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King County

January 2, 2015

The Honorable Claudia Balducci
City of Bellevue

P.O. Box 90012

Bellevue, WA 98009-9012

Dear Mayor Balducci:

We are pleased to forward for your consideration and ratification the enclosed
amendments to the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPP).

On December 15, 2014, the Metropolitan King County Council approved and
ratified the amendments on behalf of unincorporated King County. The
ordinances will become effective Saturday, January 3, 2015. Copies of the King
County Council staff report, ordinances and Growth Management Planning
Council motions are enclosed to assist you in your review of these amendments.

In accordance with the CPP, G-1, amendments become effective when ratified
by ordinance or resolution by at |east 30 percent of the city and county
governments representing 70 percent of the population of King County accordmg
to the interlocal agreement. A city will be deemed to have ratified the CPP and
amendments unless, within 90 days of adoption by King County, the city takes
legislative action to disapprove the amendments. Please note that the 90-day
deadline for these amendments is Friday, April 3, 2015.

If you adopt any legislation concerning this action, please send a copy of the
legislation by the close of business, Friday, April 3, 2015, to Anne Noris, Clerk of
the Council, Room 1200, ng County Courthouse, 516 Third Avenue, Seattle,
WA 98104. .

If you have any questions about the amendments or ratification process, please
contact Karen Wolf, Senior Strategy and Performance Analyst, King County
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Executive’s Office, at 206 263-9649, or Christine Jensen, Metropolitan King
County Council Staff, at 206 477-5702.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

e Lotz

Larry Phillips, Chair Dow Constantine
Metropolitan King County Council | King County Executive

Enclosures

cd‘/ﬁng County City Planning Directors
Sound Cities Association
“John Starbard, Director, Department of Permitting and Environmental Review
(DPER)
Karen Wolf, Senior Strategy and Performance Analyst
Christine Jensen, Council Staff, Transportation, Environment and Economy
Committee (TREE)



KI NG CO U NTY 1200 Kvin\g Co'unty éourthouse

_ s ‘ s 516 Third Avenue
¥ : : Seattle, WA 98104
: Slgnature Report |

December16 2014 |

Ordmance 17951

Proposed No-2014-0463 | Sponsors Dembowski

I AN ORDINANCE adopting and ratlfymg Growth ,

2 Management Planmng Counc11 Motmn ’14 14.

4 SECTION 1. Findings:

5 ' A. Growth Management Planning Council Motion 14-4 recommends approval of

6 the 2014 ng Count Bmldable Lands Report in accordance with RCW 36.70A.215,

7 Wthh requlres s1x Western Washmgton counties, including King County, and the c1t1es




Ordinance 17951

13 Attachment A to this ordinance, is hereby é&bpted by King County and‘:rlat;ﬁ*é."c}_;or'gbehalf
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14  of the population of unincorporatéd ngCounty o
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Ordinance 17951 was introdiiced ofi 12/1/2014 andpassédby ‘the Metropolitan King
County Council on 12/ 1 5/2014 by the followmg vote

Yes: 8 - Mr. Phillips, Mr, von Reichbauer, Mr Gossett Ms. Hague,
' Ms. Lambert, Mt. Dunn, M. McDermott anid’ Mr Dembowski

No: 0 R,
Excused: 1 - Mr. Upthegrove- SR
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APPROVED this au'\hday of 1O LL(.W\M 2014.

%(H)WC stantine, County Executive -

Attachments: A. GMPC Motion 14-4
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GMPCMOTIONNO. 144 :

A MOTION 1ecommendmg approval of the 2014 King County g
B dable Lands port to the: ng County Councﬂ : k.

Council of ng County hereby 1ecommends the 2014 ng Coum;y Bulldable Lands Report
included with this motion a3 Attachment A. The’ Interjunsdlctmnal Staff Team is authonzed
to make technical changes to the policies, text, maps, and tables such as fixing.gr ammatical
EITOrS, COIT ectlng spelhng, or aligning policy references without changing the meaning.

