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SUBJECT

Proposed Motion 2025-0172 would adopt the 2025 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP), prepared in compliance with King County Code (K.C.C.) 18.25.010, as the guiding policy document for King County climate action and its work with partners.

SUMMARY

Proposed Motion 2025-0172 would adopt the 2025 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) as King County’s guiding policy document for climate action. The SCAP is a five-year plan that outlines the Executive’s objectives and strategies for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, improving climate resilience, and advancing equitable, community-driven climate solutions across departments and with regional partners.

The 2025 SCAP builds on prior plans from 2012, 2015, and 2020, maintaining three core sections from the previous SCAP – Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities, and Climate Preparedness – and introducing a new overarching “Flagships” section.

The 2025 SCAP contains 25 focus areas, 177 proposed actions, and 64 performance measures. It is designed to guide the County’s work toward adopted countywide GHG reduction targets of 50% below 2007 levels by 2030, 75% by 2040, and 95%[footnoteRef:3] by 2050, alongside adopted operational GHG reduction targets of 50% by 2025 and 80% by 2030. It is also intended to center equity by advancing strategies to support frontline communities disproportionately impacted by climate change by building community climate resilience, improving access to green jobs, and addressing climate-related health impacts. The Climate and Workforce Strategy, which would be adopted as an appendix to the SCAP, seeks to connect frontline communities to living-wage careers in climate-related sectors. Two previously created plans, the Extreme Heat Strategy and the Wildfire Preparedness Strategy, are also appendices to the SCAP. [3:  With net-zero emissions through carbon sequestration.] 


SCAP actions range from promoting transit-oriented development and retrofitting buildings, to addressing housing security and energy justice, to responding to climate impacts like flooding and extreme heat. Many actions can proceed under current authority, but others will require future code changes or budget appropriations. The 2025 SCAP notes that 126 of 177 actions will need new or additional funding, though the total cost remains to be determined. A separate proposed ordinance, 2025-0174, proposes updates to King County Code to align with portions of 2025 SCAP implementation.

Even with full implementation of 2025 SCAP actions, federal and state policies, and local partner efforts, King County is projected to reduce countywide emissions by only 35% by 2030, falling short of the 50% target. Executive staff state that the 2025 SCAP focuses on ambitious but achievable results, and that, while they have identified pathways to meet the 2030 target, these pathways were not deemed to be achievable due to the County’s limited influence on key factors.

This staff report will discuss this, other overarching policy issues identified in the 2025 SCAP, the overall status of greenhouse gas emissions in King County, and each focus area in the Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities, and Climate Preparedness sections. 

Please note that most sections of this staff report are substantively unchanged from the version published for the July 15, 2025 TrEE Meeting.  Only the Current Status and Future Projections of Climate Impacts, Climate Preparedness – Proposed Actions, Climate Preparedness – Performance Measures, and Anticipated Committee Review Schedule sections, and Attachment 7, are new to this staff report. Additional information is added to the analysis of actions GHG 14 and GHG 61.

















BACKGROUND 

The Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) is a five-year plan intended to guide the County’s climate-related objectives and strategies. The first SCAP was adopted in 2012, with subsequent SCAPs adopted in 2015 and 2020.

Policy Context. The 2024 King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP)[footnoteRef:4] states: [4:  https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2024-kccp-update/2024-adopted/2024-comprehensive-plan.pdf?rev=8c9147c220064060a86a47a02bf96243&hash=81804AF1C5C32245756C43DE92173FB0 ] 


E-201 The County's Strategic Climate Action Plan should guide the planning, development, and implementation of greenhouse gas reduction goals and actions, equitable and community-driven climate solutions, and policies and actions that reduce climate change vulnerabilities and increase climate resilience. 

The KCCP contains 41 other policies relating to climate action at both the countywide and government operational scale (policies E-202 through E-242), that address greenhouse gas reduction, climate equity, and climate preparedness These policies guide the direction of SCAP updates and County work on climate change.

King County and King County cities have adopted shared, countywide greenhouse gas reduction commitments through the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs).[footnoteRef:5] These commitments are reflected in the KCCP, which requires the following: [5:  https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kingcountycpps-ord-19880_update.pdf?rev=2af02e15e54146ec93db8798244d6411&hash=00D49E350C6D4D384F5C030AE2424193 ] 


E-208	King County shall, independently and in collaboration with cities and other partners, adopt and implement policies and programs to achieve a target of reducing countywide sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 50 percent by 2030, 75 percent by 2040, and 95 percent by 2050, with net-zero emissions through carbon sequestration and other strategies by that year.  King County shall evaluate and update these targets over time in consideration of the latest international climate science and statewide targets aiming to limit the most severe impacts of climate change and keep global warming under 1.5 degrees Celsius.

The KCCP also sets emissions reduction requirements for County government operations:

E-203	King County shall reduce total greenhouse gas emissions from government operations, compared to a 2007 baseline, by at least 50 percent by 2025 and 80 percent by 2030.


Code Requirements. K.C.C. 18.25.010 guides the development of the SCAP, and requires it to include:

· Goals, strategies, measures, targets, and priority actions for County services and operations to reduce emissions consistent with the commitments identified in the CPPs and KCCP;
· A green jobs strategy;
· A community-driven strategy to achieve sustainable and resilient communities;
· The current assessment of climate change impacts in King County and identification of goals, strategies, measures, targets, and priority actions within County services and County operations to address climate change impacts;
· Performance measures and related targets for operational emissions and implementation of priority strategies; 
· A cost-effectiveness assessment; and
· Reporting on progress in achieving the previous SCAP’s actions and targets, in addition to reporting on other sustainability measures required by K.C.C. 18.50.010.

The SCAP is required to be developed using an environmental justice framework and include convening of a labor advisory council and consultation with labor and workforce development organizations and Indian tribes.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  The labor advisory council and Indian tribe consultation requirements were added to the code in December 2024, after the 2025 SCAP had been substantially completed.] 


The Executive has separately transmitted a proposed ordinance, 2025-0174, which would, in part, make changes to the requirements in K.C.C. 18.25.010 to more closely align with the contents of 2025 SCAP as transmitted. This ordinance is required to undergo State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review, which is currently in process with Executive staff. 

ANALYSIS

Organization and Terminology of the 2025 SCAP. The 2025 SCAP maintains the three core sections included in the 2020 SCAP, and adds a new overarching section, “Flagships,” which are characterized as cross-cutting community-focused outcomes that would result from the actions across various focus areas. 

Each of the three core sections includes multiple “Focus Areas,” containing several “Actions” the County would take if the 2025 SCAP were adopted. Each section ends with “Performance Measures” that would be used to judge progress.

The sections and focus areas are listed below. While the Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities section maintains the same focus areas as the 2020 SCAP, there is regrouping of focus areas in the Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and the Climate Preparedness focus areas are entirely new. 

· Flagships
· Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions
· Countywide GHG Policy and Leadership
· Transit and Transportation
· Building Energy and Green Building
· Circular Economy
· Forest and Agriculture
· Enterprise Leadership and Accountability
· Sustainable County Infrastructure
· Zero-Emission County Fleets
· Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities
· Community Leadership and Community-Driven Policymaking
· Building Capacity with Frontline Communities and Youth
· Climate and Economic Opportunity
· Community Health and Emergency Preparedness
· Food Systems and Food Security
· Housing Security and Anti-Displacement
· Energy Justice and Utilities Affordability
· Transportation Access and Affordability
· Climate Preparedness
· Sea Level Rise Preparedness
· River Flood Management
· Extreme Precipitation and Drought Mitigation
· Extreme Heat Adaptation
· Forest Resilience and Urban Tree Canopy Expansion
· Wildfire Risk Reduction
· Salmon Recovery and Habitat Connectivity
· Climate Ready Capital Projects
· Regional Capacity Across Climate Hazards.

The three core sections contain 25 focus areas, 177 actions, and 64 performance measures. Additionally, the SCAP includes several appendices. These are:

· Glossary
· Operational Energy and GHG Guidance
· The 2020 Priority Action and Performance Measure Update
· Climate and Workforce Strategy
· Extreme Heat Mitigation Strategy
· Wildfire Risk Reduction Strategy

SCAP Actions. In general, 2025 SCAP actions (called “priority actions” in previous SCAPs), contain greater detail than past SCAPs, which generally only contained one to two sentences. Actions are also formatted differently than in previous SCAPs. Figure 1 below shows an example of an action, and the information contained therein. Further information on how to read each action is found on pages 131-134 of the 2025 SCAP. 

Figure 1. 
Action Graphic Example
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Inclusion of any given action, and the specifics of that action, are a policy choice for Councilmembers. A table containing all 177 proposed actions and the information contained in each action graphic was provided by Executive staff and is Attachment 3 to this staff report. An excel version of Attachment 3, which can be filtered by the various action details, can be found at the link below.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7434429&GUID=627FD1B9-EE96-4436-B0EF-BCD93D92AEB5&Options=Advanced&Search=&FullText=1 (See “2025 SCAP Action Data Table”)] 


While many proposed actions can be taken without further action by Council, or by passage of funding in an appropriations ordinance, several other actions will require code changes to implement. Executive staff state that initial implementation planning would include identifying which actions will require future code updates and the timing of when code updates will be finalized. They expect to share a workplan of code updates with Council staff within six months of SCAP adoption. It is a policy choice for Councilmembers whether to request a formal transmittal of the workplan. Such a transmittal would allow Council to weigh in on the timing prioritization of the various code changes.

This staff report focuses analysis on items that the Executive has characterized as new actions needing additional or new funding, and actions that have been identified as new policy issues for Councilmember consideration. These are referred to as “highlighted actions” throughout the report. Unless otherwise noted, highlighted actions are new and require new or additional funding.

Funding Need. It should be noted that, in each action graphic where the “Funding Need” bar indicates “Within current capacity,” this means that the action is within current capacity assuming that Council continues to allocate funding to the action at current levels into the future under its base budgeting model. Therefore, continued, stable funding to the relevant agencies would be necessary to carry out these actions. “Additional” and “New” funding items would require new decision packages or capital expenditures in future budgets. 

126 out the 177 actions would need new or additional funding. The amount of funding needed to carry out the SCAP actions is currently unknown, although Executive staff state that they plan to have rough figures determined within one year of SCAP adoption. This is discussed in more detail below in the discussion of Action GHG 60. Whether to request the Executive formally submit the outcome of that analysis to Council is policy choice. 

According to the 2025 SCAP, “Potential shifts in federal priorities, regulations, and budget allocations could impact key state and local programs.” Federal funding for several climate initiatives at federal, state, and local levels is currently in question. The Executive states that the County has received at least $200 million in direct federal funding to implement the SCAP in recent years. They state that federal support is important for the success of a wide range of SCAP actions, and while “the full effect of the rollback of Inflation Reduction Act grant programs and tax credits, crippling of key agencies, and cutting of long-standing programs and tools is difficult to map to all actions,” Executive staff identified 28 SCAP actions particularly reliant on federal funding, a large portion of which are actions related to government operations. More detail is available on request.
 
Flagships. The 2025 SCAP lists nine flagships, which the plan states are “King County’s most visible and community-focused outcomes. They connect actions across the SCAP’s sections to broader goals that improve the lives of those who live, work, and visit King County.” The nine flagships function as overarching groupings of multiple focus areas, and are listed below:

· Put Communities First;
· Safe, Healthy, and Climate-Ready Homes;
· Connected and Accessible Transportation;
· Economic Mobility and Career Opportunities;
· Fresh, Local Food for Everyone;
· Designing Out Waste;
· Clean Air, Water, and Healthy Ecosystems;
· Reliable and Future-Ready Infrastructure; and
· Collaborative and Community-Led Solutions.

Further information on which focus areas are encompassed within each flagship, as well as Executive-identified co-benefits and equity impacts and opportunities, can be found on pages 39 to 65 of the 2025 SCAP.

Current Status of County GHG Emissions.

Countywide Emissions. As noted above, King County is required, through the CPPs and KCCP, to reduce countywide (also known as community-scale) emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 50% by 2030, 75% by 2040, and 95% with net-zero emissions by 2050. The SCAP is likewise required by code to identify actions consistent with these commitments. These commitments are generally understood to apply to geographic-based emissions – those that occur within King County’s borders or result from electricity used, regardless of where the electricity is generated.

Figure 2 below shows countywide geographic emissions from 2007 to present, as well as the emissions reductions that are expected to be achieved based on 1) current state and federal commitments, 2) actions identified in the SCAP, and 3) actions taken by local partners. As the graphic shows, GHG emissions peaked at 13% over baseline in 2019, before falling in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Since 2020, emissions have steadily increased but have not yet returned to pre-pandemic levels. Countywide emissions were at 5% above baseline in 2023 (the last year for which data is available).[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  2023 GHG numbers used throughout the SCAP are based on a new GHG inventory for 2022 to 2023 that the Executive completed with support from Cascadia Consulting. The analysis has been finalized, but the Executive does not expect the reports to be published until later in 2025.] 













Figure 2.
Geographic GHG Trend and Role of Entities in Meeting Reduction Commitments
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As shown in Figure 2, the proposed SCAP actions, along with actions of federal, state, and local partners, are not enough to reach the GHG reduction targets set by the CPPs and KCCP. Achievement of all SCAP actions, along with enactment of existing federal and state policies and proposed local partner actions, is only anticipated to reduce emissions by 35% by 2030 – 15% short of the 50% target. A larger gap is anticipated in reaching the 2050 target. As the 2025 SCAP will be the last five-year update prior to the 2030 target date, it is a policy choice for Councilmembers whether to request additional work be done to meet the requirement set by the CPPs and KCCP. 

Council staff asked about how the County could meet the 2030 target if the actions proposed in the 2025 SCAP would fall short of that number, and which SCAP actions specifically would need to be accelerated, and by how much. Executive staff’s response is included here in full:

“The 2025 SCAP establishes a road map over the next 5 years for actions needed to advance King County’s goals to address the climate crisis. The wedge analysis quantifies projected emissions reductions from specific measures - either existing regulatory requirements or funded programs OR proposed 2025 SCAP new state/local regulations and programs and proposed actions by partners. 

Each wedge is tied to a specific action, that while ambitious could be achieved with sufficient resources and political support. This is an evolution from prior wedge analysis and prior King County SCAPs that modeled performance targets, as a tool for prioritizing which sectors to develop priority actions. Intent is to ensure there is more accountable and transparent alignment between the level of ambition of what is shown in the wedge analysis and the GHG emissions that can be achieved by 2025 SCAP actions. 

Now, with support from WA Climate Commitment Act revenue and enabling WA climate policies, the 2025 SCAP prioritizes demonstrating GHG emission reductions at scale using known deployable solutions. We have held GHG emissions steady in King County, even as population has increased, over the next 5 years it would be a remarkable achievement to demonstrate emissions reductions at scale in the transportation and buildings sector. Achievement of a 35 percent reduction in emissions by 2030 and a path toward 75 percent would be significant. This analysis allows us to have more confidence in the potential to do so with commitments in the 2025 SCAP than we ever have had before. 

King County and partners will need to continue to innovate, especially in sectors where local government has limited influence and oversight to reduce emissions to achieve targets. 

To accelerate the emissions reductions by an additional 10% the following are illustrative of how priority actions would need to be accelerated. Though ambitious, none of the below were considered achievable over the next 5 years and were not included in the 2025 SCAP:

· GHG 10: Accelerate the WA Zero Emission Vehicle standards by 5 years, such that 100% of all new sales in are required to be EVs by 2030 and 75% all EVs starting in 2026. 
· GHG 25 and GHG 26: Accelerate zero-emission appliance standard and/or residential point of sale performance standards such that instead of waiting for point of sale or end of life of appliances, residential homes would be required to replace natural gas using equipment with electric equipment in order to accelerate the transition away from fossil fuels.”

Figure 2 also shows that federal policies are anticipated to play a significant role in getting the County towards its countywide GHG reduction target. As noted in the Funding Need section above, whether existing federal policies on climate change will be partially or fully rolled back over the next five years is currently in question. Executive staff provided a federal policy risk assessment, which is Attachment 6 to this staff report.

According to the 2025 SCAP, the largest sources of geographic GHG emissions at the countywide scale are transportation (46%) and buildings (41%). Figure 3 shows the full breakdown of countywide geographic emissions by sector.











Figure 3.
Countywide Geographic GHG Emissions by Sector
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Figure 4 shows how the Executive expects these various sectors to contribute to the emissions reductions anticipated within policies and actions discussed above. For a table-formatted breakdown of the emissions reductions expected in these sectors, as well as a high-level overview of the measures contributing to each, see Attachment 5 to this staff report.

Figure 4.
[image: ]Sector Pathways to GHG Reductions.


Geographic-based emissions are only one way of accounting for the emissions attributable to King County at the countywide scale. Consumption-based emissions are those associated with the production, transportation, use, and disposal of the goods, foods, and services that are consumed in King County, regardless of whether those emissions occurred within the geographic limits of the county. In 2023, consumption-based emissions for King County were 46.5 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e), roughly 1.8 times higher than geographic based emissions, which were 25.5 million MTCO2e for that year. The Executive’s findings suggest that per-household consumption emissions have decreased since 2019, though Executive staff caution that data availability for consumption-based inventories, as well as updates to methodology, make it challenging to accurately examine consumption-based emissions year-on-year and determine how local actions have resulted in changes.[footnoteRef:9][footnoteRef:10] [9:  Geographic and Consumption-based emissions are not mutually exclusive, as some emissions relating to production, transportation, use, and disposal goods consumed in the county also physically occur within the county.]  [10:  The 2025 SCAP refers to these as “per capita.” Executive staff have stated that this is actually per household, not per capita. This could be corrected in the SCAP.] 


Government Operational GHG Emissions. King County also tracks emissions from its own services and operations specifically. These include Metro transit fleets, County buildings, fleet services, wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and more. The stated goal in the SCAP, which aligns with the requirements of the KCCP, is to reach a 50% reduction in government operational GHG emissions compared to 2007 by the end of 2025, an 80% reduction by 2030, and 95% reduction by 2050.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  The 2050 number is not included in the KCCP.] 


As shown below in Figure 5, according to the 2025 SCAP, operational GHG emissions in 2023 were 24% lower than the 2007 baseline. The largest reduction in operational emissions over that period, 11%, is a result of the purchase of 100% renewable electricity from Puget Sound Energy’s Green Direct program. Reductions in Metro transit fleet use primarily due to service reductions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as building energy use, are the other largest contributors to the reduction in emissions. 













Figure 5.
Government Operations Emissions Trend by Sector
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Overall emissions from County operations dropped significantly during the pandemic, going from 4% below 2007 levels in 2019 to 30% below 2007 levels in 2022, but increased again in 2023 (the last year for which there is data). It is currently unknown if the County will achieve the 2025 target.

Figure 6 shows King County’s government operational emissions by sector in 2023, with the County fleet making up 58% of total emissions, and fugitive methane from wastewater treatment and landfills making up an additional 35%. 




















