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SUBJECT

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

SUMMARY

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

Today’s briefing will cover Chapter 2 (Urban Communities), Chapter 4 (Housing and Human Services), Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) changes across the entire Plan, and Technical Appendix B Housing.  Key issues identified by Council staff in these chapters include:

Chapter 2 Urban Communities
· Green Building/Climate Change.  A new reference to Green Building techniques in policy U-133 is not defined in the KCCP, and the County has not yet adopted green building code requirements and/or encouraged standards for private development.  Additionally, the transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to reference the County’s “Green Building Handbook,”[footnoteRef:1] which the Executive has not transmitted for Council review or legislative action.[footnoteRef:2]   [1:  Page 2-7]  [2:  Ordinance 14449, which adopted the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP), included a “Priority Action” for the Executive to prepare proposed green building code updates for private development in unincorporated areas by the end of 2017.  This correlation with green building language in the transmitted 2016 KCCP will be further reviewed as part of the climate change analysis at a future briefing on the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  ] 

· Unhealthy substances.  Proposed changes to lead-in text and to policy U-143 reflect Board of Health recommendations related to limiting access and exposure to unhealthy substances. However, those Board of Health recommendations are not binding policies, and the County has not yet adopted policies nor acted on implementing legislation on these issues.  These proposed policy changes may be incorporated into a comprehensive healthy housing code, but it has not yet been transmitted. 
· Urban facilities/School siting.  Policy U-109[footnoteRef:3] is amended to state that facilities serving urban development, such as new medical, governmental, educational, and institutional development, shall be located in the Urban Growth Area (UGA).  This proposed change would go further than the current school siting policies by requiring that any facilities serving any urban areas be sited in the UGA.  This is more far-reaching because it would: [3:  The policy numbers referenced in the staff report are those from the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  If the policy number is different from the adopted 2012 KCCP, that will be highlighted in the footnotes.] 

· Apply to facilities serving any portion of the urban areas, rather than those that “primarily” serve urban areas.  
· Apply to any facilities serving urban areas, not just schools and institutions. 
· Specifically require any medical and governmental development that serves any portion of the urban areas to be located in the UGA, which could imply future changes to the current code provisions that allow these uses to be sited in the rural area under certain conditions.  
· Approach to Rural Cities Potential Annexation Areas (PAAs). The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes revisions to several maps that propose to make a distinction between potential annexation areas: some would still be called “PAAs” and some would now be called “City in the Rural Area UGAs.”  No policy changes have been proposed in the transmitted 2016 KCCP to address this differentiation between the two designations in the maps.  Absent further direction in the plan, the changes in the maps could imply that the PAA policies in the KCCP do not apply to the City in the Rural Area UGAs.  Additionally, there are split designations for Maple Valley’s unincorporated urban areas, which may cause confusion.    
· Scoping Motion.  The transmittal did not address several items the Scoping Motion, including consideration of: addressing lingering service delivery issues for PAAs, expanded allowances for urban-to-urban Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs)[footnoteRef:4] and incentives for use of TDRs in economically disadvantaged communities, and adopting city zoning and/or development regulations in PAAs.  [4:  2012 KCCP policy R-316 currently allows Urban Separator (R-1) zoned lands in the UGA to be sending sites.] 


Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services
· Creation of Chapter 4.  Chapter 4 is a new chapter that is proposed in the transmitted 2016 KCCP, which would relocate some existing 2012 KCCP policies from other chapters and/or combine some 2012 policies with others.  However, in the transition of these proposed changes into the new Chapter 4, some of the policy language from the 2012 KCCP is not fully retained in the transmitted 2016 KCCP, and these changes are not shown in redline format.  Staff analysis of these proposed relocations and combinations is ongoing in order to review for substantive changes to 2012 KCCP policy language.  
· Timing of housing policies.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes policy language that is inconsistent with or in advance of currently adopted County housing policies. Staff anticipates that legislation may be transmitted during 2016 to address these inconsistencies related to:
· Supporting increased density, either as part of mandatory or incentive policies, particularly near high-capacity transit, or for higher-density housing styles, such as micro-housing. 
· Increasing tenant protections beyond current adopted policy. 
· Surplus property. There are several proposed changes to how the County could handle surplus property sales within policy H-157 that may conflict with adopted policy, including:
· Expanding use of surplus property “at a discount” for affordable housing could conflict with policies dictating that funds generated from the sale of some properties must be wholly returned to the department or fund that purchased them. The Council may wish to consider adding language such as “consistent with funding source limitations” to address this issue.
· The ability to sell property “at a discount” is also not currently clearly reflected in the King County Code. The Council may wish to clarify the relevant sections of the Code or make changes to the policy in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.
· Allowing for the discounted sale of property for “other community benefits,” which are currently undefined and would be determined through a community process. The Council could consider clarifying or defining these benefits either in the 2016 KCCP or in the Code.
· Housing policies’ relevance to non-urban King County. The housing policies of the KCCP were purposefully moved out of Chapter 2 Urban Communities and into a standalone chapter for application to both urban and rural areas.  However, several policies as proposed only apply to the UGA. For example, Policy H-102 would require the County to encourage and reduce barriers to a wide range of housing, but retains 2012 language limiting this requirement to UGAs. In addition, policy H-103 proposes to remove a current reference to “Rural Towns,” leaving it to apply to UGAs only.  The Council may wish to consider whether to encourage a wide range of housing throughout the County in support of ESJ and other goals. 
· Timing of health and human services policies.  In the case of health and human services initiatives for which planning is underway, staff expects legislation to be transmitted during 2016 to align with the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  Specifically:
· Best Starts for Kids Implementation. 
· Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) levy renewal. 
· Behavioral health integration in accordance with Second Substitute Senate Bill (2SSB) 6312.[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  For more information on behavioral health integration and 2015 action towards integrating mental health and substance abuse disorder purchasing, see staff report on Proposed Ordinance 2015-0405 through 2015-0408 dated November 12, 2015.] 

· Board of Health healthy Communities planning. Changes to two policies, H-153 and H-204, are consistent with recommendations the Board of Health has adopted to integrate health and equity into County planning and housing development. However, the Council has not yet adopted policy in these areas.  Public Health and Board of Health staff note that the Board of Health materials need to be updated, but there is no plan as of yet about the mechanism for updating these materials nor for the substantive updates themselves.  Councilmembers may wish to consider how, specifically, the 2016 KCCP should include policies that may be out of date and subject to revision prior to the next four-year KCCP update in 2020. 
· Ongoing health and human services transformation. The transmitted 2016 KCCP generally reflects Council-adopted policies.  It also anticipates, based on policy direction and/or state law, a few bodies of work that have begun in 2016 and will continue over the next several years.[footnoteRef:6]  The Council may wish to consider whether to refrain from setting a policy framework in relation to some of this ongoing and pending work before it has had the opportunity to fully review all of the options available to the County on several of these initiatives.  Specifically, the Council may wish to consider the two policy changes to Policy H-203 (subsections c and e), which would establish the principles the County will embrace in its health and human services actions and investments, in this light. [6:  Such as Behavioral Health Integration; Best Starts for Kids; Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) levy renewal; Veterans and Human Services levy renewal; and Washington State’s application for a five-year 1115 Medicaid waiver demonstration and impacts on King County’s Transformation Projects] 


Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) across all chapters
· ESJ integration.  New language on ESJ is less extensive in some chapters when compared to other chapters in the plan.  Furthermore, in one case, existing equity language is eliminated in policy P-121. The Council may wish to consider whether this approach is consistent with the Council’s ESJ policy goals.
· Affordable housing.  People of color and low income populations appear to be among those most vulnerable to significantly increasing rental rates and housing prices in King County.  These housing affordability issues can have the effect of limiting the ability of low income and minority populations to retain long-term residency within the urban core and access to services, such as transit, education, and recreation.  
· Parks. Nationally and locally, there is increasing documentation of the link between health, place, and opportunities for recreation.  A proposed change in Chapter 7 of the transmitted 2016 KCCP would strike an existing policy, P-121, which required consideration of ESJ in the relationship of parks facilities and health outcomes.  The Council may wish to consider whether this proposed change meets the Council’s policy goals.  
· Scoping Motion.  The transmittal did not address several items the Scoping Motion, including consideration of: consolidating equity policies into a new, stand-alone chapter, and inclusion of new policy language regarding a multifamily tax exemption. 

Technical Appendix B Housing
· No issues identified.

BACKGROUND 

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

Annual cycle. On an annual basis, only technical changes and other limited amendments to the KCCP are allowed to be adopted.[footnoteRef:7]  This is known as the “annual cycle.”  While the Code states that the KCCP “may be amended” annually,[footnoteRef:8] it is not required to be reviewed or amended on an annual basis.   [7:  K.C.C. 20.18.030]  [8:  K.C.C. 20.18.030(B)] 


Four-year cycle. Substantive changes to policy language and amendments to the UGA boundary[footnoteRef:9] are only allowed to be considered once every four years.[footnoteRef:10],[footnoteRef:11]  This is known as the “four-year cycle.”  The Code requires the County to complete a “comprehensive review” of the KCCP once every four years in order to “update it as appropriate” and ensure continued compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA).[footnoteRef:12]  The Code requires the Executive to transmit to the Council a proposed ordinance amending the KCCP once every four years.[footnoteRef:13]  However, the Code does not require the Council to adopt a KCCP update during the four-year cycle.[footnoteRef:14]  This year’s four-year review of the KCCP is the fifth major review since 2000.   [9:  Note that Four-to-One UGA proposals may be considered during the annual cycle (see K.C.C. 20.18.030(B)(10), 20.18.040(B)(2), 20.18.170, and 20.18.180).  ]  [10:  From year 2000 and forward.  Substantive updates to the KCCP can be considered on a two-year cycle, but only if: “the county determines that the purposes of the KCCP are not being achieved as evidenced by official population growth forecasts, benchmarks, trends and other relevant data” (K.C.C. 20.18.030(C)).  This determination must be authorized by a motion adopted by the Council.  To date, this option has not been used by the County.  ]  [11:  The annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), Transportation Needs Report (TNR), and school capital facilities plans are elements of the KCCP but are adopted in conjunction with the County budget, and thus follows separate timeline, process, and update requirements (see K.C.C. 20.18.060 and 20.18.070).  ]  [12:  K.C.C. 20.18.030(C)]  [13:  K.C.C. 20.18.060]  [14:  If the Council decides not to adopt a four-year update, the County may still need to formally announce that it has completed the required review; the mechanism to do that, whether legislatively or not, would need to be discussed with legal counsel.] 


GMA update requirements.  It is worth highlighting how the County’s KCCP cycles fit into the GMA planning cycles.  The GMA requires cities and counties to update their comprehensive plans once every eight years.[footnoteRef:15] The GMA authorizes, but does not require, cities and counties to amend their comprehensive plans annually.  [15:  Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A.130] 


For King County, the GMA-established plan update deadlines are in 2015 and 2023.  For the purposes of the GMA, the 2012 update to the KCCP[footnoteRef:16] satisfied the State’s requirement to update the County’s comprehensive plan by 2015.  The GMA does not require the County to complete another comprehensive update until 2023.  Under the County's current policies and Code, the County will complete this update in the 2020 four-year cycle.   [16:  Ordinance 17485] 


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

Actions to date for the 2016 KCCP. In May 2015, the Council adopted the Scoping Motion[footnoteRef:17] for the 2016 KCCP update, which is included in Attachment 4 to the staff report.  The Scoping Motion outlined the key issues the Council and Executive identified for specific consideration in the forthcoming KCCP update.  While the scope of work approved through the Scoping Motion was intended to be as thorough as possible, it does not establish the absolute limit on the scope of issues that can be considered. Based on subsequent public testimony, new information, or Council initiatives, other issues may also be considered by the Executive or the Council – except for UGA expansion proposals, which must follow the limitations of KCCP policy RP-107[footnoteRef:18] as discussed in the Area Zoning Studies and Land Use Map Amendments section of the March 15 staff report.[footnoteRef:19] [17:  Motion 14351, which was required to be transmitted by the Executive by K.C.C. 20.18.060.  The Council approved the 2016 KCCP scoping motion after the April 30 deadline for Council action. However, as noted in the adopted Motion, the Executive agreed to treat the scope as timely and would proceed with the work program as established in the Council-approved version of the motion. ]  [18:  This policy is currently RP-203 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to RP-107 as part of the 2016 KCCP.  Does not apply to Four-to-One proposals.]  [19:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan/materials.aspx ] 


King County Code (K.C.C.) 20.18.160 and RCW 36.70A.140 call for “early and continuous” public engagement in the development and amendment of the KCCP and any implementing development regulations.  As part of that public engagement process, the Executive published a Public Review Draft (PRD) of the KCCP on November 6, 2015, which was open for public comment through January 2016.[footnoteRef:20]  During that time, the Executive hosted six PRD community meetings: one each in Fairwood, Skyway, Fall City, Issaquah, and two in Vashon.  A summary of the Executive’s outreach efforts can be found in Appendix R “Public Outreach for Development of KCCP.”  A detailed listing of all of the public comments received during development of the Plan can be found in the Public Participation Report that is located on the Council’s KCCP website.[footnoteRef:21]   [20:  General public comment was open through January 6, 2016.  Additional comments on the late addition of the East Cougar Mountain Potential Annexation Area to the Public Review Draft were allowed from January 27 to February 3.  ]  [21:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan.aspx ] 


Council review of the transmitted 2016 KCCP began with a briefing of the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee on March 15, 2016. Council review will continue with briefings on selected sections of the transmitted 2016 KCCP, as well as opportunities for public comment and engagement. As noted above, today’s briefing will cover Chapter 2 (Urban Communities), Chapter 4 (Housing and Human Services), Equity and Social Justice changes across the entire Plan, and Technical Appendix B Housing.  

ANALYSIS

How the Analysis section is organized.  The analysis in this staff report includes a review of selected chapters of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  Analysis of other chapters in the transmitted plan has been provided already or will be provided at subsequent TrEE meetings, as noted in the schedule in Attachment 2 to the staff report.[footnoteRef:22]  Staff analysis of each chapter will include identification of what is new in the transmitted 2016 KCCP compared with the adopted 2012 KCCP, discussion of any issues or inconsistencies with adopted policies and plans and/or the Scoping Motion, and highlights of any additional issues for Council consideration.[footnoteRef:23]   [22:  Subject to change.  ]  [23:  For information on the Executive’s rationale for the proposed changes, please refer to the Policy Amendment Analysis Matrix that was included in the 2016 KCCP transmittal package as required by policy I-207, which can be found here: http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/2016compplan/transmittal.aspx ] 


This staff report includes:

Transmitted 2016 KCCP Overview					Page X

Chapter 2 Urban Communities						Page X

Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services					Page X

Equity and Social Justice							Page X

Technical Appendix B Housing			 			Page X

Transmitted 2016 KCCP Overview

The transmitted 2016 KCCP is proposed as a four-year, “major” update to the KCCP, which includes significant policy changes throughout the plan, as well as evaluation of several proposals to revise the UGA boundary.  The following is a summary of the overarching changes proposed in the 2016 KCCP.  

Restructures.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes several significant changes to the existing structure of the Plan.  A welcome letter from the Executive and an Executive Summary are both proposed to be included in the beginning of the Plan to frame the document and the issues addressed in the Plan.  The Introduction is proposed to be removed and integrated into Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning.  A new Housing and Human Services chapter is proposed to be created as Chapter 4, which both consolidates existing policies into one place and adds more robust policies in each of these policy areas.

Readability improvements and technical updates. The transmitted 2016 KCCP aims to improve readability by the general public and makes necessary technical updates.  Changes include: 

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

Key policy themes.  A summary of the large policy changes across the transmitted 2016 KCCP include:

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

· Increased Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) integration throughout the Plan.  

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

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

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

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

· Increased attention on local and healthy food options.

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

· Creation of a new subarea planning process, and inclusion of proposed land use and zoning map changes for eight land use proposals – none of which would expand of the UGA, aside from two minor technical corrections.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Twenty land use proposals were ultimately reviewed as part of the Public Review Draft, which were included as an attachment to the 2016 KCCP transmittal package and were discussed in the Area Zoning Studies and Land Use Map Amendments section of the March 15 staff report:   ] 


Chapter 2 Urban Communities

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

What’s new in the transmitted 2016 KCCP?

UGA capacity and amendments. The transmitted 2016 KCCP clarifies policies U-102 and U-115 to state that the capacity to accommodate growth within the UGA is on a countywide basis.  Using a countywide analysis of capacity is not a new approach and is consistent with the GMA and existing case law; it is also currently listed in the background text in the 2012 KCCP.  However, explicit addition of using a countywide basis to the policy itself is a new approach.  Additionally, U-101a,[footnoteRef:25] which is a 2012 policy that states the UGA is “long-term” and requires UGA amendments be consistent with the CPPs and the KCCP, is proposed to be moved from Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning into Chapter 2 Urban Communities.   [25:  This policy is currently RP-17 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to U-101a as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


U‑102	The Urban Growth Area designations shown on the official Land Use Map include enough land to provide the countywide capacity, as required by the Growth Management Act, to accommodate residential, commercial and institutional growth expected over the period 2006‑2031.  These lands should include only those lands that meet the following criteria:
a.	Are characterized by urban development that can be efficiently and cost effectively served by roads, water, sanitary sewer and storm drainage, schools and other urban governmental services within the next 20 years;
b.	Do not extend beyond natural boundaries, such as watersheds, which impede provision of urban services;
c.	Respect topographical features that form a natural edge, such as rivers and ridge lines;
d.	Are sufficiently free of environmental constraints to be able to support urban growth without major environmental impacts, unless such areas are designated as an urban separator by interlocal agreement between jurisdictions;
e.	Are included within the Bear Creek Urban Planned Development sites; and
f.	Are not ((rural land)) Rural Area or Natural Resource Lands ((or unincorporated agricultural or forestry lands designated through the Countywide Planning Policies Plan process)).

