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SUBJECT

A briefing on the King County Executive’s Public Review Draft (PRD) of the proposed 2016 update to the King County Comprehensive Plan.  

SUMMARY

The next four-year, “major” update to the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP), which allows for consideration of substantive policy changes to the KCCP and potential revisions to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), will occur in 2016.  The Executive issued a Public Review Draft (PRD) of his proposed 2016 KCCP update on November 6, 2015, which will be open for public comment through January 6, 2016.  In order to keep Councilmembers up to date on the progress of the 2016 KCCP update, Council staff is providing a high-level briefing on the PRD to the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee.  

Key themes of the proposed changes in the PRD include:
· Several restructures to the existing structure of the KCCP, including creating an Executive Summary, integrating the Introduction into Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning, and new Housing and Human Services chapter.

· Readability improvements and technical updates. 

· Elimination of the Guiding Principles structure that was created in 2012 as part of the Introduction section to the KCCP to set the tone.  

· Increased Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) integration in most chapters.  

· Climate change and the Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) goals and targets incorporated throughout the plan.  

· The new Housing and Human Services chapter includes significant increased attention to affordable and healthy housing issues.  

· New policies in directing urban facilities that serve urban development to be sited in the Urban Growth Area (UGA).  

· Updates to stormwater policies to address the new requirements in the County’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, including increased attention to Low Impact Development (LID).  

· Increased attention on local and healthy food options.

· Stronger connections and references to the Regional Growth Strategy and Growth Management Act (GMA).

· Creation of a new subarea planning process and analysis and recommendations for nineteen land use proposals.  

Following closure of the PRD comment period, the Executive will consider the public feedback and finalize the proposed 2016 KCCP.  The Executive is then required to transmit the proposed KCCP update to the Council by March 1.  The Council will then review and deliberate on the Executive’s proposal, with possible adoption later in 2016.  

BACKGROUND 

The KCCP is the guiding policy document for land use and development regulations in unincorporated King County.  The King County Code (K.C.C.) allows for updates to the plan on either an annual or a once-every-four-years basis, depending on the scope of the change.[footnoteRef:1]  The four-year cycle is considered a “major” update to the plan and, unlike annual updates, allows for consideration of substantive policy changes and potential revisions to the Urban Growth Boundary.  The next four-year update to the KCCP will occur in 2016.   [1:  K.C.C. 20.18.030] 


In May, 2015, the Council adopted the Scoping Motion[footnoteRef:2] for the 2016 KCCP update.  The motion outlined the key issues that the Council and the Executive identified for specific consideration in the forthcoming plan update.  The Scoping Motion is not an exhaustive list of issues to be considered;[footnoteRef:3] additional changes to the plan may also be included in the final KCCP that is ultimately adopted by the Council in 2016.   [2:  Motion 14351, which was required to be transmitted by the Executive by K.C.C. 20.18.060.]  [3:  The Docket is also a means for the public to request changes to KCCP polices, development code regulations, and land use zoning and zoning designations as allowed by K.C.C. 20.18.140.  A summary of the Docket proposals received since the 2012 KCCP update is included as Attachment 3 to the staff report.  The Council is expected receive the 2015 Docket report on December 1.  ] 
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In addition to indicating the overarching issues for the KCCP update, the Scoping Motion was one of the methods to ensure consideration of proposals to expand the Urban Growth Area (UGA) during the 2016 KCCP update.  In 2012, the KCCP was amended to clarify the process for considering UGA changes.  First, KCCP policy RP-202 requires that, except for Four-to-One proposals, UGA expansion proposals must be acted on at the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC)[footnoteRef:4] prior to Council action.  Furthermore, policy RP-203 states that the County may only forward proposals to the GMPC under the following instances: [4:  The required GMPC “action” could be either in support of or against the proposal, and is a non-binding recommendation for the County Council to consider in its deliberations.] 


1. The proposal is included in the Scoping Motion;
2. An area zoning study for the proposal is included in the Public Review Draft of the proposed KCCP update; or
3. The proposal goes through the Hearing Examiner site specific map amendment process.[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  The GMPC may also take action on UGA proposals that are not forwarded by King County (i.e. another GMPC member jurisdiction could put a proposal forward for consideration), which could then also be considered by the County Council as part of a four-year KCCP update.  ] 

This means that the Scoping Motion was the formal avenue for the Council to be able to identify possible UGA changes for consideration in the 2016 KCCP update.  Any additional proposed UGA changes would need to have been added to the PRD by the Executive or be applied for by the property owner and go through the Hearing Examiner process in order to be considered in 2016.

K.C.C. 20.18.160 and RCW 36.70A.140 call for “early and continuous” public engagement in the development and amendment of the comprehensive plan and any implementing development regulations.  As part of that process, the Executive traditionally publishes a Public Review Draft (PRD) of the KCCP in the fall preceding a four-year update that allows for public input on the draft changes to the plan.  For the 2016 KCCP, the Executive issued the PRD on November 6, 2015, which will be open for public comment through January 6, 2016.  The Executive has hosted three community meetings on the PRD thus far, in Vashon, Fairwood, and Skyway.  There will be one final community meeting on the PRD on December 2 in Fall City, as well as a follow up meeting in Vashon.   

The Council does not have a formal role in review of the PRD, nor is the Council required to take any legislative action on the document.  However, in order to keep Councilmembers up to date on the progress of the 2016 KCCP update, Council staff is providing a high-level briefing on the PRD to the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee.  

Following closure of the PRD comment period, the Executive will consider the public feedback and finalize the proposed 2016 KCCP.  The Executive is then required to transmit the proposed KCCP update to the Council by March 1, 2016, as required by K.C.C. 20.18.060.  The Council will then review and deliberate on the Executive’s proposal, with possible adoption later in 2016.  

ANALYSIS

How the Analysis section is organized.  The staff analysis includes a review of each of the chapters of the PRD, as outlined below, which includes identifying what is new in the plan, discussion of any issues of inconsistencies with adopted policies and plans and the Scoping Motion, and highlighting any additional issues for Councilmember consideration.  The staff report is a high-level analysis, which may not fully capture all of the policy issues and impacts of the Executive’s PRD. A more comprehensive, in-depth analysis will need to occur after transmittal of the final Executive proposal in 2016 to more fully evaluate the impact of the policy changes, as well as to better determine consistency with other policies within the KCCP and with other plans, policies, and regulations.  

A chapter by chapter analysis of the PRD can be found on the following pages of the staff report:

Overview									Page  5

Equity and Social Justice 							Page  7

Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning 			Page 10

Chapter 2 Urban Communities	 					Page 13

Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands			Page 18

Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services					Page 22

Chapter 5 Environment							Page 25

Chapter 6 Shoreline Master Program			 		Page 29

Chapter 7 Parks, Open Space and Cultural Resources		Page 30

Chapter 8 Transportation							Page 31

Chapter 9 Services, Facilities and Utilities				Page 34

Chapter 10 Economic Development					Page 37

Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning				Page 39

Chapter 12 Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation		Page 41

Area Zoning Studies 							Page 43

Development Code Amendments						Page 50

Technical Appendix A Capital Facilities					Page 52

Technical Appendix C Transportation Needs Report and 				Arterial Function Classification					Page 53

Overview

The PRD is a draft four-year, “major” update to the KCCP, which includes significant policy changes throughout the plan and includes evaluation of several proposals to revise the UGB.  The following is a summary of the overarching changes proposed in the PRD.  

Restructures.  The PRD proposes several significant changes to the existing structure of the KCCP.  A welcome letter from the Executive and an Executive Summary are both proposed to be included in the beginning of the plan to frame the document and the issues addressed in the plan.  The Introduction is proposed to be removed and integrated into Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning.  A new Housing and Human Services chapter is proposed to be created, Chapter 4, which both consolidates existing policies into one place and adds more robust policies in each of these policy areas.

Readability improvements and technical updates. The PRD aims to improve readability by the general public and makes necessary technical updates.  The proposed changes include: 

· A more detailed Table of Contents that outlines the topical areas that are covered in each of the chapters.
· Replacement of all acronyms in the plan with their full names, such as “GMA” being written out as the “Growth Management Act” throughout the plan.
· Where appropriate, references to the “Urban Area” or the “Urban Growth Area” are restated as the “Unincorporated Urban Area” when the intent is to only apply the policy to areas where King County has local government authority instead of providing regional government policy guidance that applies to unincorporated areas and cities.
· The definition for “Rural Area” is updated to clarify it is a collective geography that includes Rural Towns, Rural Neighborhood Commercial Centers, and rural residential zoned properties (RA-2.5, RA-5, RA-10, and RA-20).  This change makes it clearer that Natural Resource lands are separate from Rural Area lands.  The terminology for “Rural Cities” is also updated to be “Cities in the Rural Area” to reflect that they are urban geographies that are located in the rural area.  Where appropriate, references to these terms are updated throughout the plan to ensure consistency with existing policy intent.  
· Current demographic information and technical references to adopted planning documents and terminology (such as using “recycled water” instead of “reclaimed water”) are also updated throughout the plan.  

Key policy themes. The following are the some of the more significant policy issues that are incorporated throughout the draft plan update:

· Elimination of the Guiding Principles structure that was created in 2012 as part of the Introduction section to the KCCP to set the tone for the plan.  The PRD proposes to retain most of the concepts as planning objectives located in Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning, however several substantive amendments to the principles are proposed.  

· The PRD includes increased Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) integration in most chapters of the plan.  The prominent changes are found in Chapter 2 Urban Communities; Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services; and Chapter 9 Facilities, Services and Utilities.

· Incorporating climate change and the Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) goals and targets throughout the plan.  While the most significant changes can be found in the Climate Change section in Chapter 5 Environment and the Energy and Telecommunications section in Chapter 9 Facilities, Services and Utilities, policy updates can be found in most chapters of the plan.

· The new Housing and Human Services chapter includes significant increased attention to affordable and healthy housing issues.  

· New policies in directing urban facilities that serve urban development to be sited in the UGA.  

· Updates to stormwater policies to address the new requirements in the County’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, including increased attention to Low Impact Development (LID).  

· Increased attention on support for and access to local and healthy food options.

· Stronger connections and references to the Regional Growth Strategy and GMA.

· Creation of a new subarea planning process with an eight-year planning schedule using the Community Service Area (CSA) geographies.  The PRD also includes analysis and recommendations for nineteen land use proposals.  Several of the land use proposals are proposed to be addressed through the new subarea planning process.  

Equity and Social Justice

The Council and Executive have emphasized the importance of “fair and just” determination of public policy broadly,[footnoteRef:6] including in the King County Strategic Plan, the biennial budget process, and a range of county plans and initiatives.  Equity concerns have the potential to arise in major public policy undertakings that involve changes in the life circumstances of broad demographics, such as the KCCP.  In that light, the Scoping Motion called for significantly expanding the emphasis on Equity and Social Justice (ESJ), adding language to each chapter requiring close evaluation of policies for their equity impact.  This review highlights the extensive policy recommendations related to ESJ in the PRD. [6:  As required by Ordinance 16948] 


What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

The 2012 Comprehensive Plan included equity and environmental justice considerations throughout the Plan.  The PRD proposes to extend and strengthen the ESJ elements of the Plan. New policy or revisions to existing policy that address equity concerns are found in most chapters of the PRD,[footnoteRef:7] though most prominently in chapters relating to Urban Communities; Housing and Human Services; and Facilities, Services and Utilities.  To facilitate review, this analysis focuses on key equity themes that emerged throughout the PRD. [7:  There are no ESJ policy updates in Chapter 5 Environment, Chapter 6 Shorelines, and Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning.] 


Funding and service delivery/Use of Equity Impact Review Tool.  Several policies call for the use of the county’s Equity Impact Review Tool (EIRT) to assess impacts of policies or projects on vulnerable populations.  These include F-221a (Chapter 9 Services, Facilities and Utilities), which indicates that the EIRT should be used to prioritize funding and service delivery where service shortfalls would disproportionately impact vulnerable populations; and F-243a, which encourages the use of the EIRT to assess service change impacts on vulnerable populations.  F-271b encourages use of the EIRT to assess service change impacts on vulnerable populations, and E-xxx on page 5-30 (Chapter 5 Environment) mandates use of the Equity Impact Review process in preparing for resiliency against climate change. 

Facility siting. The impacts of siting of facilities are addressed in several policies.  F210a provides that, when siting new county facilities, agencies are to identify and evaluate impacts on “determinants of equity” for vulnerable populations.  F-xxx on page 9-47 indicates that the county should strive to ensure that vulnerable populations are not unduly impacted by new or expanded transmission and distribution lines. F-332a encourages the county to strive to site hazardous liquids transmission pipelines to avoid unduly impacting vulnerable populations.  

Public participation.  Engagement of vulnerable populations in public outreach is the subject of a number of policies.  P-134 (Chapter 7 Parks, Open Spaces and Cultural Resources) provides that Parks will involve a wide variety of interests, through a diversity of individuals, groups and agencies consistent with ESJ priorities; P-135 provides that the county will use a variety of methods to ensure involvement from all county residents, including public meetings, advisory groups, surveys, web and social media postings, news releases, signage, mailing lists, newsletters and community groups.  F-101a provides that King County agencies will engage communities in a culturally- and audience-appropriate manner.  F-101b and F-328 mandate that the County shall adhere to the Executive Order on Written Language Translation, which describes requirements for providing translated materials to audiences with limited English proficiency, as appropriate.  R-661b (Chapter 3 Rural Area and Natural Resource Lands) encourages representation of low income and socially disadvantaged farmers in King County agricultural processes such as agricultural advisory bodies.  

