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COMMITTEE ACTION

	
Proposed Substitute Motion 2015-0252 adopting the King County Strategic Climate Action Plan, passed out of committee on October 20, with a “Do Pass” recommendation. The motion was amended in committee with Amendment 1 to attach a revised version of the Strategic Climate Action Plan dated October 2015 to Motion 2015-0252. Amendment 2 to Substitute Motion 2015-0252 and Amendment 4 were also adopted.




SUBJECT

A motion adopting the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan in compliance with King County Code, 18.25.010.A4.

SUMMARY

The Strategic Climate Action Plan is a five-year strategic plan which outlines strategies, targets, and priority actions to address climate change. The 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) is a significant expansion and improvement from the 2012 SCAP. Most notably, the 2015 SCAP includes a much greater focus on countywide emission reduction targets to be pursued via the collaborative work of the King County Cities-Climate Collaboration (K4C). Additionally, the 2015 SCAP combines and integrates the King County Energy Plan and strengthens the climate change adaptation section. The 2015 SCAP also adds a green building goal area to the SCAP. The Auditor’s Office noted the 2015 SCAP update is “inclusive and rigorous” and has developed clearer connections between climate actions and climate goals.

The 2015 SCAP complies with requirements in code and legislative direction on the plan development. 

This staff report reviews each of the major areas of the SCAP, highlights what is new,  and discusses progress in achieving current targets. The staff report also identifies areas where the committee may wish to request additional information or further strengthen the SCAP. 

At the request of committee members, staff have prepared Amendment 1which would replace the transmitted version of the SCAP with a revised version reflecting minor changes throughout the document. Executive staff support the amendment. The revisions to the SCAP as directed by Amendment 1 are being made by executive staff at the time of preparation of this staff report. A revised version of the SCAP incorporating the changes from Amendment 1 will be available prior to the Committee meeting.

BACKGROUND 

On February 27, 2012, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 17270 requiring development the 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan and adding King County Code (KCC) section 18.25. KCC 18.25 requires a 2015 update to the SCAP.  The KCC requires the 2015 update to:

· Identify specific objectives, strategies and priority actions for reducing emissions and mitigating climate impacts. 
· Include performance measures and related targets for both operational emissions and implementation of priority strategies that advance the strategic climate action plan. 
· Identify opportunities for partnerships with cities. 
· Identify community-level actions the county can implement to reduce climate pollution and prepare for the impacts of climate change. 
· Include annual updates on progress in achieving strategic climate action plan performance measure targets and accomplishment of priority actions identified in subsection.

Motion 14349, adopted by the Council on May 4, 2015, provided direction to the Executive for activities and policies to consider in the 2015 SCAP. 

The 2015 SCAP largely uses the framework of the 2012 SCAP and retains all of the same goal areas listed below with the additional goal area of Green Building. 

GOAL AREA 1: Transportation and Land Use
GOAL AREA 2: Buildings and Facility Energy
GOAL AREA 3: Green Building
GOAL AREA 4: Consumption and Materials Management
GOAL AREA 5: Forests and Agriculture

The 2015 SCAP also includes a much expanded section titled, “Preparing for Climate Change.”

Executive staff presented an overview of the SCAP to the TrEE committee on September 15,, 2015. Climate change was also the topic of the Town Hall Committee meeting on September 28, 2015. Additionally, at the TrEE committee meeting on September 29, 2015, staff from the King County Auditor’s Office presented their review of the SCAP in relation to their 2014 audit recommendations. 

ANALYSIS

How the Analysis Section is Organized. This analysis section of the staff report closely follows the organization of the SCAP, reviewing each of the major areas of the SCAP, highlighting what is new and discussing progress on current targets. 

The major issue areas of the SCAP are discussed on the following pages of the staff report:

Outreach and Engagement							Page 4

Equity and Social Justice 								Page 6

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions Targets 				Page 8

Pilot Cost Effectiveness Assessment 						Page 10

Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use					Page 12

Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy					Page 17

Goal Area 3: Green Building							Page 19

Goal Area 4: Consumption and Materials Management 			Page 23 

Goal Area 4: Forests and Agriculture 						Page 27 

Preparing for Climate Change Impacts 						Page 31 

Fiscal Impact of New SCAP Initiatives 						Page 34

Throughout the staff report, staff identifies issues the Committee may wish to consider in reviewing the SCAP and provides information in response to member questions. 

Overview

The 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan is a significant expansion and improvement of the 2012 SCAP. Major improvements in the plan include:

· Analysis identifying the major “pathways” necessary to achieve GHG reductions countywide
· Expanded outreach and emphasis on efforts to achieve countywide reductions
· Identification of the potential GHG reductions that will result if targets are achieved
· A significantly expanded discussion on preparing for climate change impacts
· A pilot cost effectiveness study

The SCAP meets the reporting requirements in Ordinance 17270 and the legislative direction on the plan’s development in Motion 14349.

The SCAP includes ambitious targets throughout the plan. As will be discussed throughout the staff report, many of the targets are aspirational, and may not be achievable without significant additional action by King County government, residents, businesses, and other jurisdictions. Such aspirational targets are standard in climate plans and may have value in inspiring action and setting the direction that is needed for moving forward.  In some goal areas, the SCAP clearly articulates how strategies and priority actions can result in the target emission reductions. For other goal areas, there is much more work to do in order to identify the specific actions necessary to achieve the targets. 

Councilmember Question: How do we measure whether the plan is getting actual results?

Ordinance 17270 sets forth accountability and performance measurement requirements for the SCAP. In addition to the overall countywide and government operations GHG emission reduction targets, the 2015 SCAP also includes targets across all five goal areas to support the overall GHG reduction targets. Most of the 2015 SCAP goal area targets are for 2020 and 2030. 

Ordinance 17270 requires the SCAP to be updated every five years at which time the Executive will report on progress in achieving targets, including GHG targets. Ordinance 17270 also requires an annual report on progress in achieving the targets and the status of the priority actions identified in the SCAP as necessary for achieving the GHG reduction targets. 

The biennial budget process provides additional opportunity for the Council to assess whether the investments in the County’s budget are consistent with the actions identified in the SCAP as necessary to achieve the county’s GHG targets.

Outreach and Engagement

As noted by the King County Auditor, the 2015 SCAP has made substantive progress in strengthening community engagement.[footnoteRef:1] The 2015 SCAP includes an emphasis on outreach and engagement in both the plan development and implementation. The SCAP recognizes that achieving the ambitious countywide targets will require collaboration across the county with a broad range of stakeholders.  [1:  Follow-up on Performance Audit of the King County 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan memo to the King County Council, dated August 4, 2015.] 


In plan development, the County sought the input and collaboration of subject matter experts to shape 2015 SCAP goals, targets and actions, strategizing with sustainability staff from other jurisdictions, as well as leaders from groups such as Climate Solutions, University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, Puget Sound Energy, and others.  The County conducted a “virtual town hall” in March/April 2015, using a tool which allowed participants to respond to questions, submit ideas and interact with each other and county staff.  Working with the Environmental Coalition of South Seattle (ECOSS), the County conducted small group discussions in Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese and Somali, involving more than 60 people.  



King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C) 

The 2015 SCAP includes countywide targets and strategies adopted through joint collaboration as part of the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C), which is a partnership of King County and 13 cities within the county. The strategies established by K4C frame each goal area of the 2015 SCAP. Continued engagement through K4C will be critical for achieving the countywide goals of the SCAP.

Ordinance 17285 adopting the Interlocal Agreement (ILA) for the County’s participation in the K4C was adopted in March 2012. When adopting the ILA for K4C, the Council identified some issues and required an initial work plan (including the means to resolve drafting concerns identified by the Council in the ILA) to come back to the Council for adoption. This has not yet taken place. Adoption of the annual work program was also contemplated in the ILA, but also has not yet taken place. Executive staff report they plan to brief Council staff in early 2016 on the 2016 work plan, including recommendations on timing and approach for a future ILA update that would include addressing drafting issues. Subsequent to discussions with Council staff on the draft work plan, the Executive staff will transmit a motion with the 2016 K4C work plan.

Amendment 1 reflects Councilmember direction for the SCAP to state the importance of partnerships between K4C and businesses and non-profits. Amendment 1 adds the following underlined language to the SCAP:

Successful implementation of K4C priorities for transportation and building energy will require strong partnerships of with businesses and non-profits. Many of the innovations in building energy efficiency, both design and operation, are coming from the private sector through alliances like Seattle 2030 District. Efforts by the building community to develop, adopt, and market green building standards like Built Green and LEED are essential to widespread adoption. In the transportation arena, employer incentives and support for commute trip reduction, like provision of Orca passes, support for electric vehicles and charging stations networks, and promotion of ride share programs are essential to meeting goals for reduction GHG emissions from transportation.

Establish Partnerships Between K4C and the Private Sector: As part of the K4C’s 2016 shared work program, the County will work with K4C city partners to develop and pursue partnerships with businesses and non-profits to advance alternative transportation and building energy priorities.

Outreach and Engagement: Priority Actions—2020

The Outreach and Engagement Section describes three priority actions to occur by 2020:

· Engagement Across Sectors: The County will deepen engagement with businesses, tribes, educational institutions, and philanthropic and community organizations to develop climate solutions that benefit health, mobility, employment and the economy. The SCAP notes that this could be be based on the example of K4C, with the County seeking mutual commitments for climate change action or coordinating for mutual support on climate-related policy issues among business, tribes, community organizations, etc—as they have with other stakeholders.  However, no specific mention is made in the Outreach and Engagement discussion of how this “deepened engagement” will play out.  The SCAP calls for a dedicated position to serve as a central point of contact to coordinate communications, outreach and engagement.  However, the specific roles of this position would need to be clarified to assess whether this function could be accomplished in the course of business by responsible agencies, or whether an additional FTE would be required.  

