
OFFICIAL STATEMENT 

 RATINGS 
 Moody’s: Aaa 
  Fitch:  AAA 
New Issue  S&P: AAA 
Book-Entry Only (See “Other Bond Information—Ratings.”) 
 
In the opinion of Bond Counsel, under existing federal law and assuming compliance with applicable requirements of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended, that must be satisfied subsequent to the issue date of the Bonds, interest on the Bonds is excluded from gross 
income for federal income tax purposes and is not an item of tax preference for purposes of the alternative minimum tax applicable to 
individuals.  However, while interest on the Bonds also is not an item of tax preference for purposes of the alternative minimum tax 
applicable to corporations, interest on the Bonds received by corporations is taken into account in the computation of adjusted current 
earnings for purposes of the alternative minimum tax applicable to corporations, interest on the Bonds received by certain S corporations 
may be subject to tax, and interest on the Bonds received by foreign corporations with United States branches may be subject to a foreign 
branch profits tax.  Receipt of interest on the Bonds may have other federal tax consequences for certain taxpayers.  See “Legal and Tax 
Information—Tax Exemption” and “—Certain Other Federal Tax Consequences.” 

$31,230,000 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON  

LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, 2017, SERIES A (GREEN BONDS) 

DATED: Date of Initial Delivery  DUE: June 1, as shown on page i 

King County, Washington (the “County”), is issuing its Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds, 2017, Series A (Green Bonds) 
(the “Bonds”), as fully registered bonds.  When issued, the Bonds will be registered in the name of Cede & Co., as Bond 
owner and nominee for The Depository Trust Company, New York, New York (“DTC”).  DTC will act as initial securities 
depository for the Bonds.  The Bonds will be issued initially in book-entry form only in denominations of $5,000 or any 
integral multiple thereof within a maturity of the Bonds.  Purchasers will not receive certificates representing their interest in 
the Bonds purchased.  The Bonds will bear interest payable semiannually on June 1 and December 1, beginning December 1, 
2017, to their maturities or prior redemption.  The principal of and interest on the Bonds are payable by the fiscal agent of the 
State of Washington (currently U.S. Bank National Association) (the “Bond Registrar”).  For so long as the Bonds remain in a 
“book-entry only” transfer system, the Bond Registrar is required to make such payments only to DTC, which, in turn, is 
obligated to remit such principal and interest to the DTC participants for subsequent disbursement to registered owners of the 
Bonds as described in Appendix G—Book-Entry System.   
 
The Bonds are being issued to provide financing for certain capital projects of the Solid Waste Division of the County and to 
pay the costs of issuing the Bonds.  The County has designated the Bonds as “Green Bonds” due to the intended use of the 
proceeds.  See “Use of Proceeds,” Appendix C—Criteria for Eligible Projects Under the King County Green Bond Program, 
and Appendix D—CICERO ‘Second Opinion’ on King County Green Bond Framework.  
 
The Bonds are subject to redemption prior to maturity as described herein.  See “The Bonds—Redemption of the Bonds.”   
 
The Bonds are general obligations of the County.  For so long as any of the Bonds are outstanding, the County irrevocably 
pledges to include in its budget and levy taxes annually within the constitutional and statutory tax limitations provided by law 
without a vote of the electors of the County on all the taxable property within the County in an amount sufficient, together 
with other money legally available and to be used therefor, to pay when due the principal of and interest on the Bonds.  The 
full faith, credit, and resources of the County are pledged irrevocably for the annual levy and collection of those taxes and the 
prompt payment of that principal of and interest on the Bonds. 
 
The Bonds are offered when, as, and if issued, subject to approval of legality by Foster Pepper PLLC, Seattle, Washington, 
Bond Counsel, and certain other conditions.  The form of legal opinion of Bond Counsel is attached as Appendix A.  
Certain legal matters in connection with the preparation of this Official Statement will be passed upon for the County by Hillis 
Clark Martin & Peterson P.S., as Disclosure Counsel to the County.  Certain legal matters will be passed upon for the 
Underwriter by its counsel, Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth, P.C., Seattle, Washington.  It is anticipated that the Bonds will 
be ready for delivery through the facilities of DTC in New York, New York, or to the Bond Registrar on behalf of DTC by 
Fast Automated Securities Transfer, on or about June 8, 2017.  
 
This cover page contains certain information for quick reference only.  It is not a summary of this issue.  Investors must read 
the entire Official Statement to obtain information essential to the making of an informed investment decision.  

Dated: May 22, 2017 

CITIGROUP  



 

No dealer, broker, sales representative or other person has been authorized by the County to give any information or to make 
any representations with respect to the Bonds other than those contained in this Official Statement and, if given or made, such 
other information or representations must not be relied upon as having been authorized by the County.  This Official 
Statement does not constitute an offer to sell or the solicitation of an offer to buy, nor shall there be any sale of the Bonds by 
any person in any jurisdiction in which it is unlawful for such person to make such offer, solicitation, or sale. 

The information set forth herein has been obtained by the County from County records and from other sources that the County 
believes to be reliable, but the County does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of such information.  The information 
and expressions of opinion herein are subject to change without notice, and neither the delivery of this Official Statement nor 
any sale of the Bonds shall, under any circumstances, create any implication that there has been no change in the affairs of 
the County since the date hereof. 

The County makes no representation regarding the accuracy or completeness of the information provided in Appendix G—
Book-Entry System, which has been furnished by DTC. 

This Official Statement is not to be construed as a contract or agreement between the County and purchasers or owners of any 
of the Bonds.   

Citigroup Global Markets Inc. (the “Underwriter”) has provided the following sentence for inclusion in this Official 
Statement.  The Underwriter has reviewed the information in this Official Statement in accordance with, and as part of, its 
responsibilities to investors under the federal securities laws as applied to the facts and circumstances of this transaction, but 
the Underwriter does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of such information. 

In connection with this offering, the Underwriter may over-allot or effect transactions that stabilize or maintain the market 
price of the Bonds at levels above that which might otherwise prevail in the open market.  Such stabilization, if commenced, 
may be discontinued at any time.  The public offering prices or prices corresponding to the yields set forth on page i of this 
Official Statement may be changed from time to time by the Underwriter.  The Underwriter may offer and sell the Bonds to 
certain dealers, unit investment trusts, or money market funds at prices lower than the public offering prices or prices 
corresponding to the yields set forth on page i of this Official Statement. 

Certain statements contained in this Official Statement, including the appendices, reflect not historical facts but forecasts and 
“forward-looking statements.”  No assurance can be given that the future results discussed herein will be achieved, and 
actual results may differ materially from the forecasts described herein.  In this respect, the words “estimate,” “project,” 
“anticipate,” “expect,” “intend,” “believe,” and similar expressions are intended to identify forward-looking statements.  All 
projections, forecasts, assumptions, and other forward-looking statements are expressly qualified in their entirety by the 
cautionary statements set forth in this Official Statement. 

The website of the County or any County department or agency is not part of this Official Statement, and investors should not 
rely on information presented on the County’s website, or any other website referenced herein, in determining whether to 
purchase the Bonds.  Information appearing on any such website is not incorporated by reference in this Official Statement. 

CUSIP is a registered trademark of the American Bankers Association.  The CUSIP numbers herein are provided by CUSIP 
Global Services, which is managed on behalf of the American Bankers Association by S&P Global Market Intelligence.  
CUSIP numbers are provided for convenience of reference only.  CUSIP numbers are subject to change.  Neither the County 
nor the Underwriter takes responsibility for the accuracy of such CUSIP numbers. 
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MATURITY SCHEDULE 

$31,230,000 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON  

LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, 2017, SERIES A (GREEN BONDS) 

 
(1) Priced to the June 1, 2027, par call date. 

 

 

  

Interest Rates Yields

2018 750,000$       5.00% 0.840% 104.053 49474FQ C7
2019 790,000         5.00% 0.960% 107.906 49474FQ D5
2020 830,000         5.00% 1.100% 111.404 49474FQ E3
2021 875,000         5.00% 1.220% 114.643 49474FQ F0
2022 920,000         5.00% 1.380% 117.365 49474FQ G8
2023 965,000         5.00% 1.520% 119.822 49474FQ H6
2024 1,015,000      5.00% 1.670% 121.855 49474FQ J2
2025 1,065,000      5.00% 1.850% 123.270 49474FQ K9
2026 1,120,000      5.00% 2.010% 124.455 49474FQ L7
2027 1,180,000      5.00% 2.110% 125.886 49474FQ M5
2028 1,240,000      5.00% 2.230% 124.662 (1) 49474FQ N3
2029 1,305,000      5.00% 2.350% 123.453 (1) 49474FQ P8
2030 1,370,000      5.00% 2.460% 122.356 (1) 49474FQ Q6
2031 1,440,000      5.00% 2.560% 121.369 (1) 49474FQ R4
2032 1,515,000      5.00% 2.630% 120.684 (1) 49474FQ S2
2033 1,590,000      5.00% 2.700% 120.004 (1) 49474FQ T0
2034 1,670,000      5.00% 2.760% 119.424 (1) 49474FQ U7
2035 1,750,000      4.00% 3.170% 107.053 (1) 49474FQ V5
2036 1,820,000      4.00% 3.210% 106.700 (1) 49474FQ W3
2037 1,895,000      4.00% 3.250% 106.348 (1) 49474FQ X1
2038 1,970,000      4.00% 3.280% 106.085 (1) 49474FQ Y9

Interest Rates Yields

2040 4,155,000$    3.25% 3.490% 96.227 49474FQ Z6

SERIAL BO NDS

TERM O BLIGATIO NS

Due June 1 Amounts Prices CUSIP Numbers 

Due June 1 Amounts Prices CUSIP Numbers 
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OFFICIAL STATEMENT 
 

$31,230,000 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON  

LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, 2017, SERIES A (GREEN BONDS) 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This Official Statement contains certain information concerning the issuance by King County, Washington (the 
“County”), of $31,230,000 aggregate principal amount of its Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds, 2017, Series A 
(Green Bonds) (the “Bonds”). 
 
The Bonds are issued under and in accordance with the provisions of chapters 36.67 and 39.46 of the Revised Code 
of Washington (“RCW”) and the County Charter, and are authorized under the provisions of County 
Ordinance 18089, passed on July 27, 2015 (the “Bond Ordinance”), and Motion 14868 of the Metropolitan King 
County Council (the “County Council”) passed on May 22, 2017 (the “Sale Motion”).  The Sale Motion and the 
Bond Ordinance are referred to together as the “Bond Legislation.”   
 
The County has designated the Bonds as “Green Bonds” due to the intended use of the proceeds.  This designation is 
intended to allow investors the opportunity to invest directly in bonds that finance environmentally-beneficial 
projects.  The term “Green Bonds” is used herein for identification purposes and is not intended to provide or imply 
that the holders of the Bonds are entitled to any additional terms or security to those provided in the Bond 
Legislation.  See “Use of Proceeds,” Appendix C— Criteria for Eligible Projects Under the King County Green 
Bond Program, and Appendix D—CICERO ‘Second Opinion’ on King County Green Bond Framework.  
 
Quotations, summaries, and explanations of constitutional provisions, statutes, resolutions, ordinances, and other 
documents in this Official Statement do not purport to be complete and are qualified by reference to the complete 
text of such documents, which may be obtained from the Finance and Business Operations Division of the King 
County Department of Executive Services, 500 Fourth Avenue, Room 600, Seattle, Washington 98104.  Capitalized 
terms that are not defined herein have the same meanings as set forth in the Bond Legislation.   
 
 

THE BONDS 

Description 

The Bonds will be dated and bear interest from the date of their initial delivery, will be fully registered as to both 
principal and interest, and will be in the denomination of $5,000 or any integral multiple thereof within a single 
maturity of the Bonds.  The Bonds initially will be registered in the name of Cede & Co. as registered owner and 
nominee of the initial Securities Depository, The Depository Trust Company, New York, New York (“DTC”).  See 
“Book-Entry System.” 
 
The Bonds will bear interest at the rates set forth on page i of this Official Statement, payable semiannually on each 
June 1 and December 1, beginning December 1, 2017, to their maturities or prior redemption.  Interest will be 
computed on the basis of a 360-day year of twelve 30-day months.  The Bonds will mature on the dates and in the 
years and amounts set forth on page i of this Official Statement. 
 
Payment of the Bonds 

The principal of and interest on the Bonds are payable by the fiscal agent of the State of Washington (the “State”) 
(currently U.S. Bank National Association) (the “Bond Registrar”).  Principal of and interest on each Bond 
registered in the name of DTC or its nominee are payable in the manner set forth in the Letter of Representations 
between the County and DTC.  DTC is obligated to remit such principal and interest to DTC participants for 
subsequent disbursement to the owners of beneficial interests in the Bonds (“Beneficial Owners”), as further 
described herein in Appendix G—Book-Entry System.  
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Interest on each Bond not registered in the name of DTC or its nominee is payable by electronic transfer on the 
interest payment date, or by check or draft of the Bond Registrar mailed on the interest payment date to the 
registered owner at the address appearing on the Bond Register on the close of business on the 15th day of the 
month preceding an interest payment date (the “Record Date”).  However, the County is not required to make 
electronic transfers except pursuant to a request by a registered owner in writing received on or prior to the Record 
Date and at the sole expense of the registered owner.  Principal of each Bond not registered in the name of DTC or 
its nominee is payable upon presentation and surrender of the Bond by the registered owner to the Bond Registrar. 
 
If the principal or redemption price of any Bond is not paid when that Bond is properly presented at its maturity or 
date fixed for redemption, the County will be obligated to pay interest on the Bond at the same rate provided in the 
Bond from and after its maturity or date fixed for redemption until the Bond, both principal and interest, is paid in 
full or until sufficient money for its payment in full is on deposit in the County’s Limited Tax General Obligation 
Bond Redemption Fund (the “Bond Fund”) and the Bond has been called for payment by giving notice of that call to 
the registered owner of the Bond. 
 
Redemption of the Bonds 
Optional Redemption. The County reserves the right to redeem outstanding Bonds maturing on or after June 1, 
2028, in whole or in part, at any time on or after June 1, 2027, at the price of par plus accrued interest, if any, to the 
date fixed for redemption.  
 
Mandatory Sinking Fund Redemption of Term Obligations.  The County will redeem the Bonds maturing on June 1, 
2040 (the “Term Obligations”), if not redeemed as described above or purchased as described below, randomly (or 
in such manner as the Bond Registrar determines), at par plus accrued interest, on June 1 in the years and amounts as 
follows:   

  TERM OBLIGATIONS  
 Years Amounts 

 2039 $ 2,045,000 
 2040(1) 2,110,000 
(1) Maturity. 
 
If the County redeems Term Obligations under the optional redemption provisions described above or purchases or 
defeases Term Obligations, the Term Obligations so redeemed, purchased, or defeased (irrespective of their 
redemption or purchase prices) will be credited against one or more scheduled mandatory redemption amounts for 
those Term Obligations.  The County will determine the manner in which the credit is to be allocated.   
 
Selection of Bonds for Redemption. Whenever less than all of the Bonds of a single maturity are to be redeemed, 
DTC will select the Bonds registered in the name of DTC or its nominee to be redeemed in accordance with the 
Letter of Representations, and the Bond Registrar will select all other Bonds to be redeemed randomly, or in such 
other manner as the Bond Registrar determines.  Portions of the principal amount of any Bond, in integral amounts 
of $5,000, may be redeemed.  
 
Notice of Redemption.  Notice of redemption of each Bond registered in the name of DTC or its nominee will be 
given in accordance with the Letter of Representations.  See “—Book-Entry System” and Appendix G.  Notice of 
redemption of each other Bond will be given by the Bond Registrar not less than 20 nor more than 60 days prior to 
the date fixed for redemption by first-class mail, postage prepaid, to the registered owner at the address appearing on 
the Bond Register on the Record Date.  The notice requirements of the Bond Legislation will be deemed to have 
been fulfilled when notice has been mailed as so provided, whether or not it is actually received by the registered 
owner or Beneficial Owner of any Bond.  
 
Rescission of Redemption.  In the case of an optional redemption, the notice of redemption may state that the County 
retains the right to rescind the redemption notice and the redemption by giving a notice of rescission to the affected 
registered owners at any time on or prior to the date fixed for redemption.  Any notice of optional redemption that is 
so rescinded will be of no effect, and each Bond for which a notice of optional redemption has been rescinded will 
remain outstanding. 
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Effect of Notice of Redemption.  Interest on each Bond called for redemption will cease to accrue on the date fixed 
for redemption, unless either the notice of optional redemption has been rescinded or money sufficient to effect such 
redemption is not on deposit in the Bond Fund or in a trust account established to refund or defease the Bond. 
 
Purchase of Bonds 

The County reserves the right and option to purchase any or all of the Bonds in the open market or offered to the 
County at any time at any price acceptable to the County plus accrued interest to the date of purchase.  All Bonds so 
purchased are to be canceled. 
 
Book-Entry System 

Book-Entry Bonds. DTC will act as initial securities depository for the Bonds.  Individual purchases may be made 
in book-entry form only, and purchasers will not receive certificates representing their interest in the Bonds 
purchased.  The ownership of one fully registered Bond in the aggregate principal amount of each maturity of the 
Bonds will be registered in the name of Cede & Co., as nominee for DTC.  So long as Cede & Co. is the registered 
owner of the Bonds, references herein to the registered owners or Bond owners will mean Cede & Co. and will not 
mean the Beneficial Owners.  Neither the County nor the Bond Registrar will have any obligation to DTC 
participants or the persons for whom they act as nominees regarding accuracy of any records maintained by DTC or 
DTC participants.  Neither the County nor the Bond Registrar will be responsible for any notice that is permitted or 
required to be given to a registered owner except such notice as is required to be given by the Bond Registrar to 
DTC.  See Appendix G for additional information.   
 
The County makes no representation as to the accuracy or completeness of information in Appendix G provided by 
DTC.  Purchasers of the Bonds should confirm its contents with DTC or its participants.  
 
Termination of Book-Entry System. If DTC or its successor (or a substitute depository or its successor) resigns and 
the County does not appoint a substitute securities depository, or if the County terminates the services of DTC or its 
successor (or a substitute depository or its successor), the Bonds no longer will be held in book-entry only form and 
the registered ownership of each Bond may be transferred to any person as provided in the Bond Legislation.  
 
Refunding or Defeasance of Bonds 

The County may issue refunding obligations pursuant to State law or use money available from any other lawful 
source to carry out a refunding or defeasance plan, which may include (i) paying when due the principal of and 
interest on any or all of the Bonds (the “Defeased Bonds”), (ii) redeeming the Defeased Bonds prior to their 
maturity, and (iii) paying the costs of the refunding or defeasance. 
 
If the County sets aside in a special trust fund or escrow account irrevocably pledged to that redemption or 
defeasance (the “Trust Account”) money and/or Government Obligations (defined below) maturing at a time or 
times and bearing interest in amounts sufficient to redeem, refund, or defease the Defeased Bonds in accordance 
with their terms, then all right and interest of the Owners of the Defeased Bonds in the covenants of the Bond 
Legislation and in the funds and accounts obligated to the payment of the Defeased Bonds will cease and become 
void.  Thereafter, the registered owners of Defeased Bonds will have the right to receive payment of the principal of 
and interest on the Defeased Bonds solely from the Trust Account and the Defeased Bonds will be deemed no longer 
outstanding.  In that event, the County may apply money remaining in any fund or account (other than the Trust 
Account) established for the payment or redemption of the Defeased Bonds to any lawful purpose.  
 
 “Government Obligations” is defined in the Sale Motion to mean direct obligations of or obligations the principal of 
and interest on which are unconditionally guaranteed by the United States of America. 
 
 

USE OF PROCEEDS 

Purpose 

The Bonds are being issued to provide financing for certain capital projects of the Solid Waste Division of the 
County and to pay the costs of issuing the Bonds. 
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Green Bond Designation 

The County Council has adopted the County’s Strategic Climate Action Plan (the “SCAP”), which outlines specific 
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions within the County and addresses additional actions to mitigate the 
impacts of climate change within the County.  The SCAP was first adopted by the County Council in 2012 and was 
last updated in 2015.  A copy of the SCAP is available on the County’s website at 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/services/environment/climate/strategies/strategic-climate-action-plan.aspx 
 
To support the SCAP, the County, under the leadership of the Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
(“DNRP”), has developed the King County Green Bond Program (the “Green Bond Program”) to identify and 
designate capital projects that have environmental benefits and/or capital projects that assist the County in mitigating 
or adapting to the effects of climate change (“Eligible Projects”).  Under the Green Bond Program, potential projects 
are nominated by the various departments that oversee capital improvements and investment within the County.  
From the pool of nominated projects, an informal Green Bond Governance Committee (“GBGC”) screens and 
recommends projects as Eligible Projects under the Green Bond Program.  The GBGC is formed on an ad hoc basis 
from a selection of County government representatives with expertise to support the assessment of the Eligible 
Project and the lead environmental staff assigned to the SCAP.  The environmental staff holds veto power in the 
nomination process to ensure that the project to be designated as an Eligible Project under the Green Bond Program 
meets the expected standards.  The standards to be used by the County to designate projects as Eligible Projects 
under the Green Bond Program are set forth in Appendix C—Criteria for Eligible Projects Under the King County 
Green Bond Program.  
 
The DNRP, on behalf of the County, has retained CICERO Center for International Climate and Environmental 
Research (“CICERO”), a not-for-profit research institute based in Norway, to provide independent second-party 
review and analysis of the Green Bond Program and the standards for Eligible Projects.  CICERO’s second opinion 
is attached hereto as Appendix D—CICERO ‘Second Opinion’ on King County Green Bond Framework. 
 
The County has designated the Bonds as “Green Bonds” based on the planned use of the proceeds of the Bonds to 
finance Eligible Projects under the Green Bond Program.  Proceeds of the Bonds will be used to finance in whole or 
in part the capital costs of Eligible Projects of the Solid Waste Division of the County under the project categories 
“Energy-Efficient New Buildings and Upgrades” and “Water” listed in Appendix C—Criteria for Eligible Projects 
Under the King County Green Bond Program.  Specifically, the County intends to use proceeds of the Bonds to pay 
all or a portion of the capital costs of the development and construction of three transfer stations built to green-build 
standards and the undertaking of environmental remediation and habitat restoration to remove a dock from one of 
the County’s transfer stations and to restore the sites of closed landfills.   
 
DNRP, on behalf of the County, will prepare an annual report (the “Green Bond Report”) to provide information on 
the allocation of Green Bond proceeds to Eligible Projects and information on the environmental and sustainability 
results of the Eligible Projects.  The County will make the Green Bond Report available approximately 180 days 
after the end of each calendar year on its website. 
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Sources and Uses of Funds 

The proceeds from the sale of the Bonds will be applied as follows:   

 SOURCES OF FUNDS 

 Par Amount of Bonds $ 31,230,000 
 Net Reoffering Premium  4,226,116 

 Total Sources of Funds $ 35,456,116 

 USES OF FUNDS 

 Project Fund Deposit $ 35,200,000 
 Costs of Issuance(1)  256,116 

 Total Uses of Funds $ 35,456,116 

(1) Includes rating agency fees, financial advisory fees, underwriter’s discount, legal fees, printing costs, and other costs of 
issuing the Bonds.  