Housing.  Affordable housing is a major focus of new or revised equity policy in the PRD.  H-102b (Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services) requires the County to work with partners to reduce barriers to housing that serves a diverse population, especially those with very low- to moderate incomes, older adults, those with developmental disabilities or other disabilities, and people who are homeless.  H-102d supports the County’s ESJ and transformation plan goals for equitable distribution of low-income and high-quality affordable housing, including mixed-income housing.  H-103 mandates that the County shall address the need for housing that is affordable to very-low, low and moderate income households pursuant to Countywide Planning Policy (CPP) targets.   H-104 and H-105 note that preservation of affordable housing is a need in areas experiencing redevelopment due to proximity to high capacity transit, or in areas experiencing changing market conditions.  H-132 indicates that the County should encourage mandatory and incentive programs for affordable housing with cities, sewer and water districts and other permitting agencies.  H-137 mandates that the County shall provide opportunities in unincorporated areas for housing types that provide higher densities and lower cost ownership opportunities than single family homes.  H-156 mandates that the County is to give consideration in housing subsidy programs to projects where there is a severe shortage of affordable housing, and where there is access to job opportunities, a healthy community and active transportation. 

Health.  The health of vulnerable demographics is addressed in a number of new or revised policies.  H-204 mandates that the County is to apply principles that support thriving healthy communities in all neighborhoods of the region, and will support investments that help all residents live in prospering communities where they can make healthy choices.  H-205 indicates the County will implement policies that address the social determinants of health and the built environment.  H-206 provides that the County will encourage increase in the role and influence of residents living in communities with disproportionately lower health outcomes.  H-207 recognizes that poverty, affordable housing and access to economic opportunity are critical public health issues, and will take steps to address these issues through ongoing County plans, programs and funding.   

Electronic access.  Access to cable service and wireless service for the underserved is addressed by several policies. F-354 encourages cable companies to ensure widespread availability of reasonable services regardless of income, and to ensure diverse information is available to county residents, especially to low income communities.  F-358 encourages builders and architects to work with the telecommunications industry to retrofit state-of-the-art cable-ready homes, offices, community centers, social service agencies, community health clinics and other buildings that serve low income citizens.  F-359 encourages public and private organizations to create wireless internet connections where the public can access the internet, in community centers, social service agencies, community health clinics, and other buildings that serve low income citizens.  

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.

Consistency with Scoping Motion

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.  These issues are also reflected in the individual chapter analysis portion of the staff report.

Chapter 5 Environment. The Scoping Motion called for updated and strengthened policy regarding environmental justice and climate justice in Chapter 4 Environment.  While there are references to these issues in the introductory text, there are not policies that address this item from the Scoping Motion.

Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning.  The Scoping Motion called for updating and strengthening policies to provide increased attention to ESJ issues and address inequities and disparities in Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning.  The PRD states that using the proposed CSA geographies and planning schedule would help to ensure the entire county receives some level of planning on a regular schedule and to help facilitate a more equitable planning process. However, there is no specific mention of consideration of ESJ principles within the planning process.  Including language to provide guidance for community outreach within the new subarea planning process could be an area in which ESJ principles might be appropriate.  

Other Issues for Councilmember Consideration

Affordable housing.  People of color and low income populations appear to be among those most vulnerable to significantly increasing rental rates and housing prices in King County.  Home ownership in King County differs significantly by race and by income; in 2009 the rate of home ownership among whites, 65 percent, was more than twice the rate of home ownership among African Americans, at 31 percent.  Also in 2009, those with household income less than $24,999 had a home ownership rate of 31 percent; those with household income of $150,000 or more had an 88 percent home ownership rate. [footnoteRef:8]  These differences can have the effect of limiting the ability of such populations to retain long-term residency within the urban core, raising the question of the demographic balance of the population base within central urban areas over time, with access to services such as transit, education, recreation, and other quality of life services.  As noted, the PRD includes consideration of opportunities to support affordable housing.  Nationally, urban planning professionals have developed analytical materials seeking to evaluate whether there is any relationship between land use management and planning efforts, and housing prices. [8:  Data from the American Community Survey, as quoted in Performance Strategy and Budget web page http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/PSB/BenchmarkProgram/AffordableHousing/AH25_HomeOwnershipRate.aspx  ] 


Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning

The Introduction and Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning from the 2012 KCCP are proposed to be consolidated into one chapter in the PRD.  The policies in this new consolidated Chapter 1 address the King County planning framework,[footnoteRef:9] regional partnerships, and planning objectives.   [9:  Including relationships to Growth Management Act (GMA), the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) VISION 2040 and Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs), and the Growth Management Planning Council’s (GMPC) Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs); the KCCP, and County functional plans.] 


What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Regional partnerships. The PRD adds a new policy, RP-109, directing the County to establish and/or participate in regional and subregional partnerships to advance the objectives of the KCCP, such as the King County Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C), Growing Transit Communities Program, and the Eastside Rail Corridor (ERC).

Elimination of Guiding Principles.  The 2012 KCCP was structured with an Introduction and a separate chapter for Regional Planning in Chapter 1.  In the adoption of the 2012 KCCP, the Council added “Guiding Principles” policies to the Introduction to guide funding decisions, creation and operation of programs and projects, and how the county interacts with local, state and federal agencies.  The PRD proposes to make two changes to the Guiding Principles.  First, the Guiding Principles would be moved from the introduction to Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning.  Second, the PRD would no longer call these policies “Guiding Principles,” but rather “Planning Objectives.”   
 
Amendments to Guiding Principles.  The PRD proposes a number of amendments to the 2012 Guiding Principles, including:
· Benefits of county activities. In addition to existing Guiding Principle language that calls for promoting sustainable communities, RP-201 is proposed to be expanded to ensure that all County activities provide social, environmental and economic benefits.  
· Preservation of open space lands.  In RP-202, the underlying 2012 Guiding Principle requires King County to pursue economically feasible opportunities to preserve open space lands.  The PRD proposes to remove the “economically feasible” qualifier and would add maintenance in addition to preservation.  Additionally, while already included in the definition for open space, the PRD proposes to specifically include forest and agriculture lands in addition to open space lands.   The policy is also now focused on preservation and maintenance of “remaining high-priority” lands.   
· Existing UGA.  In RP-203, the 2012 Guiding Principle that called for focusing growth in the Urban Growth Area, now explicitly focuses growth in the “existing” UGA, and also now clarifies that growth should occur consistent with adopted growth targets.  
· Reducing impacts of transportation.  The 2012 KCCP included a Guiding Principle that calls for promoting a transportation system that provides a range of transportation choices that respond to community needs and environmental concerns.  As amended in RP-204, that policy is proposed to now include an efficient multimodal system, as well as reducing impacts on the natural environment rather than just responding to environmental concerns.  
· ESJ.  The Determinants of Equity[footnoteRef:10] is also proposed to be added to the text of the planning objectives section.  Significant text is added regarding connecting ESJ issues to land use planning.  This includes a statement that addressing ESJ through long-range planning relates to the County’s role as a regional service provider; additionally, where the County provides countywide services, such as recreation, transit service, and public health, those will be focused on cities in the contiguous UGA.  The PRD goes on to state that while ESJ considerations will remain an important factor in planning across all geographies, the County’s unincorporated rural and natural resource areas have much lower concentration of these demographic groups.   [10:  As outlined in Ordinance 16948.] 


Additionally, the PRD proposes to amend the existing Guiding Principle that calls for addressing ESJ issues.  In RP-205, this policy expanded to “proactively” address ESJ issues and now applies this to in implementation of the County’s policies, programs, and practices instead of just when evaluating those areas.  Similarly, in the Guiding Principle that calls for protecting and enhancing natural resources and the environment, RP-206 calls for consideration of inequities and disparities that may be caused by climate change.  
· Managing performance.  The 2012 KCCP included a Guiding Principle that called for measuring and assessing agency performance and achievement of the CPPs and the KCCP goals.  The PRD no longer includes this, or any performance management, policy with the other former Guiding Principles in the new Planning Objectives section; instead, the PRD proposes to move that policy elsewhere in the chapter as RP-120, which is located in a section related to review and amendment of the KCCP.  

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

No issues identified.  

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Elimination of Guiding Principles. The 2012 KCCP placed Guiding Principles in the Introduction section of the plan.  The intent of locating the policies in the Introduction instead of one of the standalone Chapters was to set the tone for the entire KCCP, ensure applicability to all chapters within the plan, and to apply to both regional and local government planning.  The PRD proposes to relocate those polices into the second half of Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning.  PRD also proposes to no longer call these policies “Guiding Principles,” but rather “Planning Objectives” instead.  While it is currently unclear if there are any untended policy and planning impacts of these changes, it does have the potential to at least change the perception of the level of importance of these policies in relation to the remainder of the KCCP.  

Amendments to Guiding Principles.  The Council may wish to evaluate the impacts of the proposed changes to the former Guiding Principles policies, including:
· Benefits of county activities. RP-201 amends a 2012 Guiding Principle to state that the County shall seek to ensure that all County activities provide social, environmental and economic benefits.  This proposed language is very broad and is unclear how this is proposed to be defined, measured, or enforced.  
· Preservation of open space lands.  RP-202 amends a 2012 Guiding Principle to remove the “economically feasible” qualifier and add maintenance in addition to preservation as a requirement of the policy.  The fiscal impacts of these two changes are currently unknown, but there is potential that it may increase expenditures needed to implement the amended policy.  Additionally, it is unknown what the scope of “remaining high-priority” forest, agriculture, and open space lands would include.  Through adoption of Motion 14458, the Council has asked the Executive to provide such a list, as well as criteria for preservation, by the end of the first quarter of 2016.  
· Existing UGA.  RP-203 amends a 2012 Guiding Principle that called for focusing growth within the “existing” UGA consistent with adopted growth targets.  It appears that this policy change is intended to be consistent with general growth management principles in the GMA, Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs), Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs), and existing KCCP to focus growth within the UGA.  It is currently unclear whether changing the policy to the focus on the “existing UGA” would further limit consideration of UGA expansions in the future.  
· Reducing impacts of transportation.  RP-204 amends an existing Guiding Principle to require a range of transportation choices now reduce impacts on the natural environment rather than just responding to environmental concerns.  While this does not appear to be inconsistent with the County’s current approach to multimodal transportation planning, this does appear to be a more explicit regional policy directive to use transportation planning to benefit the environment, such as addressing climate change.  
· ESJ. The PRD includes text in the Planning Objectives section stating that countywide services, such as recreation, transit service, and public health, will be focused on cities in the contiguous urban growth area.  While this directive is not located in policy, it does imply intent for County operations.  This statement implies that such services, including recreation and public health, could be less available to: 
· Residents of cities in eastern King County, such as Carnation, Duvall, Enumclaw, North Bend, Skykomish, and Snoqualmie. 
· Urban unincorporated residents, such as those in Fairwood, Highline, Skyway-West Hill, and White Center. 
· Residents in the rural area. 
· Managing performance.  The PRD proposes to relocate a 2012 performance management Guiding Principle, which called for measuring and assessing agency performance and achievement of the CPPs and the KCCP goals, to elsewhere in the chapter.  As a result the KCCP would no longer include performance measurement and management as a planning objective. 

Chapter 2 Urban Communities

The policies in Chapter 2 address development in urban unincorporated areas; creating healthy and sustainable communities; coordination with cities regarding urban unincorporated areas; and strategies annexations.  

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Bike and pedestrian infrastructure.  Chapter 2 includes a variety of new text and policies that expand support for bike and pedestrian infrastructure.  Policies U-135, U-154, U-158, U-163, and U-171 speak to providing bike and pedestrian infrastructure for all ages and abilities.  This is consistent with existing policy, T-230, in Chapter 8 Transportation.  Additionally, policies U-143, U-146, U-168, and U-171 support providing bicycle racks and secure bicycle parking.

UGA capacity. The PRD clarifies policies U-102 and U-115 to state that the capacity to accommodate growth within the UGA is on a countywide basis.  Using a countywide analysis of capacity is not a new approach and is consistent with the GMA and existing case law; it is also currently listed in the background text in the 2012 KCCP.  However, explicit addition of using a countywide basis to the policy itself is a new approach.  

Food access. The PRD includes a new focus on increasing access to healthy retail foods in policies U-107 and U-139, as well as affordable fresh fruits and produce in policy U-159.  Policy U-132b also allows for “food innovation districts,” which is a district of food-related activities such as food retail, processing, distribution, business incubation, and urban agriculture.  

Urban facilities/School siting.  Policy R-326 (Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands) was added in 2012 to incorporate the recommendations from the School Siting Task Force, which called for locating new schools institutions and community facilities primarily serving urban residents in the UGA, with some exceptions as outlined in R-327.  The PRD proposes to integrate that policy direction elsewhere in the KCCP, both here in the Chapter 2 Urban Communities and in Chapter 9 Services, Facilities and Utilities.  Policy U-109 in Chapter 2 currently states that the County should concentrate facilities with the UGA.  The PRD proposes to expand this policy to state that facilities serving urban development, such as new schools, institutions and commercial development, shall be located in the UGA.  

Limiting access to unhealthy substances.  The PRD includes language on the importance of limiting access to unhealthy substances – such as tobacco, alcohol, and marijuana – through zoning regulations.  Tobacco-free areas are of a specific focus, and policy U-143 states that common facilities for developments should include smoke-free areas.  Proposed policy changes in Chapter 4 Housing continue this trend.  

Children’s health.  The PRD proposes to amend policy U-113 to state that the County “shall” promote children’s health, rather than “should” as in the 2012 KCCP.  This is consistent with the Best Starts for Kids Levy that passed in November.  Additionally, U-145 states that recreation spaces within residential developments shall include child’s play area, which is in the existing 2012 KCCP, but now requires that it meets recommended national standards; it is unclear what national standards would be used for this requirement.  

