Key Trends Identified by Benchmark Indicators

June, 2005 
Trend #1:
Continued High Levels of SOV Commuting
· There has been minimal reduction in the proportion of single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) commute trips since 1990.  There has been an increase in driving alone since 1980, accompanied by a decline in carpooling.

· Total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) continues to increase, with negative effect on traffic mobility and on air quality. 

· [image: image1]However, in 2003, 4% more people work at home, walk to work, or use other means such as bicycles to get to work than in 1980.
· Although there has been a slight reduction in the proportion of SOV commute trips since 1990 (from 71% to 68%), the decrease has not been significant enough to counterbalance the overall increased VMT.

· The percent of non-work trips by SOV has actually increased since 1990.

· Neither congestion, nor the overall volume of vehicle emissions that are harmful to health and climate, have been significantly reduced.

· As would be expected, the more urbanized Seashore area, with higher density and better public transportation has the lowest percent of commutes by SOV and a much higher rate of “other modes” .  The rural areas have the highest SOV use and the lowest public transit use

[image: image23.emf] 


Possible Strategies:

· Aggressively pursue all transportation alternatives to SOV travel, including commuter and light rail, monorail, improved bus service, incentives to ride-sharing, ferry service, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods,  and safe bicycle routes.

· Set targets for improvement in mode split and reward communities that can demonstrate significant improvement from the 2000 Census to the 2010 Census.  (local data on mode split is only available from the decennial census).
· Promote public and other alternative transportation options in Urban Centers, especially in Eastside and South County cities, to stimulate and complement increased employment and residential growth, and to reduce dependence on SOVs.

Related Trend:  Effect on Air Quality of Air Toxics and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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[image: image2.emf]Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions*

 in King County Region
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· King County’s GHG emissions increased 7% from 1999 to 2003.

· The nine warmest years on record globally (since record- keeping began in 1861) have all occurred in the past 10 years.

· The many ecological changes that will occur as a result of this climate change cannot be fully predicted. 

· The main sources of GHG in the Northwest are motor vehicles (55%), wood and gas burning and home heating, etc. (28%), and industry (9%).  
· There is a growing scientific consensus that human factors, particularly GHG emissions are contributing to an accelerating pace of global warming.

· Predictions for the next 50 to 100 years for the Northwest, include a rise in average surface temperatures of 1 degree to 9 degrees F. (a recent article in Nature suggests it could be as high as 20 degrees globally);  wetter, warmer winters, with reduced snowpack (and thus lower spring runoff); summer drought; and a rise in the sea level of up to four feet.  The many ecological changes that will occur as a result of this climate change cannot be fully predicted.

· These same sources produce other air toxics and particulate matter in the air, all of which have negative effects on health. 
Possible Strategies:

· Support continued regional and statewide monitoring of GHG and toxic emissions.  Set clear targets for reduction in these emissions by both the public and private sphere.

· Continue to reduce diesel emissions through use of non-diesel or cleaner, more efficient diesel buses, trucks, city and county vehicles.

· Encourage all policies which promote the proximity of jobs and housing, which increase the use of public transportation, and reduce the frequency and length of SOV trips

· Set targets for reduction of energy consumption for both residential and industrial consumers.  Reward “green building” practices.

· Provide for “carbon sinks” through the preservation of forest cover, reforestation, and re-vegetation.
Trend # 2: 
Continued Growth of Area covered by Impervious Surface
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· By 1994, about 26% of the current urban area had been covered with impervious surface (paved or built upon) during 100+ years of development. 
· From 1994 - 2001, an additional 5% of the urban area has been covered by impervious surface, for a total of 31%.

· Even though vigorous efforts are in place to slow the growth of impervious surface and to reverse
· the loss of forest cover, there is still acceleration in the rate of increase of impervious surface.

· By 1994, nearly 26% of the urban area was already paved or built, and by 2001 – just 7 years later, 31% had been paved or built.

· Forest cover fell by about 2 % from 1994 – 2001.  Most of that loss appears to have occurred by 1996.

· When the threshold of 10 – 15% of impervious surface in an area is surpassed there is likely to be long-term, and usually irreversible damage to aquatic systems.

· Increase of impervious surface affects fish and wildlife habitat, and the health of streams, wetlands.  It affects air quality through the loss of vegetative and forest cover.  The damage to aquatic systems contributes to flooding, and the loss of tree cover contributes to global warming.
Possible Strategies:

· Reinforce policies designed to minimize the increase in impervious surface, especially in areas where the threshhold of 10 – 15% of impervious surface has not yet been crossed – i.e. rural areas, and the fringe of urban areas, urban separators, agricultural land, and habitat corridors.

