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SUBJECT

Proposed Motion 2017-0245 would adopt the framework for a new Performance Measures Program for the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP).

SUMMARY

The 2016 KCCP included Workplan Action 2, which directed the County to develop and implement a Performance Measures Program to evaluate the effectiveness of the KCCP.  Consistent with this direction, Proposed Motion 2017-0245 would adopt the initial framework for the new Performance Measures Program.  There are four areas of identified issues for the Council to consider in evaluating the proposed framework.

1. Consistency with Workplan: Action 2 calls for the Program to be implemented and reported on “as directed by” the framework as adopted in the Proposed Motion.  However, the transmittal proposes to only adopt the framework “in concept” and authorizes the Executive to make changes to the framework without Council approval.

2. Proposed performance measures:  The framework proposes to translate the six KCCP Guiding Principles into three themes around which 16 proposed performance measures would be structured.  

3. Compliance with policy requirements:  The County previously utilized the King County Benchmark Program to evaluate performance of the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) and the KCCP.  That program is no longer active and is, in some aspects, being replaced by this proposed Performance Measures Program.  However, the proposed Performance Measures Program does not address CPP performance, which could result in the County and cities being out of compliance of policy requirements.  

4. Technical issues: The Proposed Motion includes a variety of technical issues.  

Staff analysis is ongoing. This issue will return to the committee at a meeting later this year.


BACKGROUND 

The King County Code (K.C.C.) requires the County to undergo substantive review of and updates as appropriate to the KCCP once every four years.[footnoteRef:1]  These four-year cycle updates have occurred in 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, and most recently in 2016.  In the year preceding any given four-year cycle update, the Code also requires the County to create a Scope of Work that outlines the issues that will be evaluated during development of the Plan update.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  K.C.C. 20.18.030(C)]  [2:  K.C.C. 20.18.060(A)] 


In 2015, the Council adopted the Scope of Work for the 2016 KCCP update via Motion 14351.  The Motion included direction to create a set of metrics to monitor progress of the KCCP in achieving: King County goals, the Regional Growth Strategy,[footnoteRef:3] and the goals of the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA).[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Adopted in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) VISION2040, the Regional Growth Strategy is a “shared strategy for how and where the central Puget Sound region can grow to a forecast 5 million people and 3 million jobs by the year 2040” and “a description of a preferred pattern of urbanization that has been designed to minimize environmental impacts, support economic prosperity, promote adequate and affordable housing, improve mobility, and make efficient use of existing infrastructure.”]  [4:  RCW 36.70A.020] 


In December 2016, the Council adopted the 2016 update to the KCCP via Ordinance 18427.  However, the 2016 KCCP did not include the metrics that were recommended in the Scope of Work.  Instead, as part of the 2016 KCCP, the County adopted the “2016 Comprehensive Plan Workplan,”[footnoteRef:5] which includes a set of “Actions” that will be completed to implement the Plan.  Similar to the direction in the Scope of Work, Action 2 of the Workplan directs the County to develop a Performance Measures Program for the KCCP: [5:  Located in Chapter 12 Implementation, Amendments and Evaluation of the 2016 KCCP] 