Annexations.  The PRD includes a variety of updates regarding collaboration with cities for urban unincorporated areas and to support annexation of Potential Annexation Areas (PAAs), including:
· Increased collaboration with cities.  Policy U-119 is amended to include collaboration with cities as part of planning for appropriate levels of urban density in the UGA. Infill development and redevelopment strategies in U-133 are amended to include coordination with incentive programs of cities affiliated to annex the area.  Policy U-152 is amended to state that designation of new unincorporated activity centers should include consideration of relationship to adjacent cities.
· Incentivizing annexations.  Policy U-126 currently states that the County shall work with cities when evaluating rezone requests for increased density when the city’s PAA includes the property owner review.  The policy is proposed to be amended to say that the County shall work with the city regarding such requests if a pre-annexation agreement exists, and will only notify the city if there is not such an agreement; the intent of this being to encourage more cities with PAAs to enter into pre-annexation agreements.  Similarly, a revised policy, U-208, proposes to have the County consider joint planning for urban unincorporated areas when there is a commitment by the City to annex an area by interlocal agreement.  Joint planning could include traditional subarea plans, allowing additional commercial and high-density residential (but no longer industrial) development, or through collaborative and innovative development approaches. The wording of "collaborative and innovative development approaches" is undefined; additional clarification may be appropriate.  This revised policy also calls for the County would work with the GMPC on developing a plan for annexing the remaining PAA's into cities. 
· City-level quality of development.  New text on page 2-15 and changes to policies U-142 and U-171 encourage design and construction for residential and commercial sites in urban unincorporated areas that is of the same or better quality as adjacent cities.  
· Encouraging annexations. The PRD calls for the County to proactively pursue annexations of urban unincorporated areas into the appropriate City.  Policies U-202 and U-202 show a strengthening of the language to proactively move urban islands towards annexation.

Multifamily zoning.  A new policy, U-122, proposes that the County should limit rezoning multifamily land to nonresidential uses to only when other, new multifamily sites can replace the lost multifamily housing capacity.  U-122a, also states that the County should explore zoning tools to increase density and affordable housing opportunities near frequent transit, including up-zoning and form-based code.  

Access to transit. U-137 proposes that new urban residential developments should ensure access to transit facilities where they exist or are planned.  It is unclear what the breadth of “planned” facilities would entail – whether that is applies to: only facilities that have already begun the permitting process, projects that are included the six-year CIP, or could go as far as considering the planned investments in the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Transportation 2040 plan or the forthcoming Metro Long Range Plan.  

Local improvement districts.  Policy U-139b allows for the creation of local improvement districts, such as public realm landscaping and maintenance assessment districts in urban residential neighborhoods.  The language calls for the County to create a process for establishing such districts.  

Unincorporated activity centers. The PRD proposes to change the scope of unincorporated activity centers, which are defined in the KCCP as the primary locations for commercial and industrial development in urban unincorporated King County.  The only designated center of this type is White Center.[footnoteRef:11]  U-150 proposes to change unincorporated activity centers from meeting the needs of the regional economy to the local economy.  Similarly, U-153 proposes to change from the centers providing for regional shopping needs to only providing for local shopping needs.   [11:  Other areas that were previously designated as unincorporated activity centers have been annexed into cities.  The White Center Community Action Plan establishes the size and mix of uses allowed in the White Center Unincorporated Activity Center.  ] 


Eastside Rail Corridor.  The PRD proposes new policies regarding the Eastside Rail Corridor, which was not previously addressed in the 2012 KCCP.  Policies U-191 through U-193 are included to support achieving the multi-use vision for the corridor.  Specifically, these policies state that the County shall: collaborate with owners, adjacent and neighboring jurisdictions, and other interested and affected parties; identify and implement actions that support development of the corridor; and work with all appropriate planning venues to integrate the corridor into applicable plans.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Including land use plans, transportation system plans, trail system plans, utility plans, and significant capital projects or plans.] 


Housing.  The 2012 KCCP included housing policies in this chapter.  The PRD proposes to move those polices to a new chapter, Chapter 4, which also includes polices regarding human services.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Previously in Chapter 8 Services, Facilities and Utilities.] 


Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.  

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Green Building provisions.  The Scoping Motion directed the KCCP update to address Regional Code Collaboration[footnoteRef:14] opportunities to support Green Building provisions.  The 2012 KCCP includes text discussing “heat islands”[footnoteRef:15] in cities and dense urban areas and a policy, U-112, directing the County to work with cities, residents, and developers to employ techniques to reduce head islands.  The PRD proposes to add a reference in the text leading into policy U-112 to tools in the King County Green Building Handbook that can reduce head island effects; however, that is the only inclusion of Green Building provisions in this chapter.  Additionally, policy U-112 only requires collaboration regarding reducing the effects of heat islands; additional collaboration on utilizing Green Building techniques to combat climate change as a whole may be desired.  Lastly, it is worth noting that policy R-336a (Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands) supports adopting and implementing Green Building codes in the rural unincorporated areas; however, there is not similar language in Chapter 2 for urban unincorporated areas.    [14:  A multi-jurisdictional group of planners and code officials from cities and King County to leverage economies of scale in developing and updating sustainable building and development codes.]  [15:  Urban air and surface temperatures that are higher than nearby rural areas due to replacement of natural land cover with pavement, buildings, and other infrastructure.    ] 


Service delivery issues. The Scoping Motion called for addressing lingering service delivery issues that are likely to remain while the County waits for annexation of unincorporated urban areas.  The PRD does not address this.  Furthermore, text that is proposed to be added on page 2-35 states that the County taxing authority supports regional and rural service levels.  As the County has seen with roads fund revenues, this funding may not adequately support these service levels. This language may need to be clarified.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs). The Scoping Motion called for consideration of policies to support urban-to-urban TDRs and incentives for use of TDRs in economically disadvantaged communities.  The PRD did not update any of the TDR policies in this chapter.  While some TDR policy changes are proposed in Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands, those changes also do not address these specific issues that were identified in the Scoping Motion.  

Promote timely annexations, including considering using the City's zoning/ development regulations. The Scoping Motion called for an update to the annexation policies to promote timely annexation of the urban unincorporated area, including considering utilizing the development regulations of the city designated for a specific PAA. Language added to U-203 calls for the County to proactively use existing tools to support annexations. Revised policy U-208 describes ways the County can work with cities and what ways the County could improve the land use tools (subarea plans, new zoning, or other innovative development approaches). There are other policies in Chapter 2, such as U-126, U-133, and U-170 that include language regarding consistency of pre-annexation zoning between the City and the County and supporting annexation in generally.  However, there is not specific direction in this section that would include the County adopting the City's zoning or development regulations in the PAA. 

Additionally, amendments to policy U-208 call for the County to work with GMPC to develop a plan to move the remaining PAAs towards annexation.  As the proposed Workplan in Chapter 12 Implementation Amendments and Evaluation notes, this process would likely take two years to complete once it is initiated (presumably after the forthcoming KCCP update is adopted in late 2016).  It is unclear what the outcomes of this process would be, nor how much additional time would be needed for implementation.  

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Urban facilities/School siting.  Policy U-109 is amended to state that facilities serving urban development, such as new schools, institutions and commercial development, shall be located in the UGA.  The reference to new schools and institutions is similar to the school siting policy R-326.  However, the updated U-109 would go further than the school siting policies as follows: 
· Serving any urban development.  R-326 uses very specific language, which was subject to a great deal of negotiation, regarding facilities that “primarily serve urban residents.”  The PRD uses a broader statement regarding facilities “serving urban development” – which could limit facilities that serve any urban development rather than those that primarily serve urban development.  
· Exempt schools.  The school siting limitations in R-326 includes some exempted sites that were recommended by the School Siting Task Force and are outlined in policy R-327.  The rural sites that are listed in that policy are allowed to develop new schools or conversions of existing schools, even if serving urban residents.  The changes in policy U-109 does not seem to acknowledge the potential for exempt sites, and thus has the potential to either confuse or be in conflict with R-327.  
· Commercial development.  The changes in U-109 apply to commercial development, in addition to the schools and institutions.  Some commercial development is allowed in the rural area, which is required to be sited and scaled to complement rural character, but the 2012 KCCP does not appear to limit serving urban residents at those facilities. 
· Other urban facilities.  The amendments to U-109 state that facilities serving urban development shall be located in the UGA.  As currently written, some examples are given (new schools, institutions and commercial development), however that is not an exhaustive list.  As a result, these policy changes could have a broader impact on other types of facilities. More analysis would be needed to evaluate the scope of the potential impacts.  

The breadth of the proposed change to U-109 should be evaluated in conjunction with proposed changes to policies R-201 and R-324 in Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands and F-230 in Chapter 9 Facilities, Services and Utilities.

Chapter 3 Rural Area and Natural Resource Areas

The policies in Chapter 3 address rural residential, rural commercial, forestry, agricultural, and mineral resource areas.  Policies regarding the County’s approach to cities in the Rural Area are also included in this chapter.  

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs). The PRD includes minor changes to the TDR policies.  Changes to Policy R-314 would add language stating that conservation of agricultural lands through TDRs and other land use tools helps to mitigate the impact of urban development on climate change. New Policies R-319a and R-320a would add criteria for removing urban unincorporated areas as eligible receiving sites and would provide funding from the TDR bank for urban amenities for some existing receiving sites in PAA's.

Further, Policy R-309 has been revised to potentially limit the use of TDRs in the RA-2.5 zone.  A phrase has been added that "in the existing RA-2.5 zone", the use of TDRs is the only way to achieve a density of one home per 2.5 acres. This may restrict the use of TDRs to only the areas currently zoned RA-2.5; if an area was rezoned to RA-2.5 in the future, it may not be able to use TDRs.

Local Food Initiative/Food production. The goals of the Initiative are included in the lead in text. These goals include adding 400 net new acres in food production and 25 new food farmers per year over the next ten years. Tall Chief is mentioned, as a site than can be returned to agricultural use (the Council is considering a proposed sale of this property through Proposed Ordinance 2015-0423).

A change to Policy R-661 would focus on food production, rather than agricultural activities in general, would broaden the geographical scope beyond Agricultural Production Districts (APDs), and would add language regarding working with Seattle Tilth and other organizations to assist immigrant and minority farmers to gain access to farmland.

New policies would give support for the County to make farmland accessible to beginning, low-income, and socially-disadvantaged farmers by increasing the leasing of agricultural lands and expanding representation on boards and commissions.

New policies would continue programs aimed at reducing food waste, prioritize the economic development of the food and agriculture industries, allow use of existing buildings in the Rural Neighborhood Commercial Centers for farmers markets, address purchases for farmland preservation, and make public services and utilities supportive of agriculture.

Mineral resource industry. The PRD includes a change to Policy R-604, to remove reference to mining as part of a "diverse, regional and sustainable economy".  Instead, a new policy is added: Policy R-604b would state the County's support for designating mineral resource lands of long-term significance, while minimizing conflicts with neighboring uses and minimizing environmental impacts.

Other changes to mining resources-related policies include adding climate change as a potential area to condition and mitigation for environmental impacts of mining operations and adding impacts from transport of mineral resources and climate change impacts from end-use of resources as considerations in the review of mineral resource extraction proposals.

Climate change/Green Building. The PRD calls for new Green Building standards in the Rural Area.  Policy R-336a calls for the County to adopt and implement Green Building codes that are appropriate, ambitious and achievable, and that respect and support rural character. The PRD also identifies that solar panels, wind generation turbine or other renewable energy technologies may need to be sited in the Rural Area.  

Policy R-639, relating to soil amendments for forest ecosystems, adds language that references carbon capture as a benefit of recycled, organic-based soil amendments. There is also descriptive text added regarding the Strategic Climate Action Plan’s (SCAP's) commitment to management and restoration of forested parks and natural lands.  It commits King County Parks to develop and implement stewardship plans for all forested properties 200 acres or larger in size.  The County’s Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) would also commit to provide opportunities for planting native trees and shrubs and removing invasive species on County-owned lands, and references the tree planting goals in the SCAP. The language appears to be consistent with the adopted SCAP.

Low Impact Development/Stormwater. A change to Policy R-336 is proposed that would encourage Low Impact Development (LID), where feasible, as a way to manage stormwater onsite in the Rural Area, with specific reference to minimizing impervious surfaces, preserving onsite hydrology, retaining native vegetation, capturing and reusing rainwater, controlling pollution and protecting groundwater.  It also removes the exception from this policy for schools. Policy R-636 adds management of stormwater runoff and associated pollutants to forest management goals.  

Water/drainage on agricultural lands. The PRD includes changes to policies that would provide incentives and programs that increase soil water holding capacity, improve the available and efficiency of water for agriculture, and continue the Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program, including finding less expensive and easier ways to improve drainage systems.

Nonresidential/Urban uses in the Rural Area. The PRD includes a change to Policy R-324 to limit nonresidential uses in the rural area that provide local products and services for nearby Rural Area residents, rather than nearby residents, and further limits these uses to comply with development standard criteria in Policy R-201. Policy R-201, which establishes the attributes of the Rural Area, includes an additional criteria that rural uses do not include urban or largely urban-serving facilities. This is broader than existing Policy R-326 relating to schools/institutions/community facilities listed in R-326, and including this statement in R-201 may have impacts to other uses besides these listed facilities.

Public spending priorities. The PRD includes a change to Policy R-402 to add a third priority for public spending priorities in the Rural Area.  The first two priorities remain unchanged, and include: 1) maintain existing facilities that protect public health and safety, and 2) upgrade facilities to correct level of service without creating additional capacity for new growth. The new, third priority would use public spending to support sustainable economic development appropriate for the Rural Area and that does not foster urbanization. This additional priority is consistent with the Rural Economic Strategies adopted by the Council in 2014.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Ordinance 17956] 


Industrial development. The PRD includes a change to Policy R-514 to add text to the criteria for development standards for industrial development in the Rural Area so that facilities that generate significant heavy-gross weight truck traffic would be reduced to avoid the need for public funding for infrastructure.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Local Food Initiative. The goals of the Local Food Initiative have not been reviewed, or set, by Council. These goals have been set by the Executive. By including the goals for added farmland and new farmers in the Comprehensive Plan, Council would be agreeing to set these goals as the County policy.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs). The Scoping Motion called for an update to the TDR policies, including policies that support the use of urban-to-urban TDRs.  While the PRD does propose changes in that would clarify the TDR program, the draft plan does not include any policies that would allow urban lands to be used as TDR sending sites.  

