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SUBJECT

A briefing on the proposed 2016 update to the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP).  

SUMMARY

This year marks a four-year, “major” update to the KCCP, which allows for consideration of substantive policy changes to the Plan and potential revisions to the Urban Growth Area (UGA).  The Executive transmitted the proposed 2016 KCCP to the Council on March 1.  The Council is in the process of reviewing and deliberating on the Executive’s proposal. The Council’s review will include briefings in the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee (TrEE) over the next several months and possible final adoption in mid-to-late 2016.  

Today’s briefing will cover Chapter 5 (Environment) and Chapter 6 (Shorelines).  

BACKGROUND 

The KCCP is the guiding policy document for land use and development regulations in unincorporated King County, as well as for regional services throughout the County, including transit, sewers, parks, trails, and open space.  The King County Code dictates the allowed frequency for updates to the KCCP.  

Annual cycle. On an annual basis, only technical changes and other limited amendments to the KCCP are allowed to be adopted.[footnoteRef:1]  This is known as the “annual cycle.”  While the Code states that the KCCP “may be amended” annually,[footnoteRef:2] it is not required to be reviewed or amended on an annual basis.   [1:  K.C.C. 20.18.030]  [2:  K.C.C. 20.18.030(B)] 


Four-year cycle. Substantive changes to policy language and amendments to the UGA boundary[footnoteRef:3] are only allowed to be considered once every four years.[footnoteRef:4],[footnoteRef:5]  This is known as the “four-year cycle.”  The Code requires the County to complete a “comprehensive review” of the KCCP once every four years in order to “update it as appropriate” and ensure continued compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA).[footnoteRef:6]  The Code requires the Executive to transmit to the Council a proposed ordinance amending the KCCP once every four years.[footnoteRef:7]  However, the Code does not require the Council to adopt a KCCP update during the four-year cycle.[footnoteRef:8]  This year’s four-year review of the KCCP is the fifth major review since 2000.   [3:  Note that Four-to-One UGA proposals may be considered during the annual cycle (see K.C.C. 20.18.030(B)(10), 20.18.040(B)(2), 20.18.170, and 20.18.180).  ]  [4:  From year 2000 and forward.  Substantive updates to the KCCP can be considered on a two-year cycle, but only if: “the county determines that the purposes of the KCCP are not being achieved as evidenced by official population growth forecasts, benchmarks, trends and other relevant data” (K.C.C. 20.18.030(C)).  This determination must be authorized by a motion adopted by the Council.  To date, this option has not been used by the County.  ]  [5:  The annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), Transportation Needs Report (TNR), and school capital facilities plans are elements of the KCCP but are adopted in conjunction with the County budget, and thus follows separate timeline, process, and update requirements (see K.C.C. 20.18.060 and 20.18.070).  ]  [6:  K.C.C. 20.18.030(C)]  [7:  K.C.C. 20.18.060]  [8:  If the Council decides not to adopt a four-year update, the County may still need to formally announce that it has completed the required review; the mechanism to do that, whether legislatively or not, would need to be discussed with legal counsel.] 


GMA update requirements.  It is worth highlighting how the County’s KCCP cycles fit into the GMA planning cycles.  The GMA requires cities and counties to update their comprehensive plans once every eight years.[footnoteRef:9] The GMA authorizes, but does not require, cities and counties to amend their comprehensive plans annually.  [9:  Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A.130] 


For King County, the GMA-established plan update deadlines are in 2015 and 2023.  For the purposes of the GMA, the 2012 update to the KCCP[footnoteRef:10] satisfied the State’s requirement to update the County’s comprehensive plan by 2015.  The GMA does not require the County to complete another comprehensive update until 2023.  Under the County's current policies and Code, the County will complete this update in the 2020 four-year cycle.   [10:  Ordinance 17485] 


Under the County's policies and regulations, the 2016 review of the KCCP constitutes a “four-year amendment.”  However, under GMA requirements, the County's 2016 review is subject to the rules applicable to an “annual amendment,” which is not a required action.

Actions to date for the 2016 KCCP. In May 2015, the Council adopted the Scoping Motion[footnoteRef:11] for the 2016 KCCP update, a link to which is provided at the end of the staff report.  The Scoping Motion outlined the key issues the Council and Executive identified for specific consideration in the forthcoming KCCP update.  While the scope of work approved through the Scoping Motion was intended to be as thorough as possible, it does not establish the absolute limit on the scope of issues that can be considered. Based on subsequent public testimony, new information, or Council initiatives, other issues may also be considered by the Executive or the Council – except for UGA expansion proposals, which must follow the limitations of KCCP policy RP-107[footnoteRef:12] as discussed in the Area Zoning Studies and Land Use Map Amendments section of the March 15 staff report.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  Motion 14351, which was required to be transmitted by the Executive by K.C.C. 20.18.060.  The Council approved the 2016 KCCP scoping motion after the April 30 deadline for Council action. However, as noted in the adopted Motion, the Executive agreed to treat the scope as timely and would proceed with the work program as established in the Council-approved version of the motion. ]  [12:  This policy is currently RP-203 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to RP-107 as part of the 2016 KCCP.  Does not apply to Four-to-One proposals.]  [13:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan/materials.aspx ] 