T e Coatet

Dow Constantine, Chair, Growth Management Planning Council

~

Attachment A: 2014 King County Buildable Lands Report
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KingCounty

Transportation; Economy ‘and Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

Agenda ltem: | 11 : Name: Christine Jensen.
Proposed No:: 2014—0463 _ Date: December 2, 2'(1)'1‘44
SUBJECT

A proposed ordinance adoptlng and ratifying Growth Management Plannlng Council
Motion 14-4. : :

SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2014-0463 would approve the: 2014 King ‘County Bmldable Lands
Report, as recommended by the Growth Management Planning:Council, and. ratify it on
behalf of the population of unincorporated King County If approved, this ordinance
- would begin the ratification process by thécities. ’ R T

Ly

BACKGROUND

The Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC)-is a formal body comprised of
elected officials from King County, Seattle, Bellevue, other cities and towns in King
County, and special purpose districts. The GMPC was created in 1992 by interlocal
agreement’ in response to a provision in the Washington State Growth Management
Act (GMA) requmng cities and counties to work together to adopt Countywide Planning
Policies (CPPs).? Under the GMA, the CPPs serve as the framework for each individual
jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and ensure countywide consistency with respect to
land use planning efforts.

As provided for in the interlocal agreement, the GMPC developed and recommended
the original CPPs, which were adopted by the King County Council® and ratified by the
cities in 1992. Subsequent amendments to the CPPs follow the same adoption
process, which is outlined in CPP G-1: recommendation by the GMPC, adoption by the
King County Council, and ratification by the cities. Amendments to the CPPs become

2

' Motion 8733
2RCW 36.70A.210
3 Ordinance 10450
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effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution by at least 30% of the city and county
governments representing at least 70% of the population of King County. A city shall be
deemed to have ratified an amendment to the:CPPs unless, within 90 days of adoptron
by King County, the city disapproves it bylegislative action: ;

-State law-requires. six western Washington-countiés — including King County — and the
cities within: the six cotinties, to-measure:their land supply: and land capacity in housing
units and jobs:* -This"is accemplished through-adoptiort ‘of a Buildable Lands Report

ABLR)." The:BLR is one component of implementing the CPPs in King County, which'in

“turn:help cariy.‘out- the  Regional Growth Strategy® -in’ the Puget- Sound ~Regiénal
Council's (PSRC) VISION 2040 document.® Consistent with VISION 2040, the BLR is
structured into five “Regional Geographies:” Metropolitan Cities, Core Cities with
designated Urban. Centers; Larger Cmes Small Cltles and umncorporated ng County
w;thm_the Urban Growth Area ' O :

Recogmzmg the rmpacts of the Great Recessron on' development the Washmgton State

-Department of Commerce: (DOC) authorized a streamlined approach to the 2014 BLR:in
‘counties where development activity fell-off considerably or where there:had been- fio
-major change in’comprehensive pldan-policy in recent’years.. As these cntena apply to
most King: County jurisdictions, - the- GMPC - approved the: use “of - this streariilined
approach at their May, 2013 meeting. This appréach’biilds upon and:updates the‘work
done m the 2007 BLR
-.The deadllne\for submtttlng the 2014 BLR to the BOC was June 30, 2014 ng County

- slibmitted the 2014 BLR public'review draft to- DOC! on' that date""However since the

‘GMPC ‘had not yet taken‘action -on the draft- report, the county-reéquested a 604day

‘extensiofi for:submission:of the finakdocument; which the DOC: ‘approved: On' August 1,
2014, the-County .submitted the final report;as: adopted ‘by‘the . GMPC; which met: the
state S requnrement for a complete BLR

1 N 4

coy i

;'The 2014 BLR will be used by the crty Junsdlotlons as they complete the update to 'therr
‘;comprehensrve plans in 2@15 as requtred by the GMA & owor

EICT

RCW36 70A. 215 SRR ' ; T Co k '

*The Regional Growth Strategy calls for growth to be focused in: the Urban Growth Area of the Puget
Sound counties; the region’s largest and most complete cities contalmng de3|gnated urban centers; and
w1th1n those designated urban centers. :

