park districts;  and/or
3. School districts
	Levy funding to construct, improve, operate, or maintain ballfields shall be for the following purposes:
1. Feasibility study;
2. Planning and design;
3. Construction; and/or
4. Operations and maintenance.
All projects receiving grant funding must allow new or increased public access.

	Healthy Communities and Parks Grants 
	To increase access to and use of parks, trails, open space, and public recreation facilities, in traditionally underserved areas and communities, as well as to build programming capacities of community-based partners that provide recreation to these areas and communities. 
1. Develop new and/or improve existing parks, trails, open space, and recreation facilities; and/or
2. Provide programs focusing on recreation, amateur sports, play, and physical activity.
	1. 501(c)(3) nonproﬁt organizations;
2. Small or emerging community organizations without a 501(c)(3) status, through a partnership with a ﬁscal agent;
3. Tribes or tribal organizations serving residents of King County;
4. Towns and cities; and/or
5. Metropolitan park districts.
	1. Levy funding to develop new and/or improve existing parks, trails, and recreation facilities shall be for the following purposes:
- Land acquisition;
- Feasibility study;
- Planning and design; and/or
- Construction.

2. Levy funding to provide programs are to be focused on recreational programming (e.g., swim programs, youth sports leagues, etc.).




The previous 2020-2025 Parks Levy included four competitive grant programs: Parks Capital and Open Space Grants, Aquatic Facilities Grants, Open Space River Corridors Grants, and Targeted Equity Grants. Ordinance 19166 established the evaluation criteria and process for the grant programs. Three advisory committees oversaw the programs.
Budget proviso. The 2026-2027 Biennial Budget included a proviso[footnoteRef:8] that required the Executive to submit, by March 31, 2026, a Parks Levy Grants Advisory Committee Recommendations Report (“report”) with a proposed approach for the advisory committee processes for the competitive grant programs established in the 2026-2031 Parks Levy, and an ordinance adopting the proposed recommendations of the report. [8:  Ordinance 20023, Section 94, Proviso P4] 

Under Ordinance 20023, Section 94, Proviso P4:
 “P4 PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:
                     Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a parks levy advisory committee recommendations report and an ordinance that would adopt the proposed recommendations of the report.
                     The report shall include the parks and recreation division's proposed approach for advisory committee processes for the competitive grant programs established in the 2026-2031 Parks levy authorized by Ordinance 19922, including, but not limited to:
                     A.  The nomination process for advisory committee members;
                     B.  Any proposed subcommittees, including the subject matter of each subcommittee, the number of members, and  entities or organizations represented;
                     C.  The project selection process, including criteria used for ranking and selecting projects;
                     D.  The conflict of interest policy for the 2020-2025 Parks Levy;
                     E.  Discussion of concerns raised by any party about the conflict of interest policy for the 2020-2025 Parks Levy;
                     F.  Recommendations for any changes proposed to the conflict of interest policy for the 2026-2031 Parks Levy, developed in collaboration with the King County board of ethics; and
                     G.  The final approval process for individual grant awards.
                     The executive should electronically file the report and the ordinance required by this proviso by March 31, 2026, with the clerk of the council, who shall retain an electronic copy and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff, and the lead staff for the transportation, economy, and environment committee or its successor.”
Amendment deadlines. If the Council wishes to take action at the September 15 regular meeting of the TrEE committee, the standard amendment deadlines are shown in Table 2:[footnoteRef:9] [9:  King County Code 1.24.155  Rule 16:  Amendments] 


Table 2. Amendment Deadlines
	
	

	Striking Amendment direction due to staff
	Tuesday, September 8

	Striking Amendment distribution
	Thursday, September 10

	Line Amendment direction due to staff
	Friday, September 11



ANALYSIS	 BACK TO TOP
Proposed Ordinance (PO) 2026-0198 would establish a structure and selection process for the 2026-2031 Parks Levy Advisory Committee and for grant awards. The Executive transmitted the ordinance and report to the Council on July 17, 2026. Table 3 summarizes differences between the current and proposed structure; key issues are described further in the report.
Table 3. Summary of Key Differences between 2020-2025 Parks Levy and Proposed 2026-2031 Parks Levy Advisory Committee (PO 2026-0198)
	