· ESJ Strategic Planning: The County will integrate climate change into the Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) Strategic Plan to help drive engagement on climate change issues and shape future climate strategies.  The planning process for the ESJ Strategic Plan is underway now, with an anticipated completion date at the end of 2016—however, a preliminary draft of the plan is anticipated in mid-2016.  Efforts to shape that planning process would need to get underway quickly.  
 
· Interagency Dialogue: The County will support cross-departmental dialogue to coordinate climate-related communications and engagement and leverage resources. This is intended to focus on the communications and outreach staff of the various agencies, as a means of better coordinating climate-related communications and engagement.  Not specified is what the intended outcome of these communications would be, and how they would impact discrete project actions.  

The 2015 SCAP notes the County will need to invest in internal organizational capacity to expand and deepen its external engagement. 

Equity and Social Justice

As directed by the Council, staff analysis considers ESJ issues in reviewing all transmitted policies and reports. The SCAP addresses ESJ in references throughout the document.  These include: 

· A discussion of the disproportionate impacts of climate change on vulnerable populations;
· A highlight of the benefits of climate actions for health, safety, mobility, and economic outcomes;
· SCAP-related outreach efforts to diverse populations; 
· Integration of climate change into the ESJ Strategic Plan, anticipated for completion in 2016;  and 
· Use of the Equity Impact Review process to help evaluate county services and programs that help prepare for climate change impacts.  This tool addresses process equity, cross-generational equity and distributional equity, as well as fair and just distribution of benefits to all residents across the community landscape, with little imbalance based on geography, gender, race/ethnicity, or income levels. 

The focus on equity issues in the SCAP is consistent with the County’s emphasis on ESJ as a primary value in the administration of county government, as expressed in the Fair and Just principle of the King County Strategic Plan and Ordinance 16948, the Fair and Just Ordinance. 

Issues for Committee Consideration

The committee may wish to consider opportunities to further strengthen the ESJ discussion in the SCAP. As transmitted, the SCAP places the discussion of the Equity Impact Review process tool in Section Two:  Preparing for Climate Change Impacts. This placement and the corresponding discussion in the SCAP suggest that such an equity lens will only be applied to climate mitigation strategies, rather than all climate investment strategies. The Committee may want to consider moving the Equity Impact Review tool to a location in the plan that would provide for a broader, general applicability across implementation of the SCAP as a whole.  Including a reference to the Strategic Plan and the Fair and Just Ordinance may also be appropriate.  

Additionally, while the SCAP notes its focus on identifying the disproportionate impact of climate change, it may also be useful to broaden the ESJ approach in the SCAP to state that, consistent with the Fair and Just Ordinance, King County will include in its evaluation of proposed climate strategies or climate-related investments whether there are any inadvertent adverse impacts on disadvantaged communities.

Amendment 1 addresses these issues by revising the SCAP to include the following underlined language inserted in the introduction of the SCAP (non-underlined text is already part of the SCAP):

Reflects County Priorities for Equity and Social Justice. This update incudes a focus on identifying disproportionate impacts of climate change, making recommendations for additional collaboration with diverse communities to identify local impacts and develop local solutions. The plan also highlights co-benefits of climate actions for health, safety, mobility, and economic outcomes. Implementation of the strategies, actions, and programs outlined in this plan will occur consistent with the King County Strategic Plan and the County’s Fair and Just Ordinance. King County will seek opportunities to address equity and social justice issues when making investments in climate strategies. Additionally, when evaluating climate strategies, King County will consider whether there are any potential inadvertent adverse impacts of those strategies on disadvantaged communities. In considering possible adverse impacts, King County will also consider whether doing nothing to mitigate or adapt to climate change will have greater adverse impacts on low income disadvantaged populations. 

Amendment 1 also amends the SCAP so that the Equity Impact Review tool is at the beginning of the SCAP to clarify that it will be used in reviewing all climate investments. 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions Targets

What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

Countywide Targets. The 2015 SCAP includes new countywide emissions reductions targets for 2020 and 2030 and maintains the 2050 target. The 2012 Plan did not include countywide targets for 2020 and 2030 because King County was waiting for targets to be set by the King County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC). In July 2014, targets were unanimously adopted by the GMPC. 

The targets are as follows: 

Reduce countywide sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 25 percent by 2020, 50 percent by 2030, and 80 percent by 2050.

To understand what it would take to achieve adopted countywide GHG targets, King County and K4C partners collaborated with Climate Solutions’ New Energy Cities Program in 2014 to establish quantifiable pathways toward making a 50 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2030, a key new-term milestone. 

The SCAP reports the goals are achievable through a combination of the impact of existing federal and state laws (Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency Standards, Washington State Renewable Portfolio Standard, and Washington State Energy Code) and specific commitments by King County and its partnering cities in K4C to achieve the following four goals:

1) Reduce the GHG emissions intensity of fuels by 15 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.
2) Reduce vehicle miles traveled by 20 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.
3) Reduce energy use in existing buildings 25 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.
4) 20 percent increases in renewable electricity by 2030, no more coal, and limited new natural gas for electricity.

The chart on the next page shows how the existing state laws and proposed new initiatives combine to allow King County as a geographic entity to achieve its emissions goals.
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These four new goals were adopted as part of the K4C Collaboration. Each will be discussed in more detail in the corresponding goal area of this staff report. However, generally speaking, the SCAP does not provide a robust discussion of what is necessary for the region or King County to achieve these goals. All will likely require action beyond the county’s authority such as adoption of a statewide low carbon fuel standard that gradually lowers pollution from transportation fuels, or securing state authority for funding more transit service, or working with utilities to phase out fossil fuels.  At this point because the 2015 SCAP does not include details on how these goals will be achieved, it is difficult to say whether these targets are realistic. 

County Operations Targets. The overall county operations targets have not changed: King County shall reduce total greenhouse gas emissions from government operations, compared to a 2007 baseline, by at least 15 percent by 2015, 25 percent by 2020, and 50 percent by 2030.

The 2015 SCAP does incorporate two new targets that were included in Ordinance 17971:

· The Department of Natural Resources and Parks shall achieve carbon neutral operations by 2017.
· The Wastewater Treatment Division and Solid Waste Division shall each independently achieve carbon neutral operations by 2025.

While many commitments in the 2015 SCAP will help reduce operational GHG emissions, the most important to ensure the County makes sufficient progress in reducing GHG emissions in operations by 2020 include:



· Grow transit service through 2020 with no increase in GHG emissions.
· For vehicle operations, increase the percentage of alternative fuels in County fleets 10 percent by 2025.
· By 2025, ensure all electricity supplied for King county government operations is GHG emissions neutral.
· Reduce normalized energy use in county-owned facilities five percent by 2020 and 10 percent by 2025 as compared to a 2014 baseline. 

Each of these targets will be discussed in the corresponding goal area.

Progress on meeting current targets

With regards to countywide progress in achieving emissions reductions, Executive staff estimated that total emissions in King County continued to increase, driven by population growth. However, there hasn’t been an update in the actual data since 2013. According to Executive staff, an update is currently underway using 2014 data. The region is not currently on track to meet its long-terms GHG emissions target.

With regard to county operations, King County is not on track to achieve GHG emissions reduction targets established in the 2012 SCAP for 2015. While there has not been a new inventory completed, there have not been any major initiatives which would dramatically reduce emissions from those reported in 2012. 

Pilot Cost Effectiveness Assessment

A recommendation in the King County Auditor’s Performance Audit of the 2012 SCAP was that the 2015 SCAP update incorporate “verifiable economic analysis of the cost-effectiveness of current and potential actions to reach SCAP targets.” As progress towards implementing that recommendation, the 2015 SCAP includes a pilot cost effectiveness assessment. This pilot assessed the cost effectiveness of a selection of SCAP actions, including at least two actions from each of the five SCAP goal areas. The following actions were assessed for their costs to King County government and the community, as well as their impact on GHG emission reductions:

· Transit expansion
· Commute trip reduction
· Electric vehicle charging
· In Motion (Metro’s program for encouraging travel alternatives)
· Biodiesel for county vehicles
· Energy efficiency retrofit
· Clean electricity
· Energy codes
· Green building
· Transfer station recycling
· Residential food waste separation
· Forest protection
· Forest restoration

Of these actions, clean electricity was determined to produce the largest GHG emission reductions, while transfer station recycling was determined to produce the most cost savings.

This pilot assessment helped inform development of 2015 commitments, such as transfer station and residential food waste recycling. It also informed two cost effectiveness priority actions, which are to: 1) follow up with a cost effectiveness analysis of government operations SCAP strategies, and 2) develop and implement an operational cost of carbon. This second task would be led by the Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget in collaboration with county agencies to assist in integrating the environmental and economic costs of GHG emissions into county decisions, such as life-cycle assessments to evaluate alternatives for county purchases, investments, and capital projects.

The Auditor called the cost effectiveness pilot used in the 2015 SCAP update, “a good first step in implementing this recommendation, which will enhance decision-makers’ and implementers’ ability to understand and prioritize the most cost-effective means of reducing emissions.”[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Follow-up on Performance Audit of the King County 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan memo to the King County Council, dated August 4, 2015.] 


Councilmember Question: Does the SCAP address the “food, water, energy nexus” in considering the impacts of climate change?

The SCAP does not directly reference the “food, water, energy nexus.” Amendment 1 adds references to the food, water, energy nexus in this section, in Goal 5, and in Section 2. 

The underlined text reflects the changes made in Amendment 1 to addres the food, water, energy nexus.