· In urban areas, match compact development (denser footprints, more height, and clustering of buildings) with preservation of natural and non-paved areas
· Undertake rehabilitation of urban habitat where feasible.   

· Continue to promote reforestation and rehabilitation of vegetative cover in as many areas as possible.

Trend #3:  
Poor Stream and Habitat Quality in Urban Area and Urban Fringe
· Only 15% of the County’s monitored streams are in good or excellent condition.

· Only 3% of acreage in urban sub-basins is medium high or high in terms of habitat quality.

· Marine water quality in Puget Sound still fails to meet current standards for sediment quality at many sites.  About 40% of this is due to stormwater and sewer overflows.

· The County is no longer regularly monitoring habitat continuity, but at last look, development was encroaching on some habitat corridors.

· These measures all depend on the protection of “critical areas” both in the rural parts of the County where water quality and habitat are still good, and still able to be preserved, and with best development practices in the urban area.

[image: image3]
Possible Strategies

· Same as for Trend #2 above.

· Strengthen efforts to control sewer overflow into Puget Sound, and to limit pollutants (such as oil or fertilizer) in stormwater runoff.
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Trend #4:  
Low High School Cohort Graduation Rate 
· We are a highly-educated County, with 42% of the population over 25 having bachelor’s degrees or higher
· Yet only 66.3% of the public schools students of the class of 2003 graduated “on time” with their class.  Another 12.7 % remained in school but many of them will not graduate.  21% had dropped out.
· In a  nationwide study Washington State ranked 39th out of 50 states in 2001, with its graduation rate of about 66%. In 2002, its rank was 27th out of 50 states. 1 
· School districts with low graduation rates can be stressed by high proportions of students for whom English is  a second language.   
· Districts with more immigrant or low-income students have greater demands on their resources for a variety of reasons.  There are clearly “have” and “have not” districts in the County
· In the Seattle School District only 50% graduate on time, and in the Highline School District only 43.2% do.
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Highline 52.9% 43.2% 9.6%

Seattle 71.5% 50.2% 11.7%

Renton 69.7% 59.2% 5.0%

Federal Way 79.2% 61.6% 7.1%

Tukwila 80.4% 66.7% 25.6%

Kent 70.9% 67.7% 8.9%

Auburn 77.1% 75.8% 3.2%

Bellevue 91.8% 78.4% 10.9%

Shoreline 92.3% 82.7% 5.1%

Lake Washington 95.4% 84.8% 5.2%

Issaquah 96.6% 86.0% 1.2%

Northshore 97.7% 86.4% 1.7%

Enumclaw 92.6% 88.8% 0.7%

Mercer Island 99.7% 95.2% 2.3%

Snoqualmie Valley 78.0% 53.8% 0.5%

Tahoma 74.8% 62.8% 0.6%

Vashon 84.3% 77.9% 0.5%

Skykomish 80.0% 80.0% 0.0%

Riverview 92.3% 88.5% 1.2%

Total KC 79.0% 66.3% 6.8%

School Districts with No Significant Program for LEP students in HS

Cohort Graduation Rate in King County School Districts:  

Class of 2003



· 42% of Black and Hispanic students in King County graduate with their cohort and just 36.5% of American Indians.

· Only one school district out of 19 in King County has a cohort graduation rate over 89%.

· A study by Education Week ranked Washington State 42nd in per-pupil expenditures among the 50 states.  A local study ranked it 34th..  

· The biggest demographic story of the 1990s has been immigration.  More than half of King County’s total increase in population between 1990 and 2000 – 128,000 out of a 230,000 increase – was the increase in foreign-born population.  

· School districts are affected in  a big way.  The State reports on languages spoken by children in each school district of the state; Kent school district deals with 63 different languages and Seattle with 62, Lake Washington with 53, and Highline with 49 languages including large numbers of children speaking Spanish, Vietnamese, Punjabi, Somali, Cambodian, and Ukrainian.  Seattle school kids speak a similar variety of languages: all of the above plus Chinese, Tagalog, Tigrinya, Amharic and Lao.  