King County Code (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 KCCP and any implementing development regulations.  As part of that public engagement process, the Executive published a Public Review Draft (PRD) of the KCCP on November 6, 2015, which was open for public comment through January 2016.[footnoteRef:14]  During that time, the Executive hosted six PRD community meetings: one each in Fairwood, Skyway, Fall City, Issaquah, and two in Vashon.  A summary of the Executive’s outreach efforts can be found in Appendix R “Public Outreach for Development of KCCP.”  A detailed listing of all of the public comments received during development of the Plan can be found in the Public Participation Report that is located on the Council’s KCCP website.[footnoteRef:15]   [14:  General public comment was open through January 6, 2016.  Additional comments on the late addition of the East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation Area to the Public Review Draft were allowed from January 27 to February 3.  ]  [15:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan.aspx ] 


Council review of the transmitted 2016 KCCP began with a briefing of the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee on March 15, 2016. Council review will continue with briefings on selected sections of the transmitted 2016 KCCP, as well as opportunities for public comment and engagement. As noted above, today’s briefing will cover Chapter 5 (Environment) and Chapter 6 (Shorelines).  

ANALYSIS

How the Analysis section is organized.  The analysis in this staff report includes a review of selected chapters of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  Analysis of other chapters in the transmitted plan has been provided already or will be provided at subsequent TrEE meetings, as noted in the schedule in Attachment 1 to the staff report.[footnoteRef:16]  Staff analysis of each chapter will include identification of what is new in the transmitted 2016 KCCP compared with the adopted 2012 KCCP, discussion of any issues or inconsistencies with adopted policies and plans and/or the Scoping Motion, and highlights of any additional issues for Council consideration.[footnoteRef:17]   [16:  Subject to change.  ]  [17:  For information on the Executive’s rationale for the proposed changes, please refer to the Policy Amendment Analysis Matrix that was included in the 2016 KCCP transmittal package as required by policy I-207, which can be found here: http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan/transmittal.aspx ] 


This staff report includes:

Chapter 5 Environment							Page X

Chapter 6 Shorelines			 				Page X

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 transmitted 2016 KCCP?

Climate Change. Section II of Chapter 5 is dedicated to climate change. The section has been significantly expanded and updated to reflect the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP).[footnoteRef:18]  A more global look at all climate change policy changes, including more detailed analysis of the Chapter 5 changes noted below, will be discussed at a future TrEE briefing on the transmitted 2016 KCCP.   [18:  Ordinance 14449] 


· SCAP and K4C lead-in text. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes many changes in order to be consistent with the recently adopted 2015 SCAP, including updating facts about climate change impacts and the targets and strategies of the SCAP. The transmitted 2016 KCCP also includes text that restates the countywide climate commitments that were developed by King County and the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C).[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  Ordinance 17285 adopted the Interlocal Agreement for the County’s participation in the K4C.] 

 
· Reporting.  Policy E-202 related to reporting is modified by deleting “environmental sustainability programs.”
 
E‑202	((Through reporting on its major environmental sustainability programs,)) King County shall assess and publicly report on:
a.	Its normalized and total energy usage and total greenhouse gas emissions associated with county operations;
b.	Countywide greenhouse gas emissions associated with resident, business, and other local government activities; and
c.	((c)) Countywide greenhouse gas inventories that quantify all direct local sources of greenhouse gas emissions as well as emissions associated with local consumption.

· Collaborating with other local governments.  Policy E-203 relating to collaboration has been modified to delete the reference to collaborating with “local governments, regionally, nationally, and internationally.” 

E‑203	King County should collaborate ((with other local governments regionally, nationally and internationally)) to set transparent standards to account for the net energy and greenhouse gas emissions impacts of government actions such as constructing transportation infrastructure and providing services such as recycling and transit and should assess and publically report these impacts as practicable.

· Collaborating with experts. Policy E-204 has been expanded to include publicly sharing information about the impacts of climate change in King County. 

E‑204	King County should collaborate with experts in the field of climate change, including scientists at the University of Washington’s Climate Impacts Group, to monitor, ((and)) assess and publicly share information about the impacts of climate change in King County.

· GHG emissions government operation reductions targets.  E-206 is updated to reflect the new greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets that were adopted in the SCAP.[footnoteRef:20]   [20:  GHG emissions reductions of 25 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030.  ] 


E‑206	King County shall reduce total greenhouse gas emissions from government operations, compared to a 2007 baseline by at least ((80% by 2050)) 15 percent by 2015, 25 percent by 2020, and 50 percent by 2030.