In addition to the direct economic costs associated with climate change impacts, there are other important but hard to quantify benefits of action that must be considered, such as opportunities for local economic development, health and quality of life improvements, and national security implications. For example, in 2014, the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) declared that climate change is an immediate threat to national security, citing increased risks from terrorism, infectious disease, and economic impacts. The DOD also predicted increasing needs for military responses to weather and climate events across the globe from disasters such as Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Sandy in the U.S. to drought and food shortages in Africa. Many of these increasing global risks are tied to climate change and weather impacts on food and water supplies, along with associated linkages with energy and GHG emissions. These impacts are part of what is identified by the United Nations as the “food, water, energy nexus”. 

Expand the local food economy and address the food, energy, water nexus.
King County and its public and private partners will expand the local food economy by implementing the recommendations of Executive’s Local Food Initiative Kitchen Cabinet. These recommendations include agriculture support and incentives to increase the number of acres in food production by 4,000 acres by 2024, to increase the variety of crops grown in King County, to increase farm productivity, to expand the distribution system for locally-produced food, and to expand access to locally-produced food. In implementing practices that support sustainable agriculture, King County will consider and address the nexus between food, energy and water and how agricultural practices can minimize the use of fossil fuels and fossil based fertilizers that contribute to climate change.

Assess Food-Water-Energy Dynamic: In collaborating with universities and local governments, the county will research, assess, and characterize the United Nation’s food-water-energy dynamic and the regional climate impacts and risks at Pacific Northwest regional scale.  (Note, this is added with a moneybag icon signifying that additional resources are required to complete this action.)

Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use

Transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions in the region. Land use and transportation policies are linked and, together, have been identified in the SCAP as a critical path toward achieving countywide and county operations climate goals. This section of the SCAP details county commitments and priority actions toward GHG emission reductions in the areas of transportation and land use.

What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

Goal Area 1 includes the following new targets:

Countywide Targets for Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled and GHG Emissions of Fuels: “For passenger vehicles and light trucks, reduce vehicle miles traveled by 20 percent below 2012 levels by 2030 and GHG emissions intensity of fuels by 15 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.”

These targets were developed through the work of the King County Cities Climate Collaborative (K4C) and are considered necessary for achieving the countywide GHG targets adopted by the GMPC. While not listed in the 2015 SCAP, the K4C partners developed K4C Joint County-City Climate Commitments that include the following shared actions for achieving countywide targets:

· Partner to secure state authority for funding to sustain and grow transit service in King County.

· Reduce climate pollution, build our renewable energy economy, and lessen our dependence on imported fossil fuels, by supporting the adoption of a statewide low carbon fuel standard that gradually lowers pollution from transportation fuels.

· Focus new development in vibrant centers that locate jobs, affordable housing, and services close to transit, bike and pedestrian options so more people have faster, convenient and low GHG emissions ways to travel.

· As practical, for King County and cities developing transit-oriented communities around high capacity light rail and transit projects, adopt the Puget Sound Regional Council’s Growing Transit Communities Compact. For smaller cities, participate in programs promoting proven alternative technology solutions such as vehicle electrification, as well as joint carpool and vanpool promotional campaigns.

Many of these actions require changes in state law and local land use planning that have proven to be politically difficult to achieve during past efforts and would require large scale cooperation across many jurisdictions.

Annual Passenger Boardings on Metro Transit: The targets for annual passenger boardings on Metro Transit services were increased in the 2015 SCAP. The following table compares targets from the 2012 SCAP and the 2015 SCAP.

Annual Metro Transit passenger boarding targets

	
	Boardings by 
2015
	Boardings by 
2020
	Boardings by 
2040

	2012 SCAP
	122 million
	137 million
	214 million

	2015 SCAP
	127 million
	142 million
	225 million



Additional investments would likely be needed to achieve these 2020 and 2040 targets. According to Executive staff, it is estimated that four million annual service hours would be necessary to achieve the 2020 target. Metro operated approximately 3.4 million annual service hours in 2014. By 2016, an addition of over 300,000 annual service hours will be added through the Seattle Funding Agreement (Ordinance 17978) and Metro’s investments to reduce overcrowding and improve service reliability. However, these new investments may not be sustainable through 2020 and beyond, and even if they are, a funding gap remains between existing resources and the estimated 4 million annual service hours needed to achieve the 2015 SCAP target of 142 million annual passenger boardings by 2020.

Percentage of King County Commuters Not Driving Alone: The language for the target related to the drive-alone rate was updated to be consistent with the new state goal for the Commute Trip Reduction Program. The target was changed from what was in the 2012 SCAP, “achieve a reduction in the drive-alone rate of 10 percent below 2011 levels by 2015,” to a new 2015 SCAP target of increasing non-drive-alone travel for Commute Trip Reduction affected worksites by six percent by 2020 compared to the 2007 baseline. 

Energy Use by County Vehicles: In the 2015 SCAP, the targets for county fleet energy use have been updated to achieve a ten percent reduction in normalized energy use by 2020 compared to a 2014 baseline. The previous target was to achieve a ten percent reduction by 2015 compared to a 2007 baseline. Also, the targets were split to measure non-Metro fleet vehicles separately from Metro operations, although both fleets would strive to meet the same target.

Additionally, a new target was added in the 2015 SCAP to increase the usage of alternative fuels in County fleets by ten percent by 2025.

Residential Construction within the Urban Growth Area (UGA): The 2015 SCAP proposes to more specifically address residential growth, which was referenced as a strategy in the 2012 SCAP but did not have specific measures or targets.  The new target calls for maintaining at least 97 percent of new residential construction within the UGA.  This is consistent with existing policies in the Countywide Planning Policies and the King County Comprehensive Plan, and is in line with current growth trends.  

Regional Trail Miles: Building on the 2012 SCAP’s call for expansion of the regional trail system as a priority action, the 2015 SCAP proposes to include a specific target of constructing 15 miles of additional regional trails by 2020.  This is consistent with the 2014-2019 King County Parks Levy, the 2010 King County Open Space Plan, and the Regional Trail Needs Report in the King County Comprehensive Plan.

New Priority Actions

Priority actions for implementation by 2020 were identified in the 2015 SCAP for this goal area. Significant new priority actions include:

· Grow transit service without increasing GHG emissions: Metro Transit is pursuing opportunities to expand the transit system, particularly through community partnerships, while increasing fuel efficiency as fleet vehicles are replaced.

· Expand access to the transit system: As directed by the Council[footnoteRef:3], Metro is undertaking an Access to Transit Study to identify opportunities to improve access to transit, including transit service located within an accessible distance to the majority of people and jobs in the region, park-and-ride availability, and bike and pedestrian facilities. The study will include options for regional needs reporting, policy updates, and funding of access to transit infrastructure. [3:  Ordinance 17641 and further defined in Motions 14089 and 14319.] 


· Expand Alternative Services program: The Council[footnoteRef:4] has directed Metro to expand “right-sized” transit options in communities where it would not be cost effective to provide fixed-route transit service. [4:  Motion 13736 and Ordinance 17941.] 


· Address GHG goals in Metro Transit’s Long Range Plan: Metro is working to develop a Long Range Plan by 2015 that would provide a vision for the public transportation system in the next 25 years, including how an integrated network of transportation options, facilities and technologies can address GHG goals.

· Pursue adoption of a Clean Fuels Executive Order to include a cost of carbon: The Executive is developing a draft Clean Fuels Executive Order that would likely involve using life cycle cost analysis that factors in the cost of carbon when making fleet purchasing decisions.

· Use alternative fuels in the County’s new ferry vessels: King County’s two new ferry vessels going into service in 2015 will use B-10 biodiesel.

· Consider options for the sale and reinvestment of environmental attributes: The Council recently passed Ordinance 18106 creating an environmental attribute program that would enable the monetized value of operating the trolley and battery-operated buses to be sold to third parties.

Progress on meeting current targets

Annual Passenger Boardings on Metro Transit: With more than 124 million passenger boardings in 2014, Metro has exceeded the 2012 SCAP target of 122 million annual boardings by 2015 and is on track to meet the 2015 SCAP target of 127 million annual passenger boardings this year.

Percentage of King County Commuters Not Driving Alone: The region is not on target to meet the 2012 SCAP target of reducing the drive-alone rate to ten percent below 2011 levels by 2015.  In fact, the drive-alone rate in King County increased by 0.8 percent between 2011 and 2013. The 2015 SCAP contains a less ambitious target of increasing non-drive-alone travel for only Commute Trip Reduction-affected worksites, compared to a lower baseline of 2007, to a lower target of six percent over 13 years. A two percentage point increase occurred between 2007 and 2013, leaving four percentage points of further increase needed between 2015 and 2020 to achieve the new target. 

Energy Use by County Vehicles: King County is not on target to achieve the 2012 SCAP target of reducing fleet energy use by ten percent compared to 2007. As of 2014, the County had achieved a reduction of six percent compared to 2007.

Without significant action, the County may face similar challenges meeting the even more ambitious targets contained in the 2015 SCAP, particularly for non-Metro fleet vehicles. An April 28, 2015, audit by the King County Auditor’s Office, Light Duty Fleet: Costs and Emissions Could Be Reduced, found that, “Despite the efforts of agencies to reduce the cost and emissions produced by county vehicles, underutilized vehicles and fuel inefficiency are barriers to further progress.” Several of the recommendations made in the audit to increase the fuel and cost efficiency of King County’s fleet were identified as priority actions in the 2012 SCAP, but have not yet been fully implemented. For example, the 2012 SCAP states the following priority actions: “The County’s fleets will continue to implement strategies such as anti-idling, car sharing and vehicle rightsizing, and will phase in more-efficient, lower-emissions hybrid and electric vehicles as funding and technologies allow.” These priority actions are carried forward in the 2015 SCAP. 