§ Which gurdes housmg and employment growth for the four—county (ng Prerce Snohomtsh and
Kitsap) region from 2000 through 2040. T
" Rural-‘area ‘and Natural Reésource lands located outside ‘the Urban Growth Area'{(UGA) were’ not
analyzed in the 2014 BLR, which is consistent with the previous two BLRs. The reason noted in the

report for this exciusion is because these areas “are not intended to accommodate growth.” While any -

potential growth: in these areas would be minimal, it is'worth noting that the Regional Growth Strategy in
VISION 2040 does allocate 'some increased growth that - may .occur outside of the UGA: 7% 'of overatl
Eopulatlon growth in the four-county area. .

RCW 36.70A.130 — on or before June 30, 2015

Page 2 of 4
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ANALYSIS I S S

~Proposed ordrnance 2014 0463 would adopt the 2014 Krng County BLR. Th|s would be
the third BLR for King County — the two previous being adopted in 2002 and;2007.- '

~Fhe.2014 BLR. revrewed -and-evaluated the development activity .in- jurisdictions fin:jiing
Lounty from 2006 to- 2011 salong:with an ‘updated :analysis of land supply: and capacity
-as-of January: 2012, ¢ Burldable -lands-  data: was compiled; from. all cities, and, urban
‘unincerporated-areas rn the: County and compared to: apdated housing and employment

;tar,getscto verlfy whether each Jurrsdrctron has capac:tty to accommodate/targeted growth
AT \, 1% ey e £t A(\t‘ : )r‘-) f;;i\ P

-The report concludes that consrstent W|th the Reglonal Growth Strategy, the majonty of
new growth has been focused within designated urban centers. . - This has:been
achieved through planning tools such as parcel-specific development agreements and
enceuragement-.of :mixed-use-.buildings, . which -has: helped -create ‘dense, vibrant,
walkable mixed-use- districts in. urban. and: suburban plaoes formerly: dominated by; one-
story. buildings ;and - parkmgmlo -As: acresult;’ cities, that *had:doeumented- shortfalls.in
the12007.BLR; have since transrtroned to, have sufficient.capacity. in-the 2014 report—
which means:that. atl of the: 39:cities:in King; County can’ accommodate therr adopted
‘housing and-: emptoyment targets: throt;tgh atleast 2034, £r0y vai R Te T

b

e

If this growth pattern continues, there is more than enough land supply and capa0|ty to
‘aecemmodate: countywide :, growth targets- through 2031. r~iThecdcountywides surplis
" beyend.the: 2031-targets for: housingi capacity :isi247 130, umts and:the:: surplus:for
~emptoymentrcapaortyt 181221,960 jobs«-Additionally, 82 :10-84 percentof all King County
development capagity;is-in‘the top-twe Regional Geographies: Metropolitan Cities-and
Core.Cities.+ This:is consistent with the targets and potrcy goals iy VlSl@N 204@
It is worth noting that there is one Regional Geography wrth a minor shortfall related to
‘employment, growth: .the urban-unincerporated .area in King County. - This 'shortfall is a
result of annexatrons that took away: more oapaolty than the associated job targets.;~The
report states that, in a countywide context, this shortfall is not a major issue and that
there is meaningful employment capacity in the Metropolitan and Core Cities, which is
where the majority of job growth should be focused. At some point, however,
reassessment of land use plans and regulations may be required for urban
unincorporated King County. The County may wish to consider this in future
Comprehensive Plan updates. o Sk o o

The BLR also highlights that apartment and condommrum development outside of
Seattle has decreased significantly during the Great Recession — more so.than the
reduction in single family construction. While the reportdocumented these sorts of

® RCW 36.70A.110 requires county and city to adopt comprehensive plans that accommodate 20 years of
anticipated population and employment growth.- The most recent growth targets for King County were
adopted by the GMPC in 2009 and ratified in 2010, which cover a period from 2006-2031. As a result,

the BLR analyzes through 2031.
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historic trends in development of different the housing types (multi-family and single
family), it does not evaluate the future capacities for each housing type; it.only looks at
overall future housing capacity. As a result, there has been some increased regional
discussion at GMPC and at the Washington State Legislature about the ability to
accommodate the differing types of housing growth and whether it's feasible and/or
desired to distinguish capacity between single-family and multi-family units. Even if
desired, it would not be possible to incorporate this analysis into the current report;
however, this may continue to be an issue raised in future BLRs.

