1200 King County

2 King COU nty Courthouse
a 516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

King County Meeting Agenda
Transportation, Economy and
Environment Committee

Councilmembers: Rod Dembowski, Chair; Jane Hague, Vice Chair;
Kathy Lambert, Joe McDermott, Larry Phillips, Dave Upthegrove, Pete von Reichbauer

Staff: Mary Bourguignon, Lead Staff (206-477-0873)
Janice Mansfield, Committee Assistant (206-477-0882)

9:30 AM Tuesday, October 20, 2015 Room 1001

Pursuant to K.C.C. 1.24.035 A. and F., this meeting is also noticed as a meeting of the Metropolitan
King County Council, whose agenda is limited to the committee business. In this meeting only the
rules and procedures applicable to committees apply and not those applicable to full council
meetings.

1. Call to Order To show a PDF of the written materials for an
agenda item, click on the agenda item below.

2. Roll Call

3. Approval of Minutes pp. 5-8

October 14, 2015 Special Meeting Minutes

4, Public Comment

Discussion and Possible Action
Consent

5. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0389 pp. 9-52

AN ORDINANCE approving and adopting the collective bargaining agreement negotiated by and between
King County and International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 (Wastewater Treatment Division,
Managers and Assistant Managers) representing employees in the department of natural resources and
parks; and establishing the effective date of said agreement.

Sponsors: Mr. Phillips

Nick Wagner, Council Staff
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Transportation, Economy and Meeting Agenda October 20, 2015
Environment Committee

Discussion and Possible Action

6. Proposed Motion No. 2015-0252 pp. 53-254

A MOTION adopting the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan, submitted in compliance with
K.C.C. 18.25.010.A 4.

Sponsors: Mr. Phillips

Jenny Giambattista, Council Staff

7. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0381 pp. 255-650

AN ORDINANCE authorizing the executive to execute an agreement between King County and Sound
Transit for ST Express bus service operations and maintenance.

Sponsors: Mr. Phillips

Paul Carlson, Council Staff

8. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0372 pp. 651-682

AN ORDINANCE approving and adopting the memorandum of agreement regarding benefit plan changes
effective January 1, 2016, negotiated by and between King County and Amalgamated Transit Union,
Local 587 (Transit - Departments: Transportation, Executive Services (Finance and Business Operations
Division)) representing employees in the departments of transportation and executive services; and
establishing the effective date of said agreement.

Sponsors: Mr. Dembowski and Mr. Phillips

Nick Wagner, Council Staff

9. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0373 pp. 651-682

AN ORDINANCE approving and adopting the memorandum of agreement regarding 2016 plan design
change for the 2016 benefit year (palliative care offered by KingCare and/or SmartCare) negotiated by
and between King County and Amalgamated Transit Union, Local 587 (Transit - Departments:
Transportation, Executive Services (Finance and Business Operations Division)) representing employees
in the departments of transportation and executive services; and establishing the effective date of said
agreement.

Sponsors: Mr. Dembowski and Mr. Phillips

Nick Wagner, Council Staff
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Transportation, Economy and Meeting Agenda October 20, 2015
Environment Committee

Briefing

10. Briefing No. 2015-B0200 pp. 683-686

Service Guidelines Task Force

Paul Carlson, Council Staff

1. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0365 pp. 687-800

AN ORDINANCE authorizing the executive to enter into interlocal agreements for salmon conservation
efforts in the Snoqualmie and South Fork Skykomish Watershed within Water Resource Inventory Area 7,
the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed also known as Water Resource Inventory Area 8,
and the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed also known as Water Resource Inventory

Area 9.
Sponsors: Mr. Phillips, Ms. Lambert and Mr. McDermott

Erin Auzins, Council Staff
Hiedi Popochock, Council Staff

Other Business

Grant Alerts pp. 801-806
Included in the members' packets are items for which no staff report will be given.

» 15-037 WRIA9 Cooperative Riparian Habit Improvement Project
» 15-038 Duwamish Floating Wetlands

Adjournment
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= 1200 King Count

2 Kl ng COU nty Coulrrt]r?ouglejn /

. 516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

King County Meeting Minutes
Transportation, Economy and
Environment Committee
Councilmembers: Rod Dembowski, Chair; Jane Hague, Vice
Chair;
Kathy Lambert, Joe McDermott, Larry Phillips, Dave Upthegrove,
Pete von Reichbauer
Staff: Mary Bourguignon, Lead Staff (206-477-0873)
Janice Mansfield, Committee Assistant (206-477-0882)
1:30 PM Wednesday, October 14, 2015 Room 1001

DRAFT MINUTES

SPECIAL MEETING

Pursuant to K.C.C. 1.24.035 A. and F., this meeting is also noticed as a
meeting of the Metropolitan King County Council, whose agenda is limited to
the committee business. In this meeting only the rules and procedures
applicable to committees apply and not those applicable to full council
meetings.

1. Call to Order
Chair Dembowski called the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee
meeting to order at 1:33 p.m.

2. Roll Call

Present: 7 - Mr. Dembowski, Ms. Hague, Ms. Lambert, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Phillips, Mr.
Upthegrove and Mr. von Reichbauer

3. Approval of Minutes
Councilmember von Reichbauer moved approval of the regular and special meeting
minutes of October 6, 2015. Seeing no objections, the minutes were approved as
presented.

King County Page 1
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Transportation, Economy and Meeting Minutes October 14, 2015
Environment Committee

4, Public Comment

The following persons spoke:

1) Reg Newbeck
2) Alex Tsimerman
3) Jorgen Bader
4) Queen Pearl

The meeting went into recess at 1:44 a.m.
The meeting was reconvened at 1:45 a.m.

5) Andrew Austin
6) Richard Smallwood

Discussion and Possible Action

5. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0349

AN ORDINANCE approving public transportation service changes for March 2016 that include countywide
service changes and the extension of RapidRide C and D Lines funded by the city of Seattle through the
transit service funding agreement with King County.

Sponsors: Mr. Phillips

This item was expedited to the October 19, 2015 Council Meeting.

A motion was made by Councilmember Phillips that this Ordinance be
Recommended Do Pass. The motion carried by the following vote:

Yes: 7 - Mr. Dembowski, Ms. Hague, Ms. Lambert, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Phillips, Mr.
Upthegrove and Mr. von Reichbauer
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Transportation, Economy and Meeting Minutes October 14, 2015

Environment Committee

6. Proposed Ordinance No. 2015-0350
AN ORDINANCE approving public transportation service changes to integrate with the Link light rail
extension to Capitol Hill and the University of Washington.
Sponsors: Mr. Phillips
Mary Bourguignon, Council Staff, briefed the committee and answered questions of the
members.
Paul Carlson, Council Staff, briefed the committee and answered questions of the
members.
Councilmember Phillips moved Do Pass Amendment 1.
Jeremy Fichter, Transportation Planner, Transit Division, King County Department of
Transportation, answered questions of the members.
Amendment 1 passed.
This item was expedited to the October 19, 2015 Council Meeting.
A motion was made by Councilmember Phillips that this Ordinance be Passed Out
of Committee Without a Recommendation. The motion carried by the following
vote:
Yes: 7 - Mr. Dembowski, Ms. Hague, Ms. Lambert, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Phillips, Mr.
Upthegrove and Mr. von Reichbauer
Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 2:34 p.m.
Approved this day of
Clerk's Signature
King County Page 3
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ki
King County

Metropolitan King County Council
Transportation, Economy, and Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item: 5 Name: Nick Wagner
Proposed No.: | 2015-0389 Date: Oct. 20, 2015
SUBJECT

Approval of a collective bargaining agreement with the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters (Teamsters) Local 117, covering employees in the Department of Natural
Resources and Parks (DNRP).

SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2015-0389 (Att. 1) would approve a collective bargaining (CBA)
(Att. 1-A) with Teamsters, Local 117, covering about 17 employees in the Wastewater
Treatment Division (WTD) of DNRP. They are Managers and Assistant Managers in the
following classifications;

Capital Improvements Program Section Manager
Environmental Programs Section Manager
Financial Services Manager - WTD

Project Planning and Delivery Section Manager
Project Resources Unit Manager

Wastewater Plant Operations Manager
Wastewater Treatment Plant Manager- Assistant

The new CBA is a two-year continuation, or “rollover,” of the previous CBA, as modified
by a memorandum of agreement (MOA) (Appendix A to the CBA, Att. 1-A) that the
Council approved in November 2014, as described below. The new CBA covers the
period from November 1, 2014, through December 31, 2016.

BACKGROUND

This bargaining unit’s previous CBA expired at the end of 2014, but its terms continued
in effect pursuant to RCW 41.56.123(1)," except to the extent that they were modified
by an MOA between the County and the King County Coalition of Unions that the

' RCW 41.56.123(1) provides: “After the termination date of a collective bargaining agreement, all of the
terms and conditions specified in the collective bargaining agreement shall remain in effect until the
effective date of a subsequent agreement, not to exceed one year from the termination date stated in the
agreement. Thereafter, the employer may unilaterally implement according to law.”

10f2
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Council approved on November 10, 2014, by Ordinance 17916. The Coalition MOA
provided for cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) of 2.0 percent for 2015 and 2.25
percent for 2016 and a $500-per-employee lump sum payment for 2014.

ANALYSIS

The only changes in the new CBA are the new effective dates (January 1, 2015,
through December 31, 2016) and the changes made by the Coalition MOA, as
described above.

FISCAL IMPACT

The proposed new CBA would have no fiscal impact beyond that of the Coalition MOA.
The amounts listed in the Fiscal Note (Att. 4) are attributable to the Coalition MOA, not
the new CBA.

INVITED

James Johnson, Labor Negotiator, Office of Labor Relations
John Scearcy, Secretary-Treasurer, Teamsters Local 117

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2015-0389
Att. A (Collective Bargaining Agreement)
2. Checklist and Summary of Changes (prepared by executive staff)
3. Transmittal Letter
4. Fiscal Note

Page 2 of 2
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ATTACHMENT 1

Kl N G COU NTY 1200 King County Courthouse
E ] 516 Third Avenue
‘ . Seattle, WA 98104
Signature Report
King County
October 14, 2015
Ordinance
Proposed No. 2015-0389.1 Sponsors Phillips

AN ORDINANCE approving and adopting the collective
bargaining agreement negotiated by and between King
County and International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local
117 (Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and
Assistant Managers) representing employees in the
department of natural resources and parks; and establishing
the effective date of said agreement.
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:
SECTION 1. The collective bargaining agreement negotiated by and between
King County and International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 (Wastewater
Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers) representing employees in the
department of natural resources and parks, which is Attachment A to this ordinance, is

hereby approved and adopted by this reference made a part hereof.

TrEE Packet Materials Page 11



Ordinance

14 SECTION 2. Terms and conditions of said agreement shall be effective from
15 January 1, 2015, through and including December 31, 2016.

16

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Larry Phillips, Chair
ATTEST:

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of ,

Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. Agreement Between King County and International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local
117

TrEE Packet Materials Page 12



o 0 3 SN N R W N =

NN N NN NN NN e e e o e e e jew
@ N A N AW N =S Y NN R WN =D

ATTACHMENT A

AGREEMENT BETWEEN
KING COUNTY
AND

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS LOCAL 117
REPRESENTING THE MANAGERS AND ASSISTANT MANAGERS

BARGAINING UNIT IN
WASTEWATER TREATMENT DIVISION

KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND PARKS

ARTICLE
ARTICLE

ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE
ARTICLE

D AN AN

10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:
| ADDENDUM A: WAGE ADDENDUM

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PURPOSE AND DEFINITIONS.......coitimeeeueisreeeeeseseessesesesesssesssssesessenaseesens 1
UNION RECOGNITION, MEMBERSHIP, REPRESENTATION, SHOP

STEWARDS ..ottt eeeee s es st sanasasssenastsesasasses s 1
RIGHTS OF MANAGEMENT ......cocviimiiiieeeseeietses s esessssesss s sesassesnaes 4
CONTRACTING OUT ....oooeeeeeereeeeseeeesievessssessesseseseseseseassnsesssssesssesesseseasens 4
BENEFIT TIME .....oooivieeeeeieeseeeeeeeeseses s ssssassnssssessos s sassssssssesassssssenes 5
LEAVES OF ABSENCE WITH AND WITHOUT PAY .....cooeiiiereereieennes 8
MEDICAL, DENTAL & LIFE INSURANCE .......cooovteerrieeeeeeeeseeeeeseens 11
WAGE RATES.......ooieieeitereeeseee et eree e stessesessasaes s isssssasesssssnsssssesesassananes 11
HOURS OF WORK ....ovoimeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeesseesessessass v essssess s essaesssesenes 12
DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES .......coceoosimrieereeerceressseseseesesesenes 13
SENIORITY AND JOB SECURITY ....ovureiuieeereeeereeeeeeeesetsessssenssseasssssssenes 14
MISCELLANEOUS AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS .......ccoviiiiirierreeeiecnne 15
SAVINGS CLAUSE.......oeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeseee e esestsvesssssseesastessesess s snessessessanaes 17
WAIVER AND COMPLETE AGREEMENT ........oouimveeeeeeeseeseeeeeneses oo 17
WESTERN CONFERENCE OF TEAMSTERS PENSION TRUST .............. 18
DURATION..........oooimriireiee e eeesteseessieeeesessesas s sessassssssestsssesesasassnassassesassens 19

APPENDIX A: MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT: ADDRESSING “TOTAL

COMPENSATION” COALITION BARGAINING; 2015-2016 BUDGET; AND
COST-OF-LIVING WAGE ADJUSTMENTS FOR KING COUNTY COALITION

OF LABOR UNIONS BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS 2015-2016

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -

Department of Natural Resources and Parks
January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115
Index
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ARTICLE 1: PURPOSE AND DEFINITIONS

1. Purpose. The intent and purpose of this Agreement is to promote a collaborative
relationship between the parties and to set forth the wages, hours and working conditions of such
employees as covered by this bargaining agreement.

1.2 Definitions. Definitions that apply to this Agreement are found under King County Code
(“Code”) 3.12.010. Where there is a difference between the Code definition and a definition below,
the Code will prevail. In addition to Code definitions, below are additional definitions that pertain
solely to the Agreement. If a Code definition change is made that affects this Agreement, the County
agrees to bargain the effects of the change as required by law.

A. Benefit Eligible Employee - Regular, provisional, probationary and term-limited
temporary employees are eligible for insured benefits (e.g. medical, dental, life), paid and unpaid
leaves as provided under the terms of this Agreement.

B. Hourly Employee - An employee who is not exempt from the Fair Labor
Standards Act and is eligible for overtime.

C. Regular Employee - A career service employee.

D. Salaried Employee - An employee who is exempt from the Fair Labor Standards
Act and is not eligible for overtime.

E. Temporary Employee - Includes probationary, provisional, short-term and term-
limited employees.

F. Transfer - Movement of an employee from one position to another within the
same classification or different classification with the same pay range of the former classification.

ARTICLE 2: UNION RECOGNITION, MEMBERSHIP, REPRESENTATION, SHOP

STEWARDS

2.1 Union Recognition

King County (County) recognizes Teamsters Local Union No. 117, affiliated with the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters (Union), as the sole and exclusive bargaining representative
of all full-time and regular part-time employees whose job classifications are listed in the attached

Addendum A. The County agrees to extend recognition of the Union as bargaining representative

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115 .
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for any new or added eligible manager and assistant manager positions that may be created in the
future in the Wastewater Treatment Division (Division), in accordance with its PERC recognition.
2.2 Union Membership

A. Tt is a condition of employment that, within thirty (30) days of the effective date of
this Agreement, all employees covered by the Agreement will become and remain members in good
standing in the Union, or pay an agency fee to the Union in lieu of membership dues. This
requirement will apply to employees who are temporarily appointed to work in a job classification
covered by this Agreement if the appointment is expected to last thirty (30) days or more, however,
they will not be required to pay initiation fees and become a “member in good standing” if such
action is based solely upon an “acting” position status.

B. Employees covered by this Agreement who qualify for an exemption from the
requirement for Union membership based on an employee’s bona fide religious belief shall contribute
an amount equivalent to regular Union dues to a charity mutually acceptable to the employee and the
Union. The Employee shall furnish the Union with written proof each month that such payments are

being made. If the employee and the Union do not reach agreement on such matter, the Public

| Employment Relations Commission (PERC) shall designate the charitable organization.

C. Failure by an employee to abide by the provisions of paragraphs A and B will
constitute just cause for discharge. If an employee has failed to fulfill the obligation set forth in A
and B, the Union will provide the employee and the County with seventy-two (72) hours notice of
intent to seek the discharge of the employee. During this period the employee may bring the amount
in arrears current to avoid discharge.

D. Upon request, the County will provide the Union with a current list of all
employees in the bargaining unit. Such list will indicate the employees’ names, section and/or unit,
employment status, job classification, and date of hire into his/her current classification.

E. The County will notify the Union of all new hires, and will notify the Union
whenever an employee is moved into or out of a bargaining unit position. The notification will
include the employee’s name, section and/or unit, employment status, job classification, date of hire

and effective date of the personnel action.

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115 .
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| 2.3 Union Dues Deduction

A. Upon receipt of written authorization individually signed by a bargaining unit
member, the County will deduct from the pay of such employee the amount of dues, initiation fees,
assessments, and agency fees as certified by the Union.

B. The Union will indemnify and hold the County harmless against any claims made
and any suit instituted against the County on account of any collection of the dues for the Union. The
Union agrees to refund to the County any amounts paid to it in error on account of the collection
provision, upon presentation of proper evidence thereof.

2.4 Shop Stewards, Union Activities and Representation

A. Union Representatives (Staff) may visit the work location of employees covered by
the Agreement at any reasonable time. They shall inform the Division Director/designee upon arrival
at the work site being visited.

B. The Union will provide the Division and the Labor Negotiator with the names of
Shop Stewards. When contract administration business is conducted during working hours, the Shop
Steward is responsible for clearing the time taken away from work with his/her manager or
supervisor.

C. The Union shall be allowed use of bulletin board space to post Union notices.
Only recognized officers, stewards, and staff representatives of the Union will be entitled to post and
remove Union materials, and only materials originating from the Union office and bearing the Union
logo or signed by a staff representative of the Union may be posted on the Union bulletin board space.
The Union shall be allowed to post electronic mail notices on the County system if the notices meet
the same requirements, provided they comply with County policies governing electronic mail and
internet use.

D. Employees who are designated by the Union as stewards may make limited use of
County telephones and FAX machines and similar equipment for the purposes of contract
administration in accordance with applicable County policies. In addition, such stewards may use the
County electronic mail system for communications related to contract administration, provided they

comply with County policies governing electronic mail and internet use. In no circumstances shall

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115 :
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use of the County equipment interfere with County operations.

ARTICLE 3: RIGHTS OF MANAGEMENT

The management of the County and the direction of the work force are vested exclusively in
the County, except as may be limited by the express written terms of this Agreement. All matters,
including but not limited to, the right to hire, appoint, promote, demote, transfer, layoff, discipline
and discharge, train, assign and direct the work force; improve efficiency; develop work rules,
policies and procedures; develop and modify classification specifications, allocate positions to those
classifications, allocate employees to those positions; determine work schedules, determine location
of facilities and assign employees to those locations; appraise employee performance; contract out
work; determine wage rates and wage schedules, place employees on the wage schedules and wage
rates, and determine the methods employees move through wage schedules and wage rates at time of
appointment; determine methods, processes and means for providing services; and take whatever
actions are necessary as determined by the County in emergencies declared by the Department
Director, County Executive, Governor of the State of Washington, or President of the United States.

ARTICLE 4: CONTRACTING OUT

A. The County shall not contract out work performed by members of the bargaining unit if
the contracting of such work eliminates, reduces, or limits the normal work load of the bargaining
unit,

B. In the case of a circumstance that is beyond the control of the County at the time action is
required, that could not reasonably have been foreseen, and for which the County is not reasonably
able to provide the necessary tools, employees, or equipment to perform the work in a timely manner,
the County shall be allowed to enter into contracting arrangements for this purpose only. The County
shall officially notify the Union of such instances in advance and discuss the impact of and possible
alternatives to these arrangements, if any, on the bargaining unit.

C. If, in order to secure funding for a specific project, the County is required to contract all or
part of the work to be performed due to limitations imposed by the funding agreement, such
contracting shall not be considered a violation of the Agreement. In such instances, the Union shall

be officially notified in advance.

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115
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ARTICLE 5: BENEFIT TIME

5.1 General Description

The benefit program has two elements to it: one is Benefit Time (BT) and the other is
Extended Sick Leave (ESL). Both programs are for benefit eligible employees and built on the
accrual rate table set forth in Section 5.5. This program recognizes the need for scheduled time away
from the job (vacation and holidays) for personal reasons and for occasions when the employee must
be away because of illness or injury. BT is administered with the understanding that: a) BT is
intended to constitute wages earned for services rendered, and b) because business needs may
constrain employees’ ability to utilize leave, the Collective Bargaining Agreement provides for a
yearly cash conversion of up to one hundred and twenty (120) hours of BT.

5.2 Definitions

A. All BT and ESL time is based on a two thousand eighty (2,080) hours per year. BT
is the bank of time accrued for use during scheduled paid time off, including holidays, and
unscheduled paid time off (excluding bereavement leave and jury duty) to include the first two (2)
consecutive days of unscheduled illness or injury.

B. ESL is the bank of time accrued for use during all paid nonscheduled illness or
injury exceeding two (2) consecutive scheduled workdays for employees and their dependents, as
well as for scheduled paid time off for medical reasons.

C. Employees may donate BT and ESL to another benefit eligible employee in
accordance with Article 5.8.

5.3 Principles

A. The BT program is intended to provide a productive workplace where employees
are encouraged to be healthy and regularly be at work.

B. Operational efficiency is increased by the responsible management of the benefit
time usage.

5.4 Absence
A. Employees are expected to schedule BT as far in advance as possible to facilitate

business planning. Employees are expected to notify their supervisor each day of any unscheduled

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -
Department of Natural Resources and Parks
January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115 .
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absence. If the reason for unscheduled absence is for illness in excess of two (2) consecutive days,
the employee shall be paid from their accrued ESL bank beginning with the third (3rd) day.
However, all BT and ESL time shall be coordinated with, and supplementary to, Workers’
Compensation.

B. Salaried employees use accrued BT and ESL in increments of not less than one (1)
regular work day. Salaried employees who are absent for part of a work day will not be required to
charge such absences against any accrued leave balances nor will the employee’s pay be reduced.

C. BT and ESL will be paid only to the extent that BT and ESL hours have been
accrued by the employee in the pay period immediately preceding the absence.

5.5 Benefit Time Accrual and Extended Sick Leave Accrual
A. BT accrual shall be as follows and based on a benefit eligible employee’s adjusted

service date:

Accrual Rates
Years of Employment Annual Bi-weekly Hourly
Less than 5 years 232 8.923 0.1115
5 years but less than 8 years 256 9.846 0.1231
8 years but less than 10 years 264 10.154 0.1269
10 years but less than 16 years 296 11.385 0.1423
16 years but less than 17 years 304 11.692 0.1462
17 years but less than 18 years 312 12.000 0.1500
18 years but less than 19 years 320 12.308 0.1538
19 years but less than 20 years 328 12.615 0.1577
20 years but less than 21 years 336 12.923 0.1615
| 21 years but less than 22 years 344 13.231 0.1654
22 years but less than 23 years 352 13.538 0.1692
23 years but less than 24 years 360 13.846 0.1731
24 years but less than 25 years 368 14.154 0.1769
More than 25 years of service 376 14.462 0.1808

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 - Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers -
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2016

159C0115 )
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B. Annual and bi-weekly totals in the above table are approximations and may vary
slightly based on the hourly rate.

C. ESL accrual shall accumulate for all employees on the basis of fifty-six (56) hours
per year (0.0269 hours per hour).

D. The hourly accrual rates indicated in this article shall not be construed to mean that
salaried employees receive compensation based on number of hours worked.

5.6 Benefit Time Accumulation and Extended Sick Leave Accumulation and
Conversion

A. The maximum accumulated carryover of BT from the pay period ending before
April 1st of one calendar year to the next shall be six hundred (600) hours. Employees with at least
four hundred and eighty (480) hours at that time shall have the option to convert up to one hundred
and twenty (120) hours to cash, down to a balance of four hundred and eighty (480) hours.

B. There shall be no limit on the amount of ESL accrued.

C. Current benefit eligible County employees who are new in the unit and who have
more than 40 hours of sick leave may convert up to forty (40) hours from their sick leave balance into
BT. Any remaining sick leave balance will convert into ESL. For such employees who have less
than 40 hours of accrued sick leave, all sick leave accruals will be converted to BT time. Vacation
leave balances will convert to BT.

D. Unless modified by a VEBA agreement employees who have successfully
completed probation may cash-out a maximum of 480 hours of BT time upon leaving employment in
good standing. Employees returning to regular service who resigned, were separated for non-
disciplinary medical reasons or from layoff within two (2) years will have their ESL restored.

5.7 Upon Retirement or Death

Upon retirement from the County or death, an employee or their beneficiary shall be paid for
up to four-hundred eighty (480) hours of accrued BT at one-hundred percent (100%) and for all
accrued ESL at thirty-five percent (35%), unless modified by a VEBA agreement. Retirement as a
result of length of service means an employee is eligible, applies for and begins drawing a pension

from PERS or the city of Seattle Retirement Plan immediately upon terminating County
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employment.

5.8 Leave Donation

Employees may donate BT and ESL to another employee in accordance with County
guidelines for donation of vacation and sick leave, respectively, except that donated hours will accrue
to the donee’s appropriate leave bank and do not expire or return to the donor once accrued.

ARTICLE 6: LEAVES OF ABSENCE WITH AND WITHOUT PAY

6.1 Leaves of Absence With Pay
A. Bereavement Leave. In the event of death of a member of the employee’s family,
a benefit eligible employee will be granted three (3) days off with pay. In addition to the bereavement
leave granted herein, a maximum of three (3) days ESL may be used with approval of the employee’s
supervisor. For purposes of this section, employee’s family is defined as:
| * Employee’s spouse or domestic partner

* Children of the employee, employee’s spouse or domestic partner

« Parents of the employee, employee’s spouse or domestic partner

 Siblings
Grandchildren

* Grandparents
* Son-in-law, daughter-in-law
B. Jury Duty. A benefit eligible émployee called for jury duty may be allowed the
necessary leave with pay not to exceed forty (40) hours per week. The employee should notify his/her
supervisor immediately upon receiving notification of jury duty. As the employee will be paid by the
County, compensation received from a jury function shall be submitted to the County. Any payment
for travel expenses paid by the court will be retained by the employee. The employee shall make
every effort to report to work in case of early excusal. This section does not apply when the employee
is a plaintiff or defendant.
C. Military Duty/Training Leave. An employee who is a member of the
Washington National Guard or any organized reserve of the Armed Forces of the United States, and is

ordered to be on active training duty, shall be allowed twenty-one (21) work days of military leave
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during each training year. The employee must present orders for active or inactive training duty to
his/her supervisor prior to taking leave. The employee may receive military leave for weekend
reservist duty.

D. Executive Leave. Employees covered by this Agreement who are benefit eligible
and in salaried positions will receive three (3) days of Executive Leave per calendar year, prorated for
a partial year. Up to seven (7) additional days per year, as provided in Executive Policy, may be
granted at the discretion of the County.

E. Military Family Leave. As provided under RCW 49.77 employees whose spouse
is a member of the United States armed forces, national guard, or reserves who has been notified of
an impending call or order to active duty, or who has been deployed, or when the military spouse is
on leave from deployment, shall be entitled to a total of fifteen (15) days of unpaid leave per
deployment or the use of accrued paid leave. In addition, the National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA) amends the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) by providing up to twelve (12) weeks
of leave for “any qualifying exigency” and up to twenty six (26) weeks of FMLA leave to care for the
serious health condition of an injured or ill covered service member. Leave for a “qualifying
exigency” provides up to twelve (12) weeks of leave for one of eight (8) clearly defined reasons
arising out of the fact that the spouse, son, daughter, or parent of the employee is on active duty, or
has been notified of an irripending call to active duty status. Military caregiver leave under the
NDAA provides up to twenty six (26) weeks of leave, instead of the standard twelve (12) weeks, to
care for the serious health condition of a covered service member who is recovering from an illness or
injury sustained in the line of duty. Eligible family members for military caregiver leave include the
spouse, son, daughter, parent, or next of kin of the injured covered service member. Leave under the
NDAA continues to follow the same eligibility criteria, protections and benefits available under the
FMLA law.

F. Domestic Violence Leave. Employees who are victims of or family members of
victims of domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking may take reasonable leave from work for
legal or law-enforcement assistance, medical treatment or counseling as provided for under

RCW 49.76. Employees may use any accrued leave for domestic violence leave, including sick
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leave or other paid time off, compensatory time, or unpaid leave time. Employees eligible for this
leave include a child, spouse, parent, parent-in-law, grandparent or person whom with the employee
has a dating relationship.

6.2 Family and Medical Leave

A. Up to eighteen (18) weeks of unpaid leave shall be granted to eligible employees
for the employee’s own serious health condition, or for family care, as provided by County Code.

B. The employee must exhaust all ESL prior to using unpaid leave for the employee’s
own health condition. Donated leave shall run concurrently with unpaid leave.

C. For a leave for family reasons, the employee shall choose at the beginning of the
leave whether it will be paid or unpaid; when an employee chooses to take paid leave for family
reasons, the employeé may reserve up to 80 hours of ESL.

D. The County shall continue its contribution to health insurance during the 18 week
period of unpaid leave.

6.3 Leaves of Absence Without Pay

Benefit eligible employees may request a leave of absence without pay by presenting a written
request to their immediate supervisor along with any supporting documentation. The decision to
grant a leave of absence without pay shall be at the discretion of the County.

6.4 Return from Leave of Absence

A. Regular employees wanting to return from a medical leave of absence, or who need
to extend the leave of absence beyond the original return date, may be required to be examined by a
physician of the County’s choice and cost to determine the employee’s right to either a continuing
leave or work status. |

B. Regular employees will be re-employed in their former classification at the end of
the leave, provided the employee is able to perform the work. Seniority, ESL balance earned, and BT
accrual rates based upon seniority established at the time of departure on leave of absence shall be
restored when the employee returns to work.

C. No seniority or benefits will accrue while on a leave of absence without pay. In the

case of a leave for the purpose of conducting Union business, employees granted leave will continue
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to earn seniority.

6.5 State Law

To the extent that the Washington State Family Care Act (RCW 49.12.295) provides a greater
benefit than the provisions of this Agreement, the Washington State law will apply.
ARTICLE 7: MEDICAL, DENTAL & LIFE INSURANCE

7.1 The County presently participates in group medical, dental and life insurance programs.
The County agrees to maintain the level of benefits as currently provided by these plans and pay
premiums as currently practiced, during the life of this Agreement unless modified by the Joint Labor
Management Insurance Committee.

7.2 The County agrees to continue the Joint Labor Management Insurance Committee
comprised of representatives from the County and its labor unions. The function of the Committee
shall be to review, study and make recommendations relative to existing medical, dental and life
insurance programs.

7.3 The Union and County agree to incorporate changes to employee insurance benefits
which the County may implement as a result of the agreement of the Joint Labor Management

Insurance Committee.

ARTICLE 8: WAGE RATES

8.1 The classifications and rates of pay for all employees in the bargaining unit are listed in
Addendum A.

8.2 Total Compensation Agreement

Upon full ratification of the Memorandum of Agreement titled: Addressing “Total
Compensation” Coalition Bargaining; 2015-2016 Budget; And Cost-of-Living Wage Adjustments
For King County Coalition of Labor Unions Bargaining Unit Members 2015-2016 (“Agreement”) by
King County, the full terms and conditions of the Agreement are agreed to and incorporated into this
Collective Bargaining Agreement, attached hereto as Appendix A.

8.3 Regular employees hired at Step 1 of the applicable pay range shall advance to Step 2 on
the November 1 following successful completion of their probationary period provided they receive a

satisfactory performance appraisal during the annual merit review process. Employees who are at
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Step 2 or above shall progress two (2) steps annually on November 1 provided they receive a
satisfactory performance appraisal during the annual merit review process until reaching the top step
of their salary range. Employees who are at Step 10 and receive an outstanding rating on their
performance appraisal for two (2) consecutive calendar years shall be eligible for a merit increase of
five percent (5%), above Step 10. The merit increase for eligible employees will be no less than five
percent (5%) above Step 10. This must be re-earned each year.

8.4 Special Duty.

An employee who is temporarily assigned in writing by his/her supervisor to perform the work
of a higher-paying classification shall be paid the first step of the pay range of the existing higher-
level job classification or to a pay step in the existing higher classification that provides an increase of
approximately five percent (5%) above the former rate of pay, whichever is greater. Compensation
for performing the work of a higher-paying classification may not exceed the top step of the new
range unless the employee was receiving above Step 10 merit pay. In those instances, the pay may
exceed the maximum of the new pay range by not more than five percent (5% as long as the merit
pay remains in effect. This provision is to be implemented consistent with County policy for special
duty pay.