The 2015 fleet audit recommendations included strategies to reduce idle time, evaluate car-sharing options, make thorough vehicle utilization decisions related to vehicle rightsizing, and rigorously evaluate vehicle costs prior to purchases, including considering lifecycle fuel costs that may make purchase of lower-emissions vehicles more feasible. Progress on these recommendations and other related priority actions identified in the SCAP would be needed to achieve the energy use targets identified in the 2015 SCAP. Fleet Administration’s response to a proviso in the 2015/2016 biennial budget regarding the role of alternative fuel technology fleet vehicles in achieving King County’s GHG goals[footnoteRef:5] will provide the Council with an opportunity to look at this issue in greater depth. The proviso response is due to be transmitted to the Council by September 30, 2015. [5:  Proviso P1, Section 125, Ordinance 17941] 


Issues for Committee Consideration

Equity and Land Use: Per the Council’s direction, staff analysis considers the ESJ impacts in reviewing all transmitted legislation.  It is worth noting that growth management regulations which result in many benefits to the region may also have inadvertent impacts on vulnerable populations.  For example, in order to accommodate growth in already developed urban areas, local actions often include redevelopment, neighborhood reinvestments, and infrastructure investments, which the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) housing toolkit notes can impact housing affordability and cause displacement.[footnoteRef:6]  Affordability resources listed in the toolkit include a study from Tufts University on displacement and gentrification tools for the City of Portland, which notes that “lower-income families and seniors have been displaced to the outer fringes of the city or to the suburbs” when faced with growth management impacts in Seattle.[footnoteRef:7]  Similarly, a study by Professor Richard Morrill at the University of Washington notes that “growth management, especially the urban growth boundary, can raise the cost of housing.”[footnoteRef:8]  Lastly, in a case study of gentrification in the Central District neighborhood in Seattle, the Urban Institute notes that “housing costs have increased tremendously across Seattle” and “one reason cited for the increases was the growth in management regulations limiting suburban growth.”[footnoteRef:9]   [6:  Puget Sound Regional Council’s Housing Toolkit. http://www.psrc.org/growth/housing/hip/alltools/displacement ]  [7:  “Mitigating Displacement due to Gentrification,” Kim, Tufts University, April 2011]  [8:  Growth Management, the Market, and Settlement Change in Greater Seattle 1990-2007,” Morrill, University of Washington]  [9:  “In the Face of Gentrification: Case Studies of Local Efforts to Mitigate Displacement,” Levy et al, Urban Institute 2006] 


In response to these potential impacts, the region has worked hard to address housing affordability in urban areas.  This includes the Growing Transit Communities Compact, the creation of the Regional Equitable Development Initiative (REDI) fund, and the Executive’s proposed King County and Sound Transit partnership to create at least 700 units of permanently affordable workforce housing.  These issues of equity and housing affordability – as well as specific impacts of climate impacts and strategies – will be reviewed as part of the 2016 update to the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP)[footnoteRef:10] as it relates to implementation of the Growth Management Act, including:  [10:  Ordinance 14351] 


· Consideration of updating and strengthening policies to provide increased attention to areas with low income communities and people of color to address inequities and disparities related to health, housing, and prosperity.

· Review of equitable access to affordable housing, transportation, and transit oriented development. 

· Review of inequities and disparities related to environmental and climate justice impacts.

· Evaluation of the relationship between climate impacts and solutions with wealth, equity and social justice.

The discussion of equity and land use, and the efforts to address these issues in the 2016 Comp Plan, are absent from the SCAP’s discussion of the UGA. The Committee may wish to request the Executive revise the SCAP to include a brief discussion of these issues in the context of the discussion of the UGA.

Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy

Energy use in buildings and industrial facilities accounts for nearly half of GHG emissions that occur within King County’s geography. 

What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

County services: The SCAP proposes a much greater role for King County in reducing energy use and encouraging renewable energy in the community. All of the proposed new targets were adopted by the K4C and are as follows:

· Reduce energy use in all existing buildings 25 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.
· Increase countywide renewable electricity use 20 percent beyond 2012 levels by 2030.
· Limit construction of new natural gas-based electricity power plants.
· Support development of increasing amounts of renewable energy sources.

The 2015 SCAP proposes some new priority actions to help achieve these targets. All of these actions require collaboration with regional partners:
 
· Work with local utilities and other partners to increase residential and commercial resource efficiency and renewable energy production for existing buildings. 
· Partner with local utilities and other stakeholders on a countywide commitment to renewable energy resources. The SCAP recommends establishing a dedicated position to accomplish this work and other community outreach on energy efficiency. 
· Support stronger commercial energy codes. 
· Expand resource efficiency programs for low income residents.
· Support efforts to renew solar production incentives.
· Establish a preferred framework for building energy disclosure ordinances. 

It is not clear that the targets for energy reduction in the community are achievable. While the SCAP does present priority actions to reduce energy use, the SCAP does not include an analysis of whether the effect of the actions can achieve the proposed targets. This is further complicated by the fact that King County has limited jurisdictional authority to require any changes that could help reduce energy use in the community.  

County operations: The 2015 SCAP includes four new or revised targets related to energy use in county-owned buildings and facilities. Given its track record in energy reduction and renewable energy production, King County is much more likely to achieve goals for energy consumption and renewable energy production in its own operations. 

1. King County will reduce normalized energy use in county-owned facilities by at least five percent by 2020 and 10 percent by 2025 as compared to a baseline year of 2014.

2. By December 31, 2020, all King County government buildings over 20,000 square feet shall be Energy Star Certified.  Energy Star certification is a national tool to measure energy efficiency—and which establishes certain performance targets. To achieve this goal, all county agencies that operate buildings not meeting Energy Star performance requirements by December 31, 2016, are to develop a written plan outlining steps for the non-achieving buildings to meet Energy Star certification requirements. 

3. Produce renewable energy equal to 100 percent of total County government net energy requirements by 2017 and each year thereafter, excluding the public transit fleet.

The 2015 SCAP also includes revised renewable energy targets to reflect the fact that the County achieved its 2012 SCAP goals, of 95 percent. To meet the new 100 percent renewable target for net energy requirements, the county will need to improve from its current 95 percent level. This is more of a stretch than it may seem, and it will require continued progress in reducing energy consumption, while increasing production of renewable energy at wastewater treatment plants and at Cedar Hills.

4. King County is to utilize renewable energy equal to 70 percent of government operation facility energy consumption by 2020 and 85 percent by 2025.   

This is very ambitious target and requires cost considerations. The SCAP addresses those costs considerations by establishing the following order of preference for strategies to achieve the renewable energy targets: 1) energy efficiency, 2) cost-effective renewable energy projects, and 3) renewable/carbon offset purchases. 

Furthermore, the SCAP proposes the establishment of cost effectiveness criteria by December 31, 2016.  This proposed approach seeks to maximize the long-term benefits to the county that are captured through real energy efficiency operating savings and direct county investments in renewable energy generation sources, beyond the renewable generation investments of local utilities. 

Progress on meeting current targets

For county services, the 2012 SCAP did not have comparable targets for countywide energy usage reduction. 

For county operations, the 2012 targets for renewable energy production and consumption were met. In addition, the County achieved its energy use target and reduced its normalized facility energy use by more than 15 percent since 2012.

Goal Area 3: Green Building

This goal area discusses King County’s green building and sustainable development commitments at three scales: 1) for new construction, additions, retrofits and remodels built by customers, businesses and residents in unincorporated King County; 2) for regional green building collaborative actions; and 3) for building and infrastructure projects owned and operated by King County.

What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

The entire “Goal Area 3: Green Building” is a new addition in the proposed 2015 SCAP.  This new chapter builds upon the foundation of the 2012 SCAP’s “Goal Area 2: Energy.” 

Many of the strategies and targets in Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy and Goal Area 3: Green Building reflect the guidance of Regional Code Collaboration (RCC) project. The RCC is made up of representatives from 13 King County jurisdictions and five other jurisdictions in the greater Puget Sound region. The RCC is working to create a common vision for local codes that promote environmental stewardship. The group has also focused on best practices supported by ratings systems such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), BuiltGreen, and The Living Building Challenge.  

County Services—Residential and Commercial Development: The “County Services” goal is to “reduce energy use and GHG emissions associated with new construction and renovations in commercial and residential buildings in King County.” 

The 2012 SCAP called for a “percentage of residential housing” to achieve Built Green or LEED certified, but stated that the target would be developed as part of the 2013 Green Building Ordinance.  Ultimately, the adopted Green Building Ordinance[footnoteRef:11] only addressed County capital projects and did not include targets or standards for residential or commercial development.  The 2015 SCAP not only proposes to identify residential[footnoteRef:12] green building targets, the targets are rather ambitious as the County’s first targets in this area.   [11:  Ordinance 17709]  [12:  Single-family and multi-family residential homes.] 


The proposed residential targets are: 

· By 2020, 75 percent of new developments will achieve Built Green 5 Star or better, Living Building Challenge, high level Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard, LEED Platinum, or equivalent green building certification or development code; and 

· By 2030, 100 percent of new developments by 2030 to achieve Built Green Emerald Star, LEED Platinum, Living Building Challenge, or equivalent green building certification or development code that achieves net zero GHG emissions.  

Since transmittal of the 2015 SCAP, Executive staff have requested that the proposed 2020 target for residential homes be amended to state: 

“By 2020, 75 percent of new developments achieve: Built Green ((5))3 Star or better, Living Building Challenge, high level Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard, LEED ((Platinum))Silver, or equivalent green building certification or development code.”