GMPC Action : ,

On July 23, 2014, the GMPC unanimously approved Motion 14-4, which recommends
approval of the 2014 King County Buildable Lands Report. The GMPC action is a
recommendation to the County Council and-is not binding. ,

Consistent with CPPs adoption requirements, Proposed Ordinance 2014-0463 forwards
this GMPC recommendation to the County Council for consideration for possible
approval. The proposed ordinance would also ratify the change on behalf of the
population of unincorporated. King County, and ‘would begin the ratification process by
the cities.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Ordinance 2014-0463, with attachments

A. GMPC Motion 14-4 and Buildable Lands Report
2. Transmittal letter dated October 31, 2014
3. Fiscal Note

- Page4of4
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KI N G COU NTY 1200 King County Courthouse

L2 3 ' 516 Third Avenue

) . Seattle, WA 98104

Signature Report
December 16, 2014

Ordinance 17952

Proposed No. 2014-0464.1 Sponsors Dembowski
AN ORDINANCE adoptmg and rat1fy1ng Growth
Management Planning Councﬂ Motlon 14-5.
' BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING -CQUNTY;_,
SECTION 1. Findings: | |
A. Growth Management Planning Council Motion 14-5 recommends that King
County Countyw1de Planmng Pohcy EN—17 be amended to define countyw1de _

greenhouse gas reductlon targets and that EN 18A be added to establish greenhouse gas

easurement and reportmg Qonm1tments

B. On July 23, 2014 the Growth Management Planmng Council unammously

lf:,adopte_d‘Motlon 14-5, which recommends amendment of the 2012 King County

_CountyW1de Planning Policies.

SECTION 2. The amendments to the 2012 King County Countyw1de Planmng




Ordinance 17952

ORI
L

13 Policies, as shown in Attachment A t;) this ordinancé, are hereby adopted by King County

14  and ratified on behalf of the populatidh of unincorporated King County

15

Ordinance 17952 was iritroduced on 12/1/2014 and passea by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 12/1 5/2014 by the followmg vote:
Yes: 8 - Mr. Phillips, Mr: von Reichbauer, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague,
Ms. Lambert, Mr. Dunn, Mr. McDermott and Mr. Dembowsk1

No: 0
Excused: 1 - Mr. Upthegrove

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTO)

ATTEST: | _ =
<5 m

B 30 <

m

-

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
-

APPROVED this @U"day of QitLemptn, 2014.

WDOW éonstantme County Executlve
v

=]

g
6:€ W 922300

Attachments: A. GMPC Motion No. 14-5
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Sponsored By: _Executive Committee -

20?5~§64

' GMPC MOTION NO. 14-5

A MOTION amendmg the 2012 ng County Countywide
,Planmng Pohc1es deﬁnmg coun‘tymde greenhouse gas reduction
targets and greenhouse gas measurement and reporting '
commitments.

WHEREAS, Countywide Planning Policy EN-17 calls for the establishment of a
countywide greenhouse gas reduction target that meets or exceeds the statew1de reductlon
requirement; and :

WHEREAS, Countywide Planning Policy EN-18 calls for the establishment of a
greenhouse gas emissions inventory and measurement framework; and

WHEREAS, increasing air temperatures, ocean acidification, rising sea levels,
decreasing snow pack, and changing river flows are examples of climate change anacts
that are already occurring; and

WHEREAS, jurisdictions will choose from a menu of strategies and actionsf?to
implement within their own boundaries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that

collectively will result in significant countywide emissions reduction; and

WHEREAS, the proposed greenhouse gas 1eductlon targets are ambitious but
achievable; and