8.5 Payroll System. The parties agree the County has the right to implement a common
biweekly payroll system, and standardize pay practices and Fair Labor Standards Act’s work weeks.
The parties agree that applicable provisions of the collective bargaining agreement may be re-opened
at any time by the County for the purpose of negotiating standardized pay practices, to the extent
required by law.

ARTICLE 9: HOURS OF WORK

Schedules - The establishment of work schedules is vested solely within the purview of the
County and may be changed from time to time.

Fair Labor Standards Act - Employees covered by this bargaining unit are employed in a
bona fide executive, administrative or professional capacity and are in turn exempt from overtime
payments under the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act. Bargaining unit employees shall be covered

under the King County Executive Leave Pay and Leave Practices for Executive Administration and
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Professional Employees policy and modifications thereto, and are expected to work the hours

necessary to satisfactorily perform their jobs.

ARTICLE 10: DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES

10.1 The Union and the County recognize the importance of settling issues in a fair and
responsible manner at the lowest possible level of supervision and to use conflict resolution methods
whenever possible.

10.2 Grievance Definition - An issue raised by an employee regarding the interpretation
and/or application of the express written terms of this Agreement. A grievance, to be timely, must be
presented in writing to the employee’s supervisor within ten (10) workdays of the occurrence or the
employee’s knowledge of the event. The grievance must contain a description of the event, when the
event took place and/or when the employee had knowledge of the event, the Articles allegedly
violated, and the remedy sought.

10.3 Step 1 - The Division Director or designee shall have fifteen (15) workdays from the
receipt of the grievance to address the issue with the employee. The Division Director shall respond
to the grievance in writing within fifteen (15) workdays following the meeting with the employee.

Step 2 - If the grievance is not resolved, it may be referred in writing within ten (10)
workdays following the date of the Division Director’s decision to the Director of Labor Relations
/designee. If the grievance is not pursued to arbitration within the twenty (20) workdays of the
Director of Labor Relations/designee’s response, it shall be presumed resolved.

Step 3 - If the grievance is not resolved in Steps 1 or 2, the grievance may be submitted
to arbitration within twenty (20) working days of the date of response provided in Step 2 or the date
by which such decision is due, if no decision is issued. Failure to seek arbitration within 20 days will
result in the dismissal of the grievance.

10.4 Arbitration

A. Should arbitration be necessary either after an attempt to mediate the dispute or
directly after Step 2, the Parties shall select a third disinterested party to serve as an arbitrator. In the
event that the parties are unable to agree upon an arbitrator, then the arbitrator shall be selected from a

panel of arbitrators furnished by the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service or the Public
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Employment Relations Commission, whichever source is mutually acceptable. The arbitrator will be
selected from the list by both the County representative and the Union, each alternately striking a
name from the list until only one name remains. The party to strike first shall be determined by a coin
toss. The arbitrator under voluntary labor arbitration rules of the American Arbitration Association
shall be asked to render a decision promptly and the decision of the arbitrator shall be final and
binding on both parties.

B. No matter may be arbitrated which the County, by law, has no authority over, nor
authority to change, or has been delegated to any civil service commission or personne] board as
defined in RCW 41.56.

C. The arbitrator shall have no power to change, alter, detract from or add to the
provisions of this Agreement, but shall have the power only to apply and interpret the provisions of
this Agreement in reaching a decision.

D. The arbitrator’s fee and expenses shall be borne equally by both parties. The fee
for any court reporter for a verbatim record of any proceeding shall be borne by the party requesting
same unless otherwise mutually agreed. A copy of any record shall be made available to the other
party at cost. Each party shall bear the cost of its presentation, including attorney’s fees, regardless of
the outcome.

E. There shall be no strikes, cessation of work or lockout during such conferences or
arbitration. The parties may utilize mediation upon mutual agreement at any step of the grievance
process.

10.5 Time limits may be extended by mutual agreement.
10.6 Temporary employees are employed at will and cannot use the procedures under the
Article to grieve or otherwise appeal discipline or a job separation of any kind.

ARTICLE 11: SENIORITY AND JOB SECURITY

With respect to layoff and recall of regular employees, the County will layoff by inverse
seniority and recall in order of seniority with the job classification aftected, provided that the regular
employee in question has the specific qualifications and demonstrated abilities to perform the work at

issue. The County and the Union recognize that the nature of work performed by members of this
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bargaining unit is typically very specific to the position and not easily transferable even within
classifications, so it is unlikely that bumping or recall procedures would apply.

ARTICLE 12: MISCELLANEOUS AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS

12.1 Special Pay
A. License and Tuition Reimbursement - Employees required to have special

licenses and/or required to attend seminars/outside courses of study that relate to business needs and

|| are approved in advance will be reimbursed.

B. Certification Pay - Employees with the following certifications will receive the
corresponding amount monthly, up to a maximum of $200 per month, provided that the certification
is directly applicable to their position. Employees must provide at least bi-annual documentation of a
certification to receive compensation, or annually if certification requires annual renewal.

Membership in an organization does not qualify an employee for compensation.

WA State registered Professional Engineer: $100
State of WA DOE Wastewater Group IV Certification: $50
Project Management Professional: $50
CMI Construction Manager: $50
Certified Cost Consultant/Certified Cost Engineer $50

12.2 Vehicle Usage Reimbursement - Employees who are required and are authorized to use
their own vehicles on the County’s business shall be reimbursed at the rate established by Council.

12.3 Personnel Files - The employee or his/her representative (if the employee so authorizes
in writing) may examine the employee’s personnel file. Employees may request that a document be
removed from their personnel file in accordance with established division procedures and policy.

12.4 Performance Evaluation/Development Review

A. The County shall maintain a system of employee performance

evaluations/development reviews designed to give a fair evaluation of the work performed by the
employee and to guide the professional development of the employee to meet bbusiness and individual

needs.
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B. A copy of the final evaluation will be provided to the employee, and a copy will be
placed in the employee’s permanent personnel file. The employee will be given an opportunity
within thirty (30) days of the evaluation to attach comments to the evaluation in the personnel file.

C. An employee may appeal the evaluation to the next level of supervision above the
person who did the evaluation, if he/she disagrees with the ratings.

12.5 Legal Counsel - Employees named as a defendant in a civil action arising out of the
performance of the employee’s duties shall be provided legal representation and indemnification in
accordance with the provisions of County Code.

12.6 Drug Free Workplace - The Union agrees to comply with all applicable federal, state
and County regulations and ordinances with regard to the drug free workplace. When available, a
second supervisor will observe the behavior that warrants a reasonable suspicion test and will
complete related forms in accordance with the County’s drug and alcohol policy.

12.7 Equal Employment Opportunity - The County or the Union shall not unlawfully
discriminate in employment on the basis of race, color, religious affiliation, national origin, age,
marital status, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, or on the presence of a disability,
except as otherwise provided by law. Allegations of violations of this Section cannot be pursued to
arbitration under Article 10.

12.8 Training - Compensation for time in training and costs of training, such as tuition, for
career enhancement shall be granted in accordance with the Division training policy.

12.9 Regular employees cannot be disciplined or discharged except by just cause.
Counseling and letters of expectation are not considered discipline. Temporary employees are
employed at will and can be disciplined or discharged without cause.

12.10 Probationary Period

The first six (6) months of employment for a regular position shall be a probationary period
for all regular employees. During this period a probationary employee may be terminated or have
his/her probationary period extended without recourse to the Dispute Resolution Procedure in Article
10. If the probation period is to be extended, written notice of the extension must be given to the

employee and the Union prior to the end of the probationary period.
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12.11 Trial Service Period

All regular employees promoted or transferred to a different classification within the
bargaining unit shall serve a six (6) month trial service period. An employee who does not
successfully complete the trial service period in a position to which he or she had been promoted or
transferred may be restored to his or her former position unless the employee’s failure to successfully
complete the trial service period is due to being terminated for misconduct. Such restoration is not
mandatory, but is optional at the discretion of the appointing authority.

ARTICLE 13: SAVINGS CLAUSE

A. Should any section of this Agreement or any addenda thereto be held invalid by operation
of law or by any tribunal of competent jurisdiction, or should compliance with or enforcement of any

provision be restrained by such tribunal, the remainder of this Agreement and addenda shall not be

1| affected thereby.

B. It is intended that this Agreement and the County’s established personnel policies, rules,
and regulations be complementary. Wherever the personnel policies, rules, and regulations are not in
conflict with this Agreement, their provisions shall be applicable to employees in the bargaining unit.
Wherever a conflict may arise between said personnel policies, rules, and regulations, and this

Agreement, the provisions of the Agreement shall control.

ARTICLE 14: WAIVER AND COMPLETE AGREEMENT

Waiver.

A. The Agreement expressed herein in writing constitutes the entire Agreement
between the parties and no express or implied or oral statements shall add to or supersede any of its
provisions.

B. The parties acknowledge that during the negotiations which resulted in this
Agreement, each had the unlimited right and opportunity to make demands and proposals with
respect to any subject or matter appropriate for collective bargaining, and that the understanding and
agreements arrived at by the parties after the exercise of that right and opportunity are set forth in this
Agreement.

C. Should the parties agree to amend or supplement the terms of this Agreement,
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such amendments or supplements shall be in writing. No binding agreements, including but not
limited to memorandums of understanding, side letters, etc., involving the day-to-day administration
of the collective bargaining agreement or the bargaining relationships will be entered into with the
bargaining representative without the authorization of the Labor Relations Director or his/her
designee.

ARTICLE 15: WESTERN CONFERENCE OF TEAMSTERS PENSION TRUST

15.1 Contribution. The County shall pay $2.00 (two dollars) to the Western Conference of
Teamsters Pension Trust Fund on account of each member of the bargaining unit in accordance with
the Parties’ pension agreements.

15.2 Wage Reduction. All bargaining unit employees shall have their wage rate reduced by

the amount of the County’s contribution on the employee’s behalf pursuant to Section 15.1, above.
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ARTICLE 16: DURATION

The provisions of this Agreement shall become effective when ratified by the parties, and
covers the period from January 1, 2015, through December 31, 2016. Negotiations for a successor

contract may be initiated by either party by June 30, 2016 upon written notice.

APPROVED this ?-\ day ofm 2015.

King County Executive

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117:

MH

Scearcy
Secretary-Treasurer
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cba Code: 159

ADDENDUM A
Teamsters Local 117

Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and Assistant Managers
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Union Code: F9

PeopleSoft
Job Class Job Class
Code Code Classification Title Range
7111600 712901 Capital Improvements Program Section Manager 75
7111501 715701 Environmental Programs Section Manager 75
2142100 220101 Financial Services Manager - WTD 75
7151100 719101 Project Planning and Delivery Section Manager 79
7151200 719201 Project Resources Unit Manager 75
7111400 712701 Wastewater Plant Operations Manager 79
7111450 712712 Wastewater Treatment Plant Manager - Assistant 75
All salary ranges are on the King County "Squared” Salary Schedule
159W0115.xisx TrEE Packet Materials Page 33




APPENDIX A

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
KING COUNTY AND
THE UNDERSIGNED UNIONS

ADDRESSING “TOTAL COMPENSATION” COALITION BARGAINING; 2015-2016
BUDGET; AND COST-OF-LIVING WAGE ADJUSTMENTS FOR KING COUNTY
COALITION OF LABOR UNIONS BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS 2015-2016

Introduction:

King County and the Coalition of King County Labor Unions have a longstanding history of
working collaboratively to address the many serious challenges faced by King County over the
past two decades.

The partnership between King County and the Coalition of King County Labor Umons has
resulted in several Agreements over the years intended to preserve the high quality and diver sity
of services offered to the public, to preserve positions held by the county’s high quality
employees, to standardize pay ranges and practices in King County and to reorganize county
functions to bring greater efficiencies to King County government.

Agreements between King County and the Coalition of King County Labor Unions have
included agreements allowing unpaid furloughs, agreements supporting a Lean process and
implementation of Lean proposals, agreements standardizing certain classification and
compensation processes, agreements that make efficient use of county resources by bargaining
many labor issues in countywide coalitions, agreements establishing effective use of Labor
Management Committees across King County to facilitate frequent and transparent information
sharing and discussion and agreements such as the zero (“0”) cost-of-living adjustment (COLA)
Agreement intended to address the county’s budget crisis at the height of the great recession.

The parties have also worked together in Olympia and elsewhere in attempting to secutre
additional funding options for King County services. The parties continue to engage in solution-
based discussions aimed at addressing funding shortages for various public services.

The parties have an interest in continuing their longstanding history of working collaboratively
to meet the serious challenges facing King County and its employees, and have bargained in
good faith to address the interests of the parties as they relate to economic issues. The County
continues to face serious fiscal challenges due to a longstanding structural imbalance between
non-discretionary expenditure growth rates and revenue growth rates restricted by state law; and
in 2015-2016 expects to eliminate hundreds of positions due to the loss of state and federal funds
and to budget cuts to several departments. This Agreement meets the interests of the parties and
advances the goals of the King County Strategic Plan by demonstrating “sound financial
management” as well as by recognizing King County employees, the county’s “most valued
resource,” in working with King County to meet the challenges that will be presented during the
term of this Agreement.

Total Compensation— Coalition of Unions
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APPENDIX A

Agreement:
NOW THEREFORE, the undersigned Union and King County agree as follows.

January 1, 2015 Cost-of-Living Adjustment contract rollovers and re-openers

1. Effective January 1, 2015, employees covered by this Agreement and employed in
2015 will receive a 2% Cost-of-Living Wage Adjustment;

2. All other compensation elements (“wages, premiums, incentives, and other monetary
payments; and all forms of leave and benefits”) of current collective bargaining agreements
~ (CBAs) are “rolled over” and neither increased nor decreased through 2016; provided, however,
that where the County and a union were already in the process of collective bargaining with
respect to certain elements of “Total Compensation” prior to June 27, 2014, there may be
increases or decreases in certain elements of “Total Compensation” in those collective
bargaining agreements. Additionally, the Coalition “Administrative Support” Memorandum of
Agreement (attached as Addendum A) is also effective 2015-2016 and expires January 31, 2016;

3. All compensation elements of CBAs shall be opened on January 1, 2015, or later, as
requested by the County, for the purpose of bargaining in union coalition a “Total
Compensation” agreement that will be effective January 1, 2017 or later, as agreed to by the
parties. “Total Compensation” elements are wages, premiums, incentives, and other monetary
payments; and all forms of leave and benefits. The parties agree to bargain, to the extent
required by law, the effects of any newly created job classifications and other organizational
changes. Discussion during re-opener will include these “Total Compensation” elements as well
as county initiatives that include but are not limited to “Employer of the Future” and
“Standards.” It is noted that the Joint Labor Management Insurance Committee (JLMIC)
Agreement covering benefits (part of “Total Compensation”) is already opened in 2016 and
nothing in this Agreement is intended to change the terms of that Agreement.

January 1, 2016 Cost-of-Living Adjustment contract rollovers and re-openers

1. Effective January 1, 2016, employees covered by this Agreement and employed in
2016 will receive a 2.25% Cost-of-Living Wage Adjustment;

2. Consistent with #2 for 2015 above, all compensation elements of CBA “rolled over”
and neither increased nor decreased through 2016; provided, however, that where the County and
a union were already in the process of collective bargaining with respect to certain elements of
“Total Compensation” prior to June 27, 2014, there may be increases or decreases in certain
elements of “Total Compensation” in those collective bargaining agreements. Additionally, the
Coalition “Administrative Support” Memorandum of Agreement (attached as Addendum A) is
also effective 2015-2016 and expires January 31, 2016;

3. Re-openers consistent with #3 for 2015 above.
Lump Sum Coalition Participation Premium Payment

On or before December 31, 2014, a flat lump sum Coalition Participation Premium payment of
$500.00 per employee will be paid to bargaining unit members who are employed by King
County on June 27, 2014, and whose bargaining units ratify this agreement on or before

Total Compensation — Coalition of Unions

00000414 _TotalC. 2015-20 ‘ - .
Fage? TotalComp_. .ﬁ, EE Paéﬁgpﬁwﬁg‘g agog0gg414_T otalComp_2015-2016_scsg.pdf



APPENDIX A

August 15, 2014. This payment is in consideration of the agreement by participating unions to
bargain economic issues with King County as a coalition rather than as individual bargaining
units, resulting in process efficiencies and savings in administrative costs for King County.
Additionally, this payment is in consideration for the agreement by participating unions to open
all compensation elements of CBAs on January 1, 2015 or later, at the request of King County,
for the purpose of bargaining a “Total Compensation” agreement in coalition. “Total
Compensation” elements are defined earlier in this Memorandum of Agreement.

Changes to King County Family and Medical Leave

The parties agree to a change in practice that will run King County Family Medical Leave
(KCFML) and Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) concurrently, rather than consecutively. This
change is contingent upon the necessary King County Code change/policy being adopted by the
King County Council and then implemented for non-represented King County employees. This
agreement does not prohibit the use of KCFML intermittent leave after 12 weeks. The agreed
upon change will not be implemented for represented employees before July 1, 2015. The
patties agree to work together to identify the King County Code language changes necessary to
implement this change. As with all decision making in King County, the Equity and Social
Justice Ordinance (#16948) will be applied.

It is further agreed that:

1. The COLA increases and lump sum payments outlined in this Agreement estabhsh no
precedent with respect to future payments to King County employees;

2. The parties acknowledge that all parties have fulfilled their obligations to engage in
collective bargaining over the subjects contained in this Agreement;

3. The parties acknowledge that this Agreement is subject to approval by the King
County Council and ratification by the membership of the aforementioned Unions;

4. Any dispute regarding the interpretation and/or application of this Agreement shall be
handled pursuant to the terms of the applicable Union’s grievance procedure, provided that if
more than one bargaining unit has the same or similar dispute, the grievances shall be
consolidated; and

5. The parties agree that this Memorandum of Agreement is contingent upon ratification
by the King County Council, and shall be effective once fully ratified by King County (having
already been ratified by the undersigned Unions) through December 31, 2016.

For King County:
o)~ Jud 52/
/ /@Z’ MW/M & olol-
Patti Cole-Tindall, Director Date

Office of Labor Relations
King County Executive Office

Total Compensation — Coalition of Unions
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
KING COUNTY AND
THE UNDERSIGNED UNIONS

ADDRESSING “TOTAL COMPENSATION” COALITION BARGAINING; 2015-2016
BUDGET; AND COST-OF-LIVING WAGE ADJUSTMENTS FOR KING COUNTY
COALITION OF LABOR UNIONS BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS 2015-2016

Labor Organization: International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117

Ratified by the Members covered by the Contracts listed below:

cba | Labor Organization Contract
code
412 | Teamsters Local 117 Administrator I - Transit, Department of
_ Transportation
456 | Teamsters Local 117  Information Technology Managers and Superwsoxs

- Department of King County Information
Technology, Executive Branch Départmeits

461 | Teamsters Local 117 “Joint Units Agreement

454 | Teamsters Local 117 Legislative Analysts - King County Council

230 | Teamsters Local 117 Print Shop - Graphic Communications; Department
of Executive Services (Facilities Management
Division).

154 | Teamsters Local 117 Professional & Technical and Administrative
Employees

155 | Teamsters Local 117 Prosecuting Altetney’s Office

352 | Teamsters Local 117 Security Screeners - King County Sheriff’s Office

152 | Teamsters Local 117 Transit Section Managers - Department of
Transportation

159 | Teamsters Local 117 Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and

Assistant Managers - Department of Natural
Resources & Parks

156 | Teamsters Local 117 Wastewater Treatment Division, Professional &
Technical and Administrative Support - Department
of Natural Resources & Parks

157 | Teamsters Local 117 Wastewater Treatment Division, Supervisors -
Department of Natural Resources & Parks

For International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117;

A Shn— 0821 /4

Tracey A. Thompson Date
Secretary-Treasurer

Total Compensa!ron - Coalition of Unions '
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
KING COUNTY
AND
COALITION OF LABOR UNIONS
REPRESENTING
KING COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT CLASSIFICATIONS

Subject: - Coalition bargaining for employees in specified administrative support
classifications

WHEREAS, King County and the undersigned labor unions representing certain administrative
support classifications (“the Coalition”) have agreed to bargain wages for those classifications in
a coalition so that any agreements reached would be binding on all parties to the negotiations and
would satisfy all bargaining obligations between the parties with respect to wages for the
duration agreed to by the parties in such an agreement; and

WHEREAS, King County and the Coalition have reached an agreement on wages, pursuant to .
the terms set forth herein, and therefore have fully satisfied their bargaining obligations on the
issue of wages for the duration of this Agreement;

Now THEREFORE, the parties have agreed as follows:

1. The terms set forth in this Agreement shall apply to all posﬂibns which are in the
following classifications and which are currently represented by any of the undersigned
bargaining units:

Fiscal Specialist 1 -4

Administrative Specialist 1 — 4

Customer Setvice Specialist 1 —4

Technical Information Processing Specialist 1 —4
* Administrative Office Assistant

Public Health Administrative Support Supervisor
Administrative Staff Assistant '

The positions referenced herein shall be referred to as “Coalition Administrative Support
Positions” and shall not include positions covered by bargaining units eligible for interest
arbitration. ‘

Coalztzon Bargaining ~ Admtmslratzve Support Classzﬁcatzons )
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2. Beginning on January 1, 2012, regular employees in Coalition Administrative Support
Positions shall receive a wage increase of 1.5% above Step 10 upon completlng 15 years service
with King County, and a 3.0% increase (not cumulative with the 1.5% increase after 15 years)
above Step 10 upon completing 20 years service with King County; provided, however, that the
employee is eligible for the above Step 10 premium only if he/she receives at least a 3.25 rating
on the priot year’s performance evaluation. For purposes of this provision, years of service shall
be based on the employee’s Adjusted Service Date as that termn is defined in the King County
Personne] Guidelines. The requirement that the employee earn at least a 3,25 rating on the
performance evaluation shall be waived for any year in which the employee did not receive a
performance evaluation prior-to the start of the calendar year. There shall be no limit or quota on
the number of employees eligible to receive this wage premium above Step 10.

3. This Agreement fully satisfies the parties’ bargaining obligations with respect to
wages for any and all Coalition Administrative Support Positions through December 31, 2013.
The parties have agreed to bargain a successor agreement on wages in coalition utilizing the
same process as was agreed to in these negotiations (see September 30, 2008 “Ground Rules for
King County Administrative Support Coalition Bargaining” (attached hereto as Exhibit A)) with
the additional agreement that any market surveys conducted for those negotlat1ons will be based
on the followmg list of jurisdictions:

Snohomish County
Pierce County
City of Seattle
City of Bellevue
City of Tacoma
City of Everett
City of Redmond
City of Renton
City of Kent

Port of Seattle

-

- .
PPN RBD =

4, Tt is the parties’ intent to not simultaneously provide employees with both: a) the
wage premiums referenced in Paragraph 2 of this Agreement, and b) an above-top-step merit
premium program. Therefore, employees in bargaining units which have eligibility for above-
top-step merit pay are not eligible for premium under Paragraph 2 of this Agreement; however,
such bargaining units may elect to-forgo above-top-step imerit for their members who are part of
this coalition in order for those members to be eligible for the premium under Paragraph 2 of this
Agreement. This provision would give employees who are covered by these administrative
support coalition negotiations the option of: a) continuing to receive above-top-step merit pay
they have access to under their respective bargaining unit’s existing collective bargaining
agreement, or b) receiving the wage premium under Paragraph 2 of this Agreement. Such
employees must elect their preferred option as a group as part of these negotiations, and must
indicate their selection within 60 days of execution of this Agreement, and that selection will
remain in effect for the duration of this Agreement. :

. Codlition Bargainiﬁé ~ Administrative Support Classifications c 2015.2016 of
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. 5. This Agreement applies to positions in the classifications referenced above
(Paragraph 1) covered by the following collective bargaining agreements:

Union Contract cbha
‘ : Code
International Brotherhood of Teamsters Professional & Technical and 154
Local 117 Administrative Employees
International Brotherhood of Teamsters Wastewater Treatment Division, 156
Local 117 Professional & Technical and
Administrative Support - Department of
Natural Resources and Parks
Joint Crafts Council, Construction Crafts Appendix K: Departments: Executive 350
' : Services (Facilities Management; Records, '
Elections & Licensing Services), Natural
Resources & Parks, Transportation
Office & Professional Employees Department of Assessments 035
International Union, Local 8 . A
Office & Professional Employees Departments: Public Health (Division of 038
International Union, Local 8 Alcohol, Tobacco and Other Drugs
Prevention), Community and Human
Services (Mental Health, Chemical Abuse
and Dependency Services Division)
Professional and Technical Employees, Professional and Technical - Department of 046
Local 17 Transportation
Professional and Technical Employees, Departments: Development and 040
Local 17 Environmental Services, Executive Services,
Natural Resources and Parks, Transportation
Professional and Technical Employees | Departments: Public Health, Community and 060
Local 17 Human Services
Public Safety Employees Union Non-Commissioned - Department of Adult 191
, and Juvenile Detention :
Public Safety Employees Union Non-Commissioned - King County Shetiff’s 193
Office
Technical Employees Association Wastewater Treatment Division, Department 428
of Natural Resources and Parks, Staff
Washington State Council of County and Superior Court - Staff (Wages Only) 273
City Employees, Council 2, Local 2084-SC »
Washington State Council of County and Superior Court - Supérvisors (Wages Only) 274
City Employees, Council 2, Local 2084SC-S '
Washington State Council of County and Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention 080
City Employees, Council 2, Local 21AD :
Washington State Céuncil of County and Medical Examiner - Department of Public 260
City-Employees, Council 2, Local 1652 Health
Washington State Council of County and WorkSource - Department of Commumty 263
City Bmployees, Council 2, Local 1652M and Human Services
‘Washington State Council of County and Industrial and Hazardous Waste 275

City Employees, Council 2, Local 1652R

00000111
Page 3
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6. This Agreement shall remain in effect through December 31, 2013,

~For I ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117;

i ﬁl—w Yj2 37/ /

TlaceyA ’I‘h})mpson Secretary-Treasurer Date

For Office & Professional Employees International Union, Local 8:

OJ’*‘LQ,/\AJ; Kl s

Amanda Saylor, Union lidpresentative ’ Date

For Professional and Technical Employees, Local 17:

»P,;?//z/ \ O — lj‘Q(}JU

Behnaz Nelsof, {Union Representative - Date’
Wéf’ Y2/l
Janet Farks, Union Representative , Date

’Un/ion:

Public Safety Exploye

/2] [

Stin Frederidk, Bisiness Manager | | / Dife
chni lEmployees Association: .
‘ 4221\
Ad'é(ﬁrankh& President : Date

For Washington State Council of County and City Employees, Council 2:

_@/Jﬂﬁzﬁﬁzﬂ% A@/& : 25

Diana Prengifber, S S@f Representative Date

For King County:

ll

v‘ ! .
Yarnes J. Johnson, Labor Negotiator III Date

Coalition Bargaining — Administrative Support Classifications
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EXHIBIT A

- GROUND RULES FOR KING COUNTY :
ADMINISTR,ATIVE SUPPORT COALITION BARGAINING

1. Authorlty of the Coalition. The partles agree that the Umon coahtton 1s__. ,
speakmg wrth one v01ce and that the part1es a1e engaged 1n coalmon '

_y pattyto, coahtlon bargammg agree that they wﬂl be bound by the results of the ;
. coahtlon bargammg, and that thelr authorlty w111 be hrmted by the' n

: fpartxclpatmn m coahtmn bargammg fulﬁlls the. County s. sta, tory

1o’ bargam regardmg the i 1ssues within the scope of this- coalition:ba )
while the parties are engage in this coalition bargaining-and forthe duratlon of
any agreement ‘reached. The coalition has -agreed thatfor ratification
purposes; the Unions will condiict a pooled vote with one employee, one vote, .
with all: votes consohdated and the result deterrmned bya s1mple maJ onty

2. Authorlty of the County The parties agree that the County is speakmg wrth 2
: orie. voice, and the parties are engaged in doalition bargaining: rathei:than
.Zcoordmated bargalnmg The County’s interest in coalition. bargpining stems - .
;from its effort to maintain a consistent compensatlon structure For
. " administrative staff across Depattments The County as a whole, and .gach of
o _‘1ts departments, wrll be bound by any agreement reached in th1s process

| 3 ?'-Status -of ‘Contraets: The status of contracts’ w111 not"affeet 4. union’ s'
I partxclpatlon in: thrs process, nor will 1t affeet the othe1 prowsrons of thls
negotlatmg compensettorr lelatmg to the speciﬁed adm1mstrat1ve support‘

: class1ﬁcatlons '

4, Scope of Toprc The seope of the dlscussxons w111 be to negotlate Wage rafes
. for -the classifications at.issue. The parties. may agree. to address addmonal
. issues in the course of thlS bargammg R

5. Scope of Classnﬁcatmns Admmrstlattve Support olassxﬁcattons 1nolud1ng
the following: R
Fiscal Specialist 1-4
. Administrative Specialist 1-4
Customers Service Specialist 1 4 A
Technical Information Processing. Spec1ahst 1—4
Administrative Office Assistant ° ‘
Medical Application Specmhst (Health)
Administrative Specialist Supervmor (Health)
Admimstratlve Staff Ass1stant R -_,_

" course of negottatlons ’

000U0111_Exhibit A
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6. Scope of Bargaining Units Included. The bafgaining units as defined in
Addendum A to this agreement are included in this coalition bargaining,

7. Negotiation Process.

A. Lead Negotiators. The lead negotiator for the County will be the
Manager of Labor Relations or such other negotiator as may be appointed by
the County. The lead negotiator for the Coalition will be the General Counsel
for Teamsters Local 117 or such other negotiator as may be appointed by the
Coalition. Only the lead negotiator will have the authotity to bind the party
that they represent.

B. Table Composition. Each party will name a fixed set of participants in
the negotiation. Others may be permitted to participate as subject matter
experts but not as members of each negotiating team. The unions agree to
name no more than two (2) employee. representahves per union; provided that
Local 17 may appoint four (4) employee representatives. The County agrees
to provide release time to participate in negotiation provided that such release
time does not interfere with the operations of the County. In such event, the
parties will discuss aliernatives to address the issue.

C. Dates. The lead negotiator for cach party shall set a complete set of
negotlatmg dates beginning in January, 2009, and concluding by Apnl 15,
2009.

D. Location. Bargaining sessions will be held at downtown County
facilities.

8.  Communication. The expectation is that the parties will bargain at the table
rather than in the workplace, Prior to issuing written communications with
County employees or Union members regarding the- substance of these
negotiations, a party intending to issue such a communication will provide the
other party with prior notice of that communication and will attempt to resolve
any issues regarding the content of the communication prior to pubhcanon
The patties retain the right to communicate with' their constituencies in non-

" written form. However, consistent with the spirit of this commitment, the
parties will respect the concept of prior notice outlined in this paragraph.

2
000U0111_Exhibit A
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9. Mediation and Fact Finding. If the parties fail to reach agreement, the
parties will simultaneously (1) request the assistance of an impartial third
party selected by the patties; if the parties cannot reach agreement, then the
mediator will be selected through the Public Employment Relations
Commission to mediate the negotiations; and (2) appoint a neutral fact-finder
pursuant to the selection process below. The mediation will be scheduled
ahead of the fact finding hearing. The fact-finder shall be charged to make
non-binding recommendations to the parties as to the terms of an agreement
regarding. wage rates for the classifications at issue. The fact-finder shall
consider the market position of the classifications and the economic
circumstances of the employer in making his or her recommendations. The
fact-finding will be concluded no later than sixty (60) days after the
conclusion of mediation with the recommendation to each party. The cost of
the fact-finder shall be borne equally by the parties.

a. Selection. The parties will attempt to mutually agree on a fact-finder.
Absent such agreement, the patties will request a panel from the Public
Employment Relations Commission and will select a fact finder through
mutual striking, _ .

b. Hearing. The hearing procedure shall be determined by the fact finder
but shall be conducted fairly and expeditiously.