	2020-2025 Parks Levy Advisory Committees (Ordinance 19166)
	Proposed Structure for 2026-2031 Parks Levy Advisory Committee (PO 2026-0198)

	Parks Levy Competitive Grants
	- Parks Capital and Open Space Grants
- Aquatic Facility Grants
- Targeted Equity Grants
- Open Space River Corridor Grants
	- Aquatic Facility Grants
- Healthy Communities and Parks Grants[footnoteRef:10] 
- Ballfield Access and Preservation Grants [10:  Formerly known as Targeted Equity Grants] 


	Advisory Committee (AC) structure
	3 ACs for 4 grant programs (Parks Capital and Open Space Grants and Aquatic Facility Grants shared AC)
	1 AC for 3 grant programs 

	Appointment process
	17- or 19-member AC;
All members appointed by DNRP; 
DNRP required to notify Council with 30-day waiting period before appointments finalize
	18 member AC, with 9 appointed by DNRP and 9 appointed by Council (by January 1 of 2027, 2029, 2031);
No waiting period for DNRP appointments

	Makeup of advisory committee
	Parks Capital and Open Space Grants and Aquatic Facility Grants AC (17 members):
- City/park district representatives (9)
- School districts representatives (4) 
- Non-profit organizations (4) 

Targeted Equity Grants AC (19 members):
- City/park district representatives (9)
- Open Space Equity Cabinet representatives (5) 
- Non-profit and community-based organizations (5)

Open Space River Corridors Grants AC (19 members):
- City representatives (9) 
- Tribal organizations (2)
- Non-profit organizations (3)
- Community organizations, districts (park, flood, conservation, diking), and salmon recovery forums (5)
	No specific targets around committee makeup, other than promoting 
“geographic representation, organizational representation, subject matter expertise, and equitable participation” of AC members and grant evaluators.


	Role of grant reviewers
	No separate grant reviewers
 
	Grant reviewers to score grant applications, separate from AC

	Grant evaluation criteria
	Criteria included in ordinance and varies for each grant program
	Criteria not specified

	Council role in grant approval process
	Grant awards transmitted by ordinance for Council approval;
Annual report to Council
	No Council action needed;
No annual report


[bookmark: Key_Issue_Proviso]Key Issue 1. Proviso responsiveness. The PO neither explicitly adopts the recommendations of the report, nor fully incorporates the recommendations into the ordinance, and therefore does not meet the requirements of the proviso. 
If the Council wishes to implement all the report recommendations, it could either amend the PO to explicitly adopt the recommendations of the report, or incorporate the recommendations fully into the PO.
Alternatively, if the Council wishes to make changes to the proposed Advisory Committee structure and process, it could amend the PO through a Striking Amendment. This Striking Amendment could include an attachment stating the parks levy grant guidelines, similar to the previous levy’s Ordinance 19166. That attachment could include project eligibility, advisory committee appointment process, evaluation criteria, grant award approval process, and/or any information the Council wishes to include. 
If the Council wishes to release the proviso money, the Council could include language in the Striking Amendment stating that passing the ordinance would release the money.
[bookmark: Key_Issue_AC_Structure]Key Issue 2. Changes to advisory committee structure, composition requirements, and appointment process. 
Under PO 2026-0198, the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) would establish an Advisory Committee of up to 18 members to provide program-level guidance, review aggregated grant scores, and make funding recommendations for all three competitive grant programs.
· Of these 18 members, 9 members would be recruited and appointed directly by the King County Parks and Recreation Division (Parks), and 9 members may be appointed by the Council. This means the Council-appointed positions are not required.
· For the Council-appointed positions, Councilmembers may appoint one representative from each of their respective districts, and the positions would need to be confirmed by Council motion by January 1 of 2027, 2029, and 2031.  This means if Councilmembers fail to appoint a representative from their district by January 1, they would not have a representative for that two-year term. Note the first deadline would be January 1, 2027. The positions appointed by DNRP would not require Council motion.
· The committee must consist of at least nine members to conduct business.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  As written in PO, DNRP-appointed positions are required, while Council-appointed positions are optional.] 