U‑115 King County shall provide adequate land capacity for residential, commercial, industrial and other non‑residential growth in the urban unincorporated area. ((This)) As required under the Growth Management Act, this land capacity shall be calculated on a countywide basis and shall include both redevelopment opportunities as well as opportunities for development on vacant lands.

((RP‑107)) U-101a	The Urban Growth Area is considered long‑term and can only be amended consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies, and the King County Comprehensive Plan policies.

Annexations.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes a variety of updates regarding collaboration with cities for urban unincorporated areas and to support annexation PAAs, including:

· Increased collaboration with cities.  Policy U-119 is amended to include collaboration with cities as part of planning for appropriate levels of urban density in the UGA. Infill development and redevelopment strategies in U-133 are amended to include coordination with incentive programs of cities affiliated to annex the area.  Policy U-152 is amended to state that designation of new unincorporated activity centers should include consideration of relationship to adjacent cities.  U-207 adds annexation interlocal agreements to pre-annexation agreements as examples of ways to transition of services from the County to the annexing cities.  

U‑119  King County shall seek to achieve through future planning efforts, over the next twenty years, including collaborative efforts with cities, an average zoning density of at least eight homes per acre in the Urban Growth Area through a mix of densities and housing types. A lower density zone may be used to recognize existing subdivisions with little or no opportunity for infill or redevelopment.

U‑133  King County encourages innovative, quality infill development and redevelopment in existing unincorporated urban areas.  A variety of regulatory, incentive and program strategies could be considered, including:
a.	Special development standards for infill sites;
b.	Assembly and resale of sites to providers of affordable and healthy housing;
c.	Impact mitigation fee structures that favor infill developments;
d.	Greater regulatory flexibility in allowing standards to be met using innovative techniques; ((and))
e.	Coordination with incentive programs of cities affiliated to annex the area;
f.	Green Building techniques that create sustainable development; and
g.	Joint public/private loan guarantee pools.

U‑152	 King County may designate new unincorporated activity centers or expand existing unincorporated activity centers only through a subarea planning process that should address:
a.	The relationship of the entire center to its surrounding uses including adjacent cities;
b.	Availability of supporting public services;
c.	The function of the center to other centers in the sub‑region;
d.	The need for additional commercial and industrial development;
e.	The size and boundaries of the center; and
f.	Zoning.

U‑207	King County shall work with cities to develop pre‑annexation or annexation interlocal agreements to address the transition of services from the county to the annexing cities.  The development of such agreements should include a public outreach process to include but not be limited to residents and property owners in the PAAs, as well as residents and property owners in the surrounding areas.  ((Pre‑annexation)) Such agreements may address a range of considerations, including but not limited to:
a.	Establishing a financing partnership between the county, city and other service providers to address needed infrastructure;
b.	Providing reciprocal notification of development proposals in PAAs, and opportunities to identify and/or provide mitigation associated with such development;
c.	Supporting the city’s desire, to the extent possible, to be the designated sewer or water service provider within the PAA, where this can be done without harm to the integrity of existing systems and without significantly increasing rates;
d.	Assessing the feasibility and/or desirability of reverse contracting in order for the city to provide local services on the county’s behalf prior to annexation, as well as the feasibility and/or desirability of the county continuing to provide some local services on a contract basis after annexation;
e.	Exploring the feasibility of modifying development, concurrency and infrastructure design standards prior to annexation, when a specific and aggressive annexation timeline is being pursued;
f.	Assessing which county‑owned properties and facilities should be transferred to city control, and the conditions under which such transfers should take place;
g.	Transitioning county employees to city employment where appropriate;
h.	Ensuring that land use plans for the annexation area are consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies with respect to planning for urban densities and efficient land use patterns; provision of urban services, affordable housing, and transportation; the protection of critical areas; and the long‑term protection of urban separators;
i.	Continuing equivalent protection of cultural resources, and county landmarks and historic resources listed on the King County Historic Resource Inventory;
j.	Maintaining existing equestrian facilities and establishing equestrian linkages; and
k.	Establishing a timeline for service transitions and for the annexation.

· Incentivizing annexations.  Policy U-126 currently states that the County shall work with cities when evaluating rezone requests for increased density when the city’s PAA includes the property owner review.  The policy is proposed to be amended to say that the County shall work with the city regarding such requests if a pre-annexation agreement exists, and will simply notify the city if there is not such an agreement, the intent of this being to encourage more cities with PAAs to enter into pre-annexation agreements.  

U‑126	King County, when evaluating rezone requests for increases in density, shall ((work with)) notify the city whose PAA includes the property under review; if a pre‑annexation agreement exist, King County shall work with the city to ensure compatibility with the city’s pre‑annexation zoning for the area.  King County shall also notify special purpose districts and local providers of urban utility services and should work with these service providers on issues raised by the proposal.

Similarly, a revised policy, U-208, proposes to have the County consider joint planning for urban unincorporated areas when there is a commitment by the city to annex an area by interlocal agreement.  Joint planning could include traditional subarea plans, allowing additional commercial and high-density residential (but no longer industrial) development, TDRs to increase density, or through collaborative and innovative development approaches. The wording of "collaborative and innovative development approaches" is undefined; additional clarification may be appropriate.  This revised policy also calls for the County would work with the GMPC on developing a plan for annexing the remaining PAAs into cities. 

U‑208	King County ((shall consider initiating new subarea)) will engage in joint planning processes for the urban unincorporated areas ((to assess the feasibility of)) in tandem with the annexing city upon a commitment from the city to annex through an interlocal agreement.  Such planning may consider land use tools such as:
a.	traditional subarea plans or areawide rezoning;
b.	allowing additional commercial, ((industrial)) and high‑density residential development through the application of new zoning; 
c.	Transfers of Development Rights that add units to new development projects; and
d.	application of collaborative and innovative development approaches.
King County will work through the Growth Management Planning Council to develop a plan to move the remaining unincorporated urban potential annexation areas towards annexation.

· City-level quality of development.  New text on page 2-16 and changes to policies U-142 and U-171 encourage design and construction for residential and commercial sites in urban unincorporated areas that is of the same or better quality as adjacent cities.  

U‑142	Residential developments within the Unincorporated Urban ((Growth)) Area, including mobile home parks, shall provide the following improvements:
a.	Paved streets (and alleys if appropriate), curbs and sidewalks, and internal walkways when appropriate;
b.	Adequate parking and consideration of access to transit activity centers and transit corridors;
c.	Street lighting and street trees;
d.	Stormwater treatment and control;
e.	Public water supply;
f.	Public sewers; and
g.	Landscaping around the perimeter and parking areas of multifamily developments.
To create sustainable neighborhoods, the design and construction quality of development in unincorporated urban areas should meet or exceed the quality in the neighboring cities.

U‑171	Commercial, retail and industrial developments in the Unincorporated Urban Area should foster community, create enjoyable outdoor areas and balance needs of automobile movement with pedestrian and bicycle mobility and safety.  Commercial and industrial developments shall provide the following improvements:
a.	Paved streets;
b.	Sidewalks and bicycle ((lanes)) facilities for all ages and abilities in commercial and retail areas;
c.	Adequate parking for employees and business users including secure bicycle parking;
d.	Landscaping along or within streets, sidewalks and parking areas to provide an attractive appearance;
e.	Adequate stormwater control, including curbs, gutters and stormwater retention facilities;
f.	Public water supply;
g.	Public sewers; and
h.	Controlled traffic access to arterials and intersections. 
To create sustainable neighborhoods, the design and construction quality of development in unincorporated urban areas should meet or exceed the quality in the neighboring cities.

· Encouraging annexations. U-202 in the 2012 KCCP called for the County to support annexations by working with stakeholders.  In the transmitted 2016 KCCP, this policy is proposed to focus only on working with stakeholders to move “urban islands” toward annexation.  The result is that this policy would no longer apply to other PAAs that are not completely surrounded by urban areas, such as PAAs that are partially adjacent to rural areas.  Language added to U-203 calls for the County to proactively use existing tools to support annexations.

U‑202	To help create an environment that is supportive of annexations, King County shall work with cities and with ((Unincorporated Area Councils)), neighborhood groups, local business organizations, public service providers and other stakeholders on annexation‑related activities to move the remaining urban islands towards annexation by the city most appropriate to serve it. King County will also seek changes at the state level that would facilitate annexation of urban unincorporated areas.

U‑203	The Potential Annexation Areas Map adopted by the Growth Management Planning Council illustrates city‑designated potential annexation areas (PAAs), contested areas (where more than one city claims a PAA), and those few areas that are unclaimed by any city.  For contested areas, the county should attempt to help resolve the matter, or to enter into an interlocal agreement with each city for the purpose of bringing the question of annexation before voters.  For unclaimed areas, King County should work with adjacent cities and service providers to develop a mutually agreeable strategy and time frame for annexation. For areas affiliated with a city for annexation, King County should proactively use the tools at its disposal to support annexations.

· Approach to Rural Cities PAAs. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes a revised Potential Annexation Areas Map.  In the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, the map shows PAAs for the contiguous UGA, with PAAs for Cities in the Rural Area treated in the same way.  In the transmitted 2016 KCCP, the new map differentiates between these two areas.  The urban unincorporated areas within the contiguous UGA line are referred to as PAAs, while the urban unincorporated area associated with Cities in the Rural Area (Duvall, Carnation, Snoqualmie, North Bend, Maple Valley,[footnoteRef:26] Black Diamond and Enumclaw) are called “City in Rural Area UGAs.” This new approach is found within several other maps throughout the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  No policy changes has been proposed in the transmitted 2016 KCCP to address this differentiation between the two designations in the maps.  [26:  The unincorporated urban areas of Maple Valley are split - some areas are designated as PAA's and some areas are designated as Rural UGAs] 


Urban facilities and services.  2012 KCCP Policy U-109 currently states that the County should concentrate facilities within the UGA.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to expand this policy to state that all facilities serving urban areas shall be located in the UGA.  This would go further than the policies added in 2012 to Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands, R-326 and R-327, which were specific to locating “schools, institutions, and community facilities” that “primarily” serve urban residents in the UGA.  Similar changes are proposed in Chapters 3 and 9 Services, Facilities and Utilities, which have been or will be discussed at other TrEE briefings.  

U‑109	King County should concentrate facilities and services within the Urban Growth Area to make it a desirable place to live and work, to increase the opportunities for walking and biking within the community, to more efficiently use existing infrastructure capacity and to reduce the long‑term costs of infrastructure maintenance. Facilities serving urban areas such as new medical, governmental, educational or institutional development, shall be located in within the Urban Growth Area, except as provided in policies R-326 and R-327.

Additionally, the transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to reduce the scope of unincorporated activity centers, which are defined in the KCCP as the primary locations for commercial and industrial development in urban unincorporated King County.  The only designated center of this type is White Center.[footnoteRef:27]  U-150 proposes to change unincorporated activity centers from meeting the needs of the “regional economy” to the “local economy.”  Similarly, U-153 proposes to change from the centers providing for regional shopping needs to providing only for “local shopping needs.”   [27:  Other areas that were previously designated as unincorporated activity centers have been annexed into cities.  The White Center Community Action Plan establishes the size and mix of uses allowed in the White Center Unincorporated Activity Center.  ] 


U‑150	Unincorporated activity centers in urban areas should provide employment, housing, shopping, services and leisure‑time amenities to meet the needs of the ((regional)) local economy.  The mix of uses may include:
a.	Health, human service and public safety facilities;
b.	Retail stores and services;
c.	Professional offices;
d.	Business/office parks;
e.	Multifamily housing and mixed‑use developments;
f.	Heavy commercial and industrial uses, when there is direct freeway or rail access;
g.	Light manufacturing;
h.	Parks and open space; and
i.	Farmers’ Markets.

U‑153	The size, uses and boundaries of unincorporated activity centers should be consistent with the following criteria:
a.	More than forty acres in size, excluding land needed for surface water management or protection of environmentally critical areas;
b.	Retail space based on the amount of residential development planned for the surrounding area to provide for community and ((regional)) local shopping needs; and
c.	Retail space should not exceed sixty acres and 600,000 square feet unless it is served by direct freeway access by a principal or minor arterial and is well served by transit.

Promoting health.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to advance consideration of health initiatives in urban communities.  U-113 would require, rather than encourage in the 2012 policy, that the County promote children’s health in school environments and travel routes.  This is consistent with the Best Starts for Kids Levy.[footnoteRef:28][footnoteRef:29] [28:  Ordinance 18088, passed by the voters as Proposition 1 in November, 2015.  ]  [29:  It is worth noting that this policy only applies to urban communities; there is not a similar policy in the KCCP regarding promoting children’s health in school environments and/or travel routes in rural communities.  ] 


U‑113	 King County ((should)) shall promote children’s health by encouraging and supporting land uses in the environment surrounding a school and on travel routes to schools that complement and strengthen other formal programs, such as Safe Routes to School.

In addition, the transmitted 2016 KCCP includes narrative language on the importance of limiting access to unhealthy substances[footnoteRef:30] – such as tobacco, alcohol, and marijuana – through zoning regulations.  Tobacco is a specific focus, and policy U-143 is expanded to encourage common facilities to include smoke-free areas.  These changes would be consistent with a Board of Health recommendation,[footnoteRef:31] but there is not yet County adopted policy on this issue.  There are related proposed policy changes in Chapter 4 Housing, which are analyzed further in that portion of the staff report.   [30:  Page 2-2, 2-5, and 2-8]  [31:  Resolution 10-07 and Guidelines and Recommendations on Healthy Community Planning 11-01] 


U‑143	Common facilities such as recreation space, internal walkways that provide convenient and safe inter‑ and intra‑connectivity, roads, parking (including secure bicycle parking), and solid waste and recycling areas with appropriate levels of landscaping should be included in multifamily developments.  Common facilities should be smoke-free to avoid exposure to environmental tobacco smoke.

Bike and pedestrian infrastructure.  Chapter 2 includes a variety of new text and policies that expand support for bike and pedestrian infrastructure.  Policies U-135, U-154, U-158, U-163, and U-171[footnoteRef:32] speak to providing bike and pedestrian infrastructure for all ages and abilities.  This is consistent with existing policy, T-230, in Chapter 8 Transportation.   [32:  Policy text provided earlier in the staff report.  ] 


U‑135	Urban residential neighborhood design should preserve historic structures and natural ((characteristics)) features and neighborhood identity, while providing privacy, community space, and safety and mobility for pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages and abilities.

U‑154	 Design features of unincorporated activity centers should include the following:
a.	Safe and attractive walkways and bicycle ((lanes)) facilities for all ages and abilities with access to each major destination including schools, community centers and commercial areas;
b.	Buildings close to sidewalks to promote walking and access to transit;
c.	Compact design with close grouping of compatible uses;
d.	Off‑street parking in multistory structures located to the side or rear of buildings or underground;
e.	Public art;
f.	Public spaces, such as plazas and building atriums;
g.	Retention of attractive natural features, historic buildings and established character;
h.	Aesthetic design and compatibility with adjacent uses through setbacks, building orientation, landscaping and traffic control;
i.	Screening of unsightly views, such as heavy machinery, outdoor storage areas, loading docks and parking areas from the view of adjacent uses and from arterials; and
j.	Signs should be regulated to reduce glare and other adverse visual impacts on nearby residences, without limiting their potential contribution to the color and character of the center.

U‑158	In the White Center Unincorporated Activity Center, new major residential developments should include low‑impact design features and should promote public health by increasing opportunities for physical activity in daily life.  The development should include: safe walkways and bicycle facilities for all ages and abilities with access to commercial areas, schools, and community facilities; trails; and pocket parks.

U‑163	 Design features of community business centers should include the following:
a.	Safe and attractive walkways and bicycle ((lanes)) facilities including secure bicycle parking;
b.	Close grouping of stores;	
c.	Off‑street parking behind or to the side of buildings, or enclosed within buildings;
d.	Public art;
e.	Retention of attractive natural features, historic buildings and established character;
f.	Landscaping, which may include planters and street trees;
g.	Appropriate signage;
h.	Public seating areas; and
i.	Architectural features that provide variation between buildings or contiguous storefronts.

Policies U-143,[footnoteRef:33] U-146, U-168, and U-171[footnoteRef:34] support providing bicycle racks and secure bicycle parking. [33:  Policy text provided earlier in the staff report]  [34:  Ibid  ] 


U‑146	 Recreation spaces located in residential developments in the Urban Area should include amenities such as play equipment, open grassy areas, barbecues, benches, bicycle racks, trails and picnic tables.

U‑168	Design features of neighborhood business centers should include the following:
a.	Safe and attractive walkways and bicycle facilities including secure bicycle parking;
b.	Close grouping of stores;
c.	Off‑street parking behind or to the side of buildings, or enclosed within buildings;
d.	Public art;
e.	Retention of attractive natural features, historic buildings or established character;
f.	Landscaping, which may include planters and street trees;
g.	Appropriate signage;
h.	Public seating areas; and
i.	Architectural features that provide variation between buildings or contiguous storefronts.

Food access. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes a new focus on increasing access to healthy retail foods in policies U-107 and U-139a, as well as affordable fresh fruits and produce in policy U-159.  

U‑107 King County should support land use and zoning actions that promote public health by increasing opportunities for every resident to be more physically active.  Land use and zoning actions include:  concentrating growth into the Urban Area, promoting urban centers, allowing mixed‑use developments, supporting access to healthy and affordable retail foods, and adding pedestrian and bicycle ((linkages)) facilities and connections.

U-139a  King County shall support policy and system changes that increase access to and affordable healthy foods in neighborhoods.

U‑159	Community business centers in the urban areas should provide primarily shopping and personal services for nearby residents.  Offices and multifamily housing are also encouraged.  Industrial and heavy commercial uses should be excluded.  Community business centers should include the following mix of uses:
a.	Retail stores and services;
b.	Professional offices;
c.	Community and human services;
d.	Multifamily housing as part of a mixed‑use development, with residential densities of at least 12 units per acre when well served by transit; and
e.	Stands or small outlets that offer fresh and affordable fruit and produce and locally produced value‑added food products.