· Developing near-term reduction targets. The 2012 KCCP policy E-207[footnoteRef:21] requires King County to develop near-term reduction targets for GHG emissions emanating from its government operations. This policy is proposed to be deleted.  [21:  This was incorrectly listed as F-207 in the 2012 Comprehensive Plan so that is how it is referenced in the proposed Comprehensive Plan] 


((F‑207	King County shall develop near‑term reduction targets of greenhouse gas emissions emanating from its government operations to help achieve the 2050 goal.)) 

· Carbon neutral operations.  Policy E-206a is a new policy that states that the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (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.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  As required by Ordinance 17971] 


E‑206a	King County’s Department of Natural Resources and Parks, including the Wastewater Treatment Division, Solid Waste Division, Parks and Recreation Division, and Water and Land Resource Division, shall achieve net carbon neutrality for its operations by 2017.

E‑206b	King County’s Wastewater Treatment Division and Solid Waste Division shall each independently achieve carbon‑neutral operations by 2025.

· 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 pursue using the cost of carbon to inform broader County planning and decision making.  

E‑206c	King County shall develop and implement an operational "cost of carbon." The cost of carbon should 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. King County should also pursue using the cost of carbon to inform broader County planning and decision making.

· GHG emissions reductions targets.  Policy E-210 is updated to reflect the new greenhouse reduction targets that were adopted in the SCAP. 

E‑210	King County shall collaborate with its cities, and other partners, to ((meet or exceed the statewide greenhouse gas emissions reduction requirement of 50 percent below 1990 levels by 2050)) reduce countywide sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 25 percent by 2020, 50 percent by 2030, and 80 percent by 2050.

· Near-term reduction targets. The 2012 KCCP policy E-211 requires King County to develop near-term reduction targets for GHG emissions emanating from its government operations, and is proposed to be deleted. 

((E‑211	King County shall collaborate with its cities and other partners to develop near term targets to achieve greenhouse gas emission reductions throughout the region to 80 percent below 2007 levels by 2050.)) 

· “Adaptation” Changed to “Preparing for Climate Change Impacts.”  The title of subsection C of Section II is proposed to be changed from “Adaptation” to “Preparing for Climate Change Impacts.” Additional lead in text is also added related to climate preparedness. 

· Overarching Climate Change Preparedness Goals. The transmitted 2016 KCCP adds two new policies under a new header “Overarching Climate Change Preparedness Goals.” Policy E-215a calls for collaboration in preparing for the effects of climate. Policy E-215b specifies King County shall plan and prepare for the likely impacts of climate change on County-owned properties. 

E‑215a	King County will collaborate with local cities, residents, and other partners to prepare for the effects of climate change on the environment, human health, public safety, and the economy.

E‑215b	King County will plan and prepare for the likely impacts of climate change on County‑owned facilities, infrastructure, and natural resources.

· Coordination with Partners. The transmitted 2016 KCCP modifies the 2012 sub-heading “Collaboration” to instead read “Coordination with Partners.” These policies replaced some of the 2012 policies related to climate preparedness. Two policies are added (E-215c and E-215d) and one is deleted (E-216). 

Policy E-215c is a new policy for collaboration to develop science-based estimates of the magnitude and timing of climate change impacts. 

E‑215c	King County should collaborate with the scientific community, state and federal agencies, and other jurisdictions to develop detailed, science‑based estimates of the magnitude and timing of climate change impacts on air temperatures and heat waves, rainfall patterns and severe weather, river flooding, sea level rise, fish and wildlife, and ocean acidification in King County.

Changes related to policies E-215d, E-216 and E-218 are discussed below.

· Climate Change Awareness. Policy E-216, related to taking steps to raise awareness about climate change is deleted. 

((E‑216	King County should take steps to raise awareness about climate change impacts, including impacts on human health, and should collaborate with climate science experts, federal and state agencies, and other local governments to develop strategies to adapt to climate change.)) 

· Sharing of Information on Climate Change impacts. Policy E-215d is added for consistency with the SCAP. 

E‑215d	King County should share information on climate change impacts and collaborate on approaches to improving resiliency of infrastructure, disaster preparedness, and public engagement with local cities and other partners to make the best use of limited resources and more effectively engage King County residents.

· Emergency Planning. The transmitted 2016 KCCP adds a new policy consistent with the SCAP related to emergency planning. 

E‑215e	King County shall integrate observed and projected climate change impacts, including severe weather, flooding, drought, fire, and landslides, into emergency management planning and programs.

· Equity and Social Justice (ESJ).  Policy E-221a is a new policy 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. 

E‑221a	King County shall apply its Equity Impact Review process to help prioritize investments in making infrastructure, natural resources, and communities more resilient to the impacts of climate change.

· Outdated policies deleted. 2012 KCCP policies E-218, E-219, and E-220 are deleted. 

E‑218	King County should collaborate with climate scientists, federal and state agencies, and other local governments to evaluate and plan for the potential impacts associated with sea level rise.

E‑219	King County shall consider projected impacts of climate change, including more severe winter flooding and heat events, when updating disaster preparedness, levee investment, and land use plans; siting King County infrastructure; and updating development regulations.

