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STAFF REPORT

	Agenda Item:
	7
	Name:
	Jenny Giambattista 

	Proposed No.:
	2024-0162 
	Date:
	May 21, 2024



SUBJECT

A motion acknowledging receipt of a report in response to Motion 16463 relating to addressing the climate crisis.

SUMMARY

Proposed Motion 2024-0162 would acknowledge receipt of a report on funding options to address climate change as requested by Motion 16463. The report notes that while additional funding for climate action is needed, it does not propose a levy or specific funding options. The transmitted report does not appear to address all of requirements called for in Motion 16463. 

BACKGROUND 

In November 2023, the King County Council adopted Motion 16463 (Attachment 3) requesting the Executive assess funding options to address the climate crisis in consultation with a work group of interested parties, and to transmit a report, a proposed motion, and if recommended, and proposed ordinance by April 30, 2024. Motion 16463 requested the Executive to assess funding options, which would, together or individually, generate $1 billion in funding over a six or nine-year period for the purpose of addressing the climate crisis. The specific requirements of the motion are discussed in the analysis section of this staff report. 

The report required by Motion 16463 was transmitted on May 2, 2024. 

ANALYSIS

The transmitted report does not appear to address all the requirements requested in Motion 16463. Notably, Motion 16463 requested the executive form an external work group and develop an implementation plan. The Executive did not form an external work group of interested parties nor develop an implementation plan as requested by the motion. According to the report, initial engagement with community-based organizations and climate groups on development of an external working group identified several concerns that resulted in the Executive making the decision to not form a workgroup. The concerns noted in the report include the “abbreviated time frame for community input afforded by Motion 16463; competition with efforts to uphold the CCA (Climate Commitment Act[footnoteRef:2]); and the fact that several other expiring King County levy lid lifts are up for renewal in the near future.” [2:  RCW70A.65.900] 


Table 1 includes a brief description of the status of the deliverables requested in Motion 16463 (Attachment 3). 

Table 1 
Topics for Analysis as Requested in Motion 16463

	Topics 
	Status

	Assess funding options for the climate crisis, which together or individually, would secure one billion dollars over a six- or nine-year period. Options for assessment should include but not be limited to a property tax proposal, revenues relating to solid waste disposal and wastewater treatment, and any other potential revenue sources. (A1) 
	The report briefly describes a menu of funding options, including a future climate levy, existing fees and rates for DNRP, and  existing revenue sources for Metro Transit. The report describes the limitations of all of these sources.  The report also describes available and state and federal funding. The only option identified which would secure $1 billion in funding is a levy and that is not recommended at this time.

	Form a work group of interested parties. Work group should include, but not be limited to, representatives of:
(1) climate equity community taskforce;
(2) organizations concerned with topics such as climate, low-emission or no-emission transportation alternatives, energy conservation, environment protection, and equity and social justice; and
(3) frontline communities and other groups directly impacted by climate change. (A1) (A3.a.) 
Frontline communities and other groups directly impacted by climate change
	 A formal external work group was not formed. Executive staff formed a King County internal work and did consult with external stakeholders. 

	Proposal should give full consideration and center concerns of equity and social justice generally and environmental justice specifically. (A2) 
	 A proposal was not developed. According to the report, staff did not pursue development of a proposal based initial engagement with stakeholders, including concerns from the Climate Equity Community Task Force. 


	Report should describe the proposal development process. (4a) 
	A proposal was not developed. The report does describe the report development process. 

	If a property tax levy is recommended, the motion requested information on initial levy rate, a recommendation for categories of expenditures to be funded with levy proceeds, a proposed percentage allocation of levy funding among the expenditure categories. (4)(b) 
	A property tax levy is not recommended. However, the report does include analysis of the levy rate ($0.181) that would be necessary to generate $1 billion over a six-year period. The report also identifies high level categories of funding needed for climate rather than specifically to be funded with levy proceeds. 

	An assessment of potential revenues relating to solid waste disposal and wastewater treatment, and any other potential revenue sources for the purpose of addressing the climate crisis through the reduction, prevention, and sequestration of greenhouse gas emissions and the preparation for, mitigation of, adaptation to, and response to the impacts of climate change. (4)(c) 
	The report briefly describes a menu of funding options, including a future climate levy, existing fees and rates for DNRP, and  revenue sources for Metro Transit. The report describes the limitations of all of these sources.  The report also describes available  federal and state funding. 

	A preliminary implementation plan, including, but not limited to: 
(1) recommended subcategories of expenditures, such as grant programs and specific projects or bodies of work; 
(2) a proposal for overall administrative responsibility and management of expenditures and functions relating to the levy proceeds and other funding sources; and 
(3) proposed provisions for annual reporting to the council regarding accomplishments, challenges, total expenditures, allocation of expenditures, and metrics regarding greenhouse gas emissions reduced or prevented, greenhouse gases sequestered, and impacts addressed.
	The report does not include a preliminary implementation plan.



The Executive Climate Office did form an internal work group to respond to the motion. The internal working group reviewed existing data on community priorities related to climate change for the purpose of collating initial themes from past countywide engagement. The report also outlines high level categories of funding needs and notes that additional time and capacity is needed to adequately engage with stakeholders to identify specific needs. 

The internal working group also explored a menu of potential climate change funding options for further development, stakeholder engagement, and consideration. The report describes the recent influx of state and federal investments in climate programs and notes that this offers an historic opportunity for the Executive Climate Office, King County departments, and community partners to advance climate initiatives. The report notes that through early 2024, Washington state’s Climate Commitment Act has raised nearly $2 billion in revenue. Additionally, recent federal policies will spend over $450 billion in clean energy and climate justice programs across the country over the next decade for a vast range of climate programs and tax credits. The reports notes that since much of the funding for grants will be awarded in the next two years, the King County climate team set a 2024 goal to apply for at least $100 million in federal and state climate funding in partnership with regional, local, and community partners.

The report also includes brief descriptions in Appendix B of revenue options from six other local jurisdictions. The highlighted options generate revenues ranging from $15 to $300 million annually. The descriptions do not include a discussion of the applicability of these revenue options for King County.

The report finds that a future climate levy would benefit from further development to ensure that it is aligned to address gaps in local, state, and federal climate funding.  Additionally, the report notes that a future climate levy would also benefit from a more robust process to determine a strategy and priority areas to benefit the County’s climate initiatives. The internal working group identified potential next steps that could further advance a community driven approach to future climate change funding that align with the principles of the SCAP’s Sustainable and Resilient Frontline Communities section. These opportunities include, but are not limited to: 
1. Leveraging existing regional collaborations to seek additional funding for climate action; 
2.  Expanding existing community granting pilot framework, and 
3. Utilizing ongoing engagement opportunities with communities to inform and prioritize future climate funding. 

The report notes that the development of the 2025-2030 Strategic Climate Action Plan is an opportunity to work directly with stakeholders to further establish climate priorities, better define gaps in our climate work, and make recommendations on funding implementation strategies that align with the next five years of King County actions. 

INVITED

· Marissa Aho, Director, Executive’s Climate Office

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2024-0162 (and its attachment)
2. Transmittal Letter
3. Motion 16463
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