Farm, Fish, Flood. The PRD does not include specific references to the Farm, Fish, Flood watershed planning process currently in process, as this process is not yet complete.

Landslide hazards. The PRD does not include policies on landslide hazard identification, mapping, and mitigation in this chapter, as called for by the Scoping Motion.  However, there are updates to landslide hazard policies in Chapter 5 Environment. The analysis of those changes is in the write up for that chapter.

Housing. The Scoping Motion called for a review of the policies related to housing for aging demographics, such as expanded cottage housing. Additional or revised policies on this topic are not included in this chapter.

Rural Economic Strategies (RES). The PRD includes introductory language in this chapter on the RES, and includes some updates to policies to include home-based businesses as a commercial use in the Rural Area (R-201), and for funding of infrastructure that supports rural economic development (R-402).  However, more integration of the RES in Chapter 3 may be necessary.  The RES is discussed in the Chapter 10 Economic Development portion of the staff report.

Home-based businesses. The PRD does not include updated or new policies related to home-based business in this chapter. A reference to home-based businesses has been added to Policy R-201, which establishes the attributes of the Rural Area, but no discussion of streamlining home-based businesses is included in this chapter.

Rural densities and water resources. No changes to residential density policies are included in the PRD. The Scoping Motion included a statement to consider matching rural densities to water resources. This has not been included in this chapter.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified.

Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services

Chapter 4 is a new chapter, which addresses King County’s role in promoting housing choice and opportunity; strengthening housing linkages with transportation; enforcing housing and land use regulations; coordinating regional affordable housing funding, resources, and programs; supporting housing stability; and coordinating regional health and human services.

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Unincorporated area housing policies.  The newly created Chapter 4 moves the “housing” section of the KCCP out of Chapter 2 Urban Communities.  This new chapter acknowledges the County’s role as a regional convener to promote addressing the full range of critical housing needs.  Additionally, the chapter includes policies related to King County as a local government provider.  By moving these local policies out of the Urban Communities Chapter, both the existing and newly proposed housing policies would now apply to both urban and rural unincorporated King County. 

Homelessness. The PRD reflects the strategies in the 2015-2019 All Home (formerly Committee to End Homelessness) Strategic Plan,[footnoteRef:17] the 2015-2019 King County Consortium Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan,[footnoteRef:18] and the Housing First approach that will be taken in the Best Starts for Kids youth and family homelessness prevention initiative.[footnoteRef:19] It includes policy language: [17:  Ordinance 18097 (Note that All Home was formerly known as the Committee to End Homelessness in King County)]  [18:  Ordinance 18070]  [19:  Ordinance 18088] 

· Requiring the County to work with its partners to ban the criminalization of homelessness and homeless encampments, 
· Adding diversion assistance and rapid re-housing to the County’s housing and homelessness services, 
· Focusing on the importance of housing preservation, and 
· Encouraging the development of micro-housing, including “clustered and high density housing that shares common spaces.”

Transit-oriented development (TOD). The PRD includes a section on strengthening housing linkages with transportation, with new policy language requiring the County to develop public financing techniques that provide an advantage for mixed-income TOD projects, as well as new policy language requiring the County to work with its partners to reduce and prevent displacement of very-low to moderate-income households from transit-oriented locations.

Housing affordable to all income levels. The PRD includes policy language that asks the County to serve as a regional convener to develop strategies to provide housing affordable to people at all income levels. This convening role is drafted to include County efforts with jurisdictions and partners, based on the GMPC’s approval of Motion 15-2 in November 2015, which amended CPP H-8[footnoteRef:20] to encourage jurisdictions to consider mandatory and incentive housing programs. [20:  Legislation proposing adoption of this amended CPP is expected to be transmitted to the Council in early 2016.] 


Tenant protections. The PRD includes new policy language requiring the County to actively participate in regional solutions to address tenant protections in unincorporated King County and throughout the region.

Healthy housing. The PRD includes policy language throughout this chapter about strategies to develop a healthy housing code system and to incorporate healthy housing strategies (in particular protection from tobacco smoke) into its housing code.

Thriving and healthy communities. The PRD reflects the King County Board of Health “Planning for Healthy Communities Guidelines,” introduced and passed by the board on March 17, 2011.[footnoteRef:21]  These are intended to inform land use and transportation planners working at regional, county, and city levels of strategies that may improve the health of residents.  The PRD includes new policies that King County will support public health investments aligned with these guidelines which include: access to safe and convenient physical activities; access to healthy and affordable foods; protection from exposure to harmful environmental agents and infectious disease; access to transportation systems designed to prevent injury; residential neighborhoods free from violence or fear of violence; reduction of tobacco, nicotine, marijuana and alcohol use to prevent under-age exposure; access to social connectivity and stress reduction through community amenities; and access to a range of health services.  [21:  G&R 11-01] 


Health equity. The PRD includes several new sections addressing health equity issues.   It includes new policy language:
· Requiring the County to support and implement health-related policies and programs that address the social determinants of health and the built environment;
· Requiring the County to encourage significant increases in the role and influence of residents living in communities with disproportionately lower health outcomes;
· Recognizing—and establishing an intent to address—the links between health outcomes and lack of economic opportunity, lack of affordable housing and poverty; and
· Requiring the County explore more equitable distribution of health and human service facilities locations.

Behavioral health.  The PRD includes new policies acknowledging and describing the responsibilities of the County as it assumes primary responsibility for the coordination and provision of countywide behavioral health services; this is consistent with the County’s chosen path toward Physical and Behavioral Health Integration pursuant to Washington State Senate Bill 6312.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  The Washington State Legislature passed Senate Bill 6312 in 2014 directing the State Department of Social and Health Services to purchase medical, mental health and substance abuse disorder services through managed care contracts by January 1, 2020.] 


Prevention focus. The PRD highlights priority investment areas that are consistent with regional initiatives and that place an emphasis on prevention-oriented strategies, specifically early intervention, and strategies aimed at strengthening resilience including:
· Job development in business innovation districts and for community-based jobs;
· Affordable housing initiatives;
· Community and economic development activities; and
· Behavioral Health Services.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Housing policies.  The PRD includes policy language that is inconsistent with currently adopted County policies. Staff expects legislation to be transmitted during 2016 to address these inconsistencies, including:
· Mandatory and incentive programs. Legislation will be transmitted in early 2016 for Council adoption of CPP H-8 that was amended by the GMPC in November 2015.
· Inclusionary zoning. Staff anticipates legislation to be transmitted to propose amendments to K.C.C. Title 21A to add inclusionary affordable housing requirements for consideration of upzoning near frequent transit and commercial hubs.
· Tenant protections. Staff anticipates legislation to be transmitted to propose amendments to K.C.C. Title 16 (Building and Construction Standards) to add tenant protections to the Housing Code, including housing habitability protections and just cause eviction.

Health and human services policies.  The PRD’s policy language is generally consistent with current adopted policies, plans and initiatives, particularly the “transformation initiatives,”[footnoteRef:23] the Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan, 2015-2019, and the All Home (formerly Committee to End Homeless) Strategic Plan 2015-2019.  In the case of initiatives that are underfunded or for which planning is underway, staff expects legislation to be transmitted during 2016 to align with the PRD and for work to procure funding to continue the work of underfunded initiatives to continue.  Specifically, staff note:  [23: These are Familiar Faces, Communities of Opportunities, Accountable Communities of Health, and the Best Starts for Kids Levy.] 

· Best Starts for Kids Levy implementation.  Legislation will be transmitted in 2015 and 2016 to implement levy-backed strategies and programs.  
· Familiar Faces.  Staff anticipates DCHS will continue to work with the Washington State Legislature to replace eliminated revenue sources for work under this initiative.
· Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) Levy renewal. Staff anticipates that the MIDD levy renewal planning will be undertaken within the context of maintaining a comprehensive continuum of health and human services programming that spans community needs, including prevention and early intervention. 
· Behavioral health integration.  Once mental health and substance abuse disorder operate under integrated purchasing in 2016, staff anticipates a body of work around physical and behavioral health integration that is consistent with PRD policy.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Youth Action Plan.  The Scoping Motion called for updates to the KCCP to reflect the Health and Human Services Transformation Plan, Communities of Opportunity, and Youth Action Plan.  The PRD did not acknowledge the Youth Action Plan.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Housing policies.  The PRD reflects Council-adopted policies related to housing and homelessness. In addition, as noted above, it goes beyond existing policy in several areas. As a result, Councilmembers can expect to address a number of policy issues related to housing and homelessness during 2016, as it is expected that the Executive will transmit legislation to address areas in which PRD policy language is inconsistent with currently adopted County policy.

Health and human services policies. The PRD reflects Council-adopted policies.  It also anticipates, based on policy direction and/or state law, a few bodies of work that will be undertaken in 2016.   Council can expect to address these policy issues in the coming months.

Chapter 5 Environment

The policies in Chapter 5 address the natural environment, including critical areas, endangered species, water quality, air quality, shorelines, fish and wildlife resources and habitat, non-native plant and animal species, climate change, surface water management, and monitoring and adaptive management.

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Salmon recovery. The PRD includes several changes to policies related to salmon recovery, including:
· Coordination. Reference to participation in and coordination with organizations leading salmon recovery efforts in Snohomish and Pierce Counties (E-113). 
· Salmon recovery monitoring. The PRD includes a change to the policy regarding the monitoring and adaptive management for salmon recovery. It provides more specificity in the types of information that should be monitored, including salmon populations and habitat status, and trends over time.
· Tribal treaty rights. Policies regarding salmon recovery are proposed to be modified to identify tribal treaty rights as a top priority in implementation the salmon recovery plans.

Noxious weeds. The PRD includes a new section and a new policy regarding noxious weed control.  While the policy in the plan would be new, this is not actually a policy change for the County, as there is already a Noxious Weed Control Board in King County, and a noxious weed control program organizationally housed in the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP).

Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP).  The PRD includes many changes in order to be consistent with the recently adopted 2015 SCAP[footnoteRef:24]. These changes include updating the section to reflect the targets and strategies of the SCAP. For example, the PRD includes text that restates the commitments identified in the SCAP that are necessary to achieve King County’s operational greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets. These include listing the specific targets for growing transit service, alternative fuels in County fleets, and energy use.  [24:  Ordinance 14449] 


King County Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C).  The PRD also includes text that restates the countywide climate commitments included in the SCAP that were developed by King County and the King County Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C).[footnoteRef:25] These include listing the specific targets for reducing vehicle miles traveled, energy reduction, green building, and recycling.  [25:  Ordinance 17285 adopted the Interlocal Agreement for the County’s participation in the K4C.] 


Carbon neutral operations.  E-206a is a new policy that states that DNRP shall achieve net carbon neutrality for its operations by 2017. Additionally, new policy E-206b states that the department’s Wastewater Treatment Division and Solid Waste Division shall each independently achieve carbon neutral operations by 2025. This is consistent with Ordinance 17971 and the SCAP.

Cost of carbon. A new policy, E-206c, states that the County shall develop and implement an operational “cost of carbon.” Additionally, the cost of carbon should then be used in life-cycle assessments and decision making related to County operations, including for purchase of clean vehicles and alternative fuels, for facility construction and resource efficiency projects, and for related technology investments. The policy also states that the County should also purse using the cost of carbon to inform broader County planning and decision making. This is consistent with a priority action identified by the SCAP. 

GHG emissions reductions targets.  E-210 is updated to reflect the new State and CPP requirements for reducing GHG emissions by 80 percent by 2050.  Additionally, the updated policy includes the new short-term reduction targets that were adopted in the SCAP.[footnoteRef:26]  These short-term targets are also incorporated into E-206 as it relates to County government operations, consistent with the SCAP.   [26:  GHG emissions reductions of 25 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030.  ] 


Equity and Social Justice.  The PRD includes a new policy, E-xxx on page 5-30, that requires using the Equity Impact Review process to help prioritize investments in making infrastructure, natural resources, and communities, more resilient to the impacts of climate change. This policy is consistent with the SCAP.

Support of market based price on carbon.  The PRD includes a new policy statement E-xxx on page 5-32 in support of comprehensive federal, regional and state science-based limits and a market based price on carbon pollution and other greenhouse gas emissions. This is consistent with policy statements in the SCAP. 

This policy replaces E-227, which references support for market based emissions reduction programs and support for renewable energy standard for electricity production and vehicle efficiency performance standards. However, E-xxx on page 5-32 only expresses support for market based price on carbon pollution. According to executive staff, support for renewable energy standards and vehicle efficiency standards were inadvertently left out of E-xxx or other policy statements and will be included in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  

Water quality protection. The PRD includes several changes related to water quality protection and restoration, including:
· Groundwater protection in Rural Area. The PRD includes a change to policy regarding protection of groundwater in the Rural Area.  This policy change would require risk assessments and monitoring of rural potable water supplies and coordination with local and state government on this monitoring for supplies at high risk and to plan for loss or serious impairment of domestic groundwater supply.
· Impaired water quality.  Policy E-112 is proposed to be modified to require the County to take actions to moderate impairments to water quality that are caused by human activities. This narrows the focus of this policy so that the County would not take action on impairments caused by other forces (not by humans).
· Failing septic systems. The PRD includes a change to a policy regarding failing septic systems and their impact on shoreline environments.  The change would be more direct than the existing policy. The existing policies directed the county to develop a strategy for addressing failing septic systems; the proposed change would have the County move beyond developing strategies to actually addressing failing septic systems in these areas.