· The terms would be two years. According to the report, all members could serve up to three consecutive terms, although this is not in the PO.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  This could be added to the PO by a Striking Amendment.] 

Committee makeup. According to the PO, DNRP would establish procedures for the nomination, recruitment, and selection of the Advisory Committee members and grant reviewers that “promote geographic representation, organizational representation, subject matter expertise, and equitable participation” of both groups.
The PO does not include requirements around committee makeup in terms of representing specific types of organizations or entities. According to Parks staff, DNRP is not setting exact targets for how many individuals represent each attribute “to give the flexibility needed to ensure a full roster of qualified individuals.” The rationale for this, according to the Parks staff, is that “the rigidity of the requirements [in the previous levy] led to incomplete rosters.”
Parks staff provided to Council staff further details about what each of these characteristics mean and how DNRP would achieve each for both the Advisory Committee and grant reviewers. This detail is not included in the PO or the report. 
Table 4. Additional Detail about Characteristics of Advisory Committee and Grant Reviewers (not in PO 2026-0198)
	Characteristic
	What this means
	How this would be achieved, according to Parks staff

	
Geographic representation
	Geographic familiarity, including where the applicants live and work, and the Council districts they are most familiar with
	“Achieved through 1) the 9 representatives chosen by each Councilmember to represent their districts, and 2) a mix of individuals appointed by DNRP who work and/or live in urban or rural areas and different County regions (North, East, South, West).”

	Organizational representation
	Organizational affiliation and experience (professional or personal) relevant to parks, recreation, conservation, or other levy-supported investments.
	“ensuring a mix of representatives from organizations, such as nonprofits, public agencies, and Tribal entities.”

	Subject matter expertise
	Organizational affiliation and experience (professional or personal) relevant to parks, recreation, conservation, or other levy-supported investments.
	“confirmed through the application, with the intent that every Advisory Committee member has experience in at least one grant program area.”

	Equitable participation
	Demographic and background information, provided voluntarily wherever appropriate, to assist DNRP in evaluating the overall diversity and balance of the applicant pool.
	“Applicants will be asked about their experience with community-led processes or participatory grantmaking.”


Comparison to 2020-2025 Parks Levy. This proposed structure is different from the 2020-2025 Parks Levy in the following ways: 
· The previous levy included three separate advisory committees focusing on different grants. 
· The previous levy did not require a minimum number of members to conduct business.
· The previous levy included specific requirements for the makeup of members representing types of entities or organizations (shown in Table 3 of this staff report).
· While Council had no formal role in appointments, DNRP was required to notify Council of the appointments with a 30-day notice before formally notifying appointees. According to Parks staff, “The removal of the waiting period enables DNRP to begin training the selected individuals as soon as January 1, 2027, and ensures a timely recruitment and confirmation process.”
Policy choices for the Council include whether the Council wishes to change the structure of having one committee, add requirements around committee makeup, require Council-appointed positions on the committee, change the deadlines for Council appointments, and/or require Council notification of DNRP-appointed positions. 
[bookmark: Key_Issue_SeparateAC_GrantEval]
Key Issue 3. Separation of advisory committee and grant reviewers.
Under PO 2026-0198, DNRP would be responsible for recruiting and training grant reviewers to independently score eligible grant applications using standardized evaluation criteria. 
Recruitment. According to Parks staff, DNRP would use a process “substantially similar to the process from the 2020-2025 Parks Levy, under which DNRP conducted recruitment, reviewed applications, and selected Advisory Committee members based on the committee’s qualifications and needs.”  
For grant reviewers, “Applicants will go through a similar application and review process to that used for Advisory Committee members, plus the addition of experience reviewing grants or administering public funding or evaluating programs where applicable.”
Training. According to Parks staff, no additional staffing resources would be needed to train grant reviewers: “DNRP will implement the proposed training model within existing staff and resources, building on past successful recruitments and trainings.” 
Parks staff provided the following rationale for having a separate role for grant reviewers: “DNRP’s experience with this approach has demonstrated that defined roles, standardized evaluator training, and a consistent scoring framework support a transparent grant review process and provide decision-makers with reliable evaluation results to inform funding recommendations.”
Comparison to 2020-2025 Parks Levy. The previous levy did not include separate grant reviewer scoring of applications. 
[bookmark: Key_Issue_GrantCriteria]Key Issue 4. Lack of grant evaluation criteria. The PO does not specify the grant evaluation criteria. According to Parks staff, “Evaluation criteria will be designed to reflect the purpose and objectives of its grant program. DNRP would consider:
· The adopted grant program guidelines, goals, eligibility requirements, and applicable ordinance language;
· Vetted and extensive evaluation criteria and scoring rubrics used in previous Parks Levy grant cycles (especially relevant for Aquatic Facilities and Healthy Communities & Parks, which are continuing from the last Levy);
· Feedback received from prior applicants, grant evaluators, and Advisory Committee members regarding the effectiveness and clarity of past evaluation criteria; and
· Input gathered through the community engagement conducted during spring 2026 on the grant program guidelines.”
According to Parks staff, the Advisory Committee could also recommend improvements to criteria before subsequent cycles, and this feedback would “help to ensure evaluation criteria remain clear and aligned with the strategic goals of the Levy. Evaluation criteria will be publicly shared prior to each application cycle.”
Comparison to 2020-2025 Parks Levy. In the previous levy, the attachments to the grant guidelines ordinance[footnoteRef:13] specified the project selection criteria, which included both the eligibility criteria as well as additional criteria to weigh the relative strength of applications. For the 2026-2031 Parks Levy, the eligibility criteria was included in the levy motion (summarized in Table 1 of this staff report), but additional criteria do not appear in this PO. [13:  Ordinance 19166] 

