Council Meeting Date: May 26, 2004
Agenda Item:    V.
GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Agenda Title: King County Benchmarks Program:  Summary of 2003-2004 Findings and Proposal for Ongoing Development of the Program

PRESENTED BY: Rose Curran, King County Benchmarks Program Manager
Summary of Staff Recommendation:  Direct the staff to proceed with

1. Publication of the annual report in its current bi-monthly format

2. Adoption of suggested changes to specific indicators, including elimination of Indicator 36.

3. Authorize staff to make minor changes to the remaining 44 indicators on the advice of the IJT or a Benchmark Advisory Work Group
Summary

I. Presentation on Key Trends of the Benchmark Indicators for the July 2003 – May 2004 reporting period, and suggestions for policy and program focus

II.  Recommendations for Program and Indicator Development
A. Continue reporting on the Benchmark Indicators on an annual basis in the bi-monthly topical bulletin format (5 issues per year), as done in 2003 – 2004.

Pros:   

· Opportunity to focus on a more limited set of related indicators several times a year, rather than absorbint data from 4 indicators at one time
· More up-to-date data on the current topic

· Cost of publication is about the same

Cons:

· Relationships between trends in different topic areas are less obvious.

· Report has less “solidity”, i.e. possibly less recognition than as an “annual report”.  

Alternative:   Return to a single annual report format

B. Work with IJT to establish a working sub-group on the Benchmark Program, or a separate Benchmark work group consisting of approximately 6 – 10 members.  This group would meet 2 to 3 times per year to provide advice and oversight to the Benchmark program.  Membership could include staff members from the Inter-Jurisdictional Team (IJT), possibly 1 or 2 “technical specialists”, and the program manager. Program manager would provide staffing.   

Pros:

· Connection between monitoring and policy evaluation/direction needs to be strengthened.
· This would provide on-going leadership and direction for the Benchmark Program, with a stronger connection to the GMPC.  Decisions about changes in indicators or other minor to mid-level developments in the program could be handled without formal motions by GMPC.

· Group could provide political perspective, and encourage input from stakeholders, users, and decision-makers

C. Recommendations for changes in specific Indicators.  (While measures used for each indicator have been changed and improved, the 45 Indicators have not been evaluated or revised since their establishment in 1994).  One change is substantive, the others are relatively minor.
Substantive Change:

· Indicator 36:  Land with Six Years of Infrastructure Capacity:   Remove this Indicator until further work in this area can provide a viable way to measure it, or study ways to change the indicator to reflect a more clearly-defined, precise, and measurable outcome.
Minor Changes:
Economic Indicators

· Indicator 8:  Change High School Graduation Rate to High School Cohort Graduation Rate
Land Use Indicators

· Indicator 34:  Change Ratio of Achieved Density to Allowed Density of Residential Development to Trend in Achieved Density of Residential Development
· Indicator 39:  Change Acres in Forest and Farmland  to Acres in Forest Land
· Indicator 40:  Change Number and Average Size of Farms to Acres in Farmland and Number and Average Size of Farms
Affordable Housinge Indicators

· Low income categories are currently “under 50% of median income”and “50 – 80% of median income”.  Disaggregate the lower income categories to better capture the differences in affordability for households earning 30%, 40% or 60% of median income.

· Indicator 28:  Change  Public Dollars Spent for Low Income Housing to Number of Low Income Units Created or Preserved, and Public Dollars Spent for Low Income Housing.

· Indicator 29:  Change Housing Units Affordable to Low Income Households  to Percent of Existing Housing Stock Affordable to Low Income Households
Transportation Indicators

· No changes recommended at this time.  Indicator 45:  Number of Lane Miles of County and City Roads in Need of Repair is under evaluation.

Environmental  Indicators

· TBD - Recommendations will be forthcoming by early May.
  

Background

Beginning in the fall of 1991, King County, the City of Seattle and the Suburban Cities of King County met jointly as the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) to develop and recommend Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) for King County, as mandated by the Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A210.   The CPPs provide the vision and policies for managing growth in King County and its cities through the first decades of the 21st century.  They include policies relating to land use, economic development, transportation, affordable housing, and environmental quality.  The CPPs also established a monitoring program – the King County Benchmarks Program – to measure our progress toward growth management goals. (CPP Framework Policy 6, Step 1)

The King County Benchmarks Task Force was set up in 1993 - 94 to develop a monitoring program based on a set of key indicators of countywide progress in achieving the outcomes enunciated in the CPPs.  After an iterative process they agreed on 45 Indicators in five areas.  The program with its mission of reporting annually on the 45 indicators was adopted by the GMPC and ratified by the cities in 1994.

 

Since 1995, the King County Benchmark Program has been publishing annual reports tracking progress on 45 Indicators of progress in achieving the growth management goals of the County.   

 

King County has been recognized nationally and internationally for its growth management policies and its outcome-oriented Benchmark monitoring program.

