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“The GMPC…should conduct a comprehensive evaluation to assess implementation of the Countywide Planning Policies.  The evaluation should be based on the results of the monitoring program….If the purposes of these Planning Policies are not being achieved as evidenced by results of benchmarks and monitoring reports, the GMPC…will reconvene…to discuss, evaluate and recommend actions to achieve the purposes of the Policies”
Summary

The Benchmark Program has published annual reports for nine years and is now in a position to identify long-term trends and outcomes related to the Countywide Growth Management goals and policies.   

Highlighting Successes

In these years of reporting we have recognized many positive trends that indicate that growth management policies are being implemented successfully.  These include areas such as focusing new development in urban, rather than rural areas, increasing achieved densities in cities, developing transit-oriented urban hubs,  protecting farm and forest resources,  protecting salmon and other wildlife habitat, attracting new jobs, reducing diesel and other harmful emissions, conserving energy and water, and recycling waste.   

Highlighting Areas Needing Improvement

This report, however, will focus on several areas in which the trends are problematic.  In some cases, we may be on our way to meeting a goal, but need to re-invigorate our efforts to bring it to full realization.  In others, we have failed to make adequate progress on a central growth management goal.  Recommendations for possible “next steps” are included in the analysis.

Summary of Staff Recommendation:  
Direct staff to focus in-depth review for 2005 - 2006 on:

· Urban Center Strategy

· Affordable Housing for Lowest Income Groups

Rationale for giving these priority:

· The Urban Center policy is a keystone of the CPPs growth management strategy

· Success on the Urban Center strategy has vital repercussions for transportation, environment, economic development and housing affordability

· Supplying adequate housing for all income groups throughout all jurisdictions is a clearly-stated CPP, with a target for the affordability of new units.  

Urban Center Strategy:  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 or failure of centers 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.  PSRC’s Vision 2020 update and potential amendments to regional centers strategy may have direct relevance to the CPPs.
Housing for Very Low Income Households:  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.  
Key Problematic Issues 
Please see accompanying document entitled “Benchmark Trends” for detailed analysis of these trends.
Trend #1:
SOV Commuting Remains High
· 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.
Related Trend:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Are Increasing
· King County’s GHG emissions increased 7% from 1999 to 2003.

· There is a growing scientific consensus that human factors, particularly GHG emissions are contributing to an accelerating pace of global warming.

Trend # 2: 
Impervious Surface is Increasing
· From 1994 - 2001, an additional 5% of the urban area has been covered by impervious surface, for a total of 31%.

Trend #3:  
Stream and Habitat Quality in Urban Area Continue to Be Poor

· 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.
Trend #4:  
High School Cohort Graduation Rate Remains Below National Average
· Only 66.3% of the public schools students of the class of 2003 graduated “on time” with their class, compared to about 70% nationally.  Another 12.7 % remained in school but many of them will not graduate.  21% had dropped out.
Trend #5:  
Some Urban Centers Have Not Yet Grown
· There is a difference  between significant growth in the urban centers of Seattle, Bellevue, Redmond and Renton, and other suburban centers which are growing very slowly.
Related Trend:  Lack of Employment Growth in Some Urban Centers Means Insufficient Density for           

 Frequent 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%
Trend #6:  
There is a Severe Deficit of Housing for Those Earning Up to Twice the Minimum Wage – No improvement in Sight
· 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 supplying rental housing affordable above 50% of median income 
Related Trend:  Affordable Housing Continues to Be Poorly Distributed
· 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. 
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.  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.  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.