Staff have prepared language in Amendment 1 to make this change.  Even with the amended language, both the 2020 and 2030 targets are ambitious given that according to the SCAP, as of 2014, less than 48 percent of new residential development achieved any of the certifications. More notably, less than one percent of new residential development has reached the highest levels of certification, which the 2030 target calls for 100 percent of new developments to achieve.  

According to the SCAP, this will be achieved in unincorporated King County via education and voluntary programs, as well as code changes[footnoteRef:13] that are expected to be transmitted by the end of 2017.  This residential green building work is proposed to be completed by a new TLT position focused on green building code issues.[footnoteRef:14]  Additionally, King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) changes may also be warranted to address unincorporated areas, as green building standards for residential development is currently not required in the KCCP.  The SCAP does not include details about how this target will be achieved or its implications, such as the impact on residential housing prices or permitting process.  [13:  Possible strategies indicated by Executive staff include: zoning code incentives, such as increased density in return for achieving Built Green 5 Star; permitting incentives, such as reduced review timelines in return for green building; simplifying green building compliances; hiring a green building customer coordinator; water reduction regulations; and a demonstration ordinance to allow residents to follow Living Building Challenge directives to achieve net zero energy usage.  ]  [14:  The SCAP proposes for this to be a two-year TLT position that would be located in the Department of Permitting and Environmental Review (DPER). The position is estimated to cost approximately $136,000 per year, and will be paid for half by the Solid Waste Division using existing appropriation in 2016 and half to be requested from the General Fund through a mid-biennial supplemental budget request.] 


The SCAP reports that only two percent of growth is expected to occur in the rural area. This means that, as annexations of urban unincorporated areas continues, King County will be primarily dependent upon other jurisdictions to address 98 percent of the new development that these targets aim to impact.  Implementation of this target is also limited by the fact that King County is not able to amend state energy codes regarding certain residential units.[footnoteRef:15]  Changes in state law would be required in order to see progress on this front.   [15:  Single-family residential and multifamily of four units or less.] 


The 2015 SCAP notes that the benefits from LEED Gold or higher standards reduce energy-related GHG emissions by 18 to 39 percent; however, the benefits from other standards are not known at this time.  Quantifying this is identified as a “priority action” by 2020.  

In addition to addressing residential development, the goal in this section also specifically calls for reductions in energy usage and GHG emissions for commercial buildings; however, there are no proposed measures or targets in the proposed 2015 SCAP to evaluate the progress for this area.  Executive staff have stated that this is because, currently, there is not comprehensive data for commercial buildings throughout the County.  Tracking commercial green building certifications is challenging due to a long lag time between permitting and green certification, and such information would be dependent on extensive additional data collection.  

County Operations - King County Capital Projects: The “County Operations” goal calls for “King County-owned buildings and infrastructure to be built, maintained, and operated consistent with the highest green building and sustainable development practices.”   The 2012 SCAP called for targets related to use of renewable energy for County operations, but did not address overall green building standards or certifications for County buildings or capital projects.  The Green Building Ordinance filled that gap by providing guidance on when green building standards should be used, but the 2015 SCAP would provide a more expansive directive with defined and ambitious targets.

The proposed targets are:

· By 2020, 100 percent of King County projects achieve Platinum certification or better.
· By 2030, 100 percent of King County projects achieve certifications that demonstrate a net zero GHG emissions footprint for new facilities or infrastructure.[footnoteRef:16]   [16:  Consistent with the similar K4C Pathway on P. 67] 


The SCAP calls for using LEED and Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard certifications in County projects for Measure 1 in this goal area. Executive staff have noted that this is also intended to include alternative green building rating systems, but the language does not currently reflect that.  Staff have prepared language in Amendment 1 to clarify the range of rating systems for this measure. Executive staff concur with this amended language.

The Green Building Ordinance states that county capital projects should achieve LEED standards,[footnoteRef:17] but only when certifications would have nominal cost impacts.[footnoteRef:18]  The 2015 SCAP proposes 100 percent platinum certification regardless of costs.  The code would ultimately need to be updated in order to achieve the targets called for in the SCAP; however, a proposed ordinance with the specific code changes necessary to implement these targets was not transmitted with the 2015 SCAP. Council staff, in coordination with Executive staff, has prepared language in Amendment 1 to clarify that implementation of this strategy would need to be consistent with the Green Building Ordinance either in its current or future form if amended. [17:  The Green Building Ordinance states that county capital projects should achieve platinum for new projects and gold for remodels/renovations.]  [18:  Only if this higher standard can be achieved with no incremental cost impact to the General Fund over the life of the asset and no more than 2% incremental cost impact to other funds over the life of the asset.  ] 


The estimated cost for including green features to reach Platinum certification can average between 0 and 4.5 percent of project costs.  However, Executive staff have stated that benefits of green building can continue to generate more rapid return on investment for including green futures than buildings without those features, which can generate a net savings over the life of a building.  

The 2030 target – which requires a net zero GHG emissions footprint for 100 percent of new County projects – is more ambitious.  At this time, the increased costs to the County to include the additional green features necessary to meet this target are not known.  Similarly, one of the “Priority Actions by 2020” is to “identify and make substantial progress in the design, construction, or certification process for at least 10 new County construction or retrofit projects that will advance Net Zero Energy or Living Building Challenge certification.”[footnoteRef:19]  The specific projects have not yet been identified; therefore, the costs are also unknown.   [19:  An example of a Living Building Challenge project is the Bullitt Center in Seattle. ] 


In addition to green design standards, the SCAP also proposes targets for average percentages of Construction and Demolition (C&D) materials diverted from landfills from County capital projects:

· By 2016, an 80 percent C&D diversion rate.
· By 2020, 85 percent.
· By 2030, 92 percent.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Equates to zero waste of resources with economic value.] 


Progress on meeting current targets 

Due to the fact that Goal Area 3 is new in 2015, there are no current targets in the 2012 SCAP to evaluate, aside from compliance with the Green Building Ordinance.  As of 2014, only 22 percent of County-owned capital projects achieved Platinum certification.  As noted in the SCAP, this is due, in part, to the fact that the majority of projects completed in 2014 were designed prior to the enactment of the standards in the Green Building Ordinance.  

Appendix D—Green Building Reporting. As required by the Green Building Ordinance, the 2015 SCAP reports on compliance and performance of County capital projects.  However, the information included in the 2015 SCAP does not fully capture what is happening on the ground.  First, some of the charts include incorrect data.  Additionally, the projects reporting on projected savings are different from the projects reporting on actual savings, so “projected” results are not able to be compared with “actual” results. Lastly, some projects were estimating the energy savings over the life of the project, while others were only reporting annually.  

Executive staff have provided updated charts with the corrected data to replace the current versions in the SCAP. Amendment 1 incorporates these corrections into Appendix D.  Executive staff have also noted that they have established a work group that is standardizing the reporting criteria so there can be consistency moving forward. The work of this group will not be available to be reflected in the totals presented in the 2015 SCAP, but reporting metrics are expected to be more accurate and useful in the future.  

Goal 4: Consumption and Materials Management

The purchase, use, and disposal of goods and services by King County residents, businesses, and government are associated with significant GHG emissions. These emissions can occur at all stages of a product’s life cycle, from resource extraction, farming, manufacturing, processing, transportation, sale, use, and disposal.

What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

The 2015 SCAP includes the following new targets and strategies related to the county’s waste services. 

Transfer Station Recycling: By 2020, recycle 60,000 tons of key materials collected at transfer stations including yard and wood waste, metal, cardboard and paper.  

In 2013, the Shoreline Transfer Station began a pilot project involving the “picking” of transfer station waste piles, pulling out recyclable materials such as wood, metals, and cardboard for diversion to recycling markets.  In the 2015-16 biennium, that program is being extended to three additional transfer stations.  When new Factoria and South County stations are completed and incorporated into this effort, recycled tonnage levels are likely to increase substantially.  It is still very early in the development of this effort, so it is difficult to project actual volumes based on initial results.  

Incentive-Based Tip Fee: The regional solid waste system includes 37 cities, each of which develop and administer waste collection and recycling efforts in cooperation with the County.  Recycling efforts, and recycling results, vary from city to city.  The County establishes fees charged to waste collection companies for waste delivered to transfer stations (tip fees).  In order to incentivize cities to pursue ambitious recycling efforts, the 2015 SCAP indicates that the County’s Solid Waste Division (SWD) will explore a tip fee structure that rewards those cities that are on track to reach the region’s targeted 70 percent recycling rate.  The Council has fee-setting authority, so any such proposal would require approval by Council. 

Landfill methane emissions: By 2020, increase landfill gas collection efficiency at Cedar Hills Regional Landfill to at least 98 percent. The landfill is now achieving a 95.77 percent collection efficiency. SWD is evaluating strategies to be employed to achieve the 98 percent target; that evaluation is not yet complete.   In Ordinance 17971, the Council required that the GHG emissions inventory, which calculates landfill emissions, be reviewed by an independent third party with experience in emission inventory calculations.  That process should be completed by early 2016.   

Garbage Collection Frequency/Separation: The SCAP includes a new strategy that would provide every-other-week garbage collection and continue the existing city/hauler strategy of separation of garbage, recyclables and organics. The Executive notes that separation into these three major categories, garbage, recyclables, and organics, rather than further separation of recyclables into categories such as glass,  plastics, cardboard and others, is used by cities and commercial haulers to increase levels of participation by customers, by making separation easy and convenient.

Regarding collection frequency, SWD partnered with the City of Renton several years ago to pilot and evaluate every-other-week garbage collection.  As a result, Renton has implemented this program.  This strategy is being pursued in the unincorporated area, and is being included in current Solid Waste Comprehensive Plan discussions to encourage partner cities to consider it. 