· It is difficult to find affordable housing in the school districts with higher graduation rates, and conversely, the most affordable areas sometimes have the worst graduation rates.  While this correlation is far from universal, it does indicate that children from struggling families often do not have the same educational choices as those from well-off families. 
Possible Strategies

· Give high priority to both local and statewide efforts to get our public education system back on track – to be one of the best in the nation, not one of the worst.  This is critical to 1) Preparing a skilled local workforce, and 2)  Attracting new professionals/college grads to the region because of  excellent public schools for their children

· Speak to, and publicize this issue to get it on the public agenda


1Manhattan Institute, 2001 and 2002.  The 2002 study found a statewide graduation rate of 72%.   When unemployment is high (as in the recent recession in WA state) young people are more likely to stay in school, since jobs are scarce.  In good economic times they tend to drop out to work.  WA State OSPI gives the 2002 and 2003 statewide “on time” graduation rate as 66% in both 2002 and 2003. 

· With 19 different school districts, there may be need for a Countywide Task Force to address this issue at the County level.

· Encourage a more equitable distribution of affordable housing.  A better distribution of affordable housing could help at-risk young people (non-native English speakers, single-income households) to have more educational choice, and to be more equitably distributed throughout KC’s school districts, easing the burden on a few districts.

· Facilitate more interaction between urban and suburban school districts, especially where adjacent.

Trend #5:  
Lack of Growth in Some Urban Centers
· There is an imbalance between significant growth in the urban centers of Seattle, Bellevue, Redmond and Renton, and other suburban centers which are growing very slowly or not at all.
· In 2003, 1042 net new units were built in three cities:  849 in four out of Seattle’s five urban centers; 143 in Bellevue, and 60 in Redmond.  There was a net loss of 10 units in other suburban centers.

· The economic downturn dampened growth in some of these centers during the 2001 – 2003 period.  These centers may be ready to “take off” but are likely to need some help in doing so.  

· New centers in Burien, Totem Lake, and Overlake show promise, but may also need Countywide support to reach their potential.

[image: image6]

Related Trend:  Insufficient Jobs and Housing Density in Some Centers to Sustain High Levels of Public Transit
· Target:  50% of job growth should be in Urban Centers
· Actual:  30% of jobs have been created in Urban Centers, 12% in Mfg. Centers, for a total of 42%
· Sounder commuter trains provide transportation in Auburn, Kent and Tukwila.  Express buses serve the other centers.
· In 2002, three of the urban centers – Auburn, Federal Way, and Kent – still did not have sufficient combined housing and employment or  density (defined as employees + residents of about 15,000) to command frequent, convenient public transportation, although the presence of Sounder stations and park and rides in the centers contribute to ridership.
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Auburn**

900                  3,102

3.4

4,452              

Bellevue

3,569               27,914

7.8

33,268            

Federal Way***

846                  3,886

4.6

5,155              

Kent

570                  3,302

5.8

4,157              

Kirkland/Totem Lake**

2,944               12,634

4.3

17,050            

Redmond

1,276               12,845

10.1

14,759            

Renton

1,045               14,327

13.7

15,895            

SeaTac

4,082               8,631

2.1

14,754            

Tukwila 2                     

18,590

9,295.0

18,593            

Seattle

55,221             254,016

4.6

336,848          

First Hill/Capital Hill

23,587 38,619

1.6

74,000           

Downtown

16,054 156,473

9.7

180,554         

Northgate

3,667 10,638

2.9

16,139           

Seattle Center/ Lower 

Queen Anne

4,700 15,536 3.3

39,800           

University 7,213 32,750

4.5

26,356           

Total 70,457 343,511

4.9

483,523

*Potential Commuters = 1.5 commuters per household + 1 per job

Potential Commuters in Urban Centers
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Recommendation

Direct staff to 

· Collect information, with the goal of making policy recommendations, on lessons learned by successful urban centers, and what factors contribute to success of centers or their failure to thrive.
· Investigate opportunities to collaborate with PSRC, Planning Directors Group,  UW and relevant jurisdictions in carrying out a formal or informal evaluation of the Urban Center strategy.  Coordinate with Vision 2020 update of regional centers strategy.
Trend #6:  
Lack of Housing for Lowest Income Groups
· Data indicates that there continues to be a severe shortage of affordable housing for those at 30 - 40% of median income or below, while market forces seem capable of supply rental housing affordable at 50% of median income and above.
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· There is sufficient market rate rental housing for those at 50% of median income and above, but it is not equitably distributed around the County, and much of it is occupied by households with higher incomes. 