E‑220	The county should inventory essential county facilities and infrastructure, including roads and wastewater treatment and conveyance facilities, that are subject to impacts that may be exacerbated by climate change, such as flooding and inundation from sea level rise, and develop strategies for reducing risks and mitigating future damages.)) 

· Planning for Climate Change Impacts. New policy E-221b is a new statement related to addressing climate change impacts. 

E‑221b	King County shall integrate estimates of the magnitude and timing of climate change impacts into capital project planning, siting, design, and construction and also implement infrastructure operation and maintenance programs that consider full life‑cycle costs and climate change impacts in asset management.

· Natural Environment. Policy E-224 includes a list of priority efforts to foster resilience to climate change in ecosystems and species.  Proposed changes to E-224 would add “restoration of floodplains to improve the resilience of major rivers to changing flow regimes and temperatures” as an effort to prioritize. Additional language is added to identify another function of restoring riparian vegetation.

E‑224	To foster resilience to climate change in ecosystems and species, the ((county)) King County should prioritize efforts such as the restoration of floodplains to improve the resilience of major rivers to changing flow regimes and temperatures, the protection and restoration of riparian vegetation to reduce warming in cold water systems ((, restore)) and of wetlands to reduce drought and flooding, ((improve)) and of connections between different habitats to maintain current seasonal migration and ((,)) facilitate migration opportunities for species whose ranges shift in latitude and altitude ((and protect and restore areas most likely to be resistant to climate change)) .

· Support of market based price on carbon.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes new policy E-226a in support of comprehensive federal, regional and state science-based limits and a market based price on carbon pollution and other GHG emissions. 

This policy replaces policy 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. 

((E‑227	King County should support appropriate comprehensive approaches to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, such as market‑based emissions reduction programs and products, renewable energy standards for electricity production, and vehicle efficiency performance standards.)) 

E‑226a	King County supports comprehensive federal, regional and state science‑based limits and a market‑based price on carbon pollution and other greenhouse gas emissions. A portion of revenue from these policies should support local GHG reduction efforts, such as funding for transit service, energy efficiency projects, and forest protection and restoration initiatives. King County also supports renewable energy standards for electricity production and vehicle efficiency performance standards.

Goals for Environmental Programs.  Policy E-103, as currently adopted, provides broad policy direction for the development of environmental regulations, restoration and mitigation projects and incentive and stewardship programs.  This policy is proposed to be revised to add specific direction to consider floodplain management, stormwater and salmon recovery.  There are many other environmental goals for the urban, rural and resource lands in King County.  The Council may want to consider whether calling out these three types of plans meets the Council’s policy goals.

E‑104	Development of environmental regulations, restoration and mitigation projects, and incentive and stewardship programs should be coordinated with local jurisdictions, federal and state agencies, tribes, special interest groups and citizens when conserving and restoring the natural environment consistent with Urban Growth Area, Rural Area and designated Natural Resource Land goals, floodplain management plans, stormwater retrofitting plans and salmon recovery plans.

Water Quality. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several changes related to water quality protection and restoration, including:

· 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).

E‑112	When environmental monitoring indicates human activities have caused impaired water quality, such as increased water temperature, fecal contamination, low oxygen, excess nutrients, metals, or other contaminants, King County shall take actions which will help moderate those impairments.

· Lake water quality.  Policy E-491 is proposed to be modified, to encourage collaboration with local and state agencies to identify and reduce pollutants that affect aquatic life or human health.

E‑491	((The county)) King County , in partnership with other governments and community groups, should monitor and assess lake water and sediment quality, physical habitat, and biotic resources.  Assessment should identify trends and describe impacts on human health, aquatic life, and wildlife habitat. The county should collaborate with other affected jurisdictions, Public Health ‑‑ Seattle & King County, State, the State Department of Health, and the State Department of Ecology to identify pollutant sources adversely impacting aquatic life or human health, and through local or grant funding opportunities reduce or remove these inputs.

· Marine water quality.  A similar change is proposed to policy E-499g, relating to pollutants that affect marine waters, nearshore areas and embayments.

E‑499g	King County should collaborate with the federal and state agencies (including the Puget Sound Partnership), cities, tribes, counties, and universities to monitor and assess Puget Sound marine waters, ((and)) nearshore areas, and embayments ((of Puget Sound)) .  Monitoring and assessment should address water and sediment quality, bioaccumulation of chemicals, physical habitat, and biotic resources.  Assessment should identify trends and describe impacts on human health and safety, aquatic life, and wildlife habitat. The county should collaborate with other affected jurisdictions, Public Health ‑‑ Seattle & King County, State, the State Department of Health, and the State Department of Ecology to identify pollutant sources adversely impacting aquatic life or human health, and through local or grant funding opportunities reduce or remove these inputs.