Figure 6. 
King County Government Operational GHG Emissions by Sector
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Reducing GHG Emissions – Proposed Actions. The 2025 SCAP contains 85 proposed actions across eight focus areas relating to reducing GHG emissions that the County would take over the next five years if the 2025 SCAP is adopted. Many of the actions continue those identified in previous SCAPs. This staff report discusses the 24 actions that the Executive identified as new actions needing additional or new funding, or that Council staff identified as policy issues. A complete list of actions is included as Attachment 3, and an excel version of Attachment 3, which can be filtered by the various action details, can be found at the link below.[footnoteRef:12] Further narrative on each action can be found on pages 81-192 of the SCAP.  [12:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7434429&GUID=627FD1B9-EE96-4436-B0EF-BCD93D92AEB5&Options=Advanced&Search=&FullText=1 ] 


Countywide GHG Policy and Leadership (SCAP pages 79-86). This focus area contains actions the County would take over the next five years in its leadership role in supporting local jurisdictions to advance climate action, such as through engaging in the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C), advocating for and protecting climate policies at the national level, and creating a public-facing performance measures dashboard. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

Action GHG 5: Explore utilizing the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) as a regulatory framework for city-scale emission reduction targets. As discussed above, King County and the 39 cities adopted shared GHG reduction commitments in the CPPs. While all jurisdictions have committed to 2030, 2040, and 2050 reduction levels at the countywide scale, there has not been an apportionment of what percentage of reductions each jurisdiction is responsible for within that whole. 

With this action, the Executive would work with K4C and the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) to explore using the CPPs to implement the targets at the jurisdictional level. The 2025 SCAP states that this could include utilizing the GHG emissions inventory to inform the suballocation process and establishing mitigation measures that all jurisdictions would either be encouraged or required to take. Given that the County does not currently have a plan to reach the countywide GHG targets for the County as a whole, additional work would need to be done to determine what actions would be needed to reach those targets.

Requiring jurisdictions to take these actions would need to be done through a future amendment to the CPPs. The amendment process involves recommendation by the GMPC, consideration, possible revision, and adoption and ratification by the King County Council, and ratification by the cities. Amendments to the CPPs become effective when ratified by at least 30% of the city and county governments representing at least 70% of the population of King County. A city is be deemed to have ratified an amendment to the CPPs unless the city disapproves it by legislative action within 90 days of adoption by King County.

The 2025 SCAP states that additional staff capacity would be needed to take this action and characterizes the implementation feasibility as “hard.” 

Transit and Transportation (SCAP pages 87-109). Transportation accounts for nearly half of GHG emissions in King County, as shown in Figure 3. 26% of total emissions result from burning diesel, gasoline, and other fuels for on road vehicles, 16% are attributable to air travel, and 5% are attributable to fuel for other vehicles and equipment. For on-road vehicles, total emissions have increased by 2.5% since 2019, but per-person emissions have fallen by 18% over the same period. Figure 7 shows the trend of communitywide transportation emissions since 2007.

Figure 7. 
Transportation GHG Emissions Trend
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Transit and Transportation actions in the 2025 SCAP are grouped into five categories:
· Supporting state, regional, and federal policy and enabling legislation to reduce transportation emissions; 
· Focusing development within proximity of high-capacity transit and safe biking and walking infrastructure; 
· Providing fast, reliable, frequent, integrated, and innovative transit and mobility services that reduce car trips;
· Providing enhanced incentives and education for car trip reduction and mode-shift, and disincentives to driving alone; 
· Expanding and maintaining infrastructure that makes it easier and safer to take transit, bike, walk, and roll; and
· Reducing GHG emissions from aviation and marine sectors.

Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

Action GHG 14: Grow revenue backing for the transit-oriented development bond fund. Transit-oriented development (TOD) is described in Metro Connects (King County Metro’s long-range plan)[footnoteRef:13] as a private or public/private real estate development, typically located within a 10-minute walkshed of frequent transit service and often including a mix of uses with design influenced by its proximity to frequent transit service. [13:  https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/metro/documents/transit-planning/metro-connects-11-17-2021.pdf?rev=6c05ec91810b4303be34c9510558aa78&hash=A501CA22441DAF36F6567F7E315759F5 ] 


In 2016, the Executive started a TOD bond fund, backed by lodging tax revenue, with the intent of facilitating production of affordable housing units near transit and maximizing the connection between transit investments and housing growth. 

According to Executive staff, the current TOD bond authority is not enough to match the project funding requested each year. The 2025 Annual Budget included $56 million for TOD bond funding. Executive staff indicate that DCHS is typically only able to award approximately 50% of affordable housing funding requested by nonprofit developers each year, and that TOD funding is the largest source of King County Housing Finance Program’s (HFP) money. They further note that existing sources of TOD funding re expected to be depleted by the end of 2026.

The action states that the Executive would work to identify additional revenue sources for the TOD bond fund, to increase affordable TOD development. Executive staff clarified that potential funding sources are likely limited to incremental tax increases of existing funding sources, rather than new funding sources.

Action GHG 15: Develop and Implement a Funding Strategy for Metro Connects. Metro Connects was passed by Council in 2021 as Metro’s long-range plan. Its goals include a 70% increase in transit service by 2050 and increased mobility services of all types, in addition to improved capacity and quality of services. At the time of plan adoption, the funding gap to achieve the 2050 network was estimated at $18 billion in capital costs and $724 million per year in service costs. 

Through this SCAP action, the County would develop and implement a funding strategy for Metro Connects to close the funding gap. The action states that the County “will collaborate with local elected leaders and community members to develop a decision package and regional ballot funding measure…[seeking] additional funding to implement Metro Connects.” The 2025 SCAP notes that regional funding would require approval from the King County Transportation Benefit District, King County voters, or both. While the SCAP is a planning-level document and not enforceable, the use of “will…develop a…regional ballot funding measure” implies that a ballot measure is a foregone conclusion. It is a policy choice whether to retain this language or amend it to read “will explore developing,” “should develop,” or something similar. 

Through this action, Metro would also partner with others to advocate for new sources of revenue, some of which may require approval by the state legislature. 

It should be noted that an analysis done in conjunction with the 2020 SCAP found that the commitments laid out in Metro Connects and Vision 2050[footnoteRef:14] were not enough to reach the 2020 SCAP’s performance measure (retained in the proposed 2025 SCAP) of reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 28% by 2050 compared to 2017 levels. The 2020 SCAP stated that transit service beyond Metro Connects, additional pricing of vehicle travel, or preferably both, were necessary to achieve this target. Advocating to reduce VMT through congestion pricing and similar tools was included in the 2020 SCAP and is maintained in the proposed 2025 SCAP (Action GHG 12).  Achieving transit funding to beyond that needed to implement Metro Connects, however, is not included as a 2025 SCAP action. [14:  https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/2022-11/vision-2050-plan.pdf ] 


Implementation feasibility for this action is characterized as “hard.”

Action GHG 19: Enhance transit rider education and incentive programs. The Executive plans several new sub-actions relating to transit rider education and incentives as part of this action. They include:

· Regional Transportation Demand Management (TDM)[footnoteRef:15] campaigns coinciding with major system expansions or service changes; [15:  According to the KCCP, Transportation Demand Management consists of a broad range of strategies that provide for reduced reliance on single occupancy vehicle trips, reduced vehicle miles traveled, and increased efficiency of the whole transportation system.] 

· A “revitalized” In Motion program to deliver neighborhood-scale, community based social marketing campaigns focusing on commute and “beyond the commute” trips;
· Expanded Community Mobility and Community Transportation Navigators programs to foster strong relationships with community-based organizations and trusted local leaders to increase mobility access to priority communities;
· A Youth Mobility program to increase awareness and use of the Free Youth Transit Pass Program, encourage young people to adopt transit as their first travel option, and provide workforce development opportunities for those interested in careers in transportation;
· Pilot programs to increase transit ridership to public events; and
· Integrating the Transit GO rewards program, which allows riders to earn and redeem points for free public or private transit credits, into the ORCA system.

Additionally, though not related to education or incentives, this action states that the County will integrate TDM principles into major land use and capital investment projects to maximize the efficiency of existing transit infrastructure.

Action GHG 20: Improve Access to Mobility Options. Action GHG 20 focuses on aspects of TDM other than education and incentives. Specifically, it contains several sub-actions intended to improve car-free access to transit. These sub-actions are:

· Work with K4C to pilot a regional approach to providing zero-emission micromobility device[footnoteRef:16] connections to transit, and work with Sound Transit and cities to incentivize and centralize parking for these devices near transit; [16:  Micromobility devices are small, low-speed, human- or electric-powered transportation devices, including bicycles, scooters, electric-assist bicycles, electric scooters, and other small, lightweight, wheeled conveyances.] 

· Identify improvement opportunities to make walking, rolling, and biking to transit safe, convenient and accessible for all, especially priority populations.[footnoteRef:17] King County would partner with cities and other regional partners to develop, prioritize, and help identify and/or secure funding for projects; [17:  Metro’s priority populations are defined as people who are Black, Indigenous, and of color; have low
or no-income; are immigrants or refugees; have disabilities; or are linguistically diverse.] 

· Re-envision park and ride properties by “right-sizing” car parking and co-locating transit-supportive uses such as mobility hubs,[footnoteRef:18] TOD, and terminal facilities; [18:  According to Metro Connects, mobility hubs are transportation nodes that allow riders to seamlessly transfer between transportation modes.] 

· Design and implement mobility hubs to bring more multimodal options and travel amenities and bring more mobility choices to existing community destinations, and invest in multimodal improvements in urban centers; and
· Coordinate with Sound Transit and WSDOT to implement a regional paid parking program at transit parking facilities that regularly exceed 70% utilization. The action notes that this is necessary as “some facilities are used as free all-day car storage for people not using transit or are used by drivers who live very close by and could employ other first-mile-last mile strategies.”

Action GHG 23: Limit aviation emissions and local air pollution impacts. As noted above, aviation-related emissions account for 16% of countywide emissions. Aviation-related emissions are calculated differently in the 2025 SCAP than previous SCAPs. Though still integrated into the geographic GHG calculations, this SCAP uses a consumption-based, rather than geographic, approach for calculating aviation emissions. Further information on the change in accounting methodology can be found in the Joint Aircraft Emissions Technical & Community Task Force Report.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  https://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/climate/documents/2023/2023-king-county-aircraft-emissions-task-force-report.pdf ] 


As most air travel is under federal jurisdiction, King County has little direct influence on air travel emissions. Accordingly, most of the sub-actions in Action GHG 23 are advocate/support roles:

· Supporting the adoption and expanded use of sustainable aviation fuel and zero-emissions aviation technology development;
· Advocating for alternatives to flying, such as collaborating with British Columbia and Oregon to explore Cascadia high-speed rail, and advocating for and supporting increased frequency and reliability of Amtrak service; and
· Working with the Federal Aviation Administration to phase out leaded aviation gas at the King County International Airport by 2030. While this would not reduce GHG emissions, it would remove lead the environment. 

King County would also take direct action by promoting and implementing indoor air quality improvements and pollution mitigation in most-impacted communities.[footnoteRef:20] While this would not reduce GHG emissions, it would reduce other air pollution impacts. [20:  As this is an “implement” type action, Executive staff have indicated that the “Implement” icon in this Action should be filled in, in addition to the “Advocate/Support” icon.] 


Building Energy and Green Building (SCAP pages 110-131). Building energy usage is the second-largest source of countywide emissions in King County, at 41%. The 2025 SCAP states that, although state and local performance standards and the state’s Clean Energy Transformation Act have made progress towards reducing building emissions, local action is needed around on-site fossil fuel use. Fossil fuel use in buildings has increased since 2017, which the Executive uses as a baseline for SCAP purposes.

Actions in this focus area fall into four categories: 
· Promote innovative policies to reduce building emissions;
· Make it easier to upgrade buildings from fossil fuels to efficient electric systems;
· Establish codes to reduce emissions, boost efficiency, and support green building; and
· Enhance programs to promote clean energy and green building.

Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

GHG 25: Advocate for State or Regional Adoption of a Zero-Emission Appliance Standard. With this action, the Executive would convene partners to advocate for mandatory requirements at the state or regional level for the sale of zero-emissions space and water heating and cooking equipment, and a ban on the sale of fossil-fuel powered space and water heating and cooking equipment. The ban would be phased over time. It further states that the County would advocate for measures that reduce disproportionate burdens of the policy on low-income households, affordable housing providers, and homeownership. 

Council staff inquired about why the requirement and ban on the sale on appliances approach was proposed, rather than a prohibition through the building code, which already prohibits fossil-fuel powered space and water heating in some cases. Executive staff responded:

“Prohibiting fossil fuel powered appliances in the building code is a strong mechanism to reduce the growth of fossil fuel use in new buildings, but frequently does little to address the existing building stock. A zero-emission appliance standard would phase out the sale of high-emitting (fossil fuel powered) appliances would help existing buildings transition faster to clean energy sources, addressing existing building stock emissions. Point of sale NOx or zero-emissions standards have been adopted in California because many furnace or water heater replacements (especially in residential projects) have low permitting rates, which makes an energy code approach less effective. And intervening higher up the supply chain simplifies enforcement.”

This action is identified as being within current funding capacity (assuming level funding into the future) but having an implementation feasibility of “hard.”

GHG 26: Implement a Residential Point-of-Sale Disclosure and Performance Standard Program. This action contains two separate but related sub-actions. The action is categorized as “accelerated,” however, while “implement residential point-of-sale energy disclosure” was a priority action in the 2020 SCAP,[footnoteRef:21] the additional step of requiring performance standards at point-of-sale is new to the 2025 SCAP, which is why it is discussed here. [21:  Priority Action 3.2.3, labeled 3.02.03 in the Priority Actions Update, Appendix C to the 2025 SCAP ] 


The energy disclosure requirement would require home sellers to provide, at the point-of-sale, information on the energy consumption and the lowest-cost options to improve a home’s efficiency. The 2020 Priority Action and Performance Measure Update included as an appendix to the 2025 SCAP states that, by December 2025, ECO will conduct a preliminary GHG analysis on this strategy and, if viable, investigate resources that could support implementation.

The performance standard program would build on the disclosure program by requiring energy efficiency improvements to be made at the time of home sale. Council staff inquired about further details on how this would work. Executive staff responded:

“Sellers can choose to complete the upgrades prior to listing the property to enhance sales appeal and value. If not completed prior to listing, the program would likely require an escrow deposit and then allowing the parties to negotiate whether the buyer or seller completes the upgrades. The City of Berkeley is finalizing a policy update to do this in their Building Emissions Saving Ordinance (BESO) starting in 2026. In Berkeley, a $5,000 cash deposit, split between the buyer and seller, to help cover compliance costs is held by the city through escrow and refunded in full once the upgrades are complete. In the Berkeley policy example, the seller completes an assessment, and the buyer ultimately must complete the upgrades within three years of the sale if compliance is not met at the time the home is sold.”

The SCAP action states that King County has the legal authority to require this in unincorporated King County, but the intent of the action is to coordinate with other jurisdictions to support program adoption countywide, and that the program would prioritize reducing GHG emissions and potential disproportionate impacts to low-income households. 

The SCAP action further states that additional code enforcement officers would be needed in the Department of Local Services Permitting Division (“Permitting”) to enforce this action. Permitting’s code enforcement officers currently do not have a role in home sales. Executive staff state that adoption of this program would expand the role of the Permitting Division to include this work. They note that other jurisdictions have taken different approaches, however, such as housing enforcement within sustainability offices, and that the eventual location of enforcement staff would depend on forthcoming program evaluations and Council decisions. 

GHG 31: Expand clean energy contractor training and support. Through this action, the Executive Climate Office would aid in increasing the technical, electrification, and public contracting knowledge base of local building developers, designers, and contractors. Training would be conducted at both the individual building scale and the industry scale (e.g. heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) contractors, electricians, plumbers).

GHG 34: Promote green building through education and incentives. Through this action, the Executive would provide education community members and industry professionals on green building and sustainable development practices. This would include language translation, cultural relevance, and outreach to historically underserved communities,
with educational materials coordinated with local community groups and will apply
to new construction, additions, retrofits, and demolition projects.

The Executive would also explore options for providing incentives to attract green building participants. The SCAP action states that these could be tied to green building certifications, flexible zoning or design departures, incentive bundling, subsidized project consulting services, project and developer recognition and marketing, utility rebate partnerships, grants, rebates, and a reduction in permit fees and process timing. 

It should be noted that, as Permitting is fee-funded, a reduction in these types of fees would need to be offset by fee increases elsewhere. Additionally, Executive staff have stated within the past year that adding new permit priorities would likely mean needing to de-prioritize other types of permits that have been identified as priorities by Council/the Executive/other governmental agencies. Executive staff state that additional analysis would be needed to determine what would be de-prioritized if asked to prioritize green building permits because of this action.

GHG 35: Strengthen green building and technical enforcement. Through this action, the Executive would provide training and education materials for all Permitting staff, as well as staff at other jurisdictions, on the latest green building strategies, technologies, and science. While the language in the description of this action also mentions “code enforcement,” Executive staff clarified that this is not intended to refer to after-the-fact enforcement of violations but rather enforcing the code through permit reviews. This could potentially be clarified.

GHG 40: Conduct a battery energy storage systems siting analysis. Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS) are technologies that use rechargeable batteries to store electrical energy for later use, intended to enhance the stability, reliability, and efficiency of electrical grids.  They can be deployed at various scales, ranging from residential and commercial applications to utility-scale installations, each serving specific grid needs and energy requirements.

In 2024, King County adopted development standards specific to BESS.[footnoteRef:22] Through this SCAP action, the Executive would work with utility partners and engage communities to seek to identify areas most suitable for BESS facility siting, focusing on proximity to electrical substations, equity impacts, resource lands considerations, and minimal land-use conflicts.  [22:  Ordinance 19824] 


While the 2020 SCAP contained a broad clean electricity performance measure, one sub-measure of which was of 100 megawatts (MW) of energy storage per utility serving King County (i.e., 200 MW total), by 2030, and 200 MW per utility by 2045, that performance measure is no longer included in the proposed 2025 SCAP. The level of storage built was not included in Appendix C to the 2025 SCAP, and the Performance Measures Update in Appendix C, and the Climate Dashboard Performance Measures report[footnoteRef:23] does not address this sub-measure directly, but states that data was not available for several of the sub-measures, and that tracking was of limited decision-making value. [23:  Attachment A to PM 2025-0121] 


Circular Economy (SCAP pages 132-145). King County’s Re+ Plan is its primary strategic plan focused on creating a circular economy.[footnoteRef:24] It defines a circular economy as “a system that keeps products and materials in a cycle of use for as long as possible, thereby lessening the need to extract virgin materials, like trees, metals, and oil, from the earth. Actions that promote a circular economy include recycling, reusing, repairing, and reducing.” [24:  https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-programs/re-plus/documents/re-plus-plan.pdf?rev=16d0ca68a12b424daec4923a22c54422&hash=6BEC0F930DAE3E06B0E2ED4326E4F24F ] 


Figure 8, taken from the 2025 SCAP, shows the vision of a circular economy as opposed to a “throwaway economy.”








Figure 8.
Circular vs. Throwaway Economy
[image: ]

There are 11 actions in this focus area, falling into the following three categories:
· Implement and expand policies and plans to minimize landfill waste;
· Strengthen partnerships and provide resources to communities to reduce consumption, minimize landfill waste, and promote reuse; and
· Enhance recycling, composting, and reuse within King County’s Solid Waste system.

Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

GHG 43: Require King County Single-Family Residents to Actively Manage Food Waste.[footnoteRef:25] The 2025 SCAP states that nearly 20% of single-family households in King County do not subscribe to organics (food and yard waste) recycling services, with the figure rising to almost 50%in unincorporated areas. [25:  While the 2025 SCAP identifies this action as “continuing” and “within existing resources,” it is discussed here due to the potential of expanded requirements to new jurisdictions, including rural unincorporated King County. ] 


Under Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill 2301 (2024),[footnoteRef:26] jurisdictions above a certain size must implement mandatory organics collection, including for food waste, by 2030. However, exemptions apply to jurisdictions with populations under 25,000, and to those disposing of less than 5,000 tons of solid waste annually. 21 jurisdictions in King County fall below these thresholds according to the 2025 SCAP. [26:  https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-24/Pdf/Bills/House%20Passed%20Legislature/2301-S2.PL.pdf?q=20250630111106 ] 


With this action, the Executive would work to ensure that all single-family King County residents either subscribe to organics services or actively manage food waste on-site by 2030, while investigating pathways for multifamily organics service adoption. The Executive would develop and adopt code recommendations for requiring single-family households to divert food waste (either curbside, self-haul, or on-site composting), and work with city partners to adopt those regulations within jurisdictions exempt from the state law. Executive staff indicate that they would also seek to implement the requirements in rural areas of the County, which are also exempt from the state law.

GHG 49: Support Waste Management Accountability at King County Transfer Stations. The 2025 SCAP states that a significant amount of recyclable and reusable material is currently being disposed of as waste at King County transfer stations. To address this issue, with this action the Executive would enhance enforcement and compliance by leveraging technology to identify Waste Acceptance Rule[footnoteRef:27] violations and increasing enforcement staff at transfer stations. The SCAP action includes expanding the number of waste inspectors and providing operational support from subject matter experts for violation identification. [27:  https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/executive-services/data-information-services/policies/rules/utilities/put716pr ] 


Additionally, the County would shift some enforcement responsibilities to waste management service providers while transitioning King County to an auditor role. This approach is intended to increase hauler accountability while incentivizing self-regulation, with King County auditing and regulating haulers to ensure equitable enforcement. Council staff inquired as to how self-regulation would be incentivized. Executive staff did not provide specifics of incentives, but state that, while the County would maintain enforcement authority, including the option to hold Waste Management Service Providers (WMSPs) accountable if they fail to act on violations at the curb, the approach would build upon existing work to support a progressive enforcement schedule beginning with educational outreach and/or warnings. The stated goal is a whole-system approach focused on “supporting people in doing the right thing rather than fining people.” 

Whether to shift responsibility for enforcement from the County to WMSPs is a policy choice.

The program would begin with smaller cities and expand to larger jurisdictions, incorporating targeted education and outreach for neighborhoods struggling with compliance. The SCAP indicates that additional staff capacity would be needed to implement this action.

Forest and Agriculture (SCAP pages 146-153). Forests and farmland provide GHG reduction benefits by sequestering carbon in the plants and soil. They also provide co-benefits such as improvements to air and water quality, habitat for salmon and other wildlife, and stormwater runoff reduction. Actions in this focus area are aimed at protecting and restoring high-value forests and farmland by improving forest management and adoption of regenerative, climate-smart agricultural practices. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

GHG 53: Enhance Climate Resilience and Climate Benefits of Old Growth/Mature Forests. With this action, the Executive would assess the climate importance of “old growth” and “mature” forests on lands owned by King County, as well as forestland managed by the state Department of Natural Resources (DNR) for King County and trust beneficiaries. The Executive would develop or revise forest stewardship plans with the goal of enhancing long-term carbon sequestration and ecosystem health on these lands.

Council staff inquired as to how this work would differ from the Mature Forest Reports transmitted in response to Motion 16740.[footnoteRef:28] Executive staff clarified that the previous reports were limited to an analysis of mature forests in King County, whereas this action would expand that scope by assessing the carbon sequestration value of both mature and old-growth forests, and would ensure that the County develops and implements forest stewardship plans that support mature and old-growth forests to protect and enhance carbon sequestration potential across all units of King County-owned forestland. [28:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6863549&GUID=314BAA18-1880-4987-9993-BF94BEC5C3EE&Options=Advanced&Search=
https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7059511&GUID=7B36AF10-AE63-440D-8631-6BB0EB649243&Options=Advanced&Search= ] 


GHG 56: Improve Quality and Increase Use of Commercially Produced Compost. The 2025 SCAP states that locally produced compost can reduce greenhouse gas emissions from landfills, reduce the use of fossil-fuel-based fertilizers, improve soil health, and increase carbon storage in soils. With this action, the Executive would work with commercial compost producers to reduce contamination in compost, including plastics, and would explore opportunities to establish additional composting facilities in the region. The Executive would also consider providing financial incentives to compost producers and buyers to improve compost quality and increase demand and would encourage compost use in agriculture through education and demonstration projects. 

The 2025 SCAP states that King County plans to build and operate a facility by 2035 to produce high-quality, plastic-free, biosolids-based compost. Siting, design, and construction of such a facility would be subject to further analysis and budget decisions by the Council.

Implementation feasibility for this action is characterized as “hard.”

Enterprise Leadership and Accountability. (SCAP Page 154-161). This focus area includes enterprise-level actions directed at reducing GHG emissions from governmental operations. There are five actions in this focus area. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

GHG 60: Develop and Implement Funding Strategy for SCAP Implementation. As noted in the Funding Need section of the staff report, 126 of the 177 proposed SCAP actions would need new or additional funding beyond what is in the base budget for implementation, and it is currently unknown what the cumulative cost of those actions would be. Through this SCAP action, the Executive would determine that cost and develop a funding strategy to implement the 2025 SCAP. This would involve exploring potential revenue mechanisms, identifying new funding sources, leveraging existing revenue streams, and advocating for new policy changes to enhance climate finance mechanisms. The County would also collaborate with several partners to pursue state and federal grant opportunities. Though this is identified as a continuing action, this effort is highlighted here due to its criticality in completing other SCAP actions. Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.” 

GHG 61: Update the King County Investment Policy to Restrict Fossil Fuel Investments. The current Investment Policy restricts the allowable investments to certain types of highly rated securities, including certificates of deposit, U.S. treasury obligations, federal agency obligations, municipal obligations, repurchase agreements, and commercial paper.[footnoteRef:29] To date, this has prevented the purchased of investment securities from corporations and other ventures whose primary business is the production of fossil fuels. The proposed action would update the Investment Policy to explicitly prohibit future fossil fuel investments. Council staff requested further information on what specifically would have to happen for this change to occur, and why the implementation feasibility is characterized as “moderate” if the existing policy has indirectly prohibited fossil fuel investments to date and no fiscal impacts are anticipated. Executive staff responded: “The Executive Finance Committee (EFC) establishes policies and oversees the investment portfolio. To change the Investment Policy, last updated in 2017, would require working with this committee to adopt this update. This action was listed as moderate, because ECO has not worked with this committee, which includes members from both the legislative and executive branches, or policy in the past and may encounter unforeseen barriers.”   [29:  https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive-services/finance-business-operations/investment-pool/investment-pool-policy-20170726.pdf?rev=23fce4f95d114ce98079ec6e43d70b02&sc_lang=en&hash=187501A5FB44C99E6506E150B3BFA0E7 ] 


Sustainable County Infrastructure (SCAP pages 162-183). This focus area includes actions intended to reduce the GHG emissions and environmental impact associated with the county’s capital infrastructure. There are 17 actions in this focus area, falling into four categories:

· Integrate green building requirements into King County capital projects and facility operations;
· Improve energy efficiency and reduce fossil fuel consumption in County facilities;
· Decrease fugitive methane emissions and optimize biogas utilization at King County landfills and wastewater facilities; and
· Increase renewable energy production and use by County facilities and properties.

Highlighted actions in this focus area are:[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Note that GHG 78 is listed as a new action, but Executive staff indicate that this is in error. This could be corrected via amendment. ] 


Action GHG 63: Expand Third-Party Certification to Large County Infrastructure Projects. King County Code 18.17.050 requires all King County capital projects to meet green building requirements. Eligible new buildings must meet third-party certification, while other projects are currently required to either use King County’s Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard or voluntarily achieve a third-party rating. 

Under this proposed action, the Executive proposes to update County code to require certain county infrastructure projects to meet third-party green infrastructure certification requirements beginning in the 2026-2027 budget cycle. Executive staff report this action would formalize the current practice to use the Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure’s Envision rating system[footnoteRef:31] as a green building certification framework for certain infrastructure projects. According to Executive staff, based on current experience, the Envision certification costs have ranged between 0.0025% - 0.04% of a project budget. Envision Platinum certification would be required for: [31:  https://sustainableinfrastructure.org/envision/use-envision/ ] 


· Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD): conveyance, combined sewer overflow, and pump station projects over $20 million. 
· Metro: New RapidRide and bus base electrification charging infrastructure projects. 
· Solid Waste Division (SWD). EV infrastructure projects with 10 or more direct current (DC) fast chargers.
· Road Services Division: Incorporate the Envision framework into the design, construction, and maintenance of bridge projects. 

This action would also direct the Parks and Recreation Division to maintain the programmatic Salmon-Safe certification[footnoteRef:32] first earned in 2022 and direct the Water and Land Resources Division to assess the costs and benefits of a programmatic Salmon-Safe certification for projects introduced in 2028-2029 budget cycle. [32:  https://salmonsafe.org/get-certified/ ] 


All other infrastructure projects would continue to be required to achieve Platinum rating using the King County Infrastructure Scorecard. Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174 includes proposed changes to align with this action. Although characterized as a “continuing” action, the code requirements, if adopted, would be new. The 2025 SCAP indicates that additional funding would be needed to implement this action.

GHG 64: Achieve Net Zero GHG Emissions Footprint for All King County Owned New Buildings. This action would increase the green building requirements such that all King County capital projects first submitted and adopted in the 2026-2027 budget and onward would be required to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions footprint as certified by specified third-party green building rating systems. If a project was unable to achieve to the target level, it would be required to achieve the next rating level down. 

Executive staff state that two current County projects seeking such certifications have found that improvements to meet the requirements represented less than 2% of the total project budget, and that it is expected that reduced utility costs will cover these cost increases over the life of the projects. 

This action is consistent with performance measure targets set as part of the 2020 SCAP. Although characterized as a “continuing” action, the code requirements, if adopted, would be new. The 2025 SCAP indicates that additional funding would be needed to implement this action.

GHG 75: Limit Fugitive Methane and Increase Landfill Gas (LFG) Collection at King County Owned Landfills. This action intends to accelerate actions previously identified in the 2020 SCAP. Sub-actions include: (1) Improving LFG collection at the Cedar Hills Landfill; (2) Reducing LFGs from the County’s closed landfills; (3) Optimizing the productive use of LFG as a renewable biogas; and (4) Continuing testing and use of new technologies that improve the measurement and calculation of fugitive landfill emissions. 

Zero-Emission County Fleets (SCAP pages 184-193). King County operates a large and diverse fleet of vehicles ranging from street sweepers and forklifts to passenger buses and deputy patrol units, each required to accomplish work or deliver services to the region. Transportation accounts for 57% of governmental emissions. This focus area includes actions to reduce the emissions from the County fleet consistent with targets set out in K.C.C. 18.22.010. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

GHG 84:  Prioritize Zero-Emissions Options for Water Taxi Service This action proposes completing design for two 150-passenger electric vessels and associated shoreside charging infrastructure for the West Seattle water taxi route and seek state and federal funding for capital projects to purchase the vessels and complete the infrastructure improvements. The feasibility for this action is characterized as “hard.” 

GHG 85: Use Alternative Fuels When Zero-Emission Vehicles are Unavailable.  Due to current EV market conditions and slower than expected availability of medium-duty and heavy-duty EVs, the Executive proposes in Proposed Ordinance 2025-0124 to push back fleet electrification targets.[footnoteRef:33] To help reduce the County’s GHG emissions from the fleet in the near term, this action would expand the use of alternative, low-emission fuels when electric/zero-emission vehicles are unavailable or are not feasible. The 2025 SCAP sets a target that 50% of applicable nonelectric County vehicles use renewable fuels by 2030, compared to 8% today. Metro, SWD, and WTD are all currently using some level of renewable diesel in their vehicles, with expansions planned. [33:  This is discussed in more detail in the Reducing GHG Emissions – Performance Measures section below.] 


Reducing GHG Emissions – Performance Measures (SCAP pages 194-198). Like previous SCAPs, the 2025 SCAP contains several performance measures and targets, aimed at measuring how well the County is achieving its climate goals.  

As performance measures and actions are given overlapping numbers in the 2025 SCAP, each performance measure discussed here will be preceded with “PM” to distinguish performance measure GHG-1 from action GHG-1. While performance measures are intended to measure how well the County is achieving a subset of the identified actions, the performance measure numbers do not align with the action numbers (e.g., PM GHG-1 is not tied to Action GHG-1). 

Many performance measures are unchanged from the 2020 SCAP; others are modified or are brand new. A table comparing all 2020 GHG performance measures to the proposed 2025 performance measures, and detailing the differences, can be found in Attachment 4 to this staff report. Additionally, a report submitted with a separate proposed motion, 2025-0121, gives the Executive’s reasoning for inclusion or exclusion of each measure.[footnoteRef:34]  [34:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7315584&GUID=C69DB051-0758-47C0-A33C-4B4626C7DE59&Options=Advanced&Search= ] 


This staff report highlights new and modified performance measures, but all performance measures and their targets are policy choices for Councilmembers. As performance measures are generally tied to specific proposed SCAP actions, changes to performance measures may necessitate correlating changes to actions.

New and Modified Performance Measures. Table 1. shows performance measures are new to the 2025 SCAP, though many are related to topics that previous performance measures addressed.

Table 1.
New GHG Performance Measures
	Section
	Performance Measure
	Target

	Countywide GHG Policy and Leadership
	PM GHG 3. Air quality. Reduce the number of days when the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency health goal for fine particulates (25 micrograms per cubic meter) is exceeded.
	Current Status: 8 days (2023)
2030 Target: Not established

	Building Energy and Green Building
	PM GHG 5. Existing Building Retrofits. Facilitate retrofits of 550 buildings in King County including support of independent retrofit projects with external funding sources such as C-PACER
	Current Status: 115 buildings (March 2025)
2030 Target: 550 buildings

	Building Energy and Green Building
	PM GHG 6. Local Support for Building Retrofits. Expand availability of building retrofit support to residential or commercial building owners to serve 90 percent of King County’s population through local or regional programs, prioritizing communities with higher environmental health disparities.
	Current Status: 65 percent population (March 2025)
2030 Target: 90 percent population

	Building Energy and Green Building
	PM GHG 7. Green Building Countywide. Expand adoption of at least one, or more, of the of the Washington State Building and Residential Code appendices (or comparable) associated with Solar-readiness, Construction & Demolition Material Management, and Building Deconstruction to twelve jurisdictions within King County, including King County’s own Permitting division, by 2030.
	Current Status: 4 jurisdictions (2024)

2030 Target: 12 jurisdictions

	Transportation 
	PM GHG 10. Transit Oriented Communities. Increase housing and job growth within growth centers located within a ½ mile of frequent transit service to 97 percent by 2030 and 100 percent by 2050.
	Current Status: 97.8 percent housing and 96.3 percent jobs in growth centers (2024)
2030 Target: 97 percent housing and jobs in growth centers

	Transportation
	PM GHG 11. Electric Vehicle Public Charging Infrastructure. In alignment with WA State Transportation Electrification Strategy strong electrification policy scenario, by 2030, King County will have 2000 Level 2 and 1800 DC Fast Charger public charging ports and by 2035, 2844 Level 2 and 2509 DC Fast Charger public charging ports.
	Current Status: 2902 Level 2 and 411 DC Fast Chargers (March 2025)
2030 Target: 2000 Level 2 and 1800 DC Fast Chargers

	Circular Economy
	PM GHG 12. Waste Reduction. For King County (excluding the cities of Seattle and Milton), reduce per capita curbside waste disposed to landfill to be no more than 1 pound per day by 2030.
	Current Status: 1.04 Ib. (2023)
2030 Target: 1 lb.

	Circular Economy
	PM GHG 13. Organics and Food Waste Collection. Increase curbside food waste/organics collection services to 75 percent of unincorporated King County single-family residents by 2030.
	Current Status: ~50 percent residents (2024)
2030 Target: 75 percent residents

	Forest and Agriculture
	PM GHG 17. Five Million Trees. Plant, Protect, and Prepare 5 Million Trees between 2020 and 2030.
The 5 million trees will come from (1) Planting more trees countywide, mostly in communities that have few trees and where trees can improve salmon habitat; (2) Protecting forestland and trees from development; and (3) Preparing forests to be more resilient under a changing climate that has warmer, drier summers and increasing wildfire risk.
Preparedness actions include removing noxious weeds and thinning forests in some areas to create room for trees to thrive.
	Current Status: More than 2.1M trees (2024)
2030 Target: 5 million trees

	Forest and Agriculture
	PM GHG 18. Regenerative Farmland. Double the acreage of farmland in King County that incorporates regenerative, climate-smart agricultural practices, and incorporate those practices on 100 percent of King County-owned farms by 2030.
	Current Status: 0 percent of King County-owned farms (2024)
2030 Target: 100 percent of King County-owned farms

	Sustainable County Infrastructure
	PM GHG 25. Biogas Utilization. Improve biogas collection at King County regional wastewater treatment plants such that a combined 75 percent or more of available biogas is sent to a productive use by 2030.
	Current Status: 56 percent productive use (2024)
2030 Target: 75 percent productive use

	Zero-Emission Fleets
	PM GHG 29. Renewable Fuels. All applicable County fleets will fuel at least 50 percent of diesel powered medium- and heavy-duty vehicles with renewable fuel by 2030.
	Current Status: 8 percent renewable diesel (2024)
2030 Target: 50 percent renewable diesel


 
Table 2 shows performance measures that are modified – they are generally measuring the same thing as a performance measure in the 2020 SCAP, but have modified or added targets, or have changes to measurement method of the same variable.
Table 2.
Modified Performance Measures
	Section
	Performance Measure
	Target

	Countywide GHG Policy and Leadership
	PM GHG 1. Reduce Countywide GHG Emissions. Reduce countywide sources of GHG emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, 50 percent by 2030, 75 percent by 2040, and 95 percent by 2050, with net-zero emissions through carbon sequestration and other strategies by that year. Pursue additional goals and actions to sequester carbon and reduce emissions from consumption of goods and services.
	Current Status: 4 percent increase (2023)

2030 Target: 50 percent reduction

	Transportation
	PM GHG 9. Transit Ridership. Increase annual passenger boardings on transit services in King County, including Metro Transit and Sound Transit to:
· 187 million annual passenger boardings by 2030
· 308 – 326 million annual passenger boardings by 2040
· 364 – 413 million annual passenger boardings by 2050
	Current Status: 129.6 million boardings (2024)

2030 Target: 187 million boardings[footnoteRef:35] [35:  The 2050 target is inadvertently included here in the 2025 SCAP, and could be corrected.] 