· Below 30% of median income there are least 50,000  households without any housing – market-rate or subsidized - that they can afford.  At 40% of median income there is still a severe deficit of housing.  Although there are technically sufficient units affordable to those from 30 – 50% of median income, most of those units are occupied by those with higher incomes.
· The lack of housing for these lowest income groups is a long-term trend which is not likely to be met by normal market forces.  Over 9 years of monitoring there has been quite a bit of fluctuation in the affordability of home purchase, and of mid-level rentals. However, throughout all these fluctuations there has never been anything close to sufficient market-rate housing for those earning 40% of median income or below (about $24,000 / year,  or $12 / hr or less).

· “Workforce housing” includes people earning 20 – 50% of median income.  Those who work full-time, year round, making TWICE the minimum wage, earn only about $29,000 a year – or around 50% of median income. Annual income is about $15,000 or 25% of median income when one earns minimum wage full-time, year-round. 

· About 74% of renter households in the two lowest income categories (under 30% and under 50% of median income) paid more than the recommended 30% of income for housing costs (2000 Census)

· Home ownership has risen from 59% in 1990 to 62% in 2003, due primarily to low interest rates.  While home ownership is still an issue for those around or below 80% of median income, affordability for this group is better now than in the early 1990s.
Recommendation

Direct staff to 
· Further investigate the shortage of affordable housing for households under 30 – 40% of median income and

· Prepare recommendations for how to address the critical lack of supply of housing for the lowest income groups.  Alternatives could include reviewing and expanding the menus of programs availabe to cities to increase affordable housing, with an emphasis on the lowest groups, and/or amending the CPPs to more specifically address housing for the 0 – 30% group.  
Related Trend:  Inequitable Distribution of Affordable Housing
· No cities have sufficient housing for those earning below 30% of median income.  

· No Eastside or Seashore Cities have sufficient housing for those below 50% of median income. 
· In addition to bringer workers closer to their jobs, a better distribution of affordable housing could help to equalize pressure on school districts from higher-need (and thus, more costly) students.  It also equalizes opportunity and choice in schools for youth from lower income households.
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Demand for Units Affordable at under 80% of Median Income (39%) 
Demand for Units Affordable at under 50% of Median Income (23%)

Demand for Units Affordable Under 30% of Median Income (13%)
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Recommendation
(As Above for Trend #6)

Direct staff to 
· Further investigate the shortage of housing for households under 30 – 40% of median income and

· Prepare recommendations for how to address the critical lack of supply of housing for the lowest income groups.  Alternatives could include reviewing and expanding the menus of programs availabe to cities to increase affordable housing, with an emphasis on the lowest groups, and/or amending the CPPs to more specifically address housing for the 0 – 30% group.  
� King County Department of Natural Resources, Water and Land Resources Division.  Based on B-IBI scores for 2002.


� Based on an evaluation of habitat quality in King County sub-basins conducted in 2003.
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SEASHORE TOTAL 58.5% 11.5% 16.6% 1.7% 6.6% 0.5% 4.5%

EASTSIDE TOTAL 76.1% 10.4% 5.1% 0.4% 2.0% 0.6% 5.4%

SOUTH COUNTY TOTAL 75.0% 14.3% 5.4% 0.2% 1.5% 0.6% 3.1%

RURAL CITIES AND CDPS 78.0% 10.4% 3.1% 0.3% 1.4% 0.5% 6.2%

ALL KING COUNTY CITIES & CDPs 68.7% 12.0% 9.8% 0.9% 3.7% 0.5% 4.4%

Mode of Transportation to Work - Census 2000
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Acres Gained 

or Lost*

Chg as % of 

total Cty land 

area

Estimated Total 

Acres in this 
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1994

1994 Total 

as % of 

Urban Area

Estimated 

Total in 2001

2001 Total as 

% of Urban 

Area

Impervious 

Surface (gain)

    15,524  1.1%       75,576  25.7%     91,100  31.0%

Forest Cover 

(net loss)

  (26,772) -2.0%     897,772      871,000   

Increase in Impervious Surface and Loss of Forest Cover in King County:  

1994 - 2001

*This analysis depends on classification of Landsat data.  The method used identifies the 

landcover type at a resolution of about 1,075 sq. yards or 20% of an acre.  It detects changes in 

classification (i.e. predominant land cover) for areas about that size.
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Total Jobs in Mfg. 

Centers

111,578 130,581 19,003 12.4%

Total Jobs  in Urban 

Centers

298,429 343,511 45,082 29.4%

Total Jobs Outside 

Centers

530,876 620,321 89,445 58.3%

Total Jobs in King 

County

940,883 1,094,413 153,530 41.7%
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