Policy U-132a is a new policy that would require the County to allow and support the development of community gardens and urban agriculture in public aspects of residential and commercial areas.  

U-132a  King County shall allow and support the development of innovative community gardens and urban agriculture throughout the public realm of residential areas and commercial areas.

Policy U-132b is a new policy that would require the County to allow and support “food innovation districts.”  

U-132b  King County shall allow and support mixed-use food innovation districts, a district of food-related activities such as food retail, processing, distribution, business incubation and urban agriculture.

Multifamily zoning.  A new policy, U-122a, encourages the County to explore zoning tools to increase density and affordable housing opportunities within the unincorporated UGA, as well as near frequent transit and commercial areas in either the unincorporated UGA or in cities.  The Public Review Draft specifically called out consideration of “up-zoning and form-based code,” but those concepts are not specifically identified in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  

U-122a  King County King County (sic) should explore zoning policies and provisions and tools that increase housing density and affordable housing opportunities within unincorporated urban growth areas, near frequent transit, and near commercial areas.

Density incentives.  U-128 is proposed to be amended to encourage density incentives for “affordable” housing, rather than “innovative” housing.  

U‑128	Density incentives should encourage private developers to: provide ((innovative)) affordable housing, significant open space, trails and parks; use the Transfer of Development Rights Program; locate development close to transit; participate in historic preservation; and include energy conservation measures exceeding state requirements.

Quality of design elements.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several policies addressing the nature and scale of design elements in development.  U-103 encourages “quality and appropriate” ground level spaces.  U-132 encourages “well-designed” public gathering spaces.  U-141 encourages consideration of the scale and character of existing buildings in infill and redevelopment proposals.  Lastly, U-171a is a new policy that would encourage common facilities and appropriate levels of landscaping in commercial developments.  

U‑130	Design features of mixed‑use developments should include the following:
a.	Integration of the retail and/or office uses and residential units within the same building or on the same parcel;
b.	((Ground)) Quality and appropriate ground level spaces built to accommodate retail and office uses; 
c.	Off‑street parking behind or to the side of the buildings, or enclosed within buildings; and
d.	Opportunities to have safe, accessible pedestrian connections and bicycle facilities within the development and to adjacent residential developments.

U‑132	In a mixed‑use development, incentives such as increases in residential density or floor area ratio should be used to encourage the inclusion of well‑designed and accessible public gathering spaces in the site design.

U‑141	King County should support infill and redevelopment proposals in unincorporated urban areas that serve to improve the overall character of existing communities or neighborhoods.  New development should consider the scale and character of existing buildings.

U‑171a  Common facilities such as shared streets, walkways, waste disposal and recycling facilities with appropriate levels of landscaping should be included in commercial developments.

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

U‑137	New urban residential developments should provide recreational space, community facilities and neighborhood circulation for pedestrians and bicyclists to increase opportunities for physical activity and ensure access to transit facilities where they exist or are planned.

Local improvement districts.  U-139b is a new policy that would allow for the creation of local improvement districts, such as public realm landscaping and maintenance assessment districts in urban residential neighborhoods.  The language calls for the County to create a process for establishing such districts, but no legislation has been transmitted to implement this.  

U-139b  King County shall allow the creation of local improvement districts, such as public realm landscaping and maintenance assessment districts in residential neighborhoods, and shall create a process for establishing such districts.

Infill development.  Policies U-160 and U-165 are proposed to be expanded to encourage infill development, in addition to redevelopment, in community and neighborhood business centers.  

U‑160	 Designated community business centers are shown on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.  Expansion of existing or designation of new community business centers shall be permitted only through a subarea ((planning process)) study.  Redevelopment and infill development of existing community business centers is encouraged.

U‑165	 Designated neighborhood business centers are shown on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.  Expansion of existing or the designation of new neighborhood business centers shall only be permitted through a subarea ((planning process)) study.  Redevelopment and infill development of existing neighborhood business centers is encouraged.

Green Building techniques.  U-133,[footnoteRef:35] which encourages innovative, quality infill development and redevelopment, is proposed to be expanded to include Green Building techniques that create sustainable development.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP also proposes to add a reference in the text on page 2-7, leading into policy U-112, to the King County Green Building Handbook as it relates to existing language for reducing heat island effects.  These climate change items will be further reviewed at a future TrEE briefing on the transmitted 2016 KCCP. [35:  Policy text is provided earlier in the staff report.  ] 


Eastside Rail Corridor.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes new policies regarding the Eastside Rail Corridor.  Policies U-191 through U-193 would support achieving the multi-use vision for the corridor.  Specifically, these policies state that the County shall: collaborate with owners, adjacent and neighboring jurisdictions, and other interested and affected parties; identify and implement actions that support development of the corridor; and work with all appropriate planning venues to integrate the corridor into applicable plans.

U-191	King County shall collaborate with all Eastside Rail Corridor owners, adjacent and neighboring jurisdictions, and other interested and affected parties in support of achieving the vision for the corridor. 

U-192	King County shall identify and implement actions that support development of the corridor to achieve the multiple objectives of the vision, including property management and maintenance, service and capital planning and improvements, community and stakeholder engagement, securing funding to implement priority activities, and other actions. 

U-193	King County shall work within all appropriate planning venues and processes to integrate the corridor into land use plans, transportation system plans, trail system plans, utility plans, and other plans, including significant capital projects or plans that affect and relate to achieving the envisioned multiple objectives. 

Equity and Social Justice (ESJ).  Policy U-108 is proposed to be revised to reflect ESJ considerations.  Additionally, U-201a is a new policy that would require consideration of ESJ in its planning, projects, and services in urban unincorporated areas.  These policies are reviewed in the ESJ section of the staff report. 

U‑108  King County should support the development of Urban Centers to meet the region's needs for housing, jobs, services, culture and recreation and to promote healthy communities; improving access to these services helps address social and economic needs of all residents, including disadvantaged communities. Strategies may include exploring opportunities for joint development or transit‑oriented development, siting civic uses in mixed‑use areas, and leveraging or utilizing existing county assets in urban centers.

U‑201a  In all urban unincorporated areas, King County shall consider equity and social justice in its planning, project development, and service delivery approach.

Housing.  The 2012 KCCP included housing policies in this chapter.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to move those polices to a new chapter, Chapter 4, which also includes polices related to human services.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  Previously in Chapter 8 Services, Facilities and Utilities.] 


Consistency with adopted policies and plans

ESJ.  Proposed changes regarding ESJ can be found in the ESJ section of this staff report.   

Green Building/Climate Change.  The new references to green building techniques in policy U-133 are not defined in the KCCP, except in lead-in text related to constructing King County facilities in Chapter 9 Services, Facilities and Utilities.[footnoteRef:37]  The County has not yet adopted green building code requirements and/or encouraged standards for private development.  As noted above, the transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to include a reference to the County’s “Green Building Handbook,” which encourages various green building strategies and design options; however, this reference is specific to reducing the effects of heat islands.  The Executive has not transmitted this handbook for Council review or legislative action.[footnoteRef:38]  Proposed changes regarding climate change will be reviewed in more detail at a future briefing on the transmitted 2016 KCCP.   [37:  Page 9-8]  [38:  Ordinance 14449, which adopted the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP), included a “Priority Action” for the Executive to prepare proposed green building code updates for private development in unincorporated areas by the end of 2017.  ] 


Unhealthy substances.  As noted above, changes to lead-in text and to policy U-143 reflect a Board of Health recommendation related to limiting access and exposure to unhealthy substances. However, Board of Health recommendations are not binding policies, and the County has not yet adopted policies nor acted on implementing legislation on these issues.  These proposed policy changes may be incorporated into a comprehensive healthy housing code, which has not yet been transmitted.  Given this, the Council may wish to consider whether these changes are consistent with the Council’s policy goals.  

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

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

Service delivery issues. The Scoping Motion called for addressing lingering service delivery issues that are likely to remain while the County waits for annexation of unincorporated urban areas.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP does not address this.  Furthermore, lead-in text that is proposed to be added on page 2-36 states that the County taxing authority “supports regional and rural service levels.”  As the County has seen with roads fund revenues, these revenues may not adequately support these service levels. This language may need to be clarified.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs). The Scoping Motion called for consideration of policies to support urban-to-urban TDRs and incentives for use of TDRs in economically disadvantaged communities.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP does not update any of the TDR policies in this chapter.  While some TDR policy changes are proposed in Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands, those changes also do not address these specific issues that were identified in the Scoping Motion.  It is worth noting that 2012 KCCP policy R-316 currently allows Urban Separator (R-1) zoned lands in the UGA to be sending sites.[footnoteRef:39]    [39:  2012 KCCP policy U-120 in Chapter 2, Urban Communities, currently allows those R-1 zoned sending sites to transfer density at a rate of at least four units per acre.  ] 


Promote timely annexations, including considering using the City's zoning/ development regulations. The Scoping Motion called for an update to the annexation policies to promote timely annexation of the urban unincorporated area, including considering utilizing the development regulations of the city designated for a specific PAA.  Language added to U-203 calls for the County to proactively use existing tools to support annexations. Revised policy U-208 describes ways the County can work with cities and what ways the County could improve the land use tools (subarea plans, new zoning, or other innovative development approaches). There are other policies in Chapter 2, such as revised policies U-126 and U-133 and existing 2012 KCCP policy U-170, that include language regarding consistency of pre-annexation zoning between the City and the County and supporting annexation in general.  However, there is not specific direction in this section that would include the County adopting the city's zoning or development regulations in the PAA. 

Amendments to policy U-208 call for the County to work with the GMPC to develop a plan to move the remaining PAAs toward annexation.  As the proposed Workplan item Action 2 in Chapter 12 Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation states, this process would likely take two years to complete once it is initiated (presumably after the forthcoming KCCP update is adopted[footnoteRef:40]).  It is unclear what the outcomes of this process would be, nor how much additional time would be needed for implementation.   [40:  Per the schedule in Attachment 2 ] 


Other issues for Council consideration

Urban facilities/School siting.  Policy U-109 is proposed to be amended to state that facilities serving urban development, such as new medical, governmental, educational, and institutional development, shall be located in the UGA.  The reference to new schools and institutions is similar to the school siting policy R-326.  However, the updated U-109 would go further than the school siting policies as follows: 
· Serving any urban development.  R-326 uses very specific language, which was subject to a great deal of negotiation, regarding facilities that “primarily serve urban residents.”  The transmitted 2016 KCCP uses a broader statement regarding facilities “serving urban areas,” which could limit facilities that serve any portion of the urban areas rather than those that primarily serve urban areas.  
· Medical and governmental development.  In addition to limiting schools to be sited in the UGA, this policy now also specifically requires any medical and governmental development that serves any portion of the urban areas to be located in the UGA.  The code currently allows certain types of medical and governmental services to be sited in the rural area. However, no code updates to implement this new policy have been proposed, meaning the current code could be inconsistent with this policy should it be adopted.  
· Other urban facilities.  The proposed changes to U-109 state that facilities serving urban areas shall be located in the UGA.  As currently written, some examples are given (new medical, governmental, educational, and institutional development), however that is not an exhaustive list.  As a result, these policy changes would have a broader impact on other types of facilities. Some development is currently allowed in the rural area, but it must be sited and scaled to complement rural character. This proposed change in U-109 would further limit that. 

The breadth of the proposed change to U-109 should be evaluated in conjunction with proposed changes to policies in Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands; Chapter 9 Facilities, Services and Utilities; and Chapter 10 Economic Development.

Approach to Rural Cities PAAs. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes revisions to several maps that propose to make a distinction between potential annexation areas: some are “PAAs” and some are now “City in the Rural Area UGAs.”  No policy changes have been proposed in the transmitted 2016 KCCP to address this differentiation between the two designations in the maps.  Absent further direction in the Plan, the changes in the maps could imply that the PAA policies in the KCCP do not apply to the City in the Rural Area UGAs.  Additionally, the split designations for Maple Valley’s unincorporated urban areas may cause confusion.  The Council may wish to consider the implications of these changes.  

Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services

Chapter 4 is a new chapter that addresses King County’s regional role in promoting housing choice and opportunity, as well as regional health and human services.

Section I of this chapter covers King County’s regional role in strengthening housing linkages with transportation; enforcing housing and land use regulations; coordinating regional affordable housing funding, resources, and programs; and supporting housing stability.

Section II focuses on King County’s regional role in providing health and human services, with a specific focus on the County’s efforts to define, build, sustain and coordinate regional service-delivery systems; to emphasize services and opportunities that are prevention-focused, strengthen resilience and may reduce needs for costlier, acute care or crisis interventions; to lead and support place-based initiatives; to address the social determinants of health and the built environment; to develop and implement mandated county-wide specialty systems; and to increase the participation in program development and delivery of residents living in communities with disproportionate outcomes.

What’s new in the transmitted 2016 KCCP?

Section I: Housing
The newly created Chapter 4 in the transmitted 2016 KCCP moves the housing section of the KCCP out of Chapter 2 Urban Communities. This new chapter acknowledges the County’s role as a regional convener in addressing a range of housing needs. The chapter also includes policies related to King County as a local government provider. By moving these local policies out of the Urban Communities Chapter, both the existing and newly proposed housing policies would now apply to both urban and rural unincorporated King County unless they specify otherwise.

The housing policies include a number of new concepts, focusing particular attention on the region’s experience with increasing housing prices, specifically in areas in which increasing prices are due to the development of high-capacity transit or the changing nature of a neighborhood. As a result, a number of the policies in this section include proposals for new or amended language related to displacement, tenant protections, transit-oriented development, and the use of a wider variety of funding sources, strategies, and partners to address these issues. In some cases, these new concepts have been incorporated into the transmitted 2016 KCCP prior to the Council’s adoption of policy on these issues.

This section also includes a number of policies related to healthy, smoke-free housing and micro-housing, including some provisions that are in advance of adopted policy.

Tenant protections. The 2016 KCCP includes new policy language related to increasing protections for rental tenants, both in unincorporated King County and throughout the region. Policy H-101[footnoteRef:41] proposes language requiring, rather than encouraging as in the 2012 policy, King County to address tenant protections in unincorporated King County directly, as well as by active participation in regional solutions. [41:  This policy is currently U-335 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-101 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U 335)) H-101 King County ((should)) shall initiate and actively participate in regional solutions to address critical affordable housing and tenant needs, including tenant protections in unincorporated King County and throughout the region.  ((Cities)) Jurisdictions, community members, private sector and housing representatives should be invited to identify and implement solutions.

Policy H-172[footnoteRef:42] requests that King County pass legislation dictating that landlords can only evict rental tenants for a specific set of reasons, typically including non-payment of rent or violation of a rental contract. [42:  This policy is currently U-372 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-172 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑372)) H-172 King County should support programs that provide landlord‑tenant counseling, sessions and workshops, ((and)) mediation in landlord‑tenant disputes, ((as well as)) and legislation that protects the rights of tenants and landlords, such as eviction for cause and fair rental contracts.

Housing preservation and resident displacement. The transmitted 2016 KCCP incorporates new language in several policies supporting the preservation of existing affordable housing in addition to development of new affordable housing. Preservation is identified as particularly important in areas that are slated for new investments or are experiencing changing market conditions. The chapter also adds policies that would aim to prevent the displacement of low income residents from such areas.

New language added to policy H-102[footnoteRef:43] would require the County to work with its partners to reduce barriers to preservation and development of affordable housing in the UGA. Language in this policy would also narrow the preference for transit-oriented development projects to areas with existing or planned “high-capacity and frequent” public transportation access, rather than all types of transportation. [43:  This policy is currently U-301 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-102 as U-part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑301)) H-102 King County shall work with ((cities)) jurisdictions, the private sector, state and federal governments, other public funders of housing, other public agencies such as the Housing Authorities, regional agencies such as the Puget Sound Regional Council, intermediary housing organizations, and the non‑profit sector, to encourage a wide range of housing and to reduce barriers to the development and preservation of a wide range of housing within the Urban Growth Area that:
a. Provides housing choices for people of all income levels, particularly ((located)) in areas with existing or planned high‑capacity and frequent public transportation access ((networks including those that make it)) where it is safe and convenient to walk, bicycle, and take public transportation to work and other key destinations such as shopping and health care;
b. Meets the needs of ((our)) a diverse population, especially families and individuals who have very‑low to moderate incomes, older adults, people with developmental disabilities and people with behavioral, physical, cognitive and/or functional disabilities, and people who are homeless;
c. Supports economic growth; and
d. ((Ensures)) Supports King County’s equity and social justice, and transformation plan goals, for an equitable and rational distribution of low‑income and high‑quality affordable housing, including mixed‑income housing, throughout the county.

Policy H-104[footnoteRef:44] would require the County to work with partners to promote the preservation and expansion of affordable rental opportunities, particularly in areas experiencing redevelopment due to high capacity transit or changing market conditions. [44:  This policy is currently U-303 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-104 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑303)) H-104 King County shall work with the multiple partners outlined in this section to ((should)) promote the preservation and expansion ((, rehabilitation, and development)) of affordable rental housing opportunities for households earning up to 80% of the King County median income. Preservation is a particularly acute need in areas that may experience redevelopment due to proximity to high capacity transit and/or an area experiencing changing market conditions.  ((by providing a range of incentives to private sector developers, as well as incentives and subsidies to non‑profit developers.))

New policy H-124 would require the County to work with its partners to reduce and prevent displacement of very-low to moderate-income households from transit-oriented locations. It also requires that the County work to align investments in transit and affordable housing.

H-124 King County shall work with partners to reduce and prevent displacement of very‑low to moderate‑income households from transit‑oriented locations, to the extent possible; and shall strive to align affordable housing investments and transit investments in order to increase the quality of life of disinvested communities.