	Circular Economy
	PM GHG 14. Transfer Station Recycling. Increase the greenhouse gas emissions avoided by recycling at King County owned transfer stations by at least 30 percent, compared to 2020 by 2030.
	Current Status: 6 percent increase (2024)

2030 Target: 30 percent increase

	Forest and Agriculture
	PM GHG 15. Protect natural lands and urban greenspaces. Protect at least 1,500 acres annually of forestland, farmland, and other open space identified as priorities in Land Conservation Initiative, through acquisition of easements or fee title.
	Current Status: 1040 acres (2023)

2030 Target: 7,500 acres

	Enterprise Leadership and Accountability
	PM GHG 19. Government Operational GHG Emissions. Reduce total GHG emissions from government operations, compared to 2007 baseline, by 50 percent by 2025 and 80
percent by 2030. Additionally, reduce these emissions by at least 95 percent by 2050, in support of the countywide GHG emissions reduction target.
	Current Status: 28 percent reduction (2023)

2030 Target: 80 percent reduction

	Sustainable County Infrastructure
	PM GHG 20. Green Building Ordinance. Ensure 100 percent of County capital projects achieve the highest green building standard as specified in the Green Building Ordinance by 2025 and thereafter.
	Current Status: 95 percent of County capital projects (2024)
2030 Target: 100 percent of County capital projects

	Increase County Zero-emission Fleets
	PM GHG 28. Increase County zero-emission fleets. Increase County zero-emission fleets, achieving
· 100 percent zero-emission revenue bus fleet by 20352
· 67 percent zero-emission ADA paratransit fleet by 2040
· 40 percent zero-emission rideshare fleet by 2030 and 100 percent by 2040
· 50 percent electric light-duty vehicles by 2030 and 100 percent by 2035
· 50 percent zero-emission medium-duty vehicles by 2035 and 100 percent by 2040
· 50 percent zero-emission heavy-duty vehicles by 2040 and 100 percent by 2045
	Current Status:
16 percent zero-emission revenue bus fleet
0 percent zero-emission ADA paratransit fleet
2 percent zero-emission rideshare fleet
4 percent EV light-duty vehicles
2 percent zero-emission medium- duty vehicles
7 percent zero-emission heavy- duty vehicles (2024)

2030 Target:
100 percent zero-emission revenue bus fleet by 2035
67 percent zero-emission ADA paratransit fleet by 2040
40 percent zero-emission rideshare fleet by 2030
50 percent electric light-duty vehicles by 2030
50 percent zero-emission medium-duty



This staff report highlighted policy issues with several actions tied to these performance measures, and those are not discussed again here. Council staff identified the following additional issues for Council consideration.

PM GHG 3: Air Quality (new). This performance measure would aim to reduce the number of days when the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) health goal for fine particulates is exceeded. While King County does have some control over air quality, through transportation actions included in the SCAP such as transportation demand management, promoting zero-emission vehicles, prohibiting fossil-fuel powered home appliances, and reducing wildfire risk within the county, air quality is significantly impacted by wildfire smoke coming from outside of the county, and King County has no direct control over this factor. The County can support regional efforts that align with PSCAA goals, but outcomes depend on broader regional, state, and federal efforts, as well as climate-driven wildfire impacts. 

PM GHG 20: Green Building Ordinance (updated). This performance measure seeks to ensure that 100% of County capital projects achieve the highest green building standard as specified in the green building ordinance by 2025 and thereafter.  The 2025 SCAP performance measure sets a target related to achieving the standards specified in the green building ordinance rather than stating the specific targets that must be reached in the performance measure, as was done in the 2020 SCAP.  Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174 would establish new green building requirements, making this the “green building ordinance,” although not all sections of the green building code are touched by this proposed ordinance. The SCAP could potentially be amended to either 1) reference K.C.C. 18.17, where green building regulations are housed, rather than a specific “green building ordinance,” or 2) reference the specific requirements laid out in Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174. The former approach would allow the target to stay current if Council approves further changes to K.C.C. 18.17 over the five-year SCAP period.

PM GHG 26. Increase County fleet zero emission charging infrastructure (updated). This performance measure seeks to increase fleet EV charging ports from a current level of 108 to 450 by 2030. This is a significant increase from the 2020 SCAP, which targeted 150 fleet chargers by 2030. There is a corresponding change to this target in PO 2025-0174. 

PM GHG 28. Increase County zero emission fleet (updated). This performance measure lists zero-emission performance measures and targets for the County’s fleet. There are corresponding changes proposed in  Proposed Ordinance 2025-0074. The 2020 SCAP only contained performance measures for light-duty vehicles and the revenue bus fleet, although K.C.C 18.22.010 also contains goals for the ADA paratransit, rideshare, medium-duty, and heavy-duty vehicles.

The 2025 SCAP would push back the target for 100% zero-emission light-duty vehicles to 2035. There are no proposed changes to the bus fleet target. However, Metro does note that Metro is working on an updated zero emission transition implementation plan at the time of the SCAP transmittal. The plan will provide an updated timeline and will be transmitted to Council in August 2025. 

 Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174 proposes to push back the code-adopted timelines for ADA paratransit, rideshare, medium-duty, and heavy-duty vehicles, citing market and technological barriers. The 2025 SCAP would add performance measure targets for these vehicle types that correspond to those proposed in  Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174.

Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities – Proposed Actions. Frontline communities in King County are those communities that are disproportionately impacted by climate change due to existing and historical racial, social, environmental, and economic inequities, and who have limited resources and/or capacity to adapt. They include, but are not limited to, Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC), immigrant and refugee populations, people with low incomes, individuals with pre-existing health conditions, unsheltered populations, and outdoor workers.[footnoteRef:36] The 2025 SCAP identifies that systemic inequities, shaped by historical and ongoing discriminatory practices, have concentrated environmental hazards, economic hardship, and health disparities in these communities, increasing their vulnerability to climate hazards such as extreme heat, flooding, and wildfire smoke. [36:  This abbreviated list of frontline communities is used through the body of the SCAP. The full list contained in the glossary is: “Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) communities, immigrants and refugees, people living with low incomes, communities experiencing disproportionate pollution exposure, women and gender non-conforming people, LGBTQIA people, people who live and/or work outside, those with existing health issues, people with limited English skills, and other climate-vulnerable groups.”] 


The 2025 SCAP emphasizes the role of frontline communities in advancing effective climate solutions, and that their lived experiences provide essential insights into how climate change intersects with housing insecurity, public health disparities, economic instability, and environmental risks. It also highlights the importance of centering the voices of frontline communities in climate policy and planning to ensure that climate actions are community-driven and reflect the realities of those most affected.

The 2025 SCAP states that the Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities (SRFC) framework, originally introduced in the 2020 SCAP, has evolved through collaboration with the Climate Equity Community Task Force and the Climate Equity Work Group to refine the County’s approach to climate resilience. 

The SRFC framework lists six cross-cutting strategies applied across all focus areas in this section:

· Build equitable practices;
· Language access;
· Community leadership;
· Solutions for root causes;
· Equitable climate future; and
· Align initiatives.

This staff report discusses the 13 actions that the Executive identified as new actions needing additional or new funding, or that Council staff identified as policy issues. A complete list of actions is included as Attachment 3, and an excel version of Attachment 3, which can be filtered by the various action details, can be found at the link below.[footnoteRef:37] Further narrative on each action in this section can be found on pages 216-277 of the SCAP. [37:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7434429&GUID=627FD1B9-EE96-4436-B0EF-BCD93D92AEB5&Options=Advanced&Search=&FullText=1 ] 


[bookmark: _Hlk201669956]Community Leadership and Community-Driven Policymaking (SCAP pages 213-220). This focus area contains actions intended to advance community-driven planning processes and partnerships by centering the voices of frontlines communities in climate action planning. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 3: Standardize Community Compensation. The 2025 SCAP notes that traditional community boards and groups often carry structural barriers to participation by frontline communities. The Climate Equity Working Group requested a transparent compensation process that demonstrates coordination across King County departments and accounts for differing types of consulting, including advisory roles, focus groups, and document review. With this action, the Executive would explore pathways to establish a standardized process for determining the amounts paid and the circumstances in which community members are compensated for participation in County climate-related work. The Office of Equity and Social Justice (OERSJ) initiated work on this effort in 2022, and the intent of this action is to coordinate with OERSJ to provide generalized community-facing guidance and expectations for compensation.

Executive staff indicated that, to their knowledge, all current working group and advisory group members engaged in climate-related work, including those working with the Climate Equity Community Task Force, DNRP on open space, Metro on transit, PHSKC on climate and health disparities, and ECO on heat mitigation strategies, are already being compensated. The intent of this action is to increase transparency and alignment in compensation practices across these working groups.

Building Capacity with Frontline Communities and Youth (SCAP pages 221-228). The 2025 SCAP states that County staff cannot anticipate all the barriers frontline communities face in community engagement processes, but that youth and adults in these communities are often unable to access information on the foundational knowledge of climate change, the impacts they should expect, and how they can engage. The actions in this focus area are intended to build internal County staff capacity to embed climate equity and build frontline community capacity to drive just climate solutions.  Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 6: Establish an Interdepartmental Climate Equity Working Group. This action would establish a Climate Equity Interdepartmental Team (IDT) to align and advance climate equity efforts across King County departments. The IDT would support implementation of climate equity actions identified in the 2025 SCAP through data collection, coordination on translation and interpretation guidelines, and elevating and advancing community priorities and opportunities.

Climate and Economic Opportunity (SCAP pages 229-237). This focus area’s goal is to ensure that residents from frontline communities impacted by climate change have access to economic opportunities through living-wage careers, especially in those advancing the clean energy. It would do this by actions intended to integrate climate-informed workforce development into capital projects, focus outreach campaigns and engagement, strengthen cross-sector and regional partnerships, and advance climate and workforce policies and programs. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 11: Implement the King County Climate and Workforce Strategy. This action would implement the King County Climate and Workforce Strategy, which is Appendix D to the 2025 SCAP,[footnoteRef:38] and which would be adopted as County policy through adoption of the proposed motion.  [38:  See SCAP pages 500 through 574.] 


The Climate and Workforce Strategy’s mission is to “connect frontline communities to living-wage employment opportunities to build a skilled and diverse workforce across the career spectrum.” The Strategy seeks to integrate workforce development into climate initiatives across departments, strengthen partnerships with external stakeholders, and expand training and employment pathways in clean energy and climate resilience sectors. Figure 9 shows the Climate and Workforce Strategy’s goals and priority actions, and how they align. Intended outcomes for each action can be found on pages 532 to 542 of the 2025 SCAP.


Figure 9. 
Climate and Workforce Strategy Actions and Goals

[image: ]

The separately transmitted proposed ordinance, Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174, would make changes to SCAP transmittal requirements in K.C.C. 18.10 to align with the new Climate and Workforce Strategy as transmitted, and would remove the Green Jobs Strategy requirements currently in code. Changes proposed in the proposed ordinance will be discussed in subsequent staff report. 

Community Health and Emergency Preparedness (SCAP pages 238-249). The 2025 SCAP states that, without dedicated action, climate change will worsen existing racial inequalities and environmental health disparities. This focus area aims to prevent and address climate-related health impacts in King County while improving emergency preparedness and reducing health disparities. The Executive would do this by advancing frontline community emergency preparedness, improving climate health equity data access, and addressing the unique needs of unsheltered communities related to climate hazards. Figure 10 shows an environmental health disparities map from the Washington State Department of Health, which compiles 19 indicators. Darker colors indicate higher likelihood of exposure to pollution and toxics.








Figure 10. 
Environmental Health Disparities Map
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Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 16: Find Gaps, Identify Goals, and Implement Strategies that Build Frontline Community Resilience to Climate Hazards. In this action, the Executive would work with agency and community partners to identify gaps in access to information and resources that create barriers for frontline communities to prepare for and respond to climate hazards. The Executive would work to identify persistent gaps, develop goals, and implement strategies to address them.

Potential activities under this action include developing social network mapping to identify how groups across geographies are or are not interacting and identifying where additional investments are needed, focused distribution of culturally relevant and in-language communications, training on extreme weather response, improving emergency response coordination, and developing a better understanding of how and where resource hubs could support frontline communities.

The SCAP characterizes the implementation feasibility for this action as “hard.”

SRFC 17: Explore King County Capacity to Provide Disaster Assistance and Recovery Support to Frontline Communities. This action would explore King County’s capacity to deliver essential services and provide resource support to frontline communities during localized climate-driven hazards that do not meet thresholds for state or federal disaster declarations. The Executive would assess potential models for integrating frontline communities into County-led emergency response operations and identify options to provide individual assistance in response to these smaller, localized climate shocks.

Executive staff provided examples of localized shocks that may not trigger state or federal aid, including: the 2020 wildfire smoke event requiring cleaner air sites in White Center; the 2021 heat dome response, where the Healthcare for the Homeless Network distributed supplies at encampments; the Bolt Creek Fire, with Public Health–Seattle & King County (PHSKC) providing HEPA air filtration units and air quality monitors to the Skykomish School District; the 2022 South Park flooding requiring local community-based organization response; the 2024 Snoqualmie River flood; and the 2024 windstorm that qualified for federal disaster declaration but for which the Request for Public Assistance was denied.

Executive staff state that ECO is currently leading this work, in collaboration with the Office of Emergency Management, PHSKC, and other County departments, though leadership roles may shift over time. Council staff inquired about potential funding sources for this work; Executive staff stated that “given the current shifts in disaster recovery funding, opportunities are emerging to learn from other communities who are funding these efforts through philanthropy, setting up specific funds for specific events or populations, or by establishing more robust frameworks to support parametric insurance. Parametric insurance, unlike traditional insurance, is tied to a loss-causing event occurring, and not the actual loss sustained, resulting in a broader scope of coverage.”

The SCAP characterizes the implementation feasibility for this action as “hard.”

SRFC 18: Co-Create Community climate Hazards and Resilience Training. In this action, the Executive would partner with community navigators and other community partners to develop culturally relevant, accessible, and actionable climate hazard and resilience training materials for frontline communities. The training would equip residents with information on health risks related to climate change and actions to protect their health and the health of their families during climate-related events.

The SCAP states that the Executive would collaborate with trusted community messengers to co-create and deliver these trainings and would develop a community-oriented “train-the-trainer” curriculum for community service providers and interested members of the public. Trainings would address climate hazards such as wildfire smoke, extreme heat, severe winter weather, windstorms, extreme precipitation, and flooding, and would include information on available public and private sector support services to prevent adverse impacts to, and build resilience in, frontline communities. Climate impacts included in these trainings will include wildfire smoke, extreme heat, severe winter weather, windstorms, extreme precipitation, and flooding.

SRFC 20: Address Climate-related Mental Health Impacts and Related Community Needs. A 2022 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report found that climate change has already harmed human mental health, and these impacts are expected to increase as climate impacts worsen over time.[footnoteRef:39] A 2021 report by the American Psychological Association and Eco America identified that acute climate effects, longer-term change, and concern about the future (climate anxiety) all impact mental health, with the latter being most prevalent among youth.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/ ]  [40:  https://ecoamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/mental-health-climate-change-2021-ea-apa.pdf ] 


This SCAP action would embed youth and community voices in the County’s efforts to address the impacts of climate change on mental and behavioral health. The Executive would work with community partners to align climate actions with community priorities to inform practice, policy, research, and training related to mental health and climate change.

Activities under this action would include developing a youth-centered policy and program plan, convening partnerships to support culturally responsive services for youth and families, advancing a communications plan, and supporting schools and youth-serving organizations in implementing these initiatives. These efforts are intended to increase access to mental health resources and inform additional actions across agencies and community organizations.

SRFC 22: Coordinate with Communities during Severe Weather Events to Support People Experiencing Homelessness.
SRFC 23: Provide Technical Assistance and Capacity Building for Community Partners Supporting People Experiencing Homelessness.
SRFC 24: Convene System Partners in Response to Climate Emergencies to Support People Experiencing Homelessness.

Though only SRFC 24 is characterized as a new action, these three actions are part of a combined strategy to address the impact of climate change on people experiencing homelessness and so are discussed together here. 

These actions are intended to strengthen King County’s coordination with communities, community-based organizations, and system partners to support people experiencing homelessness during severe weather and climate emergencies, and to develop and expand community-led preparedness and response strategies tailored to the needs of people experiencing homelessness.

Activities under these actions would include involving homeless service providers in preparedness planning and emergency response coordination, establishing regular forums to gather feedback from people with lived experience, and creating communication infrastructure for information sharing during climate events. The actions would also include defining emergency response thresholds aligned with the needs of people experiencing homelessness, developing best practices for common and less frequent climate events, and leading trainings for service providers and volunteers. Additionally, the Executive would work with KCRHA and system partners to identify strategies to strengthen safety net systems, explore opportunities to develop interdisciplinary teams providing environmental health and disease prevention services, and support the development of supply distribution infrastructure and shelter options that meet the needs of people experiencing homelessness during severe weather events.

Food Systems and Food Security (SCAP pages 250-259). The 2025 SCAP states that approximately one out of nine households in Washington experience food insecurity. In King County, a 2023 report on food insecurity found that “community members in south Seattle and south King County are at least twice as likely to experience food insecurity than others in the County,” and that “insecurity was at least twice as high among those with the lowest income and lowest educational attainment, between 50 percent and three times as high among communities of color, and twice as high among people who identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual, and people with fair or poor health compared to the overall County.”[footnoteRef:41] Figure 11 shows the concentration of food insecurity in southwest King County. [41:  https://kingcounty.gov/en/-/media/king-county/depts/dph/documents/health-safety/health-programs-services/healthy-eating-active-living/food-insecurity-report-feb-2023.pdf?rev=b132206f6cef42c68df44968a98a9934&hash=3834414AA1F732274498069A764D3CD8 ] 


Figure 11. 
Food Security by Health Reporting Area.
[image: ]

As climate change progresses, impacts to agricultural systems in the form of heavier rain, flooding, wildfires, and extreme temperatures are expected. The 2025 SCAP states that local impacts will increase demand for irrigation water and intensify competing priorities between balancing the needs of farming with goals to restore salmon, orca, and other species of concern. The actions in this focus area are intended to invest in farmer economic viability, strengthen food rescue coordination, increase food access, and integrate food system and policy goals. 

There are six actions in this focus area. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 29: Subsidize Nutritious Foods from Local Farmers through ‘Food is Medicine’ Program. The 2025 SCAP states that lack of access to healthy, nutritious, and locally grown food is often determined by having a lower income level, by living in food deserts, and by race. This action would seek funding for a ‘Food is Medicine’ program that would subsidize low-income individuals experiencing poor health in the purchase of nutritious foods from local farmers. The Executive would partner with federally qualified health centers in this work. The expected outcomes of this work are improved health and community resilience against climate-related challenges, as well as increased support for the local food economy.

Housing Security and Anti-Displacement (SCAP pages 260-265). The 2025 SCAP notes housing affordability concerns as being particularly acute for frontline communities, with 70% of low-income households spending more than 30% of their income on housing in 2023. It further states that some climate change-related efforts, such as investing in green infrastructure, may contribute to higher housing costs, and that risk of climate-related disasters may dissuade financial institutions from providing services in at-risk area. It therefore identifies affordable housing and anti-displacement as critical in conjunction with other climate adaptation efforts. 