· Groundwater protection in Rural Area. Policy E-497, regarding protection of groundwater in the Rural Area, is proposed to be changed to require risk assessments and monitoring of rural potable water supplies, coordination with local and state government on this monitoring for supplies at high risk, and planning for loss or serious impairment of domestic groundwater supply. This could require developers to conduct risk assessment and monitoring, as part of a development proposal.

E‑497	King County should protect groundwater in the Rural Area by:
a.	Preferring land uses that retain a high ratio of permeable to impermeable surface area, and that maintain and/or augment the natural soil’s infiltration capacity and treatment capability for groundwater; ((and))
b.	Requiring risk assessments and monitoring, where appropriate, of rural potable water supplies in groundwater subareas, and coordinate findings with local and state governments, agencies, districts and local property owners to monitor potable water supplies at high risk and develop plans to mitigate for the loss or serious impairment of domestic water supply from wells and springs; and 
c.	Requiring standards for maximum vegetation clearing limits, impervious surface limits, and, where appropriate, infiltration of surface water.  

· Failing septic systems. Policy E-499i, regarding failing septic systems and their impact on shoreline environments, is proposed to be changed to encourage the County move beyond developing strategies to actually addressing failing septic systems in these areas.

E‑499i	King County should work with landowners, other jurisdictions, the state Department of Health, sewer districts, and the Puget Sound Partnership to ((develop more effective strategies and additional resources for addressing)) address failing septic systems in constrained shoreline environments.

Salmon recovery. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several changes to lead in text and policies related to salmon recovery, including:
· Puget Sound Action Agenda. 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 the Action Agenda, although many Councilmembers and the Executive participate through the Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) forums.  Introductory text in this chapter, on page 5-14, and policy E-113 reference these Strategic Initiatives and the Action Agenda. The Council may want to consider the policies and text that reference this Action Agenda or Initiatives to ensure they are consistent with the Council’s policy goals.
· Coordination. Policy E-113 is also proposed to be revised to reference participation in and coordination with organizations leading salmon recovery efforts in Snohomish and Pierce Counties. 

E‑113	King County should actively participate in updating and implementing the Puget Sound Partnership’s 2020 Action Agenda, including participating in the South Central Caucus Group and Snohomish‑Stillaguamish Local Integrating Organizations, and supporting the Partnership’s three Strategic Initiatives.

· Salmon recovery monitoring. A change is proposed to policy E-115, regarding the monitoring and adaptive management for salmon recovery. It identifies additional monitoring programs by the Puget Sound Partnership.

E‑115	((The county)) King County should identify opportunities for coordinating its existing monitoring programs with monitoring and assessment work conducted through Puget Sound Ecosystem Monitoring Program, the Puget Sound Partnership's Strategic Science Plan and the Puget Sound Partnership's Biennial Science Work Plan.

Policy E-607 is proposed to be modified, to provide more specificity in the types of information that should be monitored, including salmon populations, habitat status, and trends over time.

E‑607	((The county)) King County should coordinate with other governments, agencies, tribes, non‑governmental organizations and others to develop and implement regional and watershed‑based Monitoring and Adaptive Management programs focused on achieving salmon recovery goals. The programs should include monitoring of salmon populations and habitat status and trends over time in order for the county and its partners in salmon recovery to be able to access the overall trajectory of salmon recovery efforts.

· Tribal treaty rights. Policy E-499j regarding salmon recovery is proposed to be modified to identify tribal treaty rights as a top priority in implementation the salmon recovery plans.

E‑499j	King County shall continue to participate in the Water Resource Inventory Area((‑based)) salmon((id)) recovery plan implementation efforts and in other regional efforts to recover salmon and the ecosystems they depend on, such as the Puget Sound Partnership.  King County’s participation in planning and implementation efforts shall be guided by the following principles:
a.	Focus on federally listed salmonid species and declining stocks protected under tribal treaty rights first, take an ecosystem approach to habitat management and seek to address management needs for other species over time;
b.	Concurrently work on early actions, long‑term projects and programs that will lead to improvements to, and information on, habitat conditions in King County that can enable the recovery of endangered or threatened salmonids, while maintaining the economic vitality and strength of the region;
c.	Address both King County’s growth management needs and habitat conservation needs;
d.	Use best available science as defined in WAC 365‑195‑905 through 365‑195‑925;
e.	Improve water quality, water quantity and channel characteristics;
f.	Coordinate with key decision‑makers and stakeholders; and
g.	Develop, implement and evaluate actions within a watershed‑based program of data collection and analysis that documents the level of effectiveness of specific actions and provides information for adaptation of salmon conservation and recovery strategies.

Noxious weeds. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several changes related to noxious weeds.

· Control Board.  A new section and a new policy have been added regarding noxious weeds.  While the policy in the plan would be new, there is already a Noxious Weed Control Board in King County, and a noxious weed control program organizationally housed in DNRP.

E‑115a	King County shall exercise its authority under RCW 17.10 to (1) establish a county noxious weed control board to provide citizen oversight and direction, and (2) implement a program of activities that minimizes the impacts of noxious weeds to the environment, economy, recreation and public health within the County.