Action 2: Develop a Performance Measures Program for the Comprehensive Plan. The purpose of the program is to develop longer‑term indicators to provide insight into whether the goals of the Comprehensive Plan are being achieved or if revisions are needed.  Given the longer‑term nature of the issues addressed in the Comprehensive Plan, this program will be implemented on a four‑year cycle.  Reports are to be released in the year prior to the initiation of the four‑year update in order to guide the scoping process for the update. Additionally, to the extent practicable for each dataset, indicators will be reported at the level most consistent with the major geographies in the Growth Management Act and Comprehensive Plan – incorporated cities, unincorporated urban areas, Rural Areas, and Natural Resource Lands.
· Timeline: The motion adopting the program framework shall be transmitted by June 1, 2017.  A 2018 Comprehensive Plan Performance Measures Report released by December 1, 2018, will inform the 2019 Scope of Work for the 2020 Comprehensive Plan update.
· Outcomes: The 2017 framework for the program shall be transmitted by the Executive to the Council by June 1, 2017, in the form of a motion that adopts the framework.  The 2018 Comprehensive Plan Performance Measures Report shall be completed as directed by the 2017 framework motion adopted by the Council.  The Executive shall file with the Council the 2018 Comprehensive Plan Performance Measures Report.  The 2019 Scope of Work for the 2020 Comprehensive Plan Update shall be informed by the 2018 Performance Measures Report.  The Executive’s transmitted 2020 Comprehensive Plan shall include updated references to the new Performance Measures Program.  
· Lead: Office of Performance Strategy and Budget.  Executive staff shall work with the Council’s Comprehensive Plan lead staff in development of the 2017 framework for the program.

This Action outlines a three step process for development and implementation of the new Performance Measures Program:

1) The Council will adopt the framework for the Program in 2017, including identification of the indicators that will be measured in order to evaluate whether the goals of the KCCP are being achieved;
2) The Program will be implemented and measurement will occur based on this adopted framework, which will result in a 2018 report on the results of the evaluation; and
3) This report will inform the 2019 Scope of Work for the 2020 KCCP update regarding any Plan amendments that may be necessary to achieve the goals of the Plan.

The Action also directs that this cycle of measurement, reporting, and potential KCCP refinement will continue for subsequent four-year cycle Plan updates.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  It is worth noting that the “Welcome Letter” in the 2016 KCCP states that the County will be reviewing its KCCP update cycle to “ensure alignment with the broader growth management framework timelines” and “in consideration of the County’s biennial budget cycle.”  This review may result in changes to the timing of the next substantive update to the Plan.] 


Proposed Motion 2017-0245 would adopt the initial framework for the new Performance Measures Program.  

ANALYSIS

I. Consistency with Workplan

Proposed Motion 2017-0245 was transmitted on June 1, 2017, and would adopt the initial framework for the new Performance Measures Program.  This is consistent with the first step called for in the Action. The transmittal package, however, also includes language that is inconsistent with the Action’s requirement that the Performance Measures Report in step two “shall be completed as directed by the 2017 framework motion adopted by the Council.”

The transmittal letter from the Executive states that the Executive is “requesting Council action by fall of 2017” and that implementation will occur “following Council action, or beginning in winter 2017,” whichever comes first.  The letter indicates that this is due to the amount of time that will be needed to implement the framework, complete the performance measurement evaluation, and compile the report that is due on December 1, 2018.  The letter also states an intent that the proposed measures in the framework “be adopted in concept, allowing discretion for departments to adjust and refine them as the program is implemented in 2018.”

The Proposed Motion includes similar language that would give the Executive discretion to change the framework after adoption by the Council.  First, a “whereas” statement is included that states the proposed measures in the framework “are to be adopted in concept and the executive retains discretion to adjust and refine them as the program is implemented in 2018.”  Second, the “moving” clause in the Proposed Motion also states that “the framework will guide the executive in the development of a performance measures report” (emphasis added), as opposed to the report being “completed as directed” by the framework. Third, the Proposed Motion also includes a “whereas” statement that “the program will be reviewed for potential refinements before the subsequent report is developed for the currently-scheduled plan update in 2024.”

The framework itself, which is Attachment A to the Proposed Motion, also includes similar qualifiers.  Throughout the Attachment, the framework is referred to as a “proposed framework.”  Similar to the transmittal letter and Proposed Motion, the framework also includes language stating that the performance measures “are proposed to be adopted in concept, to allow discretion for departments to adjust and refine them as the program is implemented in 2018” (emphasis not added).