WHEREAS, King County government has agreed to accept responsibility for

. implementing and maintaining a countywide greenhouse gas inventory and measur: ement

framework.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT .RESOLVED that the Growth Management Planning

Council of King County hereby recommends that King County Countywide Planmng
Policy EN-17 be amended and that new policy EN-18A be added, as follows:

EN-17 ((Es%&bhshr&eeun%ywde)) Reduce countyw1de sources of g1eenhouse gas

e e ‘ ' )) emissio;ns1
compared toa 2007 basellne bv 25% by 2020 50% bV 2030 and 80% by 2050




41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

51l

52
53
54

‘‘‘‘‘‘

Assuming 1% annual population Qrowth, these targets translate to per capita
emissions of approximately 8.5 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent -
(MTCO2e) by 2020, 5 MTCO2e by 2030, and 1.5 MTCO2e by 2050.

EN 18A King County shall éssess and report countywide greenhouse gas

emissions associated with resident, business, and other local government buildings,

- on road vehicles and solid waste at least every two vyears. King County shall also

update its comprehensive greenhouse gas emissions inventory that quantifies.all
direct Jocal sources of greenhouse gas emissions as well as emissions associated

with local torisumiption at least evéry five years.

~ Dow Go'hst’é?fﬁiﬁe';*(?héif, Growth Management Planning Cduncil
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King County

Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

Agenda ltem: |12 Name Christine Jensen
Proposed-No:: ;2014-0464 ' Date ) December 2, 2014
SUBJECT

A proposed ordinance adoptrng and ratifying Growth Management Plannrng Councrl
Motron 14-5.. v :

SUMMARY

Proposed Ordrnance 2014- 0464 would amend Countywrde Plannlng Pohcy EN 17 and
-add a new policy EN-18A, both related to greenhouse gas.and as recommended by the
Growth Management Planning Council, and ratify the. changes on behalf of the
populatron -of unincorporated Klng County. If approved, this ordinance would begin.the
ratrfrcatron process by the cities. . T .

.

BACKGROUND‘

The Growth Management Plannrng Councrl (GMPC) is a formal body comprrsed of
elected- otfrcrals from King County, - Seattle, Bellevue, other cities and towns: in- King
County, and specral purpose districts.. The GMPC was created in 1992.by interlocal
agreement1 in response to a provrsron in the Washrngton State Growth Management
Act (GMA) requrrrng crtres and counties to work together to-adopt Countywide Planning
Policies (CPPs).2 Under the- GMA, the CPPs serve as the framework for each individual
Jurrsdrctron s comprehensive plan and ensure countywrde consistency with respect to
land use planning efforts.

As provided for in the interlocal agreement, the GMPC developed and recommended.
the original CPPs, which were adopted by the King County Coungcil® and ratified by the
cities in 1992. Subsequent amendments to the CPPs follow the same adoption
process whlch is outlined in CPP G-1: recommendation by the GMPC, adoptlon by the

. D
" Motion 8733

2 RCW 36.70A.210

® Ordinance 10450
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King County Council, and ratification by it ',ltles Amendments to the CPPs become
effective when ratified by ordinance or résolution by at least 30% of the city and county
governments representing at least 70% of the population of King County. A city shall be
deemed to have ratified an‘amendment to the CPP$ uriléss, within 90 days of adoption
by King County, the city disapproves it by legislative action.

ANALYSIS

,4'1*, : N

Regional greenhouse gas emrssrons reduct/on requirements
Proposed' ordinarice  2074- 0464 \iotld: amend the CPPs’ by making ‘the: followmg
changes to policy EN-17, which currently calls for establishment of countywide
greenhouse gas emissions reductlon targets:

emissions, compared foa 2007 basellne bv 25% bv 2020 50% bv 2030 and
80% by 2050. Assuming 1% annual population growth, these targets tra '
per capita emissions of approximately 8.5 metric tons of carbon dioxide

o equ:valent (MTCOZe) by 2020, 5 MTCO2e bv 2030 and 1 5 MTCOZe bv 2050

percent below 1990 levels to 80 percent below 2007 Ievels; which is & more aggress:ve
requirement. This proposed countywide 80 percent reduction is in line WIth the
countywide target in the 2012 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP)