 
 

SECURITY AND SOURCES OF PAYMENT FOR THE BONDS 

General 

The Bonds are general obligations of the County.  For so long as any of the Bonds are outstanding, the County 
irrevocably pledges to include in its budget and levy taxes annually within the constitutional and statutory tax 
limitations provided by law without a vote of the electors of the County on all the taxable property within the 
County in an amount sufficient, together with other money legally available and to be used therefor, to pay when 
due the principal of and interest on the Bonds.  The full faith, credit, and resources of the County are pledged 
irrevocably for the annual levy and collection of those taxes and the prompt payment of that principal of and 
interest.  
 
Bond owners do not have a security interest in particular revenues or assets of the County.  The Bonds do not 
constitute a debt or indebtedness of the State or any political subdivision thereof other than the County. 
 
State law provides that the payment of general obligation bonds is enforceable in mandamus against the issuer.  
There is no express provision in the State Constitution or statutes on the priority of payment of debt service on 
general obligations incurred by a Washington municipality.  Certain taxes and other money deposited in the 
County’s governmental funds are restricted by State law to specific purposes and may not be available to pay debt 
service on the Bonds.  The rights and remedies of anyone seeking enforcement of the Bonds are subject to laws of 
bankruptcy and insolvency and to other laws affecting the rights and remedies of creditors and to the exercise of 
judicial discretion.  See “Legal and Tax Information—Limitations on Remedies and Municipal Bankruptcy.” 
 
Remedies Upon Failure to Pay Bonds 

If the principal or redemption price of any Bond is not paid when that Bond is properly presented at its maturity or 
date fixed for redemption, the County will be obligated to pay interest on the Bond at the same rate provided in the 
Bond from and after its maturity or date fixed for redemption until the Bond, both principal and interest, is paid in 
full or until sufficient money for its payment in full is on deposit in the Bond Fund and the Bond has been called for 
payment by giving notice of that call to the Registered Owner thereof. 
 
 

KING COUNTY 

General 

As a general purpose government, the County provides roads, solid waste disposal, flood control, certain airport 
facilities, public health and other human services, park and recreation facilities, courts, law enforcement, agricultural 
services, property tax assessment and collection, fire inspection, planning, zoning, animal control, and criminal 
detention and rehabilitative services.  In addition, with its assumption of the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle in 
1994, the County provides transit and wastewater treatment services (collectively, the “metropolitan functions”).  
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Certain of these services are provided on a County-wide basis and certain others only to unincorporated areas or by 
intergovernmental contract.   
 
Organization of the County 

The County is organized under the executive-council form of government and operates under a Home Rule Charter 
adopted by a vote of the electorate in 1968.  The County Executive, the members of the County Council, the 
Prosecuting Attorney, the County Assessor (the “Assessor”), the Director of Elections, and the Sheriff are all elected 
to four-year terms. 
 
County Executive.  The County Executive serves as the chief executive officer of the County.  The County 
Executive presents to the County Council annual statements of the financial and governmental affairs of the County, 
budgets, and capital improvement plans.  The County Executive signs, or causes to be signed on behalf of the 
County, all deeds, contracts, and other instruments.  All County employees report to the County Executive except 
those appointed by the County Council, Superior and District Courts, Prosecuting Attorney, Assessor, Director of 
Elections, or Sheriff. 
 
County Council.  The County Council is the policy-making legislative body of the County.  The nine 
Councilmembers are elected by district to four-year staggered terms and serve on a full-time basis.  The County 
Council sets tax levies, makes appropriations, and adopts and approves the operating and capital budgets for the 
County. 
 
Superior and District Courts.  The State Constitution provides for county superior courts as the courts of general 
jurisdiction.  The County currently has 53 superior court judges who are elected to four-year terms and 21 district 
court judges who are elected to four-year terms. 
 
County’s Budget Process 

Revenue forecasts are developed by the County’s independent Office of Economic and Financial Analysis and 
submitted to the King County Forecast Council for approval.  The Forecast Council consists of the County 
Executive, two Councilmembers, and the Director of the Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget. 
 
The County’s Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget, under the direction of the County Executive, is 
responsible for (i) preparation and management of the operating and capital budgets, (ii) expenditure and revenue 
policy, and (iii) planning and growth management.  Beginning in 2014 for the 2015/2016 biennium, the County has 
implemented the adoption of biennial budgets for all agencies.   
 
These budgets must be presented to the County Council on or before September 27 of each year.  The County 
Council holds public hearings and may increase or decrease proposed appropriations.  Any changes in the budget 
must be within the revenues and reserves estimated as available, or the revenue estimates must be changed by an 
affirmative vote of at least six Councilmembers.  The County Executive has general and line-item veto power over 
appropriation ordinances approved by the County Council.  Each appropriation ordinance establishes a budgeted 
level of authorized expenditures that may not be exceeded without County Council approval of supplemental 
appropriation ordinances.  The County Executive, within the restrictions of any provisos of the appropriation 
ordinances, may establish and amend line-item budgets as long as the total budget for each appropriation unit does 
not exceed the budgeted level of authorized expenditures.  By an affirmative vote of at least six Councilmembers, 
the County Council may override any general or line-item veto by the County Executive. 
 
Finance and Business Operations Division 

The Finance and Business Operations Division is comprised of five sections.  The Treasury Operations Section 
manages the receipt and investment of assigned revenues due to the County or to other agencies for which the 
section performs the duties of treasurer and is responsible for the issuance and administration of the County’s debt.  
The Financial Management Section is responsible for the accounting and disbursing of assigned public funds.  The 
other sections are responsible for administering the County’s payroll and benefits and for managing the County’s 
procurement and contracting practices.   
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Auditing 

Legal compliance and fiscal audits of all County agencies are conducted by examiners from the State Auditor’s 
office.  The County is audited annually.  The most recent State Auditor’s Report is for the year ended December 31, 
2015, and is incorporated into the County’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (“CAFR”) for 2015.  
 
The County’s 2015 CAFR in its entirety may be accessed on the internet at the following link: 

www.kingcounty.gov/operations/Finance/FMServices/CAFR.aspx 

or obtained from the Financial Management Section at the King County Finance and Business Operations Division, 
500 Fourth Avenue, Room 600, Seattle, Washington 98104.  See Appendix B—Excerpts from King County’s 2015 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. 
 
County Fund Accounting 

The County uses fund accounting to ensure compliance with finance-related legal requirements.  The funds of the 
County are divided into three categories: governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary funds. 
 
Most of the basic services provided by the County are paid from its governmental funds.  The County’s 
governmental funds include a General Fund and individual Special Revenue, Debt Service, and capital project 
funds.  The proprietary funds are generally used to account for services for which the County charges customers a 
fee, while the fiduciary funds are used to account for resources held for the benefit of parties other than the County. 
 
Major Governmental Fund Revenue Sources  

The County’s two major revenue sources for general County purposes are taxes and intergovernmental revenues.  
The General, Special Revenue, and Debt Service Funds received approximately 95% of taxes and 96% of 
intergovernmental revenues in 2016.  Taxes and intergovernmental revenues provided approximately 59% of the 
total revenue in the governmental funds of the County in 2016.  Additional sources of revenue are licenses and 
permits, charges for services, fines and forfeits, and miscellaneous revenues. 
 
Taxes. The following table lists various taxes collected and deposited in the governmental funds of the County, 
excluding the Flood Control Zone District Fund and the Ferry District Fund.  A description of each type of tax 
follows the table.  
 

TAXES COLLECTED 
AS OF DECEMBER 31 

($000)  

 
(1) Excludes revenue generated by real and personal property taxes to support public transit. 
(2) Excludes revenue generated by the 0.9% levy to support public transit. 
(3) See “Hotel/Motel Tax” below. 
(4) Preliminary; unaudited. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 
 

Source

Real and Personal Property Tax(1) 555,994$  582,478$  679,300$  641,916$  752,462$    
Retail Sales and Use Tax(2) 137,176    147,129    160,635    175,419    191,716      
Penalty and Interest on Property Taxes 21,476      20,867      20,993      20,036      17,563        
Hotel/Motel Tax(3) 21,268      20,244      23,237      22,843      3,287          
Real Estate Excise tax 8,004        11,059      10,924      14,602      14,863        
E-911 Excise Tax 23,316      23,515      22,440      21,396      21,430        
Other Taxes 14,677      15,003      16,115      20,000      20,559        

Total 781,911$  820,295$  933,644$  916,212$  1,021,880$ 

2016(4)201420132012 2015
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 REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY TAX.  The method of determining the assessed value of real and personal 
property, the County’s taxing authority, tax collection procedures, tax collection information, and the 
allocation of such taxes are described in “Property Tax Information” herein.  

 RETAIL SALES AND USE TAX.  The State first levied a retail sales tax and a corresponding use tax on taxable 
uses of certain services and personal property in 1935.  Counties, cities, and certain other municipal 
corporations in the State are also authorized to levy various sales and use taxes.  Neither the State nor local 
governments in the State collect an income tax. 

 As of December 31, 2016, a sales and use tax of 9.5% was charged on all gross retail sales in the County 
within the boundaries of the Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority (“Sound Transit”) and 8.6% 
outside its boundaries (excluding food products for off-premise consumption and certain other exempt items 
described below).  The resulting tax revenues are allocated 6.5% to the State, 0.9% to the County to support 
public transit, 0.15% to the County and 0.85% to a city or town if the area is incorporated or 1% to the 
County in unincorporated areas, 0.1% to cities within the County and to the County for criminal justice 
purposes, 0.1% to the County for the purpose of providing new or expanded chemical dependency or mental 
health treatment services and for the operation of new or expanded therapeutic court programs, and 0.9% 
collected within the boundaries of Sound Transit to fund Sound Transit.  Effective April 1, 2017, the rate 
collected within the boundaries of Sound Transit to fund Sound Transit was increased to 1.4%, bringing the 
total rate for gross retail sales in the County and within the boundaries of Sound Transit to 10.0%.  On May 1, 
2017, the County Council approved the placement of a sales tax proposal on the August 2017 ballot.  If it 
passes, this ballot measure would increase sales tax by 0.1% and revenues would be allocated to arts, science, 
and heritage programs. 

 The sales tax currently is applied to a broad base of tangible personal property and selected services 
purchased by consumers, including construction (labor and materials), machinery and supplies used by 
businesses, services and repair of real and personal property, and many other transactions not taxed in other 
states.  The use tax supplements the sales tax by taxing the use of certain services and the use of certain 
personal property on which a sales tax has not been paid (such as items purchased in a state that imposes no 
sales tax).  The State Legislature, and the voters through the initiative process, have changed the base of the 
sales and use tax on occasion, and this may occur again in the future.  See “Initiatives and Referenda.”  
Among the various items not currently subject to the sales and use tax are most personal services, motor 
vehicle fuel, most food for off-premises consumption, trade-ins, and purchases for resale.  Most lodging is not 
subject to the sales tax because the State Legislature has limited the total sales taxes that may be imposed on 
lodging.  See “Hotel/Motel Tax” below. 

 Sales taxes on applicable retail sales are collected by the seller from the consumer.  Use taxes are payable by 
the consumer upon the applicable rendering of service or use of personal property.  The County collects any 
use tax imposed on the use of motor vehicles.  Each seller (and the County) is required to hold taxes in trust 
until remitted to the State Department of Revenue, which usually occurs on a monthly basis.  The State 
Department of Revenue administers and collects sales and use taxes from sellers, consumers, and the County 
and makes disbursements to the County on a monthly basis. 

 PENALTY AND INTEREST ON PROPERTY TAXES.  Interest of 12% per annum is charged on all delinquent real 
and personal property taxes until the taxes are paid.  There is an 11% penalty in addition to the 12% interest 
rate on delinquent taxes: 3% is assessed on the amount of tax delinquent on June 1 of the year in which the 
tax is due and 8% is assessed on the total amount of delinquent tax on December 1 of the year in which the 
tax is due.  The amount of penalty and interest collected is credited to the County’s General Fund. 

 HOTEL/MOTEL TAX.  Under the authority of State legislation, the County levies a 2% excise tax on all 
transient lodging within the County.  Effective January 1, 2013, the County no longer levies this tax on 
transient lodging within the City of Bellevue.  The tax is collected by the State through its sales tax program 
and distributed to the County.  The revenue has been used for the payment of certain of the County’s general 
obligation bonds, excluding the Bonds. 

 From January 1, 2013, through December 31, 2015, all such taxes collected were used to retire the debt on the 
County’s former multi-purpose sports stadium and subsequently distributed into an account dedicated to arts, 
culture, and heritage programs.  From January 1, 2016, through December 31, 2020, all such taxes are 
retained by the State and used primarily to pay the debt service on bonds issued by the State to finance its 
football stadium and exhibition hall.  On and after January 1, 2021, all such taxes are to be distributed to the 
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County and used for arts, culture, and heritage programs, affordable workforce housing within one-half mile 
of a transit station, services for homeless youth, projects to promote sustainable workplace opportunities near 
a community impacted by the construction or operation of tourism-related facilities, and tourism promotion. 

 REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX.  The County imposes a real estate excise tax of 0.5% on property sales in 
unincorporated areas.  The funds are used for capital projects benefiting unincorporated area residents and 
parks in unincorporated areas of the County.  The County’s tax is in addition to the current State real estate 
excise tax of 1.28%.  A portion of the revenue is used for the payment of certain of the County’s general 
obligation bonds, excluding the Bonds. 

 E-911 EXCISE TAX.  The County has levied a tax on all telephone access lines since 1984, to provide 
enhanced emergency telephone service throughout the entire County. 

 OTHER TAXES. Other taxes include an automobile rental sales and use tax, business taxes, a leasehold excise 
tax, a timber harvest tax, gambling taxes, and, until 2014, certain public facilities district taxes. 

 
Intergovernmental Revenue. The following table lists various intergovernmental revenues.  A description of each 
type of intergovernmental revenue follows the table. 

VARIOUS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES  
AS OF DECEMBER 31  

($000) 

 
(1) As of 2015, intergovernmental revenues that are not grants are reported as charges for services. 
(2) Preliminary; unaudited. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 
 
 GRANTS.  In 2016, operating, health, public employment, and capital improvement grants from the federal 

government, either directly or indirectly through the State or local governmental agencies, contributed an 
estimated $94.5 million in federal grant revenues to the County.  This comprised 64.4% of total 2016 grant 
revenue received by the County.  See “Other Considerations—Sanctuary Jurisdiction Impact.”  The remaining 
35.6% of estimated grant revenue was from the State.  

 
  

Source

Grants 205,690$  161,851$  146,453$  135,870$  146,873$  
Revenue Sharing 12,065      10,753      12,703      13,604      13,801      
Gas Tax 13,098      12,989      12,838      12,792      13,542      
Liquor Tax and Profits 1,664        1,088        1,169        1,261        1,466        
Intergovernmental Payments(1) 360,674    369,344    463,739    233,702    238,501    
Other Intergovernmental Revenues 10,737      10,363      10,580      11,213      10,270      

Total 603,928$  566,388$  647,482$  408,442$  424,453$  

2016(2)20142012 2013 2015
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 The following table lists by source and function the various grants received by the County for the years ended 
December 31, 2015 and 2016. 

 
2015 AND 2016 GRANT REVENUE   

BY SOURCE AND FUNCTION  
($000)  

 
(1) Preliminary; unaudited. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 
 
 REVENUE SHARING.  In 1999, passage of Initiative 695 and the subsequent repeal of the Motor Vehicle Excise 

Tax by the State Legislature in 2000 eliminated a dedicated funding source for public health.  As backfill, the 
State Legislature began allocating State General Fund revenues to local health jurisdictions in support of their 
responsibilities under the Health Reform Act of 1993.  In 2016, this legislative allocation generated 
$12.7 million in revenues for public health purposes in the County. 

 GAS TAX.  Counties are entitled to 19.2287% of 44.5 cents (January 1 through June 30, 2016) or 49.4 cents 
(July 1 through December 31, 2016, and thereafter) of the State motor vehicle fuel tax collected by the State, 
less amounts for State supervision and studies and amounts withheld for the County Road Administration 
Board (RCW 46.68.090(2)(h)).  The motor vehicle fuel tax is allocated to counties by the County Road 
Administration Board according to a formula based on population, needs, and financial resources.  The County 
received 8.2808% of the tax distributed to counties in 2016.  

 In addition, the County Road Administration Board program allocates funds to the County for the construction 
of arterial streets in urban areas.  The State’s County Arterial Preservation Program receives 1.9565% of 
44.5 cents (January 1 through June 30, 2016) or 49.4 cents (July 1 through December 31, 2016, and thereafter) 
of the State motor vehicle fuel tax (RCW 46.68.090(2)(i)).  The County received 3.682% of these funds in 
2016, based on the County’s share of State-wide arterial preservation funds.  

 LIQUOR TAX AND PROFITS.  In November 2011, voters passed Initiative 1183, which privatized liquor 
distribution and sales within the State effective June 1, 2012.  As a result, the State closed its distribution 
center and retail liquor stores and sold new liquor distributor and retail licenses.   

Item as a Item as a
Percent of Percent of

Actual Total Actual Actual Total Actual
Federal
  General Government Services -$               0.0% -$              0.0%
  Law, Safety and Justice 13,156       9.7% 13,978       9.5%
  Physical Environment 2,861         2.1% 1,326         0.9%
  Transportation 2,556         1.9% 4,446         3.0%
  Economic Environment 21,500       15.8% 22,256       15.2%
  Mental and Physical Health 39,579       29.1% 52,510       35.8%
  Culture and Recreation -                 0.0% -                0.0%

Total Federal 79,652$     58.6% 94,516$     64.4%

State:
  General Government Services -$               0.0% 112$          0.1%
  Law, Safety and Justice 7,165         5.3% 6,235         4.2%
  Physical Environment 8,164         6.0% 5,757         3.9%
  Transportation 5,049         3.7% 3,329         2.3%
  Economic Environment 16,719       12.3% 15,787       10.7%
  Mental and Physical Health 19,121       14.1% 20,231       13.8%
  Culture and Recreation -                 0.0% 906            0.6%

Total State 56,218$     41.4% 52,357$     35.6%

Total Grants 135,870$   100.0% 146,873$   100.0%

2015 2016(1)
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 Local government liquor excise tax revenues have been, and will continue to be, affected both by changes in 
sales volumes associated with such privatization and with State legislative changes made after passage of the 
initiative.  During the 2012 legislative session, the State Legislature diverted all liquor excise tax revenue that 
would have normally been distributed to cities, counties, and border cities and counties to the State General 
Fund for one year beginning in October 2012.  In addition, beginning with the October 2013 distribution, the 
State Treasurer was directed to transfer $10 million each year from the Liquor Excise Tax Fund to the State 
General Fund prior to the distribution to the cities and counties.  Both changes reduced liquor tax revenues 
received by the County.  Though local distributions commenced again in October 2013, the 2013 State 
Legislature passed a 2013-2015 budget that increased the share of liquor taxes deposited in the State general 
fund from 65% to 82.5% for the 2013-2015 biennium.  This resulted in lower local distributions than would 
have been the case without the change.  

 Initiative 1183 required that liquor revolving fund distributions remain at least as large as distributions prior to 
privatization (although they are now funded by license fees), and that, beginning in September 2012, an 
additional $10 million annually be distributed on a quarterly basis State-wide to counties, cities, towns, and 
border areas.  

 INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS.  These are payments made to one unit of government for performing a 
service that is a statutory responsibility of another unit of government.  In 2016, approximately 75 percent of 
these payments were related to the County’s provision of mental health, public health, law enforcement, jail, 
and flood control services.  

 OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE.  Other sources of intergovernmental revenue include distributions 
from the State for criminal justice purposes and criminal justice costs related to aggravated murder cases, 
vessel registration fees, mitigation payments relating to certain changes in the administration of the sales and 
use tax, and other miscellaneous items. 

 
Operating Deficits 

If a County fund experiences an operating deficit, that fund is able to borrow from the County’s portion of the King 
County Investment Pool (the “Investment Pool”).  All such borrowings must comply with the procedures established 
by the Executive Finance Committee.  Interest accrues on borrowed amounts at the interest rate earned by the 
Investment Pool during the term of such borrowing.  County policies with respect to such borrowings do not require 
that funds be repaid prior to the end of the County’s fiscal year.  Such borrowings are infrequent, as the County has 
systems in place intended to ensure, on a planning basis, that funds on hand are sufficient to meet operating 
requirements.  At no time in the past five years was there an operating deficit in the General Fund. 
 