¢. Recommendation. Prior to issuing a formal recommendation, the fact

" finder will meet informally with the parties t0 inform them of his or her
findings. Thereafter, the parties will have one week to attempt to reach an
agreement, If the parties are unable to reach agreement the fact finder
shall issue his or her decision, -

000U0111_Exhibit A
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10. TReturn fo ‘Individual Bargammg - After .the issuanoe of the. .
: recommendation, the parfies fiay return to mediation or otherwise attemptto
" resolve the agreement.. -If the. parties fail to ‘agree after the fact finding
, process, the coalition process wﬂl be concluded and the parties ‘will- return to .
bargaining their ‘individual contiacts. “The pames Undétstand  that “such - -
* “bargaining will begm freshi, ahd th@pOsﬂions taken in this coahtmn bargammg' i
will not. be apphcabl fo. that ba1gam1ng . '

© Dated this 30" day of s"epieﬁibgr;, 2008,

b

| 'TEAMSTERSLOCAL UNION NO, 117

. OPEIY,LOCALS

4#° Shannon Halme, Union Representative

o ’_»PUBLIC SAFETY EMPL*‘ AERUNION 519

mm’;;redenq

4
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ATTACHMENT 2
King County

Checklist and Summary of Changes for the attached
Collective Bargaining Agreement

Name of Agreement

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 (Wastewater Treatment
Division, Managers and Assistant Managers - Department of Natural
Resources and Parks)

Labor Negotiator
James J. Johnson

Prosecuting Attorney’s Review Yes
Legislative Review Form; Motion or Ordinance Yes
Executive Letter Yes
Fiscal Note Yes
Six Point Summary Yes
King County Council Adopted Labor Policies Consistency Yes
Ordinance Yes
Original Signed Agreement(s) Yes
Does transmittal include MOU/MOA? N/A

Six Point Summary of changes to the attached agreement:
1. Changes to effective dates.

2. Changes that reflect the terms of the “Total Compensation” Coalition memorandum
of agreement, ratified by King County Council Ordinance 17916.

15950115
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ATTACHMENT 3

September 9, 2015

The Honorable Larry Phillips
Chair, King County Council
Room 1200
COURTHOUSE

Dear Councilmember Phillips:

The enclosed ordinance, if approved, will ratify the non-economic terms of the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 (Wastewater Treatment Division, Managers and
Assistant Managers) collective bargaining agreement (CBA) for the period of January 1,
2015, through December 31, 2016, which will enable King County to continue to protect
public health and enhance the environment. The CBA extension provided by this ordinance
was agreed to by the parties pursuant to the “Total Compensation” memorandum of
agreement (MOA) between King County and the King County Coalition of Unions; ratified
by King County Council on November 10, 2014, by Ordinance 17916. This agreement
covers 17 employees in the Department of Natural Resources and Parks.

Employees covered by this collective bargaining agreement comprise most of the senior
management team for the Wastewater Treatment Division responsible for managing the
finance, resource recovery, project planning and delivery, environmental and community
services sections; wastewater treatment plants; and the Brightwater capital program. These
employees are critical to the mission of protecting public health and enhancing the
environment through their twenty-four seven management of the division’s operations and
services.

As a “rollover,” or extension, of the current CBA, changes to the existing CBA are limited to
the following:
a) Changes to effective dates.
b) Changes that reflect the terms of the “Total Compensation” Coalition MOA, ratified
by King County Council on November 10, 2014, by Ordinance 17916.

This ordinance results in significant improvements in efficiency, accountability and
productivity for the County by advancing the following objectives:
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The Honorable Larry Phillips
September 9, 2015
Page 2

1. Providing sustainability and predictability in administering this labor agreement
through 2016.

2. Creating efficiencies in the collective bargaining process by extending the term of
non-economic provisions to coincide with the term of economic provisions as agreed
to in the “Total Compensation” coalition MOA.

3. Allowing opportunity, through aligned expiration dates, for coalition bargaining
relating to King County initiatives that include but are not limited to “Employer of the
Future” and “Standards.”

The “Total Compensation” wage settlement for 2015 and 2016 was ratified by King County
Council on November 10, 2014, by Ordinance 17916 and is not part of this ordinance.

The settlement reached is a product of good faith collective bargaining between King County
and the Union. The agreement compares favorably with other settlements and is within our
capacity to finance. This agreement has been reviewed by the Office of the Prosecuting
Attorney, Civil Division.

Thank you for your consideration of this ordinance. This important legislation will help King
County residents by furthering the objectives of the County’s Strategic Plan through
increased efficiencies to process and administration, and supporting the high quality services
provided by the Department of Natural Resources and Parks.

If you have questions, please contact Patti Cole-Tindall, Director, Office of Labor Relations,
at 206-263-2878.

Sincerely,

Dow Constantine
King County Executive

Enclosures

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: Carolyn Busch, Chief of Staff
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
Carrie S. Cihak, Chief of Policy Development, King County Executive Office
Dwight Dively, Director, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget
Patti Cole-Tindall, Director, Office of Labor Relations
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ATTACHMENT 4

mngkégmy FISCAL NOTE

Ordinance/Motion No. Collective Bargaining Agreement

Title: International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 (Wastewater Treatment

Resources & Parks)

Division, Managers and Assistant Managers - Department of Natural

Effective Date: 1/1/2015
Affected Agency and/or Agencies: | Natural Resources & Parks
Note Prepared by: Andrea Germiniasi, Labor Analyst, Office of Labor Relations |Phone: 296-8581
Note Reviewed by: Supplemental Required? . _
NO YES Helene Ellickson, Budget Manager, PSB Phone: 263-9691
AGREEMENT SUMMARY

Contract Duration: Extends current contract by two (2) years through 12/31/2016
Contract Covered by COLA Coalition MOA? Contract Changes?

Yes Rollover w/Non-Economic Changes

[] No [] Rollover w/Add’l Economic Changes

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES FROM:

2015 2016
. Fund (Costs, if any, (Costs, if any,
L T Code DEpERT N above Coalition above Coalition
COLA) COLA)
WATER QUALITY 000004611 DNRP None None
OPERATING
TOTAL: Increase FM previous year
TOTAL: Cumulative
ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY::
2015 2016
(Costs, if any, (Costs, if any,
EpEree Iy DEpERT N above Coalition above Coalition
COLA) COLA)
Salaries DNRP None None
oT None None
PERS & FICA None None

TOTAL.: Increase FM previous year

TOTAL: Cumulative

159F0114 - Page 1 .
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«mgkégmy FISCAL NOTE

Ordinance/Motion No.

Collective Bargaining Agreement

Title:

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 117 (Wastewater Treatment
Division, Managers and Assistant Managers - Department of Natural

Resources & Parks)

Effective Date:

1/1/2015

Affected Agency and/or Agencies:

Natural Resources & Parks

Note Prepared by:

Andrea Germiniasi, Labor Analyst, Office of Labor Relations

Phone: 296-8581

Note Reviewed by: Supplemental Required?
NO YES

Helene Ellickson, Budget Manager, PSB

Phone: 263-9691

AGREEMENT COSTS PREVIOUSLY INCLUDED IN TOTAL COMPENSATION ORDINANCE #17916

EXPENDITURES FROM:

. Fund
Fund Title Code Department 2015 2016
WATER QUALITY 000004611 DNRP $ 52,207 $ 59,908
OPERATING
TOTAL.: Increase FM previous year $ 52,207 $ 59,908
TOTAL: Cumulative $ 112,115
EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY:
2014 2014
Expense Type Annualized Base Lump Sum AU AU
Salaries $ 2,233,745 $ 8,500 $ 44,675 $ 51,264
oT $ 0 $ 0 | $ 0
PERS & FICA $ 376,609 $ 1,433 $ 7532 | $ 8,644
Total $ 2,610,354 $ 9,933
TOTAL: Increase FM previous year $ 52,207 $ 59,908
TOTAL: Cumulative $ 112,115

ASSUMPTIONS:

Assumptions used in estimating expenditures include:

1. Woage Adjustments:
COLA:

Lump Sum Payment:

3. Other Wage-Related Factors:
Step Increase Movement:
PERS/FICA:

Overtime:
4. Additional Cost Factors:

2015: +2.00% Flat; 2016: +2.25% Flat

2015 & 2016 COLA passed by Council under Total Comp MOA Ordinance #17916

$500/employee payable in 2014.

No change.

@16.86%

Forecast based on historical usage.

159F0114 - Page 2
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ki
King County

Metropolitan King County Council
Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

Jenny Giambattista
Christine Jensen
Agenda Item: 6 Name: Mike Reed

Leah Krekel-Zoppi
Mary Bourguignon

Proposed No.: | 2015-0252 Date: October 20, 2015

SUBJECT

A motion adopting the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan in compliance
with King County Code, 18.25.010.A4.

SUMMARY

The Strategic Climate Action Plan is a five-year strategic plan which outlines strategies,
targets, and priority actions to address climate change. The 2015 King County Strategic
Climate Action Plan (SCAP) is a significant expansion and improvement from the 2012
SCAP. Most notably, the 2015 SCAP includes a much greater focus on countywide
emission reduction targets to be pursued via the collaborative work of the King County
Cities-Climate Collaboration (K4C). Additionally, the 2015 SCAP combines and
integrates the King County Energy Plan and strengthens the climate change adaptation
section. The 2015 SCAP also adds a green building goal area to the SCAP. The
Auditor's Office noted the 2015 SCAP update is “inclusive and rigorous” and has
developed clearer connections between climate actions and climate goals.

The 2015 SCAP complies with requirements in code and legislative direction on the
plan development.

This staff report reviews each of the major areas of the SCAP, highlights what is new,
and discusses progress in achieving current targets. The staff report also identifies
areas where the committee may wish to request additional information or further
strengthen the SCAP.

At the request of committee members, staff have prepared Amendment 1which would
replace the transmitted version of the SCAP with a revised version reflecting minor
changes throughout the document. Executive staff support the amendment. The
revisions to the SCAP as directed by Amendment 1 are being made by executive staff
at the time of preparation of this staff report. A revised version of the SCAP

TrEE Packet Materials Page 53




incorporating the changes from Amendment 1 will be available prior to the Committee
meeting.

BACKGROUND

On February 27, 2012, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 17270 requiring
development the 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan and adding King County Code
(KCC) section 18.25. KCC 18.25 requires a 2015 update to the SCAP. The KCC
requires the 2015 update to:

¢ |dentify specific objectives, strategies and priority actions for reducing emissions and
mitigating climate impacts.

e Include performance measures and related targets for both operational emissions
and implementation of priority strategies that advance the strategic climate action
plan.

e |dentify opportunities for partnerships with cities.

e |dentify community-level actions the county can implement to reduce climate
pollution and prepare for the impacts of climate change.

e Include annual updates on progress in achieving strategic climate action plan
performance measure targets and accomplishment of priority actions identified in
subsection.

Motion 14349, adopted by the Council on May 4, 2015, provided direction to the
Executive for activities and policies to consider in the 2015 SCAP.

The 2015 SCAP largely uses the framework of the 2012 SCAP and retains all of the
same goal areas listed below with the additional goal area of Green Building.

GOAL AREA 1: Transportation and Land Use

GOAL AREA 2: Buildings and Facility Energy

GOAL AREA 3: Green Building

GOAL AREA 4: Consumption and Materials Management
GOAL AREA 5: Forests and Agriculture

The 2015 SCAP also includes a much expanded section titled, “Preparing for Climate
Change.”

Executive staff presented an overview of the SCAP to the TrEE committee on
September 15, 2015. Climate change was also the topic of the Town Hall Committee
meeting on September 28, 2015. Additionally, at the TrEE committee meeting on
September 29, 2015, staff from the King County Auditor’s Office presented their review
of the SCAP in relation to their 2014 audit recommendations.

ANALYSIS
How the Analysis Section is Organized. This analysis section of the staff report

closely follows the organization of the SCAP, reviewing each of the major areas of the
SCAP, highlighting what is new and discussing progress on current targets.
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The major issue areas of the SCAP are discussed on the following pages of the staff
report:

Outreach and Engagement Page 4

Equity and Social Justice Page 6

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions Targets Page 8

Pilot Cost Effectiveness Assessment Page 10
Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use Page 12
Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy Page 17
Goal Area 3: Green Building Page 19
Goal Area 4: Consumption and Materials Management Page 23
Goal Area 4: Forests and Agriculture Page 27
Preparing for Climate Change Impacts Page 31
Fiscal Impact of New SCAP Initiatives Page 34

Throughout the staff report, staff identifies issues the Committee may wish to consider
in reviewing the SCAP and provides information in response to member questions.

Overview

The 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan is a significant expansion and improvement of
the 2012 SCAP. Major improvements in the plan include:

e Analysis identifying the major “pathways” necessary to achieve GHG reductions
countywide

e Expanded outreach and emphasis on efforts to achieve countywide reductions

e |dentification of the potential GHG reductions that will result if targets are
achieved

e A significantly expanded discussion on preparing for climate change impacts

e A pilot cost effectiveness study

The SCAP meets the reporting requirements in Ordinance 17270 and the legislative
direction on the plan’s development in Motion 14349.

The SCAP includes ambitious targets throughout the plan. As will be discussed
throughout the staff report, many of the targets are aspirational, and may not be
achievable without significant additional action by King County government, residents,
businesses, and other jurisdictions. Such aspirational targets are standard in climate
plans and may have value in inspiring action and setting the direction that is needed for
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moving forward. In some goal areas, the SCAP clearly articulates how strategies and
priority actions can result in the target emission reductions. For other goal areas, there
is much more work to do in order to identify the specific actions necessary to achieve
the targets.

Councilmember Question: How do we measure whether the plan is getting actual
results?

Ordinance 17270 sets forth accountability and performance measurement requirements
for the SCAP. In addition to the overall countywide and government operations GHG
emission reduction targets, the 2015 SCAP also includes targets across all five goal
areas to support the overall GHG reduction targets. Most of the 2015 SCAP goal area
targets are for 2020 and 2030.

Ordinance 17270 requires the SCAP to be updated every five years at which time the
Executive will report on progress in achieving targets, including GHG targets. Ordinance
17270 also requires an annual report on progress in achieving the targets and the
status of the priority actions identified in the SCAP as necessary for achieving the GHG
reduction targets.

The biennial budget process provides additional opportunity for the Council to assess
whether the investments in the County’s budget are consistent with the actions
identified in the SCAP as necessary to achieve the county’s GHG targets.

Outreach and Engagement

As noted by the King County Auditor, the 2015 SCAP has made substantive progress in
strengthening community engagement.” The 2015 SCAP includes an emphasis on
outreach and engagement in both the plan development and implementation. The
SCAP recognizes that achieving the ambitious countywide targets will require
collaboration across the county with a broad range of stakeholders.

In plan development, the County sought the input and collaboration of subject matter
experts to shape 2015 SCAP goals, targets and actions, strategizing with sustainability
staff from other jurisdictions, as well as leaders from groups such as Climate Solutions,
University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, Puget Sound Energy, and others.
The County conducted a “virtual town hall” in March/April 2015, using a tool which
allowed participants to respond to questions, submit ideas and interact with each other
and county staff. Working with the Environmental Coalition of South Seattle (ECOSS),
the County conducted small group discussions in Spanish, Viethamese, Chinese and
Somali, involving more than 60 people.

! Follow-up on Performance Audit of the King County 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan memo to the
King County Council, dated August 4, 2015.
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King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C)

The 2015 SCAP includes countywide targets and strategies adopted through joint
collaboration as part of the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C), which is a
partnership of King County and 13 cities within the county. The strategies established
by K4C frame each goal area of the 2015 SCAP. Continued engagement through K4C
will be critical for achieving the countywide goals of the SCAP.

Ordinance 17285 adopting the Interlocal Agreement (ILA) for the County’s participation
in the K4C was adopted in March 2012. When adopting the ILA for K4C, the Council
identified some issues and required an initial work plan (including the means to resolve
drafting concerns identified by the Council in the ILA) to come back to the Council for
adoption. This has not yet taken place. Adoption of the annual work program was also
contemplated in the ILA, but also has not yet taken place. Executive staff report they
plan to brief Council staff in early 2016 on the 2016 work plan, including
recommendations on timing and approach for a future ILA update that would include
addressing drafting issues. Subsequent to discussions with Council staff on the draft
work plan, the Executive staff will transmit a motion with the 2016 K4C work plan.

Amendment 1 reflects Councilmember direction for the SCAP to state the importance of
partnerships between K4C and businesses and non-profits. Amendment 1 adds the
following underlined language to the SCAP:

Successful implementation of K4C priorities for transportation and building
energy will require strong partnerships of with businesses and non-profits.
Many of the innovations in building enerqgy efficiency, both design and
operation, are coming from the private sector through alliances like Seattle
2030 District. Efforts by the building community to develop, adopt, and
market green building standards like Built Green and LEED are essential
to widespread adoption. In the transportation arena, employer incentives
and support for commute trip reduction, like provision of Orca passes,
support for electric vehicles and charging stations networks, and
promotion of ride share programs are essential to _meeting goals for
reduction GHG emissions from transportation.

Establish Partnerships Between K4C and the Private Sector: As part
of the K4C’s 2016 shared work program, the County will work with K4C
city partners to develop and pursue partnerships with businesses and non-
profits to advance alternative transportation and building energy priorities.

Outreach and Engagement: Priority Actions—2020

The Outreach and Engagement Section describes three priority actions to occur by
2020:

e Engagement Across Sectors: The County will deepen engagement with
businesses, tribes, educational institutions, and philanthropic and community
organizations to develop climate solutions that benefit health, mobility, employment
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and the economy. The SCAP notes that this could be be based on the example of
K4C, with the County seeking mutual commitments for climate change action or
coordinating for mutual support on climate-related policy issues among business,
tribes, community organizations, etc—as they have with other stakeholders.
However, no specific mention is made in the Outreach and Engagement discussion
of how this “deepened engagement” will play out. The SCAP calls for a dedicated
position to serve as a central point of contact to coordinate communications,
outreach and engagement. However, the specific roles of this position would need
to be clarified to assess whether this function could be accomplished in the course of
business by responsible agencies, or whether an additional FTE would be required.

ESJ Strategic Planning: The County will integrate climate change into the Equity
and Social Justice (ESJ) Strategic Plan to help drive engagement on climate change
issues and shape future climate strategies. The planning process for the ESJ
Strategic Plan is underway now, with an anticipated completion date at the end of
2016—however, a preliminary draft of the plan is anticipated in mid-2016. Efforts to
shape that planning process would need to get underway quickly.

Interagency Dialogue: The County will support cross-departmental dialogue to
coordinate climate-related communications and engagement and leverage
resources. This is intended to focus on the communications and outreach staff of the
various agencies, as a means of better coordinating climate-related communications
and engagement. Not specified is what the intended outcome of these
communications would be, and how they would impact discrete project actions.

The 2015 SCAP notes the County will need to invest in internal organizational capacity
to expand and deepen its external engagement.

Equity and Social Justice

As directed by the Council, staff analysis considers ESJ issues in reviewing all
transmitted policies and reports. The SCAP addresses ESJ in references throughout the
document. These include:

A discussion of the disproportionate impacts of climate change on vulnerable
populations;

A highlight of the benefits of climate actions for health, safety, mobility, and
economic outcomes;

SCAP-related outreach efforts to diverse populations;

Integration of climate change into the ESJ Strategic Plan, anticipated for completion
in 2016; and

Use of the Equity Impact Review process to help evaluate county services and
programs that help prepare for climate change impacts. This tool addresses
process equity, cross-generational equity and distributional equity, as well as fair
and just distribution of benefits to all residents across the community landscape, with
little imbalance based on geography, gender, race/ethnicity, or income levels.

The focus on equity issues in the SCAP is consistent with the County’s emphasis on
ESJ as a primary value in the administration of county government, as expressed in the
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Fair and Just principle of the King County Strategic Plan and Ordinance 16948, the Fair
and Just Ordinance.

Issues for Committee Consideration

The committee may wish to consider opportunities to further strengthen the ESJ
discussion in the SCAP. As transmitted, the SCAP places the discussion of the Equity
Impact Review process tool in Section Two: Preparing for Climate Change Impacts.
This placement and the corresponding discussion in the SCAP suggest that such an
equity lens will only be applied to climate mitigation strategies, rather than all climate
investment strategies. The Committee may want to consider moving the Equity Impact
Review tool to a location in the plan that would provide for a broader, general
applicability across implementation of the SCAP as a whole. Including a reference to
the Strategic Plan and the Fair and Just Ordinance may also be appropriate.

Additionally, while the SCAP notes its focus on identifying the disproportionate impact of
climate change, it may also be useful to broaden the ESJ approach in the SCAP to state
that, consistent with the Fair and Just Ordinance, King County will include in its
evaluation of proposed climate strategies or climate-related investments whether there
are any inadvertent adverse impacts on disadvantaged communities.

Amendment 1 addresses these issues by revising the SCAP to include the following
underlined language inserted in the introduction of the SCAP (non-underlined text is
already part of the SCAP):

Reflects County Priorities for Equity and Social Justice. This update
incudes a focus on identifying disproportionate impacts of climate change,
making recommendations for additional collaboration with diverse
communities to identify local impacts and develop local solutions. The plan
also highlights co-benefits of climate actions for health, safety, mobility,
and economic outcomes. Implementation of the strategies, actions, and
programs outlined in this plan will occur consistent with the King County
Strateqgic Plan and the County’s Fair and Just Ordinance. King County will
seek opportunities to address equity and social justice issues when
making investments in climate strategies. Additionally, when evaluating
climate strategies, King County will consider whether there are any
potential _inadvertent adverse impacts of those strategies on
disadvantaged communities. In considering possible adverse impacts,
King County will also consider whether doing nothing to mitigate or adapt
to climate change will have greater adverse impacts on low income
disadvantaged populations.

Amendment 1 also amends the SCAP so that the Equity Impact Review tool is at the
beginning of the SCAP to clarify that it will be used in reviewing all climate investments.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Targets

What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

Countywide Targets. The 2015 SCAP includes new countywide emissions reductions
targets for 2020 and 2030 and maintains the 2050 target. The 2012 Plan did not include
countywide targets for 2020 and 2030 because King County was waiting for targets to
be set by the King County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC). In July
2014, targets were unanimously adopted by the GMPC.

The targets are as follows:

Reduce countywide sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a
2007 baseline, by 25 percent by 2020, 50 percent by 2030, and 80
percent by 2050.

To understand what it would take to achieve adopted countywide GHG targets, King
County and K4C partners collaborated with Climate Solutions’ New Energy Cities
Program in 2014 to establish quantifiable pathways toward making a 50 percent
reduction in GHG emissions by 2030, a key new-term milestone.

The SCAP reports the goals are achievable through a combination of the impact of
existing federal and state laws (Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency Standards,
Washington State Renewable Portfolio Standard, and Washington State Energy Code)
and specific commitments by King County and its partnering cities in K4C to achieve the
following four goals:

1) Reduce the GHG emissions intensity of fuels by 15 percent below 2012 levels by
2030.

2) Reduce vehicle miles traveled by 20 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.

3) Reduce energy use in existing buildings 25 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.

4) 20 percent increases in renewable electricity by 2030, no more coal, and limited new
natural gas for electricity.

The chart on the next page shows how the existing state laws and proposed new

initiatives combine to allow King County as a geographic entity to achieve its emissions
goals.
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ACHIEVING COUNTYWIDE GHG EMISSIONS TARGETS-THE IMPACT OF K4C PATHWAYS
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These four new goals were adopted as part of the K4C Collaboration. Each will be
discussed in more detail in the corresponding goal area of this staff report. However,
generally speaking, the SCAP does not provide a robust discussion of what is
necessary for the region or King County to achieve these goals. All will likely require
action beyond the county’s authority such as adoption of a statewide low carbon fuel
standard that gradually lowers pollution from transportation fuels, or securing state
authority for funding more transit service, or working with utilities to phase out fossil
fuels. At this point because the 2015 SCAP does not include details on how these
goals will be achieved, it is difficult to say whether these targets are realistic.

County Operations Targets. The overall county operations targets have not changed:
King County shall reduce total greenhouse gas emissions from government operations,
compared to a 2007 baseline, by at least 15 percent by 2015, 25 percent by 2020, and
50 percent by 2030.

The 2015 SCAP does incorporate two new targets that were included in Ordinance
17971:

e The Department of Natural Resources and Parks shall achieve carbon neutral
operations by 2017.

e The Wastewater Treatment Division and Solid Waste Division shall each
independently achieve carbon neutral operations by 2025.

While many commitments in the 2015 SCAP will help reduce operational GHG

emissions, the most important to ensure the County makes sufficient progress in
reducing GHG emissions in operations by 2020 include:
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e Grow transit service through 2020 with no increase in GHG emissions.

e For vehicle operations, increase the percentage of alternative fuels in County
fleets 10 percent by 2025.

e By 2025, ensure all electricity supplied for King county government operations is
GHG emissions neutral.

e Reduce normalized energy use in county-owned facilities five percent by 2020
and 10 percent by 2025 as compared to a 2014 baseline.

Each of these targets will be discussed in the corresponding goal area.

Progress on meeting current targets

With regards to countywide progress in achieving emissions reductions, Executive staff
estimated that total emissions in King County continued to increase, driven by
population growth. However, there hasn’t been an update in the actual data since 2013.
According to Executive staff, an update is currently underway using 2014 data. The
region is not currently on track to meet its long-terms GHG emissions target.

With regard to county operations, King County is not on track to achieve GHG
emissions reduction targets established in the 2012 SCAP for 2015. While there has not
been a new inventory completed, there have not been any major initiatives which would
dramatically reduce emissions from those reported in 2012.

Pilot Cost Effectiveness Assessment

A recommendation in the King County Auditor’'s Performance Audit of the 2012 SCAP
was that the 2015 SCAP update incorporate “verifiable economic analysis of the cost-
effectiveness of current and potential actions to reach SCAP targets.” As progress
towards implementing that recommendation, the 2015 SCAP includes a pilot cost
effectiveness assessment. This pilot assessed the cost effectiveness of a selection of
SCAP actions, including at least two actions from each of the five SCAP goal areas.
The following actions were assessed for their costs to King County government and the
community, as well as their impact on GHG emission reductions:

Transit expansion

Commute trip reduction

Electric vehicle charging

In Motion (Metro’s program for encouraging travel alternatives)
Biodiesel for county vehicles
Energy efficiency retrofit

Clean electricity

Energy codes

Green building

Transfer station recycling
Residential food waste separation
Forest protection

Forest restoration
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Of these actions, clean electricity was determined to produce the largest GHG emission
reductions, while transfer station recycling was determined to produce the most cost
savings.

This pilot assessment helped inform development of 2015 commitments, such as
transfer station and residential food waste recycling. It also informed two cost
effectiveness priority actions, which are to: 1) follow up with a cost effectiveness
analysis of government operations SCAP strategies, and 2) develop and implement an
operational cost of carbon. This second task would be led by the Office of Performance,
Strategy, and Budget in collaboration with county agencies to assist in integrating the
environmental and economic costs of GHG emissions into county decisions, such as
life-cycle assessments to evaluate alternatives for county purchases, investments, and
capital projects.

The Auditor called the cost effectiveness pilot used in the 2015 SCAP update, “a good
first step in implementing this recommendation, which will enhance decision-makers’
and implementers’ ability to understand and prioritize the most cost-effective means of
reducing emissions.”?

Councilmember Question: Does the SCAP address the “food, water, energy nexus” in
considering the impacts of climate change?

The SCAP does not directly reference the “food, water, energy nexus.” Amendment 1
adds references to the food, water, energy nexus in this section, in Goal 5, and in
Section 2.

The underlined text reflects the changes made in Amendment 1 to addres the food,
water, energy nexus.

In addition to the direct economic costs associated with climate change
impacts, there are other important but hard to quantify benefits of action
that must be considered, such as opportunities for local economic
development, health and quality of life improvements, and national
security implications. For example, in 2014, the U.S. Department of
Defense (DOD) declared that climate change is an immediate threat to
national security, citing increased risks from terrorism, infectious disease,
and economic impacts. The DOD also predicted increasing needs for
military responses to weather and climate events across the globe from
disasters such as Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Sandy in the U.S. to
drought and food shortages in Africa. Many of these increasing global
risks are tied to climate change and weather impacts on food and water
supplies, along with associated linkages with energy and GHG emissions.
These impacts are part of what is identified by the United Nations as the
“food, water, energy nexus”.

2 Follow-up on Performance Audit of the King County 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan memo to the
King County Council, dated August 4, 2015.
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Expand the local food economy and address the food, enerqy, water
nexus.

King County and its public and private partners will expand the local food
economy by implementing the recommendations of Executive’s Local
Food Initiative Kitchen Cabinet. These recommendations include
agriculture support and incentives to increase the number of acres in food
production by 4,000 acres by 2024, to increase the variety of crops grown
in King County, to increase farm productivity, to expand the distribution
system for locally-produced food, and to expand access to locally-
produced food. In_implementing practices that support sustainable
agriculture, King County will consider and address the nexus between
food, energy and water and how agricultural practices can minimize the
use of fossil fuels and fossil based fertilizers that contribute to climate

change.

Assess Food-Water-Enerqgy Dynamic: In collaborating with universities
and local governments, the county will research, assess, and characterize
the United Nation’s food-water-energy dynamic and the regional climate
impacts and risks at Pacific Northwest regional scale. (Note, this is added
with a moneybag icon signifying that additional resources are required to
complete this action.)

Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use

Transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions in the region. Land use and
transportation policies are linked and, together, have been identified in the SCAP as a
critical path toward achieving countywide and county operations climate goals. This
section of the SCAP details county commitments and priority actions toward GHG
emission reductions in the areas of transportation and land use.

What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

Goal Area 1 includes the following new targets:

Countywide Targets for Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled and GHG Emissions of
Fuels: “For passenger vehicles and light trucks, reduce vehicle miles traveled by 20
percent below 2012 levels by 2030 and GHG emissions intensity of fuels by 15 percent
below 2012 levels by 2030.”

These targets were developed through the work of the King County Cities Climate
Collaborative (K4C) and are considered necessary for achieving the countywide GHG
targets adopted by the GMPC. While not listed in the 2015 SCAP, the K4C partners
developed K4C Joint County-City Climate Commitments that include the following
shared actions for achieving countywide targets:

e Partner to secure state authority for funding to sustain and grow transit service in
King County.
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¢ Reduce climate pollution, build our renewable energy economy, and lessen our
dependence on imported fossil fuels, by supporting the adoption of a statewide
low carbon fuel standard that gradually lowers pollution from transportation fuels.

e Focus new development in vibrant centers that locate jobs, affordable housing,
and services close to transit, bike and pedestrian options so more people have
faster, convenient and low GHG emissions ways to travel.

e As practical, for King County and cities developing transit-oriented communities
around high capacity light rail and transit projects, adopt the Puget Sound
Regional Council’s Growing Transit Communities Compact. For smaller cities,
participate in programs promoting proven alternative technology solutions such
as vehicle electrification, as well as joint carpool and vanpool promotional
campaigns.

Many of these actions require changes in state law and local land use planning that
have proven to be politically difficult to achieve during past efforts and would require
large scale cooperation across many jurisdictions.

Annual Passenger Boardings on Metro Transit: The targets for annual passenger
boardings on Metro Transit services were increased in the 2015 SCAP. The following
table compares targets from the 2012 SCAP and the 2015 SCAP.

Annual Metro Transit passenger boarding targets

Boardings by Boardings by Boardings by
2015 2020 2040
2012 SCAP 122 million 137 million 214 million
2015 SCAP 127 million 142 million 225 million

Additional investments would likely be needed to achieve these 2020 and 2040 targets.
According to Executive staff, it is estimated that four million annual service hours would
be necessary to achieve the 2020 target. Metro operated approximately 3.4 million
annual service hours in 2014. By 2016, an addition of over 300,000 annual service
hours will be added through the Seattle Funding Agreement (Ordinance 17978) and
Metro’s investments to reduce overcrowding and improve service reliability. However,
these new investments may not be sustainable through 2020 and beyond, and even if
they are, a funding gap remains between existing resources and the estimated 4 million
annual service hours needed to achieve the 2015 SCAP target of 142 million annual
passenger boardings by 2020.

Percentage of King County Commuters Not Driving Alone: The language for the
target related to the drive-alone rate was updated to be consistent with the new state
goal for the Commute Trip Reduction Program. The target was changed from what was
in the 2012 SCAP, “achieve a reduction in the drive-alone rate of 10 percent below 2011
levels by 2015,” to a new 2015 SCAP target of increasing non-drive-alone travel for
Commute Trip Reduction affected worksites by six percent by 2020 compared to the
2007 baseline.
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Energy Use by County Vehicles: In the 2015 SCAP, the targets for county fleet
energy use have been updated to achieve a ten percent reduction in normalized energy
use by 2020 compared to a 2014 baseline. The previous target was to achieve a ten
percent reduction by 2015 compared to a 2007 baseline. Also, the targets were split to
measure non-Metro fleet vehicles separately from Metro operations, although both
fleets would strive to meet the same target.

Additionally, a new target was added in the 2015 SCAP to increase the usage of
alternative fuels in County fleets by ten percent by 2025.

Residential Construction within the Urban Growth Area (UGA): The 2015 SCAP
proposes to more specifically address residential growth, which was referenced as a
strategy in the 2012 SCAP but did not have specific measures or targets. The new
target calls for maintaining at least 97 percent of new residential construction within the
UGA. This is consistent with existing policies in the Countywide Planning Policies and
the King County Comprehensive Plan, and is in line with current growth trends.

Regional Trail Miles: Building on the 2012 SCAP’s call for expansion of the regional
trail system as a priority action, the 2015 SCAP proposes to include a specific target of
constructing 15 miles of additional regional trails by 2020. This is consistent with the
2014-2019 King County Parks Levy, the 2010 King County Open Space Plan, and the
Regional Trail Needs Report in the King County Comprehensive Plan.