Similar to the current EN-17 policy, ng County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) pollcy E-
210 réquires collaboratlon with- “cities’and- other partnérs to meet or exceed the state
,requxrements of ‘50 percent below 19 levels By2050." However, in’ policy E-2411 " thi
KCCP goes'on o require‘that the’ County collaborate with cities and partners to develop

“nedr t&imm targets” to“achieveé the’ ‘higher, 80 'percenit regional reductions below 2007
leverls by 2050:° in lmeRWIth’pollcy E-211; not only does the proposed EN-17 language
utilize the- ‘80 ‘percént below 2007 levels: threshold butit-wéuld also add ‘to-the- ‘CPPs
near-term emissions reduiction-miilestones of 25 percent by 2020 and 50 by 2030 State

Adopted by the Council in.Motion 13777 “Communitywide target: King County shall partner. with its
residents, businesses, local governments and other partners to reduce countyW|de greenhouse-gas
emnssmns by at least 80 percent below 2007 levels by 2050.”

SKCcCP policy E-211: “King County shall collaborate with its cities and other partners to develop near
term targets to'achieve greenhouse gas emission reductions throughout the region to 80 percent below
2007 levels by 2050.” In response to this, the King County-Cities Climate Collaboratlon (K4C) was formed
as a regional, voluntary partnership to collaborate on climate and sustainability i€sues. Membership
currently includes King County and eleven cities: Bellevue, Burien, Issaquah, Kirkland, Mercer. Island,
Redmond, Renton, Seattle, Shoreline, Snoqualmie, and Tukwna More information can be found here; -
htto://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/climate/other-governments/climate-pledge.aspx

Page 2 of 5 v
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law also includes near-term requirements (reduction to 1990 levels for 2020 and 25
percent below 1990 levels by 2035); however the proposed milestones in EN-17 would
:be more ambitious than state law. The SCAP.dees not include near-term targets. -

The followmg is a table that compares the some of the adopted emlSSlons targets in the
region. ' = e G- : .

. Jurisdiction.

Near-term reductlons

: 2050 reductlons
Current EN-17:7| " = - Al 50% below 1990 levels
Proposed EN-17"| 5% below 2007 levels by 2020 50% 80% below 2007 levels
; | by2030 L !
o vWashmgton . ._At 1990 levels by 2020 25% by 2035""‘ 50% below 1990 levels |
| 'State | I P
. [KC ,S,C_AP,;;"," ' " [ '80% below 2007 levels
|.KCCP . .| 50% below 1990 levels |
i .Kirkland D ) O% below 2005 Ievels by 2010 20% | 80% below 2005 Ievels,
Al . tby 2020 . o ,
lssaquah,. - [ . . . |80% b.elow 2007 levels |
{Mercerisland * | .. . o, w00 oo L0 Lo |.B0% below.2007 levels |
| Seattle L -, | Carbon neutral- e
Shoréline - 25% below 2007 levels by 2020;50% | 80%-below 2007 levels
by 2030

f_

'ln add|t|on to settlng more ambitious emlssmns reductlons the proposed amendments
to the EN-17" lariguage -would™ also- transition to ‘a’ more-formal reductich’ requirement.
The current policy only calls for establishment of countywide “targets” for reduction of
‘greenhiouse ‘gas; ‘whéteas; the proposed Ianguage ‘calls for actual reduction of “not only
gdfeénhouse gas'*as- identrﬂed in metnc tons of carbon drox1de but also reductron |n
'sources of greenhouse gas emrss:ons S G :