If the Proposed Motion were to be adopted as transmitted, it would allow for the version of the framework adopted by the Council to be changed without Council review or approval.  As noted above, this would be inconsistent with the requirements adopted in Action 2 of the 2016 KCCP.  The transmittal letter does say that the Executive is “committing to review the framework with the Council for potential refinements before the subsequent report is released before the currently scheduled Plan update in 2024” (emphasis added).  However, the Proposed Motion is silent on this commitment to work with the Council.  Furthermore, even if the Council were to be consulted regarding future refinements, the Proposed Motion as transmitted would also allow any future changes to the framework to occur without legislative action; meaning that the Council might be consulted, but there would be no requirement for the Council to approve of the changes.  Lastly, this commitment in the letter to work with the Council on refinements would only apply to subsequent reports, and would not apply to the aforementioned adjustments and refinements to the program for creation of the first report in 2018; such 2018 refinements could be implemented without Council consultation or knowledge of the changes until the report is transmitted.

As called for by Action 2, Executive staff did consult with the Council’s Comprehensive Plan lead staff during the development of the framework prior to transmittal.  During that process, Council staff shared with Executive staff that, in order to meet the requirements of the Action, the program and the report would need to be implemented consistent with the version of the framework that is ultimately adopted by the Council in the Motion.

The Council may wish to consider whether this proposed departure from the original direction adopted in the Action and the proposed authorization for the Executive to change the adopted framework meets the Council’s policy goals.  This could be addressed by clarifying that the Program and report will be implemented “as directed” by the adopted framework, or as “substantially in the form of” the adopted framework.

II. Proposed Performance Measures

The proposed measures included in the framework are based on two factors.  

First, the framework proposes that the Program’s foundations be the Guiding Principles policies from the 2016 KCCP, RP-201 through RP-206.  These six policies, address the following Guiding Principles:

· Creating sustainable neighborhoods (RP-201);
· Preserving and maintaining open space and Natural Resource Lands (RP-202);
· Directing development toward existing communities (RP-203);
· Providing a variety of transportation choices (RP-204);
· Addressing health, equity, and social and environmental justice (RP-205); and
· Achieving environmental sustainability (RP-206).

Second, the proposed framework then translates these six Guiding Principles into three “integrated themes:”

· Land use and infrastructure;
· Social equity and health; and
· Environmental sustainability.

The framework then identifies, in concept, the specific measures that the Program will utilize within each of these three themes.  The proposed framework states that the reason for focusing on these three themes, rather than the individual Guiding Principles themselves, is because the Principles have “redundancy” and overlapping topical areas.  The proposed measures for each of the three themes are as follows:



	Theme
	Measures[footnoteRef:7] [7:  More detailed description of the data to be evaluated in each measured can be found in Attachment A to the Proposed Motion.] 

	Applicable Guiding Principles[footnoteRef:8] [8:  As identified by the Proposed Motion] 


	Land Use and Infrastructure
	1. Development occurs in areas planned for growth
	RP-201
RP-203
RP-204

	
	2. Adequate zoning capacity exists in areas planned for growth
	

	
	3. Urban land is used efficiently
	

	
	4. Total supply of housing keeps up with, or exceeds, job and population growth
	

	
	5. Peak hour travel is not degrading faster than growth
	

	
	6. Urban unincorporated areas are annexed into cities
	

	Social Equity and Health
	7. Housing is affordable to residents at all income levels
	RP-201
RP-205
RP-206

	
	8. The economy is strong and diverse
	

	
	9. Development occurs where residents have access to transit
	

	
	10. Residents have access to healthy food options
	

	
	11. Residents have access to parks and open space
	

	Environmental Sustainability
	12. Non-single occupant vehicle modes are increasing and per capita vehicle miles traveled are decreasing
	RP-202
RP-204
RP-206