Wetland impacts. A change to Policy E-483 would clarify where on-site mitigation is appropriate. It adds language that the on-site mitigation must be feasible, and likely to continue providing desired functions in perpetuity.  The "in perpetuity" may be too high a standard.

Beavers. A new section is included in the PRD regarding beavers.  One policy is also proposed, which would state the County's support for coexistence of beavers and people in rural King County, and calls for a beaver management strategy to address co-existence and where beavers should be excluded or removed.

Flood hazard areas. New policies are proposed regarding implementation of floodplain management program and a continuation of the County's exceeding minimum federal standards through the National Flood Insurance Program.  These policies appear to be consistent with the Flood Hazard Management Plan.

Emergency management planning. A new section is added to the section on Geologically Hazardous Areas. This includes information from the King County Emergency Management Planning Model and a new policy that would require the County to incorporate into land use, transportation and economic development planning, and natural resource management, actions that would reduce impacts from natural hazards (earthquakes, flooding and landslide risk).

Landslide hazard planning. New text and policies related to inventorying of landslide hazard areas, and the relationship between landslide hazards and flooding hazards, is included in the PRD.  These policies appear to be part of the County's response to better planning around landslide hazard areas resulting from the Oso Landslide in 2014.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Support of market based price on carbon.  The new policy supporting a market based price on carbon pollution is consistent with the SCAP.  However, such a policy has not been included in King County’s recent state or federal legislative agendas.

Salmon recovery. The Puget Sound Partnership is updating the salmon recovery Action Agenda for 2016, and will focus on three Strategic Initiatives: protecting and restoring habitat, preventing pollution from stormwater, and recovering shellfish beds. The County does not officially adopt this plan, although many Councilmembers and the Executive participate in the Action Agenda preparation and implementation through the Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) forums.  Introductory text in this chapter references these Strategic Initiatives and the Action Agenda. The Council may want to take a closer look at policies and text that reference this Action Agenda or Initiatives to ensure it is consistent with other adopted County policies.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD

Low income communities/People of color. The Scoping Motion called for updated and strengthened policy regarding environmental justice and climate justice.  While there are references to these issues in the introductory text, there are not policies that address this item from the Scoping Motion.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Incorporating implementation plans.  The introductory text for the Climate Change section of PRD includes much more detail on the SCAP when compared to references to other implementation plans in the KCCP. For example, as noted above, the PRD lists the specific operational and countywide targets included in the SCAP. Additionally, both in Chapter 5 and throughout other chapters, the PRD includes a wide variety of policy changes and new policies that mirror those that are in the SCAP.  Councilmembers may wish to consider the level of detail that is appropriate when incorporating implementation plans, such as the SCAP, into the KCCP. 

Conserving land and water resources. With the Council’s adoption of Motion 14458 on November 16, 2015, the Executive has been requested to prepare a work plan for implementing a preservation and conservation program to identify, protect and conserve water and land resources, including farmland and forest lands, ecological lands, river and stream corridors, trail corridors and historic resources on farmlands, consistent with the purposes of this motion. After this work plan is developed and transmitted, it should be reflected in the Executive’s transmittal of the 2016 KCCP in Chapter 5 and Chapter 7. The policies in that section address conservation and biodiversity of fish and wildlife resources and habitat, stormwater quality, upland areas, aquatic resources, salmon recovery, flood hazards and hazardous waste. These policies could be impacted by the work plan prepared with Motion 14458.

Chapter 6 Shoreline Master Program

The policies in Chapter 6 comprise King County’s Shoreline Master Program (SMP), which addresses the management and conservation of the shoreline jurisdiction in the county as required by RCW 90.58.



What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

King County’s Shoreline Master Program as included in Chapter 6 was approved by the Department of Ecology in 2014.  As a result, the PRD does not make any substantive changes to the SMP.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified. 

Consistency with the Scoping Motion

Public outreach and education. As transmitted by the Executive, the adopted Scoping Motion called for an update to policies to reflect an emphasis on the importance of outreach and education to shoreline property owners.  The PRD did not address this; however, this may be due to the pre-existing Department of Ecology approval.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified.

Chapter 7 Parks, Open Space and Cultural Resources

The policies in Chapter 7 address King County’s parks, recreation and open space system, as well as the County’s cultural resources.  

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Eastside Rail Corridor (ERC). The PRD includes a new section on the ERC, with policies that:
· Require King County to plan for and develop a regional trail in the ERC to enhance regional recreation and non-motorized mobility in support of the multi-use goals for the corridor and in coordination with the other owners, as well as with the Department of Transportation and other state and local agencies.

· Identify the ERC in the Regional Trails Needs Report (RTNR), which is an Appendix to the PRD, as a priority capital facility.

· Require the ERC regional trail to be developed to enhance non-motorized connectivity between communities and transit.

· Require the ERC regional trail to be developed to regional trail standards,

Management plans. The PRD includes a new policy requiring the County to develop management plans (such as master plans, forest stewardship plans, etc.) for open space sites as appropriate and as budget and staffing resources allow.

Public participation. The PRD includes a new section on public participation that indicates the County’s intent to involve and seek input from a wide array of stakeholders, consistent with the County’s ESJ policies.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

No issues identified.  

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Conserving land and water resources: With the Council’s adoption of Motion 14458 on November 16, 2015, the Executive has been requested to prepare a work plan for implementing a preservation and conservation program to identify, protect and conserve water and land resources, including farmland and forest lands, ecological lands, river and stream corridors, trail corridors and historic resources on farmlands, consistent with the purposes of this motion. After this work plan is developed and transmitted, it should be reflected in the Executive’s transmittal of the 2016 KCCP, in Chapters 5 and 7. The policies in that section address priorities, criteria, managing the system, and coordination and partnerships, all of which could be affected by the Executive’s work plan.

Chapter 8 Transportation

The policies in Chapter 8 address transportation, including unincorporated area roads, Metro Transit services, operation of Sound Transit light rail and some express buses, operation of Seattle streetcars, passenger ferries, and the King County International Airport (KCIA).  For the unincorporated area, policies set Level of Service (LOS) standards and define components of the Transportation Concurrency Program and Mitigation Payment System, which are further defined in the King County Code.

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Metro Transit Long Range Plan. The PRD adds references to the Metro Transit Long Range Plan, required by Strategy 6.1.2 of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021, and now under development in collaboration with King County cities and other transit agencies.  Policy T-101, concerning public transportation policy, and T-205, supporting high capacity transit, are amended to refer to the Long Range Plan.[footnoteRef:27]  The Transit Long Range Plan is likely to be approved in late 2016; the timing of action on this Plan would not affect the references in the KCCP. [27:  Countywide transit policies are generally within the jurisdiction of the Regional Transit Committee as provided by the Charter.  These policies are contained in the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021, the King County Metro Service Guidelines and in the near future the Transit Long Range Plan.  To clarify how these countywide transit policies are addressed, Policy T-101 states that these transit policy documents shall guide the planning, development and implementation of King County Metro services.] 


Marine Division. The PRD updates policies for passenger-only ferry service to reflect the Marine Division’s assumption of the King County Ferry District.  New policy T-101a provides that the 2014 Ferry District Strategic Plan or its successor shall provide policy guidance for the Marine Division.   Policies T-205 and T-302 are amended to refer to the 2014 Strategic Plan.  Policy T-214, expressing general support for development of passenger-only ferry service, is deleted as it is now obsolete; instead, a new policy, T-301a, states that the Marine Division should be a leader in regional mobility through provision of safe, reliable, high-quality passenger ferry service.

Equity impacts and benefits of transportation. The PRD adds references to the Equity and Social Justice initiative.  New policy T-104a calls for consideration of equity impacts and benefits of transportation programs, policies, and services.  In policies T-104, T-237, and T-308, references to “people with limited English proficiency” are replaced with references to “immigrant and refugee populations.”

Alternative Services Program delivery.  The PRD amends Policy T-202, concerning compatible rural transportation, to add a reference to working with partners to develop alternative transit service in areas not well suited to fixed-route transit service.

Land use and growth strategy.  Policy T-203 adds "and infrastructure investments" to the list of partnership opportunities to support alternatives to single occupant vehicles.

Non-Motorized program.  Policy T-233 adds "safe routes to transit" to the list of needs to be given highest priority for nonmotorized improvement.  The PRD revises Policy T-234, relating to nonmotorized improvements in urban areas, to state that urban and rural nonmotorized improvements should increase access to transit and urban centers.  The addition of rural connectivity to urban centers expands the policy’s scope.  Policy T-235 calls for the Regional Trails System to enhance access to transit, especially park and rides and transit centers.

Transportation Demand Management. New policy T-248a expresses support for employee transportation programs that encourage trip reduction and calls for the County to lead by example through a program for its own employees. The term “congestion pricing” replaces “variable tolling” in several policies:  Policy T-250 is amended to include this change and to delete a sentence concerning toll collection systems, presumably because the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has set tolling collection policy by implementing the Good to Go system.  Policy T-251 and Policy T-252 replace the term "variable tolling" with "congestion pricing" strategies and are otherwise unchanged.[footnoteRef:28]  [28: The draft text includes a definition of “congestion pricing” that incorporates the existing variable tolling components but expands the policy scope by adding “express toll lanes” and “vehicle miles traveled charges.”] 


Road closures and abandonments.  Policy T-304 is reworded to clarify that a decision framework for prioritizing road investments has been implemented and should be used.  A new policy, T-306a, states that road closures and abandonments should reflect public safety, technical/engineering standards, and Strategic Plan for Road Services policy, and states that affected residents and businesses should be notified of closures in a timely manner.

Climate change. The PRD adds a new policy, T-324a, directing the County to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from its off-road vehicles and equipment.  Policy T-322 is amended to add references to low-carbon fuels and GHG emissions.  Policy T-323 is amended to include zero-emission vehicle acquisition as a strategy to reduce GHG emissions.

Revenue shortfall.  Policy T-405 is amended to state that a shortfall gap will be calculated based on the costs needed to “preserve and maintain” infrastructure and services levels, instead of based on costs of “needed improvements.”

Eastside Rail Corridor (ERC). Under “Regional Coordination,” the PRD proposes new policy T-507a directing the County to participate with other agencies to plan for the ERC in ways that enhance multimodal mobility. 

Freight mobility. New policy T-510a calls on the County to work with partners to develop adequate truck parking along the county’s Truck Freight Economic Corridors.[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  The draft text states that truck parking is needed adjacent to highways and mentions that WSDOT Truck Parking Studies identify the state’s greatest needs are on I-5 and SR 167 in central Puget Sound and I-90 near North Bend.  ] 


Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.  

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Concurrency.  The Scoping Motion called for:  1) revisions to policies and programs relating to the level of service (LOS) and impact mitigation, 2) updates of the Concurrency Program and Mitigation Payment System to address insufficient road funding to address capacity projects, and 3) efforts to address collaboration with other jurisdictions to address unfunded city and state projects and the impacts of traffic from outside the unincorporated area.  The PRD does not propose changes to the LOS, the Transportation Concurrency Program nor the Mitigation Payment System.  Some changes to concurrency and mitigation payments could be advanced through amendments to the King County Code, which would have to be consistent with the KCCP policies.  The LOS standards can only be changed by amending the KCCP during a major update. 

Public-private partnerships for transportation.  The Scoping Motion calls for review and potential expansion of policies for public-private transportation partnerships.  Other than a reference to working with partners in amended Policy T-202, the PRD does not appear to contain expanded partnership language.  For public transportation, this topic is addressed in the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, the King County Metro Service Guidelines, and will probably be included in the Transit Long Range Plan. 

Active transportation.  The Scoping Motion calls for review and updating of policies that promote active transportation.  Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services includes relevant policies H-121, H-156, H-204.

Stormwater management, culverts, and fish passage.  The Scoping Motion calls for consideration of adding policies for stormwater management and culvert replacements to allow for fish passage.  According to Roads Services Division (RSD) staff, stormwater management is being addressed through ongoing discussions with the Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) and additional culvert replacement project information will be included in the Transportation Needs Report narrative in the Executive transmittal.

Housing near transit stations.  The Scoping Motion calls for addressing the importance of high quality/healthy housing, including affordable housing, near transit stations.  Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services, includes relevant policies H-102, H-104, H-105, H-121, H-122, H-123, H-124, H-130, H-139, and H-157.

Air transportation.  The Scoping Motion called for updating policies to support the King County International Airport (KCIA) master plan.  The PRD does not propose updates to Air Transportation policies (T-317, T-318, T-319, and T-504).

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified.  

Chapter 9 Services, Facilities and Utilities

The policies in Chapter 9 address services required by new and existing residents (in their homes and businesses) as growth occurs.  Needed services include many that are not provided by the County, such as water supply, local sanitary sewers, fire protection, schools, energy facilities, and telecommunications.  The County does provide services including regional wastewater treatment, regional solid waste management and local stormwater management.  

 What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Housing and human services. The 2012 KCCP included housing and regional human services policies in this chapter.  The PRD proposes to move those polices to the newly created Chapter 4.

Environmental justice and ESJ.  The Scoping Motion called for a review and update of policies to reflect environmental justice, equity and social justice. The PRD policies F-101a, F-101b and 108 have been added general policies on Regional Services reflecting equity and cultural sensitivity goals.  There are numerous added or amended policies to address equity issues around siting and outreach, including policies F-202, 210a, 221a, 225a, 228, 230, 338, 243a, 271b, 287, 325 and 332a. Additionally, policies F-101b and 328 require adherence to an Executive order on written language translation. 