Financial Results 

The following tables provide a comparative balance sheet and comparative statement of revenues, expenditures, and 
changes in fund balance for the County’s General Fund and a comparative statement of revenues, expenditures, and 
changes in fund balance for the governmental funds (General, Special Revenue, and Debt Service) (notes for that 
statement are on the succeeding page).  Audited results for 2011 through 2015 are provided in the tables; the 2016 
audit is expected to be completed by the end of June 2017. 
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GENERAL FUND  
COMPARATIVE BALANCE SHEET 
(Years Ended December 31) ($000) 

 
 
(1) As a result of the implementation of Governmental Accounting Standards Board (“GASB”) Statement No. 65 in 2013, 

certain liabilities were reclassified retroactively under Deferred Inflows of Resources. 
(2) As a result of the implementation of GASB Statement No. 54 in 2011, the Rainy Day Reserve Fund (see “Management 

Discussion of Financial Results—Fund Balances”) is reported as part of the General Fund. 
(3) After the release of the County’s 2012 CAFR, it was identified that the General Fund balance for 2012 was overstated by 

$6.186 million as a result of both an overestimation of revenues for election cost billings and the reversal of a year-end 
recognition of unrealized Investment Pool gains.  This overstatement was also included in the beginning fund balance for 
2013 shown in the 2013 CAFR.  The overstatement was corrected through 2013 current period activity in the 2013 audited 
financial statements, and the 2013 ending fund balance reflects this correction. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 

ASSETS
Cash and cash equivalents 90,164$    106,168$  87,093$    71,558$    59,475$    
Taxes receivable - delinquent 7,192 7,264 7,652 7,716 7,686
Accounts receivable 83,690 80,328 81,750 85,476 68,647
Estimated uncollectible accounts receivable (71,924) (66,973) (68,035) (71,194) (59,283)
Interest receivable 9,885 9,003 7,453 6,817 8,872
Due from other funds 6,835 2,610 8,232 92 790
Interfund short-term loans receivable 3,978 6,194 - - -
Due from other governments 43,198 44,677 45,341 34,828 49,562
Estimated uncollectible due from other governments (320) (285) (187) (297) (10)
Advances to other funds 3,800 3,800 300 300 300

TOTAL ASSETS 176,498$  192,786$  169,599$  135,296$  136,039$  

Liabilities
Accounts payable 2,810$      4,304$      3,377$      3,806$      6,967$      
Due to other funds 5,097 9,300 6,629 2,407 1,554
Due to other governments 936 621 - 513 -               
Wages payable 14,915 20,613 24,620 14,471 16,194
Taxes payable 19 204 189 179 108
Unearned revenues 8,343 6 3,411 1,724 970
Custodial accounts 2,418 2,934 1,886 1,021 51

Total Liabilities 34,538$    37,982$    40,112$    24,121$    25,844$    

Deferred Inflows of Resources(1)

Unavailable revenue 7,192$      15,160$    15,117$    7,967$      7,566$      

Fund balance
Nonspendable 3,800$      3,800$      300$         300$         300$         
Restricted 3,309 2,702 2,506 2,803 1,781
Committed 23,694 21,761 24,982 20,212 20,310
Assigned 7,420 8,827 8,264 8,151 12,125
Unassigned 96,545 102,554 78,318 71,742 68,113

Total Fund Balance (2)(3) 134,768$  139,644$  114,370$  103,208$  102,629$  

176,498$  192,786$  169,599$  135,296$  136,039$  

20152014

LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF RESOURCES 
AND FUND BALANCE

TOTAL LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOW OF 
RESOURCES, AND FUND BALANCE

2011 2012 2013
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GENERAL FUND  
COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

(Years Ended December 31) ($000) 

 
 
(1) As a result of the implementation of GASB Statement No. 54 in 2011, the Rainy Day Reserve Fund (see “Management 

Discussion of Financial Results—Fund Balances”) is reported as part of the General Fund. 
(2) In 2014, the beginning fund balance was restated to reflect a change in the property tax availability policy. 
(3) After the release of the County’s 2012 CAFR, it was identified that the General Fund balance for 2012 was overstated by 

$6.186 million as a result of both an overestimation of revenues for election cost billings and the reversal of a year-end 
recognition of unrealized Investment Pool gains.  This overstatement was also included in the beginning fund balance for 
2013 shown in the 2013 CAFR.  The overstatement was corrected through 2013 current period activity in the 2013 audited 
financial statements, and the 2013 ending fund balance reflects this correction. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 
 

REVENUES
Property taxes 276,387$ 282,775$ 311,500$ 319,188$ 326,774$ 
Penalties and interest-delinquent taxes 21,889 21,476 20,869 20,993 20,036
Sales, excise, and other taxes 95,504 97,551 104,291 112,333 128,979
Licenses and permits 4,563 4,418 4,741 4,753 4,971
Federal grants 9,393 9,311 8,287 9,028 8,803
State grants 2,078 3,273 2,531 2,326 2,590
Entitlements and shared revenues 10,789 11,148 10,109 10,422 11,439
Intergovernmental services 81,910 77,619 82,718 96,716 102,076
Charges for services 117,591 114,226 114,208 113,553 127,146
Fines and forfeits 8,169 8,262 7,233 5,922 6,906
Interest earnings 2,444 3,612 1,458 1,632 1,696
Rents and royalties 12,117 15,103 3,045 7,490 8,252
Other miscellaneous revenues 2,420 2,443 13,668 4,653 3,049

TOTAL REVENUES 645,254$ 651,217$ 684,658$ 709,009$ 752,717$ 

EXPENDITURES
Current
  Personal services 410,613$ 429,240$ 460,039$ 491,145$ 513,910$ 
  Supplies 14,317 13,021 14,189 14,619 13,601
  Contract services and other charges 62,825 68,605 53,504 40,186 41,640
  Contributions 2,192 2,786 2,733 2,901 3,217
  Interfund service support 76,295 82,217 89,794 99,114 106,630
Debt service -              -              17 44 64
Capital outlay 756 1,149 1,452 1,895 1,792

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 566,998$ 597,018$ 621,728$ 649,904$ 680,854$ 

EXCESS OF REVENUES OVER (UNDER) EXPENDITURES 78,256$   54,199$   62,930$   59,105$   71,863$   

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
  Sale of capital assets 10,300$   93$          62$          156$        81$          
  T ransfers in 936 238 5,328 118 261
  Transfers out (58,897) (49,654) (93,594) (71,991) (72,784)

TOTAL OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES) (47,661)$  (49,323)$  (88,204)$  (71,717)$  (72,442)$  

EXCESS OF REVENUES AND OTHER SOURCES OVER 
  (UNDER) EXPENDITURES AND OTHER USES 30,595$   4,876$     (25,274)$  (12,612)$  (579)$       

FUND BALANCE - JANUARY 1 (Restated) (1)(2)(3) 104,173 134,768 139,644 115,820 103,208

FUND BALANCE - DECEMBER 31(1)(3) 134,768$ 139,644$ 114,370$ 103,208$ 102,629$ 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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GENERAL GOVERNMENT FUNDS  
COMBINED COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE (1) 

(Years Ended December 31) ($000) 

 
  

REVENUES
Taxes 821,816$     801,565$     841,050$     867,250$     925,205$     
Licenses and permits 26,818 21,652 22,155 23,633 24,564
Intergovernmental revenues 532,614 558,623 548,620 627,173 388,549
Charges for services 243,599 242,491 264,907 269,959 517,048
Fines and forfeits 8,635 8,499 7,376 6,357 7,334
Interest earnings 5,299 6,006 3,170 4,358 4,127
Miscellaneous revenues 55,884 86,084 77,618 67,924 73,912

TOTAL REVENUES 1,694,665$  1,724,920$  1,764,896$  1,866,654$  1,940,739$  

EXPENDITURES
Current
  General government services (2) 135,970$     182,699$     176,679$     180,300$     245,177$     
  Law, safety and justice (3) 553,127 570,772 590,415 618,175 641,962
  Physical environment (4) 90,412 94,807 116,434 184,211 156,615
  Transportation (5) 95,854 70,749 61,287 80,573 67,189
  Economic environment (6) 111,682 103,475 97,806 101,865 102,918
  Mental and physical health (7) 467,409 481,745 490,932 521,960 522,650
  Culture and recreation (8) 46,212 50,165 42,418 42,774 46,255

Total Current 1,500,666$  1,554,412$  1,575,971$  1,729,858$  1,782,766$  

Debt Service (9)

  Redemption of long-term debt 50,772$       56,913$       70,686$       71,998$       64,407$       
  Interest and other debt service costs 30,333 27,121 32,713 31,429 29,042
  Payment to escrow agent 41,722 -                  -                  260 19,467

Total Debt Service 122,827$     84,034$       103,399$     103,687$     112,916$     

Capital Outlay (10) 17,546 27,638 40,046 12,857 17,514

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,641,039$  1,666,084$  1,719,416$  1,846,402$  1,913,196$  

EXCESS OF REVENUES OVER (UNDER) EXPENDITURES 53,626$       58,836$       45,480$       20,252$       27,543$       

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
General obligation bonds issued 24,710$       3,010$         (99,593)$      12,160$       -$                
Refunding bonds issued 25,700 256,615 92,940 34,815 198,290
Premium on bonds sold 3,516 41,294 7,261 5,971 29,888
Sale of capital assets 10,835 543 4,500 1,144 1,751
Transfers in 87,310 85,393 125,404 111,746 119,586
Transfers out (128,310) (119,620) (171,135) (142,594) (173,270)
Payment to refunded bond escrow agent (28,242) (296,322) -                  (38,958) (227,200)

TOTAL OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES) (4,481)$        (29,087)$      (40,623)$      (15,716)$      (50,955)$      

EXCESS OF REVENUES AND OTHER SOURCES OVER (UNDER) 
  EXPENDITURES AND OTHER USES 49,145$       29,749$       4,857$         4,536$         (23,412)$     

SPECIAL ITEM (11) -                  -                  -                  -                  (12,756)       

FUND BALANCE - JANUARY 1 - RESTATED (12, 13, 14, 15) 490,776      516,301      546,046      528,973      540,915      

FUND BALANCE - DECEMBER 31 539,921$     546,050$     550,903$     533,509$     504,747$    

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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NOTES TO TABLE: 

(1) Includes General Fund, Special Revenue Funds, and Debt Service Funds, and excludes Capital Project, Enterprise, and 
Internal Service Funds. 

(2) Legislative operations, executive operations, licensing, recording, election, special programs, personnel administration, 
facilities management, appraisal and assessments, financial accounting and budgeting, purchasing services, and real 
property management. 

(3) Law enforcement, jail operations, prosecution, superior, district, and juvenile courts, judicial administration, public 
defense, emergency services, and probation services. 

(4) Surface water management, animal control, flood control, and resource planning. 

(5) Road construction and maintenance and traffic planning. 

(6) Youth work training, public employment, veterans services, aging, planning and community development, housing and 
community development, and handicapped services. 

(7) Public health operations, medical examiner services, alcoholism and substance abuse services, and community mental 
health and mental retardation programs. 

(8) Parks and recreation services, park development cooperative extension services, and arts programs. 

(9) General long-term principal and interest and other debt service costs. 

(10) Will be capitalized in the government-wide financial statements. 

(11) In 2015, the County transferred $12.8 million of the remaining balance of the special taxes collected for debt service 
payments on the Public Facilities District Bonds (“PFD Bonds”) to the Washington State Major League Baseball 
Stadium—Public Facilities District Operating Fund.  The special item transfer was made due to higher than expected tax 
collections and the fact that all the PFD Bonds were paid off in 2012. 

(12) As a result of the implementation of GASB Statement No. 54 in 2011, several funds formerly reported as Capital Projects 
Funds (and not included in this statement for 2010) are reported as Special Revenue Funds in 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014. 

(13) The King County Ferry District reported a special revenue fund in 2008-2011 which is not included in 2012 and is now 
being reported as a nonmajor enterprise fund.  The beginning balances of the Flood Control Zone District (a Special 
Revenue Fund) were adjusted for prior year expenditures. 

(14) For 2014, beginning fund balance was restated for the following: (i) exclusion of the Children and Family Justice Center 
fund, reclassified to a Capital Projects fund; (ii) change in property tax availability policy; (iii) revenue deferral for critical 
areas mitigation; and (iv) inclusion of King County Law Library as Special Revenue fund.   

(15) After the release of the County’s 2012 CAFR, it was identified that the General Fund balance for 2012 was overstated by 
$6.186 million as a result of both an overestimation of revenues for election cost billings and the reversal of a year-end 
recognition of unrealized Investment Pool gains.  This overstatement was also included in the beginning fund balance for 
2013 shown in the 2013 CAFR.  The overstatement was corrected through 2013 current period activity in the 2013 audited 
financial statements, and the 2013 ending fund balance reflects this correction. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 
 
Management Discussion of Financial Results 

Revenues and Economic Conditions.  The Puget Sound area’s economy has fully recovered from the Great 
Recession.  As of February 2017, the unemployment rate was 3.3% in the County, compared with 4.9% for the State 
and 4.7% for the nation.  The region’s relatively better performance was driven by the strength of major industry 
sectors, including software and health services as well as construction. 
 
Tax Limitation Legislation.  Future property tax revenue growth will remain low due to State legislation limiting 
annual property tax revenue growth without voter approval to the lesser of inflation or 1%, plus new construction.  
See “Property Tax Information” below. 
 
Annexations and Incorporations.  Cities that aid the efforts of certain counties, including the County, to move all 
urban unincorporated residents into cities by annexing areas with more than 10,000 residents are eligible for a sales 
tax credit (which would otherwise be payable to the State).   This credit, which is equivalent to a sales tax rate of 
0.1%, is applied in both the newly annexed area and within the prior city boundaries.  Annexations of more than 
20,000 residents are eligible for a credit of 0.2%.  The credit is available for a period of ten years, although the date 
by which annexation proceedings must have commenced was January 1, 2015.  Only the possible annexation of the 
North Highline area, comprised of approximately 19,000 residents, to the City of Seattle meets this requirement.  
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Other provisions in the legislation give incentives to cities to annex additional areas, even if they are already 
receiving a sales tax credit for a previous annexation.   
 
At the April 28, 2015, election, residents of the Klahanie neighborhood approved annexation to the City of 
Sammamish by an 85.02% “yes” vote.  This annexation covers approximately 10,800 residents and became effective 
on January 1, 2016.  
 
Annexations of several small residential areas in the northeast and east areas of the County and a small industrial 
and residential area along the Duwamish River are currently being considered.  These proposed annexations would 
have almost no effect on the County’s finances.  
 
The County routinely reviews fiscal impact studies of potential incorporations, negotiates cost-reimbursable 
contracts for new cities desiring to contract with the County for services, and makes budget adjustments consistent 
with the anticipated savings in expenditures and loss of tax and service revenues.  
 
Fund Balances.  The financial policies of the County require that appropriate levels of reserves and undesignated 
balances be established based on the specific characteristics and purposes of each fund.   
 
The County’s fiscal policies provide that the undesignated balance for the General Fund be maintained between 6% 
and 8% of estimated annual revenues.  This fund balance has been maintained above 6% each year without 
exception over the last two decades.  The 2012 Adopted Budget increased the targeted undesignated fund balance 
from 6% (as it had been for several years) to 6.5%.  The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget further increases this target to 
8%, which is the high end of the policy.  This undesignated fund balance is available to mitigate future risks and 
stabilize the General Fund.  
 
The County also continues to maintain a separate balance in the Rainy Day Reserve Fund, which was first 
established outside of the General Fund in 2008.  Use of this fund requires a declaration of emergency by the County 
Council.  The County Executive increased this reserve from $16.1 million to $20.0 million in the 2013 Adopted 
Budget.  At the end of 2016, the Rainy Day Reserve Fund, which is now a sub-fund of the General Fund, held 
$20.4 million. 
 
Enterprise Funds.  The County has four enterprises that fund operations from sources other than the General Fund:  
the Transit, Water Quality, Solid Waste, and Airport enterprises.  Each enterprise functions under different fiscal 
policies designed to make it self-sustaining with minimal risk that General Fund subsidies will be necessary during 
financial hardship. 
 
2015/2016 Preliminary Results 

The financial performance of the General Fund for the 2015/2016 biennium did not vary significantly from the 
assumptions in the 2015/2016 Adopted Budget.  For the 2015/2016 biennium, General Fund revenues ended higher 
than budgeted due to the strength of County sales tax collections and other revenues sensitive to the economy.  
However, some of the higher revenues were used to offset supplemental activity, which was in line with historical 
trends.  No major unplanned expenditures emerged in the 2015/2016 budget that drew down fund balance. 
 
The preliminary year-end 2016 total fund balance in the General Fund is $96.5 million.  Within this total, the year-
end 2016 undesignated fund balance is 8.0%, which exceeds the 6.5% target planned in the 2015/2016 Adopted 
Budget. 
 
In the April 28, 2015, special election, County voters approved a nine-year property tax levy lid lift for the Puget 
Sound Emergency Radio Network.  This levy will fund replacement of the 800 MHz emergency communications 
system throughout the County.  The proposition passed with 65% of the vote. 
 
At the November 3, 2015, general election, County voters approved Best Starts for Kids (“BSK”), which funds 
prevention and early intervention programs that improve the well-being of children, youth, families, and 
communities through an increase in the regular property tax levy.  This proposition passed with 56% of the vote and 
authorized taxes to be levied for six years beginning in 2016 to fund the program. 
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2017/2018 Adopted Budget 

The County Executive submitted his 2017-2018 Proposed Budget to the County Council on September 26, 2016, 
and the budget was adopted by the County Council on November 14, 2016.  This is the second County-wide biennial 
budget.  The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget totals $11.4 billion, including $1.65 billion for the General Fund.  The 
County Executive followed four principles in developing the 2017/2018 Proposed Budget: (i) invest for the long 
term, (ii) continue to strengthen financial management, (iii) improve County operations, and (iv focus on employee 
engagement.   
 
Within the area of long-term planning and investment, the 2017/2018 Adopted Budget includes the first full biennial 
budget for BSK.  The Transit budget reflects the direction of the new long-range plan (METRO CONNECTS) with 
significant proposed investments to expand transit bases, implement new technology, and enhance current 
infrastructure.  The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget also significantly increases the contribution to major maintenance of 
County buildings.    
 
The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget builds on several years of work to improve County operations.  The Office of Risk 
Management has worked to reduce risk and better manage claims and, as a result, risk management charges are 
$20 million lower in 2017-2018 than in the prior biennium.  Similarly, the County has reduced workers 
compensation charges by $1 million through improved workplace safety and by getting employees to promptly 
return to work when able.  Through the continued deployment of Lean Management techniques, significant process 
improvements have been made in many agencies, including faster license and permitting processing, savings in jail 
health services, reduced parts inventories, faster billing, and shorter procurement timelines.   
 
The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget for the General Fund includes $1.65 billion in estimated expenditures and 
$1.65 billion in revenues and transfers.  The forecasted 2017-2018 year-end fund balance in the General Fund is 
$117 million, including the Rainy Day Reserve Fund.  The General Fund was balanced through a combination of 
enhanced and expanded revenue streams, operational efficiencies, lower internal service rates, cost shifts to other 
funding sources, and service reductions where necessary.  The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget continues the trend of 
finding annual efficiencies and the deployment of the Lean Management methodology throughout County 
government.  In addition, the County has expanded its use of Line of Business planning and will continue this 
discipline in the 2017/2018 biennium.  The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget invests in the replacement of major 
technology systems in the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention, Department of Elections, Metro Transit, and 
the Department of Assessments.  The 2017/2018 Adopted Budget also includes funding to expand the Office of 
Equity and Social Justice, which will continue to work to make sure that all individuals and communities are treated 
equitably in County programs, and for the Human Resources Division, to improve employee engagement.    
 
Future General Obligation Financing Plans 

The County expects to issue up to $225 million of limited tax general obligation bonds during the remainder of the 
2017-2018 biennium to support land acquisitions for the Transit Division, technology investments, energy efficiency 
projects, building rehabilitations, and youth and amateur sports facilities.   
 
Other than such new money issuances, when and if market conditions allow refunding of any outstanding bonds for 
the purpose of realizing debt service savings, the County may pursue such refundings.  
 
Debt Repayment Record 

The County has met promptly all principal and interest payments on its outstanding bonds and notes.  Furthermore, 
the County has never issued refunding bonds for the purpose of avoiding an impending default. 
 
King County Investment Pool 

The Investment Pool invests cash reserves for all County agencies and approximately 100 other public entities such 
as fire, school, sewer, and water districts.  It is one of the largest investment pools in the State, with an average asset 
balance of more than $5.7 billion during 2016.  Assets of County agencies in 2016 comprised between 40% and 
45% of the Investment Pool.  
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The Executive Finance Committee establishes the County’s investment policy and oversees the portfolio to ensure 
that specific holdings comply with both the investment policy and State law.  The Investment Pool is allowed to 
invest only in certain types of highly-rated securities, including certificates of deposit, U.S. Treasury obligations, 
federal agency obligations, municipal obligations, repurchase agreements, and commercial paper.  A summary of the 
current investment policy is attached as Appendix E.   
 
The County has commissioned an outside financial consultant, Public Financial Management (“PFM”), to conduct 
quarterly reviews of all assets in the Investment Pool.  In its most recent assessment, as of March 31, 2017, PFM 
concluded that “the County’s Investment Pool appears to provide ample liquidity, is well diversified, and is of sound 
credit quality.”  The most recent portfolio review can be obtained at the following website: 

www.kingcounty.gov/operations/Finance/Treasury/InvestmentPool.aspx 
 
County Employees 

The number of full- and part-time employees of the County at year-end is shown below:  
COUNTY EMPLOYEES  

 Year Full-time Part-time 
 2012 13,293 828 
 2013 13,540 894 
 2014 13,319 866 
 2015 13,614 929 
 2016 13,821 883 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Benefits, Payroll, and Retirement Operations Section 
 
The County’s Office of Labor Relations negotiates, implements, and administers 79 collective bargaining 
agreements with 33 unions covering the terms of employment for the County’s approximately 12,000 represented 
employees.  A two-year coalition agreement with a coalition of County unions from January 1, 2015, through 
December 31, 2016, covered the majority of labor contracts and a total of 5,370 employees (approximately 45% of 
total employees).  The agreement called for a fixed cost-of-living wage increase of 2% in 2015 and 2.25% in 2016.  
A majority of other unions not part of the coalition agreed to those same terms.  Agreements reached that did not 
match the coalition terms included the Police Officer Guild, which called for a 2% increase in both 2015 and 2016; 
the King County Corrections Guild, which called for a 2% increase in 2015 and a 2.5% increase in 2016; and the 
Amalgamated Transit Union, the largest union in the County, representing about 3,700 employees, which called for 
a 1.48% increase in 2015 and a 1.05% increase in 2016.  All ratified agreements are submitted to the County 
Council for adoption. 
 
In October 2016, the County signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the same coalition of County unions 
covering the period January 1, 2017, through December 31, 2018.  This agreement calls for general wage increases 
of 2.25% and 1.75% for 2017 and 2018, respectively, together with an additional 1.00% wage increase in 2018 once 
the County and the coalition have agreed upon a Master Labor Agreement that will standardize contracts with all 
bargaining units within the coalition.  Negotiations with other unions not part of the coalition are ongoing. 
 
There have been no strikes or work stoppages by County employees during the last ten years.   
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Retirement Programs 

Substantially all full-time and qualifying part-time employees of the County are covered by one of the following 
retirement systems: 
 
 NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES  
 AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2016 RETIREMENT SYSTEM  

 772 State of Washington—Law Enforcement Officers and Fire Fighters  
  Retirement System (“LEOFF”) 

 381 State of Washington—Public Safety Employees Retirement System (“PSERS”) 

 12,285 State of Washington—Public Employees Retirement System (“PERS”) 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Benefits, Payroll, and Retirement Operations Section 
 
These retirement systems are State-wide governmental retirement systems administered by the State’s Department 
of Retirement Systems (“WSDRS”).  The County administers payroll deductions and remits the deductions together 
with County contributions to the respective retirement systems annually.   
 
  

OVERVIEW OF RETIREMENT PLANS 

 
Source: State Department of Retirement Systems  
 
In addition to these programs, approximately 36 County employees who were employees of Seattle’s Health 
Department and Seattle Transit, both of which were taken over by the County, participate in the Seattle City 
Employees Retirement System.   
 
In 2012, GASB approved Statement Nos. 67 and 68 (“GASB 67” and “GASB 68,” respectively), which modify the 
accounting and financial reporting of pensions by state and local governments and pension plans.  GASB 67, 
Financial Reporting for Pension Plans, addresses financial reporting for state and local government pension plans.  
GASB 68, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Pensions, established new accounting and financial reporting 
requirements for governments that provide their employees with pensions.  The guidance contained in these 
statements changed how governments calculate and report the costs and obligations associated with pensions.  The 
WSDRS-administered plans are subject to GASB 67; the County is subject to GASB 68.  GASB 67 was effective in 
Fiscal Year 2014; GASB 68 was effective in Fiscal Year 2015. 
 