New Priority Actions

Priority actions for implementation by 2020 were identified in the 2015 SCAP for this
goal area. Significant new priority actions include:

e Grow transit service without increasing GHG emissions: Metro Transit is
pursuing opportunities to expand the transit system, particularly through community
partnerships, while increasing fuel efficiency as fleet vehicles are replaced.

e Expand access to the transit system: As directed by the Council®, Metro is
undertaking an Access to Transit Study to identify opportunities to improve access to
transit, including transit service located within an accessible distance to the majority
of people and jobs in the region, park-and-ride availability, and bike and pedestrian
facilities. The study will include options for regional needs reporting, policy updates,
and funding of access to transit infrastructure.

e Expand Alternative Services program: The Council* has directed Metro to expand
“right-sized” transit options in communities where it would not be cost effective to
provide fixed-route transit service.

e Address GHG goals in Metro Transit’s Long Range Plan: Metro is working to
develop a Long Range Plan by 2015 that would provide a vision for the public

% Ordinance 17641 and further defined in Motions 14089 and 14319.
* Motion 13736 and Ordinance 17941.
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transportation system in the next 25 years, including how an integrated network of
transportation options, facilities and technologies can address GHG goals.

e Pursue adoption of a Clean Fuels Executive Order to include a cost of carbon:
The Executive is developing a draft Clean Fuels Executive Order that would likely
involve using life cycle cost analysis that factors in the cost of carbon when making
fleet purchasing decisions.

e Use alternative fuels in the County’s new ferry vessels: King County’s two new
ferry vessels going into service in 2015 will use B-10 biodiesel.

e Consider options for the sale and reinvestment of environmental attributes:
The Council recently passed Ordinance 18106 creating an environmental attribute
program that would enable the monetized value of operating the trolley and battery-
operated buses to be sold to third parties.

Progress on meeting current targets

Annual Passenger Boardings on Metro Transit: With more than 124 million
passenger boardings in 2014, Metro has exceeded the 2012 SCAP target of 122 million
annual boardings by 2015 and is on track to meet the 2015 SCAP target of 127 million
annual passenger boardings this year.

Percentage of King County Commuters Not Driving Alone: The region is not on
target to meet the 2012 SCAP target of reducing the drive-alone rate to ten percent
below 2011 levels by 2015. In fact, the drive-alone rate in King County increased by 0.8
percent between 2011 and 2013. The 2015 SCAP contains a less ambitious target of
increasing non-drive-alone travel for only Commute Trip Reduction-affected worksites,
compared to a lower baseline of 2007, to a lower target of six percent over 13 years. A
two percentage point increase occurred between 2007 and 2013, leaving four
percentage points of further increase needed between 2015 and 2020 to achieve the
new target.

Energy Use by County Vehicles: King County is not on target to achieve the 2012
SCAP target of reducing fleet energy use by ten percent compared to 2007. As of 2014,
the County had achieved a reduction of six percent compared to 2007.

Without significant action, the County may face similar challenges meeting the even
more ambitious targets contained in the 2015 SCAP, particularly for non-Metro fleet
vehicles. An April 28, 2015, audit by the King County Auditor’s Office, Light Duty Fleet:
Costs and Emissions Could Be Reduced, found that, “Despite the efforts of agencies to
reduce the cost and emissions produced by county vehicles, underutilized vehicles and
fuel inefficiency are barriers to further progress.” Several of the recommendations made
in the audit to increase the fuel and cost efficiency of King County’s fleet were identified
as priority actions in the 2012 SCAP, but have not yet been fully implemented. For
example, the 2012 SCAP states the following priority actions: “The County’s fleets will
continue to implement strategies such as anti-idling, car sharing and vehicle rightsizing,
and will phase in more-efficient, lower-emissions hybrid and electric vehicles as funding
and technologies allow.” These priority actions are carried forward in the 2015 SCAP.
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The 2015 fleet audit recommendations included strategies to reduce idle time, evaluate
car-sharing options, make thorough vehicle utilization decisions related to vehicle
rightsizing, and rigorously evaluate vehicle costs prior to purchases, including
considering lifecycle fuel costs that may make purchase of lower-emissions vehicles
more feasible. Progress on these recommendations and other related priority actions
identified in the SCAP would be needed to achieve the energy use targets identified in
the 2015 SCAP. Fleet Administration’s response to a proviso in the 2015/2016 biennial
budget regarding the role of alternative fuel technology fleet vehicles in achieving King
County’s GHG goals® will provide the Council with an opportunity to look at this issue in
greater depth. The proviso response is due to be transmitted to the Council by
September 30, 2015.

Issues for Committee Consideration

Equity and Land Use: Per the Council’s direction, staff analysis considers the ESJ
impacts in reviewing all transmitted legislation. It is worth noting that growth
management regulations which result in many benefits to the region may also have
inadvertent impacts on vulnerable populations. For example, in order to accommodate
growth in already developed urban areas, local actions often include redevelopment,
neighborhood reinvestments, and infrastructure investments, which the Puget Sound
Regional Council’s (PSRC) housing toolkit notes can impact housing affordability and
cause displacement.® Affordability resources listed in the toolkit include a study from
Tufts University on displacement and gentrification tools for the City of Portland, which
notes that “lower-income families and seniors have been displaced to the outer fringes
of the city or to the suburbs” when faced with growth management impacts in Seattle.’
Similarly, a study by Professor Richard Morrill at the University of Washington notes that
“‘growth management, especially the urban growth boundary, can raise the cost of
housing.”8 Lastly, in a case study of gentrification in the Central District neighborhood in
Seattle, the Urban Institute notes that “housing costs have increased tremendously
across Seattle” and “one reason cited for the increases was the growth in management
regulations limiting suburban growth.”®

In response to these potential impacts, the region has worked hard to address housing
affordability in urban areas. This includes the Growing Transit Communities Compact,
the creation of the Regional Equitable Development Initiative (REDI) fund, and the
Executive’s proposed King County and Sound Transit partnership to create at least 700
units of permanently affordable workforce housing. These issues of equity and housing
affordability — as well as specific impacts of climate impacts and strategies — will be
reviewed as part of the 2016 update to the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP)'"°
as it relates to implementation of the Growth Management Act, including:

® Proviso P1, Section 125, Ordinance 17941

® Puget Sound Regional Council’s Housing Toolkit.
http://www.psrc.org/growth/housing/hip/alltools/displacement

Y “Mitigating Displacement due to Gentrification,” Kim, Tufts University, April 2011

® Growth Management, the Market, and Settlement Change in Greater Seattle 1990-2007,” Morrill,
University of Washington

% “In the Face of Gentrification: Case Studies of Local Efforts to Mitigate Displacement,” Levy et al, Urban
Institute 2006

"% Ordinance 14351
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Consideration of updating and strengthening policies to provide increased attention
to areas with low income communities and people of color to address inequities and
disparities related to health, housing, and prosperity.

Review of equitable access to affordable housing, transportation, and transit
oriented development.

Review of inequities and disparities related to environmental and climate justice
impacts.

Evaluation of the relationship between climate impacts and solutions with wealth,
equity and social justice.

The discussion of equity and land use, and the efforts to address these issues in the
2016 Comp Plan, are absent from the SCAP’s discussion of the UGA. The Committee
may wish to request the Executive revise the SCAP to include a brief discussion of
these issues in the context of the discussion of the UGA.

Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy

Energy use in buildings and industrial facilities accounts for nearly half of GHG
emissions that occur within King County’s geography.

What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

County services: The SCAP proposes a much greater role for King County in reducing
energy use and encouraging renewable energy in the community. All of the proposed
new targets were adopted by the K4C and are as follows:

Reduce energy use in all existing buildings 25 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.
Increase countywide renewable electricity use 20 percent beyond 2012 levels by
2030.

Limit construction of new natural gas-based electricity power plants.
Support development of increasing amounts of renewable energy sources.

The 2015 SCAP proposes some new priority actions to help achieve these targets. All
of these actions require collaboration with regional partners:

Work with local utilities and other partners to increase residential and commercial
resource efficiency and renewable energy production for existing buildings.

Partner with local utilities and other stakeholders on a countywide commitment to
renewable energy resources. The SCAP recommends establishing a dedicated
position to accomplish this work and other community outreach on energy efficiency.
Support stronger commercial energy codes.

Expand resource efficiency programs for low income residents.

Support efforts to renew solar production incentives.

Establish a preferred framework for building energy disclosure ordinances.
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It is not clear that the targets for energy reduction in the community are achievable.
While the SCAP does present priority actions to reduce energy use, the SCAP does not
include an analysis of whether the effect of the actions can achieve the proposed
targets. This is further complicated by the fact that King County has limited jurisdictional
authority to require any changes that could help reduce energy use in the community.

County operations: The 2015 SCAP includes four new or revised targets related to
energy use in county-owned buildings and facilities. Given its track record in energy
reduction and renewable energy production, King County is much more likely to achieve
goals for energy consumption and renewable energy production in its own operations.

1. King County will reduce normalized energy use in county-owned facilities by at least
five percent by 2020 and 10 percent by 2025 as compared to a baseline year of
2014.

2. By December 31, 2020, all King County government buildings over 20,000 square
feet shall be Energy Star Certified. Energy Star certification is a national tool to
measure energy efficiency—and which establishes certain performance targets. To
achieve this goal, all county agencies that operate buildings not meeting Energy Star
performance requirements by December 31, 2016, are to develop a written plan
outlining steps for the non-achieving buildings to meet Energy Star certification
requirements.

3. Produce renewable energy equal to 100 percent of total County government net
energy requirements by 2017 and each year thereafter, excluding the public transit
fleet.

The 2015 SCAP also includes revised renewable energy targets to reflect the fact
that the County achieved its 2012 SCAP goals, of 95 percent. To meet the new 100
percent renewable target for net energy requirements, the county will need to
improve from its current 95 percent level. This is more of a stretch than it may seem,
and it will require continued progress in reducing energy consumption, while
increasing production of renewable energy at wastewater treatment plants and at
Cedar Hills.

4. King County is to utilize renewable energy equal to 70 percent of government
operation facility energy consumption by 2020 and 85 percent by 2025.

This is very ambitious target and requires cost considerations. The SCAP addresses
those costs considerations by establishing the following order of preference for
strategies to achieve the renewable energy targets: 1) energy efficiency, 2) cost-
effective renewable energy projects, and 3) renewable/carbon offset purchases.

Furthermore, the SCAP proposes the establishment of cost effectiveness criteria by
December 31, 2016. This proposed approach seeks to maximize the long-term
benefits to the county that are captured through real energy efficiency operating
savings and direct county investments in renewable energy generation sources,
beyond the renewable generation investments of local utilities.
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Progress on meeting current targets

For county services, the 2012 SCAP did not have comparable targets for countywide
energy usage reduction.

For county operations, the 2012 targets for renewable energy production and
consumption were met. In addition, the County achieved its energy use target and
reduced its normalized facility energy use by more than 15 percent since 2012.

Goal Area 3: Green Building

This goal area discusses King County’s green building and sustainable development
commitments at three scales: 1) for new construction, additions, retrofits and remodels
built by customers, businesses and residents in unincorporated King County; 2) for
regional green building collaborative actions; and 3) for building and infrastructure
projects owned and operated by King County.

What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

The entire “Goal Area 3: Green Building” is a new addition in the proposed 2015 SCAP.

’ 113

This new chapter builds upon the foundation of the 2012 SCAP’s “Goal Area 2: Energy.”

Many of the strategies and targets in Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy and
Goal Area 3: Green Building reflect the guidance of Regional Code Collaboration (RCC)
project. The RCC is made up of representatives from 13 King County jurisdictions and
five other jurisdictions in the greater Puget Sound region. The RCC is working to create
a common vision for local codes that promote environmental stewardship. The group
has also focused on best practices supported by ratings systems such as Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), BuiltGreen, and The Living Building
Challenge.

County Services—Residential and Commercial Development: The “County
Services” goal is to “reduce energy use and GHG emissions associated with new
construction and renovations in commercial and residential buildings in King County.”

The 2012 SCAP called for a “percentage of residential housing” to achieve Built Green
or LEED certified, but stated that the target would be developed as part of the 2013
Green Building Ordinance. Ultimately, the adopted Green Building Ordinance’ only
addressed County capital projects and did not include targets or standards for
residential or commercial development. The 2015 SCAP not only proposes to identify
residential ' green building targets, the targets are rather ambitious as the County’s first
targets in this area.

The proposed residential targets are:

" Ordinance 17709
'2 Single-family and multi-family residential homes.
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e By 2020, 75 percent of new developments will achieve Built Green 5 Star or better,
Living Building Challenge, high level Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard,
LEED Platinum, or equivalent green building certification or development code; and

e By 2030, 100 percent of new developments by 2030 to achieve Built Green Emerald
Star, LEED Platinum, Living Building Challenge, or equivalent green building
certification or development code that achieves net zero GHG emissions.

Since transmittal of the 2015 SCAP, Executive staff have requested that the proposed
2020 target for residential homes be amended to state:

“By 2020, 75 percent of new developments achieve: Built Green ((5)3
Star or better, Living Building Challenge, high level Evergreen Sustainable
Development Standard, LEED ((Platirum))Silver, or equivalent green
building certification or development code.”

Staff have prepared language in Amendment 1 to make this change. Even with the
amended language, both the 2020 and 2030 targets are ambitious given that according
to the SCAP, as of 2014, less than 48 percent of new residential development achieved
any of the certifications. More notably, less than one percent of new residential
development has reached the highest levels of certification, which the 2030 target calls
for 100 percent of new developments to achieve.

According to the SCAP, this will be achieved in unincorporated King County via
education and voluntary programs, as well as code changes13 that are expected to be
transmitted by the end of 2017. This residential green building work is proposed to be
completed by a new TLT position focused on green building code issues. Additionally,
King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) changes may also be warranted to address
unincorporated areas, as green building standards for residential development is
currently not required in the KCCP. The SCAP does not include details about how this
target will be achieved or its implications, such as the impact on residential housing
prices or permitting process.

The SCAP reports that only two percent of growth is expected to occur in the rural area.
This means that, as annexations of urban unincorporated areas continues, King County
will be primarily dependent upon other jurisdictions to address 98 percent of the new
development that these targets aim to impact. Implementation of this target is also
limited by the fact that King County is not able to amend state energy codes regarding
certain residential units.' Changes in state law would be required in order to see
progress on this front.

'3 possible strategies indicated by Executive staff include: zoning code incentives, such as increased
density in return for achieving Built Green 5 Star; permitting incentives, such as reduced review timelines
in return for green building; simplifying green building compliances; hiring a green building customer
coordinator; water reduction regulations; and a demonstration ordinance to allow residents to follow Living
Building Challenge directives to achieve net zero energy usage.

" The SCAP proposes for this to be a two-year TLT position that would be located in the Department of
Permitting and Environmental Review (DPER). The position is estimated to cost approximately $136,000
per year, and will be paid for half by the Solid Waste Division using existing appropriation in 2016 and half
to be requested from the General Fund through a mid-biennial supplemental budget request.

1 Single-family residential and multifamily of four units or less.
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The 2015 SCAP notes that the benefits from LEED Gold or higher standards reduce
energy-related GHG emissions by 18 to 39 percent; however, the benefits from other
standards are not known at this time. Quantifying this is identified as a “priority action”
by 2020.

In addition to addressing residential development, the goal in this section also
specifically calls for reductions in energy usage and GHG emissions for commercial
buildings; however, there are no proposed measures or targets in the proposed 2015
SCAP to evaluate the progress for this area. Executive staff have stated that this is
because, currently, there is not comprehensive data for commercial buildings
throughout the County. Tracking commercial green building certifications is challenging
due to a long lag time between permitting and green certification, and such information
would be dependent on extensive additional data collection.

County Operations - King County Capital Projects: The “County Operations” goal
calls for “King County-owned buildings and infrastructure to be built, maintained, and
operated consistent with the highest green building and sustainable development
practices.” The 2012 SCAP called for targets related to use of renewable energy for
County operations, but did not address overall green building standards or certifications
for County buildings or capital projects. The Green Building Ordinance filled that gap by
providing guidance on when green building standards should be used, but the 2015
SCAP would provide a more expansive directive with defined and ambitious targets.

The proposed targets are:

e By 2020, 100 percent of King County projects achieve Platinum certification or
better.

e By 2030, 100 percent of King County projects achieve certifications that demonstrate
a net zero GHG emissions footprint for new facilities or infrastructure. '

The SCAP calls for using LEED and Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard certifications
in County projects for Measure 1 in this goal area. Executive staff have noted that this is
also intended to include alternative green building rating systems, but the language
does not currently reflect that. Staff have prepared language in Amendment 1 to clarify
the range of rating systems for this measure. Executive staff concur with this amended
language.

The Green Building Ordinance states that county capital projects should achieve LEED
standards, ' but only when certifications would have nominal cost impacts.’® The 2015
SCAP proposes 100 percent platinum certification regardless of costs. The code would
ultimately need to be updated in order to achieve the targets called for in the SCAP;
however, a proposed ordinance with the specific code changes necessary to implement
these targets was not transmitted with the 2015 SCAP. Council staff, in coordination

'® Consistent with the similar K4C Pathway on P. 67

' The Green Building Ordinance states that county capital projects should achieve platinum for new
projects and gold for remodels/renovations.

18 Only if this higher standard can be achieved with no incremental cost impact to the General Fund over
the life of the asset and no more than 2% incremental cost impact to other funds over the life of the asset.
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with Executive staff, has prepared language in Amendment 1 to clarify that
implementation of this strategy would need to be consistent with the Green Building
Ordinance either in its current or future form if amended.

The estimated cost for including green features to reach Platinum certification can
average between 0 and 4.5 percent of project costs. However, Executive staff have
stated that benefits of green building can continue to generate more rapid return on
investment for including green futures than buildings without those features, which can
generate a net savings over the life of a building.

The 2030 target — which requires a net zero GHG emissions footprint for 100 percent of
new County projects — is more ambitious. At this time, the increased costs to the
County to include the additional green features necessary to meet this target are not
known. Similarly, one of the “Priority Actions by 2020” is to “identify and make
substantial progress in the design, construction, or certification process for at least 10
new County construction or retrofit projects that will advance Net Zero Energy or Living
Building Challenge certification.”’® The specific projects have not yet been identified;
therefore, the costs are also unknown.

In addition to green design standards, the SCAP also proposes targets for average
percentages of Construction and Demolition (C&D) materials diverted from landfills from
County capital projects:

e By 2016, an 80 percent C&D diversion rate.
e By 2020, 85 percent.
e By 2030, 92 percent.?°

Progress on meeting current targets

Due to the fact that Goal Area 3 is new in 2015, there are no current targets in the 2012
SCAP to evaluate, aside from compliance with the Green Building Ordinance. As of
2014, only 22 percent of County-owned capital projects achieved Platinum certification.
As noted in the SCAP, this is due, in part, to the fact that the majority of projects
completed in 2014 were designed prior to the enactment of the standards in the Green
Building Ordinance.

Appendix D—Green Building Reporting. As required by the Green Building
Ordinance, the 2015 SCAP reports on compliance and performance of County capital
projects. However, the information included in the 2015 SCAP does not fully capture
what is happening on the ground. First, some of the charts include incorrect data.
Additionally, the projects reporting on projected savings are different from the projects
reporting on actual savings, so “projected” results are not able to be compared with
“actual” results. Lastly, some projects were estimating the energy savings over the life
of the project, while others were only reporting annually.

9 An example of a Living Building Challenge project is the Bullitt Center in Seattle.
20 Equates to zero waste of resources with economic value.
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Executive staff have provided updated charts with the corrected data to replace the
current versions in the SCAP. Amendment 1 incorporates these corrections into
Appendix D. Executive staff have also noted that they have established a work group
that is standardizing the reporting criteria so there can be consistency moving forward.
The work of this group will not be available to be reflected in the totals presented in the
2015 SCAP, but reporting metrics are expected to be more accurate and useful in the
future.

Goal 4: Consumption and Materials Management

The purchase, use, and disposal of goods and services by King County residents,
businesses, and government are associated with significant GHG emissions. These
emissions can occur at all stages of a product’s life cycle, from resource extraction,
farming, manufacturing, processing, transportation, sale, use, and disposal.

What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

The 2015 SCAP includes the following new targets and strategies related to the
county’s waste services.

Transfer Station Recycling: By 2020, recycle 60,000 tons of key materials collected at
transfer stations including yard and wood waste, metal, cardboard and paper.

In 2013, the Shoreline Transfer Station began a pilot project involving the “picking” of
transfer station waste piles, pulling out recyclable materials such as wood, metals, and
cardboard for diversion to recycling markets. In the 2015-16 biennium, that program is
being extended to three additional transfer stations. When new Factoria and South
County stations are completed and incorporated into this effort, recycled tonnage levels
are likely to increase substantially. It is still very early in the development of this effort,
so it is difficult to project actual volumes based on initial results.

Incentive-Based Tip Fee: The regional solid waste system includes 37 cities, each of
which develop and administer waste collection and recycling efforts in cooperation with
the County. Recycling efforts, and recycling results, vary from city to city. The County
establishes fees charged to waste collection companies for waste delivered to transfer
stations (tip fees). In order to incentivize cities to pursue ambitious recycling efforts, the
2015 SCAP indicates that the County’s Solid Waste Division (SWD) will explore a tip fee
structure that rewards those cities that are on track to reach the region’s targeted 70
percent recycling rate. The Council has fee-setting authority, so any such proposal
would require approval by Council.

Landfill methane emissions: By 2020, increase landfill gas collection efficiency at
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill to at least 98 percent. The landfill is now achieving a 95.77
percent collection efficiency. SWD is evaluating strategies to be employed to achieve
the 98 percent target; that evaluation is not yet complete. In Ordinance 17971, the
Council required that the GHG emissions inventory, which calculates landfill emissions,
be reviewed by an independent third party with experience in emission inventory
calculations. That process should be completed by early 2016.
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Garbage Collection Frequency/Separation: The SCAP includes a new strategy that
would provide every-other-week garbage collection and continue the existing city/hauler
strategy of separation of garbage, recyclables and organics. The Executive notes that
separation into these three major categories, garbage, recyclables, and organics, rather
than further separation of recyclables into categories such as glass, plastics, cardboard
and others, is used by cities and commercial haulers to increase levels of participation
by customers, by making separation easy and convenient.

Regarding collection frequency, SWD partnered with the City of Renton several years
ago to pilot and evaluate every-other-week garbage collection. As a result, Renton has
implemented this program. This strategy is being pursued in the unincorporated area,
and is being included in current Solid Waste Comprehensive Plan discussions to
encourage partner cities to consider it.

Food Waste Prevention: The 2015 SCAP identifies a number of additional initiatives to
reduce GHG impacts from food production and consumption:

e Forfood businesses, develop a toolkit to increase efficiencies and reduce waste.

e Raise public awareness about the value of “imperfect” food and its role in preventing
waste.

e Review options to recycle/process food waste, like anaerobic digestion and
composting.

Purchasing Strategies: The SCAP also includes new strategies and targets related to
purchasing:

e Environmental Purchasing Policy: The County’s Environmental Purchasing policy
is addressed in KCC 18.20. The 2015 SCAP commits to revising the existing
ordinance to include GHG emissions as a criterion in purchasing decisions.

e Copy Paper: The 2015 SCAP commits that by 2017, the “default option” for office
copy paper will be 100 percent recycled content paper.

e Cement Alternatives for Concrete: Recognizing that alternative cement materials
for concrete can lower energy needed in concrete production and reduce carbon
emissions, the County will track current use of cement and cement alternatives,
develop best practices, and set targets for use of low-GHG cement alternatives.

o Desktop Work Stations: Desktop work stations are among the largest sources of
energy usage in King County buildings. As workstations are replaced, there are
opportunities for energy savings. A tablet, for example, uses about a quarter of the
energy of a standard desktop. King County Information Technology (KCIT) will
support agencies in making informed purchasing decisions by providing energy
usage data for various work station types; departments will choose the options that
are most energy efficient, while serving business needs.

e Server Virtualization: The County is moving the backup function for computers to
the “cloud,” rather than on local servers, and is evaluating opportunities for other

Staff Report Page 24

TrEE Packet Materials Page 76



services that could be delivered through the internet, such as storage and
applications. Based on the results of pilot projects, the County will identify a target
to transition appropriate functions to the cloud by 2020.

Progress on meeting current targets

Zero Waste: The 2012 and 2015 SCAP include a target of zero waste of economically
useful resources by 2030. Based on progress to date, this target will require an
accelerated effort: in 2013, 63 percent of material disposed at Cedar Hills was readily
recyclable.

The target is focused on the mix of materials processed through the county transfer
network and disposed of at Cedar Hills. In order to make progress toward this goal,
those waste streams that are comparatively poor performers in recycling participation—
self haulers and multifamily residents, for example—will need to achieve higher levels of
recycling and waste reduction, and other techniques for diverting economically-useful
materials from disposal, such as product stewardship or disposal restrictions, may need
to be considered.

70 Percent Recycling Rate: Both the 2012 and 2015 SCAP include a 70 percent
recycling rate target by 2020. This target is focused on the total volumes of waste
generated and recycled by system participants, some of which is destined for
processing pathways separate from county transfer and disposal facilities. As of 2013,
the rate was 53 percent. The trend line since 2004 shows a nine percent increase in
the nine years between 2005 and 2014, suggesting that renewed efforts will be required
to achieve an additional 17 percent reduction by 2020, as is needed to meet the 70
percent target. The County and cities are currently cooperatively planning for efforts to
meet the 70 percent recycling target.

Copy Paper: For copy paper, the 2012 SCAP set a goal of a 20 percent reduction in
usage volume by 2013, and 30 percent by 2016, with 2010 as a base. According to the
Executive, the 2013 target was met. The SCAP indicates that the County has reduced
the amount of copy paper that it purchases since 2010, from about 17,000 cases
annually to about 14,000 cases in 2014.

The 2012 plan also contained a goal of purchasing recycled paper by all agencies. The
2015 SCAP indicates that, as of 2014, 31 percent of copy paper purchases were 100
percent recycled content.

Issues for Committee Consideration

Strategies to achieve the 70 percent recycling rates: King County solid waste
operates as a federated system, with participation by 37 cities as partners. To achieve
ambitious system-wide targets or waste reduction/recycling goals, cooperative
participation by cities of the region is needed. There may be differing levels of interest
and acceptance of aggressive recycling strategies among cities and residents of the
region.
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There hasn’t been significant increase in the current 53 percent rate for a number of
years. The Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory Committee is currently coordinating a
cooperative planning effort, with cities, to address the “roadmap to 70 percent”. Options
are being discussed involving varying kinds of county and city waste diversion
initiatives. The region will need to seriously consider relatively ambitious approaches
towards increasing recycling and reducing waste, in order to achieve stated goals.

If the Committee would like additional information on strategies to achieve the 70
percent target, it could consider adding this topic to its 2016 Workplan.

Impact for SWD of potential state or federal rules on greenhouse gas emissions:
The Governor's Office has recently announced a major climate initiative that would
require sources that are emitting greenhouse gases above a specified threshold, to
reduce those emissions or be subject to regulatory actions. The Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill has been identified as one of the sources to be addressed by the initiative.
Specifics will become available as a rule is developed. Amendment 1 revises the SCAP
to insert a new priority action as follows:

Evaluate and report back as part of the SCAP annual report the effect on
Cedar Hills of any changes in state or federal law or pending ballot
initiatives relating to regulating GHG emissions.

Councilmember Question: Does reliance on a combined recycling bin present difficulties
to the recycling process?:

Currently, the solid waste system features a recycling structure that is developed
through city contracts with waste haulers. Cities and haulers have utilized an approach
that encourages residents to separate their disposables into three bins: one each for
organics (yard waste/food waste), garbage, and recyclables. This last category,
‘recyclables,” combines a mix of different kinds of materials that can be recycled,
including glass, metals, plastics, paper, cardboard, etc.

This level of separation has come about with the development of sophisticated
recyclables sorting facilities, Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs), that are operated by
commercial haulers, which use sorting technology to separate the various kinds of
recyclables, and to sell them to recyclables markets. These processes can be affected
by contamination of recyclables with other wastes, by system clogs from plastic bags or
other materials, and by market fluctuations or other uncertainties.

SWD indicates that the “three-bin” approach, with recyclables combined as a group, is
generally seen as more effective than asking customers to further sort into discrete
material types. According to SWD, this “ease of use” increases participation, and helps
move the system towards recycling volume targets. However, the issue of
contamination of recyclables streams—uwhile it primarily is the responsibility of hauling
companies—has been raised as a complicating element in the processing of
recyclables, potentially decreasing recyclables marketability and increasing costs.

Because the policy choice on this issue, under the current allocation of roles and
responsibilities, falls primarily to hauling companies, there has been limited discussion
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of this issue at Council. There may, however, be opportunities for the Committee to
more clearly understand the nature and extent of the problem, and any opportunities for
the County to assist, such as educational efforts to reduce impurities, efforts to address
proliferation of plastic grocery bags, or other approaches. The Committee may wish to
consider scheduling a briefing on this topic, framed to acknowledge the roles of the
haulers and cities under the current federated structure.

Goal Area 5: Forests and Agriculture

This goal area describes King County’s commitment to permanently conserve high-
priority farm, forest, and other open spaces; plant one million trees; restore King
County-owned forest land; and provide incentives and technical assistance to private
agriculture and forestry land owners to address climate issues.

What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

Expanding Conservation Targets: The 2015 SCAP proposes to maintain the 2012
target to add 500 acres of privately owned rural land per year in either stewardship
plans or current use taxation incentive programs. The 2015 SCAP also proposes to
expand the 2012 targets for permanent conservation of forest and agriculture lands.
Previously, the targets were 200,000 acres of preserved forest land by 2016 and a to-
be-determined goal for agriculture land. The 2015 SCAP now proposes to protect and
conserve all remaining high-priority forest and agriculture land within 30 years through
conservation easements, Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs), or purchases in fee.
The 2015 target also now includes open space lands, such as for habitat or trails.

The amount of acreage, as well as the associated costs to the county necessary to
achieve the target for permanent conservation of high-priority lands has not yet been
identified. The County is currently analyzing land in unincorporated King County to
identify the conservation needs, including looking at: land not currently under protection
and at risk of conversion out of resource land use, parcels not enrolled in current use
taxation programs, areas identified for habitat protection in the Water Resource
Inventory Areas (WRIAs), remaining corridors needed to complete and connect the
regional trail network as identified in the Regional Trails Plan, and recommendations for
multi-objective flood hazard reduction projects as identified in the Flood Hazard
Management Plan and Flood District Capital Improvement Program. The County also
plans to do outreach to the cities to identify conservation needs in incorporated areas.
A proposed “Priority Action by 2020” is to develop a 30-year plan for the preservation of
these lands.

The GHG emissions reductions calculated for conservation of land through removal of
development rights is based on sending TDRs from rural lands into downtown Seattle;*’
however, only 21 percent of TDRs are transferred to large urban cores such as
downtown Seattle. This calculation does not reflect the remaining 79 percent of TDRs
that are transferred to other urban areas in the County, which most likely would not
have as significant GHG emissions reductions benefits.?

> Which results in a reduction of 9 MTCO2e per year for each rural housing unit transferred.
2 Executive staff note is hard to quantity GHG reductions for these areas because they are spread out
and are not necessarily proximate to job centers.
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The current use taxation incentive programs provide significant tax breaks® to
properties enrolled in the program in exchange for the voluntary preservation and
conservation of natural resources on the property. Overall tax revenues coming to the
county are not reduced because the tax rates across all other properties (residential,
commercial, etc.) are adjusted to regain any loss in tax revenues from current use
assessments. As a result, as more properties are enrolled in current use programs as
called for in the SCAP, all other non-enrolled properties across the county will
experience subsequent increases in tax rates. The expected impact will be a $75,000
annual revenue shift, which would be redistributed across all other properties. Given the
number of taxable parcels in the county, however, this is expected to have a very small
tax rate impact. Similarly, small tax rate impacts would occur due to increased
permanent conservation of forest, agriculture, and open space lands.

Adding more farm land and providing flooding infrastructure: The SCAP proposes
to increase local food production by adding 400 net new acres in local food production
per year through 2024. Complimentary to this, the plan also calls to increase the
number of farms that have flooding infrastructure, such as raised agricultural structures
and farm pads, by five or more projects per year.

The SCAP proposes to measure the GHG emissions reductions for adding new acres of
land in food production based on the emissions reductions seen in TDR transfers similar
to the purchase of the Tall Chief Golf Course. However, simply increasing the acreage
of agriculture land food production does not necessarily entail TDR transfers or similar
levels of avoidance of residential development.

Increasing the rate of completion for Forest Stewardship Plans (FSPs): The 2015
SCAP proposes to maintain the 2012 target to have FSPs for all applicable forested
sites managed by the County. In order to address the outstanding 22 sites, as well as
completing updates for existing FSPs,?* Executive staff have stated that they will
increase the rate at which FSPs are developed.?® This is proposed to be achieved
through work with the University of Washington and contractors. Current funding for
this work is primarily coming from $250,000 of Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) funds in
2015/2016.%° Into the future, ongoing funding is uncertain. As more forested properties
are acquired, and as current FSPs need to be updated, there will be a need for
additional funding.