The actions in this focus area are intended to expand capacity around climate and housing, especially for frontline communities, and to deepen County and community partnerships to support community-driven equitable development. There are three actions in this focus area. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 33: Expand Access to Open Space through Partnering with Frontline Communities. This action would develop a replicable model for community-driven open space planning in urban areas to fill gaps in access and align park acquisitions with transit, schools, environmental health, and other County plans. By integrating open space acquisitions with community-led planning, the Executive aims to strengthen community resilience and amplify opportunities for co-benefits while delivering multi-benefit climate action in partnership with frontline communities.

Council staff inquired about how this would differ from current practices around open space acquisition. Executive staff state that while the Parks Division currently conducts community outreach around specific Conservation Futures opportunity area projects prior to applying for funding, this action would create a broader public engagement process to identify neighborhood-scale, community-specific priorities in advance. This would include opportunities to integrate open space planning with climate action, affordable housing, and anti-displacement initiatives. They further state that additional funding may be needed to support partnerships with community-based organizations to assist in these planning efforts. Executive staff note that the Conservation Futures Advisory Board will review funding proposals resulting from this process, but are not typically involved in project pre-planning, which is why they are not listed as an external partner for this action.

Energy Justice and Utilities Affordability (SCAP pages 266-271). The 2025 SCAP notes that low-income households in King County face significant utility cost burdens that can be worsened by climate change impacts such as heat waves, wildfires, flooding, and sea-level rise. These impacts can increase energy demand, damage energy infrastructure, and lead to rising costs, all of which disproportionately affect frontline communities. The Executive finds that many residents are interested in transitioning to clean energy, but face barriers to accessing renewable energy, efficiency upgrades, and affordability programs, which can result in higher vulnerability and financial strain.

The Executive proposes to advance energy justice and utilities affordability by supporting the expansion of regional programs that incentivize weatherization, deploy equitable clean energy retrofits, and increase access to affordability programs, while ensuring frontline community participation in energy policy and decision-making. This approach aims to reduce energy burdens for frontline communities while supporting a transition to renewable energy that does not increase cost burdens on those least able to absorb them. There are three actions in this focus area. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 35: Establish a “One Stop Shop” for Utilities Affordability Programs. This action is intended to support reducing the energy burden on frontline communities by exploring the development of a “one stop shop” website for residents countywide to learn about and apply for a range of affordability programs focused on energy, utilities, and home efficiency resources. The Executive would coordinate with regional public and private utility providers to explore establishing the website, auto-enrollment agreements, proactive relief for customers with past due or disconnect orders, and implementation of language access and technical support.

The SCAP notes that this effort could reduce administrative burdens on both program staff and households by developing a single application and eligibility process that aligns with existing County affordability programs such as ORCA Lift, Assessor low-income discount programs, and Washington Apple Health enrollment. The Executive would also seek to increase enrollment in affordability programs by expanding language services and support for the application process, aiming to remove barriers to participation for County residents who may be eligible.

Implementation feasibility for this action is characterized as “hard.”

Transportation Access and Affordability (SCAP pages 272 to 277). The 2025 SCAP finds that population growth and rising housing prices are pushing low-income residents and communities of color farther from urban centers and frequent and reliable public transit, increasing their transportation costs and barriers to services, and that these impacts are most acute in south King County.  It is expected that these constraints will be compounded by climate impacts, such as extreme weather and flooding, which can disrupt transportation systems and further limit access.

Actions in this focus area intend to increase equitable transit access and help reduce greenhouse gas emissions by shifting trips from single-occupancy vehicles to transit while providing cleaner air, improved mobility, and affordable transportation options for frontline communities. The 2025 SCAP notes that partnering with communities most impacted by displacement to expand services and investments in transit is a key strategy to ensure all residents benefit from a resilient and accessible public transportation system. No new actions requiring new or additional funding are contained in this focus area. However, Council staff has highlighted the following new action that would implement guidance in Metro Connects but is characterized as within current funding capacity. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

SRFC 39: Develop and Implement an Equitable Cashless Fare Transition Plan. Metro Connects states that the County will move toward a system without cash payment on-board buses to speed boarding, which would support operational efficiency and service reliability. With this SCAP action, the Executive would develop and implement a plan to phase out on-board cash fare payment on Metro buses. 

The SCAP notes that eliminating cash fare payment has equity implications for riders who rely on cash due to barriers with other fare media, and that Metro has conducted studies, surveys, and engagement to understand customer perspectives and experiences related to cashless payment systems.

To inform this transition, Metro convened a Fares Cabinet in 2024, composed of 17 members with lived experience as riders and cash payers, to help identify potential impacts, key barriers, milestones, and recommended strategies for supporting affected riders. King County would work with the Fares Cabinet to finalize a cashless transition plan and, as implementation proceeds, would share progress updates, engage with riders, and adjust strategies as needed.

Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities – Performance Measures (SCAP pages 278-281). As the SRFC section was new in the 2020 SCAP, performance measures had not yet been developed at that time. Development of performance measures for the SRFC was a priority action in the 2020 SCAP, and the recommended measures are included with this proposed update. As with the previous performance measures section of this staff report, because performance measures and actions are given overlapping numbers in the 2025 SCAP, each performance measure discussed here will be preceded with “PM” to distinguish performance measure SRFC 1 from action SRFC 1. 

As with the GHG performance measures, the SRFC performance measures seek to define measurable results from the actions identified in the SRFC section, although there are not measures for all actions. Since all performance measures for the SRFC section are new, they are included here in full. All performance measures and their targets are policy choices for Councilmembers.

Table 3. 
SRFC Performance Measures

	Section
	Performance Measure
	Target

	Community leadership & community-driven policy making
	PM SRFC 1. Frontline communities leading on King County climate action. Increase the number of frontline community members leading on climate action by establishing viable, sustainable pathways through:
· Opportunities to consult on community-driven climate action
· Access to climate internships in local government
· Access to entry-level climate, environment, and community partnership careers in local government.
	Current Status: 50

2030 Target: 100

	Community leadership & community-driven policy making
	PM SRFC 2. Community-driven climate projects. Increase the number of community-driven projects King County will fund, partner on, or otherwise advance that address the inequitable, intersecting, and cumulative impacts of climate change on frontline communities.
	Current Status: 14

2030 Target: 40

	Building capacity with frontline communities & youth
	PM SRFC 3. King County staff advancing climate equity and enabling climate justice countywide. Provide training to at least 500 staff across seven or more departments on the intersections of climate change, climate justice, root causes, and strategies to embed climate equity across diverse initiatives in King County.
	Current Status: 25

2030 Target: 500

	Building capacity with frontline communities & youth
	PM SRFC 4. Strengthen community capacity to address climate justice intersections. Expand the number of frontline community members and youth informed on and skilled at identifying and addressing the disproportionate impacts of climate change through culturally relevant trainings, workshops, media, and events.
	Current Status: 400

2030 Target: 2,000

	Climate and economic opportunity
	PM SRFC 5. Advance economic justice. Increase usage of ESJ credit 6 for advancing economic justice in the King County Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard by 50 percent. Currently, it is at 30 percent, this would increase usage to 45 percent overall. This increase will demonstrate how economic opportunity is integrated into capital projects to deliver significant co-benefits to County residents, including skills training, workforce development, and living wage employment.
	Current Status: 30%

2030 Target: 45 percent

	Climate and economic opportunity
	PM SRFC 6. Living wage jobs for frontline communities. Directly connect a minimum of 500 members of frontline communities to living-wage climate connected jobs through King County programs, campaigns, and projects. As a result, over $100 million in wages will be generated for frontline communities.
	Current Status: N/A

2030 Target: 500

	Community health and emergency preparedness
	PM SRFC 7. Growing community knowledge on climate hazards. Provide frontline communities with culturally relevant information and resources enabling them to respond to accelerating climate hazards through:
· Providing community trainings on local climate hazards (i.e., flooding, heat, severe winter weather, wildfire, and vector-borne disease) to at least 500 frontline community members
· Reporting a 70 percent increase in knowledge and preparedness regarding climate hazards for participants in County trainings and workshops.
	Current Status: 0 (assuming no trainings held)

2030 Target: 500 frontline community members trained; 

70 percent increase in knowledge and preparedness reported

	Community health and emergency preparedness
	PM SRFC 8. Communities partnering on emergency preparedness. Every five years increase the number of county-community partnerships supporting emergency preparedness for communities representing Census tracts identified as eight, nine, and 10 on the Washington State Environmental Health Disparities mapping tool.

	Current Status: 0 (assuming no trainings held)

2030 Target: 20

	Community health and emergency preparedness
	PM SRFC 9. Increasing farm acreage supporting underserved farmers. Increase the number of acres supporting underserved farmers through King County programs and grants.
• By 2030, 275 acres of farm acreage in King County is supporting underserved farmers.
• By 2040, 400 acres of farm acreage in King County is supporting underserved farmers.
	Current Status: 200

2030 Target: 275

	Food justice & food security
	PM SRFC 10. Increasing funding for local food access. Increase King County investments in community-based projects for local food access programs such as the Farm to Food Bank program and Harvest Against Hunger. Currently the funding is $360,000 annually and the goal is $460,000 annually to advance food justice and food security for frontline communities. This would be an increase of 28 percent maintained annually.
	Current Status: 0

2030 Target: 28 percent

	Housing security & anti-displacement
	PM SRFC 11. Increasing completed and awarded equitable development projects. Complete CBO-led projects receiving awards that advance equitable development. If funding becomes available, King County would increase the dollars invested to close identified funding gaps to complete already funded CBO-led projects and make new awards to projects that meet the funding eligibility criteria set forth by the EDI advisory board.
	Current Status: 0 (5 projects awarded)

2030 Target: 5 (or more completed)

	Housing security & anti-displacement
	PM SRFC 12. Community-identified climate resilience. Factor community-identified climate resilience goals into the planning and design of at least two equitable community-driven housing or community development projects that meet the funding eligibility criteria set forth by the EDI advisory board.
	Current Status: 1

2030 Target: 2

	Housing security & anti-displacement
	PM SRFC 13. Community-driven affordable housing projects. King County supported equitable community-driven affordable housing projects will provide over 300 units and 450 bedrooms of stable income-restricted housing, reducing the risk of displacement for the households who live in them.
	Current Status: 0

2030 Target: 300 units; 450 bedrooms

	Energy justice & utilities
	PM SRFC 14. Lowering utility costs by connecting people to affordability resources. Increase direct enrollments in utility affordability programs by 400 customers through establishing a “one-stop-shop” that connects residents with utility assistance and incentive programs.
	Current Status: 0

2030 Target: 400

	Energy justice & utilities
	PM SRFC 15. Making energy efficiency available to frontline communities. Increase the number of households with moderate to low incomes (below 80% AMI to 150% AMI) that receive home retrofits (i.e., heat pumps, weatherization, etc.) through King County programs and services.
	Current Status: 100

2030 Target: 800

	Transportation access & equity
	PM SRFC 16. Community Engagement with Metro. 80 percent (on average) of medium and large transportation projects within Metro involve co-creation or shared decision-making with community.
	Current Status: 79 percent

2030 Target: 80 percent

	Transportation access & equity
	PM SRFC 17. Transit Access. 80 percent of King County priority populations have convenient access to the transit network.
	Current Status: 81 percent

2030 Target: 80 percent

	Transportation access & equity
	PM SRFC 18. Affordable Housing Near Transit. 50 percent of new, and 25 percent of existing, rental units within a ½ mile walk of frequent or high-capacity transit are available at or below 80 percent of the area median income (AMI).
	Current Status: 27 percent new; 61 percent existing housing

2030 Target: 50 percent new; 25 percent existing housing



Council staff notes that many of the actions are starting at a baseline of zero as of 2025, although some of the targets are “percentage increase” numbers, where the current level is not actually zero (e.g., PM SRFC 10). Standing up new programs to reach these targets by 2030 will require additional staff and monetary resources, and may be particularly challenging, especially development-related ones such as PM SRFC 13, which seeks to build 300 affordable units with 450 bedrooms through community-driven processes. 

PM SRFC 2 and PM SRFC 13 seek to increase the number of community-driven climate projects and community-driven affordable housing projects, respectively. The 2025 SCAP includes a graphic (Figure 12 below) showing the spectrum of community engagement to ownership, with community-driven planning falling under the “defer to” section on the right. Under this type of planning, 80-100% of resources are allocated to community partners and community driven processes, and activities include community-driven planning, community organizing, open planning forums, and participatory budgeting. There is potential for disagreement between community members and staff as to whether a given project meets the criteria for community-driven planning. 









Figure 12.
Spectrum of Community Engagement to Ownership
[image: ]

Additionally, Council staff note that some of the performance measures have targets that are not clearly defined. For instance, PM SRFC 4 seeks to “expand the number of frontline community members and youth informed on and skilled at identifying and addressing the disproportionate impacts of climate change” from 25 individuals to 500 individuals. What constitutes “being skilled at identifying and addressing” these impacts may be open to varying interpretation. Similarly, PM SRFC 7, related to growing community knowledge on climate hazards, sets a target of a 70% increase in knowledge reported. Executive staff state that, in both cases, they intend to administer pre- and post-training surveys to determine knowledge gains. 

Executive staff have also clarified that, for PM SRFC 17, which aims for 80% of King County priority populations having convenient access to the transit network (a goal that is already met as of 2025), “convenient access” is determined by a combination of metrics already tracked by Metro – namely, proximity to transit (from household – a ¼ mile distance to Metro bus stop, or a ½ mile to Link light rail), use of mobility services (DART, Community Van, and Trailhead Direct), transit access methods (modes of travel to bus stops), and parks and rides (distribution of Parks and Rides overlayed with Census Block Groups identified as Equity Priority Areas).

Current Status and Future Projections of Climate Impacts. The Climate Preparedness section of the 2025 SCAP cites data showing that since 1900, average annual air temperature in the Puget Sound region has increased 1.3 degrees Fahrenheit, that heavy rain events are getting heavier, summers are getting hotter, snow and ice in the Cascades and Olympic mountains are declining long-term, sea level is rising, and ocean chemistry is changing in ways that are harmful to local marine species like shellfish and salmon.

The 2025 SCAP further cites specific recent events made more likely or exacerbated by climate change – the June 2021 Pacific Northwest Heat Dome, the 2022 Bolt Creek Fire, and the December 2022 coastal flooding along Puget Sound shorelines.

Rising emissions are expected to increase the frequency, intensity, and/or duration of events like these. Figure 13 below combines projected impacts of climate change in King County over the next 75 years in a high-emissions scenario from several sources.[footnoteRef:42] [42:  Sources: Climate Mapping for a Resilient Washington | Climate Impacts Group; UW Climate Impacts Group Interactive Sea Level Rise Data Visualizations (Miller et al. 2018)] 
























Figure 13.
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Impacts are already occurring and will worsen regardless of whether a higher or lower emission scenario occurs. The 2025 SCAP states that reducing vulnerabilities and building resilience[footnoteRef:43] is essential, and that the County “must strengthen its capacity to cope with hazards, respond to long-term shifts, and evolve in ways that ensure sustainability and equity.” [43:  Climate resilience is defined in the SCAP as the ability of individuals, communities, and social, economic, and environmental systems to withstand and adapt to disruptions while maintaining their core identities, functions, and structures.] 


Climate Preparedness – Proposed Actions. The Climate Preparedness section of the 2025 SCAP focuses on actions to reduce climate change vulnerabilities and increase climate resilience in King County’s communities as well as in its own physical assets. Though the 2015 and 2020 SCAPs included Climate Preparedness sections, the organization of this section is entirely new in the 2025 SCAP, grouping 52 actions under nine focus areas covering key climate hazards (e.g. flooding, heat, wildfire). These actions aim to protect public health and safety, infrastructure, natural resources, and frontline communities. Previous SCAPs organized actions around broad, cross-cutting strategies like communication and partnership, without reference to specific hazard types.

While some proposed SCAP actions are ongoing and capable of proceeding with level funding, others will require new bodies of work, additional staff capacity, or additional funding. In this staff report, as with previous sections, Council staff focus on the 22 Climate Preparedness actions that the Executive has identified as new and needing new or additional funding, or that do not meet those criteria but for which Council staff have identified new policy issues for Councilmember consideration. These are referred to as “highlighted actions.”

Sea Level Rise Preparedness. Rising sea levels are a direct result of climate change, driven by warming oceans and melting ice. In King County, higher King Tide events and storm surges are already affecting shoreline homes, businesses, infrastructure, and habitats. Projections indicate roughly one foot of sea level rise by the 2050s and two to three feet by 2100 (relative to levels in 2000) if global emissions remain high. The 2025 SCAP therefore identifies preparing for and adapting to sea level rise as essential to minimizing economic and environmental impacts, supporting natural shoreline processes, and reducing risk to public health and safety.

King County’s strategy emphasizes avoiding new development in high-risk zones, designing infrastructure with sea level rise in mind, and protecting and restoring coastal ecosystems that buffer wave impacts. The 2025 SCAP’s vision is a climate-resilient shoreline where people and infrastructure are out of harm’s way or built for future conditions, and where beaches and marine shoreline environments can migrate landward as needed. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 1: Develop a Sea Level Rise Strategy for Unincorporated King County. This action would direct the County to create a comprehensive sea level rise adaptation strategy for unincorporated areas (including Vashon-Maury Island and the Duwamish Valley). The strategy would guide management of rising seas’ impacts on public and private shoreline infrastructure and nearshore ecosystems, and would establish policies and guidelines for County agencies to consistently address sea level rise in their programs.

Once completed, the sea level rise strategy would be used to inform future updates to the Shoreline Master Program (SMP), which in turn would inform updates to the shoreline code and sea level rise risk area code. Executive staff state that the goal is to complete this strategy around the time the next SMP update begins in 2027. Executive staff state that new sea level rise risk area mapping is not currently planned as part of this action but could potentially be necessitated based on forthcoming updates to state law.

PREP 3: Promote Multi-benefit Approaches for Reducing Sea Level Rise Impacts on Private Property. This action recognizes that many at-risk shoreline properties are privately owned, and it seeks to evaluate and promote available adaptation programs, incentives, or opportunities for those properties, especially for lower-income residents. The County would work with partners to identify strategies that both reduce flood and erosion damage to homes and support shoreline habitat and water quality (e.g. elevating or relocating structures and on-site septic systems, green shorelines). Where on-site adaptations are not feasible, voluntary buyouts may be considered. 

Executive staff state that the exact approaches to be promoted are still to be determined, and that it is currently unknown whether this might involve direct County funding of adaptation measures.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

River Flood Management. The 2025 SCAP cites that King County’s rivers and floodplains provide ecological, economic, and cultural benefits, from water quality filtration and salmon habitat to recreation and agriculture. However, these same areas also pose significant flood and channel migration risks to people and property. River flooding is cited as the County’s most frequent and costliest natural disaster, with major floods occurring roughly every 2–5 years on average. Climate change is expected to intensify this hazard by producing wetter winters, more intense rainstorms, and less snowpack, leading to larger and/or more frequent flood events. Unregulated rivers like the Snoqualmie (King County’s most flood-prone watershed) are especially susceptible, though even dam-regulated rivers could see increased flooding under future conditions.