	
	13. Farms and forest lands are protected
	

	
	14. Farmland in active production
	

	
	15. Priority open space lands are permanently protected
	

	
	16. Countywide greenhouse gas emissions goals are being met
	



The Council may wish to consider whether structuring the Program around these three themes meets the Council’s policy goals.  The Council may also wish to evaluate whether these are the appropriate measures for the Program and whether some measures should be removed, amended, and/or added. Some examples of possible additional areas to measure performance could be:

· Freight mobility and reduction in truck delays;
· Conditions of bridges and pavement;
· Transit asset condition;
· Number of roadway injuries and fatalities, as a whole and/or for motorized versus non-motorized;
· Percent of populations with access to bike facilities and sidewalk networks, and/or, similarly, percentage of populations walking and biking for transportation in addition to driving and using transit;
· Measuring not only whether development occurs in areas where residents have access to transit, but also specifically measuring access to transit in areas with high concentrations of populations in need.

It is worth noting that the proposed framework primarily uses measures that can demonstrate change over time.  Additionally, the Program aims to reference, and not duplicate, efforts of other exiting County performance measurement programs.[footnoteRef:9]  Assuming the Council concurs with this approach, the addition of any new measures in the KCCP measurement framework should be evaluated in this context.  Similar, possible new measures should be evaluated for whether or not the necessary data exists or is readily available. [9:  Such as: Equity and Social Justice Indicators, Local Food Initiative Annual Report, Communities of Opportunity Indexes, Transfer of Development Rights Annual Report, and the Strategic Climate Action Plan Annual Report.] 


The transmittal also proposes that Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) measures will be addressed through an additional overlay of demographic information for some of the measures.  The Council may wish to consider whether an ESJ analysis should be incorporated, where feasible, into: 1) each measure and 2) for all geographies within each measure, both inside and outside the Urban Growth Area (UGA).

Lastly, the transmittal identifies that only some of the measures will explicitly be evaluated by GMA geography (incorporated cities, unincorporated urban areas, rural areas, and natural resource lands), in addition to a county-wide scale evaluation. An example of this is Measure #8, which proposes to measure a strong and diverse economy by evaluating “job change in sectors, by GMA geography.”  Similar to the ESJ analysis, the Council may wish to consider whether analysis by GMA geography should be incorporated into each measure, where feasible. 

III. Compliance with policy requirements

There are various requirements in the GMA,[footnoteRef:10] KCCP, and King County Code[footnoteRef:11] related to periodic evaluation of the Comprehensive Plan.  Specifically, the KCCP includes the following policy direction: [10:  RCW 36.70A.130]  [11:  K.C.C. 20.18.030(C)] 


RP-120 King County will measure and assess agency performance and the achievement of Countywide Planning Policies and Comprehensive Plan goals.

The framework in the Proposed Motion appears to meet these requirements for evaluating performance in the achievement of the goals of the KCCP.  However, RP-120 in the KCCP also calls for assessment of achievement of Countywide Planning Policy (CPP)[footnoteRef:12] goals.  The proposed framework does not explicitly address the CPPs – either in the KCCP’s achievement of the CPP goals or the performance of the CPPs as a whole. [12:  The CPPs are created by the King County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC, which is a countywide planning body with representation from the County and its cities), and are adopted by King County and ratified by the member jurisdictions.  The KCCP must be consistent with the GMA, the PSRC Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs), and the CPPs.] 


The KCCP does state in various contexts that the Plan implements the CPPs, including via policy direction in Chapter 1 Regional Growth Management Planning:

RP-108 King County shall implement the Countywide Planning Policies through its Comprehensive Plan and through Potential Annexation Area, preannexation and other interlocal agreements with its cities.

Given this, it could be implied that measurement of achieving KCCP goals also inherently measures achievement of CPP goals.  But, this assumption is further complicated by KCCP references to a now defunct performance measurement program known as the King County Benchmark Program.  Chapter 12 of the 2016 KCCP includes language[footnoteRef:13] regarding performance measurement that was previously evaluated through this Benchmark Program,[footnoteRef:14] which collected and reviewed information related to: [13:  Pages 12-6 and 12-7, which was existing language that was not amended in the 2016 update.]  [14:  The KCCP notes that this is done “in conjunction with the Annual Growth Report and the Buildable Lands Report.”  However, similar to the Benchmark Program, the Annual Growth Report Program is no longer being updated with new data.] 