If Council wishes to adopt specific project selection criteria, it would need to be incorporated into the PO or into an attachment to the PO.
[bookmark: Key_Issue_GrantSelectionProcess]Key Issue 5. Grant approval process and Council role.  PO 2026-0198 provides the following grant approval process:
1. DNRP would prepare and advertise requests for grant proposals and receive applications.
2. DNRP would conduct eligibility screening of applications, ensuring applicant eligibility, application completeness, and application alignment with grant program goals and grant project types.
3. Grant reviewers would score grant applications using a standard scoring guide.  
4. DNRP would compile and summarize application scores.
5. The Advisory Committee would review application scores, reviewer comments, and staff analyses to develop grant funding recommendations consistent with grant program goals and County policies.
6. The DNRP Director would make final decisions on grant awards after consulting with the Executive, informed by evaluation results and advisory committee recommendations.[footnoteRef:14] The PO does not include Council action to approve grant awards. According to the report, Council would be notified of grant awards prior to public announcement, but this is not in the PO. [footnoteRef:15] [14:  The report describes, in different places, “briefing” the Executive (page 5) and “consulting with” the Executive (pages 1 and 8), while the PO states “consulting with” the Executive. This could be clarified in a Striking Amendment.]  [15:  The report states that the Council would receive a briefing, but this is not in the PO. This could be clarified in a Striking Amendment.] 

Comparison to 2020-2025 Parks Levy. The previous levy’s grant guidelines required the Executive to transmit an ordinance for Council to approve grant awards, as well as provide an annual report on the status of grant programs, including information on the number of proposals received, projects awarded, and a summary of completion of past projects.  
Whether the Council wishes to amend the PO to require Council action, or require an annual status report or briefing, would be a policy choice.
[bookmark: Key_Issue_Conflictofinterest]Key Issue 6. Conflict-of-interest process. DNRP would be required to maintain a conflict-of-interest (COI) process governing Advisory Committee members and grant reviewers. The definition is not in the PO but is in the report (the full definition is provided further in this staff report). If the Council wishes to formally adopt this COI definition, it could amend the PO to do so.
According to the report, Parks worked with King County’s Ethics Program to review and expand the COI definition. Changes include:
· Process considers a period of potential conflict beyond one year
· Remove reference to specific dollar amount regarding compensation or gifts
· Use King County Code for the definition of “close relative” or “immediate family”
· Request disclosure for possible perceived COI
Parks Levy Grants Advisory Committee Recommendations Report. The report provides more detail on DNRP’s proposed approach to the grant advisory committee and grant selection process. According to the report, DNRP developed the report based on outreach with the Open Space Equity Cabinet and community partners through five forums between January and March 2026, as well as an online public survey. Recommendations from community engagement and from previous Advisory Committee members informed the proposed structure and processes for the 2026-2031 levy.