New language added to policy H-141[footnoteRef:45] would require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to explore the expansion of incentive programs, such as tax credits or exemptions, to preserve and improve existing housing in redeveloping areas. [45:  This policy is currently U-352 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-141 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑352)) H-141 King County ((should)) shall explore the expansion of land use and financial incentives to preserve and improve existing housing in redeveloping areas through the use of programs such as transfer of development rights, tax credits and tax ((abatements for low‑income housing and)) exemptions for new and preserved affordable housing, as well as tax abatements and restoration loans for housing designated as a historic landmark.

New policy H-155 would require the County to coordinate housing planning and give particular consideration to investments to support communities with disparate outcomes in health, prosperity, and housing conditions that may be at risk of displacement. 

H-155	King County shall give particular consideration in its affordable housing and community development investments to projects that provide housing and community development solutions in the 20% to 30% of the county with the most disparate outcomes in health, economic prosperity and housing conditions who may be at high risk of displacement; and shall .[sic]coordinate planning and community development investments to support such communities as they experience changes in their demographics, built environment, and real estate markets.

New policy H-156 would give additional weight to affordable housing projects in “high opportunity” neighborhoods with a shortage of affordable housing. 

H-156 King County shall give particular consideration in its affordable housing subsidy programs to projects in areas where there is a severe shortage of affordable housing, and where there is access to job opportunities , [sic] a healthy community and active transportation.

Transit-oriented development (TOD). The transmitted 2016 KCCP would increase the County’s focus on connecting investments in public transportation with affordable and mixed-income housing through housing subsidy and land use strategies. These policies focus on both the range of funding sources and partners that might be employed to produce affordable housing in transit-oriented locations, and also the additional density that is identified as being appropriate in these areas.

New policy language in H-121[footnoteRef:46] would require the County to support not only affordable housing but also “mixed-income” development in transit-oriented locations, and specifically identifies funding techniques that will “provide an advantage” for affordable and mixed-income housing within transit-oriented communities. [46:  This policy is currently U-317 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-121 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑317)) H-121 King County shall support affordable and mixed-income housing development in transit-oriented locations that is compatible with surrounding uses by:
a. Providing information and a process for accessing ((on)) potential development sites in transit-oriented locations where King County has ownership or access to potential sites;
b. Promoting land use patterns that ((provide convenient connections for pedestrian and bicycle travel as well as for transit and other motorized transportation)) cohesively connect affordable and mixed-income housing with active transportation choices;
c. ((Funding services, amenities, infrastructure and access improvements within the urban area; and
d. )) Developing public financing techniques that ((give housing development and redevelopment in designated areas a market advantage)) will provide an advantage for projects that will create and/or preserve affordable and mixed-income housing within transit-oriented communities and neighborhoods that promote health, well-being and opportunity, or within a neighborhood plan for revitalization.

New language proposed in policy H-122[footnoteRef:47] would require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to enable high density land use patterns at transit-oriented locations, and to preserve and expand both affordable and mixed income housing in areas with high-capacity and/or frequent transit. New language would identify a range of strategies and partners, including both non-profit and for-profit organizations. [47:  This policy is currently U-318 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-122 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑318)) H-122 King County ((should)) shall support transit‑oriented development at transit supportive density and scale that preserves and expands affordable and mixed-income housing opportunities at locations near frequent and high-capacity transit service. ((by engaging private and non‑profit entities in an investment/development partnership.)) King County shall engage in this work through a variety of strategies, including the engagement of funding partners, transit partners, jurisdictions, private for-profit and non-profit development entities, and other TOD partners. 

New policy H-123 would require the County to coordinate affordable transit-oriented development with increased ridership, community benefits, and net revenues to the transit agency.

H-123	King County will evaluate and seek opportunities for equitable transit oriented development at major transit centers and hubs when investments are likely to produce increased ridership, community benefits, and net revenues to the transit agency.

New policy H-130 would encourage the County to increase housing density and affordable housing in unincorporated UGAs near transit or commercial areas.

H-130	King County should explore zoning policies and provisions that increase housing density and affordable housing opportunities within unincorporated urban growth areas near transit and near commercial areas.

Funding of Affordable Housing. The transmitted 2016 KCCP would add language expanding the range of funding partners (to include the private sector), funding sources (to include investment income), types of activities to be supported (to include acquisition, in addition to rehabilitation and preservation), and types of populations to be served by affordable housing programs (to add older adults, people who are experiencing homelessness and people with behavioral and development disabilities). Policies H-148,[footnoteRef:48] H-149[footnoteRef:49] and H-151[footnoteRef:50] add this new language. [48:  This policy is currently U-336 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-148 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.]  [49:  This policy is currently U-337 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-149 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.]  [50:  This policy is currently U-346 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-151 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑336)) H-148 King County shall work with cities, private sector and community representatives to establish new, countywide funding sources for housing development, acquisition, rehabilitation, preservation, and related services, such that ((each city)) cities and King County contribute on an equitable basis.

((U‑337)) H-149 King County shall work with other jurisdictions, housing developers, and service providers throughout the state to urge federal and state government to expand both capital and operating funding for low-income housing, including low-income housing for ((people with special needs)) older adults, people who are homeless[footnoteRef:51] and people with behavioral health, cognitive, physical and developmental disabilities. [51:  Please note that the transmitted 2016 KCCP refers to “people who are homeless” rather than using the term “people who are experiencing homelessness,” which is the language used in the adopted All Home Strategic Plan (Ordinance 18097)] 


((U‑346)) H-151 King County ((should)) shall seek opportunities to fund programs and projects where county funds are matched by additional public and private loans and investments, and/or contributions ((, increasing)) in order to increase the amount of financing available for affordable housing ((that can be developed.))

Added language in policy H-157[footnoteRef:52] would allow the County to sell surplus property at a discount, and for other, non-affordable housing-related community benefits, which would be determined through a community process.  [52:  This policy is currently U-347 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-157 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑347)) H-157 King County should expand its use of surplus county‑owned property and air rights over county‑owned property at a discount for affordable housing and should also explore ((its use for other public benefits, such as human services, and consider conveyance of properties to public or non‑profit housing developers and agencies at below‑market cost)) the use of such property for other community benefits, determined through a community participatory process, at below market cost, to non-profit developers and other developers that agree to provide such community benefits.  Surplus county property shall be prioritized for housing development that will be consistent with the King County ((Consortium Consolidated Plan and the Ten‑Year Plan to End Homelessness)) Department of Community and Human Services adopted plans and policies.

New policy H-165 would require the County to adopt funding program policies to incorporate subsidized housing within mixed income projects, language that is consistent with the policy goals of the 2015-2019 King County Consortium Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan (Consolidated Plan).[footnoteRef:53] [53:  Ordinance 18070] 


H-165	King County shall adopt funding program policies that encourage the integration of publicly subsidized housing within mixed-income projects, and within all communities. Such funding policies shall support a fair distribution of publicly subsidized housing throughout the county. King County shall not apply mandatory dispersion requirements that limit where publicly subsidized housing may be located.

Proposed changes to policy H-174[footnoteRef:54] would remove the restriction on home ownership assistance to first time buyers and replace it with income-qualified potential home buyers. [54:  Was U-367, is H-174] 


((U‑367)) H-174 King County should work with local lenders and non-profit organizations providing home ownership assistance to expand assistance for ((first‑time)) eligible income-qualified homebuyers, including homebuyer education and counseling, mortgage default and foreclosure counseling, culturally relevant low‑cost financing and assistance with down payments and closing costs, and alternative ownership housing models such as land trusts, co-housing, etc.

Mandatory and incentive programs. Affordable housing programs to be implemented would be expanded to include “mandatory” as well as incentive affordable housing programs.  These proposed changes are based on a proposed amendment to Countywide Planning Policy (CPP) H-8 by the Growth Management Planning Council[footnoteRef:55] and County Council stating that “jurisdictions may consider a range of programs, from optional to mandatory, that will assist in meeting the jurisdiction’s share of the countywide need for affordable housing.”[footnoteRef:56] This expanded language is included in several policies in Chapter 4. [55:  Growth Management Planning Council Motion 15-2]  [56:  Ordinance 18256, March 2016.  This proposed CPP amendment has until June 25, 2016, to be ratified by the other jurisdictions in King County.  ] 


Policy H-103[footnoteRef:57] would add mandatory programs to the list of tools for the County to use in its role as a regional convener and administrator. The policy as transmitted would remove affordable housing targets from the policy itself, and instead refer to “the most recently adopted Countywide Planning Policies.”[footnoteRef:58] It would also remove any application to Rural Towns, leaving it to apply to UGAs of the County only. [57:  This policy is currently U-302 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-103 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.]  [58:   http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/psb/regional-planning/CPPs.aspx ] 


((U 302)) H-103 Through subarea and regional planning with ((cities)) jurisdictions and partners in the Puget Sound region, mandatory and incentive programs and funding initiatives for affordable housing, King County shall serve as a regional convener and local administrator in the unincorporated areas to plan for housing to meet the needs of all economic segments of the population throughout the Urban Growth Areas.  With respect to affordable housing, King County shall address the countywide need for housing affordable to very‑low, low and moderate‑income households pursuant to the countywide targets established in the most recently adopted Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). ((and within Rural Towns.  King County shall plan for construction, rehabilitation, or preservation of housing units affordable to households as follows:
a. 13% of housing stock should be affordable to households below 30% of the King County median income, including homeless individuals and families who may face significant barriers to finding permanent housing;
b. 11% of housing stock should be affordable to households between 30% and 50% of the King County median income;
c. 16% of housing stock should be affordable to households between 50% and 80% of the King County median income;
d. 20% of housing stock should be affordable to households between 80% and 120% of the King County median income; and
e. 40% of housing stock should be affordable to households above 120% of the King County median income.))

Policy H-119[footnoteRef:59] currently requires King County to “flexibly” apply rules when necessary to create affordable housing for people with disabilities. The 2016 transmitted KCCP policy includes new language adding incentive and mandatory programs to the types of affordable housing programs that could benefit from such flexibility. [59:  This policy is currently U-360 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-119 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑360)) H-119 King County shall flexibly apply its rules, policies, practices and services when necessary to afford persons with disabilities equal opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling ((, including the promotion of public funding and other incentives to create new affordable housing)) in its funding, incentive or mandatory affordable housing programs in order to create new affordable housing opportunities for persons with disabilities.

Policy H-131,[footnoteRef:60] which currently encourages the County to minimize permit processing time for affordable housing, would add language specifying that this County role is limited to the unincorporated area, and would also add language noting that housing developed in coordination with mandatory, incentive or subsidy programs, including tax abatement or exemption programs, should be expedited. [60:  This policy is currently U-314 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-131 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑314)) H-131 King County shall seek to minimize the time necessary to process development permits ((to meet)) for developments in unincorporated King County that will include affordable housing and address environmental goals and community and aesthetic concerns. King County should continue to expedite plan and permitting reviews for affordable housing projects in coordination with mandatory, incentive or subsidy programs, including tax abatements, exemptions and credits.

Added language to policy H-132[footnoteRef:61] notes that the County should encourage the development of common standards for mandatory and incentive affordable housing programs across jurisdictions.  [61:  This policy is currently U-315 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-132 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑315)) H-132 King County should encourage the formation of common development codes and standards, as well as common mandatory and incentive programs for affordable housing, with cities, sewer and water districts and other permitting agencies to increase predictability and reduce development costs.

Policy H-134[footnoteRef:62] would be expanded to allow density bonuses for affordable housing development to be available to both for-profit and non-profit developers, and would limit those bonuses to development to urban areas and near commercial areas. Additional added language would require that bonus programs be evaluated for effectiveness, including as it relates to possible adoption of mandatory affordable housing requirements. [62:  This policy is currently U-339 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-134 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑339)) H-134 Density bonuses and other incentives for the development of affordable housing by for-profit and non-profit developers shall be available within unincorporated urban areas and near commercial areas to both single‑family and multifamily developments to promote development of affordable rental and/or ownership housing. Bonuses shall be periodically reviewed and updated, as needed, to assure they are effective in creating affordable housing units, especially in coordination with any mandatory inclusionary affordable housing requirements adopted.

Policy H-144[footnoteRef:63] would remove language from the 2012 KCCP, which has been moved to other sections. Replacing the previous language is a proposed requirement that the County allow mandatory and/or incentivized affordable housing units to be reasonably smaller in size and have more modest finishes than market-rate housing, including market-rate units in the same building as the affordable units. [63:  This policy is currently U-359 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-144 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑359)) H-144 King County will ensure that mandatory and/or incentivized affordable housing unit [sic] created through its land use policies and regulations meets the same quality and design as market housing of a similar size and density, but may be allowed to be reasonably smaller in size and to have more modest finishes, and will encourage mandatory and incentivized affordable housing units to be created on the site of market rate housing projects. ((King County shall promote opportunities for publicly funded housing, including housing for low‑income people with special needs, by:
a. Adopting land use policies and regulations that treat publicly funded housing and other low‑income housing the same as housing of a similar size and density;
b. Adopting funding and program policies that encourage integration of assisted housing within communities and a fair distribution of publicly funded housing throughout the county.  Mandatory dispersion requirements that limit where publicly funded housing may locate should not be applied; and
c. Encouraging developers and owners of publicly funded housing units to undertake activities to establish and maintain positive relationships with neighbors.)) 

Healthy housing. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes policy language throughout Chapter 4 about strategies to develop a “healthy housing code” and to incorporate healthy housing strategies (in particular protection from tobacco smoke) into the housing code. Policy H-113[footnoteRef:64] calls for King County to collaborate with jurisdictions to enact a new countywide healthy housing code system, including enforcement via inspection of rental housing. [64:  This policy is currently U-327 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-113 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑327)) H-113 King County should support the development, preservation and rehabilitation of affordable housing that protects residents from exposure to harmful substances and environments, including environmental tobacco smoke, reduces the risk of injury, is well‑maintained, and is adaptable to all ages and abilities. King County should work on a regional level with jurisdictions to enact a comprehensive healthy housing code system in the county that provides for regular inspection of rental housing units for violations of healthy housing standards, including in unincorporated King County.

New policy H-116 would require King County to encourage the prohibition of smoking in multi-family buildings and affordable housing. 

H-116	King County shall support and encourage smoke free policies in multi-family housing and affordable housing.

Proposed new language in policy H-139[footnoteRef:65] would require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to actively support incorporation of healthy and sustainable housing practices in all housing in unincorporated areas, not only affordable developments. [65:  This policy is currently U-326 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-139 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑326)) H-139 King County ((should promote the)) shall provide opportunities for incorporation of the principles of healthy communities and housing, sustainability, and greenhouse gas emissions mitigation in housing, affordable housing and community development in unincorporated areas.

New policy H-153 would require the County to encourage affordable housing projects funded via County programs to prohibit smoking, a concept that has been endorsed by the Board of Health but is not yet included in adopted County policy.

H-153	King County shall encourage the inclusion of smoke-free housing policies in projects funded through its affordable housing subsidy programs.

New policy H-154 would require the County to encourage healthy housing elements in existing affordable housing, especially elements that reduce asthma.

H-154	King County shall work with partners and stakeholders to encourage the improvement in healthy housing elements in existing affordable housing sustainability standards, with emphasis on healthy housing elements that reduce asthma.

New language proposed for policy H-166[footnoteRef:66] would require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to increase access to tobacco smoke-free housing in publicly subsidized housing. [66:  This policy is currently U-361 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-166 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑361)) H-166 King County ((should develop and adopt)) shall administer standards for publicly ((funded)) subsidized housing that will:
a. Increase the ability of people with ((special needs to visit or)) physical disabilities to have physical access to housing ((units)) and mobility within housing regardless of their residency status;
b. Allow household members to age in place through the inclusion of universal design principles that ((increase)) make housing ((opportunities that are)) units more accessible and usable by all persons; ((and 
c. Support the ability of ((all people, especially the elderly and persons with disabilities and special needs,)) older adults and people with behavioral health, physical, cognitive and developmental disabilities to find housing opportunities that allow them to live as independently as possible in the housing and community of their choice; and
d. Increase the ability of people to have access to smoke-free housing.

Micro-housing and other types of affordable, high-density housing. The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes new language that would encourage the development of clustered and high-density housing with shared common spaces, such as micro-housing. 

Proposed changes to policy H-114[footnoteRef:67] would have the County encourage clustered and higher-density housing with shared common spaces. [67:  This policy is currently U-334 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-114 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑334)) H-114 King County should encourage development of residential communities that achieve lower prices and rents through ((shared common houses)) clustered and higher density housing that shares common spaces, open spaces and community facilities.

Proposed changes to policy H-133[footnoteRef:68] would require the County to encourage the development of new housing models, such as co-ops, co-housing, and other affordable housing types in “unincorporated growth areas.” [68:  This policy is currently U-330 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-133 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑330)) H-133 King County shall encourage the development of new housing models ((by supporting projects such as)) that are healthy and affordable by providing opportunities for such within unincorporated growth areas and near commercial areas. King County shall work to allow innovative housing projects to move forward, including affordable housing demonstration projects, affordable owner‑built housing, land trusts and cooperative ownership structures for rental and ownership housing, co-housing and other innovative developments.

Policy H-136[footnoteRef:69] would require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to provide opportunities within unincorporated UGAs and near commercial areas for micro-units, micro homes and other high density development strategies for lower rental or ownership prices. [69:  This policy is currently U-323 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-136 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑323)) H-136 King County ((should encourage)) shall provide opportunities within unincorporated urban growth areas and near commercial areas for the development, rehabilitation, and preservation of rental residential buildings that have shared facilities, such as single‑room occupancy buildings, ((hotels and)) boarding homes, micro-units buildings and clustered micro homes to provide opportunities for lower rents housing options; and higher density ownership options including condominiums, co-operative mutual housing, cottage housing and other forms of clustered higher density ownership housing.