Green Building. The PRD calls for encouraging service providers to use green or ‘sustainable’ building standards including now (Policy F-203) achieving net zero GHG emissions in new building by 2030.  New Policy F-206a also calls for King County to make its public facilities and properties available for renewable energy production.  Policies F-215a, 215b, 217, 217a, 217b, 217c, 217d go into more detail about goals for sustainable and energy-neutral residential and commercial facilities, including new schools.  This is consistent with the targets in the 2015 SCAP.

School facilities.  Policy F-214 requires that school siting and capital facility plans must be consistent not only with the GMA and King County Code – but also the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs).

Siting of all new public facilities: In addition to the ESJ amendments to Policy F-230[footnoteRef:30] noted above, the policy is also amended to make a cross-reference to policy R-326, which addresses siting criteria specifically for schools, institutions, and other community facilities in the Rural Area.  This integrates the policy direction of the school siting policies into this chapter, in addition to the related facility siting policy changes in Chapter 2 Urban Communities.   [30:  Which addresses siting of essential public facilities.] 


Water supply planning. Policy F-231 directs that coordination of regional water supply planning should support King County’s goals of focusing growth in the Urban Growth Area.

Group A water providers.  Policy F-235 is amended to clarify that is not King County’s responsibility to ensure connections to new water systems; specifically that it is the responsibility of the homeowner or association for ensuring the connection is made in a timely manner.

Wastewater systems. Policy F-261 is amended to state that financial assistance from King County for failing septic systems will be considered only as a last resort in Rural and Natural Resource Lands.  Policy F-264, which lists the limited instances when public sewer service may be expanded to the Rural Area or Natural Resource Lands, is also proposed to be amended; in instances when sewer is needed to address specific health and safety problems, the language now states that sewer expansion would only be allowed if use of septic or other onsite wastewater systems has been determined to be not feasible.  Additionally, there is a new policy, F-282a, which suggests coordination between landowners and many agencies regarding effective strategies and additional resources managing onsite septic systems and failing systems.

Stormwater. There are a series of small policy amendments for clarity in policies F-272 through 285 regarding stormwater management.  These range from clarifying that planning and management shall be done by basin and sub-basin, incorporation of Low Impact Development (LID), and the policies also reference surface waters and groundwater resources.  Specifically, policy F-272 proposes to tie stormwater management to promoting the goals of the GMA.  Additionally, F-275 is amended to state that the analysis and mitigation required in the underlying policy must now be “adequate” to protect surface water from significant adverse impacts, which now also includes groundwater.  

Flood District.  The PRD includes amendments to two polices related to the King County Flood Control District.  First, policy F-287 would now require, rather than just consider, inclusion of ESJ principles in the planning and implementation of the Flood Hazard Management Plan.  Second, policy F-296 is amended to include promoting the goals of the GMA as part of the implementation of the Flood Hazard Management Plan.  Given that the District also adopts the Flood Hazard Management Plan and that the County only implements floodplain management as a contractor on behalf of the District, these changes would have a direct impact on the policy considerations of the District.  

Energy and the SCAP.  The PRD makes changes to be consistent with the recently adopted 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP)[footnoteRef:31]. The changes include: [31:  Ordinance 14449] 

· Replacing all references to the Energy Plan with references to the 2015 SCAP since the SCAP now includes the Energy Plan as an appendix.
· Adding references to the County’s Fund to Reduce Energy Demand loan program.
Renewable energy.  In F-306, the renewable energy target for producing, using, or procuring, has been deleted and is limited now to maximizing production of renewable energy with no set target. 

Fleet energy use.  Additionally, in policy F 308 relating to fleet energy use, the reference to the use of renewable fuel has been deleted, as well as the phrase “where cost effective and environmentally sustainable.”  The term “greenhouse gas reducing fuels” has been inserted. 

Cable and wireless internet.  Policy F-358 encouraging cable ready homes and offices is expanded in the PRD to include “community centers, social service agencies, community health clinics, and other buildings that serve low-income citizens.”  Policy F-359 encouraging public and private organizations to create wireless internet connections where the public can access the Internet is expanded in the PRD to include references to “community centers, social service agencies, community health clinics, and other buildings that serve low-income citizens.”

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Solid waste policies. There are numerous amended and new solid waste policies (F-267, 269a, 269b, 271, 271a, 271b) that reflect current discussions regarding zero waste of resources, recycling, demand management strategies at transfer stations, and curbside collection goals that are largely consistent with current Solid Waste Comprehensive Management Plan policies and the Solid Waste Transfer and Management Plan – but also lead in some cases on draft policies being considered for adoption in the updated plan with regard to recycling goals, development of markets for recyclable materials, demand management strategies that maximize the efficiency of the transfer system and encourage curbside collection services, energy recovery for select solid waste materials.  

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) planning horizons: The Scoping Motion called for a review of policies to reflect that the WTD uses planning horizons that exceed the 20-year planning/growth targets.  There is no change in policy to reflect this.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified.  

Chapter 10 Economic Development

The policies in Chapter 10 on economic development address general policies, business development, workforce development, infrastructure, sustainable development in the private sector, and the rural economy.



What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Addressing inequities and disparities.  The Scoping Motion called for updating and strengthening policies to provide increased attention to areas with low income communities and people of color to address inequities and disparities. This is largely addressed in policy amendments and new policies in the Workforce Development section (ED-302, 303, new policies ED-303a, 303b and 307) which also cross reference other efforts in health and human services.  Additionally, in the Business Development section, there is a new policy ED-211b also calling for development of business innovation districts in lower income communities.  

Partnerships. The PRD includes several new policies that encourage partnering with a variety of stakeholders, including:
· Trade policies.  Policy ED-210 is amended to add more specificity regarding working with the newly formed Northwest Seaport Alliance and Port of Seattle and also suggests working with regional trade groups to promote “assistance, opportunities and partnerships to connect current and potential exporters with international markets.”
· Community-based businesses.  New policy ED-211a calls for supporting community-based efforts to retain small, existing businesses and revitalizing business districts in need of assistance.
· Business innovation districts.  New policy ED-211b calls for the County to coordinate with a broad range of stakeholders to support the development of Business Innovation Districts and related programming in lower income communities with an emphasis on food innovation districts.
· Workforce development alignment.  New Policy ED-307 directs the County to work with regional workforce development organizations and educational institutions to promote greater alignment between educational programs and workforce needs.

Infrastructure.  The PRD adds new direction on infrastructure needs and benefits.  Amended policy ED-404 speaks to capitalizing on economic benefits of infrastructure projects.  New policy ED-405 speaks to the County ensuring adequate transportation infrastructure (primarily transit) to meet SCAP goals and forecasted demand.  Additionally, ED-406 is a new policy that calls for supporting the development of adequate technology infrastructure to meet the demands of the regional economy.

Green development. New policy ED-501a speaks to promoting green and smart building practices throughout private, public and residential uses.

Open and green space. New policy ED-605 connects social and economic health and wellness with the value of open and green space.  The policy speaks to continuing to invest in public lands and partnering with organizations that support and strengthen linkages between rural and urban communities.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Advancing the Rural Economic Strategies (RES) Plan.  The existing and amended policies in the PRD are not inconsistent with the 2013 Rural Economic Strategies Plan (RES)[footnoteRef:32] policies. However, the Scoping Motion called for advancing the RES strategies and policy direction in the 2016 KCCP.  While the PRD includes new language in ED-603 about the importance of food and forest processing in the regional economy, the remainder of the existing policies potentially do not go far enough to reflect some of the new policy direction in the 2013 RES.[footnoteRef:33]   [32:    Ordinance 17956, adopted by the Council in 2014.]  [33:  Such as additional revenues and/or resources to support infrastructure (ranging from roads to data transmission technology), economic development in rural and resource, and emphasis on potential home based business development.  ] 


Fragmented economic development activities.  The Scoping Motion called for assessing fragment activities and updating the policies to improve regional coordination and achieve agreed-upon results in job and wage growth and economic diversity.   There does not appear to be new or amended policy addressing this directly.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified.

Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning

The policies in Chapter 11 address unincorporated area community plans that have been incorporated into the KCCP.  

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Subarea planning.  The PRD proposes a new eight-year planning schedule to review and update existing subarea and community plans, and to address overall local land use planning needs within specific geographies.  Since 1994, there have been minor updates to a few existing subarea and community plans, and there have been no new plans or community planning processes.  Given the growth and annexations that have occurred, the aging nature of plans, and the creation of a new subarea planner position in the Department of Permitting and Environmental Review (DPER) as part of the 2015-2016 Budget,[footnoteRef:34] the PRD proposes to re-initiate the subarea planning program in unincorporated King County.   [34:  Ordinance 17941] 


Community Service Areas. Under the new proposed subarea planning model, the PRD integrates the Community Service Area (CSA) geographies[footnoteRef:35] to identify the communities in which subarea planning would occur.  King County would facilitate local subarea planning in each of the CSA geographies over an eight-year schedule, which is proposed in the following table.  The PRD states that using the proposed CSA geographies and planning schedule would help to ensure that the entire county receives some level of planning on a regular schedule and to help facilitate a more equitable planning process.    [35:  Created by Ordinance 17139 and 17415 as a framework for public engagement with unincorporated area residents.  The CSA geographies are: Bear Creek/Sammamish, Four Creeks/Tiger Mountain, Greater Maple Valley/Cedar River, SE King County, Snoqualmie Valley/NE King County, Vashon/Maury Island, and West King County (unincorporated urban).  ] 


Table 1. Subarea Planning Schedule

	Year
	Community Service Area

	2016
	West King County CSA – Skyway West Hill, and
Vashon/Maury Island CSA

	2017
	West King County CSA – North Highline

	2018
	Snoqualmie Valley/NE King County CSA

	2019
	Greater Maple Valley/Cedar River CSA

	2020
	West King County CSA

	2021
	Bear Creek/Sammamish CSA

	2022
	SE King County CSA

	2023
	Four Creeks/Tiger Mountain CSA



Community plans cleanup. The PRD proposes to remove polices from existing community plans in the KCCP for plans that either have obsolete policies or that have geographies that have been annexed.  The chapter is also now restructured to follow the CSA geographies; as a result, some Community Plans have been relocated and/or consolidated in the chapter.   

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Equity and Social Justice.  The Scoping Motion called for updating and strengthening policies to provide increased attention to ESJ issues and address inequities and disparities.  The PRD states that using the proposed CSA geographies and planning schedule would help to ensure the entire county receives some level of planning on a regular schedule and to help facilitate a more equitable planning process. However, there is no specific mention of consideration of ESJ principles within the planning process.  Including language to provide guidance for community outreach within the new subarea planning process could be an area in which ESJ principles might be appropriate.  

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

CSA subarea planning. The PRD proposes to facilitate local subarea planning in each of the CSA geographies over an eight-year schedule.  Executive staff have indicated that the order was selected based on: existing planning that is already occurring or planned to occur in the near future and timeliness of land use issues for the area (such as annexation considerations).  The Council may wish to consider whether the proposed order within the schedule is appropriate.  

Community plans cleanup.  The PRD proposes to remove and/or consolidate some policies in the Community Plans.  While Executive staff have indicated that the changes were specific to areas that have been annexed or polices that are now obsolete, it is currently unclear if there are any unintended consequences of the proposed changes.  The Council may wish to consider whether any amendments to the Community Plans should wait for the subarea planning process for each of the geographies to be complete.  Additionally, the Council Clerk is in the midst of work with DPER to evaluate the current legislative standing of each of the plans, which may also have an impact on the planning process.  

Chapter 12 Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation

The policies in Chapter 12 outline how the policies of the KCCP should be implemented and monitored; how and when to amend the KCCP; and the role of land use zoning in the planning process. 

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Mining site conversion demonstration project. The PRD removes the option for KCCP policy and/or land use changes related to a mining site conversion demonstration project as part of the annual KCCP amendment cycle in policy I-203.  

Benchmark Program.  The PRD removes references to the King County Benchmark Program[footnoteRef:36] in the text leading into existing policy I-301, which requires monitoring and benchmarking the progress of the CPPs and the KCCP towards achieving their objectives.[footnoteRef:37]  The text now only states that the counties and the cities work together to monitor the plans.   [36:  The Benchmark Program collects and reviews information relating to and including, but not limited to: urban densities; remaining land capacity; growth and development assumptions, targets, and objectives; residential, commercial, and industrial development; transportation; affordable housing; economic development; and environmental quality.  ]  [37:  Including relating to the environment, development patterns, housing, the economy, transportation, and the provision of public services.  ] 


Workplan. In previous years, the Council has included workplan tasks to accompany the adoption of the KCCP; these have historically been added to the underlying ordinance that adopts the plan.  These workplan items are direction to the Executive to complete further work or study on particular issues.  The PRD proposes to formally include these workplan items in the KCCP itself as a new section in Chapter 12, with a summary, timeline and anticipated outcomes for each item.

The proposed Workplan for the 2016 KCCP includes: 
1) Initiation of the CSA Subarea Planning Program per the proposed schedule in Chapter 11.
2) Work with the GMPC to develop a plan for annexation of urban unincorporated areas, which is likely to be a two year process.  This is consistent with the aforementioned change to policy U-208 in Chapter 2.  
3) Implementation of the new performance measures program for the KCCP, with the first performance report due in 2018 in order to inform the 2020 KCCP update.  

Buildable Lands Program.  The PRD updates the plan to reflect the most recent Buildable Lands Report, which was completed in 2014.  The new language includes a reference to the fact that urban unincorporated King County has a shortfall of capacity for job growth.  The PRD does not proposed to address this, as the plan assumes that the urban unincorporated areas will eventually be annexed into the cities, which have excess capacity for job growth.  