A. Advisory Committee nomination process. 
Parks would conduct open recruitment for the nine DNRP-appointed positions, including public posting and broad outreach through community networks, partner organizations, and county communication channels. The Parks Director would select members based on criteria including:
· Relevant subject matter expertise;
· Demonstrated commitment to equity;
· Experience with and ability to represent underserved communities; and
· Capacity to participate consistently over a two-year term.
One advisory committee would oversee all three grant programs. According to the report, this would “help to ensure consistent, equitable program administration across the three programs and incorporate community feedback that the [advisory committee] be able to critically review individual grant proposals against community needs and County priorities. The previous levy mandated separate advisory committees for each grant program, with specific requirements for who could serve as a member and how many members were included on each committee. However, this approach created some challenges, including difficulty recruiting and retaining a full roster of qualified members.”
B. Subcommittee structures
The report does not recommend any subcommittees. According to the report, membership in the one Advisory Committee would reflect:
· Geographic diversity across King County, including rural, suburban, and urban communities;
· Representation from a range of organization types, including community-based organizations and local governments; and
· Demonstrated expertise in one or more of the following areas:
· Equity and social justice
· Parks, recreation, and open space planning
· Public health and community wellbeing
· Capital project development and/or recreation programming delivery
C. Project selection criteria 
According to the report, project selection for grant awards would include four steps:
1. Eligibility review: Parks staff would conduct a technical review of applications to confirm eligibility based on program requirements, application completeness, and project alignment with specific goals and eligible project types.
2. Application scoring: Eligible applications would be evaluated and scored by trained grant reviewers. According to the report, this process has been used for the Parks’ Youth and Amateur Sports Grant program for several grant cycles and has helped to ensure a sufficient number of reviews and consistent treatment of applications. According to the report, Parks would recruit approximately 50 grant reviewers per cycle to ensure each application is scored at least three times. Scoring would be based solely on information provided in the application materials and follow criteria published in advance of the application process. Criteria could include:
· Project alignment to the grant program’s goals
· Project readiness and feasibility
· Demonstrated community need and benefit
· Alignment with equity goals and service to historically underserved communities
· Organizational capacity to successfully implement the project
Reviewer scores and comments would be compiled by Parks staff and shared with the Advisory Committee.
3. Advisory committee review and recommendations: The Advisory Committee would review scored applications, reviewer comments, and staff analyses to develop funding recommendations. The committee could request clarification or additional information from applicants and consider factors that may not be fully captured through application scoring alone, including:
a. Alignment with King County priorities and levy goals
b. Geographic distribution of funding
c. Multiple applications supporting the same project
d. Project-specific risks or opportunities
e. Organizational capacity and long-term sustainability
4. Final decisions: The DNRP Director would make final funding decisions after consulting with the Executive.  
D. Conflict-of-interest policies for 2020-2025 Parks Levy
For the 2020-2025 Parks Levy, a “conflict of interest” was defined as any situation in which an individual, or a member of their immediate family (spouse, child, domestic partner, parents, or dependent relatives), had a financial, personal, or legal relationship with a potential applicant within the previous calendar year. A “potential applicant” included any eligible entity under the grant program, such as cities, towns, park districts, school districts, King County agencies, special purpose districts, nonprofit organizations, fiscally sponsored organizations, tribal organizations, salmon recovery forums, or other public entities. 
The definition was used internally; it was not adopted formally as part of an ordinance.
E. Discussion of 2020-2025 conflict-of-interest process
According to the report, in 2025, after grant awards were finalized, an Aquatics Facilities grant applicant raised a concern regarding a potential COI from an Advisory Committee member. They believed this COI led to the project not receiving an award. Parks worked with King County’s Prosecuting Attorney’s Office to review the information and found no COI. Still, Parks worked with the King County Ethics Program in spring 2026 to further refine the COI definition and process.
F. Recommended changes to conflict-of-interest process
The recommended changes to the COI definition include the following. 
1. Process considers a period of potential conflict beyond one year
2. Remove reference to specific dollar amount regarding compensation or gift
3. Use King County Code for the definition of “close relative” or “immediate family”
4. Request disclosure for possible perceived COI.
Table 5 includes the previous and proposed definitions.