· Incentives.  Policy E-429, related to incentives for private landowners, is clarified to add the types of incentives that should be provided.

E‑429	King County should provide incentives for private landowners who are seeking to remove invasive plants and noxious weeds and replace them with native plants such as providing technical assistance or access to native plants.

· Herbicide Use.  Policy E-431b[footnoteRef:23] is proposed to be modified, to further clarify when herbicide use is appropriate for vegetation control. [23:  This policy is currently E-505 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to E-431b as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP. ] 


((E‑505)) (E-431b)	Through training and other programs, King County should actively encourage the use of environmentally safe methods of vegetation control.  Herbicide use should be ((minimized)) restricted to low toxicity products applied by trained and licensed staff or contractors, and used only as necessary.  King County should be a good steward of public lands and protect water quality, by reducing the use of insecticides, herbicides and fungicides through the use of integrated pest and vegetation management practices.

Biodiversity.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several changes related to biodiversity conservation policies, including:

· Rare Ecosystems. Policy E-418 is related to impacts of proposed habitat modifications on sensitive species.  It is proposed to be modified to add a criteria for “sensitivity,” in addition to “scarcity,” and to add habitats.

E‑418	King County should assess the relative scarcity and sensitivity of different land types, habitats and resources, the role of these ((lands)) land types, habitats and resources in supporting sensitive species, and the level of threat to these ((lands)) land types, habitats, and resources in terms of habitat modifications that would likely reduce populations of sensitive species.

· Integrated Planning.  Policy E-422 is proposed to be modified to include parks planning in the types of operational and planning functions that should be integrated for ecosystem planning. This change appears to be consistent with the Land Conservation and Preservation work program[footnoteRef:24] and other policies in Chapter 7. [24:  2016-RPT0045. Discussed further in the Chapter 7 section of the June 7 staff report.] 


E‑422	King County’s land use and park planning, regulatory, and operational functions related to environmental protection, public safety, and equity should be closely coordinated across departments and with other applicable agencies and organizations to achieve an ecosystem‑based approach.

· Wetland and Stream Buffers.  Policy E-425 is proposed to be modified to add a criteria for the use of buffer modifications and clustering techniques, to protect adjacent wetlands and streams.  This proposed change could limit where these techniques are used. However, a similar change was not made to policy E-475 related to protection of native vegetation connecting wetland complexes. The Council may want to consider whether this additional language meets the Council’s policy goals.

E‑425	Stream and wetland buffer requirements may be increased to protect King County species of Local Importance and their habitats, as appropriate.  Whenever possible, density transfers, clustering and buffer averaging should be allowed to protect adjacent wetlands and protect or improve aquatic habitats.

E‑475	Areas of native vegetation that connect wetland complexes should be protected.  Whenever effective, incentive programs such as buffer averaging, density credit transfers, or appropriate non‑regulatory mechanisms shall be used for this purpose.

Further, policy E-499c is proposed to be modified so that buffers for aquatic areas should mitigate impacts of upland development beyond the aquatic area.

E‑499c	The designation of buffers for aquatic areas, including rivers and streams, should take into account watershed‑scale actions to mitigate the impacts of upland development on flooding, erosion, and habitat to protect adjacent wetlands and protect or improve aquatic habitats.

Upland Forest Cover.  Policy E-447 is proposed to be modified to change the word “protecting” to “conserving,” in a policy about the importance of headwater and upland forest cover on downstream resources.  Conserve is a broader term than protecting, and indicates additional actions that the County could take.

E‑447	King County recognizes that ((protecting)) conserving and restoring headwater and upland forest cover is important for preventing flooding, improving water quality, and protecting salmon and other wildlife habitat.  The central role that forest cover plays in supporting hydrologic and other ecological processes should be reflected in policies and programs addressing stormwater management, flooding, wildlife, and open space.

Healthy Soils.  Policy E-450 encourages site development practices to reuse native soils.  This policy is proposed to be changed, so that the reuse would be to the maximum extent “practicable,” rather than maximum extent “possible” under the existing language.

E‑450	Site development practices should minimize soil disturbance and maximize retention of native vegetation and soils.  Where soil disturbance is unavoidable, native soils should be stockpiled on site and reused on site in accordance with best management practices to the maximum extent ((possible)) practicable.

Wetland Alteration and Mitigation.  There are two policies related to wetland regulations that have modified substantively in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  First, policy E-481 is proposed to move language regarding wetland alterations.  The existing policy allows alterations for public agency or utility development, as well as utility, stormwater and road infrastructure, without qualification.  The policy also allows “reasonable use” for private development, subject to criteria on minimization and mitigation.  The proposed change to E-481 would apply this same criteria to the public agency and infrastructure development.  