· Urban densities;
· Remaining land capacity;
· Growth and development assumptions, targets, and objectives;
· Residential, commercial, and industrial development;
· Transportation;
· Affordable housing;
· Economic development; and
· Environmental quality.

The Benchmark Program was originally created to address CPP requirements for King County and its cities to review and evaluate whether the County and cities are effective in achieving the goals of the CPPs and the Regional Growth Strategy.  The applicable CPP requirement is as follows:

“Monitoring. Periodically evaluating the effectiveness of the Countywide Planning Policies is key to continuing their value to the region and local jurisdictions. In 1994 King County and cities established the current Benchmarks program to monitor and evaluate key regional indicators.

G-2 Monitor and benchmark the progress of the Countywide Planning Policies towards achieving the Regional Growth Strategy inclusive of the environment, development patterns, housing, the economy, transportation and the provision of public services. Identify corrective actions to be taken if progress toward benchmarks is not being achieved.”

While the KCCP does still include information about the Benchmark Program, the Program is actually no longer being updated with new data and has not been for several years.  The most recent data collected and reported via the Program website[footnoteRef:15] is from 2011, while some data is as old as 2007.  The website also states that “the Program is being revised to align with the newly updated CPPs” that were adopted in 2012[footnoteRef:16] and that the status of the progress in revising the Benchmark Program would be posted on the website.  The website, which was most recently updated in May 2017, does not currently indicate what progress has been made since adoption of the CPPs in 2012. Through participation on the Growth Management Planning Council’s (GMPC) Interjurisdictional Team (IJT), Council staff is not aware of any previous, current, or planned efforts by the GMPC to revise the Benchmark Program. [15:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/benchmark-program.aspx ]  [16:  Ordinance 17486] 


The KCCP states that the Performance Measures Program called for in Action 2, including the framework in this Proposed Motion, will replace the inactive Benchmark Program.  Action 2 also states that the KCCP will be updated in 2020 to reflect the new Program.  However, as noted above, the proposed framework does not specifically address the performance of the CPPs.  Additionally, the framework does not include collaboration or coordination with the cities in any element of the Program.  Executive staff have stated that this was intentional, as the creation of the Performance Measures Program was deliberately focused on only evaluating KCCP performance and that evaluation of the CPPs is not intended to be addressed via this Program.

While this may mean that the requirements of G-2 and/or RP-120 are not fully addressed at this time, this does not necessarily mean that this Performance Measures Program is the correct vehicle to correct that issue. Given the overlap in the KCCP between the areas evaluated by the Benchmark Program and the areas being evaluated by the new Performance Measures Program, it may be appropriate to clarify the different roles of the two programs.  There may also be value in finding an appropriate venue to identify a path forward for meeting the requirements of G-2 and revising the Benchmark Program, as indicated on the Program’s website.  Alternatively, the Council may wish to clarify in the framework the linkage between evaluating the performance of the KCCPs as a means to evaluate whether the County is achieving the goals of the CPPs, as required in RP-102.

IV. Technical issues

The Proposed Motion includes a variety of technical issues that will need to be addressed prior to adoption.  Such issues include incorrect KCCP chapter names, typographical errors, and grammar issues.  Council staff will work with the TrEE Chair to draft a striking amendment to correct these items, which is anticipated to come before the Committee for consideration when this Proposed Motion is up for possible action this fall.

Staff analysis of the proposed legislation is ongoing. It is anticipated that it will return to the committee later this year.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2017-0245, including attachment
2. Transmittal Letter

INVITED

· Ivan Miller, Comprehensive Planning Manager, Office of Performance, Strategy and Management
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