Planting more trees: The 2015 SCAP also proposes, in partnership with public and
private partners, to plant one million native trees between 2015 and 2020, which is more
aggressive than the 2012 target to plant 30,000 native trees and shrubs per year. In

% This is achieved through assessing a participating property at a “current use” value, which is lower than
the “highest and best use” assessment value that would otherwise apply to the property.

24 Existing FSPs are reviewed every 10 years to determine if they need either minor or major updates. As
a result, by 2020, FSPs on four sites will need to also be updated.

> A minimum of 6 new FSPs and 4 FSP updates will be completed in 5 years, with the remaining new
FSPs completed by 2025.

% Revenues from forest practices on these sites and funds from the King County Parks, Trails, and Open
Space Replacement Levy are also directed to the maintenance and restoration of forested

sites. Executive staff have also indicated that DNRP will pursue restoration grant funding to support
county land forest stewardship.
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conjunction with this effort, SCAP also calls for the County to work with partners to
develop a detailed 30-year plan for maximizing the percent of tree cover in both urban
and rural King County, which will include methods to track progress, monitor tree
survival, and coordinate public outreach.

Progress on meeting current targets

2012 Stewardship and Conservation Targets Achieved: The 2012 SCAP called for
adding 500 acres of privately owned rural land per year in either stewardship plans or
current use taxation incentive programs.27 In 2014, 660 new acres either had
stewardship plans or were enrolled in current use taxation incentive programs,28 which
exceeded the target.?

Additionally, consistent with the 2012 SCAP, more than 200,000 additional acres of
privately owned forest lands have been permanently conserved — which was completed
ahead of the 2016 target date.

The 2012 plan stated that the acreage target for conservation of agriculture lands was
going to be determined in 2013 by the Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) in
collaboration with the King County Agriculture Commission. Ultimately, WLRD and the
Agriculture Commission did not establish goals for farmland preservation. Instead,
through the Executive’s 2014 Local Food Economy Initiative, the “Kitchen Cabinet”
recommended that, rather than adopting a goal of the number of acres to be preserved,
the County focus instead on acres in food production and number of new farmers. The
recommendations included the goal to increase acres in food production by net 400
acres per year for the next ten years. In 2013, the Tall Chief Golf Course was
purchased with the goal of restoring food production to this 191 acre site.

The 2012 SCAP also called for 100 percent of King County Parks’ forested sites over
200 acres in size to have Forest Stewardship Plans (FSPs) by 2025. As of 2014, 11 out
of the 33 sites have FSPs. The county will have 10 years to complete FSPs for the
remaining 22 sites.

2012 Tree Planting Target Exceeded: 30,000 native trees and shrubs were to be
planted per year. King County has exceeded this target for the past two years — with
more than 67,000 trees and 118,000 shrubs planted in 2013, and more than 83,200
trees and 74,500 shrubs in 2014.

Given that the County currently plants approximately 80,000 trees annually, Executive
staff anticipate that King County*® would be able to unilaterally achieve approximately
half of its ambitious goal over the course of the five-year period without requiring
significant additional resources. The remainder of the plantings identified in this target

# Current use taxation incentive programs include: the Public Benefit Rating System (also known as
Open Space), the Timber Land program, the Forestland program, and the Farm and Agricultural Land
program.

For a total of 161,000 acres in the programs.
® The County does not yet have an approach for quantifying increased carbon sequestration associated
with either enrollment in current use taxation incentive programs or implementing stewardship plans —
though, this is identified as a “Priority Action by 2020.”
% |n part through volunteer efforts.
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would be dependent upon outreach with, funding from, and work completed by other
partners, such as cities, state and federal agencies, non-profit organizations,
businesses, and the public.

Issues for Committee Consideration

Consistency with the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP): As noted above,
the SCAP proposes to protect and conserve®! all remaining high-priority forest,
agriculture, and open space lands in King County® within 30 years. This is a more
ambitious directive than the current KCCP, which states that King County shall pursue
economically feasible opportunities to preserve open space.®® The cost qualifier in the
KCCP is of particular importance when evaluating the scope of this new direction in the
SCAP. This raises a policy question as to whether this strategy and target should be
considered in a broader context, such as part of the 2016 KCCP update, prior to Council
adoption in the SCAP. The Council may wish to amend the language to tie the SCAP to
what is adopted in the 2016 KCCP.

Amendment 1 addresses this issue by revising the SCAP to state conservation
strategies will be consistent with any policies adopted in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan.
The underlined text below shows the specific changes made to the SCAP by
Amendment 1.

Strategy B: Protect and conserve ((al—))remaining unprotected high-
priority forest, agriculture, and other open space lands within 30 years. A
specific target will be developed in_coordination with the Council and
consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan and antipcated 2016

updates.

Measure 2, Target 2: Permanently protect and conserve ((all-))remaining
unprotected high-priority forest, agriculture, and other open space lands
within 30 years. A specific target will be developed in close coordination
with the Council and consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan
and anticipated 2016 updates.

Councilmember Question: Could you provide more information about the proposed
targeted to plant one million native trees between 2015 and 20207?

Executive staff have noted that this planting effort is intended to occur throughout the
county, in both urban and rural areas, and would build on existing planting efforts.

In recent years, King County has planted between 60,000-80,000 trees annually on
county-owned lands. This includes work to remove invasive plants and replace with
native plants on county Park and Open Space land at locations throughout the county,
tree plantings as part of Flood Hazard Reduction Projects (both for bank stability and
meeting permit requirements), and salmon habitat restoration projects in the Green,
Cedar/Sammamish, and Snoqualmie basins. Additionally, there are many tree planting

3 Through easements that remove development rights or purchases in fee.
2 |n both incorporated and unincorporated areas.
% GP-102
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efforts with considerable momentum that already exist in the region, led by non-profit
organizations and local cities, such as the King Conservation District work with private
landowners and Forterra’s Green Cities program, which now works in Kent, Seattle,
Redmond and Kirkland. To achieve the “plant one million trees” target proposed in the
SCAP, strong partnerships would need to be developed between these organizations,
King County, and other partners.

As proposed in the SCAP, King County would work with public and private partners to
develop an overall plan for improving forest cover. This planning effort would be an
opportunity to address concerns and give guidance on issues such as wildfire
prevention and geographic locations for planting.

Amendment 1 revises the SCAP language to provide more information on the native
tree planting target and priority target. The underlined language reflects the changes
made by Amendment 1.

Target 2: Plant one million native trees between 2015 and 2020. Specific
approaches, including public and private partnerships and geographic
focus areas for tree planting, will be identified as part of developing of a
30-year plan to maintain and enhance tree cover countywide.

ReTree King County. As part of a new initiative called ReTree King
County, King county and partners, such as city, state, and federal
agencies, tribes, non-profit organizations, businesses, and the public, will
collectively plant at least one million new native trees between 2015 and
2020 across King County in both urban and rural areas. Restoration
projects that plant native trees and shrubs on previously cleared, non-
agricultural land have multiple benefits, including wildlife habitat, reduced
stream temperatures due to increased shade, and increased carbon
sequestration. To maximize these multiple benefits, plantings along river
and stream corridors will be prioritized over the next five years. ((in
addition—to)) In_order to facilitate collaborat((irg))tion on tree planting, by
2020, King County will ((alse-))work with multiple partners to develop a
detailed 30-year plan for maximizing the percent of tree cover in both
urban and rural King County while accommodating population and
economic growth and meeting goals and needs for local agriculture
and food production, wildfire prevention, and working forests. The plan will
include methods to track progress, map locations for tree planting, monitor
tree survival, achieve multiple benefits, and coordinate extensive public
outreach and engagement on the initiative.

Section 2: Preparing for Climate Change Impacts

The SCAP notes that while GHG emissions must be reduced to avoid the worst impacts
of climate change, impacts are projected even if global and local GHG emissions are
drastically cut. The 2015 SCAP includes a section discussing how King County is
preparing for the impacts of climate change.
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What's new in the 2015 SCAP?

The 2015 SCAP provides more background on the impact of climate change in King
County and King County operations and expands the discussion of the disproportionate
impact climate change will have on some communities.

The 2015 SCAP outlines specific climate change impacts, ongoing responses, and
priority actions and long-term direction for twelve focus areas. The 2015 SCAP includes
many more specific actions than identified in 2012. Some of the new strategies and
actions include:

e Assessing in partnership with the University of Washington climate change impacts
on local rainfall patterns.

e Assessing climate impacts on population growth rates.

e Updating landslide hazard mapping along major river corridors and on Vashon
Island.

e Preparing a comprehensive strategy to reduce risks to Puget Sound shoreline
homes and businesses at increasing risk of flooding and coastal erosion due to sea
level rise.

e Seeking grant funding to assess climate change impacts on salmon recovery plans.

e Seeking new funding to implement a comprehensive public health and climate
change program.

e Working to ensure minimum river flows for fish and agriculture during low flow
seasons.

e Working regionally to prepare for climate change impacts. The executive is
recommending an additional staff position to focus on regional coordination of
climate change impacts.

Progress on meeting current targets

There are no measures or targets in this area. The 2012 SCAP reported a target for the
number of homes at risk for flooding would be set by the King County Flood Control
District Board of Supervisors. In preparing the 2015 SCAP, Executive staff concluded
that such a target was too narrow and instead intend to report back on the status of all
of the actions identified in the SCAP.

Issues for Committee Consideration

Water supply concerns: The 2015 SCAP includes very few references to water supply
issues. Although King County is not the regional purveyor of fresh water to the region,
the county has certain duties and responsibilities with respect to water quality and water
supply planning. Among these critical roles:

e Concurrency planning as required by the state’s Growth Management Act (RCW
36.70A.070).

e Approval of water supply plans submitted by utility franchises (specifically RCW
57.16.010(6); also RCW 36.70, RCW 90.54 and RCW 57.02).

e Groundwater and aquifer protection duties (RCW 36.36).
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e Lake management responsibilities (RCW 36.61).
e Determination of adequate in-stream flows as a partner in the Tri-County
Endangered Species Act compliance process.

The most recent regional water supply outlook, “The Regional Water Supply Outlook,”
was developed by the Central Puget Sound Water Suppliers’ Forum, made up of major
water purveyors from King, Pierce and Snohomish County. The report was originally
developed in 1999 and has been updated several times. The 2012 update reports “the
outlook is very good” for water supply for the next 50 years.

According to staff at Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) and the Central Puget Sound Water
Supplier's Forum, climate and precipitation modeling have significantly improved since
2012. SPU is currently revising its supply projections based on new methodologies and
climate models. According to a recent article®* about these efforts, preliminary results
indicate that climate is much more of a threat to Seattle’s water supply than originally
projected. The article highlights a problem with the region’s water-supply system in the
face of climate change: a lack of any place to store water for more than a year.
According to the article, “even California’s four year long drought was ameliorated
somewhat by that state’s ability to carry over water supplies from year to year. But in
Seattle and most other places in the Northwest, we count on snow falling on the
mountains to slowly melt through the spring and summer as we empty reservoirs that
are to be replenished by the next winter’s rain and snow.”

SPU is planning to brief the Seattle City Council on its preliminary findings sometime in
2016.

To learn more about how regional climate change will impact local water supplies, the
Committee may wish to:

¢ Invite the Central Puget Sound Regional Water Supply Forum to brief the committee
on the work happening and plans underway to prepare for the impacts of climate
change on water supply.

e Invite Seattle Public Utilities to brief the committee on the research it is doing to
analyze how climate change impacts could affect water supply.

e Add briefings to explore potential county roles in supporting regional enhancements
to the water supply system, such as water reuse opportunities from the highly
treated effluent from three wastewater treatment plants (Regional Wastewater
Services Plan and RCW 90.46.120) as part of future committee work plans.

e Request the Executive revise the SCAP to include as a priority action to report back
how potential changes in water supply projections will affect the way King County
implements its responsibilities under the Growth Management Act.

% September 9, 2015 Investigate West
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Amendment 1 adds the following new priority action to Section Two of the SCAP:

Water Supply: Review research by the Water Supply Forum, Seattle
Public Utiities, and other water suppliers, and universities on how regional
climate change impacts will impact local water supply., King County will
use this information to report to the Council by June 2017 on how new
information on local water supply will impact how King County implements
its responsibilities under the Growth Management Act, such as its review
of Water Comprehensive Plans. The report to Council will address how
recycled water can be used to address water supply concerns.

Fiscal Impacts of New SCAP Initiatives

Most of the strategies and actions within the SCAP will occur using existing resources.
This section identifies the new initiatives contained in the SCAP that may require
additional resources to implement. The cost information for many of these initiatives is

not yet available.

SCAP Action

Support SCAP programs in
the areas of Climate Outreach
and Communications, Energy
Partnerships, and Climate
Preparedness

Investment

needed by 2020

Add three climate-related
FTEs

Estimated cost

$450,000 annually
including salary, taxes
and benefits.

142 million annual boardings
on Metro Transit

Provide an est. 254,400
additional annual transit
service hours over what is
budgeted for 2016

To be determined in
Metro’s Long Range Plan
in 2016

Propose strong green
building codes where King
County has jurisdiction

Hire a TLT for 2 years

$272,000

Develop pre-approved code
packages

Same as above

Research and Develop Green
Leasing Recommendations

To be determined in
2017-2018 budget
proposal

Develop net zero energy and
Living Building challenge
projects

Make progress on at least
ten County net zero energy
and Living Building
challenge construction
projects

More research needed to
quantify costs

Assess climate impacts on
rainfall patterns

Grant funded climate
modeling. Amount of grant
funds under negotiation.

$434,669

Update stormwater design
requirements

Use results of rainfall
patterns study to update
Stormwater Design Manual

Not yet known

Assess increased flood sizes
and frequencies

Study on changing
precipitation patterns and
flooding

$600,000
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SCAP Action

Preserve County road safety
and maintenance

Investment
needed by 2020

Redesign and replace roads
and bridges to respond to
larger storms and
heightened flood risks

Estimated cost

Not yet known

Conduct hazard mapping

Update landslide mapping
throughout King County.
(Updates to mapping along
major river corridors and on
Vashon Island already
underway)

To be determined in 2016
following the completion
of two current mapping
efforts

Adapt salmon recovery
programs to climate change
impacts

Seek grant funding to
assess climate impacts on
salmon

Not yet known

Expand and fund public
health preparedness and
responses

New funding needed to
implement a comprehensive
public health and climate
change program

To be determined by
March 2016 after survey
and analyses of input
from internal and external

partners

Issues for Committee Consideration

FTE recommendations in SCAP: The SCAP includes recommendations for an
additional 3 FTEs and 2 TLTS. The transmittal letter notes the Executive is seeking
Council concurrence on the FTE request. The transmittal letter notes that, “Depending
on the Council’s recommendations on the 2015 SCAP Update, | will seek to support
these bodies of work through reprioritization of existing work and resources in the 2015-
2016 budgets. Upon adoption, the 2015 SCAP update will serve as guidance for the
2017-2018 budgets.”

FTE recommendations are generally not included in strategic plans. The budget
process is the most appropriate legislative vehicle for discussion of FTE requests
because the budget process allows the Council to consider staffing requests in the
context of larger budget priorities. Amendment 1 clarifies that FTE consideration occurs
through the budget process. The following language is added to Motion 2015-0252 by
Amendment 1.

Implementation of the SCAP may lead to the need for additional
resources. However, any additional FTE/TLT requests are subject to
approval through the county budget process.

AMENDMENT

At the direction of the Committee members, staff prepared an amendment to reflect the
following changes in the SCAP report and/or Motion 2015-0252. As this staff report was
printed, Executive staff are working to make changes to the SCAP requested by
Amendment 1. The revised SCAP is anticipated to be Attachment A to Amendment 1.
Attachment A, the revised SCAP, will be distributed prior to the Committee meeting.
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The table below summarizes the changes made by Amendment 1.

Effects of Amendment

Staff Report
SCAP REVISIONS Discussion Page

Adds additional ESJ language to SCAP report 7

Adds background and a priority action for the K4C to pursue

partnerships with the private sector S

Adds food-water-energy nexus background in Costs of

\ ) 11
Inaction section.

Amends the targets for residential green building standards 20

Clarify green building strategy will be consistent with Green

Building Ordinance 22

Clarify green building rating systems for county owned-

. i 23
captial projects

Adds priority action to report on changes in state or federal
law or pending ballot initiatives related to regulating GHG 26
emissions and effects on Cedar Hills

Amends strategy and target to permanently preserve
remaining high priority lands to be consistent with the 30
Comprehensive Plan

Clarifies planning effort for native tree planting target and

priority action. 31

Adds consideration of food-water-energy nexus in expanding

local food economy priority action. 1

Adds priority action to research and assess the regional
climate change impacts and risks related to the food-water- 11
energy dynamic

Adds a priority action to review research on how regional

climate change impacts will impact local water supply, 34
including consideration of recycled water
Correct various charts in Appendix D 23

Changes to the Moton

Adds to the motion that annual K4C work plans and budgets
are requested be transmitted to the Council for acceptance

by motion, and the 2016 work plan is requested include an S
update to the K4C ILA
Adds to the motion that FTE/TLT requests are subject to 35

approval through the County budget process

As of the writing of this staff report Council staff received the following two additional
requests for amendments. These additional amendments are not attached to this staff
report because they can not be drafted until the revisions to the SCAP are completed
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allowing for page number references in proposed amendments. However, the
amendments are described below in the staff report.

Councilmember Lambert is proposing an amendment to Amendment 1, which
would remove the numeric target for native tree plantings in Measure 2, Target 2
and the associated priority action in Goal Area 5. As noted on pages 28-31 of
the staff report, Target 2 calls for planting one million new native trees by 2020.

Councilmember Lambert is also proposing an amendment to Amendment 1,
which would clarify that the ReTree King County 30-year planting plan will also
evaluate the types of trees to be planted and potential allergy impacts.

Councilmember Lambert is also proposing an Amendment to Amendment 1,
which would require that landfill gas emissions calculation methods that are used
by landfill managers in Europe be among those considered, as the Division
undertakes a third-party evaluation of its landfill gas emissions calculation
methodology as required by Ordinance 17971. This topic is discussed on page
23 of the staff report.

ATTACHMENTS

1.

Proposed Motion 2015-0252 (and its attachments)

2. Amendment 1 (Attachment A will be distributed prior to Committee) )
3. Transmittal Letter

INVITED

Megan Smith, Environmental Policy Advisor, Office of the Executive
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

KING COUNTY ATTACHMENT 1

- |
i . 1200 King County Courthouse
_ Lg Signature Report 516 Third Avenue
King County Seattle, WA 98104
October 16, 2015
Motion
Proposed No. 2015-0252.1 Sponsors Phillips

A MOTION adopting the 2015 King County Strategic
Climate Action Plan, submitted in compliance with K.C.C.
18.25.010.A 4.

WHEREAS, K.C.C. 18.25.010.A.4. requires the King County executive to
transmit to the council a plan by June 29, 2015 updating the King County Strategic
Climate Action Plan, and

WHEREAS, with this motion, the executive has transmitted to the council as
Attachment A to this motion the updated plan called for in K.C.C. 18.25.010.A.4., and

WHEREAS, confronting climate change through effective strategies to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and prepare for the impacts of a changing climate requires an
integrated countywide effort involving public, private and non-governmental
partnerships, and

WHEREAS, the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan presents a bold
course of action that will make progress toward achieving the countywide goal to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by eighty percent by 2050, and

WHEREAS, the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan identifies the
county’s top sources of greenhouse gas emissions and quantifies the greenhouse gas

emissions reduction benefits of key strategies, and
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Motion

WHEREAS, King County will continue to play a key role in the King County-
Cities Climate Collaboration, whose members represent seventy-five percent of the
population of the county, and which lays out a shared countywide vision for confronting
climate change upon which the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan is built,
and

WHEREAS, the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan strengthens the
county's strategy to prepare for the impacts of a changing climate on local communities,
infrastructure, economy, public health and safety, and the natural environment, and

WHEREAS, the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan advances King
County’s guiding principle of promoting fairness and opportunity and eliminating
inequities by considering the equity and social justice impacts in its decision-making on
climate change strategies, and

WHEREAS, the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan recognizes that
the burdens and benefits of climate change will affect King County’s current and future
residents in disparate ways, with the potential to disproportionately affect some
populations, such as those who are low-income, have limited English proficiency or
reside in certain geographic areas, and

WHEREAS, with this motion, the executive has transmitted to the council, as part
of the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan, the annual report on the county's major
environmental sustainability programs as called for in K.C.C. 18.50.010, and

WHEREAS, Appendix B of the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan responds to

Motion 14349, passed May 4, 2015, which requested that the executive consider specific
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41

42

43

44

45

46

47

Motion

climate action activities and policies for inclusion in the 2015 Strategic Climate Action
Plan, and

WHEREAS, the 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan directly reflects
the recommendations of a 2014 Performance Audit conducted by the King County
auditor’s office;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

The 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan, which is submitted as

TrEE Packet Materials Page 93



Motion

48  Attachment A to this motion and prepared in compliance with K.C.C 18.25.010.A.4., is
49  hereby adopted.

50

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Larry Phillips, Chair
ATTEST:

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of ,

Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. Strategic Climate Action Plan June 2015
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Climate change is one of the paramount environmental and economic challenges for our generation. The 2015
Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) is a comprehensive update to the 2012 SCAP. The SCAP is King County’s
blueprint for climate action, and provides “one-stop-shopping” for county decision-makers, employees, and
the general public to learn about the County’s climate change commitments.

The 2015 SCAP charts a clear pathway to achieve a clean energy future, where the region’s local governments,
businesses and communities are working together towards an equitable, sustainable and thriving King

County for all who live, work and play here. The SCAP builds on technical assessments of what actions and
commitments, when taken together, ensure that climate targets are met. Through the integrated strategy
presented in the 2015 SCAP, King County identifies priority actions that will lead to significant progress in
achieving regional GHG reduction targets and conveys opportunities to act on climate solutions that achieve
additional social, economic and environmental benefits for King County residents.

King County is already experiencing the impacts of a changing climate: warming temperatures, acidifying
marine waters, rising seas, increasing flooding risk, decreasing mountain snowpack, and less water in the
summer. Climate change will have long-term consequences for the economy, the environment, and public
health and safety in King County. Impacts of a changing climate will be experienced differently by King County
residents, influenced by factors such as income, age, health, and where they live. However, by working
collaboratively to develop and implement strategies to prevent, respond to, and prepare for climate change,
King County has many opportunities to address broader inequities.

In King County, the top two sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are (1) from fossil fuels used for
transportation, and (2) from energy used to heat, cool, and power our homes and buildings. An additional
significant source of GHG emissions is local consumption of goods and services, including the energy needed
to produce, transport, use, and dispose of goods and services supporting county residents and businesses.
The largest local sources of GHG emissions frame the five GHG emissions reduction goal areas of the SCAP.

Although the GHG emissions from the operations of King County government are a relatively small part of
the communitywide and global picture, the County is committed to reducing its operational GHG footprint to
model best practices and demonstrate that climate solutions have broader environmental, economic and
health benefits.

King County is committed to countywide GHG emissions reduction targets adopted as Countywide Planning
Polices by the King County Growth Management Planning Council in 2014, to “reduce countywide sources of
GHG emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 25 percent by 2020, 50 percent by 2030, and 80 percent
by 2050.” Internally, King County has committed to reducing GHG emissions from its operations, compared
to a 2007 baseline, by at least 15 percent by 2015, 25 percent by 2020, and 50 percent by 2030. The County
has further committed to achieving net carbon neutrality for the Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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by 2017, with the Wastewater Treatment Division and the Solid Waste Division each independently achieving
carbon-neutral operations by 2025. The 2015 SCAP outlines the results of technical analysis that established
specific, quantifiable pathways to achieving the overarching GHG emissions reduction targets at both the
countywide and government operations scales.

In addition to establishing targets and performance measures to track and assess the County’s progress, the
2015 SCAP details more than 70 Priority Actions that King County will carry out between now and 2020. These
actions cover diverse strategies including transit, renewable energy, green building, recycling and preparing for
local climate impacts, such as increasing flood risks and extreme weather. Actions to reduce GHG emissions
and prepare for climate impacts are embedded and integrated into the operations, services, and capital plans
of all County agencies.

As detailed in the 2015 SCAP, King County continues to make progress towards diverse commitments outlined
in the 2012 plan, including to:
¢ Double transit ridership by 2040.

* Reduce energy use in County buildings and facilities by 15 percent by 2015 (with new targets set in the
2015 SCAP).

e Achieve a 70 percent recycling rate in the King County solid waste service area by 2020.
Additionally, the 2015 SCAP commits King County to ambitious new actions and targets that will help the

region meet countywide GHG emissions reduction targets and adequately prepare for the impacts of climate
change, including to:

e Partner with utilities and others to phase out coal-fired electricity by 2025 and support development of
increasing amounts of renewable energy resources.

e Use 100 percent GHG-neutral electricity in government operations by 2025.
e Update and implement green development codes by the end of 2017 for unincorporated King County.

e Permanently conserve remaining high-priority farm, forest, and other open spaces throughout King County
within 30 years.

¢ Plant at least one million trees in King County by 2020 in cooperation with public and private partners.

The 2015 SCAP builds on the 2012 SCAP, but goes further by:

e Engaging stakeholders through partnerships such as the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration, as well
as outreach and engagement specifically focused on shaping the 2015 SCAP.

¢ Quantifying GHG emission reduction strategies.

¢ Piloting a model for assessing the cost effectiveness of select SCAP GHG emissions reduction strategies.

¢ Defining how equity and social justice tools will be used as part of King County’s climate commitments.

¢ Taking critical steps to plan for and coordinate regionally on climate change impacts on wastewater,
stormwater, emergency management, public health, roads, flood risk reduction, and salmon recovery.

The 2015 SCAP also provides an update on the County’s progress on implementing the 2012 SCAP through
2014 and serves as the County’s annual environmental report.
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Across the globe, there is overwhelming evidence that increases in carbon dioxide and other GHGs in the
atmosphere are causing the climate to change. The year 2014 was the warmest on record since 1880, and the
ten warmest years on record have occurred since 2000. Climate change is causing more heat waves, more
extreme weather events, sea levels to rise, glaciers to disappear, the ocean to acidify, species to go extinct

or change their range, and rainfall and storm patterns to change in major ways. These changes translate

into economic, public health and safety, national security and environmental impacts that affect people and
communities in diverse ways.

Combatting climate change is the paramount challenge of this generation and has far-reaching and
fundamental consequences for King County’s economy, environment, and public health and safety.

King County is already experiencing the impacts of climate change: warming temperatures, acidifying
marine waters, rising seas, increasing flooding risk, decreasing mountain snowpack, and
less water in the summer. For example:

AVERAGE CASCADE

¢ Mountains: In the Cascade Mountain Range snowpack has decreased SNOWPACK
25 percent from the 1950s to the 2000s, with significant implications for water A‘
supplies and recreation.

1950 2006

® Oceans: Puget Sound has risen more than eight inches over the last century, and OCEAN WATER
the rate of rise has increased in recent years. Across the globe and in the Puget
Sound, marine waters are becoming more acidic, with potentially severe impacts to %
ocean ecosystems. -

SINCE THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION

¢ Rivers: In 2012, more than 80 percent of surveyed streams and rivers in King
County exceeded the state temperature standard for protection of salmon SUMMER  FALL/WINTER
habitat. Over the last 40 years, all major rivers in King County have shown more
flow and increased flooding risk during the fall and significantly less water in ,
rivers during summetr.
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Climate change will have long-term consequences for the economy, the environment,

and public health and safety in King County. Impacts of a changing climate will be experienced differently by
King County residents, influenced by factors such as income, age, health, and where they live. Climate change
will also affect resource-based economies like agriculture and forestry through changes in precipitation, water
supplies, and pests, and will affect biodiversity of plants and animals as habitat conditions change.

The County is tracking human health and economic impact indicators that are showing increasing frequency
of natural disasters, decreasing salmon populations, increasing incidence of forest fires, and more heat-related
impacts to human health. These observed changes are consistent with the projected local impacts of climate
change made by the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group and other leading scientists.

STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN pp INTRODUCTION pp CLIMATE CHANGE IN KING COUNTY S
TrEE Packet Materials Page 99


http://http://www.kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/constantine/priorities/climate-change/infographic.aspx

INTRODUCTION

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN KING COUNTY

Community Sources

In 2012, King County published the findings from
a comprehensive assessment of local sources

of GHG emissions. The study, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions in King County, was conducted

in partnership with the Puget Sound Clean

Air Agency, the City of Seattle, and the U.S.
Department of Energy. It quantified all sources of
GHG emissions within the county’s geographic
borders. It also estimated emissions associated
with local consumption of food, goods, and
services regardless of where these commodities
were produced.

This Consumption-Based Inventory accounted
for GHG emissions associated with local
activities, such as driving or heating a home, as
well as local consumption, such as the emissions
associated with producing, transporting and

COMMUNITY CONSUMPTION BASED - GHG EMISSIONS

Total Emissions: Personal

55 Million Transportation
Metric Tons COse
Other
Home
Construction Energy

Services
Food

Goods

From Greenhouse Gas Emissions in King County, 2012.

consuming food grown outside the region but eaten locally.

King County’s Consumption-Based Inventory is the
most complete assessment of communitywide
GHG to date.

Government Operations Sources

Major sources of GHG emissions from King County
government operations include those from the
combustion of diesel and gasoline fuel by transit
buses and fleet vehicles, methane from landfills,
electricity used in buildings and for wastewater
treatment, and the production, use, and disposal
of government-purchased goods and services
associated with capital and operational practices.

COUNTY OPERATIONS - GHG EMISSIONS
(2014 UNLESS NOTED)

Total Emissions:
587,900
Metric Tons COse

Transportation
Fuels,
Lifecycle
192,200
33%

Purchased
Goods and
Services
(2009)
270,000

0,
b Facility
Energy

Methane, 70,100

Wastewater 12%

Treatment

5,600 Methane, Cedar Hills

and Closed Landfills
50,000
8%

1%

From Greenhouse Gas Emissions in King County, 2012.
GHG emissions from King County government operations are roughly
one percent of the community consumption based emissions total.
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The major sources of GHG emissions at the communitywide scale and from government operations align with
the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) goal areas as outlined below.

¢ Personal Transportation (Countywide)

¢ Fossil Fuels Used in Vehicles (County Operations)

e Home Energy and Construction (Countywide)

¢ Fossil Fuels Used in Facilities and Infrastructure (County Operations)

* Home Energy and Construction (Countywide)

¢ Fossil Fuels Used in Facilities and Infrastructure (County Operations)

¢ Goods and Services (Countywide)

¢ Purchasing, Methane from Landfills and Wastewater Facilities (County Operations)

¢ Food (Countywide)
¢ Forest Carbon Storage (GHG offset) (Countywide, County Operations)

Climate action, both to reduce GHG emissions and prepare for the impacts of climate change, is a
long-standing and central priority for King County, as reflected in the County’s overall Strategic Plan,
Comprehensive Plan, and 2010 Energy Plan. King County’s 2012 Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) was
developed through close collaboration between the Executive and Council and was unanimously adopted by
the Council in December 2012. A companion Ordinance 17270 called for the SCAP to be updated by June 29,
2015, to be integrated with the Energy Plan, and to build on additional community engagement.

In January 2013, recognizing that the region was not on track to achieve significant reductions in GHG
emissions, the King County Executive outlined additional climate priorities building on and implementing
the 2012 SCAP, with a focus on collaborating with cities to develop a shared climate target and action
commitments.
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In 2014, the King County Auditor’s Office (KCAQO) completed a Performance Audit of the 2012 SCAP. Eb%
The KCAO found that King County is a national leader in responding to climate change and made =
four key findings to further build on this leadership. These actions have been acted on through

the 2015 SCAP. However, it will take continuing work beyond the 2015 SCAP to follow through on
recommendations to better engage the King County community, quantify the GHG emissions reduction
benefits of County climate commitments, and conduct and use cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses to
inform the County’s climate work.

Key findings of the KCAQO’s 2014 audit included:

e The County Executive should ensure that the SCAP update and its subsequent implementation and
monitoring are informed by input from a broad representation of community stakeholders in King County.

e The 2015 SCAP should establish explicit, and whenever possible, quantifiable connections between the
overarching climate goals and specific strategies and actions.

e The County Executive should ensure that: (a) the 2015 SCAP incorporates verifiable economic analysis of
the cost-effectiveness of current and potential actions to reach SCAP targets, and (b) subsequent SCAP
annual reports provide explicit information about progress toward the overarching climate targets and
goals.

e The County Executive should ensure there is an effective management structure in place to produce
the 2015 SCAP and should ensure this project team has sufficient resources and support, to the extent
possible, to complete the update.