E‑481	((Alterations)) Provided all wetland functions are evaluated, the least harmful and reasonable alternatives are pursued, affected significant functions are appropriately mitigated, and mitigation sites are adequately monitored, alterations to wetlands may be allowed to:
a.	Accomplish a public agency or utility development;
b.	Provide necessary crossings for utilities, stormwater tightlines and roads; or
c.	Allow constitutionally mandated “reasonable use” of the property ((, provided all wetland functions are evaluated, the least harmful and reasonable alternatives are pursued, affected significant functions are appropriately mitigated, and mitigation sites are adequately monitored)) .

Second, 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.”  

E‑483	Wetland impacts should be avoided if possible, and minimized in all cases.  Where impacts cannot be avoided, they should be mitigated on site if ((possible and if)) the proposed mitigation is feasible, ecologically appropriate, and likely to continue providing desired functions in perpetuity.  Where on‑site mitigation is not possible or appropriate, King County may approve off‑site mitigation.  

Beavers. A new section is included in the transmitted 2016 KCCP regarding beavers and beaver activity.  One new policy is also proposed, which would state the County's support for coexistence of beavers and people in rural King County, and call for a beaver management strategy to address co-existence and where beavers should be excluded or removed.

E‑499ii	King County supports the coexistence of beavers and people in rural King County. King County should prepare a beaver management strategy to guide a program on issues such as where and how beavers and humans can co‑exist with or without engineered solutions and where beavers should be excluded or removed.

Flood Hazard Areas. New policies are proposed regarding flood hazard areas.  New policy E-499q1 requires implementation of a comprehensive floodplain management program, and new policy E-499q2 requires continuation of the County's policy of exceeding minimum federal standards through the National Flood Insurance Program.  These policies appear to be consistent with the Flood Hazard Management Plan.

E‑499q1	King County shall implement a comprehensive local floodplain management program that protects lives, minimizes damage and disruption to infrastructure and critical facilities, preserves and restores natural floodplain functions, and ensures that new development does not put people in harm’s way or cause adverse flooding impacts elsewhere.

E‑499q2	King County shall continue to exceed the federal minimum standards stipulated by the National Flood Insurance Program for unincorporated areas to better protect public safety, reduce the risk of flood and channel migration hazards to existing public and private property.

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 new policy E-999u that would require the County 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).

E‑499u	King County shall incorporate into its land use and transportation planning, economic development efforts, and natural resource management the most promising actions to reduce impacts from natural hazards, such as earthquake, 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, are included in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  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.

New policy E-507a encourages the County to maintain an inventory of landslide hazard areas, and then requires that that inventory be used to inform future planning and guide regulations.

E‑507a	King County should maintain a map and inventory of known and potential landslide hazard areas in unincorporated King County that is based upon the best available information. This information will be used to inform future planning and guide development regulations.

New policy E-507b encourages the County to make landslide hazard information available to the public.

E-507b	King County should make landslide hazards information readily available to the public in order to improve the general understanding of landslides and their associated hazards.  This may include making information available on a public web site and providing outreach and assistance to current and prospective property owners and developers.

Policy E-508 is proposed to be revised to:
· Consolidate the terms “avalanche hazard area” and “landslide hazard area.”  The definition in the King County Code for landslide hazard areas includes snow avalanche hazard areas. The Council may want to consider whether snow avalanche areas should be called out separately, or whether consolidation of the terms meets the Council’s policy goals.  
· Strengthen the policy, by changing “should” to “shall,” and by requiring that risks and adverse impacts of development are eliminated or minimized to a non-significant level on the property being developed as well as adjacent lands, as opposed to downstream lands, as in the current policy.

E‑508	((Avalanche or Landslide Hazard Areas)) Landslide hazard areas (including snow avalanche zones and other features as defined in King County Code) ((should)) shall not be developed unless the risks and adverse impacts associated with such development ((can be reduced to a non)) are eliminated or minimized so that they are at a non‑significant level.  Development proposed in ((or adjacent to avalanche or landslide hazard)) areas affected by landslide hazards shall be adequately reviewed and mitigated as needed to eliminate or minimize risk to the development as well as to ensure the development does not increase landslide or erosion hazards that would adversely impact ((downstream)) adjacent properties or natural resources.

New policy E-508a requires the County to include landslide and flooding hazards in emergency management planning.

E‑508a	King County shall consider landslide hazards and related flooding hazards in the context of hazard communication, operational preparedness and emergency response.

Adaptive Management. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several changes related to adaptive management, including:

· Monitoring Data.  Policy E-601 is proposed to be revised to include monitoring for toxics in fish and shellfish to the types of information the County should be collecting.

E‑601	King County should conduct a comprehensive and coordinated program of environmental monitoring and assessment to track long‑term changes in climate (e.g., precipitation, temperature), water quality and quantity, toxics in fish and shellfish, land use, land cover and aquatic and terrestrial habitat, natural resource conditions, and biological resources as well as the effectiveness of policies, programs, regulations, capital improvement projects, and stormwater treatment facility design.  This monitoring program should be coordinated with other jurisdictions, state and federal agencies, tribes, and universities to ensure the most efficient and effective use of monitoring data.