SCAP actions in this focus area seek solutions that reduce flood risks while improving riverine habitat through expanded tools and outreach, flood risk mitigation programs, climate-smart infrastructure, and floodplain restoration. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 10: Complete Policy and Mapping Analysis to Meet New Federal Flood Standards. In 2024, FEMA adopted updated Federal Flood Risk Management Standards (FFRMS), requiring higher protections for FEMA-funded projects in floodplains. This action would have King County, with funding from the Flood Control District (FCD), conduct new analysis and mapping of floodplains to establish updated flood elevation and floodplain extents under these standards. The work would use FEMA-approved methods to define how much higher and wider floodplains might be, accounting for climate impacts, and identify any needed changes to County policies, codes, and infrastructure standards to comply with FFRMS.

According to Executive staff, the agency policies allowing FEMA and HUD to implement the FFRMS under their own guidance have been rescinded along with the associated executive orders. Effective March 25, 2025, the FFRMS no longer applies to new or pending FEMA-funded projects. Effective June 27, 2025, the Department of Housing and Urban Development rescinded their FFRMS policy, restoring their former eligibility standards for new construction in Special Flood Hazard Areas. This means the County is no longer required to undertake this action. It is a policy choice for Councilmembers whether to remove this action from the SCAP, amend it to direct the Executive to take this work despite the lack of the federal mandate, or leave it as-is, with recognition that the mandate underpinning it no longer exists. 

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

PREP 11: Evaluate Potential Changes in Flood Risks from Climate Change. This action calls for a climate impact assessment on river flooding, using projected future river flow scenarios to understand how flood frequency and severity may change in King County. With funding from the FCD or other sources, the County would model increases in peak flows and resulting flood depths and extents on county rivers. The results would be used to inform basin-specific risk assessments and to guide updates to floodplain regulations (including regulatory maps), policies, and project designs.

For this and other SCAP actions that would rely on FCD funding, Executive staff state that a draft of the actions was shared with FCD staff before being finalized. The FCD has made no commitment to funding any actions in the SCAP and all FCD funding would be subject to its budget process.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

PREP 12: Assess the Risk Posed by Climate Change on Small and Medium Sized Dams in King County. This action focuses on assessing dam safety in the face of climate change. Dams are categorized by the Department of Ecology based on their risk potential, with Class 1 having the highest risk potential to human life, and Class 3 having the lowest. Table 4 below gives a breakdown of the 147 dams that could potentially inundate areas of King County by hazard classification.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Locations of many of these dams can be found here: https://nid.sec.usace.army.mil/#/dams/system/WA00210/summary 
A full list of dams and their classifications can be found here: https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/94016.pdf ] 


Table 4.
Dams by Hazard Classification
	Hazard Classification
	Lives at Risk / Impact Description
	Number of Dams

	1A – High
	Greater than 300 lives at risk
	10

	1B – High
	31 to 300 lives at risk
	18

	1C – High
	7 to 30 lives at risk
	42

	2 – Significant
	1 to 6 lives at risk
	17

	2D – Significant
	1 to 6 lives at risk
	7

	2E – Significant
	Environmental or economic impact (no lives)
	3

	3 – Low
	No lives at risk
	50



King County would pursue a comparative risk assessment of Type 2 and 3 dams to evaluate how increased heavy rainfall, drought, and other climate-driven factors could threaten their integrity and increase downstream risks. The stated focus on these smaller/less-nominally-risky dams is because their initially low-hazard-potential assessments may have led to less risk-mitigation measures; as climate impacts increase, and because increased development may have occurred downstream, the hazard profile may be different than initially assessed.

The assessment would help identify which dams pose the greatest safety concerns under future conditions, supporting hazard mitigation planning, emergency preparedness, and potential infrastructure investments. Because this specific action is about analysis, there may be few immediate policy decisions for Council. However, Council may in the future be asked to implement recommendations of the analysis through means such as updating the County’s Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (which would come to Council for approval) or allocating funding for dam upgrades for County-owned structures. There may be jurisdictional complexities with implementing any changes called for by the analysis to outside entities’ dams (many dams are owned by cities, utilities, or private entities). 

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

Extreme Precipitation and Drought Mitigation. Hydrologic extremes, such as heavy rainfall and prolonged summer drought, pose growing challenges for King County’s people, environment, and infrastructure. Atmospheric rivers, the Pacific Northwest’s moisture-rich storm systems, already bring periods of intense rain that can overwhelm drainage systems, trigger urban flooding and landslides, and degrade water quality. Climate projections indicate these downpours will become stronger.

In parallel, the region faces drier, hotter summers. Warmer winters and springs mean less mountain snow and earlier melt, leaving rivers warmer and lower by late summer. These conditions will exacerbate drought stress for both people and salmon.

Considering these projections, the 2025 SCAP identifies that many existing stormwater facilities will need significant capacity upgrades, and that water storage and conservation measures will be needed to offset anticipated summer shortfalls. Actions in this focus area center on upgrading grey and green stormwater infrastructure, enhancing drought resilience and water reuse, and integrating climate into planning and capacity building. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 14: Address Barriers to Using Street Trees and Green Stormwater Infrastructure to Manage Extreme Precipitation along Roadways and on Public Lands. Green stormwater infrastructure (GSI), such as bioswales and rain gardens, and street tree plantings can help absorb stormwater, reduce localized flooding, and provide co-benefits like cooling and air quality improvements. However, the 2025 SCAP states that these types of projects often face financial and regulatory barriers. Examples of barriers provided by Executive staff include limited capacity for long-term care and pruning, the need for funding for new plantings and their three-year establishment period (including potential redesigns of streets and sidewalks), the potential financial burden on adjacent property owners, and reliance on grant funding for new or updated stormwater infrastructure not driven by development codes. 

This action proposes a pilot program to expand the use of GSI in King County Roads projects, specifically in the urban unincorporated areas of Skyway and North Highline, by securing funding and initiating construction of one or more projects incorporating these features. The purpose of the pilot project would be to identify and address regulatory and operational challenges to expanding the use of street trees and GSI projects in road rights-of-way and public lands. The pilot would prioritize areas with lowest existing tree canopy.

Executive staff state that an internal street tree working group has been formed and has identified several potential locations for pilot projects, though feasibility is still being assessed and community engagement has not yet occurred. They note that, if approved by voters, the 2026-2031 Parks Levy Allocation Plan sets aside funding for this purpose in White Center specifically.[footnoteRef:45] They also state that the Stormwater Services section is working in partnership with Roads to identify opportunities to improve stormwater management associated with planned roadway projects in the Skyway area. [45:  Attachment C to Motion 16797] 


The action states that lessons learned would be used to update King County Road Standards or other policies, standards, or regulations that currently inhibit green infrastructure in transportation projects. Any changes to roads standards or codes stemming from the pilot program would require Council approval.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

PREP 17: Increase On-site Stormwater Capacity at King County Landfills and Transfer Stations. This action aims to guard the County’s solid waste facilities against the heavier rainfall that is anticipated with climate change, as intense storms can overwhelm the leachate and contaminated stormwater collection systems at the Cedar Hills regional landfill and at closed landfills or transfer stations, raising the risk of overflow or even environmental contamination. 

Under this action, King County would implement “smart” monitoring and control systems for leachate and stormwater storage  at landfills (e.g. sensors that track water levels and use weather forecasts to optimize storage space) and evaluate and retrofit the physical stormwater conveyance and storage infrastructure at landfills and transfer stations to handle the anticipated larger volumes. The goal is to reduce the risk of polluted runoff or flooding on-site and downstream during extreme precipitation, and prevent erosion or slope failures at landfill properties. 

Executive staff state that most automated flow control systems in place currently are not tied to real-time weather prediction and don’t anticipate rainfall at all; they are manually operated. Smart controls would involve automated valves, weirs, and gates, and new technologies that allow automated flow control systems to use real time predictive weather systems. Executive staff state that the specifics of these controls would be studied through this action. 

PREP 18: Expand the Use of Recycled Water. Climate change is projected to worsen summer water shortages through lower stream flows and higher irrigation demand. This action focuses on using recycled wastewater to offset potable water use during dry periods. WTD produces reclaimed water at the Brightwater Treatment Plant, which is already used in the Sammamish Valley for irrigation and streamflow augmentation. In addition to continuing that work, this action would also direct the Executive to work with partners to identify interest in using recycled water in other areas of the County.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

Extreme Heat Adaptation. The Pacific Northwest’s record-breaking Heat Dome in June 2021 demonstrated the risk posed by extreme heat: with three consecutive days over 100°F, it caused 34 heat-related deaths in King County and was deemed “virtually impossible without human-caused climate change.”[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  https://esd.copernicus.org/articles/13/1689/2022/ ] 


Projections indicate that heat waves will also become more frequent, prolonged, and accompanied by warmer nights that hinder buildings and people from cooling off. Together with a growing elderly population, these trends could increase heat-related deaths in the region by an estimated 80–178% by mid-century.

The 2025 SCAP identifies that extreme heat does not affect everyone equally, with seniors, low-income households, people with chronic health conditions, outdoor workers, and those without access to cooling facing higher risk. Additionally, urban heat island effect means some neighborhoods get significantly hotter than others. Areas with more pavement and fewer trees can be 10+°F warmer than surrounding areas on hot days. Figure 14 shows these heat islands in King County; the 2025 SCAP calls out that these areas have significant overlap with communities that have higher proportions of low-income residents, elderly people living alone, limited English speakers, and those with underlying health vulnerabilities. 


Figure 14.
Evening Heat Island Study Results (2020)
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Prior to discussing the highlighted actions in this focus area, this staff report discusses the Executive’s Extreme Heat Mitigation Strategy, which is an appendix to the SCAP.

Extreme Heat Mitigation Strategy. In 2024, the Executive published an Extreme Heat Mitigation Strategy, which is Appendix E to the SCAP and would be accepted as County policy upon approval of the proposed motion.

The Extreme Heat Mitigation Strategy is King County’s five-year plan (2024–2029) for addressing the increasing risks posed by hotter summers and more frequent extreme heat events. Developed in collaboration with local jurisdictions, frontline communities, service providers, and other stakeholders, the goal of the strategy is to equitably reduce the harmful effects of extreme heat on people and places in King County by:

1. Effectively preparing for and responding to heat events when they occur;
2. Expanding the use of built and nature-based solutions that reduce extreme heat impacts; and 
3. Strengthening the resilience of communities most affected by extreme heat.

To this end, the strategy outlines 20 actions across six strategic categories:

Help People Stay Cool & Safe Indoors
1. In-Home Heat Safety: Increase access to portable air conditioning and in-home heat safety support for low-income seniors, people with disabilities, and homebound individuals.
2. Energy Efficiency and Utility Bill Assistance: Expand access to weatherization, energy efficiency, and utility bill payment assistance.
3. Heat Pump Installations: Expand heat pump installation programs to cover more households and locations.
4. Enhanced Cooling Centers: Provide wrap-around services to public cooling centers.
5. Community-led Cooling Spaces: Expand cooling location options to include more community-trusted locations.

Help People Stay Cool & Safe Outdoors
6. Drowning Prevention: Promote water safety and drowning prevention through swimming lessons, lifeguard training, and distribution of water safety equipment.
7. Cool Kits for Unhoused People: Distribute Cool Kits for unhoused people during heat events.
8. Occupational Heat Safety: Increase heat safety awareness and preparedness for workers who are more at-risk when it is hot.

Cool Our Neighborhoods
9. Private Property Tree Care: Develop and promote technical, educational, and financial assistance for tree planting and maintenance to private property owners.
10. Maximize Tree Survival: Research, share, and promote best practices for tree establishment to increase survival of newly planted trees.
11. King County Tree Code Toolkit: Develop and support application of a King County Tree Code Toolkit.
12. Track Equitable Canopy Cover: Assist King County jurisdictions to collaborate and utilize Urban Tree Canopy assessments to identify, track, and strategically address tree canopy inequities.
13. Open Space Access: Protect, increase, and maintain accessible green space, particularly in heat islands.

Design for Heat
14. Cool Schools: Increase heat resilience of local schools and learning centers through a Cool Schools Initiative.
15. Building and Development Codes: Reduce heat impacts through effective building and development codes and policies.
16. Heat Smart Parks and Playgrounds: Design and activate parks and playgrounds for heat.

Increase Heat Safety Awareness
17. Multilingual Communications: Develop and support distribution of inclusive, multilingual materials related to heat preparedness.
18. Community Heat Preparedness Trainings: Create and administer trainings to help educate communities on heat safety, preparedness, and heat resilience strategies.

Support Heat Action
19. Sustainable Partnerships for Implementation: Build partnerships and coordination around strategy implementation and sustainable funding.
20. Community Solutions: Uplift community-determined solutions through administrative and funding support.

Executive staff provided a list of key accomplishments to date, which can be found in Attachment 7 to this staff report.  

PREP 20: Expand Access to Cooling Locations for Communities. This action seeks to increase the availability of cooling centers or cooling spaces in frontline communities that are at highest risk. The approach emphasizes partnering with community-based organizations (CBOs) that operate trusted local facilities, such as community centers or religious facilities, to serve as cooling sites. King County would work with these partners and local jurisdictions to identify potential cooling locations, help equip them with cooling resources such as fans, portable air conditioners, or heat pumps, train CBO staff to run them during extreme heat events, and connect them with the broader “Resilience Hub” network and resources.[footnoteRef:47] The purpose of this action is to leverage existing community spaces that are culturally appropriate and accessible, rather than relying only on traditional government-run centers. [47:  Resilience Hubs are described in the King County Extreme Heat Strategy as community-trusted locations that can quickly transition from regular community services and programming to emergency support for local communities.] 


Although this action is characterized as new, it builds on actions taken in response to Motion 16183,[footnoteRef:48] which resulted in the creation of a Regional Operation Plan for Extreme Weather Centers and Disaster Sheltering.[footnoteRef:49] Executive staff state that, although that plan identified facilities utilized by community members that could serve as shelter locations, the staff involved in that report did not conduct outreach with community-based organizations or non-governmental organizations, and the overall focus was on government-supported sites. The intent of this SCAP action is to directly engage with community-trusted facilities to support a spectrum of upgrades to their cooling capabilities, and that this is a new body of work for King County, though it builds upon work and findings from prior King County plans and initiatives. [48:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5654888&GUID=2E38544F-97A4-4390-8049-029E4FF47AAF&Options=Advanced&Search= ]  [49:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6740330&GUID=9767116D-D138-466A-A026-3452BAAC9084 ] 


PREP 21: Facilitate and Support Community-led Strategies and Initiatives to Address Extreme Heat. This action complements Action PREP 20 by providing broader support for community-driven programming and projects focused on heat. The County would collaborate with local service providers and CBOs that work with heat-vulnerable groups to integrate heat preparedness into their existing programs and to develop funding streams for community-led heat resilience projects. Examples in the plan include funding and distributing “cool kits”[footnoteRef:50] for people experiencing homelessness, building a network of service providers for heat safety outreach and distribution of cooling resources, creating a new grant program (or modifying existing funding) to finance community-led heat resilience solutions, and producing multilingual, culturally relevant heat safety information. [50:  Executive staff state that a Cool Kit can include items like sunscreen, water/hydration support, hats, neck cooling towels, misters, and information about heat safety precautions and resources. They state that Cool Kit contents can be variable and adapted based on community and cultural needs.] 


As a new grant program would potentially be created through this action, if Council wanted a formal role in the creation of that program or the recipient-selection process, this legislation would be an appropriate venue to state those intentions.
 
PREP 22: Reduce Heat Impacts through Effective Building and Development Codes and Policies. This action would seek changes to building codes to improve thermal safety, increase heating and cooling efficiencies, and reduce heat island effect. Through this action, the Executive would convene experts (through the Regional Code Collaboration, a local government partnership) to adapt the New Buildings Institute’s code framework[footnoteRef:51] to our region. The aim is to develop model code provisions that enhance heat resilience in new construction and retrofits, such as requirements around building surfaces, site design, and cooling equipment.  [51:  https://newbuildings.org/resource/extreme-heat-and-urban-heat-island-code-overlay/#:~:text=The%20Extreme%20Heat%20and%20Urban,model%20energy%20codes%20and%20standards. ] 


After developing these codes, the County would then advocate for their adoption at the state level via the State Building Code Council (SBCC), since Washington’s residential building code is largely determined by the state. For measures not adopted statewide, King County would work with cities to incorporate them locally and use incentives or scorecards to encourage heat-resilient building practices.

Executive staff state that they have begun advocacy for incorporation of some of these measures in the current round of SBCC amendments, and expect further work to take place for the 2027 updates.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

Forest Resilience and Urban Tree Canopy Expansion. King County’s 800,000+ acres of forest lands and urban street trees deliver economic, ecological, and cultural benefits – they purify water and air, sequester carbon, provide wildlife habitat, support Tribal traditions, and offer recreation opportunities. However, the 2025 SCAP notes that climate change and other stressors are putting these benefits at risk. Increasing wildfires, invasive pests, droughts, and heat stress threaten forest health and can lead to tree die-offs. This focus area emphasizes proactive management to enhance forest resilience and expanding and equitably distributing the urban tree canopy. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 28: Explore Opportunities to Strengthen Connections between King County Forest Stewardship and Indigenous and Tribal Values, Knowledge, and Practices. This action recognizes the deep traditional ecological knowledge of local tribes in caring for forests and aims to integrate that wisdom into the County’s forest management and climate strategies. King County would work with area Tribes to find overlapping goals and practices between the County’s forest stewardship programs and Indigenous approaches, and then collaborate on implementing forest practices that honor Tribal values. Examples mentioned include improving forest conditions in ways that support Tribes’ treaty rights and cultural practices, educating the public about pre-settlement forest conditions and stewardship by Coast Salish peoples, and planting culturally important trees and plants in restoration projects.

PREP 29: Expand Urban Tree Canopy and Partnerships across Jurisdictions. This action would seek to enhance tree canopy and forest health on public and private lands in urban areas by developing and implementing approaches to support tree retention, planting, and maintenance on private property; improving site conditions and early care for planting; supporting local efforts to identify, track, and achieve tree canopy goals; developing and promoting a Tree Code Toolkit designed to assist cities crafting or revising tree regulations; and increasing investments in noxious weed management in urban areas.

This is ongoing work, but identified as a policy issue for Councilmember consideration as the Council previously directed the Executive to submit a tree code update report for urban unincorporated King County.[footnoteRef:52] In 2024 Executive submitted a Tree Code Update report with Motion 16667.[footnoteRef:53] The report recommended updating the tree retention code and laid out a two-year process by which that could be done. The recitals for the legislation cited the Executive's commitment to implementing urban tree retention regulations. However, updating the tree code for unincorporated King County isn't explicitly mentioned here. Executive staff state that work for the Executive Proposed 2026-2027 budget is ongoing, and that more information on any relevant DLS proposals will be available following transmittal in September 2025. If a Council priority, the Council could choose to explicitly include the tree code update as part of this SCAP action item. [52:  2023-2024 Biennial Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19546, Section 90, Proviso P2]  [53:  https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6715319&GUID=EDC7B55B-27D1-4D42-88C5-3B419742D74A&Options=Advanced&Search= ] 

 
Wildfire Risk Reduction. In recent years, smoky skies and evacuations have made it clear that wildfire is not just a concern east of the Cascades. For example, the 2022 Bolt Creek Fire in the Skykomish Valley burned over 14,000 acres, threatened several towns, closed Highway 2, and blanketed the region in smoke for weeks. 