Consistent with Council direction and audit findings and building on King County’s commitment to equity and
social justice and accountability, the 2015 SCAP is:

¢ Collaborative. This update reflects a year-long collaborative effort with cities to develop a shared GHG
reduction target and map out specific pathways and actions to meet that target given the sources of
GHG emissions in King County. The plan also includes additional recommendations for working at the
community scale to catalyze community efforts to improve energy efficiency and produce renewable
energy.

e Strategic. It is informed by technical assessments of what is needed to achieve community-scale GHG
reduction goals and reflects assessment of where the County can have the most impact in reducing
emissions, both through its own operations and at the community scale.

¢ Integrated. It brings together climate change actions from every area of King County government and
is aligned with the King County Strategic Plan, which sets the long-term goals and priorities for King
County, as well as with other key guiding plans and policies. Goals, Targets, Strategies, and Priority
Actions were developed by cross-department teams for each goal area. The Climate Leadership
Team, with representatives of multiple departments, the Executive Office, and Budget Office, reviewed
recommendations and addressed policy issues. Appendix A provides an overview of how the 2015 SCAP
goal areas align with other King County plans and policies.
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¢ Accountable. The plan defines performance measures and targets and identifies accountable agencies
and groups for each goal area.

¢ Performance-based. Progress has been monitored and published in the Annual Report of King County’s
Climate Change, Energy, Green Building and Environmental Purchasing Programs. Progress to date
is presented in this plan and was used to inform this update. Additional work is recommended to further
quantify the GHG emissions reduction benefits of County climate commitments and to conduct and use
cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses to inform the County’s climate work.

¢ Reflects County Priorities for Equity and Social Justice. This update includes a focus on identifying
disproportionate impacts of climate change, making recommendations for additional collaboration with
diverse communities to identify local impacts and develop local solutions. The plan also highlights co-
benefits of climate actions for health, safety, mobility, and economic outcomes.

The King County Council provided further guidance on the 2015 SCAP through Motion 14349, which was
adopted in May 2015 and requested the plan:

¢ Include a goal and proposed timeline for eliminating coal power from the County’s operational energy
portfolio.

e Consider and provide an explanation for how climate-related activities and policies suggested in the motion
have been modified and reflected in the plan or why they have not been included.

¢ |dentify the five largest sources of GHG emissions within King County and specify objectives, strategies,
and priority actions to reduce emissions from these sources.

In response to Council Motion 14349, Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy outlines a set of
ambitious renewable energy targets, including a proposed timeline to transition to GHG neutral electricity for
government operations by 2025. Appendix B outlines how activities and suggestions in Motion 14349 are
addressed in the 2015 SCAP. The introductory section GHG Emissions in King County identifies the five
largest sources of GHG emissions in King County and outlines how they are addressed through the five GHG
emission reduction goal areas of the SCAP.
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The 2015 King County Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) synthesizes and focuses King County government’s
most critical goals, strategies and actions to reduce GHG emissions and prepare for the impacts of climate
change. The 2015 SCAP builds on and updates the 2012 SCAP and provides one document for County
decision-makers, employees, city and business partners, and county residents to learn about the county’s
climate change commitments. The Action Plan is organized into two major sections: Section 1: Reducing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Section 2: Preparing for Climate Change Impacts.

The Action Plan begins with an overview of the County’s climate-related Outreach and Engagement, and how
the public, stakeholders and partners informed the 2015 SCAP and how King County will continue to involve
them in the development and implementation of its climate strategies.

Section One begins with an overview and update on progress towards King County’s overarching
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Targets at the countywide and government operations scales. This
section includes a subsection, Achieving GHG Emissions Targets, which summarizes technical analysis done
in support of the 2015 SCAP, about what it will take to achieve countywide and government operations targets.
The section concludes by outlining GHG emissions Measurement and Reporting commitments.

Following information about the County’s overarching GHG emissions reduction targets is the Pilot Cost
Effectiveness Assessment section, which outlines the relative costs and GHG emissions reduction benefits of
a selection of 2015 SCAP actions.

The plan then outlines details of the 2015 SCAP’s five goal areas that reduce GHG emissions:
Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use
Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy
Goal Area 3: Green Building
Goal Area 4: Consumption and Materials Management
Goal Area 5: Forests and Agriculture

Within each of these five goal areas, actions are grouped according to:

¢ County Services. How King County will deliver services that support the reduction of countywide GHG
emissions. Examples include public transportation, forest stewardship, and solid waste services.

¢ County Operations. How King County government will minimize the environmental footprint of its
operations. Examples include increasing the efficiency of the County’s fleets and facilities.
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Each Goal Area follows a consistent format:

Key Takeaways: A summary of the most important information for the goal area.
Introduction: Background and context.
Current Actions and Programs: Highlights of recent work.

Goals, Strategies, Measures, Targets: Listed for County Services and County Operations in the following
format:

¢ King County-Cities Climate Collaboration Pathways (K4C) - Pathways that detail what it will take to
get on track to countywide GHG emissions reduction targets.

¢ Goal - a high-level statement of outcomes King County will strive to achieve in support of the K4C
pathways.

e Category — a grouping of strategies with shared characteristics.

¢ Strategy - a method to help achieve the overall goal.

® Measure - data that shows progress in support of SCAP goals.

¢ Target - the desired level of performance for a measure.

e Status - recent progress and current status of for each performance measure and target.

e GHG Emissions Reduction - current or projected GHG emissions benefits of relevant targets.
Priority Actions: Key climate actions that King County agencies will take through 2020.

Accountable Agencies: King County agencies responsible for implementation.

Section Two is similarly organized, but includes more program-specific information. Section Two includes:

Key Takeaways: A summary of the most important information.

Introduction: Background and context, including an overview of the climate change impacts in
King County.

Overview of Climate Change Impacts
Goals and Strategies: for County Services and County Operations.

Program-Specific Impacts, Ongoing Responses, Priority Actions and Long Term Direction for 12
focus areas focused on the Built Environment and Planning and Regional Services

Summary of Priority Actions: a compilation of the priority actions to be accomplished by 2020.
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Throughout the document, these icons are repeated and indicate the following:

Ig.:l County Services. How King County will deliver services that support the reduction of
countywide GHG emissions.

ﬁ County Operations. How King County government will minimize the environmental footprint
of its operations.

Aligns with commitments made in collaboration with the King County-Cities Climate
Collaboration (K4C).

W Quantifies a greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction. All quantities are expressed in
S“ “9 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e). Driving a passenger car 25,000 miles

results in about 10 MTCO2e.

i/ Responds to the King County Auditor’s Office performance audit of the 2012 SCAP.

Advances with King County’s commitment to equity and social justice.

Indicates partnership with local businesses.

n Idenitifies commitments where there are pending or unmet resource implications.
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STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

OUTREACH AND
ENGAGEMENT

KEY TAKEAWAYS

» Combatting climate change requires an integrated, regional response that builds on the
shared vision and leadership of the region’s public, private and civic sectors, as well as the
participation of all King County residents.

» King County has begun to build effective partnerships for joint action on climate change,
but needs to invest in internal organizational capacity to expand and deepen its external
engagement.

» The burdens and benefits of climate change will affect King County’s current and future
residents, communities, and businesses in different ways; equity and social justice are
intrinsically linked to climate change, and climate solutions must reflect that dynamic.

» As a regional entity, King County is in a unique position to advance regional solutions to
combatting climate change. The County commits to:

e Create an inclusive, cross-sector (public, private, civic) approach to shared decision-
making and leadership.

e Establish forums for coordinated dialogue among County agencies to strengthen
communications and share resources to implement climate strategies.

e Integrate climate change considerations with the Equity and Social Justice Strategic
Plan and build off that planning process to shape future engagement on climate.
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The challenges associated with preventing, responding to, and preparing for climate change
demand an inclusive, integrated, communitywide response that goes far beyond what King County
alone could accomplish. There are many organizations, governments and other stakeholders
within the region already addressing working on climate action, from environmental education and
activism, to carbon pricing and clean technologies, to research and regional preparedness. It is
essential for the success of King County’s climate change strategy for King County to cultivate the
partnership of other governments, Tribes, businesses, philanthropic and community organizations,
and King County residents through a collective regional climate vision, where decision-making,
leadership and action are shared by all stakeholders. As described below, King County has focused
on working with cities through the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C) and Sustainable
Cities Roundtable to develop a shared climate goal and specific actions to achieve it, and share
practical approaches for reducing GHG emissions. This work provides a model for broader
engagement with the community.

Shared decision-making, leadership and action are especially important when considering the
potential for climate change to have disproportionate impacts on different communities. Impacts
of a changing climate will be experienced differently by King County residents, influenced by
factors such as income, age, health, and where they live. For example, increased mortality from
heat events has already been documented for the elderly, the very young, and those with existing
health conditions like diabetes and respiratory disease. In some cases, lower cost housing is
concentrated in flood hazard risk areas that potentially will see more severe and frequent flooding.
At the same time, lower-income populations have limited capacity to adapt to conditions, such as
increased frequency of heat events or flooding, through actions like flood proofing, home insulation,
air conditioning, increasing tree canopy in lower income communities, or easily accessing a shady
park or air conditioned community center. Limited English proficiency and cultural differences
can also be a barrier to preparing for the impacts of a changing climate, which can be critical in
times of disaster or extreme weather events. By working collaboratively to develop and implement
strategies to prevent, respond to and prepare for climate change, King County has many
opportunities to address broader inequities.

Internally, King County has taken the approach of integrating climate change considerations
throughout its operations, from long-range planning to capital project management to community
services. However, County agencies have varying levels of resources and expertise to carry out
the types of internal and external communications, outreach and engagement for developing the
necessary partnerships and stewarding a shared regional vision, including with respect to climate
justice considerations. Establishing a dedicated position to serve as a central point of contact

for coordinating climate communications, outreach and engagement among County agencies,
including with the Office of Equity and Social Justice and collaborate with businesses and
community organizations to develop climate solutions would strengthen the County’s community
engagement.

Both the King County Council and King County Auditor’s Office have provided direction
for King County to engage in collaborative solutions to climate change. The King County Ey
Strategic Plan calls for County agencies to “promote robust public engagement that

informs, involves, and empowers people and communities.” The 2014 King County Auditor’s Office
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Performance Audit of the 2012 SCAP directed the Executive to “ensure that the SCAP update and
its subsequent implementation and monitoring are informed by input from a broad representation
of community stakeholders in King County.” The development of the 2015 SCAP has laid the
groundwork for the County to pursue more inclusive, coordinated and sustained engagement, and
moving forward, this approach will help the County advance regional solutions to combat climate
change that are built on shared decision-making and action.

In implementing the 2012 SCAP over the last three years, King County has cultivated @
partnerships with public agencies and key influencers on climate solutions. These efforts, =
several of which are highlighted below, have advanced King County’s progress on its

climate commitments, provided models for engagement with other stakeholders, and informed the
County’s long-term vision for combatting climate change, including shaping the 2015 SCAP.

As of the summer of 2015, the King County-Cities Climate Collaboration (K4C) consists of
King County and 13 cities, representing 75 percent of the county’s population. Working
collaboratively at the elected official and staff levels, the K4C has established a shared

regional vision for climate action, the Joint Letter of Commitment: Climate Change Actions in

King County (K4C commitments). To date, ten of the 13 K4C cities have adopted these
commitments. K4C members have also implemented a shared funding mechanism, scaled to
member jurisdictions’ populations, with participating members determining how to use shared
resources to support regional climate progress. The GHG emissions reduction pathways
established by K4C frame each goal area of the 2015 SCAP. Many SCAP strategies and priority
actions also mirror the K4C commitments.

Elected Officials from King County and many other cities gather after the June 2014 K4C Elected Officials Summit.

The Regional Code Collaboration (RCC), which evolved in 2012 from King County’s Green Building
Task Force and Sustainable Cities Roundtables, is made up of representatives from 13 King County
jurisdictions and five other jurisdictions in the greater Puget Sound region. This group has been
working to create a common vision for local codes that promote environmental success and for
best practices informed by rating systems such as Leadership in Energy and Environment Design
(LEED), BuiltGreen, and The Living Building Challenge. All participating jurisdictions have or are
considering adoption of some or all of the code initiatives. The Cities of Issaquah, Seattle, and
Shoreline have been leaders in adopting the developed codes. The RCC’s guidance is reflected in
Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy and Goal Area 3: Green Building.
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OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT

King County convened the Safe Energy Leadership Alliance (SELA) in 2014 to raise awareness of
the health, safety, environmental, and economic impacts of proposed coal terminals in the Pacific
Northwest and Canada, and the recent surge in transport of volatile Bakken Qil by rail and barge.
As of the summer of 2015, SELA is a coalition of more than 160 local, tribal, and state elected
leaders from across Washington, Oregon, ldaho, Montana, California, and British Columbia. SELA
members have advocated for stronger federal oil car safety standards, testified for comprehensive
oil transport safety legislation in Washington State, and pushed for thorough review of coal export
terminal proposals on local economies, traffic, health, and tribal treaty rights.

As demonstrated in the 2015 SCAP, King County has many opportunities to act directly '@‘
on climate solutions, for example, by reducing the GHG emissions footprint of its own >
operations. However, the largest sources of GHG emissions in King County — transportation

and energy use of the built environment — are affected by choices about how the region’s businesses
power their buildings and facilities and how their employees commute to work, making the
collaboration of businesses critically important to the success of King County’s climate strategies.

As such, King County been developing public-private partnerships to advance countywide climate
solutions and support regional innovation in clean technologies. For example, as the title sponsor
of the GoGreen Seattle Conference for the past three years, King County has helped grow this
event, which in 2015 brought together more than 500 decision-makers from government and
business to share knowledge and nurture cross-sector collaboration on regional issues, such as
transportation, sustainability, and innovation.

King County is also partnering with the private sector on the development of new approaches,
innovation and cutting-edge clean energy technologies. For example, in early 2015, King County
launched a two-year pilot project to monitor facility energy use at five County-owned facilities. In
a partnership with Microsoft and local contracting firm MacDonald-Miller, the County will test the
same energy tracking system Microsoft uses to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions
in the Executive’s Office building, transit facilities, a solid waste transfer and recycling station, and
at the Brightwater Education
Center. King County’s business
engagement has helped shape
the goals, actions, and strategies
found throughout all sections of
the 2015 SCAP.

King County staff talk with public about long-range
transportation planning.
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There are many other forums where King County engages regularly with other
jurisdictions, businesses, non-profit organizations, and King County residents.
Participation in the following committees, commissions, and work groups has
informed King County’s decision-making and progress on climate issues:

* Emergency Management Advisory Committee

¢ King County Transit Advisory Committee

¢ King County Service Guidelines Task Force

¢ King County Solid Waste Advisory Committee

¢ King County Rural Forest Commission

¢ Kitchen Cabinet (King County’s Local Food Initiative Citizens Committee)
¢ Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee

¢ Growth Management Planning Council

¢ Puget Sound Regional Council — Regional Preparedness Work Group

¢ University of Washington Climate Impacts Group

To support development of the 2015 SCAP, King County engaged a variety of audiences [%y

to a) gain insight into stakeholders’ perspectives and how they view King County’s role in
combatting climate change; and b) increase awareness about how climate change will affect the
region and what King County government is doing to prevent, reduce, avoid, and respond to the
challenge. This learning has informed the 2015 SCAP, shaping the strategies of the goal areas
and laying the groundwork for the County to build alliances for a collaborative regional climate
response.

Using electronic and direct engagement tools and techniques, King County implemented a
three-pronged approach to reach out to and learn from stakeholders and community members.
A summary of activities and findings is presented below.

1. Subject Matter Expert Consultation
King County sought the guidance, input, and collaboration of subject matter experts to shape
the 2015 SCAP goals, targets, and actions. King County strategized with sustainability staff
from other jurisdictions and with local thought leaders from organizations such as Climate
Solutions, University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, Puget Sound Energy, Seattle City
Light, Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, Sightline, Sound Transit, Forterra, International Living
Future Institute/Cascadia Green Building Council, Northwest Energy Efficiency Council, and
Seattle 2030 District.

In April 2015, King County hosted two formal group discussions, one in Seattle and one in
Redmond, with participation from people representing ten public agencies and six non-profit
organizations. These groups explored broad concepts of the SCAP and provided feedback on
strategies and priorities for the update.

2. Online Engagement
To interact with a broader audience, King County ran a “virtual town hall” in March and April
2015 using a tool called Mindmixer, which, unlike traditional surveys, allows participants to
respond to questions, submit ideas, and interact with each other and King County staff.
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OUTREACH AND ENGARGEMENT

There were 6,800 views of the questions over the five weeks the forum was open, with more
than 100 responses and ideas submitted by participants and more than 80 interactions on
those ideas.

King County used a variety of methods to disseminate and encourage participation in this
online town hall, including Facebook ads that went out to both general audiences and targeted
geographic areas of the county. The geographic-specific ads proved more effective, reaching
4,700 people to the general ad’s 500. While not everyone who was reached by a Facebook ad
participated in the Mindmixer forum, the ads themselves generated considerable conversations
on social media.

3. Direct Engagement
King County reached out beyond traditional environmental audiences and carried
out small group discussions and informal interviews in April 2015. Working with
multicultural outreach staff at the Environmental Coalition of South Seattle (ECOSS), King
County conducted five small group discussions in Spanish, Viethnamese, Chinese, and Somali,
which involved more than 60 people. King County also met with a group of youth and
conducted interviews with a handful of residents from rural unincorporated communities.

King County’s online and direct public
engagement methods yielded several
preliminary findings about public
understanding of climate change impacts,
actions to address climate change, and ideas
for future engagement.

Climate Change Understanding

¢ Participants without familiarity of the
topic expressed difficulty grasping the
concepts of climate change, but most
expressed an understanding of the
connection between their daily lives and
impacts from air and/or water pollution.

e Participants were generally positive about
wanting to understand and learn more
about the topic.

¢ Participants brought up snow most
frequently — in the context of reduced
mountain snowpack and extreme snow
events - when talking about connecting
climate change to their daily lives.

Participants work on emergency management planning.
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Climate Change Actions

Participants described multiple levels of responsibility in confronting climate change, from
individuals to businesses to government.

The cost of inaction should be considered alongside the costs/cost effectiveness of climate
solutions.

King County was identified as having a unique role in convening and cultivating regional
alliances.

Engagement and Communications

Participants from all audiences acknowledged the difficulty in communicating and engaging
on climate change and suggested working through more tangible topics that result in climate
benefits may prove more effective (e.g. transit, economic development, housing).

There are many climate-related activities and initiatives underway in the region. Participants
suggested that King County’s engagement efforts could include King County employees, other
jurisdictions and public sector actors, such as special districts, tribes, and state and federal
agencies, as well as businesses, and philanthropic, civic and faith-based organizations.

Participants suggested techniques, venues, and communications channels for interacting with
them. Although there were some similarities, it was evident that effective engagement and
education on climate change will require a more segmented, grassroots approach.

Building on engagement since the 2012 SCAP and directly related to the 2015 SCAP

development, King County has developed a new climate change outreach and engagement goal:

¢ King County will cultivate an inclusive, shared regional vision for combatting climate change by

working across County departments and through partnerships with other governments, Tribes,
businesses, educational institutions, and philanthropic and community organizations.

To support progress towards this goal, three new priority actions are outlined:

v’ Build cross-sector alliances. Building off the success of -
models of regional collaboration like K4C and SELA, the a [3;%%
County will deepen engagement with businesses, Tribes,
educational institutions, and philanthropic and community organizations to develop
climate solutions with co-benefits for public health, mobility, employment, and the
economy. This will involve strengthening engagement with a broad representation of
King County residents, including limited English proficiency populations and others
who are most likely bear the negative impacts of a changing climate. The County
should establish a dedicated position to support its climate related engagement,
serving as a central point of contact coordinating climate communications, outreach
and engagement among County agencies, collaborating on resources, and enhancing
King County’s effectiveness overall in communicating on climate solutions.
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v Strengthen internal agency collaboration on communications and engagement.
King County will establish regular dialogue across its departments’ communications
and outreach staff to better coordinate climate-related communications and
engagement and to leverage resources.

v Integrate climate change in the Equity and Social Justice Strategic Plan. %
The County will integrate climate change considerations into the Equity and '
Social Justice Strategic Plan and planning process, which will help drive
engagement on climate change issues and shape future decision-making on climate
strategies.

King County has taken the approach of integrating climate change considerations throughout its
operations, so all agencies carry out some degree of communications, outreach and engagement
on climate change. The agencies listed below have existing community-facing programs and
initiatives that help educate King County residents about climate change and/or will be responsible
for implementing the 2015 SCAP priority actions related to climate outreach and engagement.

e Department of Natural Resources and Parks

¢ Solid Waste Division

o Wastewater Treatment Division

e Water and Land Resources Division

¢ Parks and Recreation Division

e Community Service Areas Program

¢ Department of Transportation

¢ Metro Transit Division

¢ Road Services Division
¢ King County International Airport

¢ Marine Division

e Department of Executive Services

e Facilities Management Division

e Office of Emergency Management

¢ Department of Permitting and Environmental Review

o Office of Equity and Social Justice

e Equity and Social Justice Inter-Branch Team
¢ Public Health — Seattle and King County
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KING COUNTY STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

SECTION ONE:

Reducing Greenhouse Gas
Emissions
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In 2014, King County and 39 King County cities came together to develop shared, countywide
GHG emissions reduction targets. In July 2014, targets were unanimously adopted by the King
County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC), a regional planning body that develops
countywide policies to help guide local comprehensive plans throughout King County. The formal
adoption of a shared, community scale GHG target by local governments is relatively unusual, and
provides a strong foundation and guidepost for community-scale efforts to reduce GHG emissions.

The shared targets are near- and long-term, ambitious and achievable, and consistent with what
climate science says needs to be done in order to avoid the worst impacts of climate change. The
adopted targets are significantly more ambitious than Washington State’s GHG emissions reduction
requirements (RCW 47.01.440).

The 2015 SCAP reflects the GMPC’s recommendation for a countywide target. Additionally,
while King County government’s contributions to communitywide and global GHG emissions
are relatively small, the County is committed to reducing its operational GHG footprint, while
demonstrating that climate solutions have broader environmental, economic and health benefits.

Countywide Target:
¢ Reduce countywide sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a 2007
baseline, by 25 percent by 2020, 50 percent by 2030, and 80 percent by 2050. Assuming
one percent annual population growth, 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.

County Operations Targets:
¢ King County shall reduce total greenhouse gas emissions from government operations,
compared to a 2007 baseline, by at least 15 percent by 2015, 25 percent by 2020, and
50 percent by 2030.

¢ King County’s Department of Natural Resources and Parks, including the Wastewater
Treatment Division, Solid Waste Division, Parks and Recreation Division, and Water and
Land Resource Division, shall achieve net carbon neutrality for its operations by 2017.

* The Wastewater Treatment Division and Solid Waste Division shall each independently
achieve carbon-neutral operations by 2025.

D

Countywide Progress

King County’s latest comprehensive assessment, Greenhouse Gas Emissions in King County
(2012), documented a per person decline in core GHG emissions for the average King County
resident, primarily because of declines in per person vehicle travel and building energy use.
However, total GHG emissions in King County continued to increase, driven by population growth.
While the trend in per capita emissions is moving in the right direction, the region is currently not on
track to meet its long-term GHG emissions reduction targets.
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County Operations Progress

King County has made significant progress in reducing GHG emissions from its buildings and
facilities, reducing GHG emissions associated with operational energy use by 14 percent since
2007.

However, GHG emissions associated with operational vehicle use increased six percent between
2007 and 2014. This increase primarily resulted from: (1) decreased use of biodiesel in buses and
trucks, which emits less GHG emissions than fossil fuel diesel, primarily to price differences, and (2)
increased transit service and associated increased fuel use in Metro Transit buses — there was an
eleven percent increase in transit ridership and a correlated but smaller increase in service between
2007 and 2014.

As documented in the Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use, when viewed at a community
level, increasing transit service offsets the GHG emissions associated with transit operations

by more than three times. These communitywide emissions reductions come by decreasing
congestion, reducing car trips, and allowing more efficient land use.

Overall, total operational fossil fuel-related GHG emissions decreased 0.2 percent between 2007
and 2014. While it is unlikely that King County will achieve its near term 2015 GHG emissions
reduction target, the next section on Achieving GHG Emissions Reduction Targets outlines what
it will take to get the County on track by 2020.

Countywide 'i:‘:' E‘y EV\"

King County residents, businesses, and local governments are currently not on track to achieve the
near- and long-term GHG emissions reduction targets adopted in 2014 by the Growth Management
Planning Council.

However, analysis of changing policies and technologies by King County and K4C partners
indicates that countywide targets are ambitious but achievable.

To understand what it would take to achieve adopted countywide GHG targets, King County and
K4C partners collaborated with Climate Solutions’ New Energy Cities Program in 2014 to establish
specific, quantifiable pathways towards making a 50 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2030,
a key near-term milestone. This analysis began by assessing how existing major federal and state
actions will contribute to local GHG emissions reductions over the next 15 years.

Federal and state actions assessed included: federal Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFE)
standards, which require automakers to improve the fuel efficiency of vehicles produced for sale
in the US; Washington State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which requires all major
energy utilities in Washington to source at least 15 percent of total fuel mix from renewable energy
by 2020; and a state law governing Washington State’s Energy Code, which specifies that new
buildings constructed in 2031 use 70 percent less energy than those constructed in 2006. The
following chart depicts the level of GHG emissions reductions associated with these three federal
and state policies.
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ACHIEVING COUNTYWIDE GHG EMISSIONS TARGETS-THE IMPACT OF FEDERAL AND STATE POLICIES
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After assessing the impact of federal and state policies, the K4C and New Energy Cities analyzed
a set of local pathways to close the remaining emissions reductions gap and get the region on
track to a 50 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2030. The following chart summarizes K4C
pathways that would close the GHG emissions gap identified in the previous chart.

ACHIEVING COUNTYWIDE GHG EMISSIONS TARGETS-THE IMPACT OF K4C PATHWAYS
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This chart outlines a set of sector specific pathways, developed in collaboration with K4C cities,
that would close the remaining GHG emissions gap identified in the previous chart. Achieving
these pathways would ensure that countywide GHG targets are achieved. These pathways are
part of the “K4C Joint County-City Climate Commitments” and frame and inform each of the goal
areas of the 2015 SCAP.
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The pathways highlighted in the second previous chart frame the first five goal areas of the SCAP.
They are also summarized here:

e Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use: For passenger vehicles and
light trucks, (1) reduce vehicle miles traveled by 20 percent below 2012 levels
by 2030 and (2) reduce the GHG emissions intensity of fuels by 15 percent
below 2012 levels by 2030.

e Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy (1) Reduce energy use in all existing
buildings 25 percent below 2012 levels by 2030; (2) Increase countywide renewable
electricity use 20 percentage points beyond 2012 levels by 2030 (with renewable
electricity representing 90 percent of total countywide electricity consumption); phase
out coal-fired electricity source by 2025; limit construction of new natural gas based
electricity power plants; and support development of increasing amounts of renewable
energy sources.

e Goal Area 3: Green Building: Achieve net-zero GHG emissions in new buildings
by 2030.

The K4C and New Energy Cities analysis was focused on GHG emissions that physically occur
within King County’s geography, plus imported electricity-related sources. This excludes a
large amount of consumption-based emissions — emissions that occur outside of King County’s
boundaries but are directly related to local decisions. That’s why both the K4C pathways and
the 2015 SCAP also include pathways to avoid new GHG emissions sources and also address
consumption-based GHG emissions and sinks:

e Goal Area 4: Consumption and Materials Management: By 2020,
achieve a 70 percent recycling rate countywide; by 2030, achieve zero waste
of resources that have economic value for reuse, resale and recycling.

¢ Goal Area 5: Forests and Agriculture: Reduce sprawl and associated
transportation related GHG emissions and sequester biological carbon by focusing
growth in urban centers and protecting and restoring forests and farms.

While adopting the K4C pathways does not guarantee achievement of countywide GHG targets,
the analysis shows that countywide targets are achievable with bold action.

Based on this analysis, K4C partners developed a set of shared actions known as the K4C Joint
County-City Climate Commitments. These commitments highlight what King County and K4C
partner cities will do to achieve the K4C pathways and also directly relate to the 2015 SCAP
strategies and commitments. King County and ten cities, representing nearly 1.5 million residents -
70 percent of King County’s population, have now formally adopted these commitments.

King County and the ten K4C cities are working to encourage the remaining K4C cities and

other cities in the County to consider adopting the commitments.

The 2015 SCAP is built upon the K4C pathways and commitments. The 2015 SCAP outlines
County actions that will help achieve the K4C pathways and quantifies the GHG emissions
reduction potential of those actions. While there is significant work needed to better quantify the
GHG impact of County actions, the County now has a framework for how to get on track towards
its GHG emissions reduction targets.
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The K4C Joint County-City Climate Commitments also include shared policy statements that
reflect that to achieve local GHG emissions reduction targets, action is necessary at other levels
of government and in collaboration with other partners. Highlights of the K4C policy commitments
include:

¢ Climate Policy: Advocate for comprehensive federal, regional and state
science-based limits and a market-based price on carbon pollution and other
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. A portion of revenue from these policies
should support local GHG reduction efforts that align with these Joint County-City
Climate Commitments, such as funding for transit service, energy efficiency projects,
and forest protection and restoration initiatives.

e Goal Area 1: Transportation and Land Use: Partner to secure state authority for
funding to sustain and grow transit service in King County.

e Goal Area 3: Buildings and Facilities Energy: Build on existing state renewable
energy commitments including the Washington State Renewable Portfolio Standard
(RPS) to partner with local utilities, state regulators and other stakeholders on a
countywide commitment to renewable energy resources, including meeting energy
demand through energy efficiency improvements and phasing out fossil fuels.

¥ =
County Operations ﬁ 3&9 [2?

To achieve King County’s operational targets associated with GHG emissions from fossil fuels, King
County developed a set of goal area-specific targets for the 2015 SCAP. The technical analysis that
supported the development of these targets shows that to achieve the County’s 2020 target of a 25
percent reduction in GHG emissions compared to a 2007 baseline, each of these goal area-specific
targets must be met.

Maintaining a steady course towards achieving King County’s 2030 targets will require progress
beyond these near-term commitments and will be developed with the next SCAP update by 2020.

While many of the commitments in the 2015 SCAP will help reduce operational GHG emissions, the
most important to ensure the County makes sufficient progress by 2020 include:

e Grow transit service through 2020 with no increase in GHG emissions.

e For vehicle operations, increase the percentage of alternative fuels in County fleets 10 percent
by 2025, as compared to a 2014 baseline.

e By 2025, ensure all electricity supplied for King County government operations is GHG
emissions neutral.

* Reduce normalized energy use in County-owned facilities five percent by 2020 and 10 percent
by 2025, as compared to a 2014 baseline.

As illustrated in the introductory section of this plan, King County has significant additional GHG
emissions sources associated with government operations, such as its purchasing and landfill-
related methane emissions. The 2015 SCAP includes commitments to further quantify and reduce
these GHG emissions sources.

STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN p) SECTION ONE p) GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTION TARGETS
TrEE Packet Materials Page 122



Countywide '%ﬁ' é/‘a [ia@i%

In July 2014, at the same time new countywide GHG emissions reduction targets were adopted,
the King County Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC) also adopted new policies on
countywide GHG emissions measurement and reporting:

Countywide Planning Policy Environment 18A

King County shall assess 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 years. King County shall also update its comprehensive greenhouse gas
emissions inventory that quantifies all direct local sources of greenhouse gas emissions as
well as emissions associated with local consumption at least every five years.

This is consistent with King County’s own Comprehensive Plan policy:

2012 King County Comprehensive Plan Policy E-202

Through reporting on its major environmental sustainability programs, King County shall
assess and publicly report on: (b) Countywide greenhouse gas emissions associated with
resident, business, and other local government activities; and (c) Countywide greenhouse
gas inventories that quantify all direct local sources of greenhouse gas emissions as well as
emissions associated with local consumption.

King County’s role of leading countywide GHG emissions inventories meshes well with its role

as a regional convener and partner with cities, businesses, and the public on climate action.
Countywide GHG inventories are how King County plans to support the monitoring of progress
towards countywide GHG emissions targets. For past inventories, the County has led this work,
while sharing costs with diverse partners, including the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, the City of
Seattle, and the U.S. Department of Energy.

King County’s next update is planned for fall 2015, reporting on calendar year 2014 emissions.
Information from this assessment will be included in the first annual report on the 2015 SCAP.