Food Waste Prevention: The 2015 SCAP identifies a number of additional initiatives to reduce GHG impacts from food production and consumption: 

· For food businesses, develop a toolkit to increase efficiencies and reduce waste.
· Raise public awareness about the value of “imperfect” food and its role in preventing waste. 
· Review options to recycle/process food waste, like anaerobic digestion and composting.

Purchasing Strategies: The SCAP also includes new strategies and targets related to purchasing: 

· Environmental Purchasing Policy: The County’s Environmental Purchasing policy is addressed in KCC 18.20. The 2015 SCAP commits to revising the existing ordinance to include GHG emissions as a criterion in purchasing decisions.  

· Copy Paper: The 2015 SCAP commits that by 2017, the “default option” for office copy paper will be 100 percent recycled content paper.  

· Cement Alternatives for Concrete: Recognizing that alternative cement materials for concrete can lower energy needed in concrete production and reduce carbon emissions, the County will track current use of cement and cement alternatives, develop best practices, and set targets for use of low-GHG cement alternatives.  

· Desktop Work Stations: Desktop work stations are among the largest sources of energy usage in King County buildings. As workstations are replaced, there are opportunities for energy savings. A tablet, for example, uses about a quarter of the energy of a standard desktop. King County Information Technology (KCIT) will support agencies in making informed purchasing decisions by providing energy usage data for various work station types; departments will choose the options that are most energy efficient, while serving business needs.  

· Server Virtualization: The County is moving the backup function for computers to the “cloud,” rather than on local servers, and is evaluating opportunities for other services that could be delivered through the internet, such as storage and applications.  Based on the results of pilot projects, the County will identify a target to transition appropriate functions to the cloud by 2020.  

Progress on meeting current targets

Zero Waste: The 2012 and 2015 SCAP include a target of zero waste of economically useful resources by 2030.  Based on progress to date, this target will require an accelerated effort: in 2013, 63 percent of material disposed at Cedar Hills was readily recyclable. 

The target is focused on the mix of materials processed through the county transfer network and disposed of at Cedar Hills. In order to make progress toward this goal, those waste streams that are comparatively poor performers in recycling participation—self haulers and multifamily residents, for example—will need to achieve higher levels of recycling and waste reduction, and other techniques for diverting economically-useful materials from disposal, such as product stewardship or disposal restrictions, may need to be considered.  

70 Percent Recycling Rate: Both the 2012 and 2015 SCAP include a 70 percent recycling rate target by 2020. This target is focused on the total volumes of waste generated and recycled by system participants, some of which is destined for processing pathways separate from county transfer and disposal facilities.  As of 2013, the rate was 53 percent.  The trend line since 2004 shows a nine percent increase in the nine years between 2005 and 2014, suggesting that renewed efforts will be required to achieve an additional 17 percent reduction by 2020, as is needed to meet the 70 percent target.  The County and cities are currently cooperatively planning for efforts to meet the 70 percent recycling target.

Copy Paper: For copy paper, the 2012 SCAP set a goal of a 20 percent reduction in usage volume by 2013, and 30 percent by 2016, with 2010 as a base.  According to the Executive, the 2013 target was met.  The SCAP indicates that the County has reduced the amount of copy paper that it purchases since 2010, from about 17,000 cases annually to about 14,000 cases in 2014.  

The 2012 plan also contained a goal of purchasing recycled paper by all agencies. The 2015 SCAP indicates that, as of 2014, 31 percent of copy paper purchases were 100 percent recycled content.

Issues for Committee Consideration

Strategies to achieve the 70 percent recycling rates: King County solid waste operates as a federated system, with participation by 37 cities as partners.  To achieve ambitious system-wide targets or waste reduction/recycling goals, cooperative participation by cities of the region is needed.  There may be differing levels of interest and acceptance of aggressive recycling strategies among cities and residents of the region.    

There hasn’t been significant increase in the current 53 percent rate for a number of years.  The Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory Committee is currently coordinating a cooperative planning effort, with cities, to address the “roadmap to 70 percent”.  Options are being discussed involving varying kinds of county and city waste diversion initiatives.  The region will need to seriously consider relatively ambitious approaches towards increasing recycling and reducing waste, in order to achieve stated goals.  

If the Committee would like additional information on strategies to achieve the 70 percent target, it could consider adding this topic to its 2016 Workplan. 
 
Impact for SWD of potential state or federal rules on greenhouse gas emissions: The Governor’s Office has recently announced a major climate initiative that would require sources that are emitting greenhouse gases above a specified threshold, to reduce those emissions or be subject to regulatory actions.  The Cedar Hills Regional Landfill has been identified as one of the sources to be addressed by the initiative.  Specifics will become available as a rule is developed. Amendment 1 revises the SCAP to insert a new priority action as follows:

Evaluate and report back as part of the SCAP annual report the effect on Cedar Hills of any changes in state or federal law or pending ballot initiatives relating to regulating GHG emissions. 

Councilmember Question: Does reliance on a combined recycling bin present difficulties to the recycling process?:

Currently, the solid waste system features a recycling structure that is developed through city contracts with waste haulers. Cities and haulers have utilized an approach that encourages residents to separate their disposables into three bins: one each for organics (yard waste/food waste), garbage, and recyclables. This last category, “recyclables,” combines a mix of different kinds of materials that can be recycled, including glass, metals, plastics, paper, cardboard, etc.  

This level of separation has come about with the development of sophisticated recyclables sorting facilities, Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs), that are operated by commercial haulers, which use sorting technology to separate the various kinds of recyclables, and to sell them to recyclables markets.  These processes can be affected by contamination of recyclables with other wastes, by system clogs from plastic bags or other materials, and by market fluctuations or other uncertainties. 

SWD indicates that the “three-bin” approach, with recyclables combined as a group, is generally seen as more effective than asking customers to further sort into discrete material types.  According to SWD, this “ease of use” increases participation, and helps move the system towards recycling volume targets.  However, the issue of contamination of recyclables streams—while it primarily is the responsibility of hauling companies—has been raised as a complicating element in the processing of recyclables, potentially decreasing recyclables marketability and increasing costs.  

Because the policy choice on this issue, under the current allocation of roles and responsibilities, falls primarily to hauling companies, there has been limited discussion of this issue at Council.  There may, however, be opportunities for the Committee to more clearly understand the nature and extent of the problem, and any opportunities for the County to assist, such as educational efforts to reduce impurities, efforts to address proliferation of plastic grocery bags, or other approaches.  The Committee may wish to consider scheduling a briefing on this topic, framed to acknowledge the roles of the haulers and cities under the current federated structure.  

Goal Area 5:  Forests and Agriculture

This goal area describes King County’s commitment to permanently conserve high-priority farm, forest, and other open spaces; plant one million trees; restore King County-owned forest land; and provide incentives and technical assistance to private agriculture and forestry land owners to address climate issues.  

What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

Expanding Conservation Targets: The 2015 SCAP proposes to maintain the 2012 target to add 500 acres of privately owned rural land per year in either stewardship plans or current use taxation incentive programs.  The 2015 SCAP also proposes to expand the 2012 targets for permanent conservation of forest and agriculture lands. Previously, the targets were 200,000 acres of preserved forest land by 2016 and a to-be-determined goal for agriculture land.  The 2015 SCAP now proposes to protect and conserve all remaining high-priority forest and agriculture land within 30 years through conservation easements, Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs), or purchases in fee.  The 2015 target also now includes open space lands, such as for habitat or trails.  

The amount of acreage, as well as the associated costs to the county necessary to achieve the target for permanent conservation of high-priority lands has not yet been identified.  The County is currently analyzing land in unincorporated King County to identify the conservation needs, including looking at: land not currently under protection and at risk of conversion out of resource land use, parcels not enrolled in current use taxation programs, areas identified for habitat protection in the Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs), remaining corridors needed to complete and connect the regional trail network as identified in the Regional Trails Plan, and recommendations for multi-objective flood hazard reduction projects as identified in the Flood Hazard Management Plan and Flood District Capital Improvement Program.  The County also plans to do outreach to the cities to identify conservation needs in incorporated areas.  A proposed “Priority Action by 2020” is to develop a 30-year plan for the preservation of these lands.

The GHG emissions reductions calculated for conservation of land through removal of development rights is based on sending TDRs from rural lands into downtown Seattle;[footnoteRef:21] however, only 21 percent of TDRs are transferred to large urban cores such as downtown Seattle.  This calculation does not reflect the remaining 79 percent of TDRs that are transferred to other urban areas in the County, which most likely would not have as significant GHG emissions reductions benefits.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  Which results in a reduction of 9 MTCO2e per year for each rural housing unit transferred.]  [22:  Executive staff note is hard to quantity GHG reductions for these areas because they are spread out and are not necessarily proximate to job centers.  ] 


The current use taxation incentive programs provide significant tax breaks[footnoteRef:23] to properties enrolled in the program in exchange for the voluntary preservation and conservation of natural resources on the property.  Overall tax revenues coming to the county are not reduced because the tax rates across all other properties (residential, commercial, etc.) are adjusted to regain any loss in tax revenues from current use assessments.  As a result, as more properties are enrolled in current use programs as called for in the SCAP, all other non-enrolled properties across the county will experience subsequent increases in tax rates.  The expected impact will be a $75,000 annual revenue shift, which would be redistributed across all other properties. Given the number of taxable parcels in the county, however, this is expected to have a very small tax rate impact.  Similarly, small tax rate impacts would occur due to increased permanent conservation of forest, agriculture, and open space lands. [23:  This is achieved through assessing a participating property at a “current use” value, which is lower than the “highest and best use” assessment value that would otherwise apply to the property. ] 


Adding more farm land and providing flooding infrastructure: The SCAP proposes to increase local food production by adding 400 net new acres in local food production per year through 2024. Complimentary to this, the plan also calls to increase the number of farms that have flooding infrastructure, such as raised agricultural structures and farm pads, by five or more projects per year.  