  

Retirement 
System/Plan Administered by Plan Type Benefit Type Plan Status

PERS - Plan 1 WSDRS
Cost-sharing multiple-employer 

retirement system
Defined Benefit Closed in 1977

PERS - Plan 2 WSDRS
Cost-sharing multiple-employer 

retirement system
Defined Benefit Open

PERS - Plan 3 WSDRS
Cost-sharing multiple-employer 

retirement system
Defined Benefit/Defined 

Contribution Hybrid
Open

PSERS - Plan 2 WSDRS
Cost-sharing multiple-employer 

retirement system
Defined Benefit Open

LEOFF - Plan 1 WSDRS
Cost-sharing multiple-employer 

retirement system
Defined Benefit Closed in 1977

LEOFF - Plan 2 WSDRS
Cost-sharing multiple-employer 

retirement system
Defined Benefit Open
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Each biennium, the State establishes contribution rates for the WSDRS-administered retirement plans.  The actuarial 
assumptions used in the most recent rate calculations are summarized in the following table: 
 

ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS FOR FUNDING CALCULATIONS 

Investment return 7.80%(1) 
General salary increases 3.75% 
Consumer Price Index increase 3.00% 
Annual growth in membership 0.95%(2) 

(1) Assumed rate of 7.50% for LEOFF Plan 2. 
(2) Assumed rate of 1.25% for LEOFF. 

Source: 2014 Actuarial Valuation from the Office of the State Actuary 
 
The County’s employer and employee contribution rates and contribution amounts for all systems for the fiscal year 
ended December 31, 2016, and current contribution rates for 2017 are shown in the table below:  
 

COUNTY CONTRIBUTION RATES AND AMOUNTS 
($000) 

 

(1) The employer contribution rate includes an employer administrative expense fee of 0.18%. 
(2) The State contributed an additional 3.36%. 
(3) Under the Judicial Benefit Multiplier Program, County judges participating in PERS Plans 1, 2, and 3 may pay higher 

employee rates in exchange for enhanced benefits. 
(4) The employee contributions to PERS Plan 3, which may range between 5% and 15% of employees’ compensation, are paid 

into a defined contribution plan rather than funding a defined retirement benefit. 
Sources: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section and WSDRS  
 
Under State statute, contribution rates for WSDRS-administered plans are adopted by the State Pension Funding 
Council (“PFC”) (and, for LEOFF 2, by the LEOFF 2 Board) in even-numbered years for the next ensuing State 
biennium.  The rate-setting process begins with an actuarial valuation by the Office of the State Actuary, which 
makes non-binding recommendations to the Select Committee on Pension Policy, which then recommends 
contribution rates to the PFC and the LEOFF 2 Board.  No later than the end of July in even-numbered years, the 
PFC and LEOFF 2 Board adopt contribution rates, which are subject to revision by the State Legislature.  The 
County has met its funding obligations to these systems when they have come due.  While the County’s 
contributions represent its full current liability under the retirement systems, any unfunded pension benefit 
obligations could be reflected in future years as higher contribution rates.   
 
To calculate the funded status, the WSDRS-administered plans compare the Actuarial Value of Assets (“AVA”) to 
the Entry Age Normal (“EAN”) liabilities.  The EAN cost method projects future benefits under the plans, using 
salary growth and other assumptions, and applies the service that has been earned as of the valuation date to 
determine accrued liabilities.  The AVA is calculated using a methodology that smooths the effect of short-term 
volatility in the Market Value of Assets (“MVA”) by deferring a portion of the annual investment gains or losses 

PERS PERS PERS LEOFF LEOFF PSERS
Plan 1 Plan 2 Plan 3 Plan 1 Plan 2 Plan 2

2016
Employer Contribution Rate 11.18% (1) 11.18% (1) 11.18% (1) 0.18% (1)(2) 5.23% (1)(2) 11.54%
Average Employee Contribution Rate 6.00% (3) 6.12% (3) Varies (3)(4) 0.00% 8.41% 6.59%

Employer Contribution Amount $1,901 $92,157 $17,068 -$       $4,735 $3,953
Employee Contribution Amount 1,030 50,707 10,710 -         7,613 2,257

Total Contribution Amount $2,931 $142,864 $27,778 -$       $12,348 $6,210

2017 (Current)
Employer Contribution Rate 11.18% (1) 11.18% (1) 11.18% (1) 0.18% (1)(2) 5.23% (1)(2) 11.54%
Employee Contribution Rate 6.00% (3) 6.12% (3) Varies (3)(4) 0.00% 8.41% 6.59%
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over a period of up to eight years.  This helps limit fluctuations in contribution rates and funded status that would 
otherwise arise from short-term changes in the MVA.  Additional information on this measure is provided in the 
2015 Actuarial Valuation Report (published August 2016), which can be found on the Office of the State Actuary’s 
website at 

www.osa.leg.wa.gov/Actuarial_Services/Publications/Valuations.htm. 
 
Retirement System Funded Status.  Information regarding the funded status from the most recent actuarial report for 
each system is shown in the following table:  
 

RETIREMENT SYSTEM FUNDED STATUS(1) 
(dollar amounts in millions) 

 
(1) Reflects the full retirement systems, not the County’s share of each system. 
(2) Asset valuations incorporate the smoothing of investment gains and losses. 
(3) Unfunded actuarial accrued liability.  Totals may not agree due to rounding. 

Sources:  2015 Actuarial Valuation from the Office of the State Actuary  
 
As shown in the above table, the funded status on an actuarial basis for some plans is greater than 100%, while 
others are underfunded.  Other than PERS Plans 2 and 3, assets from one plan may not be used to fund benefits for 
another plan.  Retirement funds for the WSDRS-administered plans are invested by the Washington State 
Investment Board.   
 
The table below shows historical investment returns for retirement funds held in these plans. 
 

HISTORICAL ONE-YEAR INVESTMENT RETURNS ON RETIREMENT FUNDS  
Year Investment Return(1) 
2005 13.1% 
2006 16.7% 
2007 21.3% 
2008 -1.2% 
2009 -22.8% 
2010 13.2% 
2011 21.1% 
2012 1.4% 
2013 12.4% 
2014 18.9%(2) 

2015 4.9% 

(1) As of June 30. 
(2) Restated. 
 
  

Most Recent
Actuarial Funded

Administered by Valuation Report Ratio (b/a) Plan Status

PERS - Plan 1 WSDRS As of 6/30/2015 12,553$   7,315$    5,239$   58% Closed in 1977
PERS - Plan 2/3 WSDRS As of 6/30/2015 32,008     28,292    3,715     88% Open
PSERS - Plan 2 WSDRS As of 6/30/2015 357         338         19         95% Open
LEOFF - Plan 1 WSDRS As of 6/30/2015 4,307       5,404      (1,097)   125% Closed in 1977
LEOFF - Plan 2 WSDRS As of 6/30/2015 8,838       9,320      (482)      105% Open

UAAL(3)

Liability(a)
Accrued
Actuarial Actuarial

Valuation of
Assets(b)(2) (a-b)
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The County implemented GASB 68 for the year 2015.  In accordance with GASB 68, the County elected to use 
June 30, 2015, as the measurement date for reporting net pension liability.  The following table represents the 
aggregate pension amounts for all pension plans subject to the requirements of GASB 68. 
 

AGGREGATE PENSION AMOUNTS—ALL PLANS, 2015 
($000) 

 Pension liabilities $38,885 
 Deferred outflows of resources 4,987 
 Deferred inflows of resources 6,984 
 Pension expense/expenditures 4,190 
 
For more information on employee retirement plans, see Appendix B—Excerpts from King County’s 2015 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  
 
Other Post-Employment Benefits 

The King County Health Plan (the “Health Plan”) is a single-employer defined-benefit healthcare plan administered 
by the County.  The Health Plan provides medical, prescription drug, vision, and other unreimbursed medical 
benefits to eligible retirees and employees.  LEOFF Plan 1 retirees are not required to contribute to the Health Plan.  
Entry into LEOFF Plan 1 is now closed.  All other retirees are required to pay the COBRA rate associated with the 
elected plan.  The County’s liability for other post-employment benefits (“OPEB”) is limited to the direct Health 
Plan subsidy associated with LEOFF Plan 1 retirees and the implicit rate subsidy for other Health Plan retiree 
participants, which is the difference between (i) what retirees pay for their health insurance as a result of being 
included with active employees for rate-setting purposes, and (ii) the estimated required premiums if their rates were 
set based on claims experience of the retirees as a group separate from active employees.  For the fiscal year ended 
December 31, 2015, the County contributed an actuarially estimated $5.9 million to the Health Plan.  The County's 
contribution was entirely to fund “pay-as-you-go” costs under the Health Plan and not to prefund benefits.  For the 
fiscal year ended December 31, 2015, the County’s annual OPEB cost (expense), which is calculated based on the 
annual required contribution of the County, was $11.5 million and the County’s net OPEB obligation was 
$65.3 million.  The Health Plan liability is based on a computed annual required contribution that includes the 
current period’s service cost and an amount to amortize unfunded accrued liabilities. 
 
For additional information regarding the County’s OPEB liability, see Appendix B—Excerpts from King County’s 
2015 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  
  
Risk Management and Insurance 

The County has a separate division that is responsible for claims handling, insurance, and loss control programs.  
The County has implemented a program of self-insurance to cover general and automobile liability, Health 
Department professional malpractice, police professionals, and public officials’ errors and omissions.  The County 
has excess liability coverage that currently provides $92.5 million in limits above a $7.5 million per occurrence self-
insured retention for Transit and $6.5 million per occurrence self-insured retention for the above exposures. 
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Insurance policies currently in force covering major exposure areas are as follows: 

 COVERAGE  LIMITS  

 Combined Property Damage and Extra Expense for covered County  
property (includes $100 million earthquake and $250 million flood; 
terrorism is included in overall limit) $500 million 

 Airport Liability $300 million 

 Airport Property Damage and Extra Expense for covered airport 
 property (includes $50 million earthquake and $100 million flood) $160 million 

 Airport Property Damage Terrorism for covered airport property $250 million 

 Fiduciary Liability $20 million 

 Employee Dishonesty $2.5 million 

 Aviation (Police Helicopter) Program $50 million 

 Excess Workers’ Compensation Statutory above  
  $2,500,000 deductible 
  per occurrence 

 Marine Liability $150 million 

 Cyber Liability $30 million 
 
The cash balance in the Insurance Fund was $109.8 million as of December 31, 2015.  The estimated liability for 
probable self-insurance losses (reported and unreported) recorded in the fund as of December 31, 2015, was 
$88.6 million.  
 
For additional information, see Appendix B—Excerpts from King County’s 2015 Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report.  
 
Emergency Management and Preparedness 

The County’s Office of Emergency Management (“OEM”) is responsible for managing and coordinating the 
County’s resources and responsibilities in dealing with all aspects of emergencies.  It also provides regional 
leadership in developing operational and communication strategies among cities, tribes, private businesses, and 
other key stakeholders within the County.  The OEM prepares for emergencies, trains County staff in emergency 
response, provides education to the community about emergency preparedness, plans for emergency recovery, and 
works to mitigate known hazards.  It has identified and assessed many types of hazards that may impact the County, 
including geophysical hazards (e.g., earthquakes, seismic seiches, landslides, tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, and 
lahars), infectious disease outbreaks, intentional hazards (e.g., terrorism and civil disorder), transportation incidents, 
fires, hazardous materials, and unusual weather conditions (e.g., floods, snow, extreme temperatures, water 
shortages, and wind storms).  However, the County cannot anticipate all potential hazards and their impacts on 
people, property, the environment, the local economy, and the County’s finances. 
 
 

GENERAL OBLIGATION DEBT INFORMATION 

General Obligation Debt Limitation 

The statutory limitation (RCW 39.36.020) on non-voted general obligation debt of counties, such as the Bonds, is 
1.5% of the assessed value of all taxable property within the county at the time of issuance.  Of this, 0.75% may be 
incurred by a county that performs metropolitan functions, such as the County.  Voter approval is required to exceed 
these limits.  Any election to authorize debt incurred for county purposes must have a voter turnout of at least 40% 
of those who voted in the last State general election, and of those voting, 60% must vote in the affirmative.  The 
statutory limitations on the combination of voted and non-voted general obligation debt are 2.5% of the assessed 
value of all taxable property within a county at the time of issuance for county purposes and 2.5% for metropolitan 
functions.   



 

24 

 
The State constitution limits non-voted general obligation debt of a county to 1.5% of the assessed value of taxable 
property within the county, and limits all general obligation debt of the county—voted and non-voted debt 
together—to 5% of the assessed value of taxable property within the county. 
 
Debt Capacity and Debt Service Summary 

The assessed value of all property in the County for the 2017 tax year is $471,456,288,019, resulting in a voted and 
non-voted total general obligation debt capacity of $11,786,407,200 (2.5%) for County purposes and an additional 
$11,786,407,200 (2.5%) for metropolitan functions.  The non-voted general obligation debt capacity within these 
limitations is $7,071,844,320 (1.5%), of which a maximum of $3,535,922,160 (0.75%) may be incurred for 
metropolitan functions.  
 
The following table shows a computation of the County’s debt capacity for voted (unlimited tax general obligation, 
or “UTGO”) and non-voted (limited tax general obligation or “LTGO”) debt for County purposes and for 
metropolitan functions.  The table reflects general obligation debt of the County as of December 31, 2016, adjusted 
for subsequent County debt-related transactions, and is followed by a table that summarizes the total general 
obligation debt service requirements of the County.   
 
UTGO bonds are payable from excess property taxes levied specifically for the purpose of paying debt service on 
such bonds.  LTGO bonds, such as the Bonds, are payable from revenues and money of the County legally available 
for such purposes, including regular property taxes permitted to counties without voter approval.  See “Property Tax 
Information.”  
 
See “Other Considerations—Federal Sequestration.” 
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COMPUTATION OF STATUTORY DEBT CAPACITY 

 
  

2016 Assessed Value (2017 Tax Year) 471,456,288,019$   

Limited Tax General Obligation Debt Capacity for County Purposes and Metropolitan Functions
1 1/2 % of Assessed Value 7,071,844,320$     

County Purposes
Outstanding Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds for County Purposes 914,247,317$        
The Bonds 31,230,000            
General Obligation Lease Revenue Bonds for County Purposes 12,765,000            
County Credit Enhancement Program for Housing(1) 132,379,476          
Capital Leases/Installment Purchase Contracts for County Purposes -                             
General Obligation Long-Term Liabilities for County Purposes(2) 102,856,429          
Less: Amount Legally Available for Payment of All Limited Tax General 

Obligation Indebtedness for County Purposes (9,540,000)             

Net Limited Tax General Obligation Debt for County Purposes 1,183,938,222$     
Metropolitan Functions
Outstanding Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds for Metropolitan Functions 24,385,000$          
Outstanding Limited Sales Tax General Obligation Bonds 66,435,000            
Outstanding Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds (Payable from Sewer Revenues) 822,860,156          
Credit Enhancement Program for Reimbursement Agreements(3) 100,000,000          
General Obligation Long-Term Liabilities for Metropolitan Functions(2) 68,257,653            
Capital Leases/Installment Purchase Contracts for Metropolitan Functions -                             
Less: Amount Legally Available for Payment of all Limited Tax General 

Obligation Indebtedness for Metropolitan Functions (37,689,574)           
Net Limited Tax General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions 1,044,248,235$     

Total Net Limited Tax General Obligation Debt for County Purposes and Metropolitan Functions 2,228,186,457$     

Remaining Capacity:  LTGO Debt for County Purposes and Metropolitan Functions 4,843,657,863$     

Total General Obligation Debt Capacity for County Purposes
2 1/2 % of Assessed Value 11,786,407,200$   

Outstanding Unlimited Tax General Obligation Debt for County Purposes 90,135,000            
Less: Amount Legally Available for Payment of all Unlimited Tax General

Obligation Indebtedness for County Purposes (2,043,000)             
Net Unlimited Tax General Obligation Debt for County Purposes 88,092,000$          
Net Limited Tax General Obligation Debt for County Purposes (from above) 1,183,938,222       

Total Net General Obligation Debt for County Purposes 1,272,030,222$     

Remaining Capacity:  General Obligation Debt for County Purposes 10,514,376,978$   

Total General Obligation Debt Capacity for Metropolitan Functions
2 1/2 % of Assessed Value 11,786,407,200$   

Outstanding Unlimited Tax General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions -                             
Less: Amount Legally Available for Payment of all Unlimited Tax General 

Obligation Indebtedness for Metropolitan Functions -                             
Net Unlimited Tax General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions -$                           
Net Limited Tax General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions (from above) 1,044,248,235       

Total Net General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions 1,044,248,235$     

Remaining Capacity:  General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions 10,742,158,966$   
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NOTES TO TABLE: 

(1) Reflects the outstanding principal amount plus accrued interest as of December 31, 2016, under contingent loan agreements 
authorized by the County Credit Enhancement Program.  See “General Obligation Debt Information—Contingent Loan 
Agreements.” 

(2) As of December 31, 2016. 

(3) The County has pledged its full faith and credit as a limited tax general obligation to the reimbursement agreements with 
Landesbank Hessen-Thüringen Girozentrale (Helaba) related to the letters of credit securing the Junior Lien Variable Rate 
Demand Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2001A and Series 2001B.  See the table titled “Summary of Credit Facilities” under 
“General Obligation Debt Information—Credit Facilities.” 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section and Treasury Section 
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AGGREGATE DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL GENERAL OBLIGATION DEBT OF THE COUNTY 
(Fiscal Years Ending December 31) 

 
(1) Includes debt service on the Multi-Modal Limited Tax General Obligation Refunding Bonds, 2013, at an assumed interest rate of 4.00%.  The principal of such bonds amortizes annually 

through June 1, 2029, to produce approximately level estimated annual debt service payments.   
(2) Reflects taxable rates on certain bonds issued as taxable bonds and eligible for a federal subsidy but does not reflect the interest credit subsidy associated with those bonds. 
(3) These bonds are primarily secured by an additional pledge of certain taxes and revenues of the metropolitan functions of the County.  Includes debt service at an assumed interest rate of 

4.00% on the Multi-Modal Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds (Payable From Sewer Revenue), Series 2010A and Series 2010B, the principal of which is payable in full on January 1, 
2040. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section and Treasury Section 

Year Principal Interest

2017 16,708,975$   97,599,807$      -$                    679,716$         4,488,913$         73,325,153$       176,093,588$     
2018 17,128,925     95,346,117        750,000           1,395,688        763,712      73,274,426         171,529,942       
2019 16,209,475     95,382,757        790,000           1,357,188        763,559      73,207,165         171,500,669       
2020 15,080,700     91,575,470        830,000           1,316,688        767,580      69,718,692         164,208,430       
2021 13,807,700     85,215,143        875,000           1,274,063        765,499      64,735,401         152,865,106       
2022 14,126,950     91,726,720        920,000           1,229,188        767,592      61,463,955         156,107,454       
2023 14,460,825     65,132,486        965,000           1,182,063        763,582      61,411,499         129,454,630       
2024 -                      61,285,410        1,015,000        1,132,563        763,746      61,367,339         125,564,058       
2025 -                      59,451,730        1,065,000        1,080,563        762,808      61,295,019         123,655,120       
2026 -                      51,809,786        1,120,000        1,025,938        765,768      61,298,414         116,019,906       
2027 -                      53,056,559        1,180,000        968,438           762,351      61,231,198         117,198,545       
2028 -                      48,712,326        1,240,000        907,938           762,831      61,143,161         112,766,256       
2029 -                      45,786,194        1,305,000        844,313           766,934      61,081,767         109,784,207       
2030 -                      39,246,451        1,370,000        777,438           764,384      61,079,797         103,238,070       
2031 -                      32,802,771        1,440,000        707,188           765,457      47,133,994         82,849,409         
2032 -                      28,508,426        1,515,000        633,313           764,876      59,916,594         91,338,208         
2033 -                      19,712,291        1,590,000        555,688           762,643      59,847,666         82,468,287         
2034 -                      19,713,416        1,670,000        474,188           763,756      52,019,304         74,640,663         
2035 -                      17,352,556        1,750,000        397,438           762,941      24,342,600         44,605,535         
2036 -                      17,342,836        1,820,000        326,038           770,198      24,399,850         44,658,921         
2037 -                      6,504,249          1,895,000        251,738           -                  24,346,600         32,997,587         
2038 -                      6,503,919          1,970,000        174,438           -                  24,389,200         33,037,557         
2039 -                      6,503,600          2,045,000        101,806           -                  4,000,000           12,650,406         
2040 -                      6,500,875          2,110,000        34,288             -                  100,000,000       108,645,163       

Total 107,523,550$ 1,142,771,895$ 31,230,000$    18,827,897$    19,019,127$       1,326,028,792$  2,537,877,710$  

Obligation Bonds Outstanding(1)(2) Bonds Functions(2)(3) Debt Service

Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds
Unlimited Tax County Purposes

General The Bonds Lease Revenue Metropolitan Total LTGO
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Net Direct and Overlapping Debt Outstanding 

The following table lists the net outstanding direct debt and overlapping debt payable from taxes on property within 
the County.  
 

NET DIRECT AND OVERLAPPING DEBT  

 
Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section and Treasury Section  

2016 Assessed Value (for 2017 Tax Year) 471,456,288,019$ 

Net Direct Debt(1) 764,586,728$        

Estimated Overlapping Debt(2): 

School Districts 3,773,587,023$     
City of Seattle 998,413,959          
Other Cities and Towns 884,386,059          
Port of Seattle 283,620,000          
Hospital Districts 255,164,157          
Fire Districts 96,099,426            
Park Districts 6,119,834              
King County Library System 95,863,556            
Library Capital Facilities 1,920,761              
Parks and Recreation Service District 753,195                 
Total Estimated Overlapping Debt 6,395,927,969$     

Total Net Direct and Estimated Overlapping Debt 7,160,514,697$     

County Debt Ratios :
Net Direct Debt to Assessed Value 0.16%
Net Direct and Overlapping Debt to Assessed Value 1.52%

2016 Population (estimated) 2,105,100              

Per Capita Net Direct Debt $363
Per Capita Net Direct and Overlapping Debt $3,402
Per Capita Assessed Value $223,959

NO TES TO  TABLE:
(1) Total net general obligation debt per debt capacity schedules, as of December 31, 2016, adjusted for subsequent

County debt-related transactions:
Total Net General Obligation Debt for County Purposes 1,272,030,222$     
Total Net General Obligation Debt for Metropolitan Functions 1,044,248,235       
Total Net General Obligation Debt 2,316,278,457$     
General Obligation Debt Serviced by Proprietary-Type Funds* (180,210,000)        
General Obligation Debt Issued for Component Units* (194,854,018)        
County Credit Enhancement Program** (132,379,476)        
General Obligation Debt Issued for Metropolitan Functions* (1,044,248,235)     
Net Direct Debt 764,586,728$        

*  The debt service on these bonds is payable first from other revenues of the County.
** Reflects the outstanding principal amount plus accrued interest  as of December 31, 2016, under contingent 
     loan agreements authorized by the County Credit Enhancement Program.  See "General Obligation Debt
     Information-Contingent Loan Agreements."