- ¥ 3 E
County Operations <N ==

Since the 2012 SCAP, King County has published annual reports of progress in SCAP
implementation. These annual updates will continue to be published, consistent with King County
Council direction. King County’s Comprehensive Plan also directs:

2012 King County Comprehensive Plan Policy E-202

Through reporting on its major environmental sustainability programs, King County
shall assess and publicly report on: (a) its normalized and total energy usage and total
greenhouse gas emissions associated with county operations

While many organizations that account for their operational GHG emissions focus on fossil fuel
sources, King County is committed to be increasingly comprehensive in its accounting and
reporting. For example, assessing and reducing GHG emissions associated with King County
governments purchasing is an increasing focus of County climate action efforts.
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King County is committed to improving the quantification of the costs and benefits of climate
action. At the same time, in considering cost and GHG emissions reduction assessments, it is
important to highlight that there may be other primary objectives of many climate-related strategies
that are not exclusively GHG emissions reductions, such as cleaner air and water quality, improved
quality of life, improved regional mobility, and public health benefits.

The 2015 SCAP introduces cost effectiveness information at a national scale, and then provides the
results of a pilot assessment of 13 “County Services” related strategies, conducted as part of the
2015 SCAP. Additionally, this section outlines two new Priority Actions that will further the County’s
work to integrate cost effectiveness information into County climate action.

A common and useful tool for comparing GHG emissions reduction strategies is Marginal
Abatement Cost Curves (MACC). The example MACC below, conducted in 2007 by McKinsey &
Company, illustrates the cost effectiveness of a selection of GHG emissions reduction strategies in
the United States.

In the MACC, the width of each bar is the emissions reduction — the wider the bar the greater the
GHG emissions reduction. The height of each bar represents the “marginal abatement cost”, or
the cost of reduction per metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2¢)- the taller the bar, the
higher the cost of each avoided metric ton of emissions. For example, the rightmost bar represents
getting more hybrid cars into the U.S. vehicle fleet and has a width of about 32 million MTCO2e of
emission reduction, at a price of $97 per MTCO2e. The bars are ordered from cheapest at the left,
to most expensive at the right. At the left end of the chart are a number of reduction strategies that
have negative costs — that is, they save money over the lifecycle of the strategy. These are mostly
energy efficient strategies, where energy cost savings more than pay back the capital cost of the
efficiency improvement.
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This national assessment can be useful in framing climate planning efforts such as the 2015

SCAP. For example, it highlights the cost effectiveness of many vehicle and energy efficiency
improvements. However, the analysis is very broad and based on opportunities and cost
implications at a national level. A MACC tailored to King County would show different results. For
example, because local energy sources are cleaner and result in fewer GHG emissions compared
to national averages, energy efficiency strategies would likely be more costly per increment of GHG
emissions reduction.

It’s important to keep in mind that a MACC evaluates each option only on the merits of GHG
emissions reductions and does not evaluate non-climate benefits. For example, in the national
analysis referenced above, solar power is among the more expensive options, but it also reduces
air and water pollution from fossil fuels, providing health and water quality benefits unaccounted for
in the MACC. This is especially important when considering transportation investments, which have
other local benefits, such as access to jobs and other destinations, reduced congestion, and better

air quality.
2 @

As part of the 2015 SCAP, King County undertook a pilot cost effectiveness assessment of a
selection of SCAP-related commitments. At least two actions from each of the County’s five SCAP
goal areas were assessed. All assessed actions are from the “County Services” portion of the 2015
SCARP, relating to reducing GHG emissions from communitywide sources, as opposed to those
focused on County government operations. These actions were evaluated for their costs - both to
King County government and at the community scale - and their GHG emissions reduction. The
timeframe for assessing the impact was focused on the expected costs and benefits in 2030.

Due to time and data limitations, this pilot assessment has more uncertainty with potential costs
and GHG emissions reduction for each action than McKinsey & Company’s MACC assessment.

The table on the next page describes each of the actions that were evaluated in the pilot cost
effectiveness assessment. Please note that these strategies are implemented to achieve multiple
benefits. In many cases, these actions are being pursued primarily for reasons other than the GHG
emissions reduction benefits.
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Action name

Definition

Transit expansion

Increase Metro Transit ridership consistent with the regionally developed
Puget Sound Regional Council’s Transporatation 2040 plan to double
transit boardings by 2040.

CTR

Provide tools and assistance to increase employee participation in King
County Metro’s Transit’s Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program at
CTR-mandated employers and encourage voluntary CTR participation
among small employers to achieve an 18 percent reduction in
commute-related GHG emissions.

EV charging

Partner with installers to add 40 publicly-accessible Level 3 Electric
Vehicle charging stations to encourage electric vehicle adoption in King
County.

In Motion

Increase participation by 50 percent in King County Metro Transit’s In
Motion program for encouraging travel alternatives.

Biodiesel at the pump

For all vehicle fuel use in King County, ensure two percent of diesel fuel
dispensed at the pump is biodiesel.

EE retrofit

Stimulate an additional $5 million in annual consumer spending on cost-
effective energy efficiency retrofits by providing a loan loss reserve to
local banks and credit unions, encouraging efficiency measures during
construction permitting, and advertising efficiency programs in County-
controlled communications.

Clean electricity

Work with Puget Sound Energy to phase out coal-fired electric
generation from its portfolio, increase renewable electricity use, and limit
construction of new natural gas-fired power plants.

Energy code Work with the State Building Code Council and King County cities to
develop, adopt, and implement bold residential and commercial energy
codes, reducing energy consumption in new buildings to net zero by
2030.

Green building By 2030, 100 percent of new developments achieve Built Green
Emerald Star, LEED Platinum or Living Building Challenge standards.

Transfer station Divert 75 percent of recyclable waste received at transfer stations from

recycling self-haul customers.

Residential food waste Require separation of food waste for residential single-family homes.

Forest protection Permanently protect 10,000 acres of forest from development by
purchasing property, purchasing development rights, or offering
property tax incentives.

Forest restoration Improve the health of 12,300 acres of County-owned forests through
replanting, thinning, and invasive species removal.
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Findings and Observations

The chart below shows the results of the pilot assessment in terms of King County’s direct

policy influence on implementing the strategy. Bubble size is the potential magnitude of the GHG
emission reduction, the y-axis show the estimate cost per GHG emission reduction, and the x-axis
is an assessment of King County’s policy influence on the strategy.
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¢ Climate Cost Effectiveness Assessments do not capture all the benefits of an action or service.
In addition to the GHG emissions reduction benefit of assessed actions, there are many policy
drivers and co-benefits for these actions that are not captured in the bubble chart. The climate-
related costs and benefits of these actions need to be considered in the context of multiple
rationales and benefits of these programs. For example:

» Energy efficiency and green building strategies create local jobs, increase property values
and employee productivity, and can improve the health and quality of life of residents and
tenants. None of these benefits are reflected in the pilot assessment.

» Forest protection and restoration results in environmental benefits including cleaner air and
water, improved wildlife habitat, and recreation opportunities.

» Increasing transit service produces more livable communities, better health outcomes, and
connects us to the most important places in our lives — jobs, school, health care, family, and
friends.
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Section One: REDUCING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
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Public transportation supports economic vitality and helps the Puget Sound
region grow in a manner that reduces congestion and saves everyone time -
whether or not you ride the bus. During peak commute hours, Metro Transit
frees up the equivalent of 7 lanes of traffic.

Hills, lakes, and bridges
limit road space.

CEE L

Transit carries more people
in the same amount of space.

¢ Recycling and waste prevention show potential cost savings and GHG benefits. Analysis

of transfer station recycling and residential food waste showed substantial cost savings and
concurrent GHG emissions reductions. These commitments have been included in Goal Area
5: Consumption and Materials Management.

Phasing in clean electricity is critical, but requires partnerships. Clean electricity showed
the largest GHG emissions reduction potential, but King County has less policy influence in this
area. There is also considerable uncertainty about cost, with estimates varying from positive

to negative. However, if the full costs of continued coal power generation are included (for
example, reflecting the costs of air pollution, health impacts coal ash disposal, groundwater
impacts and GHG emissions), they would likely be greater than or equal to the cost of
renewable energy alternatives. King County’s commitments to partner with Puget Sound Energy
and others to transition to a renewable energy future are highlighted in Goal Area 2: Buildings
and Facilities Energy.

Forest protection has important carbon benefits at modest costs. While not traditionally
considered a climate action and historically pursued for other benefits such as recreation and
habitat, forest protection has an important GHG benefit at modest costs. Related commitments
are included in Goal Area 5: Forests and Agriculture.

Partnering with employers on commute trip reduction (CTR) programs has GHG
emissions reduction potential. Expanding CTR programs can make a substantial reduction
in countywide emissions, thanks in part to the large proportion of local emissions coming
from commuters’ travel. Commitments related to CTR programs are included in Goal Area 1:
Transportation and Land Use.
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¢ Reducing the costs of green building is important. The relatively high costs per GHG
emissions reduction estimated for the energy code and green building strategies are primarily
a result of the costs of building to high energy efficient standards. This highlights the need to
reduce the costs of designing and building green. Related strategies are highlighted in Goal
Area 3: Green Building.

Comparing the Costs of Action to Inaction

A recurring theme heard from stakeholders was that the costs of taking action to reduce GHG
emissions must be compared to the costs of not taking action, i.e. the costs of climate change
impacts.

It is challenging to quantify the diverse costs of climate change - for example from the costs of
increasingly extreme weather or impacts to food production - but there are many assessments
that attempt to do so. For example, the University of Washington and University of Oregon have
estimated that in Washington, the costs of a changing climate, reflected in increased forest fires,
public health impacts, and reduced salmon populations, for example, will be $1,250 per year per
household by 2020, with higher costs in future years.

Another approach in considering climate-related costs and benefits looks at the social cost of
carbon (SCC), an estimate of the economic costs associated with GHG emissions and an estimate
of the economic benefit of avoided or reduced GHG emissions. The SCC is a comprehensive
estimate of the global costs of climate change and includes, for example, changes in agricultural,
human health, and property damages from increased flood risk. The U.S. government now uses the
SCC to inform decision-making and rule-making, for example in determining the costs and benefits
of federal fuel efficiency standards for cars and trucks.

The most recent SCC values, published in 2013 by the White House, are $39/MTCO2e in 2015
and $46/MTCO2e in 2020, increasing to $76/MTCO2e by 2050. These totals assume a three
percent discount rate and the values are dollar-year and emissions-year specific.

One way for policy and decision makers to interpret the SCC estimates is that at an economy-wide,
global scale, any action that costs below the SCC makes economic sense. However, this simplified
interpretation ignores that effects of climate change vary by geography and over time. This
approach also ignores the other benefits resulting from many GHG emissions reduction strategies.
Nonetheless, it is useful to consider the relatively high value of the SCC compared to the costs of
many GHG reduction strategies, such as illustrated by those published by McKinsey and Company
and included in the introduction to this section.

As King County develops and implements an operational cost of carbon (see priority action below),
the experience of the U.S. government and others in using a SCC to inform decision making will be
important example to consider.

In addition to the direct economic costs associated with climate change impacts, there are other
important but hard to quantify benefits of action that must be considered, such as opportunities
for local economic development, health and quality of life improvements, and national security
implications. For example, in 2014, the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) declared that climate
change is an immediate threat to national security, citing increased risks from terrorism, infectious
disease, and economic impacts. The DOD also predicted increasing needs for military responses
to weather and climate events across the globe from disasters such as Hurricane Katrina and
Hurricane Sandy in the U.S. to drought and food shortages in Africa.
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Section One: REDUCING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This pilot cost effectiveness assessment helped inform the GHG emissions reduction policy
decisions in the 2015 SCAP, and King County will apply this type of assessment more
comprehensively in future climate related planning processes, including the next SCAP
update. An important challenge will be balancing the quantified costs and GHG emissions
reduction benefits with other important rationales and benefits of climate-related actions. To
further its commitment to better integrate cost effectiveness considerations into its climate
planning work, two new related priority actions are highlighted below:

v Assess cost effectiveness of select County operations % 5/ <
commitments in the 2015 SCAP. Building on the pilot cost =42 S@’

effectiveness assessment carried out to inform the 2015 SCAP, King

County will pilot a cost effectiveness assessment for at least 12 “County Operations”
commitments. This information will be provided as part of the first annual report on
implementation of the 2015 SCAP and will inform future climate action planning.

v Develop and implement an operational “Cost of Carbon”. In the absence of
state and federal action to put a price on GHG emissions, it is difficult to integrate
the environmental and economic costs associated with different decisions as they
relate to GHG emissions. To address this gap in the near term, King County’s Office
of Performance, Strategy and Budget will collaborate with King County agencies to
develop and propose an internal “cost of carbon” by the end of 2017. This cost of
carbon will be used in life-cycle assessments and decision making related to County
operations, including for purchase of clean vehicles and alternative fuels, for facility
construction and resource efficiency projects, and for related technology investments.
King County will also pursue using the cost of carbon to inform broader County
planning and decision making.
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Commuters and bike riders board Metro Transit’s Route 41 in the
downtown Seattle transit tunnel.

Transportation is the region’s largest source of GHG emissions, accounting for nearly half of
all GHG emissions.

King County is home to 2 million people and 1.3 million jobs; it is one of the fastest growing
large counties in the U.S.

King County is Washington’s economic hub; public transportation helps connect people
with job centers across the region while also reducing air pollution, improving the health of
our communities, and increasing access for all residents.

Per capita GHG emissions associated with transportation have started to decline.

Land use and transportation decisions are critically linked and together can have significant
impacts on both improving community health and reducing GHG emissions.

King County plays critical roles related to transportation and land use, and this goal area
outlines key commitments to:

® Focus almost all new residential construction in urban areas.
¢ Double transit ridership by 2040.
* Grow transit service thru 2020 with no increase in GHG emissions.

* As it relates to government operations, increase the use of alternative fuels and
decrease their carbon intensity.
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Transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions in King County, accounting for nearly half of
all GHG emissions that occur within King County’s geography. In the region, GHG emissions from
transportation result from burning gasoline, diesel, natural gas, and other types of fossil fuels.

King County has grown rapidly in recent years, with a net increase of 280,000 new residents
between 2000 and 2014. Current projections by the Puget Sound Regional Council estimate
King County’s population increasing by an additional 444,000 by 2040 for a total expected
population of 2.4 million people. As the -

County continues to grow, demand for 26 = o Sl = s
transportation and mobility services will | ' '
also grow.

To reduce transportation-related
emissions, a variety of measures are
needed to reduce fuel use, deploy cleaner
technologies and fuels, and reduce

both vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and This hybrid service truck supports field preventive maintenance
the number of single occupant vehicles on fleet vehicles and equipment. The truck uses the hybrid
on roadways. King County influences battery to operate the air compressor and 12 volt/110 volt

g e electrical systems making it unnecessary to run the engine
transportation-related emissions by when carrying out service operations.

directing growth within the Urban Growth

Area (UGA), providing public transit, vanpool and ridesharing services, and creating opportunities
for walking and bicycling —choices that eliminate single occupancy vehicle trips, mitigate traffic
congestion, support efficient land use, help improve public health, and reduce transportation costs.

King County plays an important role in reducing GHG emissions by providing public transportation
options, helping to make communities more compact, active, and pedestrian oriented, supporting
non-motorized travel through the Regional Trails System, and reducing operational emissions
through use of lower-carbon fuels and innovative fleet technologies. King County is continually
working to improve vehicle technology, phase in cleaner fuels, and reduce emissions through
thoughtful operating practices for both Metro Transit and an extensive vehicle fleet that supports
government functions.

King County is also responsible for growth management and land-use regulations that encourage
efficient land-use patterns by encouraging density and appropriate land uses within the UGA. The
County has been a leader in adopting smart growth strategies that have concentrated the growth of
population, employment, and development within the designated UGA.

The ability to safely and efficiently move about King County is critical for creating an environment for
people to thrive. Public transportation connects people with access to jobs, schools, community
services and recreation, increasing equity and access for all. Regional trails provide space for
recreation and can serve to mobilize people by connecting trails to key areas of opportunity.
Developing transit, biking, and pedestrian friendly communities — especially with affordable housing
elements — can help address social equity, public health and climate change challenges as well.

County actions to improve transportation fuels and technologies — coupled with the results of
decades of changes in land use policies — have led to a slight decline in per-person transportation-
related emissions in King County from 2007 to 2014. King County continues efforts to reduce
transportation-related emissions with a focus on priority actions for both County services and
operations.
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Transportation Choices

¢ Transportation Choices. Metro Transit bl
offers a range of public transportation %
services including local bus transit,
RapidRide bus-rapid transit, Dial-a-Ride transit,
VanPool and VanShare, paratransit service through
its Access program, and other alternative services.
It provided nearly 119 million bus passenger trips
and more than three million vanpool passenger
trips in 2014. Demand continues to grow for
transit services. Recent estimates indicate that Metro Transit offers VanPool and VanShe
15 percent more service is needed just to meet services to make it easy for commuters to travel
existing ridership demand. This is evident through  without driving alone.
the record ridership, increased congestion, buses
that are passing riders up because they are too full, and park and ride lots that are at capacity.

¢ Increasing Transit Access for Low-Income Populations. In March 2015, Metro
Transit launched the new ORCA LIFT program which makes riding the bus more
affordable for those who meet the eligibility requirement of 200 percent below the
federal poverty line. With the ORCA LIFT card, income-qualified riders can save up to 50
percent or more on Metro Transit buses, Kitsap Transit buses, Sound Transit Link light rail,
King County Water Taxi and the Seattle Streetcar. ORCA LIFT provides more people and
communities with transportation choices, while reducing transportation costs and GHG
emissions.

¢ Piloting Alternative Services. The 2015-16 budget includes $12 million to pilot alternative
transportation services to a) address bus service reductions in 2014, b) complete
implementation of the 2012 Alternative Services Plan and c) explore alternative services as a
complement to the fixed route bus system.

Alternative Vehicles, Fuels and Technologies

¢ Transportation Technology and Strategies. King County continues to be a leader Zwg\
in supporting and demonstrating new transportation technologies. Metro Transit %
was the first large transit agency to equip the entire bus fleet with bicycle racks. All
Metro Transit commuter vans also have the option of bike racks. More recently, Metro Transit
led the development of a right-sized parking web tool to help jurisdictions and developers
better understand their actual parking needs in urban and suburban areas. Metro Transit also
developed a model to estimate the potential transit benefit of various improvements to the non-
motorized network connecting to major transit stations.

¢ Rideshare Online. Metro Transit (Rideshare Operations) administers an online system =)\
that enables employers, jurisdictions, schools, social services and other groups %
to easily organize biking, carpools, vanpools and transit connections. This system
provides calendar tracking of trips estimating cost savings and GHG reductions, comprehensive
administrator tools to track and report commute trip reductions, and web-based fulfillment of
incentive rewards. In 2014 there were 30,130 new registrations in the system and users logged a
reduction of 65,881,000 VMT.
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Land Use and Community Design

¢ Regional Planning. King County provides long-range planning services consistent with its dual
roles as 1) the countywide government responsible for maintaining the UGA, directing growth
to urban areas and away from rural and resource lands; and 2) the local land use authority for
unincorporated areas. Since the County’s first comprehensive plan was adopted under the
State Growth Management Act in 1994, there have been minimal expansions of the UGA, many
of which have been mitigated by offsetting, permanent open space designations. By working
with city partners to maintain the UGA, King County is directing growth into the urban areas
where facilities and services can more easily be provided while reducing the need to travel long
distances.

¢ Planning Policies. Through the King County Countywide Planning Policies, King County
promotes equitable transit-oriented development policies that support efficient use of land
within the UGA. These policies improve urban density, access and connections, transportation
options, and healthy living, while preserving green space and natural resources. The Regional
Trails System, for example, supports more than 12 million annual bicycle and walking trips,
including an estimated 5 million trips along the 175 miles of trails managed by King County.
The County works with school districts to help address safety concerns regarding safe access
to schools and is implementing programs such as the Transfer of Development Rights program
which preserves land and steers development growth away from rural and resource lands into
King County’s UGA.

¢ Transit-Oriented Development. King County continues to promote Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) in numerous locations around the County. Most recently, a
TOD project at the South Kirkland Park and Ride combined 58 affordable housing
units with 180 market rate units. King County was a partner in creating an acquisition fund
— the Regional Equitable Development Initiative (REDI) Fund - to acquire land for affordable
housing and community development near high capacity transit nodes before the land is too
expensive to acquire. Metro Transit also implemented a pilot program making a multi-family
Passport product available to property managers of apartment buildings, supporting efforts to
reduce parking supply and increase transit access for residents of apartments in transit rich

environments.

Alternative Vehicles, Fuels, and Technologies

¢ Fleet Improvements. Metro Transit has been a leader in deploying fleet vehicles that utilize
new technologies and reduce fuel use. Metro Transit operates one of only five electric trolley
systems in the U.S., and in 2015, began updating its trolley fleet with vehicles designed to
travel “off-wire” for limited distances with regenerative braking and improved energy efficiency.
In 2014, Metro Transit began purchasing new hybrid buses with all electric drive components
and accessories, enhanced fuel efficiency and the ability to completely cut off the engine when
there is no need for power. Metro Transit was also the first transit agency in the nation to invest
in articulated hybrid buses and all-electric zero-emission cars for the metropool commuter van
program.

¢ Promoting Low Carbon Fuel Use. King County fleet managers hold monthly meetings that
provide a forum to share their experiences about the performance of low-carbon fuels in
various applications. Fleet managers have the opportunity to evaluate the performance of pilot
projects, such as the introduction of 25 electric vehicles into the commuter pool fleet, and 20
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liquid petroleum gas (LPG, or propane)
pickups and vans into operations

for Roads and the Department of
Natural Resources and Parks. These
exchanges help inform decisions of
other fleet managers, such as the
conversion of 78 Access vehicles from
gasoline to LPG - an effort designed
to reduce GHG emissions and save
money.

e Balancing Clean Fuels and Costs.
King County has an agreement with its
fuel provider to utilize B-5 (five percent)

The metropool program has 25 all-electric, zero-emission
N i Leaf vehicles that saved more than 30,000 gallons of gas and
biodiesel for bulk fuel delivery for Metro  gjiminated more than 300 metric tons of emissions in 2014.

Transit and Fleet Administration if the

biodiesel fuel price is equal to or less than regular diesel fuel. The Marine Division is currently
using a B-10 blend for water taxi operations.

Fleet Efficiencies

¢ Travel Planning. Many agencies have implemented business practices in order to reduce costs
and GHG emissions. For example, the Department of Assessments has located vehicles at
remote locations, such as Shoreline District Court. Employees can reserve the vehicle online
and gain access to the vehicle with their assigned key fob. By avoiding travel time to and from
downtown, the Assessment employee can be in the field for a longer period of time and reduce
fuel consumption, emissions and vehicle miles traveled. The Department of Public Health
focuses on efficient dispatching practices enabling their health professionals to maximize the
ratio of patient services provided per VMT.
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traveled by 20 percent below 2012 levels by 2030 and GHG emissions intensity

K4C Pathway: For passenger vehicles and light trucks, reduce vehicle miles

of fuels by 15 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.

King County will reduce the need for driving and provide and facilitate the use of
sustainable transportation choices such as public transit, alternative technology vehicles,
ridesharing, walking, and bicycling.

CATEGORY

STRATEGIES

Transportation
Choices »

Strategy A: Provide and expand public transit service.

Strategy B: Improve the reliability and efficiency of transit.

Strategy C: Expand King County’s partnerships with
employers to reduce transportation-related GHG emissions.

Strategy D: Implement new transportation products in rural
and suburban areas not well suited to fixed-route transit
service.

Strategy E: Expand pedestrian connectivity and bicycle
parking at transit stations and park-and-ride lots to increase
access to transit.

Alternative
Vehicles, Fuels
and Technologies »

Strategy A: Collaborate with private industry, community
groups, utilities, and other agencies to build demand/
markets and infrastructure for alternative vehicles, fuels and
technologies.

Strategy B: Partner in pilot projects that help improve the
viability of alternative vehicles, fuels, and technologies.

Land Use and
Community
Design »

Strategy A: Focus development within the Urban Growth
Area and reduce development pressure on rural and natural
resource lands.

Strategy B: Use incentives, land-use designations,

urban design, comprehensive plans, and zoning to create
development and community design that meets the needs and
preferences of transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

Strategy C: Maintain and expand the Regional Trails System.
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Boardings in Millions

Measure 1: Annual passenger boardings on Metro Transit services.

% Target 1: Consistent with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s

-
Transportation 2040 regional transportation plan’s projection that a

boardings on transit services in the region will double by 2040, Metro
Transit will strive to achieve the following targets:

e 127 million passenger boardings by 2015.

e 142 million passenger boardings by 2020.

e 225 million passenger boardings by 2040.

O Status

There were more than 124 million passenger boardings in 2014, an all-time record. The
2020 and 2040 ridership targets appear to be achievable, provided necessary funding is

available.

County
SERVICES
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Q/ = GHG Emissions Reduction: In 2020, with an achieved ridership of 142 million,
‘9 Metro Transit will reduce annual GHG emissions in King County by approximately

828,000 MTCO2¢, via mode-shift, congestion relief, and facilitation of improved
land use planning and development that supports transit service. In 2040, with an
achieved ridership of 225 million, Metro Transit will reduce annual GHG emissions
by approximately 1,272,000 MTCO2e.

Measure 2: Percentage of King County commuters using transportation modes including
driving alone, transit, water taxi, biking and walking, as measured by the Washington State
Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) survey.
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Annual percentage reduction in GHG emissions attributed

% Target 2: Achieve a six percentage point increase in non-drive-alone ) Zwg\
travel for CTR affected worksites by 2020 compared to the 2007 %
baseline and measured by the sum of activity among all jurisdictions
in King County.

O Status

Between 2007 and 2013, there was a two percent increase in the non-drive-alone rate. In
2013, transit service represented 20 percent of all commuter trips.

/ e GHG Emissions Reduction: With approximately 3.9 million passenger miles
e\" traveled by CTR employees each year — and assuming the majority of CTR affected
employees in King County commute by bus — approximately 1,250 MTCO2e
emissions are avoided each year. A six percentage point increase in non-drive-
alone travel for CTR affected worksites by 2020 will provide additional GHG
benefits.

Measure 3: Percentage of new countywide residential construction inside the UGA.

to King County’s urban growth area boundaries

% Target 3: Maintain at least 97 percent of new residential construction within the UGA.

O Status
Since 1994, when King County’s Growth Management Act (GMA) boundaries were
established, new residential construction has been focused within defined urban growth
areas. As a result, since 2011, less than two percent of new residential construction has
occurred in the rural area, exceeding the new target of maintaining 97 percent of new
residential growth within the urban growth boundary. This shift has helped decrease total
vehicle miles traveled and associated GHG emissions in King County.

County
SERVICES

8.00%
7.00%

6.00% . o .
0 o
5.00% s = N

4.00%

3.00% € Percent New MTCO2e Avoided Annually From Locating New Residential
Wi 3% Construction within King County's Urban Growth Area

2.00%

1.00% <
0.00% “¢——&¢
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Since 1994, when King County’s Growth Management Act (GMA) boundaries were established, new residential construction has been focused within
defined urban growth areas. This shift has helped decrease total vehicle miles traveled and associated GHG emissions in King County.

reduction in transportation related GHG emissions associated with new residential
development attributed to King County’s UGA boundary. The quantity of the GHG

é/ '9 GHG Emissions Reduction: The chart above shows the annual percentage
S
§
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emission reduction varies depending on how much new development
there is each year; for 2012, the estimated GHG reduction was 4,700 iﬁ
MTCO2e. The GHG benefit quantified is estimated based on reductions

in vehicle miles traveled resulting from the shift to more compact and efficient land
use patterns.

Measure 4: Number of new regional trail miles constructed or in final stages of engineering
design.

% Target 4: Construct 15 miles of additional regional trails by 2020.

O Status

As of 2014, 189 miles of regional trails are constructed and open or in final stages of
construction, engineering or design.

Y - GHG Emissions Reduction: An interconnected network of regional trails offers

3&9 an alternative to driving, helping reduce the number of vehicles on roadways and
reducing vehicle-related GHG emissions. An estimated 12 million bicycle and
pedestrian trips are made on the regional trails in King County annually. In 2015,
King County’s Eastside Rail Corridor (ERC) connectivity analysis will identify and
quantify the GHG emissions reduction benefits of an interconnected network of bike
and pedestrian routes for this corridor.

o)

King County will increase the efficiency of its vehicle fleets and minimize their greenhouse
gas emissions.

CATEGORY STRATEGIES

Alternative Vehicles, Strategy A: Use a life-cycle cost assessment, including a cost
Fuels of carbon pollution, to integrate more fuel efficient vehicles and
and Technologies » technologies into County vehicle fleets.

Strategy B: Use proven alternative fuels that lower GHG
emissions, where cost effective, with a priority focus on
renewable energy or lower carbon intensity fuels.

Strategy C: Pilot new alternative fuel programs and projects with
a greater potential for reducing carbon intensity, especially when
they provide opportunities to stimulate market growth.

Strategy D: Develop a priority list of alternative fuels with the
best GHG benefits and lowest carbon intensity for reference by
fleet managers during life-cycle cost assessments.

Fleet Efficiencies » Strategy A: Leverage technology to maximize efficient vehicle
use and implement operational strategies, such as anti-idling,
fuel-saving driving techniques, car sharing, and vehicle right-
sizing to reduce emissions.

Strategy B: Conduct a countywide campaign encouraging
employees to use alternative transportation, drive efficiently, and
minimize resource consumption and energy use at work.
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Measure 1: Energy use by County vehicles.

% Target 1: In its vehicle operations (excluding Metro Transit fleet vehicles), King County will

reduce normalized net energy use by at least 10 percent by 2020, compared to a 2014
baseline.

O Status
In 2014, normalized energy use for non-Transit fleets — such as Sheriff, Roads, Solid
Waste and Wastewater Division vehicles — was down six percent compared to 2007.

é/ - GHG Emissions Reduction: Achieving the 2020 target will yield a GHG emissions
4‘\‘ reduction of approximately 2,700 MTCO2e/year.

% Target 2: In Metro Transit’s vehicle operations, King County will reduce normalized energy
use by at least ten percent by 2020, compared to a 2014 baseline.

O Status

In 2014, normalized energy use for Transit fleets was down six percent compared to 2007.

County
OPERATIONS
100%
o 80% [— —
=
-]
2 60% [— —
>
g 40% |— — Transit Fleets
I.E 20% |— = @ Non-Transit Fleets
King County Targets
0% —— : —
2007 2013 2014 2020
h/ = GHG Emissions Reduction: Achieving the 2020 target will yield a GHG emissions

S\ﬁa reduction of approximately 13,300 MTCO2e/year.

% Target 3: Across all vehicle operations, King County will increase the usage percentage
of alternative fuels in its fleets by ten percent by 2025, compared to a 2014 baseline.
Alternative fuels include electricity, biofuels, compressed natural gas, liquefied natural
gas, hybrid, plug-in hybrid, battery drive, or propane.

O Status
In 2014, alternative fuels comprised approximately five percent, by volume, of total King
County fleet fuel purchases.

é - GHG Emissions Reduction: Achieving the 2025 target will yield a GHG emissions
a‘\‘ reduction of approximately 16,400 MTCO2e/year.
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Transportation Choices

strive to grow transit service through 2020 without increasing operational GHG
emissions via advancements in fleet fuel efficiency and the transition to an
all-electric or hybrid motorbus fleet by 2018. As of March 2015, almost 70 percent of
Metro Transit’s motorbus fleet was hybrid or electric.

v Grow transit service without increasing GHG emissions. Metro Transit will ﬁ

v Revise transit service to be more productive and attractive. Consistent
with the Metro Transit Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, Metro Transit
will place high priority on transit service to employment and residential centers
while also ensuring social equity and geographic value.

v Implement the Community Mobility Contract Program. Metro Transit will implement
the new Community Mobility Contract Program in the City of Seattle and continue
to promote this program with other jurisdictions. The City of Seattle was the first
jurisdiction to enter into a Community Mobility Contract and has contracted for
223,000 hours of additional transit service in 2015. This program is available to any
jurisdiction within King County interested in purchasing additional transit service from
Metro Transit.

v Expand access to the transit system. Metro Transit will complete at least two
projects improving bicycle access to the transit system, such as high-capacity
bicycle parking at the Redmond Transit Center parking garage and expanded
bicycle parking at some RapidRide stations. The County continues to increase transit
ridership by working with local jurisdictions to identify and develop partnerships for
projects that improve non-motorized access to the transit system. Metro Transit will
also examine methods of more effectively managing existing park-and-rides and the
potential for shared use parking to increase access to transit services.

v Expand community partnerships to encourage use of alternative modes. Metro
Transit will partner with local jurisdictions to implement education and incentive
programs to encourage the use of non-drive-alone travel. Upcoming efforts will focus
on the Alaskan Way Viaduct corridor,
South Lake Union, downtown Seattle,
the 1-405 corridor, and other activity
centers throughout King County.

v Expand Alternative Services
program. Metro Transit will work with
jurisdictions throughout the county
to plan and implement Alternative
Services. Alternative Services include ;-
vanpools and Dial-a-Ride Transit, J ﬂ =
along with new products, such as = A 3
community shuttles and vans and A North Seattle Shoreline In Motion participant

learns about alternative travel options at the 2014
Transportation Resource Fair.

flexible ridesharing. These services
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will be offered in areas not well suited to fixed-route transit and will be designed to
meet the needs and characteristics of each community. Priorities for implementation
include those areas affected by service reductions in Fall 2014, as well as the rural
areas of southeast King County and Vashon Island.