Proposed policy H-140 would allow, rather than explore the feasibility of allowing as in the 2012 policy, five-story wood frame construction[footnoteRef:70] in unincorporated areas of the county. This is consistent with the current building code.[footnoteRef:71] [70:  A less expensive type of multi-family housing construction]  [71:  K.C.C. Title 16] 


H-140	King County ((should explore the feasibility of allowing)) shall allow five‑story wood frame construction ((as a technique that will)) to increase the availability of multifamily housing while lowering development costs and maintaining fire safety.

Homelessness. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes a number of policies that respond to the region’s homelessness crisis.

New policy H-115 would require the County to work with its partners to ban the criminalization of homelessness and homeless encampments. This policy is consistent with the 2015-2019 All Home Strategic Plan,[footnoteRef:72] but staff is not aware of any legislation currently underway related to this issue. [72:  Ordinance 18097] 


H-115 King County shall work with housing partners and jurisdictions to pass legislation that bans the criminalization of homelessness and homeless encampments.

County support of diversion-based and shorter term housing subsidies in homelessness programs have been added to the transmitted 2016 KCCP in several policies, consistent with the goals of the 2015-2019 All Home Strategic Plan.  

Changes to policy H-168[footnoteRef:73] would support strategies including diversion assistance and short-term rental assistance such as rapid rehousing. [73:  This policy is currently U-365 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-168 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑365)) H-168 King County should support flexible programs and emerging strategies that help to prevent and reduce homelessness, such as emergency rental assistance, short-term rental assistance, diversion assistance, mortgage default and foreclosure counseling, and improvements to emergency services referral networks.

Language added to policy H-169[footnoteRef:74] would add diversion and rapid re-housing strategies. [74:  This policy is currently U-369 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-169 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑369)) H-169 King County shall participate in the Ten‑Year Plan to End Homelessness (the "All Home" plan to address homelessness in King County in order) to sustain and support a coordinated, regional response to homelessness that includes access to homelessness prevention services, diversion assistance, emergency shelter, rapid re-housing, transitional housing, permanent supportive housing, permanent affordable housing, and ((appropriate)) flexible support services as needed for homeless families, single adults, and youth/young adults.

Policy H-170[footnoteRef:75] would require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to work with its partners to lobby the state and federal governments to increase funding for people experiencing homelessness. New language would add diversion strategies to the list. [75:  This policy is currently U-370 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-170 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑370)) H-170 King County ((should)) shall work with jurisdictions and housing providers locally and across the state to urge state and federal governments to expand funding for direct assistance services such as flexible rental assistance, diversion assistance and emergency services. In addition to rental assistance, King County should support programs that help prevent homelessness and that improve prevention and emergency services referral networks, including ((the development of a)) an efficient coordinated intake system for homeless families and individuals ((, and low‑income households that are seeking permanent housing.)) 

Equity and social justice. New policy H-105a would require the County to engage “marginalized” populations in affordable housing goals, policies, and programs.

H-105a King County shall engage marginalized populations in the development, implementation, and evaluation of county-wide affordable housing goals, policies and programs.

Policy H-108[footnoteRef:76] focuses on universal design, and would add both “family-sized” and “market rate” to the types of housing that King County will encourage to incorporate universal design via work with other jurisdictions. [76:  This policy is currently U-313 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-108 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑313)) H-108 King County shall work with other jurisdictions to encourage the use of universal design in the development of affordable housing, family-sized housing and market rate housing.

Consistent with the 2015-2019 King County Consortium Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan (Consolidated Plan), new policy H-118 would require King County to actively promote and further fair housing with a particular focus on areas with low levels of investment. 

H-118 King County shall actively promote and affirmatively further fair housing in its housing programs, and shall work with all of its partners to further fair housing in its regional role promoting housing affordability, choice and access to opportunity for all communities, especially those communities that bear the burdens from lack of investment and access to opportunity; and shall work with residents and stakeholders to help them understand the rights protected by federal, state, and local fair housing laws and shall help to promote equitable housing practices for protected classes through fair housing education and enforcement.

Green building standard for affordable housing. Consistent with the Green Building Ordinance,[footnoteRef:77] the transmitted 2016 KCCP adds a new policy H-145 that would require use of the Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard or an equivalent standard for affordable housing. This policy also includes a focus on housing elements that reduce asthma. [77:  K.C.C. 18.17.020.H] 


H-145	King County shall continue to require Evergreen Sustainable Development Standards, or an equivalent successor standard, and will work with partners and stakeholders to encourage the improvement in healthy housing elements of Evergreen Sustainable Development Standards, with emphasis on healthy housing elements that reduce asthma.

Section II: Health and Human Services
As noted above, this section of Chapter 4 is new. It includes a number of policies related to the County’s regional role on health and human services.

Behavioral Health Integration.  This chapter of the transmitted 2016 KCCP incorporates the concept of behavioral health integration throughout and defines the role of the County with respect to this in the context of: 1) efforts to increase the cross-sectoral work of the Departments of Community and Human Services and Public Health, and 2) the goal of transforming the County’s health care and social services systems from crisis-oriented systems to prevention and early intervention oriented systems. These policies establish the County as having primary responsibility for coordinating the provision of countywide behavioral health services.  These policies also establish that the County will retain responsibility for the development and implementation of countywide specialty systems, including behavioral health.  

These changes are consonant with the County’s chosen path toward Physical and Behavioral Health Integration pursuant to Washington State Senate Bill 6312.[footnoteRef:78]   [78:  Proposed Ordinance 2016-0156.  For more information on behavioral health integration and 2015 action towards integrating mental health and substance abuse disorder purchasing, see staff report on Proposed Ordinance 2015-0405 through 2015-0408 dated November 12, 2015.] 


For example, policy H-201[footnoteRef:79] formerly stated that the County will seek to build and sustain a coordinated regional human services system. It now includes in this policy framework the responsibility to build and sustain a health and behavioral health system as well.   [79:  This policy is currently F-299c in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-201 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((F-299c)) H-201 In coordination with local jurisdictions, funding partners and community partners, King County will seek to build and sustain a coordinated regional health and human services and behavioral health system to provide services, supports, safety and opportunity to those most in need. In carrying out its role in ((human services)) such systems, King County government will: 
a. Work with other jurisdictions and organizations to define a regional health and human services and behavioral health system and strengthen financing, access and overall effectiveness of services;
b. Collaborate with other funders to assure coordination in how funds are used, and continue to explore improvements to system design, contracting, data collection and analysis;
c. Retain responsibility for the development and implementation of mandated countywide specialty systems for ((mental health)) behavioral health (including mental health and substance use disorder treatment), physical, emotional and cognitive health, public health, drug and alcohol abuse and dependency, veterans, ((public health,)) and people with developmental disabilities ((services));
d. Define its regional role in other human service ((systems)) and prevention-oriented, including systems that address homelessness, ((aging)) older adults, domestic violence, sexual assault, crisis diversion and re-entry, early intervention and prevention and youth and family services;
e. Assess and measure the health and needs of King County’s citizens on an ongoing basis and modify strategies to respond to changing needs, outcomes, and new research; and
f. Review the effectiveness and appropriateness of this policy framework periodically and revise if needed.

Similarly, policy H-202,[footnoteRef:80] which defines the County’s priority human service investment areas, includes a section that establishes behavioral health services as a priority investment area.   [80:  This policy is currently F-299d in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-202 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((F-299d)) H-202 King County’s priorities for human service investments will be programs and services that help to stabilize and ((improve people’s lives)) strengthen resiliency, and prevent or reduce emergency medical services, crisis services and criminal justice system involvement and costs. King County will focus resources and efforts on programs and services that continue to improve individual and community quality of life, improve equity and social justice, ((counterbalance growth in areas costly to communities and taxpayers,)) and preserve the resources necessary to collaborate as a true partner in regional human service systems. The following priority investment areas are consistent with other regional plans and initiatives:
a. Effective early intervention and prevention strategies;
b. Job readiness, support for job development in business innovation districts, support for community-based jobs through certification programs that create jobs in health, behavioral health and human services systems and employment to increase self-sufficiency;
c. Affordable housing;
d. Community and economic development activities;
e. Prevention and elimination of homelessness; ((and))
f. Behavioral health services (including crisis services, mental health treatment, substance use disorder treatment, co-occurring treatment, prevention services, early intervention services, recovery services and housing support services); and
((d)) g. Services and programs that reduce the growth of emergency medical and crisis-oriented behavioral health services and other crisis services and criminal justice system involvement ((and costs.))

Policy H-203,[footnoteRef:81] which focuses on equity and social justice-related principles in human service actions and investments, adds health and behavioral health as well.   [81:  This policy is currently F-299e in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-203 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((F-299e)) H-203 King County will apply principles that promote effectiveness, accountability and equity and social justice. King County embraces the following principles in its health and human service actions and investments:
a. King County will provide information to the community on its health, human services and behavioral health system planning and evaluation activities, funding processes and criteria, and the results of its investments in a transparent, ((and)) accountable and culturally and audience appropriate manner;
b. King County will uphold federal, state and local laws against discrimination; promote culturally competent, equitable and relevant service delivery; and will work to end disparities in social, health and economic status among communities and people of different racial and ethnic backgrounds;
c. King County shall work with local service providers to provide behavioral health services to low-income individuals in need, including high quality equitable prevention, crisis diversion, mental health, substance abuse disorder and co-occurring treatment services to youth, young adults and older adults. The county will assume primary responsibility for coordinating the provision of countywide behavioral health services, working in partnership with cities and local service providers.
d. King County will encourage approaches that promote recovery and resiliency and support individuals and families to achieve their full potential to live meaningful and productive lives in the community;
((d)) e. King County will foster integration of systems of care through increased information sharing and collective impact work across agencies and programs for the purpose of improved service delivery, coordination and shared outcomes; and
((e)) f. Together with its partners, King County will assess and respond to changing human service and behavioral health needs and use data, research, innovation, analysis and evidence-based practices to drive its
investments.

Thriving and Healthy Communities.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP generally reflects the King County Board of Health “Planning for Healthy Communities Guidelines,” introduced and passed by the board on March 17, 2011.[footnoteRef:82]  These are intended to inform land use and transportation planners working at regional, county and city levels of strategies that may improve the health of residents.   [82:  Guideline & Recommendation 11-01] 


New policy H-204 would require the County to support public health investments aligned with these guidelines, which include: access to safe and convenient physical activities; access to healthy and affordable foods; protection from exposure to harmful environmental agents and infectious diseases; access to transportation systems designed to prevent injury; residential neighborhoods free from violence or fear of violence; reduction of tobacco, nicotine, marijuana and alcohol use to prevent under-age exposure; access to social connectivity and stress reduction through community amenities; and access to a range of health services. This is consistent with Board of Health Guidelines and Recommendations on Healthy Community Planning,[footnoteRef:83] but there is not yet adopted County policy on these issues. [83:  11-01 (G&R)] 


H-204 King County shall apply principles that lead to thriving healthy communities in all neighborhoods of the region. King County will support public health investments that help all residents to live in thriving communities where they have the opportunity to make healthy choices. King County shall support:
a. Access to safe and convenient opportunities to be physically active, including access to walking, bicycling, recreation and transit infrastructure;
b. Access to healthy and affordable foods;
c. Protection from exposure to harmful environmental agents and infectious disease is reduced and minimized;
d. Access to transportation systems that are designed to prevent pedestrian, bicyclist and driver injuries;
e. Residential neighborhoods free from violence and fear of violence; 
f. Protection from involuntary exposure to second hand tobacco smoke and under-age access to tobacco products;
g. Community amenities and design that maximizes opportunities for social connectivity and stress reduction;
h. A range of health services, including timely emergency response and culturally-specific preventive medical, behavioral and dental care within their community.

Health Equity and Social Determinants of Health. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several new sections addressing health equity issues. It includes policy language:

· Requiring the County to support and implement health-related policies and programs that address the social determinants of health and the built environment;
· Requiring the County to encourage significant increases in the role and influence of residents living in communities with disproportionately lower health outcomes; 
· Recognizing and establishing an intent to address the links between health outcomes and lack of economic opportunity, lack of affordable housing, and poverty; 
· Requiring the County explore more equitable distribution of health and human services facilities locations;
· Establishing priority investment areas that include support for job development in business innovation districts, support for community-based jobs through certification programs that create jobs in health, behavioral health and human services systems; and[footnoteRef:84] [84:  H-202; the language in this policy is included earlier in the staff report.] 

· Establishing priority investment areas that include community and economic development and affordable housing.[footnoteRef:85] [85:  Ibid.] 


H-205 King County will support and implement health-related policies and programs that address the social determinants of health and the built environment, by partnering with health care services, community-based organizations, foundations, other regional agencies, boards, commissions and elected officials to improve public health. 

H-206 King County will encourage significant increases in the role and influence of residents living in communities that have disproportionately lower health outcomes. 

H-207 King County recognizes that poverty, affordable housing and access to economic opportunity for all residents are critical public health issues and will take steps to address these issues through ongoing county plans, programs and funding. 

H-208 King County will explore the co-location of health and human services facilities that are easily accessible, distributed equitably throughout the county, make the best use of existing facilities and are compatible with adjoining uses. 

Partnerships.  Several policies in the transmitted 2016 KCCP outline the County’s aims in relation to partnering with funders, communities and providers to effectuate the delivery of health, behavioral health and human services.  Namely, these are all underscored by a goal to limit duplication and increase collaboration.  

Policy H-203(e)[footnoteRef:86] establishes as a principle in the County’s health and human services actions and investments that the County will foster integration of systems of care through increased information sharing and collective impact work. [86:  The language in this policy is included earlier in the staff report.] 


Policy H-201,[footnoteRef:87] adds health and behavioral health to the components that the County will seek to build and sustain (along with human services) within a regional service network in coordination with local jurisdictions, funding partners, and community partners. [87:  Ibid.] 


These policies are generally consistent with the County’s prior role as a coordinator and convener and a range of adopted policies and plans that explicitly seek to limit duplication and increase coordination.[footnoteRef:88] [88:  Examples include the Area Plan on Aging, the All Home (formerly Committee to End Homelessness) Strategic Plan, 2015-2019, the county’s work with Accountable Communities of Health, the Mental Illness and Drug Dependency Service Improvement Plan, among others.] 


Consistency with adopted policies and plans

Section I: Housing policies
The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes policy language that is inconsistent with or in advance of currently adopted County policies. Staff anticipates that legislation will be transmitted during 2016 to address these inconsistencies, including:

Inclusionary zoning and/or increased density. A number of policies in the transmitted 2016 KCCP, including H-130, include language supporting increased density, either as part of mandatory or incentive policies, particularly near high-capacity transit, or for higher-density housing styles, such as micro-housing. Legislation to implement these potential policies has not yet been transmitted.

Tenant protections. The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes several policies that would increase tenant protections beyond current adopted policy. Legislation to implement these potential policy changes has not yet been transmitted.

Surplus property. There are several proposed changes to how the County could handle surplus property sales within policy H-157 that may conflict with adopted policy.

· The addition of “at a discount” could conflict with policies dictating that funds generated from the sale of some properties must be wholly returned to the department or fund that purchased them. The Council may wish to consider adding language such as “consistent with funding source limitations” to address this issue.

· The ability to sell property “at a discount” is not currently clearly reflected in the King County Code. The Council may wish to clarify the relevant sections of the Code or make changes to the policy in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.

· The policy also allows the discounted sale of property for “other community benefits,” which are currently undefined and would be determined through a community process. The Council could consider clarifying or defining these benefits either in the 2016 KCCP or in the Code.

Section II: Health and Human Services
The transmitted 2016 KCCP policy language is generally consistent with current adopted policies, plans and initiatives, particularly the “transformation initiatives,”[footnoteRef:89] the Consolidated Housing and Community Development Plan, and the All Home Strategic Plan. In the case of initiatives for which planning is underway, staff expects legislation to be transmitted during 2016 to align with the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  Specifically: [89:  These are Familiar Faces, Communities of Opportunity, Accountable Communities of Health, and the Best Starts for Kids Levy.] 


· Best Starts for Kids implementation. Legislation thus far transmitted and adopted since voters approved the Best Starts for Kids levy in November 2015 has been consistent with the policy framework of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  Namely, there has been a concerted effort to align membership on the advisory bodies for the Best Starts for Kids levy, the Children and Youth Advisory Board and the Communities of Opportunity Interim Governance Group, with the equity and social justice principles articulated in the transmitted 2016 KCCP. Furthermore, Executive staff have reported a range of community conversations throughout the county and with particular stakeholder groups in an effort to engage and encourage input from residents living throughout the county, including those in communities disproportionately affected by lower health outcomes.  Lastly, work on the general Best Starts for Kids implementation plan due to council on June 1, 2016, which will outline strategies to be funded and outcomes to be achieved by levy-fund expenditures, evidences, thus far, elements of a collective impact approach.

· Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) levy renewal. MIDD sales tax renewal planning has been undertaken within the context of maintaining a comprehensive continuum of health and human services programming countywide, which is consistent with the policies in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  Staff expect the Executive to transmit the MIDD renewal Service Improvement Plan this summer.[footnoteRef:90] [90:  Legislation renewing the sales tax is expected to be separately transmitted in June of this year.] 


· Behavioral health integration. Integrated purchasing of mental health and substance abused disorder treatment began on April 1, 2016; this is the first step toward full behavioral health integration in accordance with Second Substitute Senate Bill (2SSB) 6312.  2SSB 6312 directed the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services to, by 2020, integrate the financing and delivery of physical health services, mental health services and chemical dependency services in the Medicaid program through managed care. At the time, the State created two pathways for achieving this regionalized Medicaid purchasing approach: for regions to “opt-in” and fully integrate physical and behavioral health purchasing in early 2016 through having the state contract with managed care health plans and to administer care for mental health, substance use and physical health or for regions to integrated behavioral health purchasing first and then integrate physical health purchasing by 2020. King County opted for the latter option.[footnoteRef:91] Staff anticipates a body of work around full integration that is consistent with the policies outlined in the transmitted 2016 KCCP in years to come. [91:  This option was enacted through Ordinances 18169, 18170, 18171 and 18178.] 