(2) As of December 31, 2016.
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Contingent Loan Agreements  

Since 1997, the County has maintained a program to provide credit enhancement by entering into contingent loan 
agreements in connection with the financing of housing projects assisting the poor and infirm.  The program permits 
the County to provide credit enhancement for projects undertaken by public housing authorities, non-profit 
organizations, for-profit organizations, local governments, public agencies, and public development authorities, 
primarily the King County Housing Authority.  The maximum principal amount permitted under the County’s credit 
enhancement program is $200,000,000.  The aggregate outstanding principal of and accrued interest on the 
contingent loan agreements provided under the County’s credit enhancement program was $132,379,476 as of 
December 31, 2016.  
 
In 2012, the Washington State Supreme Court issued its decision In the Matter of the Bond Issuance of Greater 
Wenatchee Regional Events Center Public Facilities District, involving a proposed contingent loan agreement 
between the City of Wenatchee and a public facilities district.  Under the reasoning of the lead opinion in the case, 
the principal amount of any contingent loan agreement plus any accrued interest (but not interest still to be accrued) 
may be considered debt of the County for purposes of calculating constitutional and statutory debt limits.  See the 
footnotes to the tables titled “Computation of Statutory Debt Capacity” and “Net Direct and Overlapping Debt.”  
 
Credit Facilities 

The County has entered into certain credit facilities to which it has pledged its full faith and credit.  Unless extended, 
such facilities terminate prior to the final maturity of the obligations secured thereby.  A summary of such facilities 
is shown in the following table.  

SUMMARY OF CREDIT FACILITIES 

 

(1) The County has pledged its full faith and credit as a limited tax general obligation to the reimbursement agreements with 
Landesbank Hessen-Thüringen Girozentrale (Helaba) related to the letters of credit securing the Junior Lien Variable Rate 
Demand Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2001A and Series 2001B.  See the table titled “Summary of Credit Facilities” under 
“General Obligation Debt Information—Credit Facilities.” 

 
The County currently intends to keep these obligations outstanding until the stated maturity date.  However, if the 
County is unable to extend or replace any such credit facility, the provider of that credit facility is obligated to 
purchase the outstanding obligations secured thereby before that credit facility terminates.  In that case, the County 
would be obligated to repay during a “term-out” period all principal of the obligations secured thereby before the 
stated maturity date.  In addition, if fees for extensions or replacements of any such credit facility increase 
substantially or such extensions or replacements otherwise cease to benefit the County, the County may seek to 
refund or convert the obligations secured by that credit facility with fixed rate bonds, which may increase debt 
service associated with those obligations above that currently projected by the County.  See the table above titled 
“Aggregate Debt Service Requirements for All General Obligation Debt of the County.”  
 
 

Series

Amount 
Outstanding as 

of 5/1/2017 Type of Facility Provider Expiration
Term-Out 
Provision Maturity

Multi-Modal Limited Tax General 
Obligation Bonds (Payable from Sewer 
Revenue), Series 2010 A and B $100,000,000 

Standby Bond 
Purchase 

Agreement
State Street Bank and 

Trust Company 11/3/2017 Three Years 01/01/2040

Multi-Modal Limited Tax General 
Obligation Bonds, Series 2013 $35,180,000 

Continuing 
Covenant 
Agreement

Bank of America 
Preferred Funding 

Corporation 8/1/2019 Three Years 06/01/2029

Junior Lien Variable Rate Demand Sewer 
Revenue Bonds, Series 2001 A&B(1) $100,000,000 Letter of Credit

Landesbank Hessen-
Thuringen 

Girozentrale (Helaba) 9/30/2020 Three Years 01/01/2032
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PROPERTY TAX INFORMATION 

Authorized Property Taxes 

The County is authorized to levy both “regular” property taxes and “excess” property taxes.   
 
Regular Property Taxes.  The County may levy regular property taxes for general municipal purposes, including the 
payment of debt service on limited tax general obligation bonds, such as the Bonds, and for road district purposes.  
Such regular property taxes are subject to rate limitations and amount limitations, as described below, and to the 
uniformity requirement of Article VII, Section 1, of the State Constitution, which specifies that a taxing district must 
levy the same rate on similarly classified property throughout the taxing district.  Under the State Constitution, all 
real property constitutes one class for purposes of this uniformity requirement, with limited exceptions.  Aggregate 
property taxes vary within the County because of its different overlapping taxing districts.  
 
The information in this Official Statement relating to regular property tax limitations and requirements is based on 
existing statutes and constitutional provisions.  Changes in such laws could alter the impact of other interrelated tax 
limitations on the County.   
 
(i) Maximum Rate Limitations.  The County may levy regular property taxes for two purposes:  for general 

municipal purposes and for road district purposes.  Each purpose is subject to a rate limitation.  The general 
municipal purposes levy is limited to $1.80 per $1,000 of assessed value, and the County is levying 
$1.24349 per $1,000 of assessed value for the 2017 tax year.  The road district levy, which is levied in 
unincorporated areas of the County for road construction and maintenance and other County services 
provided in the unincorporated areas, is limited to $2.25 per $1,000 of assessed value, and the County 
currently is levying at a rate of $2.24557 per $1,000 of assessed value for the 2017 tax year.  Additional 
statutory provisions limit the increase in the aggregate amount of taxes levied.  See “Regular Property Tax 
Increase Limitation.”  

 
 The County is authorized to increase its general municipal purposes levy to a maximum of $2.475 per 

$1,000 of assessed value if the total combined levies for both general and road district purposes do not 
exceed $4.05 per $1,000 of assessed value and if no other taxing district has its levy reduced as a result of 
the increased County levy (RCW 84.52.043). 

 
 The $1.80 per $1,000 of assessed value limitation on the general purposes levy is exclusive of the following 

regular property taxes:   

 (a) a voted levy for emergency medical services, limited to $0.50 per $1,000 of assessed value 
(authorized by RCW 84.52.069),  

 (b) a voted levy to finance affordable housing for very low income households, limited to $0.50 per 
$1,000 of assessed value (authorized by RCW 84.52.105, although the County has not sought 
approval from voters for this levy),   

 (c) a non-voted levy for conservation futures, limited to $0.0625 per $1,000 of assessed value 
(authorized by RCW 84.34.230), and 

 (d) a non-voted levy for transit-related purposes, limited to $0.075 per $1,000 of assessed value 
(authorized by RCW 84.52.140).   

 The County’s EMS levy was most recently approved in November 2013 for an additional six years, at a 
rate not to exceed $0.335 per $1,000 of assessed value.  The current fourth-year rate is $0.26305 per $1,000 
of assessed value for 2017.  The County’s levy rate for conservation futures in 2017 is $0.04141 per $1,000 
of assessed value, and its levy rate for transit-related purposes is $0.04966 per $1,000 of assessed value.   

 
(ii) One Percent Aggregate Regular Property Tax Levy Limitation.  Aggregate regular property tax levies by 

the State and all taxing districts except port districts and public utility districts are subject to a rate 
limitation of 1% of the true and fair value of property (or $10.00 per $1,000 of assessed value) by Article 
VII, Section 2, of the State Constitution and by RCW 84.52.050.  
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(iii) $5.90 per $1,000 Aggregate Regular Property Tax Levy Limitation.  Within the 1% limitation described 
above, aggregate regular property tax levies by all taxing districts are subject to a rate limitation of $5.90 
per $1,000 of assessed value by RCW 84.52.043(2) except: levies by the State, port districts, and public 
utility districts; excess levies authorized by Article VII, Section 2, of the State Constitution; levies for 
acquiring conservation futures, for emergency medical services, to finance affordable housing for very low 
income households, for ferry districts, for criminal justice purposes, for transit-related purposes, and for 
regional transit authorities; and portions of certain levies by metropolitan park districts, fire protection 
districts, and certain flood control zone districts. 

 
 If aggregate regular property tax levies exceed the 1% or $5.90 per $1,000 of assessed value limitations, 

then, in order to bring the aggregate levy into compliance, levies requested by “junior” taxing districts 
within the area affected are reduced or eliminated according to a detailed prioritized list (RCW 84.52.010).  
Junior taxing districts are defined by RCW 84.52.043 as all taxing districts other than the State, counties, 
cities, towns, road districts, port districts, and public utility districts.   

 
(iv) Regular Property Tax Increase Limitation.  The regular property tax increase limitation (chapter 84.55 

RCW) limits the total dollar amount of regular property taxes levied by an individual taxing district to the 
amount of such taxes levied in the highest of the three most recent years multiplied by a limit factor, plus 
an adjustment to account for taxes on new construction at the previous year’s rate.  The limit factor is 
defined as the lesser of 101% or 100% plus inflation, but if the inflation rate is less than 1%, the limit factor 
may be increased to 101%, if approved by a majority plus one vote of the governing body of the taxing 
district, upon a finding of substantial need.  In addition, the limit factor may be increased, regardless of 
inflation, if such increase is authorized by the governing body of the taxing district upon a finding of 
substantial need and is also approved by the voters at a general or special election within the taxing district.  
Such election must be held less than 12 months before the date on which the proposed levy will be made, 
and any tax increase cannot be greater than described above under “Maximum Rate Limitations.”  The new 
limit factor is effective for taxes collected in the following year only. 

 
Since the regular property tax increase limitation applies to the total dollar amount levied rather than to 
levy rates, increases in the assessed value of all property in the taxing district (excluding new construction) 
that exceed the growth in taxes allowed by the limit factor result in decreased regular tax levy rates, unless 
voters authorize a higher levy, and vice versa for decreases in assessed value. 

 
 RCW 84.55.092 allows the property tax levy to be set at the amount that would be allowed if the tax levy 

for taxes due in each year since 1986 had been set at the full amount allowed under chapter 84.55 RCW.  
This is sometimes referred to as “banked” levy capacity.  The County currently has no such banked levy 
capacity. 

 
With majority voter approval, a taxing district may levy, within the statutory rate limitations described 
above, more than what otherwise would be allowed by the tax increase limitation, as allowed by 
RCW 84.55.050.  This is known as a “levy lid lift,” which has the effect of increasing the taxing district’s 
levy “base” when calculating permitted levy increases in subsequent years.  The new base can apply for a 
limited or unlimited period, except that if the levy lid lift was approved for the purpose of paying debt 
service on bonds, the new base can apply for no more than nine years.  After the expiration of any limited 
purpose or limited duration specified in the levy lid lift, the levy is calculated as if the taxing district had 
levied only up to the limit factor in the interim period. 
 
The table titled “Allocation of 2016 and 2017 Tax Levies” shows the allocation of the County’s existing 
levies.   

(i) The automated fingerprint identification system (“AFIS”) levy, a regular property tax levy 
authorized by RCW 84.55.050, was renewed on November 6, 2012, for a six-year term by a 
majority of voters in the County.  The levy began in 2013 at a rate of not more than $0.0592 per 
$1,000 of assessed value, and in 2017 the rate is $0.04477 per $1,000 of assessed value.   
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(ii) In August 2013, the Parks levy lid lift was renewed by voters for six years, for a rate of no more 
than $0.1877 per $1,000 of assessed value.  The 2017 tax year rate for the Parks levy lid lift is 
$0.15209 per $1,000 of assessed value.   

(iii) The Veterans and Family Human Services levy, approved by voters in 2011, is a regular property 
tax levy to be levied for six years beginning in 2012 at a rate of no more than $0.05 per $1,000 of 
assessed value.  Tax year 2017 is the last year for this lid lift, and the rate is $0.03964 per $1,000 
of assessed value. 

(iv) The Children and Family Justice Center levy is a nine-year temporary levy lid lift approved by 
voters in August 2012, at a rate of $0.07 per $1,000 of assessed value for the first year (2013).  
The rate for 2017 is $0.05221 per $1,000 of assessed value.   

(v) The Puget Sound Emergency Radio Network replacement levy lid lift was approved by voters in 
April 2015, at a rate of $0.07 per $1,000 of assessed value for nine years, beginning in 2016.  The 
rate for 2017 is $0.06517 per $1,000 of assessed value. 

(vi) The Best Starts for Kids levy was approved by voters at the November 2015 general election.  
This is a six-year levy at a rate of $0.14 per $1,000 of assessed value in the first year.  The rate for 
2017 is $0.13285 per $1,000 of assessed value.   

 
Excess Property Taxes.  The County also may impose “excess” property taxes, which are not subject to limitation, 
when authorized by 60% supermajority voter approval, as provided in Article VII, Section 2, of the State 
Constitution and RCW 84.52.052.  To be valid, such popular vote must have a minimum voter turnout of 40% of the 
number who voted at the last County general election, except that one-year excess tax levies also are valid if the 
number of voters approving the excess levy is at least 60% of a number equal to 40% of the number who voted at 
the last County general election.  Excess levies also may be imposed without voter approval when necessary to 
prevent the impairment of the obligation of contracts.   
 
Component Units with Taxing Authority.  In 2007, the County Council created a County-wide flood control zone 
district and a County-wide ferry district which levy regular property taxes at rates of $0.11740 and $0.01229 per 
$1,000 of assessed value, respectively, for the 2017 tax year.  The boundaries of each district are coterminous with 
the boundaries of the County; the members of the County Council serve initially as the legislative body for each 
district but, under State law, each district is a separate taxing district with independent taxing authority.  In 2015, the 
County assumed the ferry district and its taxing authority.  The ferry district is now a County agency: the 
Department of Transportation—Marine Division. 
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Allocation of Tax Levies 

The following table sets forth the allocation of the County-wide, EMS, and unincorporated County (road district) 
levies.   

ALLOCATION OF 2016 AND 2017 TAX LEVIES 

 
(1) Assessed value for taxes payable in 2017. 
(2) The operating levy is limited statutorily to $1.80 per $1,000 of assessed value. 
(3) The Transit Levy is limited statutorily to $0.075 per $1,000 of assessed value. 
(4) The Conservation Futures Levy is limited statutorily to $0.0625 per $1,000 of assessed value. 
(5) The EMS levy is limited statutorily to $0.335 per $1,000 of assessed value.  The assessed value for the County’s EMS levy 

does not include the cities of Seattle or Milton. 
(6) The Road District Levy is levied only in the unincorporated areas of the County and is limited statutorily to $2.25 per 

$1,000 of assessed value.  

Source: King County Department of Assessments  

County-Wide Levy Assessed Value(1)

$471,456,288,019

Items Within Operating Levy(2)

General Fund 336,454$ 0.79209 346,708$ 0.73827
Veterans' Relief 2,837       0.00668 2,921       0.00622
Human Services 6,367       0.01499 6,556       0.01396
Intercounty River Improvement 50            0.00012 52            0.00011
AFIS Levy 20,240     0.04765 21,024     0.04477
Parks Levy 67,940     0.15995 70,579     0.15029
Veterans and Family Human Services 17,924     0.04219 18,614     0.03964
Children and Family Justice Center 23,825     0.05609 24,518     0.05221
Radio Communications (Emergency Radio Network) 29,727     0.07000 30,602     0.06517
Best Start for Kids 59,456     0.14000 62,384     0.13285
Marine Operating (Ferry) 1,186       0.00279 5,770       0.01229

Total Operating Levy(2) 566,006$ 1.33255 589,728$ 1.25578

Transit Levy(3) 26,956$   0.06346 23,322$   0.04966

Conservation Futures Levy(4)

Conservation Futures Levy 10,140$   0.02387 10,445$   0.02224
Farmland and Park Debt Service 8,741       0.02058 9,002       0.01917

Total Conservation Futures Levy 18,881$   0.04445 19,447$   0.04141

Unlimited Tax G.O. Bonds
(Voter-Approved Excess Levy) 16,818$   0.03981 16,878$   0.03609

Total County-Wide Levy 628,661$ 1.48027 649,375$ 1.38294

EMS Assessed Value(1)

$285,029,093,106
EMS Levy(5) 73,781$   0.28235 74,664$   0.26305

Unincorporated County Assessed Value(1)

$39,295,405,501
Road District Levy(6) 82,424$   2.25000 87,679$   2.24557

Total County Tax Levies 784,866$ 811,718$ 

(in thousands) ($ per thousand) (in thousands) ($ per thousand)

2016 Original 2017 Original
Taxes Levied 2016 Levy Rate Taxes Levied 2017 Levy Rate
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Assessed Value Determination 

The Assessor determines the value of all real and personal property throughout the County that is subject to ad 
valorem taxation, with the exception of certain public service properties for which values are determined by the 
State Department of Revenue.  The Assessor is an elected official whose duties and methods of determining value 
are prescribed and controlled by statute and by detailed regulations promulgated by the State Department of 
Revenue.   
 
For tax purposes, the assessed value of property is 100% of its true and fair value.  Since 1996, all property in the 
County has been subject to on-site appraisal and revaluation every six years, and is revalued each year based on 
annual market adjustments.  Personal property is valued each year based on affidavits filed by the property owner.  
The property is listed by the Assessor on a roll at its current assessed value and the roll is filed in the Assessor’s 
office.  The Assessor’s determinations are subject to revision by the County Board of Appeals and Equalization and, 
if appealed, subject to further revision by the State Board of Tax Appeals.  At the end of the assessment year, in 
order to levy taxes payable the following year, the County Council receives the Assessor’s final certificate of 
assessed value of property within the County.   
 
The following table presents the assessed value of the taxable property within the County for the current year and 
the last five years. 

KING COUNTY 
ASSESSED VALUE 

 
Source: King County Department of Assessments 
 
Tax Collection Procedure 

Property taxes are levied in specific amounts by the County Council, and the rate for all taxes levied for all taxing 
districts in the County is determined by the Assessor based upon the assessed value of the property within the 
various taxing districts.  The Assessor extends the tax levied within each taxing district on a tax roll that contains the 
total amounts of taxes levied and to be collected and assigns a tax account number to each tax lot.  The tax roll is 
delivered to the Treasury Operations Manager, who is responsible for the billing and collection of taxes due for each 
account.  All taxes are due and payable on April 30 of each tax year, but if the amount due from a taxpayer exceeds 
$50, one half may be paid then and the balance no later than October 31 of that year (except that the half to be paid 
on April 30 may be paid at any time prior to October 31 if accompanied by penalties and interest accrued until the 
date of payment). 
 
The methods of giving notice of payment of taxes due, collecting taxes, accounting for the taxes collected, dividing 
the collected taxes among the various taxing districts, and giving notice of delinquency are covered by detailed 
statutes.  Personal property taxes levied by the County Council are secured by a lien on the personal property 
assessed.  A federal tax lien filed before the County Council levies the personal property taxes is senior to the 
County’s personal property tax lien.  In addition, a federal civil judgment lien (but not a federal tax lien) is senior to 
real property taxes that are incurred after the judgment lien has been recorded.  In all other respects, and subject to 
the possible “homestead exemption” described below, the lien that secures payment of  property taxes is senior to all 
other liens or encumbrances of any kind on real or personal property subject to taxation.  By law, the County may 
commence foreclosure on a tax lien on real property after three years have passed since the first delinquency.  The 
State’s courts have not decided if the homestead law (chapter 6.13 RCW) gives the occupying homeowner a right to 
retain the first $125,000 proceeds of the forced sale of a family residence or other “homestead” property for 

Tax Year Amount

2012 319,460,937,305$    -3.3%
2013 314,746,206,667      -1.5%
2014 340,643,616,343      8.2%
2015 388,118,855,592      13.9%
2016 426,335,605,837      9.8%
2017 471,456,288,019      10.6%

Percentage Change
From Previous Year
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delinquent general property taxes.  The United States Bankruptcy Court for the Western District of Washington has 
held that the homestead exemption applies to the lien for property taxes, while the State Attorney General has taken 
the position that it does not.   
 
The following table shows the County’s property tax collection record.  

PROPERTY TAX COLLECTION RECORD 
ALL COUNTY FUNDS ($000)  

 
(1) Excludes the portions of the EMS levy collected within the cities of Seattle and Milton, which are paid to those cities. 

Source: King County Finance and Business Operations Division—Financial Management Section 
 
Principal Taxpayers 

The following table lists the ten largest taxpayers in the County and the assessed value of their real and personal 
property for the 2017 tax collection year. 

LARGEST TAXPAYERS IN THE COUNTY 
2017 TAX COLLECTION YEAR  

 

Source: King County Department of Assessments 
 
 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Federal Sequestration 

The sequestration provisions of the Budget Control Act of 2011 (“Sequestration”) went into effect in March 2013.  
Sequestration has resulted in and is expected to continue to result in a reduction in the amount that the County 
expects to receive from the federal government in connection with interest payments on approximately $80 million 
of outstanding County limited tax general obligation bonds that were issued as taxable bonds eligible for federal 
interest subsidies.  Payments made by the federal government between October 1, 2015, and October 1, 2016, were 

Percent Collected Percent Collected
Tax Year Year of Levy as of 12/31/2016

2012 583,597$ 571,789$ 97.98% 99.55%
2013 608,445 597,455 98.19% 99.67%
2014 656,280 645,201 98.31% 99.53%
2015 674,231 663,663 98.43% 99.41%
2016 784,624 771,652 98.32% 98.32%

Original Amount Collected
Amount Levied(1) Year of Levy

Taxpayer Assessed Value

Microsoft 3,682,343,860$      0.78%
Puget Sound Energy/Gas/Electric 2,426,875,733        0.51%
Boeing 2,100,461,749        0.45%
Acorn Development LLC 1,891,471,230        0.40%
Essex Property Trust 1,665,284,049        0.35%
Alaska Airlines 1,056,243,140        0.22%
Altus Group US Inc. 970,873,500           0.21%
Union Square LLC 840,558,301           0.18%
BRE Properties 812,346,515           0.17%
AvalonBay Communities 799,071,215           0.17%

Total Assessed Value of Top Ten Taxpayers 16,245,529,292$    3.45%

Total Assessed Value of All Other Taxpayers 455,210,758,727 96.55%

2016 Assessed Value for Taxes Due in 2017 471,456,288,019$  100.00%

AV as Percentage
of County's Total AV
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reduced by 6.8%, totaling approximately $108,000.  In August 2016, the Internal Revenue Service Office of Tax 
Exempt Bonds announced that the federal interest subsidy payments would be reduced by 6.9% for payments 
scheduled to be received between October 1, 2016, and October 1, 2017.  The approximate amount of this reduction 
is $105,000.  Sequestration of such interest payments has been extended by Congress and is scheduled to remain in 
effect through federal fiscal year 2024.  
 
Sanctuary Jurisdiction Impact 

On January 25, 2017, President Trump signed an executive order (the “Order”) directing the United States Attorney 
General and the Secretary of Homeland Security to ensure that “sanctuary jurisdictions”—used therein to mean state 
and local jurisdictions that willfully refuse to comply with 8 U.S.C. Section 1373 by restricting government officials 
or entities from communicating immigration status to the Immigration and Naturalization Service—will not be 
eligible to receive federal grants except as deemed necessary for law enforcement purposes.  Several jurisdictions, 
including the City of Seattle (located within the County) and the City of San Francisco, have filed lawsuits in federal 
court challenging the constitutionality of the Order.  On April 25, 2017, the court in the San Francisco litigation 
granted a nationwide preliminary injunction that enjoins enforcement of the Order. 
 