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Benchmark Program.  As noted above, references to the Benchmark Program have been removed.  As a result, there is no longer a clear mechanism in the KCCP for how implementation of policy I-301 will occur. Additionally, the CPPs have a similar policy, G-2, which requires monitoring and benchmarking the progress of the CPPs toward achieving the Regional Growth Strategy.  Both I-301 and G-2 state that the results of the benchmarking will be used to take corrective actions and make policy revisions in order to achieve the planning objectives in the KCCP, CPPs, and Regional Growth Strategy.  Executive staff have indicated that they plan to include a new performance measure program in the March 1 KCCP transmittal, but it is unclear what the breadth of the new program will be.   



Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

The Scoping Motion included a number of items to include in the 2016 KCCP for this chapter. Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the PRD.

Benchmark Program.  As noted above, the Benchmark Program is in need of updates.  In addition to the requirements in KCCP Policy I-301 and CPP G-2, the Scoping Motion also calls for several additional performance measurement updates, including:
· Strengthening the link between the KCCP and the King County Strategic Plan through a set of metrics that will be based on measurable goal statements to be added to each chapter.  
· Reviewing and updating metrics to monitor progress of the KCCP toward reaching the Regional Growth Strategy.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  KCCP I-301 does not currently call out the Regional Growth Strategy explicitly; though it is implied through the current reference to the CPPs.  ] 

· Consider adding metrics to monitor the performance of the KCCP in meeting the goals of the Growth Management Act.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  RCW 36.70A.020] 


Executive staff have indicated that they plan to include a new performance measure program in the March 1 plan transmittal, but it is unclear what the breadth of the new program will be.   

Buildable Lands Program.  The Scoping Motion called for consideration of possible changes to the Buildable Lands Reports, including possible changes to establish measurable targets for each type of residential housing (e.g. single family, multifamily, and affordable housing) and ensuring accuracy by considering all factors that may prevent achieving growth targets (e.g. taking into consideration whether environmental constraints limit the ability to develop individual parcels when calculating a jurisdiction’s buildable land capacity).  The PRD does not address either of these items.

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Mining site conversion demonstration project. The allowance for policy and/or land use changes related to a mining site conversion demonstration project as part of the annual KCCP amendment cycle was added by the Council in 2012.  Since 2012, no ordinance for such a demonstration project has either been transmitted by the Executive or introduced by the Council.  Council staff is not aware of whether affected property owners are interested in pursuing the option for a demonstration project at this time.  

Area Zoning Studies

The Scoping Motion called for the Executive to evaluate 16 land use proposals in unincorporated King County.  The PRD includes an area zoning study for each of these proposals.  Additionally, the PRD includes area zoning studies for three additional Executive proposed land use proposals.  

The following is a summary of the proposals included in the PRD and the Executive’s recommendations for each.  The Scoping Motion called for the Executive to identify where policy changes would be necessary to adopt any proposed UGA change. The PRD identifies where existing policies would prohibit changing the UGA, but does not propose any policy changes.

1. West Hill 
Proposal: Consistent with Motion 14221, this proposal calls for incorporating an updated subarea plan, which should include zoning and regulations that: address the historic wide gaps in equity of infrastructure investments and services; facilitate the revitalization of its neighborhoods, local economy, and quality of life of its residents; and have included outreach with the local community in their development.

As part of the community process to review the 1994 subarea plan,[footnoteRef:40] a Skyway – West Hill Action Plan (SWAP) was developed with the intent of being considered for approval as an addendum to the existing subarea plan.  The County received the SWAP in June 2015 and has been working with the community to evaluate the implementation section, including prioritizing the proposed capital projects.  The proposed SWAP is also included in the PRD and, as such, is open for additional public comment[footnoteRef:41] through January 6, 2016.   [40:  West Hill Community Plan]  [41:  This is in addition to the development of the SWAP, which included a citizen steering committee, collection of 1,500+ surveys, five open houses, and distribution of over 5,000 information flyers.  ] 


Executive recommendation: Adopt the final SWAP, to be transmitted in March 2016, as an addendum to the existing subarea plan, within the West King County CSA and reflect this in Chapter 11.  No zoning changes are proposed to be adopted at this time.

2. Fairwood A
Proposal: Consistent with Motion 14276, this proposal calls for review of the land use designations and implementing zoning on four parcels[footnoteRef:42] and the surrounding area and evaluation for re-designation to a higher density residential land use category, for the purpose of potential development of a continuing care retirement community. [42:  Parcels are currently: R-6 zoning (six dwelling units per acre); with a combination of CB (community business), UH (urban residential high), and UM (urban residential medium, 4-14 dwelling units per acre) land use designations.] 


Executive recommendation: Change the zoning only on the northern parcel, 3423059035, to R-18 (eighteen dwelling units per acre) and the land use designation to UH (urban residential high; urban residential greater than twelve dwelling units per acre).  This would allow for potential senior citizen assisted housing (including apartments and townhomes), consistent with existing adjacent land uses.  Retain the existing R-6 (six dwelling units per acre)[footnoteRef:43] zoning and land use designation on the other three parcels, which would continue to allow for apartments, townhomes,[footnoteRef:44] and single family detached residences (including cottage housing as a conditional use).   [43:  With the potential for a maximum density of 9 dwelling units per acre using density incentives.]  [44:  May be subject to a conditional use permit.] 


3. Federal Way
Proposal: Consistent with Motion 14376, this proposal calls for review of the land use designations and implementing zoning on parcel 2821049171[footnoteRef:45] and the surrounding area and evaluation for re-designation to a higher density land use category, for potential development of mixed-use development (residential and retail). [45:  Parcel is currently: R-4 zoning (four dwelling units per acre); and a land use designation of UM (urban residential medium, 4-14 dwelling units per acre).] 


Executive recommendation: Complete a subarea plan for the area to assess re-designation. The subarea plan would be complete by March 1, 2016, which would allow for Council consideration as part of the 2016 KCCP review.  In order to achieve mixed-use development in this area, a land use designation of NB (Neighborhood Business) would be required.  Under existing KCCP policies, new neighborhood business centers may only be established with a subarea planning process.

4. Allison Docket Request
Proposal: A 2014 docket request from Robert Allison would remove a special district overlay (SDO) from parcel 3224079134.[footnoteRef:46] The SDO is intended to limit density within floodplains, and limits the density to one home per 10 acres and requires development to be clustered outside of the sensitive areas.  The 2014 docket report recommended the County review this issue as part of the 2016 KCCP, and it was added as an item in the Scoping Motion. [46:  Parcel is currently: a split of RA-5 zoning (one dwelling unit per 5 acres) with a SDO, and RA-10 (one dwelling unit per 10 acres); and a land use designation of RA (Rural Area).] 


Executive recommendation: Remove the SDO from the Allison property, and from three other adjacent parcels that also have the SDO.  Maintain the RA-5 zoning on these parcels.  The PRD notes there should not be additional impacts from development of the parcels (including flooding, erosion, and drainage impacts) if the SDO is removed.

5. Timmerman Docket Request
Proposal: A 2012 and 2014 docket request from Joel Timmerman would revise the zoning for parcel 2625069041 from R-1-P to R-4. This parcel is located within a PAA for the City of Sammamish, and the City was expected to complete a review of the land use designations and zoning for this property as part of its 2015 Comprehensive Plan update.  The 2014 docket report recommended the County adopt the City’s upcoming analysis and recommended potential zoning within its PAA, which could be considered in 2016. The proposal was also added as an item in the Scoping Motion.

Executive recommendation: The Timmermans have since sold the property, and the new owners have constructed a home on the property.  DPER determined that the 2014 docket request is now considered withdrawn and the PRD provided no analysis or recommendation on the proposal.

6. Snoqualmie Interchange
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would review the land use designations and zoning for the area north of the I-90/SR-18 interchange,[footnoteRef:47] including consideration of including this area within the UGA, and whether the conversion should be done with dedication of open space/farmland equal to or better than the Four-to-One program. [47:  This area is currently: RA-5 zoning (one dwelling unit per five acres); and a land use designation of RA (Rural Area).] 


The City of Snoqualmie also submitted a 2015 docket request regarding this area. The City's docket request includes the same land area as the Scoping Motion, with a slightly more specific scope: Amend zoning map to allow urban business, commercial and retail, as well as making necessary amendments to King County CPPs, the KCCP, and Development Regulations 

Executive Recommendation: Do not expand the UGA to include this area within the City of Snoqualmie's PAA. The PRD states that it does not meet the existing CPP and KCCP criteria for UGA expansion, that the City of Snoqualmie has capacity for forecasted employment targets through at least 2031, and that there is sufficient countywide capacity for employment and residential targets. Further, the PRD notes that area does not qualify for the Four-to-One program because it is not contiguous with the 1994 UGA, and the program does not allow for non-residential development.

7. Duthie Hill Notch
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would review the land use designations and zoning for the "Duthie Hill Notch", an area surrounded on three sides by the City of Sammamish, including consideration of including this area within the UGA.

Two property owners also submitted a 2015 docket request regarding this same request. The City of Sammamish has also requested a change to the CPPs through the GMPC that would amend the CPPs to allow for the expansion of the UGA for this area.

Executive Recommendation:  Do not expand the UGA to include this area within the City of Sammamish's PAA. The PRD states that it does not meet the existing CPP and KCCP criteria for UGA expansion, and that the City of Sammamish has capacity for forecasted housing targets.  The PRD states that a Four-to-One proposal would be evaluated if developed through the GMPC process or an application was submitted.

8. Fall City
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would update the Fall City Subarea Plan, including reviewing the land use designations and zoning for three parcels[footnoteRef:48], including considering including these parcels in the Fall City Business District and SDO, and updating policies to facilitate a local alternative wastewater system. [48:  These parcels are currently: R-4 (four dwelling units per acre) and Industrial zoning; and a land use designation of RT (Rural Town).] 


Executive Recommendation: Do not make changes to the Fall City Business District or SDO. The PRD states that the Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) will work to facilitate the wastewater system starting in late 2015/2016.

9. Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would initiate a subarea plan for the Snoqualmie Pass Rural Town and ski area,[footnoteRef:49] in collaboration with Kittitas County, and address housing and economic development needs. [49:  This area is currently: R-4 (four dwelling units per acre), R-18 (eighteen dwelling units per acre) and CB (community business) zoning; and a land use designation of RT (Rural Town).] 


Executive Recommendation: As part of the proposed CSA subarea planning schedule, this subarea plan would be initiated in 2018.

10. Vashon Subarea Plan
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would initiate a subarea plan update for the Vashon Town Plan,[footnoteRef:50] to address community and business needs, economic vitality, quality of life, and include outreach to the community. [50:  This area is currently: a combination of commercial, industrial and residential zoning; and a land use designation of RT (Rural Town).] 


Executive Recommendation: As part of the proposed CSA subarea planning schedule, this subarea plan would be initiated in 2016.

11. Highline Subarea Plan
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would initiate a subarea plan update for the Highline Community Plan,[footnoteRef:51] to address gaps in equity of infrastructure investments and services, revitalization of neighborhoods, local economy, quality of life, and include outreach to the community. [51:  This area is currently: a combination of urban commercial, industrial and residential zoning land use designations.] 


Executive Recommendation: As part of the proposed CSA subarea planning schedule, this subarea plan would be initiated in 2017.

12. Carnation UGA Amendment
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would review the land use designations and zoning for three parcels[footnoteRef:52] and the surrounding area outside the City of Carnation, including consideration of including this area within the UGA in conjunction with dedication of open space or farm lands that is four times the acreage added to the UGA. [52:  These parcels are currently: RA-10 zoning (one dwelling unit per ten acres); and a land use designation of RA (Rural Area).] 


Executive Recommendation: Do not expand the UGA to include this area within the City of Carnation's PAA. The PRD states that it does not meet the existing CPP and KCCP criteria for UGA expansion, and that the City of Carnation has capacity for forecasted housing targets through 2031.  The PRD states that a Four-to-One proposal would be evaluated if an application was submitted.

13. North Bend UGA Amendment
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would review the land use designations and zoning for fourteen parcels[footnoteRef:53] and the surrounding area outside the City of North Bend, including consideration of including this area within the UGA. [53:  This area is currently: RA-2.5 zoning (one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres); and a land use designation of RA (Rural Area).] 


Executive Recommendation: Do not expand the UGA to include this area within the City of North Bend's PAA. The PRD states that a Four-to-One proposal would be evaluated if an application was submitted.

14. Cedar Hills/Maple Valley Subarea Plan
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would initiate a subarea plan for the Cedar Hills/Maple Valley area,[footnoteRef:54] including potential long-term land uses, in coordination with the County's future closure of the Cedar Hills landfill, and including consideration of residential and non-residential uses. [54:  This area is currently: RA-5 (one dwelling unit per five acres) and M (mineral) zoning; and a land use designation of RA (Rural Area) and M (Mining).] 


Executive Recommendation: As part of the proposed CSA subarea planning schedule, this subarea plan would be initiated in 2023, or when there is certainty about the closure of the Cedar Hills landfill.



15. Maple Valley Industrial
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would include reviewing the land use designations and zoning for three parcels[footnoteRef:55] and the surrounding area, including consideration of changing the zoning and eliminating the development condition established in 1997.[footnoteRef:56] [55:  These parcels are currently: I (industrial) zoning and land use designation]  [56:  The P-suffix condition limits future development to uses that do not require a conditional use permit, and requires a limited scope master drainage plan to address groundwater concerns.] 


Executive Recommendation: Complete a subarea plan for the area to assess re-designation, including consideration that this area be removed from the UGA. The subarea plan would be complete by March 1, 2016, which would allow for Council consideration as part of the 2016 KCCP review.  

16. Fairwood B
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would include reviewing the land use designations and zoning for eleven parcels[footnoteRef:57] and the surrounding area, including consideration for potential redevelopment, consistency of the designation and zoning, and incentives for redevelopment. [57:  This area is currently: O (office) and R-48 (forty eight units per acre) zoning; and a land use designation of CB (Community Business) and UH (Urban residential high).] 