· National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit Compliance.  Policy E-605 is proposed to be revised to more generally state the County’s requirement to comply with the federal NPDES permit, while the current policy is more directly related to monitoring and data collection.

((E‑605	King County shall carry out monitoring in compliance with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System municipal permit.  Data collected through these monitoring efforts should be coordinated with King County’s other monitoring efforts to the extent possible, and carried out in the most cost‑effective and useful manner)) 

E‑605	King County shall fully comply with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits, including seeking compliance strategies that are cost‑effective and useful.

· Salmon Recovery.  As mentioned in the above section on salmon recovery planning, policy E-607 is proposed to be modified to provide more specificity in the types of information that should be monitored, including salmon populations, habitat status, and trends over time.

E‑607	((The county)) King County should coordinate with other governments, agencies, tribes, non‑governmental organizations and others to develop and implement regional and watershed‑based Monitoring and Adaptive Management programs focused on achieving salmon recovery goals. The programs should include monitoring of salmon populations and habitat status and trends over time in order for the county and its partners in salmon recovery to be able to access the overall trajectory of salmon recovery efforts.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Equity and Social Justice (ESJ).   Analysis of proposed changes regarding ESJ will be discussed at a future TrEE briefing on the transmitted 2016 KCCP.   

Climate change.  Proposed changes regarding climate change and consistency with the SCAP will be discussed at a future TrEE briefing on the transmitted 2016 KCCP.   

Wetland Alteration and Mitigation.  There are two policies related to wetland regulations that have substantive policy modifications in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  First, policy E-481 is proposed to move language regarding wetland alterations.  The existing policy currently allows alterations for public agency or utility development, as well as utility, stormwater and road infrastructure, without qualification.  The policy also currently allows “reasonable use” for private development, subject to criteria on minimization and mitigation.  The proposed change to E-481 would apply this same criteria to public agency and infrastructure development.  This change may not be consistent with the current King County Code requirements for these types of development, and the Council may want to consider whether this change meets the Council’s policy goals.

Second, 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.”  This language may not account for variability and uncertainty with natural systems, and could discourage on-site mitigation for wetland impacts.  Executive staff note that the federal mitigation rules prefer off-site mitigation, although the King County Code states that “to the maximum extent practical,” mitigation should be completed onsite or on a contiguous site.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  K.C.C. 21A.24.133] 


Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

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

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 added to the introductory text, and existing policy E-225 addresses air quality and climate change related health inequities, there are not new or revised policies that address this item from the Scoping Motion.

Other issues for Council consideration

No issues identified.  

Chapter 6 Shorelines

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 transmitted 2016 KCCP?

The County’s SMP, as included in Chapter 6[footnoteRef:26] of the 2012 KCCP, was approved by the Department of Ecology in 2014.  As a result, the transmitted 2016 KCCP does not propose substantive changes to Chapter 6. [26:  Formerly Chapter 5 in the 2012 KCCP, and proposed to be changed to Chapter 6 in the transmitted 2016 KCCP due to the proposed addition of the new Health and Human Services chapter, Chapter 4.  ] 


Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified. 

Consistency with the Scoping Motion

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

Public outreach and education. 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 transmitted 2016 KCCP did not address this; however, this is due to the pre-existing Department of Ecology approval of the SMP.  If substantive changes to Chapter 6 are proposed, the changes would need to be reviewed and approved by the Department of Ecology.  

Other issues for Council consideration

No issues identified.


ATTACHMENTS

1. 2016 KCCP Schedule, updated as of June 1, 2016
2. Frequently Used Acronyms
3. Comprehensive Plan Comments, updated as of June 13, 2016
4. Executive provided materials regarding climate change

LINKS

Proposed Ordinance 2016-0155, the underlying ordinance for the proposed 2016 KCCP, can be found at:


http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2594294&GUID=050D99B0-CE2F-4349-BD0D-46D46F673458&Options=ID%7cText%7c&Search=2016-0155


The Council’s Scoping Motion, Motion 14351, can be found at:


http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2233471&GUID=8A16CDC8-8A9A-455D-A9E6-00CF10E055A9&Options=ID|Text|&Search=2015-0104


All components of the proposed 2016 KCCP can be found at:


http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan/transmittal.aspx


These components include:

· Proposed Ordinance 2016-0155
· 2016 KCCP
· Land Use and Zoning Changes
· Appendix A: Capital Facilities
· Appendix B: Housing
· Appendix C: Transportation
· Appendix C1: Transportation Needs Report
· Appendix C2: Regional Trails Needs Report
· Appendix D: Growth Targets and the Urban Growth Area
· Appendix R: Public Outreach for Development of KCCP
· Attachment: Skyway-West Hill Action Plan
· Attachment: Area Zoning Studies
· Attachment: Development Code Studies
· Attachment: Policy Amendment Analysis Matrix
· Attachment: Public Participation Report
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· Ivan Miller, KCCP Manager, Performance, Strategy and Budget
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