· Board of Health healthy communities planning. Two policies, H-153 and H-204, are consistent with recommendations the Board of Health has adopted to integrate health and equity into County planning and housing development. However, the Council has not yet adopted policy in these areas.  Specifically, in policy H-204, there are differences between the policy in the transmitted 2016 KCCP and the Board of Health recommendation, there are deviations.  Executive staff indicate that these differences are in response to new regulatory environments.  Public Health and Board of Health staff note that the Board of Health materials need to be updated, but there is no plan as of yet about the mechanism for updating these materials nor for the substantive updates themselves.  Updates that likely need to be revised are ESJ-related elements since the Board of Health recommendation preceded ESJ policy adoption; healthy housing elements, a subject on which there is currently a Board of Health subcommittee working on guidelines; and changes in response to new regulatory environments for marijuana (legalized sales) and alcohol (sold more widely). Councilmembers may wish to consider how specifically the 2016 KCCP should include policies that may be out-of-date and subject to revision prior to the next four-year KCCP update in 2020. In some cases, for example, including marijuana in a zoning statement in Chapter 2 and not including the Board of Health recommendation on alcohol in Chapter 4, Executive staff did update the transmitted 2016 KCCP language with current information, but those nuances do not necessarily have a basis in adopted County policy at this stage.

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

No issues identified.  

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

Creation of Chapter 4.  Chapter 4 is a new chapter that is proposed in the transmitted 2016 KCCP, which would consolidate policies on housing and human services from other chapters in the Plan into a single location.  As noted in the transmittal, some existing 2012 KCCP policies are shown as being relocated and/or combined with other policies.  However, in the transition of these proposed changes into the new Chapter 4, some of the policy language from the 2012 KCCP is not fully retained in the transmitted 2016 KCCP, and these changes are not shown in redline format.[footnoteRef:92]  Staff analysis of these proposed relocations and combinations is ongoing in order to review for substantive changes to 2012 KCCP policy language.   [92:  An example of this is 2012 KCCP policy U-329, which is proposed to be combined into transmitted 2016 KCCP policy H-133 but does not retain 2012 language regarding “alternative land development, flexible development standards, and construction techniques.”  The removal of this portion of the policy language is not shown in redline format.  ] 


Section I: Housing 
Relevance to non-urban King County. Though housing policies were purposefully moved out of Chapter 2 Urban Communities and into a standalone chapter for application to both urban and rural areas, several policies as proposed only apply to the UGA. One particular CPP, H-4, does give housing affordability direction specific to UGAs. However, all other housing policies in the CPPs apply throughout the county.

Policy H-102 would require the County to encourage and reduce barriers to a wide range of housing, but retains 2012 language limiting this requirement to UGAs. The Council may wish to consider whether to encourage a wide range of housing throughout the County in support of ESJ and other goals. 

In addition, as described above, policy H-103 adds mandatory programs to the list of programs that King County, in its role as a regional convener and as local administrator in incorporated areas, must use as tools to plan for housing affordable to all. A reference to “Rural Towns” is proposed to be removed, leaving it to apply to UGAs of the County only.

Section II: Health and Human Services
Ongoing health and human services transformation. The transmitted 2016 KCCP generally reflects Council-adopted policies.  It also anticipates, based on policy direction and/or state law, a few bodies of work that have begun in 2016 and will continue over the next several years such as, for example, Behavioral Health Integration.  Likewise, Best Starts for Kids planning and implementation are large bodies of work that have begun and will be ongoing in 2016 and onward.  Possible renewal of the Mental Illness and Drug Dependency (MIDD) sales tax will also be considered by the Council this fall.  And, next year, work towards renewal of the Veterans and Human Services levy will begin as well.  Presently, also, Washington State is negotiating with the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services in relation to the state’s application for a five-year 1115 Medicaid waiver demonstration.[footnoteRef:93]  If the State is granted this waiver, communities, including King County, may obtain access to funds for projects that align with the policies in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  For example, one of the proposed initiatives, Transformation Projects, in the State’s application would enable the pursuit of transformation projects like health system capacity building, care delivery redesign and prevention and health promotion. [93:  http://www.hca.wa.gov/hw/Documents/waiver_app_public_comment/fedcomm_king_co_10915.pdf] 


The Council may wish to consider whether it may wish to refrain from setting a policy framework in relation to some of this ongoing and pending work in a regional planning document with less flexibility to amend before it has had the opportunity to fully review all of the available options to the County on several of these initiatives.  Specifically, the Council may wish to consider the following two policy changes to Policy H-203, which would establish the principles the County will embrace in its health and human services actions and investments, in this light:

· Subsection (c) specifies the County will assume primary responsibility for coordinating the provision of countywide behavioral health services, working in partnership with cities and local service providers.  Not all decisions related to how the County will approach full physical and behavioral health integration have been made at this point.  
· Subsection (e) specifies that the County will foster integration of systems of care through increased information sharing and “collective impact work.” There has been little evaluation on the efficacy of the County’s collective impact work thus far, and the County has pending policy decisions in 2016 that may be impacted by the adoption of this policy framework.

Equity and Social Justice

The Council and Executive have emphasized the importance of equity and social justice (ESJ) in public policy, including in the King County Strategic Plan, the biennial budget process, and a range of County plans and initiatives.[footnoteRef:94]  Policy documents such as the KCCP, which can affect the life circumstances of broad demographics, can also raise equity concerns.  In that light, the Scoping Motion called for significantly expanding the emphasis on ESJ, specifically by adding language to each chapter requiring close evaluation of policies for their equity impact.  This review highlights the ESJ-related policy recommendations in the transmitted 2016 KCCP. [94:  As required by Ordinance 16948] 




What’s new in the transmitted 2016 KCCP?

The 2012 KCCP included equity and environmental justice considerations throughout the Plan.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes to extend and strengthen a number of ESJ elements. New policy or revisions to existing policy that address equity concerns are found in most chapters of the transmitted 2016 KCCP,[footnoteRef:95] though most prominently in chapters relating to Urban Communities; Housing and Human Services; and Facilities, Services and Utilities.  In addition, new narrative language on equity has been added to the Regional Growth Management Planning and Transportation chapters.   [95:  There are no ESJ policy updates in Chapter 6 Shorelines and Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning.] 

Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning.  Chapter 1 expands the existing narrative discussion of equity, with a focus on the Determinants of Equity, as well as a new map that depicts the concentrations of vulnerable populations[footnoteRef:96] in the County.  It identifies census tracts in South King County with concentrations of vulnerable populations, while such populations appear more dispersed and scattered through the remainder of the county.  The chapter also contains new or revised equity language in three policies, primarily addressing broad goals for the Plan as a whole, incorporating equity among the major goal areas.   [96:  People of Color, Households by Median Household Income, and Households that Lack English Speaking Proficiency] 

RP-101 adds promotion of ESJ to the “quality of life” measures that the County is to strive for.
RP-101  King County shall strive to provide a high quality of life for all of its residents by working with cities, special purpose districts and residents to develop attractive, safe and accessible urban communities, retain rural character and rural neighborhoods, support economic development, promote equity and social justice, ((maintain)) preserve resource and open space lands, preserve the natural environment, and to protect significant cultural and historic resources.
RP-201[footnoteRef:97] adds language requiring the County to ensure that its activities provide social, environmental and economic benefits in policies and regulations.   [97:  This policy is currently GP-101 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to RP-201 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 

((GP‑101)) RP-201  In its policies and regulations, King County shall strive to promote sustainable neighborhoods and communities, and seek to ensure that all county activities provide social, environmental and economic benefits.

RP-205[footnoteRef:98] refers to the reduction of health “inequities,” rather than health disparities, as the object of County efforts in implementing land use efforts.   [98:  This policy is currently GP-105 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to RP-205 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((GP‑105)) RP-205   King County will seek to reduce health ((disparities)) inequities and proactively address issues of equity, social and environmental justice when ((evaluating)) implementing its land use policies, programs, and practices.

RP-206[footnoteRef:99] includes consideration of climate-change related inequities and disparities in preparations for the effects of climate change. [99:  This policy is currently GP-106 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to RP-206 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((GP‑106)) RP-206  King County will protect, restore and enhance its natural resources and environment, encourage sustainable agriculture and forestry, reduce climate pollution and prepare for the effects of climate change, including considering of the inequities and disparities that may be caused by climate change.

Chapter 2  Urban Communities.  Chapter 2 includes a mix of new policies, addressing access to affordable, healthy food; to urban services by disadvantaged communities; to affordable housing near transit and commercial centers; and to equity in urban unincorporated area planning, project development and service delivery.    

U-107 places emphasis on supporting access to foods that are healthy and affordable in managing land use and zoning actions.   

U-107 King County should support land use and zoning actions that promote public health by increasing opportunities for every resident to be more physically active. Land use and zoning actions include:  concentrating growth into the Urban Area, promoting urban centers, allowing mixed-use developments, supporting access to healthy and affordable retail foods, and adding pedestrian and bicycle ((linkages)) facilities and connections. 

U-108 supports the rationale for development of Urban Centers by noting that improving access to needed services helps address social and economic needs, including those of disadvantaged populations.

U-108  King County should support the development of Urban Centers to meet the region's needs for housing, jobs, services, culture and recreation and to promote healthy communities; improving access to these services helps address social and economic needs of all residents, including disadvantaged communities. Strategies may include exploring opportunities for joint development or transit‑oriented development, siting civic uses in mixed‑use areas, and leveraging or utilizing existing county assets in urban centers.
U-122a is a new policy that would encourage approaches to increase housing density and affordable housing in urban unincorporated areas, near transit and commercial areas.  
U-122a  King County King County should explore zoning policies and provisions and tools that increase housing density and affordable housing opportunities within unincorporated urban growth areas, near frequent transit, and near commercial areas 

U-139a is a new policy that would require support of changes to increase access to affordable foods.

U-139a   King County shall support policy and system changes that increase access to and affordable healthy foods in neighborhoods.
U-201a is a new policy that would require consideration of ESJ in urban unincorporated areas.
U‑201a  In all urban unincorporated areas, King County shall consider equity and social justice in its planning, project development, and service delivery approach.

Chapter 3 Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands.  New language in Chapter 3 addresses support for affordable food initiatives, for assisting immigrant and minority farmers in gaining access to farmlands, and for increasing representation of low-income and disadvantaged farmers in agricultural processes.

R-517 encourages exploration of support for food growing projects to improve access to affordable food.

R-517  King County should explore ways of creating and supporting community gardens, farmers' markets, produce stands and other similar community based food growing projects to provide and improve access to healthy and affordable food for all rural residents.
R-661 encourages the County to continue to work with organizations to help immigrant and minority farmers to gain access to farmland.
R-661   ((The county)) King County should develop incentives to encourage ((agricultural activities in the remaining prime farmlands located)) food production on prime farmland ((outside the Agriculture Production Districts)).  These incentives could include tax credits, expedited permit review, reduced permit fees, permit exemptions for activities complying with best management practices or similar programs. The county should continue to work with Seattle Tilth and other organizations to assist immigrant and minority farmers in gaining access to farmland.
R-661a encourages the County to expand its leasing of agricultural land to farmers, and encourages private landowners to lease unused land to farmers, to make farmland available to beginning and low-income farmers.
R‑661a  To help make more farmland accessible to beginning and low‑income farmers, King County should expand its leasing of agricultural land to farmers where appropriate and should encourage private farmland owners to lease unused land to farmers. 
R-661b encourages the County to expand representation of disadvantaged farmers on advisory bodies and in hiring processes. 
R‑661b	King County should expand representation of low income and socially disadvantaged farmers within King County agricultural processes such as the Agriculture Commission, advisory committees, task forces and hiring.

R-665 encourages development of incentives to provide a healthy and affordable local food supply.

R-665  ((The county)) King County should develop incentives that support local food production and processing to increase food security and provide a healthy and affordable local food supply, and reduce energy use.

Chapter 4 Housing and Human Services.  There is extensive new language in this chapter addressing equity issues, primarily focused on affordable housing.  Policies address housing needs of vulnerable populations, affordable housing targets, engagement of marginalized populations in housing issues, promotion of fair housing, affordable housing in transit-oriented communities, displacement of vulnerable communities, affordable housing tax incentives and credits, and a range of additional affordable housing policies.  
H-102[footnoteRef:100] requires the County to work with various entities to encourage housing that addresses the needs of diverse populations, especially vulnerable populations; as well as housing that supports the goals of the County’s ESJ Initiative and Health and Human Services Transformation Plan.[footnoteRef:101] [100:  This policy is currently U-301 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-102 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.]  [101:  Motion 13943] 

((U‑301)) H-102   King County shall work with ((cities)) jurisdictions, the private sector, state and federal governments, other public funders of housing, other public agencies such as the Housing Authorities, regional agencies such as the Puget Sound Regional Council, intermediary housing organizations, and the non‑profit sector, to encourage a wide range of housing and to reduce barriers to the development and preservation of a wide range of housing within the Urban Growth Area that:
a.	Provides housing choices for people of all income levels, particularly ((located)) in areas with existing or planned high‑capacity and frequent public transportation access ((networks including those that make it)) where it is safe and convenient to walk, bicycle, and take public transportation to work and other key destinations such as shopping and health care;
b.	Meets the needs of ((our)) a diverse population, especially families and individuals who have very‑low to moderate incomes, older adults, people with developmental disabilities and people with behavioral, physical, cognitive and/or functional disabilities, and people who are homeless;
c.	Supports economic growth; and
d.	((Ensures)) Supports King County’s equity and social justice, and transformation plan goals, for an equitable and rational distribution of low‑income and high‑quality affordable housing, including mixed‑income housing, throughout the county.

H-103[footnoteRef:102] requires the County to address affordable housing needs for the very-low to moderate-income households through countywide targets in Countywide Planning Policies. [102:  This policy is currently U-302 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-103 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑302)) H-103	Through subarea and regional planning with ((cities)) jurisdictions and partners in the Puget Sound region, mandatory and incentive programs and funding initiatives for affordable housing, King County shall serve as a regional convener and local administrator in the unincorporated areas to plan for housing to meet the needs of all economic segments of the population throughout the Urban Growth Areas.  With respect to affordable housing, King County shall address the countywide need for housing affordable to very‑low, low and moderate‑income households pursuant to the countywide targets established in the most recently adopted Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). ((and within Rural Towns.  King County shall plan for construction, rehabilitation, or preservation of housing units affordable to households as follows:
a.	13% of housing stock should be affordable to households below 30% of the King County median income, including homeless individuals and families who may face significant barriers to finding permanent housing;
b.	11% of housing stock should be affordable to households between 30% and 50% of the King County median income;
c.	16% of housing stock should be affordable to households between 50% and 80% of the King County median income;
d.	20% of housing stock should be affordable to households between 80% and 120% of the King County median income; and
e.	40% of housing stock should be affordable to households above 120% of the King County median income.))

H-105a is a new policy that would require the County to involve vulnerable populations in affordable housing goals, policies and programs.

H-105a  King County shall engage marginalized populations in the development, implementation, and evaluation of county-wide affordable housing goals, policies and programs.

H-114[footnoteRef:103] refers to clustered and higher density housing as ways to achieve lower prices and rents. [103:  This policy is currently U-334 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-114 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑334)) H-114 King County should encourage development of residential communities that achieve lower prices and rents through ((shared common houses)) clustered and higher density housing that shares common spaces, open spaces and community facilities.

H-118 is a new policy that would require the County to further Fair Housing and to work with partners to promote the needs of all communities, especially those with limited access to opportunity.  It also requires helping residents and stakeholders to understand Fair Housing laws, and helping to promote equitable housing practices for protected classes.  

H-118 King County shall actively promote and affirmatively further fair housing in its housing programs, and shall work with all of its partners to further fair housing in its regional role promoting housing affordability, choice and access to opportunity for all communities, especially those communities that bear the burdens from lack of investment and access to opportunity; and shall work with residents and stakeholders to help them understand the rights protected by federal, state, and local fair housing laws and shall help to promote equitable housing practices for protected classes through fair housing education and enforcement.

H-119[footnoteRef:104] requires flexibility in managing funding, incentive or mandatory affordable housing programs to create affordable housing for persons with disabilities. [104:  This policy is currently U-360 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-119 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑360)) H-119 King County shall flexibly apply its rules, policies, practices and services when necessary to afford persons with disabilities equal opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling ((, including the promotion of public funding and other incentives to create new affordable housing)) in its funding, incentive or mandatory affordable housing programs in order to create new affordable housing opportunities for persons with disabilities.

H-121[footnoteRef:105] requires promoting land use patterns that connect affordable and mixed-income housing with transportation choices, as well as the development of public financing techniques that provide an advantage for affordable and mixed-income housing within transit-oriented communities. [105:  This policy is currently U-317 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-121 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑317)) H-121  King County shall support affordable and mixed-income housing development in transit-oriented locations that is compatible with surrounding uses by:
a.	Providing information and a process for accessing ((on)) potential development sites in transit-oriented locations where King County has ownership or access to potential sites;
b.	Promoting land use patterns that ((provide convenient connections for pedestrian and bicycle travel as well as for transit and other motorized transportation)) cohesively connect affordable and mixed-income housing with active transportation choices;
c.	((Funding services, amenities, infrastructure and access improvements within the urban area; and
d.	)) Developing public financing techniques that ((give housing development and redevelopment in designated areas a market advantage)) will provide an advantage for projects that will create and/or preserve affordable and mixed-income housing within transit-oriented communities and neighborhoods that promote health, well-being and opportunity, or within a neighborhood plan for revitalization.

H-123 is a new policy that would require the County to support equitable transit-oriented development that increases ridership, community benefits and agency revenues 

H-123  King County will evaluate and seek opportunities for equitable transit oriented development at major transit centers and hubs when investments are likely to produce increased ridership, community benefits, and net revenues to the transit agency.

H-124 is a new policy that would require the County to work to reduce displacement of very-low to moderate-income households from transit-oriented locations, and strive to align affordable housing and transit investments.