At this time, it is unclear how, whether, or when actions might be taken to reduce federal funding received by any 
state or local jurisdiction pursuant to the Order.  In the San Francisco litigation, the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) 
indicated that the Order applies to only those funds that are administered by DOJ or the Department of Homeland 
Security (“DHS”) and are conditioned upon compliance with Section 1373.  Federal grants received by the County 
that are administered by DOJ or DHS comprise a small percentage of the County’s total federal grants.  See “Major 
Governmental Fund Sources—Intergovernmental Revenue” above.  In general, the County expects that it would 
have the flexibility to respond to any direct reductions or eliminations of federal funding pursuant to the order.  If 
such reductions were to be implemented, any projects or programs previously supported by federal funding could, if 
necessary, be resized and/or deferred.  Alternatively, funding from other sources could be redirected to those 
projects or programs.  Although the County cannot predict at this time whether reductions in federal funding may 
occur or what form such reductions may take, the County expects that it would be able to redirect funding or reduce 
expenditures in a manner that would not affect the County’s ability to pay debt service on the Bonds.  
 
 

INITIATIVES AND REFERENDA 

Under the State Constitution, Washington voters may initiate legislation (either directly to the voters, or to the State 
Legislature and then, if not enacted, to the voters) and require the State Legislature to refer legislation to the voters 
through the power of referendum.  Any law approved through the power of initiative by a majority of the voters may 
not be amended or repealed by the State Legislature within a period of two years following enactment, except by a 
vote of two-thirds of all the members elected to each house of the State Legislature.  After two years, the law is 
subject to amendment or repeal by the State Legislature in the same manner as other laws.  The State Constitution 
may not be amended by initiative. 
 
Initiatives and referenda are submitted to the voters upon receipt of a petition signed by at least 8% (initiatives) and 4% 
(referenda) of the number of voters registered and voting for the office of Governor at the preceding regular 
gubernatorial election.   
 
In recent years, several State-wide initiative petitions to repeal or reduce the growth of taxes and fees, including County 
taxes, have garnered sufficient signatures to reach the ballot.  Some of those tax and fee initiative measures have been 
approved by the voters and, of those, some remain in effect while others have been invalidated by the courts.  Tax and 
fee initiative measures continue to be filed, but it cannot be predicted whether any such initiatives might gain sufficient 
signatures to qualify for submission to the State Legislature and/or the voters or, if submitted, whether they ultimately 
would become law. 
 
Under the County Charter, County voters may initiate County legislation, including modifications to existing 
legislation, and through referendum may prevent legislation passed by the County Council from becoming law.  The 
County Charter also permits legislation to be proposed by cities in the County, provided that at least one half of the 
cities in the County support the proposal. 
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LEGAL AND TAX INFORMATION 

Litigation 

There is no litigation pending questioning the validity of the Bonds or the power and authority of the County to issue 
the Bonds or seeking to enjoin the issuance of the Bonds.   
 
The County, like other large units of state and local government, is involved in litigation on matters relating 
principally to claims arising from contracts, personal injury, property damage, tax claims, and other matters.  For a 
general description of the types of non-tort claims in which the County is involved, see Appendix B—Excerpts from 
King County’s 2015 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report—Note 19.  Based on its past experience and the 
information currently known, the County does not believe that any pending litigation would materially adversely 
affect the ability of the County to pay when due the principal of or interest on the Bonds. 
 
Approval of Counsel 

Legal matters incident to the authorization, issuance, and sale of the Bonds by the County are subject to the 
approving legal opinion of Foster Pepper PLLC, Bond Counsel.  A form of the legal opinion of Bond Counsel with 
respect to the Bonds is attached as Appendix A.  The opinion of Bond Counsel is given based on factual 
representations made to Bond Counsel, and under existing law, as of the date of the initial delivery of the Bonds, and 
Bond Counsel assumes no obligation to revise or supplement its opinion to reflect any facts or circumstances that 
may thereafter come to its attention, or any changes in law that may thereafter occur.  The opinion of Bond Counsel 
is an expression of its professional judgment on the matters expressly addressed in its opinion and does not 
constitute a guarantee of result.   
 
Certain legal matters in connection with the preparation of this Official Statement will be passed upon for the 
County by Hillis Clark Martin & Peterson P.S., as Disclosure Counsel to the County.   
 
Certain legal matters will be passed upon for the Underwriter by Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth, P.C., Seattle, 
Washington, Underwriter’s Counsel.  Any opinion of such firm will be rendered solely to the Underwriter, will be 
limited in scope, and cannot be relied upon by investors without the written consent of such law firm. 
 
Potential Conflicts of Interest 

The fees of Bond Counsel, Disclosure Counsel, the Underwriter, Underwriter’s Counsel, and the Financial Advisor 
are contingent upon the sale of the Bonds.  From time to time, Bond Counsel and Disclosure Counsel may serve as 
counsel to the Underwriter and to the Financial Advisor with respect to transactions other than the issuance of the 
Bonds.  From time to time, Underwriter’s Counsel serves as bond counsel and special counsel to the County and as 
special counsel to the Financial Advisor on matters unrelated to the Bonds. 
 
Limitations on Remedies and Municipal Bankruptcy 

Any remedies available to the owners of the Bonds upon the occurrence and continuation of a default under the 
Bond Legislation are in many respects dependent upon judicial actions, which are in turn often subject to discretion 
and delay and could be both expensive and time-consuming to obtain.  If the County fails to comply with its 
covenants under the Bond Legislation or to pay principal of or interest on the Bonds, there can be no assurance that 
available remedies will be adequate to fully protect the interests of the owners of the Bonds.   
 
In addition to the limitations on remedies contained in the Bond Legislation, the rights and obligations under the 
Bonds and the Bond Legislation may be limited by and are subject to bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, 
fraudulent conveyance, moratorium, and other laws relating to or affecting creditors’ rights, to the application of 
equitable principles, and to the exercise of judicial discretion in appropriate cases.   
 
A municipality such as the County must be specifically authorized under State law in order to seek relief under 
Chapter 9 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code (the “Bankruptcy Code”).  Washington State law permits any “taxing 
district” (defined to include counties) to voluntarily petition for relief under a predecessor to the Bankruptcy Code.  
A creditor, however, cannot bring an involuntary bankruptcy proceeding under the Bankruptcy Code against a 
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municipality, including the County.  The federal bankruptcy courts have broad discretionary powers under the 
Bankruptcy Code.   
 
The opinion to be delivered by Foster Pepper PLLC, as Bond Counsel, concurrently with the issuance of the Bonds, 
will be subject to limitations regarding bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, moratorium, and other similar laws 
affecting creditors’ rights, and also to the exercise of judicial discretion in accordance with general principles of 
equity.  The form of legal opinion of Bond Counsel is attached as Appendix A. 
 
Tax Exemption  

Exclusion from Gross Income.  In the opinion of Bond Counsel, under existing federal law and assuming compliance 
with applicable requirements of the Code, that must be satisfied subsequent to the issue date of the Bonds, interest 
on the Bonds is excluded from gross income for federal income tax purposes and is not an item of tax preference for 
purposes of the alternative minimum tax applicable to individuals.   
 
Continuing Requirements.  The County is required to comply with certain requirements of the Code after the date of 
issuance of the Bonds in order to maintain the exclusion of the interest on the Bonds from gross income for federal 
income tax purposes, including, without limitation, requirements concerning the qualified use of proceeds of the 
Bonds and the facilities financed or refinanced with proceeds of the Bonds, limitations on investing gross proceeds 
of the Bonds in higher yielding investments in certain circumstances, and the requirement to comply with the 
arbitrage rebate requirement to the extent applicable to the Bonds.  The County has covenanted in the Bond 
Legislation to comply with those requirements, but if the County fails to comply with those requirements, interest on 
the Bonds could become taxable retroactive to the date of issuance of the Bonds.  Bond Counsel has not undertaken 
and does not undertake to monitor the County’s compliance with such requirements. 
 
Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax.  While interest on the Bonds also is not an item of tax preference for purposes 
of the alternative minimum tax applicable to corporations, under Section 55 of the Code, tax-exempt interest, 
including interest on the Bonds, received by corporations is taken into account in the computation of adjusted 
current earnings for purposes of the alternative minimum tax applicable to corporations (as defined for federal 
income tax purposes).  Under the Code, alternative minimum taxable income of a corporation will be increased by 
75% of the excess of the corporation’s adjusted current earnings (including any tax-exempt interest) over the 
corporation’s alternative minimum taxable income determined without regard to such increase.  A corporation’s 
alternative minimum taxable income, so computed, that is in excess of an exemption of $40,000, which exemption 
will be reduced (but not below zero) by 25% of the amount by which the corporation’s alternative minimum taxable 
income exceeds $150,000, is then subject to a 20% minimum tax. 
 
A small business corporation is exempt from the corporate alternative minimum tax for any taxable year beginning 
after December 31, 1997, if its average annual gross receipts during the three-taxable-year period beginning after 
December 31, 1993, did not exceed $5,000,000, and its average annual gross receipts during each successive three-
taxable-year period thereafter ending before the relevant taxable year did not exceed $7,500,000. 
 
Tax on Certain Passive Investment Income of S Corporations.  Under Section 1375 of the Code, certain excess net 
passive investment income, including interest on the Bonds, received by an S corporation (a corporation treated as a 
partnership for most federal tax purposes) that has Subchapter C earnings and profits at the close of the taxable year 
may be subject to federal income taxation at the highest rate applicable to corporations if more than 25% of the 
gross receipts of such S corporation is passive investment income.   
 
Foreign Branch Profits Tax.  Interest on the Bonds may be subject to the foreign branch profits tax imposed by 
Section 884 of the Code when the Bonds are owned by, and effectively connected with a trade or business of, a 
United States branch of a foreign corporation.   
 
Possible Consequences of Tax Compliance Audit.  The Internal Revenue Service (the “IRS”) has established a 
general audit program to determine whether issuers of tax-exempt obligations, such as the Bonds, are in compliance 
with requirements of the Code that must be satisfied in order for interest on those obligations to be, and continue to 
be, excluded from gross income for federal income tax purposes.  Bond Counsel cannot predict whether the IRS 
would commence an audit of the Bonds.  Depending on all the facts and circumstances and the type of audit 
involved, it is possible that commencement of an audit of the Bonds could adversely affect the market value and 
liquidity of the Bonds until the audit is concluded, regardless of its ultimate outcome. 
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Certain Other Federal Tax Consequences 

Bonds Not “Qualified Tax Exempt Obligations” for Financial Institutions.  Section 265 of the Code provides that 
100% of any interest expense incurred by banks and other financial institutions for interest allocable to tax exempt 
obligations acquired after August 7, 1986, will be disallowed as a tax deduction.  However, if the tax exempt 
obligations are obligations other than private activity bonds, are issued by a governmental unit that, together with all 
entities subordinate to it, does not reasonably anticipate issuing more than $10,000,000 of tax exempt obligations 
(other than private activity bonds and other obligations not required to be included in such calculation) in the current 
calendar year, and are designated by the governmental unit as “qualified tax exempt obligations,” only 20% of any 
interest expense deduction allocable to those obligations will be disallowed. 
 
The County is a governmental unit that, together with all subordinate entities, reasonably anticipates issuing more 
than $10,000,000 of tax exempt obligations (other than private activity bonds and other obligations not required to 
be included in such calculation) during the current calendar year and has not designated the Bonds as “qualified tax 
exempt obligations” for purposes of the 80% financial institution interest expense deduction.  Therefore, no interest 
expense of a financial institution allocable to the Bonds is deductible for federal income tax purposes. 
 
Reduction of Loss Reserve Deductions for Property and Casualty Insurance Companies.  Under Section 832 of the 
Code, interest on the Bonds received by property and casualty insurance companies will reduce tax deductions for 
loss reserves otherwise available to such companies by an amount equal to 15% of tax exempt interest received 
during the taxable year. 
 
Effect on Certain Social Security and Retirement Benefits.  Section 86 of the Code requires recipients of certain 
Social Security and certain Railroad Retirement benefits to take receipts or accruals of interest on the Bonds into 
account in determining gross income. 
 
Other Possible Federal Tax Consequences.  Receipt of interest on the Bonds may have other federal tax 
consequences as to which prospective purchasers of the Bonds should consult their own tax advisors. 
 
Proposed Tax Legislation; Miscellaneous 

Tax legislation, administrative actions taken by tax authorities, and court decisions may cause interest on the Bonds 
to be subject, directly or indirectly, to federal income taxation or to be subject to or exempted from state income 
taxation, or otherwise prevent the owners of the Bonds from realizing the full current benefit of the tax status of such 
interest.  In addition, such legislation or actions (whether currently proposed, proposed in the future or enacted) 
could affect the market price or marketability of the Bonds.  Proposals have been made that could significantly 
reduce the benefit of, or otherwise affect, the exclusion from gross income for federal income tax purposes of 
interest on obligations such as the Bonds.  Prospective purchasers of the Bonds should consult their own tax advisors 
regarding any pending or proposed federal or state tax legislation, regulations, or litigation, and its impact on their 
individual situations, as to which Bond Counsel expresses no opinion.   
 
 

CONTINUING DISCLOSURE UNDERTAKING 

Annual Disclosure Report. The County agrees to provide or cause to be provided to the Municipal Securities 
Rulemaking Board (“MSRB”) the following annual financial information and operating data for the prior fiscal year 
(collectively, the “Annual Financial Information”), commencing in 2017 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 
2016:   

 (i) annual financial statements prepared in accordance with the Budget Accounting and Reporting System 
(“BARS”) prescribed by the Washington State Auditor pursuant to RCW 43.09.200 (or any successor 
statutes) and generally of the type attached as Appendix B, which statements will not be audited, except 
that if and when audited financial statements are otherwise prepared and available to the County they will 
be provided;  

(ii) a summary of the assessed value of taxable property in the County;  

(iii) a summary of budgeted General Fund revenues and appropriations;  

(iv) a summary of ad valorem property tax levy rates per $1,000 of assessed value and delinquency rates;  
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(v) a summary of outstanding tax-supported indebtedness of the County; and 

(vi) a schedule of the aggregate annual debt service on tax-supported indebtedness of the County. 
 
Items (ii) through (vi) are required only to the extent that such information is not included in the annual financial 
statements. 
 
The Annual Financial Information will be provided on or before the end of seven months after the end of the 
County’s fiscal year.  The County’s fiscal year currently ends on December 31.  The County may adjust such fiscal 
year by providing written notice of the change of fiscal year to the MSRB.  In lieu of providing such Annual 
Financial Information, the County may make specific cross-reference to other documents available to the public on 
the MSRB’s internet website or filed with the SEC.   
 
If not provided as part of the Annual Financial Information discussed above, the County will provide to the MSRB 
the County’s audited financial statements prepared in accordance with BARS when and if available. 
 
The County agrees to provide or cause to be provided to the MSRB, in a timely manner, notice of its failure to 
provide the Annual Financial Information on or prior to the date set forth above.   
 
Specified Events. The County agrees to provide or cause to be provided to the MSRB, in a timely manner not in 
excess of ten business days after the occurrence of the event, notice of the occurrence of any of the following 
specified events with respect to the Bonds:  

(i) principal and interest payment delinquencies;  

(ii) non-payment related defaults, if material;  

(iii) unscheduled draws on debt service reserves reflecting financial difficulties;  

(iv) unscheduled draws on credit enhancements reflecting financial difficulties;  

(v) substitution of credit or liquidity providers, or their failure to perform;  

(vi) adverse tax opinions, the issuance by the Internal Revenue Service of proposed or final determinations of 
taxability, Notices of Proposed Issue (IRS Form 5701-TEB) or other material notices or determinations 
with respect to the tax status of the Bonds, or other material events affecting the tax status of the Bonds;  

(vii) modifications to the rights of Bondholders, if material;  

(viii) Bond calls, if material, and tender offers;  

(ix) defeasances;  

(x) release, substitution, or sale of property securing repayment of the Bonds, if material;  

(xi) rating changes; 

(xii) bankruptcy, insolvency, receivership, or similar event of the County; 

(xiii) the consummation of a merger, consolidation, or acquisition involving the County or the sale of all or 
substantially all of the assets of the County, other than in the ordinary course of business, the entry into a 
definitive agreement to undertake such an action, or the termination of a definitive agreement relating to 
any such actions, other than pursuant to its terms, if material; and 

(xiv) appointment of a successor or additional trustee or the change of name of a trustee, if material. 
 
Solely for purposes of disclosure and not intending to modify the undertaking, the County advises with reference to 
items (iii), (x), and (xiv) that no debt service reserves secure payment of the Bonds, no property secures repayment 
of the Bonds, and there is no trustee for the Bonds. 
 
EMMA; Format for Filings with the MSRB.  Until otherwise designated by the MSRB or the SEC, any information 
or notices submitted to the MSRB in compliance with Securities and Exchange Commission Rule 15c2-12 (“Rule 
15c2-12”) are to be submitted through the MSRB’s Electronic Municipal Market Access system, currently located at 
www.emma.msrb.org.  All notices, financial information, and operating data required by the undertaking to be 
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provided to the MSRB must be in an electronic format as prescribed by the MSRB.  All documents provided to the 
MSRB pursuant to the undertaking must be accompanied by identifying information as prescribed by the MSRB. 
 
Termination/Modification of Undertaking.  The County’s obligations to provide Annual Financial Information and 
notices of specified events will terminate upon the legal defeasance, prior redemption, or payment in full of all of the 
Bonds.  The undertaking, or any provision thereof, will be null and void if the County (i) obtains an opinion of 
nationally recognized bond counsel to the effect that those portions of Rule 15c2-12 which require the undertaking, 
or any such provision, are invalid, have been repealed retroactively, or otherwise do not apply to the Bonds; and 
(ii) notifies the MSRB of such opinion and the cancellation of the undertaking. 
 
The County may amend the undertaking, and any provision of the undertaking may be waived, with an approving 
opinion of nationally recognized bond counsel and in accordance with Rule 15c2-12. 
 
In the event of any amendment or waiver of a provision of the undertaking, the County will describe such 
amendment or waiver in the next Annual Financial Information, and will include, as applicable, a narrative 
explanation of the reason for the amendment or waiver and its impact on the type (or in the case of a change of 
accounting principles, on the presentation) of financial information or operating data being presented by the County.  
In addition, if the amendment relates to the accounting principles to be followed in preparing financial statements, 
(i) notice of such change will be given in the same manner as for a specified event under the caption “Specified 
Events” above, and (ii) the annual financial statements for the year in which the change is made should present a 
comparison (in narrative form and also, if feasible, in quantitative form) between the financial statements as 
prepared on the basis of the new accounting principles and those prepared on the basis of the former accounting 
principles. 
 
Remedies Under the Undertaking.  The right of any Bond owner or beneficial owner of Bonds to enforce the 
provisions of the undertaking will be limited to a right to obtain specific enforcement of the County’s obligations 
thereunder, and any failure by the County to comply with the provisions of the undertaking will not be an event of 
default with respect to the Bonds.  For purposes of the undertaking, “beneficial owner” means any person who has 
the power, directly or indirectly, to vote or consent with respect to, or to dispose of ownership of, any Bonds, 
including persons holding Bonds through nominees or depositories. 
 
Prior Compliance.  The County has entered into written undertakings under Rule 15c2-12 with respect to all of its 
obligations subject thereto.  The County believes that it has not failed to comply, in all material respects, with the 
obligations contained within such undertakings for the previous five years.  
 
 

OTHER BOND INFORMATION 

Ratings 

The Bonds have been rated “Aaa,” “AAA,” and “AAA” by Moody’s Investors Service, Fitch Ratings, and S&P 
Global Ratings, respectively.  The ratings reflect only the views of the rating agencies, and an explanation of the 
significance of the ratings may be obtained from each rating agency.  There is no assurance that the ratings will be 
retained for any given period of time or that the ratings will not be revised downward or withdrawn entirely by the 
rating agencies if, in their judgment, circumstances so warrant.  Any such downward revision or withdrawal of the 
ratings will be likely to have an adverse effect on the market price of the Bonds.  
 
Financial Advisor 

The County has retained Piper Jaffray & Co., Seattle, Washington, as financial advisor (the “Financial Advisor”) in 
connection with the preparation of the County’s financing plans and with respect to the authorization and issuance of 
the Bonds.  The Financial Advisor is not obligated to undertake and has not undertaken to make any independent 
verification or to assume responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or fairness of the information contained in 
this Official Statement.  The Financial Advisor is a full service investment banking firm that provides financial 
advisory and underwriting services to state and local governmental entities.  While under contract to the County, the 
Financial Advisor may not participate in the underwriting of any County debt.   
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Underwriter of the Bonds 

The purchase contract between the County and Citigroup Global Markets Inc. (the “Underwriter”) provides that the 
Underwriter will purchase all of the Bonds at a price of $35,375,276.23 with an underwriter’s discount of 
$80,839.67.  The Underwriter may offer and sell the Bonds to certain dealers (including dealers depositing Bonds 
into investment trusts) and others at prices lower than the initial offering prices or prices corresponding to the yields 
set forth on page i of this Official Statement, and such prices may be changed from time to time by the Underwriter.  
After the initial public offering, the public offering prices and yields may be varied from time to time. 
 
The Underwriter has entered into a retail distribution agreement with UBS Financial Services Inc. (“UBSFS”).  
Under this distribution agreement, the Underwriter may distribute municipal securities to retail investors through the 
financial advisor network of UBSFS.  As part of this arrangement, the Underwriter may compensate UBSFS for its 
selling efforts with respect to the Bonds. 
 
Official Statement 

At the time of the delivery of the Bonds, one or more officials of the County will furnish a certificate stating that to 
the best of his or her knowledge and belief at the time of delivery of the Bonds, this Official Statement did not and 
does not contain any untrue statements of material fact or omit to state a material fact necessary in order to make the 
statements made, in light of the circumstances under which they were made, not misleading in any material respect 
(except that no representation or warranty is being made with respect to the information contained under “The 
Bonds—Book-Entry System” and the information concerning DTC in Appendix G—Book-Entry System.   
 
The County has authorized the execution and delivery of this Official Statement.   
 
 KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
 
 By:  /s/ Ken Guy  
  Ken Guy 
 Director of Finance and Business Operations Division 
 Department of Executive Services 
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[FORM OF BOND COUNSEL OPINION] 

[Closing Date] 

King County, Washington 

Re: King County, Washington 
Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds, 2017, Series A (Green Bonds) 

We have served as bond counsel to King County, Washington (the “County”), in 
connection with the issuance of the above-referenced bonds (the “Bonds”), and in that capacity 
have examined such law and such certified proceedings and other documents as we have deemed 
necessary to render this opinion. As to matters of fact material to this opinion, we have relied 
upon representations contained in the certified proceedings and other certifications of public 
officials furnished to us, without undertaking to verify the same by independent investigation. 

The Bonds are issued by the County pursuant to Ordinance 18089 and Motion 14868 
(together, the “Bond Legislation”) to provide a portion of the funds to finance the County’s 
Capital Improvement Program for Solid Waste Facilities and the Solid Waste Transfer and 
Waste Management Plan and to pay the costs of issuance and sale of the Bonds, all as set forth in 
the Bond Legislation. 

Reference is made to the Bonds and the Bond Legislation for the definitions of 
capitalized terms used and not otherwise defined herein. 