On average, the reductlons requrred in the proposed Ianguage could be achleved by-a
slightly less than two percent reduction in emissions each year from 2007 to 2050.
However, actual implementation may not follow this average trajectory.: Addltlonally
bécause some time has passed since the 2007 baseline, aggresswe early actlons may
be needed in order to ‘achieve the lnltlal 2020 mllestone B

if adopted the emissions reductlons would be measured on'a oountywnde basis. As a
result, individual jurisdictions could have varying levels of reductions that still ‘collectively
add up to the percentages in the proposed policy.  Additionally, strategies for
implementation would vary for each jurisdiction within the county. ‘- Actions could be
dependent on factors such as location and development history. ’

Page 3 of 5
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Reglonal greenhouse gas lnventory |
Proposed Ordinance 2014-0464 -would also add a new chmate change pohcy fo the
CPPs

EN 18A Klnq Countv shall assess and report countvwrde qreenhouse qas
emissions associated with resident, business, and other local government
buildings, on road vehicles and solid waste at least every two years. King

- County shall also update its comprehensive greenhouse gas emissions.inventory
that. quantnj_e_d_s all direct local sources of greenhouse gas emissions:as well'as:
' emlssmns assomated WIth Iocal consumptlon at Ieast every. flve vears '

ThlS new. policy would. require the County .to lmplement and mamtam a: countywlde
greenhouse gas mventory and measurement frafiework. This will allow for’ the. | _region
to track. progress towards meeting the emissions reduction milestones. The KCCP
currently calls for the county to work with cities and partners to establish- thls type of
lnventory and measurément framework® — ‘but, the KCCP. does not specify whether the
County would be ‘solely responsible ‘for this work. - Proposed ‘policy EN-18A° would
further define the County’s role as the responsible party for ‘the inventory. This,
however, ‘would - not be a big change, as the County has already been: monitoring
greenhousg” gasfcemlssrons and preparing associated reports since 2000. The ‘proposed
EN-18A p would . set. out requirements for the frequency and content.ofss

emissions fepolts —which i is consistent with. the-County’ s»prevrous work in'this:area.=

On July 23, 2014, the GMPC unanimously approved Motion 14 5, which recommends

Consnstentw -GPP doptlon requnrements Proposed (Drdlnance 2‘014.,,

this. GMRC, recommendati i
approval If adopted by the CounCIl the ordmance woutd ratlfy the change on behalf ef
the populatlon of unlncorporated ng County and would begm the ratlflcatlon process ‘

G ANRYYS it w0
dL ated)&a no ddi loptil > ;
Executlve staff have indicated that the updated E 1.7 policy-would,; not lncreas ;C.Qunty
costs, as the County is already worklng towards this reduction target as a result of the

Specific, - 3., GOS ", ) rll«be ldentlfled through-,the -8 tlonswthat},the

: : ;,mal,by amendlngtransportatlon and bwldmg
regulat“. ns to more s bstantlal by lmplemen ng‘ expanded O NEW pr grams the. lmpact ,

1-\

47

®E-212 “King County will work thh its cities and other partners to establish a greenhouse gas emissions
" inventory and measurement framework for use by-all King County jurlsdlctlons to efficiently and effectively
measure progress toward countywide targets.” .
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of which could be mitigated by partnering with other jurisdictions or utilities). Some
costs could also potentially be off-set due to reduced resource costs and the avoided
costs of climate change impacts.

Similarly, there would be no additional fiscal impact to the County if EN-18A is added to
the CPPs, because the County has already been doing this work. According to
Executive staff, it costs approximately $10,000 to update core greenhouse gas
emissions for all King County cities and unincorporated areas. If the policy is adopted,
this work would be done on a biennial basis, which is consistent with the County’s
previous work. The more comprehensive update of all-geographic-based greenhouse
gas emissions, which would be required once every five years (also consistent with
previous efforts), costs approximately $30,000 - $40,000, with potential additional costs
for including consumption-based emissions data. For past inventories, the County has
cost shared these efforts with partners such as the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency and
the U.S. Department of Energy.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Ordinance 2014-0464, with attachments
A. GMPC Motion 14-5

2. Transmittal letter dated October 31, 2014

3. Fiscal Note

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

Countywide Planning Policies:
http://www.kingcounty. qov/property/permlts/codes/qrowth/GMPC/CPPs aspx
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