Table 5. Previous and Proposed New “Conflict of Interest” Definition
	2020-2025 Parks Levy definition for “conflict of interest”
	2026-2031 Parks Levy proposed new  definition for “conflict of interest”[footnoteRef:16] [16:  This definition is in the report but not in the PO. This could be added through a Striking Amendment if the Council wishes to formally adopt this definition.] 


	For the 2020–2025 parks levy, a “conflict of interest” was defined as any situation in which an individual, or a member of their immediate family (spouse, child, domestic partner, parents, or dependent relatives), had a financial, personal, or legal relationship with a potential applicant within the previous calendar year. A “potential applicant” included any eligible entity under the grant program, such as cities, towns, park districts, school districts, King County agencies, special purpose districts, nonprofit organizations, fiscally sponsored organizations, tribal organizations, salmon recovery forums, or other public entities.
Examples of COI included:
• Serving as a staff member or board member of an applicant organization;
• Receiving compensation, gifts, or other items of value exceeding $50 from an applicant;
• Holding a financial interest in property associated with the applicant’s project;
• Providing a letter of support for an applicant; and
• Participating in a formal or informal partnership with an applicant.
	For the 2026–2031 levy, a “conflict of interest” will be defined as any situation in which an individual, or that individual’s “close relative” had a financial, personal, or legal relationship with an applicant within the past three years. "Close relative" includes: spouse, domestic partner, parent, child, child of domestic partner, sibling, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, grandparent, grandchild, father-in-law, mother-in-law, sister-in-law, brother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, or relatives of a domestic partner who would be included in this list if the subject and the domestic partner were married – KCC 3.04.017(J).
Applicants may include any entity eligible under the grant program guidelines, such as cities, towns, park districts, school districts, special purpose districts, nonprofit organizations, fiscally sponsored organizations, tribes, or other public entities
Examples of COI include, but are not limited to:
• Serving as a staff member or board member of an applicant organization;
• Receiving compensation, gifts, or other items of value from an applicant;
• Holding a financial interest in property associated with the applicant’s project;
• Providing a letter of support for an applicant;
• Participating in a formal or informal partnership with an applicant;
• Demonstrating previous bias or partiality for or against the applicant organization or project through personal or professional conduct; and
• Other possible perceptions of COI.


5. Final approval process for grant awards.
The report outlines the following proposed process:
· Parks staff would conduct a technical review of all submissions to confirm eligibility and alignment with specific grant program criteria. 
· Eligible applications would be independently scored by grant reviewers using standardized scoring criteria, based only on information provided in applications. 
· Parks staff would compile and summarize application scores.
· The Advisory Committee would review compiled scores, scorer feedback, and staff analysis to develop a recommended list of projects for funding. The committee would consider both quantitative and qualitative factors, including alignment with grant program goals, equity considerations, and the overall balance of investments across communities and project types. 
· The DNRP Director would make final decisions on grant awards, “based primarily, but not exclusively, on these recommendations.”[footnoteRef:17]  DNRP would brief[footnoteRef:18] the Executive on grants recommendations prior to finalizing decisions. According to the report, the Director’s decision would consider the committee’s recommendations, program objectives, and applicable County policies.  [17:  Parks Levy Advisory Committee Recommendations Report, page 8.]  [18:  The report describes, in different places, “briefing” the Executive (page 5) and “consulting with” the Executive (pages 1 and 8), while the PO states “consulting with” the Executive. This could be clarified in a Striking Amendment.] 

· The Council would be notified of the awards prior to public announcement.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  The report states that the Council would receive a briefing, but this is not in the PO. This could be clarified in a Striking Amendment.] 

INVITED
Warren Jimenez, Parks Division Director, Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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