We express no opinion herein concerning the completeness or accuracy of any official 
statement, offering circular or other sales or disclosure material relating to the issuance of the 
Bonds or otherwise used in connection with the Bonds. 

Under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”), the County is 
required to comply with certain requirements after the date of issuance of the Bonds in order to 
maintain the exclusion of the interest on the Bonds from gross income for federal income tax 
purposes, including, without limitation, requirements concerning the qualified use of Bond 
proceeds and the facilities financed or refinanced with Bond proceeds, limitations on investing 
gross proceeds of the Bonds in higher yielding investments in certain circumstances and the 
arbitrage rebate requirement to the extent applicable to the Bonds. The County has covenanted in 
the Bond Legislation to comply with those requirements, but if the County fails to comply with 
those requirements, interest on the Bonds could become taxable retroactive to the date of 
issuance of the Bonds. We have not undertaken and do not undertake to monitor the County's 
compliance with such requirements. 

Based upon the foregoing, as of the date of initial delivery of the Bonds to the purchaser 
thereof and full payment therefor, it is our opinion that under existing law: 

1. The County is a duly organized and legally existing corporate body politic under 
the laws of the State of Washington. 



King County, Washington 
[Closing Date] 
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2. The Bonds have been duly authorized and executed by the County and are issued 
in full compliance with the provisions of the Constitution and laws of the State of Washington 
and the ordinances and motions of the County relating thereto.  

3. The County has irrevocably pledged, for so long as any of the Bonds are 
outstanding, to include in its budget and levy taxes annually within the constitutional and 
statutory tax limitations provided by law without a vote of the electors of the County on all the 
taxable property within the County in an amount sufficient, together with other money legally 
available and to be used therefor, to pay when due the principal of and interest on the Bonds. The 
County has irrevocably pledged its full faith, credit, and resources for the annual levy and 
collection of those taxes and the prompt payment of that principal of and interest on the Bonds. 

4. The Bonds constitute valid and binding general obligations of the County, except 
only to the extent that enforcement of payment may be limited by bankruptcy, insolvency or 
other laws affecting creditors’ rights and by the application of equitable principles and the 
exercise of judicial discretion in appropriate cases. 

5. Assuming compliance by the County after the date of issuance of the Bonds with 
applicable requirements of the Code, the interest on the Bonds is excluded from gross income for 
federal income tax purposes and is not an item of tax preference for purposes of the alternative 
minimum tax applicable to individuals; however, while interest on the Bonds also is not an item 
of tax preference for purposes of the alternative minimum tax applicable to corporations, interest 
on the Bonds received by corporations is to be taken into account in the computation of adjusted 
current earnings for purposes of the alternative minimum tax applicable to corporations, interest 
on the Bonds received by certain S corporations may be subject to tax, and interest on the Bonds 
received by foreign corporations with United States branches may be subject to a foreign branch 
profits tax. We express no opinion regarding any other federal tax consequences of receipt of 
interest on the Bonds. 

This opinion is given as of the date hereof, and we assume no obligation to revise or 
supplement this opinion to reflect any facts or circumstances that may hereafter come to our 
attention, or any changes in law that may hereafter occur. 

We bring to your attention the fact that the foregoing opinions are expressions of our 
professional judgment on the matters expressly addressed and do not constitute guarantees of 
result. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT



 

 
 

 
INDEPE RT ON FINANCIAL STATEMENTS  

 
June 27, 2016 
Council and Executive 
King County 
Seattle, Washington 
REPORT ON THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type 
activities, each major fund and the aggregate discretely presented component units and remaining fund 
information of King County, Washington, as of and for the year ended December 31, 2015, and the 
statements as listed in the table of contents.   
 

ancial Statements 
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in 
accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; this includes 
the design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair 
presentation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or 
error.   
 

 
Our responsibility is to express opinions on these financial statements based on our audit.  We did not 
audit the financial statements of the Water Quality Enterprise Fund, a major fund which represents 64 
percent, 20 percent and 39 percent, or the Public Transportation Fund, a major fund, which represents 29 
percent, 67 percent and 60 percent, respectively, of the assets and deferred outflows, net position and 
revenues of the business-type activities. Those statements were audited by other auditors whose report 
thereon has been furnished to us, and our opinion, insofar as it relates to the amounts included for the 
Water Quality Enterprise, and Public Transportation funds, is based solely on the report of the other 
auditors.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan 
and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free from 
material misstatement.  The financial statements of the Water Quality Enterprise, and Public 
Transportation funds were not audited in accordance with Government Auditing Standards. 

Washington State Auditor  
 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 --- Independent Auditor’s Report 

































Basic Statements

CAFR
COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT











































































































































































































































 

C-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBLE PROJECTS UNDER THE KING COUNTY GREEN BOND PROGRAM 
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CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBLE PROJECTS UNDER THE KING COUNTY GREEN BOND PROGRAM 

Renewable Energy • Development, construction, and operation of photovoltaic solar 
electricity and wholly dedicated transmission infrastructure 

• Development and construction of wind farms and wholly dedicated 
transmission infrastructure 

• Bioenergy from renewable, local feedstock and construction of municipal 
solid waste (MSW) landfill cells designed to deliver landfill gas to a 
bioenergy processing facility 

Energy-Efficient New Buildings 
and Upgrades 

• Municipal institutional buildings (LEED V4 Platinum, Living Building 
Challenge, or Net Zero greenhouse gas emissions) 

• Energy upgrades and retrofits 

• Communal heat systems related to renewable energy or wastewater 
treatment systems 

• Solid waste processing (build-out of transfer stations and purchase of 
trucks for transport may be part of the project, subject to trucks being 
fuel-efficient hybrids (electric) or running on bioenergy).  Vehicles 
running solely on fossil fuel are prohibited 

Clean Transportation • Operations and infrastructure for urban rail systems (metro and electric 
light rail) 

• Operations and infrastructure for urban bus rapid transit (BRT) (electric 
or hybrid) 

• Transit fleet conversion to electric-drive buses 

• Active transportation infrastructure (bike lanes in cities, etc.) 

• Transportation logistics 

Water • Water infrastructure upgrades and efficiency improvements 

• Improvements in wastewater systems to handle higher demands of 
increasing populations and changing environmental factors like increased 
rainfall (combined sewer overflow and treatment systems) 

• Gray-water recycling in buildings (retrofit and new construction) 

• Habitat restoration 

Adaptation • Resilience infrastructure to reduce impacts of flooding and increased 
rainfall, including elevation of roads and bridges 

• Soft coast protection based on, e.g., ecosystem-based principles such as 
“Green Shores” 

 
Source: King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
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Summary 

The King County Green Bond Program (KCGBP) framework provides a progressive framework for 
climate-friendly investments. King County has ambitious emission reduction goals and a 
comprehensive Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) that provides a roadmap for mitigation and 
resilience. The county has taken action to implement the SCAP and reduce emissions from own 
operations. The KCGBP will focus on initiatives that reduce the emissions of the county’s operations. 

However, the county aims to provide leadership and incentives to the community to reduce 
countywide emissions.   
 
The KCGBP framework lists eligible projects that are supportive of promoting the transition to low-
carbon and climate -resilient growth and is supported by a strong governance structure. Proceeds will 
be used to finance new projects; refinancing is only permissible for projects that were originally funded 
by the KCGBP. 
 
The selection and reporting procedures are well described in the green bond framework. The green 
bond governance committee (GBGC) includes environmental experts who have the right to veto 
projects based on environmental concerns. King County is committed to impact reporting and will 
disclose on an annual basis: all funded projects, individual project reports, greenhouse gas and other 
targets, as well as performance metrics, where available. At their discretion, the GBGC can seek third 
party assurance of any aspect of a project’s green attributes, to determine eligibility or verify reporting. 

CICERO encourages King County to apply lifecycle considerations systematically and take into 
account rebound effects where relevant, to be more transparent on the climate risk exposure of its 
investments. We also encourage the independent review of green bond reporting. 
 
Based on an overall assessment of the activities that will be financed by the green bond, King County 
Green Bond Program framework is awarded the Dark Green shading. The framework includes 
medium green projects such as energy efficient new buildings and upgrades. It will be imperative that 
GBGC applies its framework in a rigorous manner to ensure that a balance of project types is 
implemented to fulfill the high ambitions of the framework. The GBGC should take extra care when 
selecting green building projects including the purchase of trucks for solid waste processing, and 
transportation projects to ensure that only the most feasible environmentally friendly solutions are 
selected.   
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1. Introduction and Background 

As an independent, not-for-profit, research institute, CICERO Center for International Climate Research 

provides Second Opinions on institutions’ framework and guidance for assessing and selecting eligible projects 

for green bond investments and assesses the framework’s robustness in meeting the institutions’ environmental 

objectives. The Second Opinion is based on documentation of rules and frameworks provided by the institutions 

themselves (the client) and information gathered during meetings, teleconferences and e-mail correspondence 

with the client. 

CICERO is independent of the entity issuing the bond, its directors, senior management and advisers, and is 

remunerated in a way that prevents any conflicts of interests arising as a result of the fee structure.  

CICERO has established the global Expert Network on Second Opinions (ENSO), a network of independent 

non-profit research institutions on climate change and other environmental issues, to broaden the technical 

expertise and regional experience for Second Opinions. CICERO works confidentially with other members in the 

network to enhance the links to climate and environmental science, building upon the CICERO model for 

Second Opinions. In addition to CICERO, ENSO members currently include Basque Center for Climate Change 

(BC3), International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD), Stockholm Environment Institute (SEI), and 

Tsinghua University's Institute of Energy, Environment and Economy. A more detailed description of CICERO 

can be found at the end of this report. ENSO encourages the client to make this Second Opinion publically 

available. If any part of the Second Opinion is quoted, the full report must be made available.  

CICERO’s Second Opinions are normally restricted to an evaluation of the mechanisms or framework for 

selecting eligible projects at a general level. CICERO does not validate or certify the climate effects of single 

projects, and thus, has no conflict of interest regarding single projects. CICERO is neither responsible for how 

the framework or mechanisms are implemented and followed up by the institutions, nor the outcome of 

investments in eligible projects.  

This note provides a Second Opinion of King County Green Bond Program (KCGBP) Framework and policies 

for considering the environmental impacts of their projects. The aim is to assess the KCGBP Framework as to its 

ability to support King County’s stated objective of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, preparing for the 

impacts of climate change, and leading on climate action.  

This Second Opinion is based on the green bond framework presented to CICERO by the issuer. Any 

amendments or updates to the framework require that CICERO undertakes a new assessment.  

CICERO takes a long-term view on activities that support a low-carbon climate resilient society. In some cases, 

activities or technologies that reduce near-term emissions result in net emissions or prolonged use of high-

emitting infrastructure in the long-run. CICERO strives to avoid locking-in of emissions through careful 

infrastructure investments and moving towards low- or zero-emitting infrastructure in the long run. Proceeds 

from green bonds may be used for financing, including refinancing, new or existing green projects as defined 

under the mechanisms or framework. CICERO assesses in this Second Opinion the likeliness that the issuer's 

categories of projects will meet expectations for a low carbon and climate resilient future. 
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Expressing concerns with ‘shades of green’ 

CICERO Second Opinions are graded dark green, medium green or light green, reflecting the climate and 

environmental ambitions of the bonds and the robustness of the governance structure of the Green Bond 

Framework. The grading is based on a broad qualitative assessment of each project type, according to what 

extent it contributes to building a low-carbon and climate resilient society. 

This Second Opinion will allocate a ‘shade of green’ to the green bond framework of King County: 

• Dark green for projects and solutions that are realizations today of the long-term vision of a low 

carbon and climate resilient future. Typically this will entail zero emission solutions and 

governance structures that integrate environmental concerns into all activities. 

• Medium green for projects and solutions that represent steps towards the long-term vision, but are 

not quite there yet. 

• Light green for projects and solutions that are environmentally friendly but do not by themselves 

represent or is part of the long-term vision (e.g. energy efficiency in fossil based processes).  

• Brown for projects that are irrelevant or in opposition to the long-term vision of a low carbon and 

climate resilient future.  

The project types that will be financed by the green bond primarily define the overall grading. However, 

governance and transparency considerations also factor in, as they can give an indication whether the institution 

that issues the green bond will be able to fulfill the climate and environmental ambitions of the investment 

framework. 
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2. Brief Description of King County’s Green 

Bond Framework and Rules and 

Procedures for Climate-Related Activities 

King County is the most populous county in Washington State, with over 2 Million residents. The county is 

geographically diverse with mountainous areas and a coastline on the Puget Sound where the county’s largest 

city, Seattle, is situated.  

Policies: King County has committed to reducing emissions from own operations to 50 % of the 2007 baseline 

by 2030. Also, several of the county’s divisions have committed to carbon neutrality, and the Department of 

Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) has already reached this goal. King County also has a target of reducing 

countywide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 25 % by 2020, 50 % by 2030 and 80 % by 2050 (2007 

baseline). The KCGBP will focus on initiatives that reduce the emissions of the county’s operations. However, 

the county aims to provide leadership and incentives to the community to reduce countywide per capita 

emissions.    

To support its emissions targets, King County Council adopted a Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) in 2012. 

The SCAP has been through regular reviews and updates. The 2015 SCAP encompasses new priorities and 

direction from the Executive and the Council, the results of a technical analysis quantifying pathways to 

achieving the needed GHG reductions and results from a collaborative stakeholder engagement process. The 

SCAP has five goal areas: transportation and land use, building and facilities energy, green building, 

consumption and materials management, and forests and agriculture, and an additional section on climate 

preparedness. Within each of these areas, the SCAP outlines priorities, targets, actions and assigns responsibility 

among county agencies. 

As of 2015, King County was not on track to meet the reduction targets. Emissions from county operations have 

decreased by 1.2 % compared to the 2007 baseline, falling short of the 15 % reduction target. The county 

recognizes that significant action will be necessary to meet their reduction targets, both at a community and 

operational scale. A 2017 policy paper on the plan outlines priorities and funding allocation towards the SCAP 

for the 2017 – 2018 budget. More recent analysis of county emissions including new actions, such as a recent 

agreement to purchase wind power, show that King County should achieve its operational target to reduce 

emissions by 25% by 2020. 

Definition: The King County Green Bond Program (KCGBP) will fund projects that have environmental 

benefits and assist the County in mitigating or adapting to climate change. The projects should align with the 

SCAP, as well as, other environmental regulations and policies. The KCGBP will fund projects in the following 

areas: renewable energy, green building and energy efficiency, clean transportation, water and wastewater 

management and climate change adaptation.   

Selection: King County will establish a Green Bond Governance Committee (GBGC) responsible for screening 

projects. Senior level staff from Performance & Budgeting, Treasury, Dept. Natural Resources & Parks, and the 

Strategic Climate Action Plan (environmental specialists) will serve on the committee. The environmental 

specialists will have veto power in the nomination process to ensure that project nominated to receive funds from 

green bond issuances meets the expected standards that are outlined in the SCAP.  
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Any Capital Investment Program within the County can nominate a project to the GBGC. At their discretion, the 

GBGC can seek third party assurance of any aspect of a project’s green attributes, to determine eligibility or 

verify reporting. All projects will be subject to King County’s Environmental Purchasing policy and program. 

The policy reflects a long-term commitment to the purchase of environmentally preferable products and relates 

to a range of products and services - from pest management to antifreeze.      

Management of proceeds: In line with the Green Bond Principles  an amount equal to the net proceeds (net of 

fees and underwriting expense) will be recorded in a designated account, which tracks the use and allocation of 

funding. As long as the account has a positive balance, funds will be dedicated from this account and allocated to 

approved Eligible Projects. The proceeds will be used to fund new projects and upgrades of existing 

infrastructure. 

Transparency and Accountability: Proceeds will be used to finance new projects, refinancing is only 

permissible for projects that were originally funded by the KCGBP. Funded projects will have their own 

accounting designation in the financial management system, which can be used to track proceeds. The County 

will disclose the amount of green funds allocated to specific projects, the total project size, and impact, as well 

as, the percentage of completion of projects. Projects will be linked to the appropriate bond(s). The County will 

create a website with a list of all funded projects, individual project reports, greenhouse gas and other targets 

such as energy use, as well as performance metrics, where available. King County has informed us that 

performance metrics will be updated on an annual basis.  

The table below lists the documents that formed the basis for this Second Opinion: 

Table 1: Documents Reviewed 

Document Number Document Name Description 

1 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan 

(SCAP)  

The SCAP outlines the County’s priorities, 

targets, and strategies/actions.  2015 SCAP 

is an update of the 2012 SCAP. 

2 King County 2017-2018 Proposed Budget 

Policy Paper: Climate Action Plan  

Outlines 2017-2018 investments towards 

meeting the SCAP.  

3 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan 

2015 Annual Report  

Tracks strategies, actions, and performance 

across SCAP five goal areas. The report 

includes KPIs and progress towards 

established targets.  

4 Fact sheet: King County Department of 

Natural Resources (DNRP) is ‘Beyond 

Carbon Neutral.' 

Overview of DNRP’s Carbon Neutral 

strategy and DNRP’s carbon accounts 

showing a negative carbon balance for 2015  
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5 Memorandum on Cedar Hills Regional 

Landfill – EPA GHG Mandatory Reporting 

Rule – the calendar year 2015  

Summary of audit completed by SGS 

Engineers of DNRP emissions calculations 

for Cedar Hills Landfill  

6 GHG Emissions Inventory Methodology 

Review, King County, DNRP 

Cascadia Consulting group third-party 

review of DNRP GHG inventory 

methodology  

7 Webpage: DNRP’s 2015 Emissions Sources Overview of 2015 GHG emission sources  

8 Webpage: DNRP’s 2015 Emissions Removals  Overview of 2015 GHG reduction and 

removal strategies  

9 King County Green Bond Framework  The Green Bond Framework for King 

County DNRP  
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3. Assessment of King County’s Green Bond 

Framework and environmental policies  

Overall, the King County Green Bond Framework provides a sound framework for climate-friendly investments. 

The framework and procedures for KCGBP are assessed, and their strengths and weaknesses are discussed in 

this section. The strengths of an investment framework with respect to environmental impact are areas where it 

clearly supports low-carbon projects, whereas the weaknesses are typically areas that are unclearly or too 

generally described. Pitfalls are also raised in this section to note areas where issuers should be aware of 

potential macro-level impacts of investment projects.  

Eligible projects under the Green Bond Framework 

At the basic level, the selection of eligible project categories is the primary mechanism to ensure that projects 

deliver environmental benefits. Through selection of project categories with clear environmental benefits, green 

bonds aim to provide certainty to investors that their investments deliver environmental returns as well as 

financial returns. The Green Bonds Principles (GBP) state that the “overall environmental profile” of a project 

should be assessed and that the selection process should be “well defined.” The Kings County Green Bond 

Framework has five eligible categories: renewable energy, energy efficient new buildings and upgrades, clean 

transportation, water, and adaptation.  

 

Table 2 Eligible project categories 

Category Eligible project types Green Shading and some concerns 

Renewable 

Energy  

 Development, construction, and 

operation of photovoltaic solar 

electricity and wholly dedicated 

transmission infrastructure  

 Development and construction of 

wind farms and wholly dedication 

transmission infrastructure  

 Bioenergy from renewable, local 

feedstock and construction of 

municipal solid waste (MSW) 

landfill cells designed to deliver 

landfill gas to a bioenergy 

processing facility. 

 

Dark Green  

 

 All projects will require 

environmental approvals from 

Washington State (SEPA), Federal 

Authorities (EPA), and King County 

Environmental Purchasing Policy  

 

 Consider emissions from construction 

phase, as well as, landscape issues and 

mass deposits  

 

 

 

Energy Efficient 

New Buildings 

and Upgrades   

 Municipal Institutional buildings 

(LEED V4 Platinum, Living 

Building Challenge or Net Zero 

greenhouse gas emissions) 

 

 Energy upgrades and retrofits 

 

Medium Green  

 King County’s long-term target is 

carbon neutral buildings 

 LEED and other certifications include 

aspects important to long-term 

sustainable development, e.g. site 
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 Communal heat systems related to 

renewable energy or wastewater 

treatment systems  

 

 Solid Waste Processing (The build 

out of transfer stations and purchase 

of trucks for transport may be a part 

of the project, subject to the trucks 

being fuel efficient hybrids 

(electric) or those running on 

bioenergy. ) Vehicles run solely on 

fossil fuel are prohibited. 

selection and consideration of 

brownfields, urban density and 

planning, and access to public 

transportation.  

 These certification levels alone, 

however, do not necessarily ensure 

passive or plus housing 

 Fossil fuel MSW (municipal solid 

waste) trucks (hybrids) could be 

eligible for financing. MSW hybrid 

trucks would not be plug-in, instead 

operating in certain phases in all 

electric mode.   

Clean 

Transportation  

 Operations and infrastructure for 

urban rail systems (metro and 

electric light rail)  

 Operations and infrastructure for 

urban bus rapid transit (BRT) 

( electric or hybrid) 

 Transit fleet conversion to electric 

drive buses  

 Active transportation infrastructure 

(bike lanes in cities, etc.) 

 Transportation logistics  

Medium Green to Dark Green 

 King County’s goal is to achieve a 

zero emissions fleet. Currently, the 

fleet is a mix of hybrid electric and 

fossil fuel run. New capital 

investments will be for zero emission 

or hybrid electric to replace fossil fuel 

buses and the corresponding zero 

emission infrastructure like charging 

stations.  

 Major transit projects require federal 

and municipal Environmental 

Assessment SEPA and King County 

Environmental Purchasing Policy 

Water   Water infrastructure upgrades and 

efficiency improvements  

 Improvement in wastewater 

systems handle higher demands of 

increasing populations and 

changing environmental factors like 

increased rainfall (combined sewer 

overflow and treatment systems) 

 Grey water recycling in buildings 

(retrofit & new construction) 

 Habitat restoration  

Dark Green  

 

 Consider negative impacts on wildlife, 

nature and lifecycle pollution. Avoid 

negative impacts on biodiversity.  

 Consider emissions from construction 

phase and landscape issues and mass 

deposits  

 

 Large projects are required to go 

through the Washington State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

environmental review process 

Adaptation   Resilience infrastructure to reduce 

impacts of flooding and increased 

rainfall. These projects may include 

elevation of roads and bridges. 

 

Dark Green 

 

 No new roads or other fossil fuel 

infrastructure would be considered, 

Sections of road associated with a 
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 Soft coast protection based on e.g. 

ecosystem-based principles such as 

“Green Shores 

 

flood control initiative (the portion of 

the roadway along a levy upgrade or 

new levy) may be included 

 

 No infrastructure to fossil fuel plants 

would be eligible for funding by the 

KCGPB 

 

 Large projects are required to go 

through the Washington State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

environmental review process 

  

 

Strengths 

King County Green Bond Program is anchored in the county’s comprehensive plan for climate action. The 

SCAP clearly outlines priorities, targets, actions and assigns responsibility. The plan includes discussion of 

unintended environmental and community impacts, as well as a process for stakeholder engagement. The SCAP 

also commits the county to yearly reporting against targets. The SCAP includes targets for the green bond 

eligible categories. Example targets and 2015 performance for renewable energy and green building include:  

Renewable Energy Production  

 Target: Produce renewable energy equal to 100 percent of total county government net energy 

requirements by 2017 and each year after that, excluding the public transit fleet. 