As the climate warms, wildfire risk is increasing. Hotter summers, declining snowpacks, and longer dry spells all contribute to drier forest and brush conditions in King County. The areas of highest wildfire concern are those where development borders or intermixes with forests, known as the wildland-urban interface (WUI). King County’s foothill communities and forest-adjacent neighborhoods fall into this category. Figure 15 below maps the County’s WUI zones, illustrating where homes are surrounded by flammable vegetation and thus at greater risk. Approximately 85% of wildfires in Washington are human caused, so as population grows into WUI areas, ignition likelihood rises.



































Figure 15.
Wildland-Urban Interface
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Actions in this focus area would implement the Executive’s Wildfire Risk Reduction Strategy. As with the Extreme Heat focus area, prior to discussing the highlighted actions in this focus area, this staff report discusses the Wildfire Risk Reduction Strategy, which is an appendix to the SCAP.

Wildfire Risk Reduction Strategy. The Wildfire Risk Reduction Strategy was created by the Executive in 2022 but has not been approved by the Council. As it is included as Appendix F to the 2025 SCAP, approving the proposed motion would accept it as County policy. 

The Strategy provides a fiveyear framework (mid-2022 through 2027) to coordinate wildfire preparedness and mitigation efforts across King County. While large wildfires are relatively rare in western Washington, their potential consequences for communities in the WUI, as well as for forests, infrastructure, and public health, are significant. Climate change is expected to increase wildfire risk through hotter, drier summers, longer fire seasons, and more days of high and extreme fire danger.

The strategy recommends 12 actions that each advance one or more of the Strategy’s three priorities—increasing the resilience of King County forests to wildfire, increasing wildfire preparedness, response, and recovery within the WUI, and responding quickly, effectively, and safely when wildfire occurs. The actions are:

1. Promote species and structural diversity within King County forests to improve wildfire resilience.
2. Develop postfire response plans to support forest recovery and reduce nearterm wildfire impacts on natural resources.
3. Increase technical and financial support for small forest landowners for wildfire risk reduction.
4. Develop community wildfire preparedness, response, and recovery plans.
5. Advance wildfire risk reduction through effective policies, plans, and codes.
6. Create King Countyspecific wildfire mitigation best management practices and expand householdlevel wildfire mitigation assistance.
7. Increase monitoring and control of invasive species that increase wildfire risk in the wildlandurban interface.
8. Implement the “Ready, Set, Go!” public education evacuation program in the wildlandurban interface.
9. Implement countywide training standards for all levels of wildfire response.
10. Establish partnerships and agreements to ensure timely and costeffective access to wildfire firefighting resources.
11. Implement a coordinated approach to public education and outreach on wildfire risk reduction in King County.
12. Enhance and expand opportunities for shared learning and coordination related to wildfire risk reduction.

Executive staff provided a list of key accomplishments to date, which can be found in Attachment 7 to this staff report.  

PREP 34: Plan for Post-wildfire Community Recovery. As wildfires become a bigger threat in western Washington, this action seeks to enhance pre-disaster planning for wildfire recovery. It directs the County to develop a wildfire-specific annex to the King County Disaster Recovery Plan that lays out roles, responsibilities, and key actions for recovering after a major wildfire disaster that affects communities (homes, public infrastructure, etc.). Recovery from wildfire can be complex, including debris removal, rebuilding homes, restoring services, addressing erosion and landslide risks; having a plan in place is intended to improve coordination on all those fronts. The annex would detail how to access federal recovery programs after a wildfire, and set short- and long-term recovery objectives specific to wildfire impacts. It would be updated on a 5-year cycle in line with the overall Disaster Recovery Plan, or following any major disaster.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

PREP 35: Prepare and Plan for Post-wildfire Recovery on King County-owned Forestland. While Action PREP 34 deals with community recovery, this action focuses on ecological recovery on County-owned lands after wildfires. Despite long-term benefits, the SCAP cites several significant near-term impacts on forests and watersheds – including soil erosion, landslides, degraded water quality from ash and sediment, spread of invasive species, and loss of carbon storage capacity. 

This action would have King County (led by DNRP’s Parks and Water and Land Resources divisions) identify which County-managed forests are at higher risk of severe wildfire and would plan mitigation and recovery practices for those lands. Tasks include mapping high-risk areas, integrating wildfire mitigation into forest management operations, and developing post-fire recovery plan templates for how to stabilize and restore burned areas on County property.

PREP 36: Create a Wildfire Management Plan for Landfills and Transfer Stations. This action highlights that critical County infrastructure like landfills and transfer stations face wildfire risks, particularly as they are often in or near wildland areas. Indeed, Cedar Hills landfill, though not technically classified as being in the WUI because critical infrastructure is not accounted for in the WUI determination, is surrounded by WUI. 

This action calls for developing and implementing site-specific wildfire risk reduction plans for the Cedar Hills landfill, closed landfills, and solid waste transfer facilities. The plans would include a range of measures, such as ensuring wildfire vehicle access, assessing and enhancing on-site water supply for firefighting, creating defensible space through vegetation management, installing early warning systems like weather stations and fire detection cameras, using fire-resistant plantings in landscaping, and updating operational practices.

Salmon Recovery and Habitat Connectivity. Climate change is exacerbating the challenges already facing Puget Sound’s salmon. Local salmon, steelhead, and bull trout populations are stressed by hotter summer stream temperatures, heavier winter floods, lower summer flows, and ongoing habitat loss. These pressures threaten the survival of several salmon runs and the orcas and other species that depend on them. They also impact the Coast Salish Tribes for whom salmon are a cornerstone of culture, diet, and treaty-reserved rights. Without dedicated action, some runs, such as the Lake Sammamish kokanee, could face extinction.

Actions in this focus area aim to protect and reconnect the habitats salmon need at all stages of their life cycle. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 39: Integrate Climate Change into Decisions Benefiting Habitat and Agricultural Resilience in the Snoqualmie Valley. The 2012 Comprehensive Plan update included a policy that directed the County to develop an approach to improving and balancing the interests of agricultural production, ecological function and habitat quality for salmon, and flood risk reduction and floodplain restoration within each of the Agricultural Production Districts. In response, the County and partners piloted a planning effort focused on the Snoqualmie Valley Agricultural Production District by convening the Snoqualmie Valley Fish, Farm, and Flood (FFF) Advisory Committee with the goal of understanding context and improving balance in King County’s work to advance multiple objectives. According to the 2024 KCCP, because of the ongoing efforts of the Snoqualmie farm, fish, flood process, the County has begun to operationalize recommendations, including recommendations for a revised administrative process for reviewing proposed County project and programmatic actions in locations where agriculture, fish habitat, and floodplains intersect. 

This action proposes using climate projection data in an analysis to guide future habitat and agriculture investments in the Snoqualmie Valley. It includes multiple sub-actions such as:

· Utilizing a new 2D hydraulic model (with climate-adjusted flows) of the Snoqualmie River floodplain to pinpoint areas where reconnecting or preserving off-channel habitat would benefit juvenile salmon under future flood regimes, and to identify farmland most at risk of extreme flooding.
· In partnership with the FFF stakeholders, conducting a low-flow threshold assessment to identify the drivers of lower flows (including land use, climate change, consumptive uses, and development, etc.) and assessing how flow moves through the Snoqualmie Valley, both above and below ground, to understand critical issues that contribute to low flows in the lower Snoqualmie River that are impacting salmon recovery and agricultural viability.
· A non-dam water storage study for the basin (exploring ways to store wet-season water for use in dry times). 

The results of these efforts would inform the FFF’s process for prioritizing projects – such as which agricultural drainage improvements or habitat restoration projects to pursue and where – to maximize climate resilience for both salmon and farming interests. Executive staff state that data from this effort would also support FFF in determining the acreage targets and tracking system called for by 2024 KCCP Policy R-751.

Climate-Ready Capital Projects. King County government delivers a wide array of public infrastructure and services, from wastewater treatment to transit, roads, bridges, parks, and buildings. These capital investments represent billions of dollars in critical assets that communities rely on daily. Historically, infrastructure was planned based on past climate and environmental conditions. With climate change bringing more extreme floods, heat, wildfires, and sea level rise, the 2025 SCAP intends to aim the County towards a future where it can continue providing reliable public services with little to no disruption from extreme weather events. Actions in this focus area call for systematically integrating climate preparedness into all capital project and asset management processes, and addressing climate resilience in specific departments/divisions as well. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 42: Plan for Wastewater Climate Adaptation Investments. King County’s regional wastewater system serves approximately 1.9 million people across King, southern Snohomish, and northeastern Pierce Counties. Much of the system’s infrastructure – pipes, regulator stations, pump stations, and outfalls – is in climate-vulnerable areas, according to the 2025 SCAP.

This action proposes the development of a Wastewater Climate Adaptation Investment Plan, which would identify and prioritize the programs, policies, and capital investments needed to prepare the wastewater system for climate impacts. The intent is to take a holistic and strategic view of the entire regional system, assess vulnerabilities, and establish forward-looking responses that integrate with current operations. The plan would guide adaptation work throughout the project delivery lifecycle and support communication efforts about the need for sustained and expanded investment. Council staff asked how this plan would relate to ongoing work to address climate within the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) update. Executive staff state that the RWSP Update will set the policy direction for WTD considering different conceptual approaches to wastewater service, and functional plans such as the Wastewater Climate Adaptation Investment Plan will implement the RWSP’s policy direction.

PREP 44: Build Climate Resilience into Metro Infrastructure Improvements. This action is intended to future-proof King County Metro’s ferry infrastructure (piers, docks, terminals) against climate impacts like sea level rise and extreme weather. Specifically, it focuses on planned capital improvements to passenger ferry facilities in West Seattle and Vashon Island that would mitigate hazards, and on adding shaded areas or weather shelters to protect riders and staff during heat waves or severe weather.

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

PREP 45: Increase King County Technical Capacity for Climate-Informed Decision Making. Though climate policy is primarily driven by County staff, much of the technical work related to climate science is currently done by outside consultants or external partners. With this action, the County would establish a Climate Change Technical Unit within the DNRP Science Section. Its purpose is to provide in-house expertise on climate science to inform County projects and policies. As described, this new unit (largely composed of existing staff re-assigned) would help measure and model climate impacts on water resources, evaluate the effectiveness of climate preparedness actions, and support integration of climate data into capital planning and watershed management.

Council staff inquired about whether existing staff duties would need to be backfilled if staff were being moved to this new unit. Executive staff responded that the re-organized unit would continue doing the work they were previously doing, but with a new focus on assessing the effects of climate disruption added. Existing staff would continue monitoring streamflow, water temperature, precipitation, weather, and groundwater on Vashon-Maury Island and in the Sammamish Valley, shallow groundwater at CIP sites, and conducting watershed modeling for a range of applications. Instead of shifting this work to others, the unit would be asked to use their data to understand and predict the effects of climate disruption on the County’s resources.

In addition to existing staff, they anticipate requesting two additional FTEs to help balance workload with the added focus – a stream gaging specialist and a watershed modeler.

PREP 47: Inform Climate Resilient Infrastructure Investments at the King County International Airport. This action aims to study KCIA’s vulnerabilities to climate change and guide future capital improvements accordingly. It proposes three focused studies at KCIA: one on stormwater resilience (since part of the airfield lacks stormwater infrastructure and could flood with heavier rainfall), one on extreme heat impacts (examining how hotter temperatures might affect runways, aircraft performance, and operations), and one on electrical grid resilience (assessing the reliability of power supply and backup needs in light of potential outages or rising groundwater that could affect underground cables).

Regional Capacity Across Climate Hazards. The final focus area of the 2025 SCAP is about collaboration. It recognizes that climate impacts do not stop at jurisdictional boundaries, instead taxing the resources of several cities and counties at once, and recognizes that systems such as watersheds, power grids, transportation networks, and public health are interconnected across the region. Actions in this focus area seek to build regional capacity to respond and adapt to climate hazards. Highlighted actions in this focus area are:

PREP 49: Seek Funding to Increase Rural Community Resilience. This action seeks to address the fact that rural communities often have fewer resources and longer response times in disasters by pursuing grant funding to support community resilience in rural areas, focusing first on Skykomish and Vashon-Maury Island.

Specifically, if grants are secured, the action includes: identifying existing community buildings that could serve as resilience hubs; upgrading those facilities with heating, cooling, power backup, and seismic retrofits to ensure they withstand disasters; creating wildfire defensible space around them to reduce fire risk; hosting disaster skills workshops for residents; pre-staging emergency supplies at the hubs; and building partnerships with local organizations for sustained preparedness efforts. 

The need for grant funding is explicitly stated in the action, and the action would not occur without obtaining external funds. FEMA’s BRIC[footnoteRef:54] grant program, which would have been a likely source of grant funding, was cancelled by the agency in April 2025. Litigation regarding the cancellation is ongoing. State or other sources of grants may still be possible. [54:  Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities.] 


If this item is a Council priority even if grants are not available, the Council could choose to indicate in the 2025 SCAP the intent to use County funding to supplement or replace grant funding. Funding would then need to be appropriated through future budget legislation. 

Implementation feasibility is characterized as “hard.”

PREP 52: Build Climate Change into Public Health Communicable Disease Tracking. The 2025 SCAP states that climate change is altering the patterns of infectious disease, leading to frequent, larger, and more complex outbreaks. Through this action, PHSKC would develop a more robust surveillance toolset to anticipate and respond to climate-driven disease outbreaks, focusing on protecting vulnerable populations who are often hit hardest by communicable diseases. Using a “One Health” framework (which looks at human, animal, and environmental health together), PHSKC would evaluate and update how it monitors and communicates about disease trends to account for climate factors. That could include tracking variables like temperature, rainfall, humidity, or vector populations alongside disease incidence to detect early warning signs of climate-sensitive diseases (e.g. West Nile virus, waterborne diseases after floods). The action also entails enhancing data systems for collecting and analyzing these additional data, and improving public outreach and provider education on climate-related disease risks.

Climate Preparedness – Performance Measures. As noted above, the Climate Preparedness section of the 2025 SCAP is organized in an entirely different way from the analogous section of previous SCAPs, focusing on hazard-specific rather than general actions. As such, the proposed performance measures are similarly hazard specific, rather than general as in previous SCAPs. All performance measures are therefore new. Each performance measure and its targets represent a policy choice for Councilmembers.

Table 5.
Climate Preparendess Performance Measures.

	Section
	Performance Measure
	Target

	Sea Level Rise Preparedness
	PM Prep 1. Reduce shoreline buildings at risk. Reduce the number of shoreline buildings considered at risk in the coastal flood hazard zone of Vashon and Maury Island by 12 buildings (net) between 2025-2030 and every five years thereafter and 70 buildings (net) by 2050 (a 10 percent net reduction), relative to a 2010 baseline of 700 buildings.
	Current Status: net increase of 6 buildings (2010-2023)

2030 Target: 12 buildings (net) removed

	Sea Level Rise Preparedness
	PM Prep 2. Improve natural shoreline function. Protect, restore, and improve the function of natural shorelines in ways that allow marine shoreline habitats to grow and migrate with sea level rise. Relative to a 2018 baseline of 69 miles of marine shoreline in King County with hard armoring, work with partners to:
· Remove 1.2-miles (net) of marine shoreline hard armoring in King County between 2025-2030 and every five years thereafter, and remove 7-miles (net) by 2050 (a 10 percent net reduction)
· Where armoring is necessary, 50 percent of new or replacement armoring installed between 2025-2030 and every five years thereafter is soft armoring
	Current Status: net increase of 364 feet in shoreline armoring (2013-2018);
14 percent of new and replacement bulkheads were soft armoring (2013 and 2018)

2030 Target: 1.2-mile net reduction in hard armoring; 50 percent of new or replacement armoring is soft armoring

	River Flood Management
	PM Prep 3. Connect river floodplains. Work with partners to support healthy floodplain ecosystems and reduce flood risk by connecting and restoring fully functional river floodplains in King County.
Relative to a 2020 baseline of 21,320 floodplain acres identified as partially functional (12,165 acres) or not functional (9,155 acres), increase the number of fully functional floodplain acres by:
· 500 acres (net) between 2025-2030 and every five years thereafter, and
· 3,000 acres by 2050

Fully functional river floodplains are those with native vegetation where the river is free to inundate and migrate.
	Current Status: 203 acres (2020-2025) 

2030 Target: 500 acres

	River Flood Management
	PM Prep 4. Reduce river floodplain properties at risk. Work with partners to reduce the number of floodplain properties at risk to river flooding and channel migration through home elevations and buyouts by:
· 18 Repetitive Loss or other high-risk Repetitive Loss Area properties between 2025-2030 and every five years thereafter, and
· 88 Repetitive Loss or other high-risk Repetitive Loss Area properties by 2050 relative to a 2023 baseline of 166 Repetitive and Severe Repetitive Loss properties in King County and an additional 396 properties in King County Repetitive Loss Areas that have been identified for flood risk mitigation (562 properties total).
	Current Status: Risk mitigated for 78 of 166 Repetitive and Severe Repetitive Loss properties (2022)

2030 Target: 18 Repetitive Loss or other high-risk Repetitive Loss Area properties

	Extreme Precipitation and Drought Mitigation
	PM Prep 5. Decrease stormwater runoff from roads. Work with partners to protect salmon from toxic roadway runoff and reduce stormwater flooding. Relative to 2025, increase treatment of stormwater runoff from roads in King County, including incorporated areas, by:
· 5 miles of roadway by 2030 and every five years thereafter, and 
· 100 miles of roadway by 2050.
	Current Status: not available at this time

2030 Target: 5 miles

	Extreme Precipitation and Drought Mitigation
	PM Prep 6. Increase stormwater control. Work with partners to clean and control stormwater runoff in King County through a mix of Green Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI), new or retrofitted detention ponds, and regional facilities including stormwater parks. Relative to 2025:
· Provide additional flow control to 500 acres in King County by 2030 and 5,000 acres by 2050, and
· Initiate development and/or build at least three stormwater parks in King County by 2030 and construct a total of 30 stormwater parks by 2050.
	Current Status: 171.5 acres of flow control; 4 stormwater parks in King County

2030 Target: 500 acres of additional flow control; 3 or more stormwater parks built or in development

	Extreme Heat Adaptation
	PM Prep 7. Increase community-trusted cooling locations. Work with communities to identify and designate five community-trusted cooling locations by 2030 for use during extreme heat events.
	Current Status: 0

2030 Target: 5

	Extreme Heat Adaptation
	PM Prep 8. Provide community trainings on heat. Provide heat preparedness trainings or related heat safety learning opportunities to at least 500 frontline community members, community-based organization staff, and service provider staff by 2030.
	Current Status: 0

2030 Target: 500 people

	Forest Resilience and Urban Tree Canopy Expansion
	PM Prep 9/ PM GHG 16. Increase acres restored. Relative to 2020, restore 2,000 acres of forests and natural areas on Parks-managed properties to improve climate change resiliency and enhance potential for carbon sequestration.
	Current Status: 1,33 acres (2024)