The SCAP proposes to measure the GHG emissions reductions for adding new acres of land in food production based on the emissions reductions seen in TDR transfers similar to the purchase of the Tall Chief Golf Course.  However, simply increasing the acreage of agriculture land food production does not necessarily entail TDR transfers or similar levels of avoidance of residential development.  

Increasing the rate of completion for Forest Stewardship Plans (FSPs): The 2015 SCAP proposes to maintain the 2012 target to have FSPs for all applicable forested sites managed by the County.  In order to address the outstanding 22 sites, as well as completing updates for existing FSPs,[footnoteRef:24] Executive staff have stated that they will increase the rate at which FSPs are developed.[footnoteRef:25]  This is proposed to be achieved through work with the University of Washington and contractors.  Current funding for this work is primarily coming from $250,000 of Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) funds in 2015/2016.[footnoteRef:26]  Into the future, ongoing funding is uncertain.  As more forested properties are acquired, and as current FSPs need to be updated, there will be a need for additional funding. [24:  Existing FSPs are reviewed every 10 years to determine if they need either minor or major updates.  As a result, by 2020, FSPs on four sites will need to also be updated. ]  [25:  A minimum of 6 new FSPs and 4 FSP updates will be completed in 5 years, with the remaining new FSPs completed by 2025.]  [26:  Revenues from forest practices on these sites and funds from the King County Parks, Trails, and Open Space Replacement Levy are also directed to the maintenance and restoration of forested sites.  Executive staff have also indicated that DNRP will pursue restoration grant funding to support county land forest stewardship.  ] 


Planting more trees: The 2015 SCAP also proposes, in partnership with public and private partners, to plant one million native trees between 2015 and 2020, which is more aggressive than the 2012 target to plant 30,000 native trees and shrubs per year.  In conjunction with this effort, SCAP also calls for the County to work with partners to develop a detailed 30-year plan for maximizing the percent of tree cover in both urban and rural King County, which will include methods to track progress, monitor tree survival, and coordinate public outreach.  

Progress on meeting current targets

2012 Stewardship and Conservation Targets Achieved: The 2012 SCAP called for adding 500 acres of privately owned rural land per year in either stewardship plans or current use taxation incentive programs.[footnoteRef:27] In 2014, 660 new acres either had stewardship plans or were enrolled in current use taxation incentive programs,[footnoteRef:28] which exceeded the target.[footnoteRef:29]   [27:  Current use taxation incentive programs include: the Public Benefit Rating System (also known as Open Space), the Timber Land program, the Forestland program, and the Farm and Agricultural Land program.  ]  [28:  For a total of 161,000 acres in the programs.]  [29:  The County does not yet have an approach for quantifying increased carbon sequestration associated with either enrollment in current use taxation incentive programs or implementing stewardship plans – though, this is identified as a “Priority Action by 2020.”  ] 


Additionally, consistent with the 2012 SCAP, more than 200,000 additional acres of privately owned forest lands have been permanently conserved – which was completed ahead of the 2016 target date.  

The 2012 plan stated that the acreage target for conservation of agriculture lands was going to be determined in 2013 by the Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) in collaboration with the King County Agriculture Commission.  Ultimately, WLRD and the Agriculture Commission did not establish goals for farmland preservation. Instead, through the Executive’s 2014 Local Food Economy Initiative, the “Kitchen Cabinet” recommended that, rather than adopting a goal of the number of acres to be preserved, the County focus instead on acres in food production and number of new farmers.  The recommendations included the goal to increase acres in food production by net 400 acres per year for the next ten years. In 2013, the Tall Chief Golf Course was purchased with the goal of restoring food production to this 191 acre site.  

The 2012 SCAP also called for 100 percent of King County Parks’ forested sites over 200 acres in size to have Forest Stewardship Plans (FSPs) by 2025.  As of 2014, 11 out of the 33 sites have FSPs.  The county will have 10 years to complete FSPs for the remaining 22 sites.  

2012 Tree Planting Target Exceeded: 30,000 native trees and shrubs were to be planted per year.  King County has exceeded this target for the past two years – with more than 67,000 trees and 118,000 shrubs planted in 2013, and more than 83,200 trees and 74,500 shrubs in 2014. 

Given that the County currently plants approximately 80,000 trees annually, Executive staff anticipate that King County[footnoteRef:30] would be able to unilaterally achieve approximately half of its ambitious goal over the course of the five-year period without requiring significant additional resources.  The remainder of the plantings identified in this target would be dependent upon outreach with, funding from, and work completed by other partners, such as cities, state and federal agencies, non-profit organizations, businesses, and the public.   [30:  In part through volunteer efforts.] 


Issues for Committee Consideration

Consistency with the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP): As noted above, the SCAP proposes to protect and conserve[footnoteRef:31] all remaining high-priority forest, agriculture, and open space lands in King County[footnoteRef:32] within 30 years.  This is a more ambitious directive than the current KCCP, which states that King County shall pursue economically feasible opportunities to preserve open space.[footnoteRef:33] The cost qualifier in the KCCP is of particular importance when evaluating the scope of this new direction in the SCAP.  This raises a policy question as to whether this strategy and target should be considered in a broader context, such as part of the 2016 KCCP update, prior to Council adoption in the SCAP.  The Council may wish to amend the language to tie the SCAP to what is adopted in the 2016 KCCP. [31:  Through easements that remove development rights or purchases in fee.]  [32:  In both incorporated and unincorporated areas.  ]  [33:  GP-102] 


Amendment 1 addresses this issue by revising the SCAP to state conservation strategies will be consistent with any policies adopted in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. The underlined text below shows the specific changes made to the SCAP by Amendment 1.

Strategy B: Protect and conserve ((all ))remaining unprotected high-priority forest, agriculture, and other open space lands within 30 years. A specific target will be developed in coordination with the Council and consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan and antipcated 2016 updates. 

Measure 2, Target 2: Permanently protect and conserve ((all ))remaining unprotected high-priority forest, agriculture, and other open space lands within 30 years. A specific target will be developed in close coordination with the Council and consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan and anticipated 2016 updates. 

Councilmember Question: Could you provide more information about the proposed targeted to plant one million native trees between 2015 and 2020?

Executive staff have noted that this planting effort is intended to occur throughout the county, in both urban and rural areas, and would build on existing planting efforts.  

In recent years, King County has planted between 60,000-80,000 trees annually on county-owned lands. This includes work to remove invasive plants and replace with native plants on county Park and Open Space land at locations throughout the county, tree plantings as part of Flood Hazard Reduction Projects (both for bank stability and meeting permit requirements), and salmon habitat restoration projects in the Green, Cedar/Sammamish, and Snoqualmie basins. Additionally, there are many tree planting efforts with considerable momentum that already exist in the region, led by non-profit organizations and local cities, such as the King Conservation District work with private landowners and Forterra’s Green Cities program, which now works in Kent, Seattle, Redmond and Kirkland. To achieve the “plant one million trees” target proposed in the SCAP, strong partnerships would need to be developed between these organizations, King County, and other partners. 

As proposed in the SCAP, King County would work with public and private partners to develop an overall plan for improving forest cover. This planning effort would be an opportunity to address concerns and give guidance on issues such as wildfire prevention and geographic locations for planting.  

Amendment 1 revises the SCAP language to provide more information on the native tree planting target and priority target. The underlined language reflects the changes made by Amendment 1.

Target 2: Plant one million native trees between 2015 and 2020. Specific approaches, including public and private partnerships and geographic focus areas for tree planting, will be identified as part of developing of a 30-year plan to maintain and enhance tree cover countywide. 

ReTree King County. As part of a new initiative called ReTree King County, King county and partners, such as city, state, and federal agencies, tribes, non-profit organizations, businesses, and the public, will collectively plant at least one million new native trees between 2015 and 2020 across King County in both urban and rural areas. Restoration projects that plant native trees and shrubs on previously cleared, non-agricultural land have multiple benefits, including wildlife habitat, reduced stream temperatures due to increased shade, and increased carbon sequestration. To maximize these multiple benefits, plantings along river and stream corridors will be prioritized over the next five years. ((In addition to)) In order to facilitate collaborat((ing))tion on tree planting, by 2020, King County will ((also ))work with multiple partners to develop a detailed 30-year plan for maximizing the percent of tree cover in both urban and rural King County while accommodating population and economic growth and meeting goals and needs for local agriculture and food production, wildfire prevention, and working forests. The plan will include methods to track progress, map locations for tree planting, monitor tree survival, achieve multiple benefits, and coordinate extensive public outreach and engagement on the initiative. 

Section 2:  Preparing for Climate Change Impacts

The SCAP notes that while GHG emissions must be reduced to avoid the worst impacts of climate change, impacts are projected even if global and local GHG emissions are drastically cut. The 2015 SCAP includes a section discussing how King County is preparing for the impacts of climate change.



What’s new in the 2015 SCAP?

The 2015 SCAP provides more background on the impact of climate change in King County and King County operations and expands the discussion of the disproportionate impact climate change will have on some communities.