H-124	King County shall work with partners to reduce and prevent displacement of very‑low to moderate‑income households from transit‑oriented locations, to the extent possible; and shall strive to align affordable housing investments and transit investments in order to  increase the quality of life of disinvested communities.

H-130 is a new policy that would encourage exploration of zoning that increases density and affordable housing in unincorporated UGAs, near transit and commercial areas.

H-130	  King County should explore zoning policies and provisions that increase housing density and affordable housing opportunities within unincorporated urban growth areas near transit and near commercial areas.

H-134 would limit affordable density bonuses and incentives to development in unincorporated urban areas and near commercial areas.  The policy is also expanded to require review and updating of density bonuses to assure effectiveness, particularly in respect to mandatory inclusionary affordable housing requirements.

((U‑339)) H-134 Density bonuses and other incentives for the development of affordable housing by for-profit and non-profit developers shall be available within unincorporated urban areas and near commercial areas to both single‑family and multifamily developments to promote development of affordable rental and/or ownership housing. Bonuses shall be periodically reviewed and updated, as needed, to assure they are effective in creating affordable housing units, especially in coordination with any mandatory inclusionary affordable housing requirements adopted.

H-136[footnoteRef:106] would now mandate, instead of encourage as in the 2012 policy, that the County provide opportunities for rental buildings with shared facilities, including proposed language highlighting micro-units buildings and clustered micro-homes, and higher density ownership options. The transmitted 2016 KCCP also proposes that these opportunities will only be required to be provided in unincorporated UGAs and near commercial areas. [106:  This policy is currently U-323 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-136 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑323)) H-136 King County ((should encourage)) shall provide opportunities within unincorporated urban growth areas and near commercial areas for the development, rehabilitation, and preservation of rental residential buildings that have shared facilities, such as single‑room occupancy buildings, ((hotels and)) boarding homes, micro-units buildings and clustered micro homes to provide opportunities for lower rents housing options; and higher density ownership options including condominiums, co-operative mutual housing, cottage housing and other forms of clustered higher density ownership housing.

H-140[footnoteRef:107] would now mandate, instead of encourage as in the 2012 policy, allowance of five-story wood frame construction to increase multifamily housing. [107:  This policy is currently U-332 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-140 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP.] 


((U‑332)) H-140  King County ((should explore the feasibility of allowing)) shall allow five‑story wood frame construction ((as a technique that will)) to increase the availability of multifamily housing while lowering development costs and maintaining fire safety.

H-141[footnoteRef:108] would now mandate, instead of encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to explore expansion of incentives to preserve existing housing, through programs including tax exemptions for affordable housing. [108:  This policy is currently U-352 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-141 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑352)) H-141  King County ((should)) shall explore the expansion of land use and financial incentives to preserve and improve existing housing in redeveloping areas through the use of programs such as transfer of development rights, tax credits and tax ((abatements for low‑income housing and)) exemptions for new and preserved affordable housing, as well as tax abatements and restoration loans for housing designated as a historic landmark.

H-144[footnoteRef:109] is rewritten to mandate that the County ensures that affordable housing created through County land use policies meets the same quality and design standards as similar market housing, except for size and finish. The County is to encourage mandatory and incentivized affordable housing on the site of market rate housing projects. [109:  This policy is currently U-359 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-144 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑359)) H-144 King County will ensure that mandatory and/or incentivized affordable housing unit created through its land use policies and regulations meets the same quality and design as market housing of a similar size and density, but may be allowed to be reasonably smaller in size and to have more modest finishes, and will encourage mandatory and incentivized affordable housingunits (sic) to be created on the site of market rate housing projects. ((King County shall promote opportunities for publicly funded housing, including housing for low‑income people with special needs, by:
a.	Adopting land use policies and regulations that treat publicly funded housing and other low‑income housing the same as housing of a similar size and density;
b.	Adopting funding and program policies that encourage integration of assisted housing within communities and a fair distribution of publicly funded housing throughout the county.  Mandatory dispersion requirements that limit where publicly funded housing may locate should not be applied; and
c.	Encouraging developers and owners of publicly funded housing units to undertake activities to establish and maintain positive relationships with neighbors.)) 

2012 KCCP policy H-149 mandates the County to work to urge expansion of funding for affordable housing for “people with special needs.”  The transmitted 2016 KCCP would now state that housing funding should be expanded to prioritize older adults, people experiencing homelessness, and persons with disabilities.

((U‑337)) H-149	  King County shall work with other jurisdictions, housing developers, and service providers throughout the state to urge federal and state government to expand both capital and operating funding for low‑income housing, including low‑income housing for ((people with special needs)) older adults, people who are homeless and people with behavioral health, cognitive, physical and developmental disabilities.

H-152[footnoteRef:110] requires priority in affordable housing to projects serving households at specified income levels or that provide housing to identified vulnerable populations. [110:  This policy is currently U-344 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-152 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑344)) H-152	  King County shall give priority in its affordable housing ((funding)) subsidy programs to ((developments)) projects that serve low‑income individuals and households at or below 80 percent of area median income (AMI), and/or that provide ((, secure)) appropriate housing options for ((people with special needs, prevent displacement of low‑income people, or provide low‑income and special needs housing along with social services)) older adults, people with behavioral health, cognitive, physical or developmental disabilities, people that are homeless and people that are at risk of homelessness and/or displacement.

H-153 is a new policy that would require encouragement of smoke-free housing policies in County-funded affordable housing projects.
 
H-153   King County shall encourage the inclusion of smoke-free housing policies in projects funded through its affordable housing subsidy programs.

H-154 is a new policy that would mandate that the County encourage improvement of healthy housing in affordable housing standards.

H-154	  King County shall work with partners and stakeholders to encourage the improvement in healthy housing elements in existing affordable housing sustainability standards, with emphasis on healthy housing elements that reduce asthma.

H-155 is a new policy that would mandate consideration in its housing and community development projects to projects that focus on those with the most disparate health, prosperity and housing conditions at risk of displacement, and requires planning and community development investments to support those communities.

H-155  King County shall give particular consideration in its affordable housing and community development investments to projects that provide housing and community development solutions in the 20% to 30% of the county with the most disparate outcomes in health, economic prosperity and housing conditions who may be at high risk of displacement; and shall .coordinate planning and community development investments to support such communities as they experience changes in their demographics, built environment, and real estate markets.

H-156 is a new policy that would require the County, in its housing subsidy programs, to consider projects in areas with severe affordable housing shortages where there is access to jobs, transportation and a healthy community.

H-156	  King County shall give particular consideration in its affordable housing subsidy programs to projects in areas where there is a severe shortage of affordable housing, and where there is access to job opportunities , a healthy community and active transportation.

H-157[footnoteRef:111] encourages exploration of the use of surplus County property to provide community benefits. [111:  This policy is currently U-347 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-157 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑347)) H-157   King County should expand its use of surplus county‑owned property and air rights over county‑owned property at a discount for affordable housing and should also explore ((its use for other public benefits, such as human services, and consider conveyance of properties to public or non‑profit housing developers and agencies at below‑market cost)) the use of such property for other community benefits, determined through a community participatory process, at below market cost, to non-profit developers and other developers that agree to provide such community benefits.  Surplus county property shall be prioritized for housing development that will be consistent with the King County ((Consortium Consolidated Plan and the Ten‑Year Plan to End Homelessness)) Department of Community and Human Services adopted plans and policies.

H-158[footnoteRef:112] states that the County should support the increase of affordable housing through planning, policy, advocacy and technical assistance.  [112:  This policy is currently U-348 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-158 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 

 
((U‑348)) H-158  King County should support the efforts of non‑profit developers and housing agencies to increase the supply of housing for low‑income households, through affordable housing planning, policy and advocacy activities and the provision of technical assistance ((and funding for capacity building, training, and predevelopment activities.)) 

H-160[footnoteRef:113] requires the County to give considerable weight to healthy housing and sustainable development elements in subsidizing affordable housing. [113:  This policy is currently U-350 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-160 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑350)) H-160  When awarding subsidies for affordable housing developments to non‑profit developers and housing agencies, King County ((shall include in its criteria whether the proposals)) shall consider and give considerable weight to projects that incorporate and implement healthy housing and sustainable development ((principles, including)) elements and universal design features.

H-162[footnoteRef:114] encourages the County to assist in the acquisition of affordable financing to specified owners of properties serving low- to moderate-income residents. [114:  This policy is currently U-353 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-162 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑353)) H-162  King County should assist owners of rental properties serving low‑ and moderate‑income residents to acquire affordable financing for building health and safety improvements in exchange for long‑term agreements to maintain affordable rents.

H-165a is a new policy that would require the County to encourage positive relations between subsidized housing and neighbors.

H-165a  Through its funding programs, King County shall encourage developers and owners of publicly subsidized housing units to undertake activities to establish and maintain positive relationships with neighbors.

H-167[footnoteRef:115] encourages the use of opportunity mapping to support siting of facilities and subsidized housing, where vulnerable populations, including those with disabilities, have access to transportation amenities and services, in addition to other opportunities. [115:  This policy is currently U-366 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-167 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑366)) H-167 King County should use opportunity mapping ((help in site planning that)):
a.	((Supports)) To support the siting of community facilities and assisted publicly ((funded)) subsidized affordable housing in locations where low‑ and moderate‑income residents and persons with ((special needs)) behavioral health, physical, cognitive and developmental disabilities have convenient access to a variety of opportunities, transportation, amenities and services; and
((b.	Uses opportunity mapping; and
c)) b.	((Promotes)) To promote fair housing and diverse communities that are inclusive of residents with a range of abilities, ages, races, incomes and other diverse characteristics of the population of King County.

H-171[footnoteRef:116] encourages County support for innovative and flexible tools and programs that help low income renters to maintain housing stability or access permanent affordable housing. [116:  This policy is currently U-371 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-171 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑371))  H-171  King County should support innovative and flexible tools and programs that assist low‑income renters to ((remain in)) maintain housing stability or to gain access to permanent affordable housing and private market housing, such as revolving loan funds that cover utility and damage deposits, and rental assistance programs.

H-173[footnoteRef:117] would now require, rather than encourage as in the 2012 policy, the County to provide financial assistance for housing rehabilitation to low-income homeowners, now including owners of manufactured homes; the policy also states that the County should also consider support for community repair programs like tool banks. [117:  This policy is currently U-368 in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-173 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((U‑368)) H-173  King County ((should)) shall provide financial assistance for ownership housing rehabilitation to low‑income home owners, including owners of mobile/manufactured homes residing in parks ((a, and through)) or on their own land through individual or cooperative ownership. King County should also consider support for community‑based repair programs, such as tool banks or painting programs.

H-203[footnoteRef:118] requires application of principles that promote equity, in addition to those that promote effectiveness, accountability and social justice.  A new requirement is also proposed for the County to work with providers to provide behavioral health services to low-income persons, and that the County will assume responsibility for coordinating countywide behavioral health services, working with cities and local providers.   [118:  This policy is currently F-299e in the adopted 2012 KCCP, and is proposed to be changed to H-203 as part of the transmitted 2016 KCCP] 


((F‑299e)) H-203   King County will apply principles that promote effectiveness, accountability and equity and social justice.  King County embraces the following principles in its health and human service actions and investments:
a.	King County will provide information to the community on its health, human services and behavioral health system planning and evaluation activities, funding processes and criteria, and the results of its investments in a transparent, ((and)) accountable and culturally and audience appropriate manner;
b.	King County will uphold federal, state and local laws against discrimination; promote culturally competent, equitable and relevant service delivery; and will work to end disparities in social, health and economic status among communities and people of different racial and ethnic backgrounds;
c.	King County shall work with local service providers to provide behavioral health services to low‑income individuals in need, including high quality equitable prevention, crisis diversion, mental health, substance abuse disorder and co‑occurring treatment services to youth, young adults and older adults. The county will assume primary responsibility for coordinating the provision of countywide behavioral health services, working in partnership with cities and local service providers.

H-204 is a new policy that would require application of principles that lead to healthy communities in all neighborhoods.

H-204	  King County shall apply principles that lead to thriving healthy communities in all neighborhoods of the region. King County will support public health investments that help all residents to live in thriving communities where they have the opportunity to make healthy choices. King County shall support:
a.	Access to safe and convenient opportunities to be physically active, including access to walking, bicycling, recreation and transit infrastructure;
b.	Access to healthy and affordable foods;
c.	Protection from exposure to harmful environmental agents and infectious disease is reduced and minimized;
d.	Access to transportation systems that are designed to prevent pedestrian, bicyclist and driver injuries;
e.	Residential neighborhoods free from violence and fear of violence;
f.	Protection from involuntary exposure to second hand tobacco smoke and under-age access to tobacco products;
g.	Community amenities and design that maximizes opportunities for social connectivity and stress reduction;
h.	A range of health services, including timely emergency response and culturally-specific preventive medical, behavioral and dental care within their community.

H-206 is a new policy that would require the County to encourage greater influence of residents that live in communities that have disproportionately lower health outcomes.

H-206	  King County will encourage significant increases in the role and influence of residents living in communities that have disproportionately lower health outcomes.

H-207 is a new policy that would confirm the County’s recognition of poverty, affordable housing and economic opportunity as critical public health issues, and requires efforts to address these issues through county plans, programs and funding.  

H-207	  King County recognizes that poverty, affordable housing and access to economic opportunity for all residents are critical public health issues and will take steps to address these issues through ongoing county plans, programs and funding.

H-208 is a new policy that would require the County to explore co-location of health and human services facilities.

H-208	  King County will explore the co-location of health and human services facilities that are easily accessible, distributed equitably throughout the county, make the best use of existing facilities and are compatible with adjoining uses.

Chapter 5 Environment.  New lead-in text and policy language in Chapter 5 related to equity focuses on climate change.  

E-221a is a new policy that would require use of the Equity Impact Review process in prioritizing climate change resiliency investments.

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

Chapter 7 Parks, Open Space and Cultural Resources.  Chapter 7 addresses equity issues through new language emphasizing affordable and accessible interpretive and aquatic programs, partnership efforts to address equity goals, and involving a diversity of interests in its programs.  Language requiring equity considerations in locating, acquisition and development of facilities to help address health disparities is stricken, while language is added to support addressing equity goals through joint planning and management of sites and facilities. 

P-105 emphasizes facilitation of affordable and culturally accessible programs on county properties.

P-105 King County should facilitate affordable and culturally-accessible educational, interpretive and aquatic programs on county-owned properties that further the enjoyment, understanding and appreciation of the natural, cultural and recreational resources of the park system and the region.

Language in P-121 requiring consideration of equity in the open space system to help in the reduction of health disparities and the promotion of social and environmental justice, is proposed to be removed.  

((P‑121   King County shall consider equity in the location, development and acquisition of its open space system to help in the reduction of health disparities and in the promotion of social and environmental justice.  )) 

P-129 encourages the County and its partners to work to address social and economic justice goals through joint planning and management of sites and facilities. 

P-129 King County shall be a leader in establishing partnerships with cities, adjacent counties, tribes, state and federal agencies, school and special purpose districts, community organizations, non-profit organizations, land owners and other citizens. The county and these partnerships should work to promote and protect all aspects of environmental quality and address social and economic justice goals ((and)) to complete the regional parks and open space system through joint planning and management of ((, linking)) local and regional ((lands)) sites and facilities.

P-134 is a new policy requiring the County to invite and involve diverse individuals, groups and agencies, consistent with equity policies.

P-134 King County will work to invite and involve a wide variety of interests via a diversity of individuals, groups and agencies consistent with the County’s economic and social justice policies.

Chapter 8 Transportation. The Transportation chapter includes new polices emphasizing consideration of equity impacts in transportation programs, and opportunities for participation in program development by vulnerable populations.  Existing policies are modified to revise references to immigrant and refugee populations, to support pursuit of non-regressive revenue sources, and to include vulnerable populations among those to whom transportation-related public information is provided.  In addition, the chapter includes in narrative form a discussion of ESJ in Road Services Division planning, emphasizing the consideration that ESJ principles receive in decision making.  This discussion notes prioritization of snow and ice response in light of equity needs, culturally relevant communications and public engagement processes, and similar undertakings.

T-104 refers to immigrant and refugee populations, rather than persons with limited English proficiency, as being among those to whom the County should provide transportation services and facilities.  

T‑104	  King County should provide a system of transportation services and facilities that offers travel options to all members of the community, including people of color, low‑income communities, ((people with limited English proficiency)) immigrant and refugee populations, and others who may have limited transportation options such as students, youth, seniors, and people with disabilities.

T-104a is a new policy that would encourage the County to consider equity impacts and benefits in transportation services.

T‑104a   King County should consider the equity impacts, and benefits, when planning, developing, and implementing transportation programs, projects, and services.

T-237 includes immigrant and refugee populations, rather than persons with limited English proficiency, among those for whom grant funding for nonmotorized infrastructure should be pursued.

T‑237	  To increase equitable access to walking, bicycling and transit mobility options, the county should actively seek grant funding to improve nonmotorized infrastructure that serves the needs of people of color, low‑income communities, ((people with limited English proficiency)) immigrant and refugee populations, and others who may have limited transportation options such as students, youth, seniors, and people with disabilities.

T-253a is a new policy that would mandate that the County will provide participation opportunities for vulnerable communities to access alternatives to driving alone.

T-253a   King County shall provide opportunities for residents of low income communities, people of color, and immigrant and refugee populations to inform and participate in programs to increase access to effective alternatives to driving alone. 

T-308 requires implementation of road projects to avoid negative impacts to immigrant and refugee populations, rather than persons with limited English proficiency, among other with limited transportation options.

T‑308	  Road projects and programs shall be implemented in ways that avoid or minimize negative impacts for people of color, low‑income communities, and ((people with limited English proficiency)) immigrant and refugee populations, and others who may have limited transportation options, such as students, youth, seniors, and people with disabilities and seek to provide tangible, positive benefits whenever possible.