2030 Target: 2,000 acres

	Forest Resilience and Urban Tree Canopy Expansion
	Prep 10. Implement forest stewardship plans. Relative to 2025:
· At least 200 landowners are participating in forest stewardship technical training annually by 2030, and
· At least 90 percent of participants are implementing actions included in forest stewardship plans 1-, 3- and 8-years post training.
	Current Status: 166 landowners; 
1-year: 86 percent, 3-year: 80 percent; 8-year: 90 percent

2030 Target: 200 landowners annually; 90 percent (1,3,8 years)

	Forest Resilience and Urban Tree Canopy Expansion
	PM Prep 11. Expand urban tree canopy. Complete at least 10 urban canopy projects that plant at least 1,000 trees between 2025 and 2030 to enhance and increase tree cover in low-canopy areas and heat islands within urban unincorporated King County.
	Current Status: 1
project, 162 trees

2030 Target: 10
projects; 1,000 trees

	Wildfire Risk Reduction
	PM Prep 12. Support residential wildfire mitigation. Provide trainings, technical assistance, or related wildfire risk reduction learning opportunities to at least 500 King County residents by 2030.
	Current Status: 100 (2024)

2030 Target: 500

	Wildfire Risk Reduction
	PM Prep 13. Help neighborhoods be prepared. Work with partners to grow and maintain the number of active neighborhood preparedness groups in unincorporated King County. By 2030, relative to 2025, 10 neighborhood groups are actively engaged in wildfire risk reduction.
	Current Status: 8

2030 Target: 10

	Wildfire Risk Reduction
	PM Prep 14. Wildfire plans and projects are being implemented. Community wildfire plans and projects are being implemented. By 2030:
· 100 percent of wildland-urban interface jurisdictions (12) have or are covered by a current wildfire mitigation plan.
· At least 50 percent of priority King County Community Wildfire Protection Plan actions are being implemented.
	Current Status: not available

2030 Target:
100 percent (12)
jurisdictions; 50 percent of priority CWPP actions

	Salmon recovery & habitat connectivity
	PM Prep 15. Restore habitat access. Work with partners to restore access to salmon and kokanee habitat in King County. Relative to 2020:
· Access to at least 20 percent of salmon and kokanee habitat blocked by King County-owned barriers has been restored by 2030.
· Access to 2/3rds (~67 percent) of King County’s salmon habitat and all the kokanee habitat has been restored by 2050.
	Current Status: 6.2 percent (2025)

2030 Target: 20 percent

	Salmon recovery & habitat connectivity
	PM Prep 16. Increase salmon survival. Salmon populations are recovering throughout all major watersheds. Relative to 2020:
· Juvenile salmon survival numbers are increasing by 2030
· Juvenile salmonid survival is approaching historic healthy levels by 2050
	Current Status: declining overall (varies by watershed)

2030 Target:
Increasing

	Climate-ready capital projects
	PM Prep 17. Adapt capital planning and projects. Integrate climate change projections into planning for capital infrastructure projects. Relative to 2025:
· The number capital planning projects designed and built by King County that have accounted for climate change is increasing over time, and
· By 2035, 100 percent of projects are accounting for climate change impacts, as appropriate.
	Current Status: not available

2030 Target:
increasing

	Regional capacity across climate hazards
	PM Prep 18. Empower collaboration. Pursue or otherwise help secure at least $500,000 in total grant funding by 2030, relative to 2025, for projects that support climate preparedness partnerships in King County and/or the Puget Sound region.
	Current Status: $10,000

2030 Target:
$500,000



The performance measures generally align to a subset of actions called out in the Climate Preparedness section. Similar to performance measures in the other sections, some performance measures shown in the table above are beginning at zero, indicating that there may be a significant upfront investment needed to get programs or policies in place. Additionally, some performance measures currently have no baseline data, indicating that more/better data collection will be needed to accurately track these items over the five-year period. 

Overarching Policy Issues

Overarching policy issues are discussed throughout the staff report, but copied here for ease of access:

· The proposed 2025 SCAP actions, along with actions of federal, state, and local partners, are not enough to reach the GHG reduction targets set by the CPPs and KCCP. Achievement of all SCAP actions, along with enactment of existing federal and state policies and proposed local partner actions, is only anticipated to reduce emissions by 35% by 2030 – 15% short of the 50% target. A larger gap is anticipated in reaching the 2050 target. As the 2025 SCAP will be the last five-year update prior to the 2030 target date. It is a policy choice for Councilmembers whether to request additional work be done to meet the requirement set by the CPPs and KCCP. Councilmembers could also consider revising targets as part of the next Countywide Planning Policies update.
· Federal policies may impact expected federal-level GHG emissions reductions and may reduce or eliminate funding for several identified 2025 SCAP actions. Council could ask for regular briefings or reports on the state of federal climate funding.
· It is not currently known what the cost to implement the 2025 SCAP actions will be. The Executive intends to determine this within a year of SCAP adoption. Whether to request formal transmittal of this information to the Council is a policy choice.
· Many SCAP actions will require future code updates. The Executive intends to provide Council staff with a workplan of anticipated code updates and their timing within six months of SCAP adoption. It is a policy choice for Councilmembers whether to request a formal transmittal of the workplan. Such a transmittal would allow Council to weigh in on the timing prioritization of the various code changes.
· K.C.C. 18.25.010 and 18.50 require reporting on several items as part of each SCAP. Not all required data was included with the 2025 SCAP. The separately transmitted proposed ordinance, Proposed Ordinance 2025-0174, would make changes to reporting requirements. 
ANTICIPATED COMMITTEE REVIEW SCHEDULE

The TrEE Chair stated the following proposed schedule for 2025 SCAP review in the June 17th TrEE Meeting:
· June 17th Regular TrEE – Executive Presentation
· July 15th Regular TrEE – Council Staff Briefing 1/2
· August 19th Regular TrEE – Council Staff Briefing 2/2 
· September 4th 9:30 AM Special TrEE – Committee Action

The TrEE Chair’s stated amendment deadlines are as follows:

· Deadline for Striker Requests to Chair – Friday, August 22nd
· Striker Published – Friday, August 29th
· Line Amendment Direction Deadline – Tuesday, September 2nd

ANSWERS TO COUNCILMEMBER QUESTIONS

Councilmembers asked several questions in response to the Executive staff presentation at the June 17, 2025 TrEE meeting. Executive staff’s answers are copied below.

1. What is the current level of federal funding (including federal pass thru to state) for SCAP activities?

Executive Response: In recent years, King County has received at least $200 million in direct federal funding to implement the SCAP. This includes grants to support building decarbonization, climate resilience planning, Metro zero emissions investments, various DNRP grants, and more. In addition to direct funding to the County, federal funding supports climate actions being taken by King County cities and communities to install solar panels, buy electric vehicles, install heat pumps, and more.

While we acknowledge that our climate landscape shifted as we were developing the plan with changes in Federal resources and priorities, the SCAP is aligned with King County’s North Star to have all communities Thrive – and a more sustainable, equitable, and resilient King County reflects our values. We have an opportunity to continue to lead with this plan and serve as a model for others. We also have an opportunity to embed flexibility and transparently into both our planning and implementation. We will need to continue to adapt to be most effective in advancing our climate priorities.

2. What is the current level of state funding (excluding federal pass thru) for SCAP activities?  

Executive Response: The Climate Commitment Act and other state funds contribute to numerous SCAP actions, through funding directly to King County government as well as funding to partners, business, and residents to support actions. In the 2023-2025 biennial budget, King County government received well over $100 million in funding to support SCAP actions, primarily through direct allocations or grants to Metro for transit supportive grants, RapidRide projects, and various electrification investments. DNRP, ECO, Public Health, FMD, and other divisions also received grants to advance SCAP work, primarily through competitive grants. The 2025-2027 state budget includes many of the same climate investments as the previous budget, but at lower levels so expect lower levels of state funding for climate work in the next two years.

The Climate Commitment Act funds most of these investments out of the approximately $1 billion of climate investments statewide each year. Many of those investments support climate work to advance our goals even if King County government is not directly receiving the funding.  

3. How would projected GHG reductions shown in Figure 1 change if federal funding is eliminated? 

Executive Response: The analysis shown in Figure 1 assumes limited emissions reductions directly based on federal funding. Federal Inflation Reduction Act, Existing Building Retrofits, and Funded Transit Investments are the only measures that include federal funding and are quantified in Figure 1. Conservatively the analysis assumes that the Federal Inflation Reduction Act would lower the cost and facilitate implementation of emission reductions attributed to Washington state policies but would not increase emission reductions above and beyond those required by Washington state policies. Existing Building Retrofits is modeled based on the $50 million EPA CPRG grant received by King County. 

However, as noted in response to question 5. Several measures are at high risk to not being fully implemented due to federal policy changes, or medium risk due to lack of federal funding support. 

4. SCAP Figure 6 GHG Reduction Wedge. Please provide the GHG reduction numbers associated with each of the existing and proposed measures listed on left of the figure. 

Executive Response: The wedge analysis is developed by quantifying the emission reductions from each existing and proposed measure listed on the left of the figure. However, many policies target the same source of emissions (e.g. both vehicle emission standards and transit expansions drive reductions in VMT and on-road vehicles), as a result there is a lot of overlap across measures and providing information for each measure separately instead of by sector is misleading without showing the range and overlap. The inventory report to be released this summer will include a range of emission reductions by measure to account for the overlap. [Attachment 5] provides information by sector for existing and proposed policies. 

See Attachment 5, Expected GHG Reductions by Sector

5. Please identify the measures currently threatened by current federal policy direction. 

Executive Response: See [Attachment 6]  for qualitative risk assessment of each measure modeled in the wedge to shifts in federal action. 
 
See Attachment 6, Federal Risk Assessment

INVITED
· Marissa Aho, Climate Director, Executive Climate Office
· Carrie Lee, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Manager, Executive Climate Office
· Vicky Raya, Climate Equity Manager, Executive Climate Office
· Lara Whitely Binder, Climate Preparedness Manager, Executive Climate Office

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2025-0172 (and its attachment)
2. Transmittal Letter
3. 2025 SCAP Action Data Table
4. GHG Performance Measures – 2020 and 2025 Comparison Table
5. Expected GHG Reductions by Sector
6. Federal Risk Assessment
7. Extreme Heat and Wildfire Risk Reduction Strategy Key Accomplishments
image1.png
= Menu ¢}  2025-0159_FO0I0_GFFinPlan.. ¥y Pre-transmittalversion.. X  A.2025 Strategic Climate Actio.. | 2020 SCAP_Adopted May 2021... || + Create oL 6e - X

Alltools ~ Edit  Convert  E-Sign a B Autosave

,,. percent below 2007 levels by 2030; 75 ' 2

percent below 2007 levels by 2040; and f 1
95 percent below 2007 levels and net * GHG 3. Advoca
(carbon neutral by 2050 o T e o ——

B ©v 1) v 2025005R 2025 SCAP - Compatibilty Mode 2 @) No Label » Saving... v

clean energy ar ~ File Home Insert Design Layout References Mailings Review View Help Acrobat 11 Comments | | &2 Editing v

5% 76 < > e X x Comments 117 ) —
g, 5 Ay L B B e £ B @

Alltools x

] state, and federal level Comment or use @ to invite v N —
Export a PDF @) Advocated and convened partners ¢ Paste B I Uva x X A Paragraph  Styles  Editing  Create PDF  Create PDFand  Request  Dictate =~ Sensitivity = Editor ~ Add-ins  Template
“ [tosuccessfully adopt a suite of © EHea Sz el el @ v Av £ A~ Aav AA M N M and Share link Share via Outlook Signatures v v Assistant
52 EditaPDF transformative state-level climate through the King County-Cities Climate -
== 2 |policies. Collaboration Clipboard 1§ Font 5] Styles 1§ Adobe Acrobat Voice  Sensitivity = Editor | Add-ins | Docusign ~
“ o QR EHEEreE RS rugIHuyIey 1AL county services and county operations to address climate change impacts;
[ createa PDF - Expl g aregulatory h p
e S e [ e e Performance measures and related targets for operational emissions and
reduction targets implementation of priority strategies:
EIB Combine files » A cost-effectiveness assessment; and
* GHG 6. Track SCAP progress through a @ JTracy « Reporting on progress in achieving the previous SCAP’s actions and targets, in
o public facing climate dashboard Junc addition to reporting on other sustainability measures required by K.C.C.
rganize pages
& 8 oxford 18.50.010.
Send for comments Reply _The SCAP is rgquired to be dev_eloped using an environm_enta\ justice framework and
include convening of a labor advisory council and consultation with labor and workforce
development organizations and consultation with Indian tribes."
% Request e-signatures King County 2025 Sf jic Climate Action Pl v
s o S Page 75 The Executive has separately transmitted a proposed ordinance, 2025-0174, which
would, in part, make changes to the requirements in K.C.C. 18.25.010. to more closely
Scan & OCR JTracy align with the contents of 2025 SCAP as transmitted.

«F Junic

ANALYSIS

o

Protect a PDF Highlighted Text

®
Q\ SHARE LOCAL CLIMATE ACTION SUCCESSES Organization of the 2025 SCAP. The 2025 SCAP maintains the three core sections

= included in the 2020 SCAP:
& Redacta POF IN KING COUNTY WITH REGIONAL, STATE,
JTracy * Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Compress a PDF AND NATIONAL AUDIENCES @ Jun12 « Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities, and;

Climate Preparedness.
Exec - do you have 3 ° P

@ Prepare a form Beyond direct implementation, one of the most powerful ways that King County can advance climate . " . - .

P ) C : o 7 g Y showing breakdown There is significant reorganization and/or recategorization to the focus areas in the
action is communicating the successes and lessons learned of local action to spur action across the r N

operational emission Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Preparedness sections compared to
Fill & Sign region, nation and the world. King County will lead and coordinate departmental communication the 2020 SOAP. The win 25 1 77 ot Fea

4 g teams to tell a unified story about the county's efforts, achievements, and lessons learned regarding you provide the perd N - The three sections contain ocus areas, actions, an!

v climate action. Stories will convey ways frontline communities are driving efforts, show how people breakdown so we ca performance measures.
lew more can get involved in climate action, and demonstrate the results of grants and additional funding chart?

Actions (called “priority actions” in previous SCAPs), are formatted differently than in
previous SCAPs. Figure 1 below shows an example of an action, and the information
contained therein.

invested in SCAP actions.

LEAD AGENCIES: KING COUNTY ROLE: Reply
ECO Figure 1.

onvene  Implement Action Example
v Page76 |

PARTNER AGENCIES

DCHS-DO; DES-DO; DLS-Admin; DNRP-DO; Metro-GM ACTION TYPE:
JTrac The SCAP also includes a new section, “Flagships,” which are characterized as cross-
EXTERNAL PARTNERS: Continuing  Accelerated New R4 B Y cutting community-focused outcomes that would result from the actions across various
Media un focus areas.
IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY: Highlighted Text

EQUITY OBJECTIVES:

Engagement Easy Moderate Hard ! The labor advisory council and Indian tribe consultation requirements were added to the code in December 2024,
affer the 2025 SCAP had been substantially completed.

STRATEGIC CONNECTIONS:

FUNDING NEED: v Page79
King County Comprehensive Plan

Within current Additional
EARLY ACTION capacity @ JTracy

FUNDING DEPENDENCIES: Jun1c
Maybe put this in SR|

County Grant
Reply
Additionally, the SCAP includes several appendices. These are:
v Page 80
o Glossary;
+ Onarational Enarms and GHE avidanea
@ JTracy Page20f5 816words [[} % Accessibility: Good to go [ Display Settings |3, Focus
Jun1¢ Q
Check out new e-sign tools Jenny - Maybe we put this list in c
the SR for each section, and then
Use web forms, send agreements in bulk, only go into more detail on the
and more
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In 2023, GHG emissions from King County government operations decreased
by 24 percent when compared to the 2007 baseline.
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Figure 8. Community Scale Transportation Emissions in King County

Compared to 2007, GHG emissions from on-road vehicles increased by 2 percentin 2023,
while GHG emissions from aviation, marine, and other equipment increased by 13 percent.
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Source: Executive Climate Office, King County (2025)
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Definitely need to
discuss this one in
SR. Floats potentially
implementing
regulations for cities
to meet
individualized GHG
reduction targets in
service of the
countywide targets
required by the
Countywide
Planning Policies.
Given that the
County does not
currently have a
charted path to meet
the targets, this could
be legally
problematic.
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Figure 21. Environmental Health Disparities Map

This map shows environmental health disparities across 19 different indicators.
The higher the ranking, the more likely the communities living in the census tracts
are vulnerable populations who are exposed to pollution and other toxics.
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Figure 19. The Spectrum of Community Engagement to Ownership
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Figure 25. Projected Impacts of Climate Change in King County *

Projected changes in very hot days, snowpack, peak streamflow, summer streamflow, extreme
precipitation, and sea level rise in King County under a high greenhouse gas emissions scenario.
Changes are relative to 1980-2009 unless noted otherwise.
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Impacts include

Increased risk of heat
related illness, death
Higher likelihood of
wildfire, summer drought
More harmful algal blooms

Less water storage for
summer water needs
Longer wildfire season
Winter recreation losses

More river flooding
Increased risks for
floodplain communities
Negative effects on
salmon populations

Less water for summer
hydropower, irrigation
Negative effects on
salmon populations
Impacts on water quality

More urban, local flooding

Increased potential for
landslides

Impacts on water quality

More coastal flooding,
inundation

Damage to coastal
infrastructure,
communities

Changes in coastal habitat

Sources: Climate Mapping for a Resilient Washington | Climate Impacts Group; UW Climate Impacts
Group Interactive Sea Level Rise Data Visualizations (Miller et al. 2018)

King County 2025 Strategic Climate Action Plan

287

®Q

Find text or tools Q





image14.png




image15.png
= Menu ) A.2025 Strategic Climate Actio...

Alltools  Edit  Convert  E-Sign

ey - |

3
R

0

Extreme Heat Actions.pdf

‘ Wildfire Strategy.pdf

% A.2025 Strategic Climat... X ® 0 ue — a X

VITALUISUOL VIS SIUT, HILSTTTITIA dITAD dI'S USTHITU 09 0 USVSIVIIISITL UL SUULLUIS UIAL 1D SUTTUUIIUSU VI

two or more sides by wildlands. ‘ I skykomnish valley ¢ s e x| 0@
. . . . . I . us
Note: The Wildland-Urban Interface Map is not a map of wildfire risk. The WUI map classifications r
do not account for critical infrastructure, evacuation constraints, or other factors that determine if 0
an area has a higher wildfire risk relative to other areas.
y )
King County Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI)
B Long-term Non-Buildable Areas ‘;‘
B WUI - Interface N ;
- WU - Intermix A The use of the information in this map is ~
_ . 0 2 4 subject to the terms and conditions found
E. Non vegetated Inhabited ——— at:www.kingcounty.gov/services/gis/- v
[ ] Non-Vegetated Uninhabited Miles Maps/terms-of-use.aspx. Your access
K . 220720_12894m_WUIRisk_Mapai § and use is conditioned on your acceptance
] Vege’tated Uninhabited "wwm‘fﬁﬁé‘éﬂﬂﬁmwm‘mﬁﬁ"ﬂm”% of these terms and conditions. ¢
B,
[}
[}

Source: Washington State Department of Natural Resources (2019)
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