The 2015 SCAP outlines specific climate change impacts, ongoing responses, and priority actions and long-term direction for twelve focus areas. The 2015 SCAP includes many more specific actions than identified in 2012. Some of the new strategies and actions include:

· Assessing in partnership with the University of Washington climate change impacts on local rainfall patterns.
· Assessing climate impacts on population growth rates.
· Updating landslide hazard mapping along major river corridors and on Vashon Island.
· Preparing a comprehensive strategy to reduce risks to Puget Sound shoreline homes and businesses at increasing risk of flooding and coastal erosion due to sea level rise. 
· Seeking grant funding to assess climate change impacts on salmon recovery plans.
· Seeking new funding to implement a comprehensive public health and climate change program.
· Working to ensure minimum river flows for fish and agriculture during low flow seasons. 
· Working regionally to prepare for climate change impacts. The executive is recommending an additional staff position to focus on regional coordination of climate change impacts.

Progress on meeting current targets

There are no measures or targets in this area. The 2012 SCAP reported a target for the number of homes at risk for flooding would be set by the King County Flood Control District Board of Supervisors. In preparing the 2015 SCAP, Executive staff concluded that such a target was too narrow and instead intend to report back on the status of all of the actions identified in the SCAP.

Issues for Committee Consideration

Water supply concerns: The 2015 SCAP includes very few references to water supply issues. Although King County is not the regional purveyor of fresh water to the region, the county has certain duties and responsibilities with respect to water quality and water supply planning.  Among these critical roles:

· Concurrency planning as required by the state’s Growth Management Act  (RCW 36.70A.070).
· Approval of water supply plans submitted by utility franchises (specifically RCW 57.16.010(6); also RCW 36.70, RCW 90.54 and RCW 57.02).
· Groundwater and aquifer protection duties (RCW 36.36).
· Lake management responsibilities (RCW 36.61). 
· Determination of adequate in-stream flows as a partner in the Tri-County Endangered Species Act compliance process.

The most recent regional water supply outlook, “The Regional Water Supply Outlook,” was developed by the Central Puget Sound Water Suppliers’ Forum, made up of major water purveyors from King, Pierce and Snohomish County. The report was originally developed in 1999 and has been updated several times. The 2012 update reports “the outlook is very good” for water supply for the next 50 years.

According to staff at Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) and the Central Puget Sound Water Supplier’s Forum, climate and precipitation modeling have significantly improved since 2012. SPU is currently revising its supply projections based on new methodologies and climate models. According to a recent article[footnoteRef:34] about these efforts, preliminary results indicate that climate is much more of a threat to Seattle’s water supply than originally projected. The article highlights a problem with the region’s water-supply system in the face of climate change: a lack of any place to store water for more than a year. According to the article, “even California’s four year long drought was ameliorated somewhat by that state’s ability to carry over water supplies from year to year. But in Seattle and most other places in the Northwest, we count on snow falling on the mountains to slowly melt through the spring and summer as we empty reservoirs that are to be replenished by the next winter’s rain and snow.” [34:  September 9, 2015 Investigate West] 


SPU is planning to brief the Seattle City Council on its preliminary findings sometime in 2016.

To learn more about how regional climate change will impact local water supplies, the Committee may wish to:

· Invite the Central Puget Sound Regional Water Supply Forum to brief the committee on the work happening and plans underway to prepare for the impacts of climate change on water supply.

· Invite Seattle Public Utilities to brief the committee on the research it is doing to analyze how climate change impacts could affect water supply. 

· Add briefings to explore potential county roles in supporting regional enhancements to the water supply system, such as water reuse opportunities from the highly treated effluent from three wastewater treatment plants (Regional Wastewater Services Plan and RCW 90.46.120) as part of future committee work plans.

· Request the Executive revise the SCAP to include as a priority action to report back how potential changes in water supply projections will affect the way King County implements its responsibilities under the Growth Management Act.



Amendment 1 adds the following new priority action to Section Two of the SCAP:

Water Supply: Review research by the Water Supply Forum, Seattle Public Utiities, and other water suppliers, and universities on how regional climate change impacts will impact local water supply., King County will use this information to report to the Council by June 2017 on how new information on local water supply will impact how King County implements its responsibilities under the Growth Management Act, such as its review of Water Comprehensive Plans. The report to Council will address how recycled water can be used to address water supply concerns. 

Fiscal Impacts of New SCAP Initiatives

Most of the strategies and actions within the SCAP will occur using existing resources. This section identifies the new initiatives contained in the SCAP that may require additional resources to implement. The cost information for many of these initiatives is not yet available. 

	SCAP Action
	Investment 
needed by 2020
	Estimated cost

	Support SCAP programs in the areas of Climate Outreach and Communications, Energy Partnerships, and Climate Preparedness 
	Add three climate-related FTEs
	$450,000 annually including salary, taxes and benefits.

	142 million annual boardings on Metro Transit
	Provide an est. 254,400 additional annual transit service hours over what is budgeted for 2016
	To be determined in Metro’s Long Range Plan in 2016

	Propose strong green building codes where King County has jurisdiction
	Hire a TLT for 2 years
	$272,000

	Develop pre-approved code packages
	Same as above
	

	Research and Develop Green Leasing Recommendations
	
	To be determined in 2017-2018 budget proposal 

	Develop net zero energy and Living Building challenge projects
	Make progress on at least ten County net zero energy and Living Building challenge construction projects
	More research needed to quantify costs 

	Assess climate impacts on rainfall patterns
	Grant funded climate modeling. Amount of grant funds under negotiation.
	$434,669

	Update stormwater design requirements
	Use results of rainfall patterns study to update Stormwater Design Manual
	Not yet known

	Assess increased flood sizes and frequencies
	Study on changing precipitation patterns and flooding 
	$600,000

	Preserve County road safety and maintenance
	Redesign and replace roads and bridges to respond to larger storms and heightened flood risks
	Not yet known

	Conduct hazard mapping
	Update landslide mapping throughout King County. (Updates to mapping along major river corridors and on Vashon Island already underway)
	To be determined in 2016 following the completion of two current mapping efforts

	Adapt salmon recovery programs to climate change impacts
	Seek grant funding to assess climate impacts on salmon
	Not yet known

	Expand and fund public health preparedness and responses
	New funding needed to implement a comprehensive public health and climate change program
	To be determined by March 2016 after survey and analyses of input from internal and external partners



Issues for Committee Consideration

FTE recommendations in SCAP: The SCAP includes recommendations for an additional 3 FTEs and 2 TLTS. The transmittal letter notes the Executive is seeking Council concurrence on the FTE request. The transmittal letter notes that, “Depending on the Council’s recommendations on the 2015 SCAP Update, I will seek to support these bodies of work through reprioritization of existing work and resources in the 2015-2016 budgets. Upon adoption, the 2015 SCAP update will serve as guidance for the 2017-2018 budgets.”

FTE recommendations are generally not included in strategic plans. The budget process is the most appropriate legislative vehicle for discussion of FTE requests because the budget process allows the Council to consider staffing requests in the context of larger budget priorities. Amendment 1 clarifies that FTE consideration occurs through the budget process. The following language is added to Motion 2015-0252 by Amendment 1. 

Implementation of the SCAP may lead to the need for additional resources. However, any additional FTE/TLT requests are subject to approval through the county budget process. 

AMENDMENT

At the direction of the Committee members, staff prepared an amendment to reflect the following changes in the SCAP report and/or Motion 2015-0252. As this staff report was printed, Executive staff are working to make changes to the SCAP requested by Amendment 1. The revised SCAP is anticipated to be Attachment A to Amendment 1.  Attachment A, the revised SCAP, will be distributed prior to the Committee meeting. 

The table below summarizes the changes made by Amendment 1.

Effects of Amendment 

	SCAP REVISIONS 
	Staff Report Discussion Page

	Adds additional ESJ language to SCAP report
	7

	Adds background and a priority action for the K4C to pursue partnerships with the private sector
	5

	Adds food-water-energy nexus background in Costs of Inaction section.
	11

	Amends the targets for residential green building standards
	20

	Clarify green building strategy will be consistent with Green Building Ordinance 
	22

	Clarify green building rating systems for county owned-captial projects
	23

	Adds priority action to report on changes in state or federal law or pending ballot initiatives related to regulating GHG emissions and effects on Cedar Hills
	26

	Amends strategy and target to permanently preserve remaining high priority lands to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
	30

	Clarifies planning effort for native tree planting target and priority action.
	31

	Adds consideration of food-water-energy nexus in expanding local food economy priority action.
	11

	Adds priority action to research and assess the regional climate change impacts and risks related to the food-water-energy dynamic
	11

	Adds a priority action to review research on how regional climate change impacts will impact local water supply, including consideration of recycled water
	34

	Correct various charts in Appendix D
	23

	Changes to the Moton 
	

	Adds to the motion that annual K4C work plans and budgets are requested be transmitted to the Council for acceptance by motion, and the 2016 work plan is requested include an update to the  K4C ILA
	5

	Adds to the motion that FTE/TLT requests are subject to approval through the County budget process
	3355



As of the writing of this staff report Council staff received the following two additional requests for amendments. These additional amendments are not attached to this staff report because they can not be drafted until the revisions to the SCAP are completed allowing for page number references in proposed amendments. However, the amendments are described below in the staff report.

· Councilmember Lambert is proposing an amendment  to Amendment 1, which would remove the numeric target for native tree plantings in Measure 2, Target 2 and the associated priority action in Goal Area 5.  As noted on pages 28-31 of the staff report, Target 2 calls for planting one million new native trees by 2020.  

· Councilmember Lambert is also proposing an amendment to Amendment 1, which would clarify that the ReTree King County 30-year planting plan will also evaluate the types of trees to be planted and potential allergy impacts.

· Councilmember Lambert is also proposing an Amendment  to Amendment 1, which would require that landfill gas emissions calculation methods that are used by landfill managers in Europe be among those considered, as the Division undertakes a third-party evaluation of its landfill gas emissions calculation methodology as required by Ordinance 17971.  This topic is discussed on page 23 of the staff report. 
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