 2015 Performance: King County exceeded this goal by generating renewable energy equivalent to 103 

percent of its net energy requirements, excluding fuel attributed to the public transit system fleet. 

Green Building 

• Target: By 2020, 100 percent of King County projects achieve LEED Platinum certification or 

better. By 2030, 100 percent of King County projects achieve certifications that demonstrate a net 

zero greenhouse gas emissions footprint for new facilities and infrastructure.  

• 2015 Performance: 50 percent of reported projects achieved LEED or Sustainable Infrastructure 

Scorecard Platinum ratings, an increase of 28 percentage points over 2014. 

The SCAP also includes an assessment of climate impacts and risks, including plans for further research, and a 

roadmap for countywide resilience. The resilience planning process is science-driven, outlines the expected 

practical implementation and assigns ownership to county departments. For example, the county has established 

an agreement with the University of Washington to model and statistically analyze climate change impacts on 

rainfall patterns. This research will be input to updated models on stormwater design requirements, which the 

Water and Land Resources Division will incorporate into future updates of the King County Surface Water 

Design Manual. The KCGBP will support the implementation of mitigation and resilience targets outlined in the 

SCAP.  

The framework takes several steps to avoid fossil fuel lock-in, among others by explicating excluding new roads 

and limiting transportation logistics projects to clean transportation options. The eligible infrastructure projects 
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exclude any infrastructure for fossil fuel or nuclear. Proceeds will not be used to finance utilities, which may 

have a share of fossil fuel revenue, as the county is not involved in the production and distribution of energy. 

Renewable energy projects may be pursued as a strategy to reduce carbon emissions in line with the SCAP.  

KCGBP framework includes both electric and hybrid electric BRT. King County has informed us that the vast 

majority, over 80 percent, of funding is expected to be allocated to zero emissions electric drive buses and 

related infrastructure. This statement is in line with a public report commissioned by King County Executive 

Dow Constantine, which charts the path to a zero-emission Metro bus fleet between 2034 and 2040. 

KCGBP outlines a comprehensive and transparent reporting at the project level. Public reports are at a minimum 

to include a project description, the KCGBP criteria, greenhouse gas emissions targets, and energy performance 

targets. At their discretion, the GBGC can seek third party assurance of any aspect of a project’s green attributes, 

to determine eligibility or verify reporting. Cicero encourages the development of and use of verifications of 

Green Bonds achievements. 

 

Weaknesses  

There are no obvious weaknesses to the King County green bond framework  

 

Pitfalls 

The KCGBP framework includes one medium to dark green category and one medium green category, Energy 

Efficient New Buildings, and Upgrades. The transition to a low-carbon and climate-resilient future requires 

passive or plus housing. King County has a target of zero emission buildings and has taken steps towards this 

goal, however, green building certification alone does not necessarily ensure passive or plus housing.  

Several voluntary environmental certification systems provide some level of measurement of the environmental 

footprint of a building, including energy efficiency measures. One of the most widely used certification systems 

is Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED). LEED includes aspects important to long-term 

sustainable development, e.g. site selection and consideration of brownfields, urban density and planning, and 

access to public transportation. LEED V4 includes an energy performance requirement. However, even a LEED 

Platinum rating falls short of guaranteeing a climate-friendly building.  

CICERO is encouraged by King County’s steps towards zero emission buildings. By 2020, King County has 

committed to identifying and making substantial progress for at least ten new Net Zero Energy or Living 

Building Challenge construction or retrofit projects. As of 2015, King County has identified two potential county 

projects for Living Building Challenge certification.  

Under the Green Building category, any energy performance related retrofit costs funded as upgrades could be 

eligible. Energy efficiency retrofits are climate-friendly investments, however, without any minimum 

performance requirements; there is a risk of lock-in of less energy efficient solutions. King County has, however, 

aggressive energy use targets and a good governance framework. The GBGC will have an important role in 

safeguarding the environmental integrity of funded retrofit projects and should take extra care when selecting 

projects in this sub-category. The county has informed us that they will report energy use from funded buildings, 

providing investors with transparency into the performance of funded projects. 
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Another potential pitfall in this category is the potential for partial fossil fuel driven trucks. Under solid waste 

processing, the purchase of trucks for transport may be a part of the project. King County has informed us that 

these trucks will either be fuel-efficient hybrids (electric) or run on bioenergy.  

Overall, the project category Green Buildings receives the Medium Green shading. CICERO Dark Green 

shading is particularly difficult to achieve in the building sector because buildings have a long lifetime. CICERO 

Dark Green shading in the building sector, therefore, conforms to very strict measures.  

The sustainable transportation category has been allocated a medium to dark green shading due to the possible 

inclusion of vehicles partially powered by fossil fuels. King County has informed us that the vast majority of 

funding for BRT is expected to go to towards electric vehicles and has already taken steps to electrify its fleet. 

The GBGC will have a substantial responsibility to ensure the environmental integrity of clean transportation 

projects and is encouraged to take additional steps in due diligence when evaluating projects involving hybrid 

vehicles.  

Impacts beyond the project boundary  

Due to the complexity of how socio-economic activities impact the climate, a specific project is likely to have 

interactions with the broader community beyond the project borders. These interactions may or may not be 

climate-friendly, and thus need to be considered with regards to the net impact of climate-related investments. 

Rebound effects  

Efficiency improvements may lead to rebound effects. When the cost of an activity is reduced, there will be 

incentives to do more of the same activity. From the project categories in Table 2, an example is improved 

energy efficiency, which in part may lead to more energy usage. King County should be aware of such effects 

and possibly avoid Green Bond funding of projects where the risk of rebound effects is particularly high. 
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Appendix: 
About CICERO 

CICERO Center for International Climate Research is Norway’s foremost institute for interdisciplinary 

climate research. We deliver new insight that helps solve the climate challenge and strengthen inter-
national climate cooperation. We collaborate with top researchers from around the world and publish 
in recognized international journals, reports, books and periodicals. CICERO has garnered particular 
attention for its work on the effects of manmade emissions on the climate and the formulation of inter-
national agreements and has played an active role in the UN’s IPCC since 1995.  

CICERO is internationally recognized as a leading provider of independent reviews of green bonds, 
since the market’s inception in 2008. CICERO received a Green Bond Award from Climate Bonds 
Initiative for being the biggest second opinion provider in 2016 and from Environmental Finance for 
being the best external review provider (2017).  

CICERO Second Opinions are graded dark green, medium green and light green to offer investors 
better insight in the environmental quality of green bonds. The shading, introduced in spring 2015, 
reflects the climate and environmental ambitions of the bonds in the light of the transition to a low-car-
bon society.  

CICERO works with both international and domestic issuers, drawing on the global expertise of the 
Expert Network on Second Opinions. Led by CICERO, ENSO is comprised of trusted research institu-
tions and reputable experts on climate change and other environmental issues, including the Basque 
Center for Climate Change (BC3), the Stockholm Environment Institute, the Institute of Energy, 
Environment and Economy at Tsinghua University and the International Institute for Sustainable 
Development (IISD). ENSO operates independently from the financial sector and other stakeholders to 
preserve the unbiased nature and high quality of second opinions. 

cicero.oslo.no/greenbonds 



 

E-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

SUMMARY OF KING COUNTY’S INVESTMENT POLICY 
  



 

E-2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page left blank intentionally. 
 
 
 



 

E-3 

SUMMARY OF KING COUNTY’S INVESTMENT POLICY 

Additional discussion of recent developments pertaining to the King County Investment Pool can be found under 
“King County—King County Investment Pool” in the body of this Official Statement. 
 
The Treasury Operations Section of the King County Finance and Business Operations Division administers the 
County’s investments.  Under Section 4.10 of the County Code, the Executive Finance Committee (the 
“Committee”) oversees the County’s investment practices.  The Committee consists of the Chair of the County 
Council or his or her designee, the County Executive or his or her designee, the Chief Budget Officer, and the 
County Director of the Finance and Business Operations Division. 
 
The County’s own funds are invested in the County’s Residual Investment Pool (the “Investment Pool”).  All 
investments of County funds are subject to written policies and procedures adopted by the Committee.  The 
Committee reviews the performance of the Investment Pool on a monthly basis. 
 
In addition to investing the County’s own funds, the Treasury Operations Section also invests the funds of 
approximately 100 special purpose districts within the County for which the Treasury Operations Section serves as 
treasurer, including all school districts, fire protection districts, water districts, sewer districts, and hospital districts.  
Each district has the option either to invest in the Investment Pool or to direct the term and amount of each of its 
investments.  To participate in the Investment Pool, a district must sign an inter-local agreement that governs their 
participation in the Investment Pool, and, to exit the Investment Pool, a district must provide the required notice 
prior to their anniversary date.  The Treasury Operations Section selects the particular investment instruments.  
 
The Investment Pool must maintain an effective duration of 1.5 years or less and 40% of its total value must be held 
in securities that mature within one year.  As of March 31, 2017, the Investment Pool had a balance of $6.1 billion 
and an effective duration of 1.07 years, and 54.5% of the portfolio had a maturity of one year or less.  
 
Under State law and the County’s current investment policy, subject to certain minimum credit and maximum 
maturity limitations as described therein, the County may invest in the following instruments: 

(i) up to 100% of the portfolio in U.S. Treasury or U.S. Agency securities; 

(ii) up to 25% of the portfolio in certificates of deposit (“CDs”) with institutions that are public depositaries in 
the State of Washington with a maximum of 5% per issuer across investment types; 

(iii) up to 25% of the portfolio in bankers’ acceptances with a maximum of 5% per issuer across investment 
types; 

(iv) up to 100% of the portfolio in repurchase agreements, with a maximum of 25% exposure to any one repo 
counterparty, provided that the underlying security must be a U.S. Treasury or U.S. Agency and all 
underlying securities are held by a third party; 

(v) up to 25% in commercial paper and corporate notes with a maximum of 5% per issuer across investment 
types;  

(vi) up to 20% in general obligation municipal bonds with a maximum of 5% per issuer; 

(vii) up to 25% in mortgage-backed securities issued by agencies of the U.S. Government which pass the 
Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (“FFIEC”) suitability test that banks use to determine 
lowest risk securities; and 

(viii) up to 25% in the State’s Local Government Investment Pool. 
 
The combined total of repurchase agreements greater than overnight, bankers’ acceptances, CDs, commercial paper, 
and corporate notes must not exceed 50% of Investment Pool assets.  The County currently does not purchase 
structured notes or inverse floating rate notes, and has no intention of doing so in the near future.  
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The County’s entire investment policy is located on the County’s website at the following link: 
 

www.kingcounty.gov/operations/Finance/Treasury/InvestmentPool.aspx 
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC INFORMATION  

King County is the largest county in the State of Washington (the “State”) in population, number of cities and 
employment, and the fourteenth most populous county in the United States.  Of the State’s population, nearly 30% 
reside in King County, and of the County’s population, 32% live in the City of Seattle (“Seattle”).  Seattle is the 
largest city in the Pacific Northwest, the County seat, and the center of the County’s economic activity.  Bellevue is 
the State’s fifth largest city and the second largest in the County, and is the center of the County’s eastside business 
and residential area. 
 
Population 
Historical and current population figures for the State, the County, and the City are given below.  
 

POPULATION 

Year Washington King County Seattle 

1980 (1) 4,130,163 1,269,749 493,846 
1990 (1) 4,866,692 1,507,319 516,259 
2000 (1) 5,894,121 1,737,034 563,374 
2010 (1) 6,724,540 1,931,249 608,660 
    
2011 (2) 6,767,900 1,942,600 612,100 
2012 (2) 6,817,770 1,957,000 616,500 
2013 (2) 6,882,400 1,981,900 626,600 
2014 (2) 6,968,170 2,017,250 640,500 
2015 (2) 7,061,410 2,052,800 662,400 
2016 (2) 7,183,700 2,105,100 686,800 

(1) Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census 
(2) Source: State of Washington, Office of Financial Management 
 
Per Capita Income 
The following table presents per capita personal income for the Seattle Metropolitan Division (the cities of Seattle, 
Bellevue, and Everett), the County, the State, and the U.S.  
  

PER CAPITA INCOME 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Seattle MD $ 53,931 $ 56,267 $ 58,483 $ 62,481 $ 65,187 
King County 57,837 60,090 62,770 68,877 72,530 
State of Washington 43,878 46,045 47,717 49,610 51,898 
U.S. 41,560 43,735 44,765 46,049 48,112 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 
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Construction 
The table below lists the value of housing construction for which building permits have been issued by entities 
within the County.  The value of public construction is not included in this table.  
 

KING COUNTY 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMIT VALUES 

 New Single Family Units New Multi-Family Units  
Year Number  Value($)  Number  Value($) Total Value($) 
2012 3,864  $ 1,133,343,731  7,750  $ 1,118,023,021 $ 2,251,366,752 
2013 4,419  1,419,065,243  7,858  1,053,237,846 2,472,303,089 
2014 4,215  1,478,116,875  10,488  1,478,117,263 2,880,006,794 
2015 4,010  1,539,049,136  14,527  2,227,509,189 3,766,558,325 
2016 4,254  1,616,722,532  13,445  1,750,255,696 3,375,978,228 

         
2016(1) 1,013  $ 364,145,516  1,568  $ 190,351,512 $ 554,498,028 
2017(1) 998  404,405,199  2,581  347,998,860 752,404,059 

(1) Through March. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 
 
Retail Activity 
The following table presents taxable retail sales in King County and Seattle.   
 

KING COUNTY AND THE CITY OF SEATTLE 
TAXABLE RETAIL SALES  

Year King County Seattle 

2011 $ 40,846,118,928 $ 15,751,585,856 
2012 43,506,804,227 17,162,539,275 
2013 46,601,198,766 18,258,200,683 
2014 49,638,174,066 19,995,171,842 
2015 54,890,159,770 22,407,443,037 
   
2015(1) $ 40,150,081,755 $ 16,443,790,941 
2016(1) 44,057,486,509 17,999,139,967 

(1) Through third quarter. 

Source: Washington State Department of Revenue and Quarterly Business Review 
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Industry and Employment 
The following table presents major Puget Sound-area employers and their State-wide employment data in 2015.  
 

PUGET SOUND AREA 
MAJOR EMPLOYERS 

Employer Employees 
The Boeing Company 78,200 
Joint Base Lewis-McChord  58,100 
Navy Region Northwest  46,700 
Microsoft Corp. 43,600 
Amazon.com Inc.  24,000 
University of Washington 23,600 
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 19,500(1) 
Providence Health & Services 17,700 
Fred Meyer Stores  15,500 
King County Government  14,700(2) 
City of Seattle 13,700(3) 
Starbucks Corp. 12,600 
CHI Franciscan Health System  11,800 
Nordstrom Inc. 10,900 
Costco Wholesale Corp. 10,500(1) 

 
(1) Does not include part-time or seasonal employment figures.   
(2) Source: King County.  Figure includes temporary workers. 
(3) Source: City of Seattle.  Figure includes temporary workers. 

Source: Puget Sound Business Journal Book of Lists, 2017  
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KING COUNTY 
RESIDENT CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT  

AND NONAGRICULTURAL WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT(1) 

  Annual Average  

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Civilian Labor Force 1,129,670 1,139,610 1,158,230 1,178,606 1,208,334 
  Total Employment 1,055,000 1,079,950 1,104,930 1,128,497 1,160,734 
  Total Unemployment 74,670 59,660 53,300 50,109 47,600 
  Percent of Labor Force 6.6% 5.2% 4.6% 4.3% 3.9% 

 
NAICS INDUSTRY 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Nonfarm 1,196,042 1,237,217 1,278,033 1,311,575 1,358,517 
Total Private 1,030,608 1,069,975 1,108,425 1,137,442 1,180,175 
Goods Producing 154,283 162,508 168,283 174,908 176,800 
    Mining and Logging 425 458 458 575 500 
    Construction 50,625 55,883 60,792 66,800 70,833 
    Manufacturing 103,225 106,167 107,025 107,542 105,475 
Service Providing 1,041,758 1,074,708 1,109,750 1,136,667 1,181,717 
    Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 216,167 225,167 235,758 244,433 254,642 
    Information 81,017 82,617 85,583 89,058 95,967 
    Financial Activities 68,850 70,892 72,000 69,675 70,758 
    Professional and Business Services 192,525 201,042 207,933 215,733 222,667 
    Educational and Health Services 159,275 162,633 167,983 167,008 174,592 
    Leisure and Hospitality 114,850 120,575 124,883 130,108 136,425 
    Other Services 43,642 44,542 46,000 46,517 48,325 
    Government 165,433 167,242 169,608 174,133 178,342 
Workers in Labor/Management Disputes 0 0 0 0 0 

 
 Mar. 2017 

Civilian Labor Force 1,232,220 
  Total Employment 1,194,409 
  Total Unemployment 37,811 
  Percent of Labor Force 3.1% 

(1) Columns may not add to totals due to rounding. 
Source: Washington State Employment Security Department 
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BOOK-ENTRY SYSTEM 

The following information has been provided by DTC.  The County makes no representation as to the accuracy or 
completeness thereof.  Registered owners should confirm the following with DTC or the Participants (as hereinafter 
defined). 
 
DTC will act as securities depository for the Bonds.  The Bonds will be issued as fully registered bonds, registered 
in the name of Cede & Co. (DTC’s partnership nominee), or such other name as may be requested by an authorized 
representative of DTC.  One fully-registered Bond certificate will be issued for each maturity of the Bonds, and will 
be deposited with DTC.   
 
DTC, the world’s largest securities depository, is a limited-purpose trust company organized under the New York 
Banking Law, a “banking organization” within the meaning of the New York Banking Law, a member of the 
Federal Reserve System, a “clearing corporation” within the meaning of the New York Uniform Commercial Code, 
and a “clearing agency” registered pursuant to the provisions of Section 17A of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934.  DTC holds and provides asset servicing for over 3.5 million issues of U.S. and non-U.S. equity issues, 
corporate and municipal debt issues, and money market instruments (from over 100 countries) that DTC’s 
participants (“Direct Participants”) deposit with DTC.  DTC also facilitates the post-trade settlement among Direct 
Participants of sales and other securities transactions in deposited securities, through electronic computerized book-
entry transfers and pledges between Direct Participants’ accounts.  This eliminates the need for physical movement 
of securities certificates.  Direct Participants include both U.S. and non-U.S. securities brokers and dealers, banks, 
trust companies, clearing corporations, and certain other organizations.  DTC is a wholly-owned subsidiary of The 
Depository Trust & Clearing Corporation (“DTCC”).  DTCC is the holding company for DTC, National Securities 
Clearing Corporation and Fixed Income Clearing Corporation, all of which are registered clearing agencies.  DTCC 
is owned by the users of its regulated subsidiaries.  Access to the DTC system is also available to others such as both 
U.S. and non-U.S. securities brokers and dealers, banks, trust companies, and clearing corporations that clear 
through or maintain a custodial relationship with a Direct Participant, either directly or indirectly (“Indirect 
Participants”).  DTC has a Standard & Poor’s rating of AA+.  The DTC Rules applicable to its Participants are on 
file with the Securities and Exchange Commission.  More information about DTC can be found at www.dtcc.com. 
 
Purchases of Bonds under the DTC system must be made by or through Direct Participants, which will receive a 
credit for the Bonds on DTC’s records.  The ownership interest of each actual purchaser of each Bond (“Beneficial 
Owner”) is in turn to be recorded on the Direct and Indirect Participants’ records.  Beneficial Owners will not 
receive written confirmation from DTC of their purchase.  Beneficial Owners are, however, expected to receive 
written confirmations providing details of the transaction, as well as periodic statements of their holdings, from the 
Direct or Indirect Participant through which the Beneficial Owner entered into the transaction.  Transfers of 
ownership interests in the Bonds are to be accomplished by entries made on the books of Direct and Indirect 
Participants acting on behalf of Beneficial Owners.  Beneficial Owners will not receive certificates representing 
their ownership interests in the Bonds, except in the event that use of the book-entry system for the Bonds is 
discontinued. 
 
To facilitate subsequent transfers, all Bonds deposited by Direct Participants with DTC are registered in the name of 
DTC’s partnership nominee, Cede & Co., or such other name as may be requested by an authorized representative of 
DTC.  The deposit of Bonds with DTC and their registration in the name of Cede & Co. or such other DTC nominee 
do not effect any change in beneficial ownership.  DTC has no knowledge of the actual Beneficial Owners of the 
Bonds; DTC’s records reflect only the identity of the Direct Participants to whose accounts such Bonds are credited, 
which may or may not be the Beneficial Owners.  The Direct and Indirect Participants will remain responsible for 
keeping account of their holdings on behalf of their customers. 
 
Conveyance of notices and other communications by DTC to Direct Participants, by Direct Participants to Indirect 
Participants, and by Direct Participants and Indirect Participants to Beneficial Owners will be governed by 
arrangements among them, subject to any statutory or regulatory requirements as may be in effect from time to time. 
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Redemption notices will be sent to DTC.  If less than all of the Bonds within a maturity are being redeemed, DTC’s 
practice is to determine by lot the amount of the interest of each Direct Participant in such maturity to be redeemed. 
 
Neither DTC nor Cede & Co. (nor any other DTC nominee) will consent or vote with respect to Bonds unless 
authorized by a Direct Participant in accordance with DTC’s MMI procedures.  Under its usual procedures, DTC 
mails an Omnibus Proxy to the County as soon as possible after the record date.  The Omnibus Proxy assigns 
Cede & Co.’s consenting or voting rights to those Direct Participants to whose accounts the Bonds are credited on 
the record date (identified in a listing attached to the Omnibus Proxy).   
 
Payments on the Bonds will be made to Cede & Co., or such other nominee as may be requested by an authorized 
representative of DTC.  DTC’s practice is to credit Direct Participants’ accounts upon DTC’s receipt of funds and 
corresponding detail information from the County or the Bond Registrar on payable date in accordance with their 
respective holdings shown on DTC’s records.  Payments by Participants to Beneficial Owners will be governed by 
standing instructions and customary practices, as is the case with securities held for the accounts of customers in 
bearer form or registered in “street name,” and will be the responsibility of such Participant and not of DTC, the 
Bond Registrar or the County, subject to any statutory or regulatory requirements as may be in effect from time to 
time.  Payments to Cede & Co. (or such other nominee as may be requested by an authorized representative of DTC) 
are the responsibility of the County or the Bond Registrar, disbursement of such payments to Direct Participants will 
be the responsibility of DTC, and disbursement of such payments to the Beneficial Owners will be the responsibility 
of Direct and Indirect Participants. 
 
DTC may discontinue providing its services as securities depository with respect to the Bonds at any time by giving 
reasonable notice to the County or the Bond Registrar.  Under such circumstances, in the event that a successor 
depository is not obtained, Bond certificates are required to be printed and delivered. 
 
The County may decide to discontinue use of the system of book-entry transfers through DTC (or a successor 
securities depository).  In that event, Bond certificates will be printed and delivered. 
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