Executive Recommendation: Complete a subarea plan for the area to assess re-designation. The subarea plan would be complete by March 1, 2016, which would allow for Council consideration as part of the 2016 KCCP review.  Under existing KCCP policies, community business centers may only be rezoned after a subarea planning process.

17. Taylor Mountain
Proposal: This item was initiated by the Executive at the request of King County Parks. It would rezone Parks property at Taylor Mountain from RA-10[footnoteRef:58] to Forest zoning, and include those parcels into the Forest Production District.  [58:  The summary states that one parcel is zoned RA-5, but this is not reflected in the analysis on the maps.] 


Executive Recommendation: Rezone eleven parcels, totaling 1,362 acres, from RA-10 to F, include them in the Forest Production District, and modify the land use designation for three parcels to OS (Open Space system). The PRD states that all parcels are owned by King County, and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources holds a permanent conservation easement on most of the parcels in the Taylor Mountain Forest, which restricts development and requires working forest conservation and passive recreation uses.



18. Tall Chief
Proposal: This item was initiated by the Executive to rezone the former Tall Chief golf course from rural to agricultural and to add it to the Agricultural Production District.

Executive Recommendation: Redesignate three parcels, totaling 191 acres, from Rural Area to Agriculture, and rezone one parcel to A-35 (one unit per 35 acres) and two parcels to A-10 (one unit per 10 acres). The PRD states that the County purchased the property with the intent to return it to agricultural use, and has a conservation easement that limits use of the site to agricultural, forestry, and open space uses, and that limits future development to three dwelling units. (Note that at the time of this writing, the Council is considering Proposed Ordinance 2015-0423 to sell the Tall Chief property to a local dairy.)

19. UGA Technical Corrections
Proposal: This item was initiated by the Executive to make technical corrections to the UGA for the cities of Covington and Enumclaw.

Executive Recommendation: Adjust the UGA on SE 240th Street (City of Covington), and on 248th Avenue SE (City of Enumclaw), so that the entire road right-of-way is within the UGA. This will clarify long-term maintenance activities for these roadways,[footnoteRef:59] and allow the cities to incorporate the right-of-way into the city limits. [59:  Consistent with KCCP policy T-211] 


Development Code Amendments

The Scoping Motion called for the Executive to evaluate six development code proposals.  The PRD addresses only four of these proposals, and also includes a proposal for one additional Executive initiated development code amendment.  

The PRD does not include ordinance-ready code amendment language, and only discusses the recommended changes in concept. The follow is a summary of the proposals included in the PRD and the Executive’s recommendations for each.   

1. Agricultural Production Districts
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would look at code amendments and KCCP policies for agricultural supportive and dependent uses to support viable and sustainable agricultural production districts.

Executive Recommendation: Update the zoning code by redefining agriculture and including all agricultural uses and supportive or dependent uses in the Resource permitted use table. The uses referenced include farm worker housing; agricultural repair; farm product warehousing, refrigeration and storage; agricultural product sales; food and kindred products; agricultural supportive facilities. 

The specific changes to code are not included for these items. Further, no mention of wineries, breweries or distilleries is made.

2. Alternative Temporary Lodging
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would consider code flexibility for alternative temporary lodgings, such as treehouses and structures associated with re-creations of historic communities.

Executive Recommendation: The PRD does not address this item.

3. Alternative Housing Models
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would consider code flexibility for alternative housing models, such as micro housing.

Executive Recommendation: For micro-housing, include a definition, allow micro-housing in the Urban Residential and/or Commercial/Industrial zones, at a minimum density of 12 units per acre, and subject to development conditions on maximum number of occupants, communal kitchens, setbacks, landscaping, transit access, illumination, community meetings, code of conduct, and site and neighborhood issues. The Building Code would need to be updated to improve review times for these types of housing. The Fire Code would need to be updated to address issues of fire separation and fire sprinklers.

The PRD also mentions tiny houses, RV's, and apodments as other types of alternative housing that should be addressed. 

The specific changes to code are not included for these items. 

4. Ingress/Egress for Plats
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would consider code changes for ingress/egress for new plat proposals, including space needed for traffic queuing.

Executive Recommendation: The PRD does not address this item.

5. Agricultural Lands Policies
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would update and consolidate code sections related to agricultural lands, including K.C.C. 20.54.

Executive Recommendation: Decodify K.C.C. 20.54, as it is no longer relevant and has been replaced by other sections of the code and KCCP policies.  Memorialize the relevant findings and policies as an appendix to the KCCP. Repeal K.C.C. 26.08, as it is no longer relevant.  Modify K.C.C. Title 21A to make the agriculture use tables more consistent with the agricultural lands policies.

The specific changes to code are not included for these items. 

6. Extension of Plat Approvals
Proposal: The Scoping Motion included this item, which would consider code changes to allow extensions of time for plat approvals.

Executive Recommendation: No changes to the code are recommended.  The PRD states that, if the Council determines a code amendment is necessary, the extension should be limited to one year and one time per plat.

7. Amendments Related to Proposed Comprehensive Plan Policy Changes
Proposal: This is an Executive initiated code amendment that would make code amendments based on other policy changes proposed in the PRD.

Executive recommendation: Make code changes regarding:
· Updating human services framework policies (Title 2), 
· Modifying transportation concurrency methodology (Title 14), 
· Updating non-motorized transportation program to reflect integration into applicable planning documents, instead of in its own standalone planning document (Title 14), 
· Include additional tenant protections (Title 16), 
· Adding inclusionary affordable housing requirements for upzoning near frequent transit and commercial hubs (Title 21A), 
· Authorizing residential local improvement districts, such as “food innovation districts” (Title 21A), and 
· Clarifying existing allowance for TDRs used for commercial projects (Title 21A).

The specific changes to code are not included for these items.

Technical Appendix A
Capital Facilities

The GMA requires that comprehensive plans include a capital facilities plan element.  This is addressed in the KCCP through in two parts: 1) in Chapter 9 Facilities, Services and Utilities, which addresses the policy direction for planning and financing facilities to serve the needs of existing and new residents; and 2) in Technical Appendix A, which consists of a review of the current status of that planning and financing.  This section of the staff report addresses Technical Appendix A.  



What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Technical corrections.  The PRD proposes a variety of technical corrections to the appendix, most notably related to water and sewer utilities.  

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Real Property Asset Management Plan.  The King County Code[footnoteRef:60] requires the King County Real Property Asset Management Plan (RAMP)[footnoteRef:61] to update the RAMP as part of Technical Appendix A to the KCCP.  The update is required to happen on the four-year KCCP update cycle,[footnoteRef:62] and must include an update to the current and future space needs and implementation plans of the RAMP.  This requirement was added in 2014,[footnoteRef:63] when the RAMP was last updated, which replaced the previous requirement to update the plan every other year.  An update to the RAMP has not been included in the PRD.   [60:  K.C.C. 20.12.100]  [61:  Formally known as the County Space Plan, and governs development of all  facility master plans, facility program plans and the capital improvement program and lease requests for space housing county agency operations.]  [62:  Any proposed policy changes occurring in between the four-year period shall be included in the annual Comprehensive Plan updates in accordance with K.C.C. 20.18.030.B.7.]  [63:  Ordinance 17839] 


Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

Real Property Asset Management Plan.  The Scoping Motion called for updating the Technical Appendices as needed.  In April 2015, during the Council’s consideration of the legislation that adopts the Scoping Motion,[footnoteRef:64] Council staff communicated with Facilities Management Division staff regarding the code requirements for the RAMP.    As noted above, an update to the RAMP has not been included in the PRD.   [64:  Motion 14351] 


Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified. 

Technical Appendix C
Transportation Needs Report and Arterial Functional Classification

TRANSPORTATION NEEDS REPORT

The Transportation Needs Report (TNR) is a long-term, comprehensive list of recommended improvements for unincorporated King County. King County uses this list, together with its six-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and biennial operating budget, to serve as the transportation capital facilities plan element of the KCCP required by the GMA (RCW 36.70A.070).  The TNR also serves as the basis for the County's Mitigation Payment System to identify growth-related projects for the impact fee system.  

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Restructures.  Assets are organized by Line of Business Plan "product families" instead of the product types used in the 2012 TNR.  

Removed projects.  The 2016 TNR does not include 180 projects that were in the 2012 TNR. Of these, about a third (56) have been completed or are in construction.  Another third (59) are nonmotorized projects that Road Services Division staff removed following a re-evaluation based on KCCP policy guidance and assessment of current conditions.  Most of the others were annexed or incorporated (17), replaced, or combined with an alternate project (18).  Table 2 summarizes the rationale for removal for removal of the projects:

Table 2.  2012 TNR Projects Not Included in 2016 TNR – Reason for Removal
	Reason for Removal
	Number of Projects

	Completed or in construction
	56

	Annexed/Incorporated
	17

	Replaced with or combined with an alternate project
	18

	Present facilities adequate for setting
	59

	No longer meets signal warrants or not identified as a need after reassessment
	20

	Other
	10

	TOTAL
	180



New projects.  The proposed 2016 TNR includes 86 new projects, 77 of which total $205,630,000 (costs are not provided for nine of the 13 nonmotorized projects.  The nine projects were identified through the recent Skyway-West Hill subarea planning process but not in time for the Road Services Division to prepare cost estimates for the TNR PRD.  Those cost estimates will be included if the projects are included in the Executive Recommended TNR).  The 2016 TNR does not document the Division's project selection processes, previously included as Appendix C in the 2012 TNR. The criteria and considerations included in Appendix C of the 2012 TNR were identified during the 2015/2016 biennial budget development process as the basis upon which the Road Services Division would prioritize expenditures within programs, including capacity and non-capacity projects. The 2016 TNR states that capital funds will be directed to safety, regulatory and preservation projects consistent with the Roads Strategic Plan and Line of Business Plan.[footnoteRef:65] Table 3 identifies the number of the new projects by category and as a percent of the increased TNR cost. [65:  RSD report that they anticipate including Appendix C (and the other three appendices included with the 2012 TNR) with the transmitted Comprehensive Plan.] 


Table 3.  New 2016 TNR Projects by Category and Percent of Total TNR Cost
	Category
	Number
	Cost
($000s)
	Percent of Increased TNR Cost[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Total does not add up to 100% due to rounding] 


	Capacity projects
	8
	$166,630
	81%

	Drainage projects
	12
	$13,330
	6%

	Guardrail projects
	42
	$7,040
	3%

	Intersection Priority Array (intersection improvements) and HAL/HARS (high accident locations and segments)
	11
	$14,900
	7%

	Nonmotorized projects
	13
	$3,730[footnoteRef:67] [67:  The proposed TNR did not include costs for 9 of the 13 nonmotorized projects.] 

	2%

	Total
	86
	$205,630
	



2016 ARTERIAL FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

King County's arterial functional classification system classifies roadways based on the degree to which a roadway serves the movement of traffic or provides access to adjacent land uses.  Arterial classifications can be used to guide transportation planning, roadway design and allocation of road improvement funds. King County designates three types of arterial roadways:  principal arterials that mostly serve "through traffic" across and between large subareas, with minimum direct service to abutting land uses; minor arterials that provide for movement within the subareas and provide more direct access to abutting land uses than do principal arterials; and collector arterials that link local neighborhood streets and larger arterials. 

What’s new in the Public Review Draft?

Classification changes.  The proposed 2016 TNR includes two classification changes as shown below in Table 4. 


Table 4.  Arterial Functional Classification Changes
	Location
	Change
	Rationale

	204th Ave NE/Paradise Lake Rd (NE Woodinville-Duvall Road to County line)
	collector to minor arterial
	Average daily traffic increased to 3,300, due to development in the area; serves as major route into Snohomish County

	424th Ave SE (North Bend City limits, south to SE 140th St, 432nd Av SE, to SE North Bend Road)
	collector arterial to neighborhood collector (local)
	Residential roadways serve neighborhoods; posted at 25 mph; not striped



Removed arterial segments.  Twenty arterial segments have been removed from the classification map due to annexations.

Other Issues for Councilmember consideration

Rural Regional Corridors.  These four corridors (segments of Woodinville Duvall Road, Novelty Hill Road, Issaquah Hobart Road and Avondale Road) pass through rural lands and primarily connect urban areas.  The Road Services Division has not updated the Average Daily Trips reported for the corridors since the 2012 TNR, which may result in underreporting the traffic volume and congestion in these locations.

Vulnerable Road Segments.  A vulnerable road segment is one that is abnormally expensive to maintain and/or that requires frequent repair, as identified in a 2005 Vulnerable Road Segments Study. These segments typically involve failing retaining walls or seawalls, roads with chronic settlement problems, or roadways close to rivers with repetitive erosion problems. The road is most often considered vulnerable because of the failing infrastructure around or beneath it. The 2016 TNR does not include any new vulnerable road segments, as the Road Services Division has not completed any new studies since the 2005 study.  This may result in underreporting the magnitude of vulnerable road segments. 


ATTACHMENTS

1. Crosswalk of Scoping Motion and Public Review Draft
2. Scoping Motion (Motion 14351)
3. 2012-2014 Docket Summary

LINKS

All components of the Public Review Draft can be found at:


http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/psb/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/2016-KCCP-Update.aspx 


These components include:

· Public Review Draft 2016 King County Comprehensive Plan
· Area Zoning Studies
· Skyway-West Hill Action Plan
· Proposed Code Changes
· Technical Appendix A: Capital Facilities 
· Technical Appendix C1: Transportation Needs Report & Arterial Function Classification
· Technical Appendix C2: Regional Trails Needs Report
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· Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Plan Manager, Performance, Strategy and Budget
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