T-407 encourages new funding sources for transportation system investments that are not regressive.

T‑407	  New funding sources should be identified and pursued that would provide adequate and sustainable resources for transportation system ((improvements)) investments, are not regressive, and whenever possible provide multi‑jurisdictional benefits.

T-511 proposes to include low-income communities, people of color and immigrant and refugee populations among those to whom should be provided public information about transportation services, infrastructure and funding issues.

T‑511  King County should provide timely, accurate, and consistent public information about transportation services, infrastructure and funding issues, and ensure a wide range of opportunities for input and engagement with county residents, including low income communities, people of color, and immigrant and refugee populations and other stakeholders.

Chapter 9 Services Facilities and Utilities.  Chapter 9 addresses equity needs through policies emphasizing culturally-appropriate community engagement, adherence to the Executive Order on Translation,[footnoteRef:119] and the creation of equitable communities through a range of facilities and services.  Evaluation of siting processes to assure that vulnerable populations aren’t unduly impacted, and consideration of fee discounts for low income households are also addressed. [119:  Executive Order INF 14-2 (AEO) http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/policies/executive/itaeo/inf142aeo.aspx] 


F-101a is a new policy that would require County agencies to engage communities in a culturally-appropriate way.

F‑101a  King County agencies will engage communities in a culturally‑ and audience‑appropriate manner.

F-101b is a new policy that would mandate County adherence to the Written Language Translation Executive Order.  

F‑101b	King County shall adhere to the Executive Order on Written Language Translation Process for those with limited English speaking abilities.

F-202 encourages creation of equitable communities through a full range of public facilities and services.

F‑202	  King County should seek to create equitable and quality communities by defining the needs and proposing strategies for a full range of public facilities and services, including physical infrastructure and health, human and public safety services.  King County should strive to provide an adequate supply and appropriate level of public facilities necessary to support all communities.

F210a is a new policy that would require County agencies to evaluate “determinants of equity” for vulnerable populations when siting new facilities.

F‑210a   When siting new county facilities, ensure that county agencies identify and evaluate impacts on the “determinants of equity” for low‑income communities, people of color, and people with limited English speaking abilities.

F-225a is a new policy that would encourage consideration of low-rate fees for service to low-income households.

F‑225a   King County should consider provisions for service to low‑income households through discount or low‑rate fees for services.

F-228 encourages active engagement of communities with a disproportionate share of existing facilities in planning for and siting new facilities.

F‑228	King County should strive to site essential public facilities equitably so that no racial, cultural, or socio‑economic group is unduly impacted by essential public facility siting or expansion decisions.  No single community should absorb an inequitable share of these facilities and their impacts and an assessment of existing facilities should be conducted when siting new facilities.  Siting should consider equity, environmental justice and environmental, economic, technical and service area factors and communities with a disproportionate share of existing facilities should be actively engaged in the planning and siting process for new facilities.  The net impact of siting new essential public facilities should be weighted against the net impact of expansion of existing essential public facilities, with appropriate buffering and mitigation.  Essential public facilities that directly serve the public beyond their general vicinity shall be discouraged from locating in the Rural Area.

F-230 requires, among other analytical procedures for new or expanded essential public facilities, public involvement to avoid excluding any racial, cultural or socio-economic group.

F‑230	Siting analysis for proposed new or expansions to existing essential public facilities shall consist of the following:
a.	An inventory of similar existing essential public facilities in King County and neighboring counties, including their locations and capacities;
b.	A forecast of the future needs for the essential public facility;
c.	An analysis of the potential social and economic impacts and benefits to jurisdictions and local communities receiving or surrounding the facilities;
d.	An analysis of the proposal’s consistency with policies F‑226 through F‑229;
e.	An analysis of alternatives to the facility, including decentralization, conservation, demand management and other strategies;
f.	An analysis of economic and environmental impacts, including mitigation, of any existing essential public facility, as well as of any new site(s) under consideration as an alternative to expansion of an existing facility;
g.	Extensive public involvement which effectively engages communities so that no racial, cultural, or socio‑economic group is excluded; ((and)) 
h.	Consideration of any applicable prior review conducted by a public agency, local government, or citizen’s group; and
i.	To the extent allowable under the Growth Management Act, the locational criteria in policy R‑326.

F-287 mandates inclusion, rather than consideration as in the 2012 policy, of equity principles in planning the Flood Hazard Management Plan. Outreach is also proposed to be expanded to include consideration of race and access to services and programs.

F‑287	  King County shall ((consider)) include equity and social justice principles in planning and implementing the King County Flood Hazard Management Plan to assure floodplain property owners and residents are given equal access to flood risk reduction services. Outreach should consider vulnerable populations that may face barriers based on age, income, English language proficiency, access to services and program, race or other factors.

F-325a is a new policy that would encourage the County to seek to ensure no undue impact to any racial, cultural or socioeconomic group from new or expanded transmission and distribution lines. 

F‑325a   King County should strive to ensure that no racial, cultural, or socio‑economic group is unduly impacted by decisions to add new, expand or upgrade transmission and distribution lines.

F-332a is a new policy that would encourage siting of gas or hazardous liquid transmission pipelines to avoid undue impact to any racial, cultural or socioeconomic group.

F‑332a   King County should strive to site new gas or hazardous liquid transmission pipelines equitably so that no racial, cultural, or socio‑economic group is unduly impacted by siting or expansion decisions.

F354 encourages cable companies to take steps to ensure availability of cable service and information, especially to low-income communities.

F‑354	Cable companies should take ((affirmative steps to ensure that reasonable services are available regardless of income or the income of other people in the person’s neighborhood)) proactive steps to ensure that there is widespread availability of cable service and diverse information is available to county residents, especially low‑income communities.

F-358 encourages builders and architects to design and retrofit state-of-the-art cable ready facilities, and is proposed to be expanded to include community centers, social service agencies, health clinics and other buildings that serve low income citizens.

F‑358	  Builders and architects should work with the telecommunication industry to design and retrofit state‑of‑the art cable‑ready homes and offices and community centers, social service agencies, community health clinics, and other buildings that serve low‑income citizens.

F-359 notes County encouragement to public and private organizations for the creation of wireless internet connections, and is proposed to be expanded to include facilities and buildings that serve low-income communities.

F‑359	King County encourages public and private organizations to create wireless internet connections where the public can access the Internet, including in community centers, social service agencies, community health clinics, and other buildings that serve low‑income citizens.  This will create additional opportunities to reduce traffic, lower Greenhouse Gas Emissions and enhance convenient information exchange.

Chapter 10 Economic Development.  The Economic Development chapter addresses equity needs through new polices focusing on development of business innovation districts in low-income communities, equity in job and career opportunities for youth, and opportunities for communities that are limited-English-proficient through partnerships, translation, and hiring.

ED-213 is a new policy that would require the County to coordinate with partners to support business innovation districts, such as food innovation districts, and related initiatives in lower income communities.

ED-213   King County shall coordinate with a broad range of partners, organizations, businesses and public sector agencies to support the development of business innovation districts and related initiatives in lower income communities, with an emphasis on food innovation districts, in particular. Food innovation districts may encompass anchor food businesses, small food business incubation, food industry education and training, markets and food hubs, food programs and partnerships with urban and rural food growers and cooperatives, and food aggregation and processing.

ED-304 is a new policy that would require the County to increase equity in jobs and careers for youth through various programs, initiatives and partnerships.

ED-304   King County shall continue to increase equity in jobs and career opportunities for youth through programs such as the Education Engagement Strategy launched by Public Health in 2013, and others.
a.	Partner with private businesses, community organizations and educational institutions to provide job shadowing, internship and summer job opportunities for King County youth.
b.	Partner with Maritime and Manufacturing industry businesses, and other business sectors, to engage high school students in vocational programs that offer training for living wage industry jobs. Work with these businesses to engage schools in promoting regional opportunities for apprenticeships and internships for high school students.

ED-305 is a new policy that would mandate County assistance in opportunities for limited English proficiency populations, including partnerships with representative organizations, private businesses, and educational institutions, as well as improving translation services.

ED-305   King County shall help promote and develop opportunities for limited English proficiency populations.
a.	Partner and invest in community organizations that represent limited English proficiency populations
b.	Improve translation services.
c.	Partner with private business to promote the hiring of limited English proficiency populations.
d.	Partner with regional educational institutions to develop methods for recertification for limited English proficiency professionals with credentials from other countries. Partner with community organizations to promote and increase access to recertification programs.

Chapter 11 Community Service Area Planning.  Chapter 11 includes a narrative discussion of the importance of equity considerations in community outreach for the new subarea planning program.  The Executive’s proposed lead-in text notes that equity principles will play a “particularly key role during subarea plan public engagement activities by ensuring people of color, low-income residents, and populations with limited English proficiency are informed and offered equal access to participate in its planning process.”

Chapter 12 Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation.  Chapter 12 strengthens policy language considering equity goals in regulatory decision making and addressing housing incentives in support of vulnerable populations. 

I-101 strengthens language specifying that criteria and code requirements upon which regulatory decisions are made are to include ESJ goals.

I-101   King County's regulation of land use should:
a. Protect public health, safety and general welfare, and property rights; 
b. Protect consumers from fraudulent practices in land use, land sales and development;
c. Implement and be consistent with the comprehensive plan and other adopted land use goals, policies and plans;
d. Be expeditious, predictable, clear, straightforward and internally consistent;
e .Provide clear direction for resolution of regulatory conflict;
f. Be enforceable, efficiently administered and provide appropriate incentives and penalties;
g. Be consistently and effectively enforced;
h. Create public and private benefits worth their cost;
i. Be coordinated with timely provision of necessary public facilities and services;
j. Encourage creativity and diversity in meeting county goals and policies;
k. Be coordinated with cities, special purpose districts and other public agencies to promote compatible development standards throughout King County;
l. Be responsive, understandable and accessible to the public;
m. Provide effective public notice and reasonable opportunities for the public (especially those directly affected) to be heard and to influence decisions;
n. Avoid intruding on activities involving constitutionally protected freedoms of speech, petition, expression, assembly, association and economic competition, except when essential to protect public health, safety and welfare (and then the restriction should be no broader than necessary); 
o. Treat all members of the public equally regardless of race, culture or class and base regulatory decisions wholly on the applicable criteria and code requirements, including the county Equity and Social Justice goals; 
p. Make development requirements readily accessible to the public through up-to-date codes, technical assistance materials and other relevant documents; and 
q. Provide for relief from existing regulations when they would deprive a property of uses allowed to similar properties with the same zoning or environmental or other constraints, and when such relief would neither endanger public health and safety nor conflict with adopted use policies. This policy is not intended for relief from rules governing the subdividing of land.

I-601 proposes to include identification of disadvantaged areas and areas with concentrations of low-income or minority groups among the geographic areas to be identified with infill opportunities, for which budget priority status and flexible new development standards would be granted.

I‑601	King County should develop incentives for the Unincorporated Urban ((Growth)) Area that encourage the development industry to provide a broad range of housing and business space.  Incentives could include:
a.	Identification of geographic areas with infill opportunities, granting them budget priority status and subjecting new development in these areas to more flexible standards – this should include disadvantaged areas an areas with significant concentrations of low‑income or minority groups;
b.	Density bonuses for site designs which provide public benefits (for example, grid roads that connect with other developments and limit impacts on arterials);
c.	Incentives which lower financial development risk;
d.	Joint development opportunities at county‑owned or operated facilities, utilization of air rights on county‑owned or operated facilities, and the establishment of transit‑supportive design guidelines; and
e.	County capital improvement funding for public urban amenities including transportation, parks, open space, cultural and other facilities for cities participating in the King County Transfer of Development Rights Program.



Consistency with adopted policies and plans

ESJ integration.  New language on equity and social justice is less extensive in chapters on Rural Areas and Natural Resource Lands (Chapter 3), Environment (Chapter 5), Shorelines (Chapter 6), Parks, Open Space and Cultural Resources (Chapter 7), Economic Development (Chapter 10), Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation (Chapter 12), than in other chapters of in the Plan.  This focus of equity language in other chapters would be generally consistent with the new, proposed narrative in Chapter 1 that notes that “ESJ considerations are less of a factor in planning in rural and natural resource areas.”  Furthermore, in one case, existing equity language is eliminated: P-121, which required the consideration of equity in the open space system to help in the reduction of health disparities, is proposed to be removed.  The Council may wish to consider whether this approach is consistent with the Council’s policy goals.

Consistency with Scoping Motion

Staff notes here the items that do not appear to be addressed in the transmitted 2016 KCCP.  These issues are also reflected in the individual chapter analysis portion of the staff report.

Stand-alone equity chapter.  The Scoping Motion called for consideration of consolidating health and equity policies into a new, stand-alone chapter.  While a new health and human services chapter is proposed as Chapter 4 in the transmitted 2016 KCCP, the equity policies in the plan are not consolidated in this new chapter.  Instead, there is an extended discussion of equity, together with health and social and environmental justice as a subsection of the Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning.[footnoteRef:120] The transmitted 2016 KCCP continues to include equity policies throughout the Plan. [120:  Page 1-19] 


Multifamily tax exemption.  The Scoping Motion encouraged exploration of a multifamily tax exemption and other affordable housing strategies in the Housing and Human Services chapter.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP includes a number of affordable housing strategies, including new language in H-141 mandating that the County explore incentives, including a new reference to tax exemptions, for new and preserved affordable housing.  There is also a new reference in H-131 to tax abatements, exemptions and credits for affordable housing.  These tax incentive references could potentially include multifamily tax exemptions to encourage affordable housing, though there is no such specific new policy language. 

Other Issues for Councilmember Consideration

Affordable housing.  People of color and low-income populations appear to be among those most vulnerable to significantly increasing rental rates and housing prices in King County.  Home ownership in King County differs significantly by race and by income: in 2009, the rate of home ownership among whites, at 65 percent, was more than twice the rate of home ownership among African Americans, at 31 percent.  Also in 2009, those with household income less than $24,999 had a home ownership rate of 31 percent; those with household income of $150,000 or more had an 88 percent home ownership rate. [footnoteRef:121]  These differences can have the effect of limiting the ability of low-income and minority populations to retain long-term residency within the urban core, raising the question of the demographic balance of the population base within central urban areas over time, with access to services such as transit, education, recreation, and other quality of life services.   [121:  Data from the American Community Survey, as quoted in Performance Strategy and Budget web page http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/PSB/BenchmarkProgram/AffordableHousing/AH25_HomeOwnershipRate.aspx] 


As described in the Chapter 4 ESJ analysis, there are extensive existing and new policy efforts to address the need for affordable housing.  Initiatives include additional subsidized housing, density incentives, countywide targets for affordable housing in the Countywide Planning Policies, policies to address displacement of vulnerable populations, and similar policies.  However, the growing concentration of low-income, minority and immigrant populations in certain communities raises questions as to whether these efforts are proportionate to the extent of the need, and whether, over time, the region may face a condition of poor, ethnic minority populations concentrated in subregions largely separated from high-opportunity neighborhoods in the urban core, while high-income populations occupy high-opportunity, walkable, well-serviced areas, some of which were historically home to more diverse populations.[footnoteRef:122]   [122:  Data from the University of Washington Seattle Civil rights and Labor History Project http://depts.washington.edu/civilr/maps_neighborhoods.htm] 


Parks. Nationally and locally, there is increasing documentation of the link between health, place, and opportunities for recreation.[footnoteRef:123]  Additionally, there has been recent attention on the inequitable allocation of physical activity resources and facilities, particularly in poor, racial and ethnic minority communities, as well as linkages to increased obesity patterns in those communities.[footnoteRef:124]  Together, these highlight the importance of the availability of local recreation facilities as an intervention measure to support the health of low income populations and communities of color.      [123:  Disparities in Physical Activity and Sedentary Behaviors among US Children and Adolescents, Journal of Public Health Policy 2009 30, S309–S334. doi:10.1057/jphp.2008.46; American Journal of Public Health, Sept. 2006 http://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2005.065573]  [124:  Environmental Injustices:  Research and Action to Reduce Obesity Disparities, American Public Health Association http://apha.org/policies-and-advocacy/public-health-policy-statements/policy-database/2014/07/21/09/31/environmental-injustices-research-and-action-to-reduce-obesity-disparities] 


Specific to King County, increasing inequity in the types of parks available to residents who are low-income, persons of color or have limited English proficiency was highlighted in the 2015 King County Determinants of Equity report.[footnoteRef:125]  Disparities in adolescent obesity rates in these King County communities has also been documented.[footnoteRef:126] [125: http://www.kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/~/media/4FF27039534048F9BC15B2A0FFDDE881.ashx?la=en]  [126:  Communities Count—Social and Health Indicators Across King County http://www.communitiescount.org/index.php?page=obesity-overweight] 


As noted above, a proposed change in Chapter 7 of the transmitted 2016 KCCP would remove an existing policy, P-121, which required consideration of ESJ in the relationship of parks facilities and health outcomes.  The Council may wish to consider whether this proposed change meets the Council’s policy goals.  

Technical Appendix B  Housing

Technical Appendix B provides information that is required by the Growth Management Act, including a summary of demographic and household income trends; housing development trends; characteristics and use of the housing stock; and housing need and affordability, including information about homelessness, rental housing affordability trends, housing ownership trends, and resources for affordable housing.

What’s new in the transmitted 2016 KCCP?

Technical corrections.  The transmitted 2016 KCCP proposes a variety of technical corrections to the appendix and updates to reflect current data and adopted plans.

Consistency with adopted policies and plans

No issues identified. 

Consistency with the Scoping Motion 

No issues identified. 

Other issues for Councilmember consideration

No issues identified. 


ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2016-0155
2. 2016 KCCP Schedule
3. Frequently Used Acronyms
4. Scoping Motion (Motion 14351)
5. Executive provided materials regarding annexations
6. Executive provided materials regarding Equity and Social Justice
7. Comprehensive Plan Comments, updated as of May 11, 2016

LINKS

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


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


These components include:

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