Promote and expand RideshareOnline. Metro Transit will continue to manage
RideshareOnline and promote it as a tool to expand carpool and vanpool opportunities
throughout King County. This effort will have an impact on reducing single occupancy
vehicle travel and eliminating GHG emissions.

Expand and maintain regional trails. DNRP will continue to develop and
manage an interconnected network of regional trails and routes connecting
trails to urban centers, transit, and employment. Near-term projects focus
on extending existing regional trails and developing major new routes, especially in
historically underserved areas, and include the Lake to Sound Trail through five south
county cities, East Lake Sammamish Trail, Green-to-Cedar Rivers Trail, Foothills Trall,
Green River Trail, and the Eastside Rail Corridor Trail.

Address GHG goals in Metro Transit’s Long Range Plan. A comprehensive update
to Metro Transit’s long range public transportation plan will be completed in the fall
of 2016 and will evaluate energy use and emissions per passenger mile traveled for
different service options. This planning effort will also evaluate fleet mix by propulsion
type and associated infrastructure needs to meet priorities identified in the SCAP to
minimize GHG emissions even as transit expands to meet the projected growth and
mobility needs of the county.

Land Use and Community Design

v

Maintain the UGA. The County will continue to maintain the UGA and to direct growth
into developed areas where facilities and services can be efficiently provided and
where travel distances are reduced.

Promote transit-oriented development. The County will participate in
continuing efforts related to the regional Growing Transit Communities
initiative, prioritizing investments in affordable housing and eligible community
development projects near high capacity transit, including high capacity bus routes,
bus rapid transit and light rail. Future light rail lines will be completed by 2023 serving
East King County, North King County, and South King County.

= T

The South Kirkland Park-
and-Ride Transit Oriented
Development project
transformed an existing
surface park and ride lot into
a large mixed use residential
and retail sustainable
development community.
The expanded park-and-ride
lot contains bike racks and
charging stations for electric
vehicles, and the housing
development includes 58
affordable housing units.
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Alternative Vehicles, Fuels and Technologies

v Deploy low GHG emissions fleet technologies at Metro Transit. Metro Transit
will deploy two zero-emission technologies and begin the conversion of its Access
fleet to alternative fuels in 2015. The trolley fleet will be updated with more energy-
efficient vehicles with regenerative braking and the ability to travel “off-wire” for limited
distances. Metro Transit will also launch T ¥
a zero-emission, all-electric battery- !n
powered bus pilot — with fast-charge =
stations — and liquid petroleum gas
(propane)-fueled Access vans in 2015-
2016. Fleet Administration and DNRP
are also seeking and implementing new
low GHG technologies, and Rideshare
Operations is evaluating the potential
to acquire the Chrysler plug-in hybrid /
minivan (due for release in 2016) which New 40-foot trofley with e;;;énced -
could drastically cut fuel use and GHG efficiency, regenerative braking and the ability to
emissions for the commuter van fleet. travel limited distances on a battery.

v Pursue adoption of a Clean Fuels Executive Order to include a cost of carbon.
DOT and DNRP staff will continue to work with the Executive’s Office to formally adopt
a clean fuels policy and to collaborate to integrate a cost of carbon into decision
making about clean fuels. A draft clean fuels executive order was developed in 2014
to guide fleet managers in making procurement decisions for clean vehicles and
alternative fuels in alignment with County goals to reduce GHG emissions, and directs
fleet managers to include a cost of carbon in life-cycle cost analyses.

v Use alternative fuels in the County’s new ferry vessels. DOT will implement the
use of B-10 in two new passenger ferries being delivered in 2015. The Marine Division
worked with its fuel supplier to implement the necessary blending equipment at its
Harbor Island marine fuel pier. The use of a biodiesel blend reduces GHG and sulfur
dioxide emissions
and diesel particulate
pollution. This initiative,
along with the new EPA
Tier 3 marine diesel
engines, allows the
County’s vessels to
meet the strictest EPA
emission standards.

T

‘ | . e, e . P
King County water taxis use B-10 biodiesel and accommodate
bike passengers.

Rt ) . o
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Fleet Efficiencies

v Continue green fleet operational strategies and initiatives. King County’s fleets
will continue to implement strategies, such as anti-idling, eco-driving, car sharing
and vehicle right-sizing, and will phase in more-efficient, lower-emissions hybrid and
electric vehicles as funding and technologies allow. Fleet Administration developed an
eco-driver training module for SkillSoft which will be rolled out in the summer of 2015.

v/ Consider options for the sale and reinvestment of environmental attributes.
Metro Transit is exploring options to monetize the use and savings of fuel resources
to operate our fleets, such as selling credits from the use of renewable or low carbon
fuels, or reduced emissions from our transit fleet. Metro Transit will explore options to
reinvest funds in operations or services that continue to reduce climate impacts. At
the state level, King County will advocate for a statewide cap-and-trade program that
credits the transit system for the implementing low-carbon fuels and zero-emissions
technologies.

The Department of Transportation is the overall lead for this goal area. The Metro Transit
Division is responsible for strategies related to transit services including bus transit, vanpool,

low income fares, ride matching and commute trip reduction efforts. The Fleet Administration
Division is the lead for efforts related to government fleet vehicles, including alternative
transportation vehicles and technologies, and chairs a Fleet Managers Group that includes
representatives from the Airport, Solid Waste, Transit and Wastewater Treatment Divisions. Other
Department of Transportation divisions which play important roles include the Airport, Marine, and
Road Services Divisions. Strategies related to the Regional Trails System are led by the Department
of Natural Resources and Parks, Parks and Recreation Division. The Office of Performance,
Strategy and Budget is responsible for long-range comprehensive and regional planning, and
the Department of Permitting and Environmental Review is responsible for subarea planning,
permitting and development regulations in unincorporated areas. The Department of Public
Health is an active participant in the development of transportation and land use policies that
support public health goals of King County.
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Goal Area 2:
BUILDINGS AND

FACILITIES ENERGY
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The BioEnergy Washington (BEW) renewable natural gas facility at the Cedar

Hills Regional Landfill is a unique partnership between King County, BEW
KEY TAKEAWAYS and Puget Sound Energy.

» Building and facility energy use is the region’s second largest source of GHG emissions.

» King County has taken significant action to conserve energy in day-to-day operations of
county government, reducing energy use in County buildings and facilities by 15 percent
compared to 2007, resulting in savings of more than $3 million per year since 2010.

» King County has developed and generates significant renewable energy sources from its
operations — primarily at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, South Wastewater Treatment
Plant, and at the West Point Wastewater Treatment Plant - an amount that in total is
equivalent to more than half of the County’s operational energy needs.

» King County is partnering with utilities and others to phase in cleaner fuel sources and sup-
port expanded energy efficiency and renewable energy production, including a commitment
among K4C partners to pursue energy efficiencies and renewable energy sources.

» King County is pioneering approaches for capturing cost savings from investments in energy
efficiency and renewable energy and using them to finance further work.

» King County is collaborating with businesses to test new energy technologies and
demonstrate solutions.

» This goal area outlines ambitious commitments to:

¢ Reduce government operational energy use in County buildings and facilities by an
additional 10 percent in the next decade

¢ Produce the equivalent amount of renewable energy as is used to run King County
government’s facilities and non-Transit vehicles.

¢ |Increase the amount of renewable energy used by facilities to 85 percent by 2025.

e Commit to use 100 percent GHG-neutral electricity for operations by 2025.

ol
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In King County, energy use in buildings and industrial facilities accounts for nearly half of GHG
emissions that occur within King County’s geography. Since a significant percentage of energy
consumed in the county is derived from fossil fuel-based sources, the region will need to reduce
facility energy use and develop cleaner sources of energy to achieve ambitious GHG emissions
reduction targets. King County has set aggressive energy conservation targets and renewable
energy goals to guide County government operations. King County is also committed to be a
leader in promoting energy conservation throughout the community and helping facilitate the
region’s transition to a clean energy economy by working with cities, energy utilities, businesses
and residents.

King County has cost-effectively invested millions of dollars to ensure its operations are resource
efficient and optimize the generation of renewable energy from waste resources. King County
has a long history of implementing energy efficiency and renewable energy production projects

at its facilities. Notable projects include the first wastewater biogas-to-pipeline scrubbing facility
in the country in the 1980s at the South Wastewater Treatment Plant, the cogeneration system

at the West Point Wastewater Treatment Plant dating back to the 1960s, and one of the largest
landfill gas-to-pipeline renewable natural gas facilities in the country at the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill. The County’s energy efficiency work has ranged from lighting retrofits at dozens of County
buildings to comprehensive energy efficiency projects at large facilities, such as the North Transit
Base, the Regional Justice Center and the Weyerhaeuser King County Aquatic Center. Continued
progress in these areas is needed to meet short- and long-term GHG reduction goals. The
County will continue and expand its operational efforts, while supporting and helping guide the
community’s efficiency and clean energy efforts.

Energy accomplishments are the result of County government cross-agency efforts to identify

and capture energy savings opportunities through equipment replacement and operational
efficiencies. The County will continue to create and use tools to support its energy efforts, such as
the Resource Life Cycle Cost Analysis (rLCCA) calculator and the Fund to Reduce Energy Demand
(FRED) loan program.

When considering investments in energy
efficiency and renewable energy, the
County considers the energy efficiency
of equipment, the potential to reduce
GHG emissions, and life-cycle cost
effectiveness. The County will continue
to seek opportunities to optimize energy
efficiency, reduce GHG emissions,

and produce and consume renewable
energy in new and existing facilities.
The County’s efforts are a continuous
improvement process, as County
agencies examine energy consumption
data in existing buildings to target

future investment opportunities and as Over the past three years, Metro Transit has installed LED lights
in the downtown Seattle transit tunnel that have reduced energy
use by 21% compared to 2009, saving over $130,000 in energy
costs per year.
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technological improvements continue to present new efficiency and renewable energy generation
opportunities.

The 2010 Energy Plan is updated and replaced by the 2015 SCAP. In addition to the work outlined
in Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy, Appendix C: Energy Strategy Details at the
end of this document highlights a number of additional, specific strategies the County will pursue
through both its internal operations and external work.

King County is collaborating through the K4C to have a greater presence in the community.
Moving forward, King County government will have a much stronger role in guiding and helping
provide the community with tools that encourage resource efficiency and renewable energy
generation in county homes and businesses. This will occur by developing and articulating a
clear vision for a clean energy future, developing and promoting state and federal incentives, and
developing critical how-to information for residents and businesses to support implementation of
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects.

King County is also partnering with the private sector on the development of new approaches,
innovation and cutting-edge clean energy technologies. For example, in early 2015, King County
launched a two-year pilot project

to monitor facility energy use at

five County-owned facilities. In a
partnership with Microsoft and local
contracting firm MacDonald-Miller,

the County will test the same energy
tracking system Microsoft uses to
reduce energy consumption and GHG
emissions in the Executive’s Office
building, transit facilities, a solid waste
transfer and recycling station, and at
the Brightwater Education Center.

with MacDonald-Miller and Microsoft to monitor and reduce
County Facilities energy usage at five County-owned facilities.

n Executive Constantine helps explain King County’s pilot project

e Government Facility Energy Use. Direct energy use in King County government V%
facilities, including energy used by buildings and to treat wastewater, resulted 3\‘9
in approximately 70,000 MTCO2e of emissions in 2014. The County has made
numerous operational changes and investments in recent years that have resulted in significant
energy reductions and savings of more than $3 million annually. The County has had specific
energy conservation targets in place since 2007, and those targets are being updated in this
plan.

Renewable Energy and Waste-to-Energy Production

¢ Landfill and Wastewater Renewable Energy Projects. King County has been successfully
turning waste products into resources, including energy, for many years. Since 2013, King
County has been exceeding its goal of using, buying or generating renewable energy equivalent
to 50 percent of total County government energy use, which has been accomplished primarily
through generation of renewable energy sources at the County’s own facilities. Notable
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Goal Area 2: BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES ENERGY

contributors to the County’s renewable
energy generation portfolio are the
renewable electricity production
cogeneration system at the West

Point Wastewater Treatment Plant,

the South Wastewater Treatment
Plant’s renewable natural gas (RNG)
from digester gas production facility,
and the BioEnergy Washington (BEW)
landfill gas-to-pipeline RNG energy
facility at the Cedar Hills Regional 7
Landfill. The Cedar Hills biogas project g
is one of the largest landfill RNG The cogeneration facility at the West Point Wastewater

production facilities in North America.  Treatment Plant turns digester gas generated during the

: " treatment process into electricity, which is sold as green energy
!n 2014, the Solid WaSte_PIVISlon n:]ade in partnership with Seattle City Light, and heat energy, which is
improvements to the facility, effectively seq onsite.

increasing captured landfill gas by four
percent.

goals measures &dargets

K4C Pathway: Reduce energy use in all existing buildings 25 percent below
2012 levels by 2030.

K4C Pathway: Increase countywide renewable electricity use 20 percent beyond 2012
levels by 2030; phase out coal-fired electricity source by 2025; limit construction of new
natural gas based electricity power plants; support development of increasing amounts of
renewable energy sources.

®_0
Gounty services [ ]

Goal: King County will encourage and assist residents and businesses with energy efficiency and
renewable energy projects, in collaboration with energy utilities and other partners.
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CATEGORY STRATEGIES

Utility Partnerships » Strategy A: Work with one or more local
financial institutions to create a program to
offer advantageous project loan financing
rates.

Strategy B: Increase marketing for utility
efficiency programs, such as through bus
advertising.

Strategy C: Develop relationships with
external stakeholders for the delivery of whole-
home resource efficiency programs.

Strategy D: Research and support grant
and other external funding opportunities that
provide incentives for residents to complete
energy efficiency and renewable energy
projects, including tax and other financial
incentives.

Renewable Energy » Strategy A: Support Washington State
renewable energy production incentives that
encourage the development of residential

and commercial solar and other distributed
generation and storage projects, without
additional metering fees or other disincentives.

Strategy B: Develop relationships, programs,
and marketing efforts with local utilities for
the distributed production of solar and other
renewable electricity.

Strategy C: Create a consolidated guide on
how to implement renewable energy projects
for residences and businesses.

Measure 1: Countywide energy use in existing buildings.

% Target 1: Reduce energy use in all existing buildings 25 percent below 2012
levels by 2030.

O Status
This is a new target. Progress will be reported in future annual reports.

é/ = GHG Emissions Reduction: The estimated GHG emissions reduction of achieving
a‘\‘ the 2030 target is 2,153,000 MTCO2e per year.
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Measure 2: Increased solar energy generation by residents and businesses.

2012 levels by 2030; phase out coal-fired electricity source by 2025; limit
construction of new natural gas-based electricity power plants; support
development of increasing amounts of renewable energy sources.

% Target 2: Increase countywide renewable electricity use 20 percent beyond

O Status
This is a new target. Progress will be reported in future annual reports.

¥ GHG Emissions Reduction: The estimated GHG emissions reduction of achieving
3‘ ‘3 the 2030 target is 1,745,000 MTCO2e per year.

T

King County will reduce energy use in County facilities and operations and will produce and
consume more renewable energy.

CATEGORY STRATEGIES

County Facilities » Strategy A: County agencies shall identify
and implement cost effective energy efficiency

projects in existing buildings and new
construction projects.

Strategy B: For all projects installing over
$250,000 of energy-using equipment (total
construction cost), perform a resource
life-cycle cost analysis on at least two
technologies that can meet the programmatic
need, and choose the option with the highest
net present value, per Ordinance 16927.

Strategy C: Report quarterly on energy
reduction and renewable energy progress for
communication to county staff.

Strategy D: Conduct an annual
communications campaign that encourages
County employees to minimize energy and
other resource use at work and at home.

Strategy E: Train staff on green operations
and maintenance practices that focus on
reducing energy and other resource usage.

Strategy F: Meet the energy reduction
requirements of the Federal Department of
Energy Better Buildings Challenge.
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Renewable Energy and
Waste-to-Energy Production »

Strategy A: Increase renewable biogas
production at the wastewater treatment

plants and Cedar Hills Regional Landfill

as a percentage of total available biogas,
prioritizing opportunities that reduce GHG
emissions and maximize effective utilization of
the biogas.

Strategy B: All new facilities over 200 square
feet shall be designed in a manner that
considers, and as appropriate installs, the
basic infrastructure for the future integration of
on-site solar power production and storage.

Strategy C: Pursue outside grants and other
funding opportunities that support integrating
renewable energy generation into construction
projects, where life-cycle cost-effective.

Strategy D: Encourage and support
community renewable energy projects on
County property that are in the best interest of
the public and reduce community energy use.

Renewable and GHG-Neutral
Energy Consumption »

Strategy A: Work with local energy utilities and
solar energy project developers to increase
the generation of County-consumed electricity
derived from renewable sources. Create a
framework with Puget Sound Energy and
Snohomish PUD for the electricity supplied to
King County facilities to be carbon neutral.

Strategy B: In coordination with local energy
utilities, cities and community partners, pursue
County development of small (kilowatt scale)
and large (megawatt scale) County-owned
off-site renewable energy generation projects,
where life-cycle cost-effective.

Strategy C: Pursue power supply agreements
for the consumption of renewable electricity by
County government, when cost effective.

Strategy D: Pursue progress toward the
renewable energy consumption target in the
following order of priority: 1) energy efficiency
projects; 2) cost-effective renewable energy
generation projects and 3) renewable and
carbon reduction offset purchases.
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Measure 1: Normalized* energy use at County facilities, measured in millions of British Thermal
Units (MMBTU)

% Target 1: King County will reduce normalized energy use in County owned facilities by
at least five percent by 2020 and 10 percent by 2025, as compared to a baseline year of
2014.

* For all use outside of wastewater, to be measured on an energy use per square foot basis, using an
Energy Use Index of BTU/sq. ft./degree day. The Wastewater Treatment Division will be normalized for
consumed energy, adjusted for weather and wastewater flow.

O Status
Since setting energy reduction goals in 2007, the County has reduced its normalized facility
energy use in impacted facilities by more than 15 percent, meeting both its 2012 and 2015
energy reduction goals laid out in the 2010 King County Energy Plan and 2012 SCAP. As
of 2015, these efforts are resulting in a financial savings of over $3 million per year, with a
corresponding estimated reduction of GHG emissions of 27,700 MTCO2e per year.

County
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Starting in 2015, King County’s facility energy use baseline will be updated to add new facilities built since 2007, including the
Brightwater Wastewater Treatment Plant.
N GHG Emissions Reduction: 2014 GHG emissions associated with King County’s
3\‘ government facility energy consumption were 81,900 MTCO2e. Meeting the energy

efficiency, renewable energy consumption, and GHG neutral electricity targets
(Targets 1, 4 and 5) in this goal area would reduce GHG emissions reduction by an
estimated 70,600 MTCO2e to approximately 11,300 MTCO2e per year, a reduction
of more than 85 percent.

Measure 2: Building energy performance, as measured by the Energy Star Portfolio Manager
Tool

% Target 2: By December 31, 2020, all King County government buildings* over 20,000
square feet shall be Energy Star certified.

* Excluding Transit bases, Wastewater Treatment Division facilities, and facilities for which there is not an
Energy Star category.

All County agencies that operate buildings not meeting Energy Star performance
requirements by December 31, 2016 shall develop a written plan outlining steps for the
facility to meet Energy Star certification requirements, including identifying all energy
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efficiency projects with a ten year or less simple payback, using the county’s resource Life
Cycle Cost Analysis tool. At such buildings, all identified energy efficiency projects with

a ten year or less simple payback must be completed by December 31, 2020. Buildings
that complete all energy efficiency projects with a ten year or less simple payback, but
which do not meet Energy Star criteria, are not required to become Energy Star eligible,
but shall continue to identify and implement cost-effective conservation projects. For
other 20,000 square foot and larger buildings for which Energy Star categories do not
exist, facility per-square-foot energy use will be established, along with energy reduction
goals, by December 31, 2016.

O Status
King County government is benchmarking its facilities that are over 20,000 square feet
to meet the City of Seattle Benchmarking requirement and to help guide internal energy
management work.

Measure 3: Amount of renewable and GHG neutral energy produced and consumed as part of
government operations.

% Target 3: Renewable Energy Production - Produce renewable energy equal to 100
percent of total County government net energy requirements by 2017 and each year
thereafter, excluding the public Transit fleet.

O Status
King County continues to exceed its 2012 goal to produce, use, and/or procure the
equivalent of 50 percent of its government energy use from renewable sources. While
King County uses some of the renewable energy it generates within its operations, a
significant amount of the renewable energy is exported and sold to other partners, for
economic reasons and to ensure the best and full utilization of the resources. In 2014,
the County was at approximately 57 percent renewable energy production vs. energy
consumed (including the Transit fleet), exceeding the 2012 50 percent production goal.

Y - GHG Emissions Reduction: Producing renewable energy equal to 100 percent of
S ‘3 total County government net energy requirements by 2017 is estimated to reduce
= annual communitywide GHG emissions by at least 102,000 MTCO2e, primarily
through displacing fossil fuel natural gas use with the County’s biogas that is
produced and sold to third parties.

% Target 4: Renewable energy consumption - King County government shall consume
renewable energy equal to 70 percent of government operation facility energy
consumption by 2020 and 85 percent by 2025.

O Status
In 2014, King County government consumed 64 percent renewable energy, including
hydropower and biogas, versus the amount of energy consumed in its facilities.

% GHG Emissions Reduction: See the combined GHG emissions reduction benefit of
3&3 achieving Target 1, 4 and 5 as described after Target 1.

STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN p) SECTION ONE
TrEE Packet Materials Page 153



% Target 5: Greenhouse gas neutral electricity - By 2025, King County shall ensure all
electricity supplied for its government operations is greenhouse gas neutral.

O Status

In 2014, approximately 71 percent of the electricity consumed by King County
government was greenhouse gas neutral.

5/ = GHG Emissions Reduction: See the combined GHG emissions reduction benefit
Ssa of achieving Target 1, 4 and 5 as described after Target 1.

Utility Partnerships
v Build utility and other external partnerships.

v/ Work with local utilities non-profit organizations and private partners ) Zwg)
to leverage and support existing programs, create new programs, build v%
partnerships, and enhance marketing efforts that increase residential and
commercial resource efficiency and renewable energy production activity for
existing buildings.

v Partner with local utilities and other stakeholders on a countywide commitment to
renewable energy resources, including meeting electricity needs while phasing out
fossil fuels.

v Support stronger commercial energy codes. Work with the Regional
Code Collaboration (RCC), the City of Seattle Department of Planning and
Development, and K4C cities to support stronger state residential and
commercial energy codes. Work with the K4C cities to enact commercial
energy codes that get the county on track to net zero energy buildings by 2030.

v Expand community efficiency and renewable energy efforts. The County -
will expand and build relationships with utilities and other community n
partners to develop marketing, technical assistance, and financial tools to
help citizens and businesses implement resource efficiency projects and
generate renewable energy. The County should establish a dedicated position to
support community efficiency and renewable energy efforts outlined in this goal area.

v Expand resource efficiency programs for low income residents. Work
through the Department of Community and Human Services and other local
housing repair programs to expand the installation of energy and water
efficient fixtures and equipment that help reduce utility bills for low income
customers. Work with the Washington State Housing Finance Commission to ensure
that low-to-moderate income residents in King County are offered programs to make
energy and water efficiency improvements to their homes.

ol o, S
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v Broaden the EnviroStars program. The County will support broadening
the EnviroStars program to become a Regional Green Business program

lg\

that provides support for recognizes businesses that have made strides
in sustainability such as energy efficiency, purchasing green power, and addressing

climate change.

to renew solar production incentives. Work
with financial institutions and other external
stakeholders to develop loans, legislative
action, and financial tools that reduce the
costs of implementing resource efficiency and
renewable energy projects, such as develop a
King County-supported loan program that will
be available for King County cities to complete
resource efficiency projects in their facilities.
disclosure ordinance framework.

In coordination with the K4C cities,

set a preferred framework for building energy
disclosure ordinances in the county’s unincor-
porated areas and incorporated cities, similar to
the City of Seattle’s energy disclosure ordinance.

This framework shall include marketing to align
facilities with information about utility incentives

Create a building energy

Reduce the costs of resource efficiency and renewable energy.
Engage with utilities, renewable energy providers, and state elected officials

King County’s internal Fund to Reduce Energy
Demand (FRED) program is providing loans

to county agencies for energy projects. For
example, the FRED program will allow the
Facilities Management Division (FMD) to invest
more than $1.4 million in projects during 2015
and 2016, including at the pictured Maleng
Regional Justice Center. These projects have
also received more than $560,000 in grant
funding from outside partners and will save an
estimated $120,000 annually in utility costs.

and other resources to improve energy performance.

e

County Facilities

v’ Benchmark County energy performance. By the end of 2016, King County will
benchmark and publish energy performance and GHG emissions of its government
facilities. This effort will be completed through use of the Environmental Protection
Agency Portfolio Manager tool or other benchmarking appropriate to the facility type.

Maximize energy efficiency in new King
County facility projects. All King County
government capital projects with energy-
consuming equipment shall meet the
equivalent energy performance of the city with
the most stringent energy code in the county.
Minimize energy use in buildings during capital
projects through the consistent implementation
of Green Building and Sustainable
Development policy, Ordinance 17709.

STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN
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The Weyerhaeuser King County Aquatic Center
leveraged more than $1.3 million in external
funding for energy efficiency upgrades.
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Renewable and GHG-Neutral Energy Consumption

v Greenhouse gas neutral electricity for government operations. By 2025, ensure
the electricity consumed by King County government’s operations is 100 percent
greenhouse gas neutral.

The Department of Natural Resources and Parks, the Department of Transportation, and the
Department of Executive Services, Facilities Management Division are the overall leads for this
goal area. King County’s interdepartmental Energy Task Force and Energy Strategy Team play a
coordinating and oversight role in guiding and implementing county government energy strategies,
activities, and investments.

To meet the County’s long-term energy reduction goals, every County agency must play a role. Yet,
agencies will contribute toward goals in varying degrees because of disparate opportunities that
may be the result of significant or deficient past investments, impending expenditures or capital
investments, regulatory requirements, and the resource intensity of operations. Staff will continue
to collaborate on energy efficiency activities to help highlight the best opportunities and to learn
from past endeavors.

For renewable energy, the Solid Waste and Wastewater Treatment Divisions will continue to
be the major generators of renewable energy from county government waste resources, with
contributions from other agencies.
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The Glidehouse is a net-zero energy home located on Vashon Island in
unincorporated King County.

Building and facility energy use is the region’s second largest source of GHG emissions.

Roughly two-thirds of all of King County’s built environment in 2050 is expected to be
constructed between 2007 and 2050; this redevelopment offers a critical opportunity for
GHG emissions reductions.

Local green building efforts build on decades of leadership, including recent projects that
demonstrate how to meet the County’s long-term climate targets, such as the Bullitt Center,
a Living Building commercial office building located in Seattle, and the net zero energy
Glidehouse, a single family home in unincorporated King County on Vashon Island.

This goal area outlines King County’s commitment to:

e Partner with cities and the building community to achieve net zero GHG emissions in
new buildings by 2030.

e Support King County’s permit customers to inform them about and encourage the
inclusion of green building strategies

¢ Implement the highest green building and sustainable development standards and
strategies for King County-owned buildings and infrastructure.
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Goal Area 3: Green Building is a new section of the 2015 SCAP. It builds on and complements
Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy which is focused on increasing the efficiency
and reducing GHG emissions of existing King County government buildings and throughout
King County.

This chapter includes King County’s green building and sustainable development commitments

at three scales: (1) for new construction, additions, retrofits and remodels built by customers,
businesses and residents in unincorporated King County; (2) for regional green building collaborative
actions; and (3) for building and infrastructure projects owned and operated by the County.

o_0
nen
m
Education and Partnerships
¢ Green Building Education with Unincorporated Area RS Cé’UEN‘:IY BUlLD|NG
Customers. In 2014, the Department of Permitting and SF;\NDBOOK
Environmental Review (DPER) published a new Green Building pepariment o PITRIT. e

and Environm

handbook, which is a helpful guide to inform unincorporated area
customers about using green building techniques. The handbook
and associated green sheets encourage customers to make
decisions that will save energy and reduce costs. The handbook is
a key component of DPER’s green building educational efforts with

customers and unincorporated area residents. DPER Green Building
e Construction and Demolition Program (C&D). King County handbook is a guide to inform
. . . King County customers
provides the tools and assistance needed to help obtain the about using green building
highest diversion rates possible on construction, demolition, techniques.

and deconstruction projects. Tools available include jobsite

waste guidelines, waste management plan and report templates, sample waste recycling
specifications, directory of local construction waste recyclers, and more. Available

assistance includes presentations to jobsite workers on building material reuse, ’$\
salvage, and recycling; site visits to assess diversion options; and research on

recycling options for hard to recycle commodities.

Development Codes and Certification Programs

¢ Regional Code Collaboration
and Partnerships with King
County Cities. The Solid Waste
Division’s GreenTools Program
supports and provides resources
to the cities within King County
through the Sustainable

The award winning EcoCool
Remodel Tool is a free green
building resource available to
all cities and residents.
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program consists of a free, web-based network of tools, and resources, as well as

a monthly peer-to-peer Roundtable forum to support a municipality’s role in making

green building a priority and a reality. This program also helps to bridge the gap by providing
education specifically regarding third party ratings systems to cities that may not have the
capacity to do so on their own.

Cities program and the Regional Code Collaboration (RCC). The Sustainable Cities

e Support Third Party Development and Green Building Programs. King County l@\
supports diverse third party green building certification programs to increase the >,
value of green buildings, to help build regional capacity to implement green building
programs, and to support verification of the environmental benefits of such programs.
Promotion and support is delivered in the form of technical assistance to and in partnership
with: community forums, conference participation, code development, training development,
pilot projects, research and sponsorships of programming. These programs and certifications
include LEED, Built Green, the Living Building Challenge, Evergreen Sustainable Development
Standard (ESDS), Salmon Safe, Sustainable Sites Initiative and Envision in partnership with
the Master Builders Association, Cascadia Green Building Council, International Living Future
Institute, WA State Department of Commerce, and the Northwest EcoBuilding Guild.

Green Building and Sustainable Development Standards

¢ Affordable Housing and Green Building. In 2014, King County committed $6.4 R
million to build more than 400 units of housing, providing equitable access to
sustainably-built housing serving seniors, people with disabilities, homeless young
adults, veterans, and chronically homeless people. These units will meet the green building
requirements of the Evergreen Sustainable Development Standards, which emphasize energy
and water efficiency, tenant health, and long-term sustainability resulting in GHG emission
reductions.

e Community Development. The King County Community Development Program o
supports sustainable development in the projects it funds, such as replacing
inadequate sidewalks
in neighborhoods,
rehabilitating deteriorated
buildings, and replacing
crumbling water
lines. This results in
increasing walkability
and encouraging
climate-friendly forms
of transportation, o
extending the useful life of © - ‘%m. DR — 3 - s _
buildings and preserving e , o S

. The South Kirkland Park and Ride (SKPR) Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
embodied energy, and embodies green building and sustainable development. It includes Velocity, 58

saving water. These affordable housing units (building on right), Polygon mixed use development
investments not only with 183 market rate housing and commercial space (middle building), and 530

stall garage and transit facility (not pictured).
serve underrepresented

populations but also
contribute to reducing community emissions.
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¢ Green Operations and Maintenance. The King County Green Operations and Maintenance
Guidelines Handbook provides a standard level of sustainable operations and maintenance for
all County facilities. It serves as resource for existing facilities to improve on energy and water
efficiency, recycling, and environmentally preferable products.

¢ Green Building Ordinance. King County is committed to achieving the highest standards
of green building and sustainable development for its facilities. A key purpose of the Green
Building Ordinance 17709 (GBO) is
to ensure that the planning, design,
construction, remodeling, renovation,
maintenance and operation of any
King County-owned and financed
capital project is consistent with the ~ &¢
highest green building and sustainable &
development practices. It includes
high performance goals to achieve
a Platinum level rating for LEED or
Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard
projects. King County is the second
jurisdiction in the country to legislate
this high standard. The GBO also

eStat_)“Shed minimum perforl:nance A stretch of NE Novelty Hill Road project near Perrigo Park that
requirements for the County’s own includes porous asphalt shoulders and Low Impact Development

capital projects that include meeting ~ strategies.

the energy and climate goals and

performance requirements as directed in the SCAP. Other minimum performance requirements
are to meet the King County Surface Water Design Manual Standards and to meet the targeted
diversion rates for construction and demolition materials.

Recommendations from the 2014 King County Auditor’'s GBO Performance Audit are being
implemented. This includes establishing standardized units for reporting requirements that
align with the County’s SCAP and other sustainability plans, updating guidelines to advance
sustainability goals, ensuring resource life cycle cost analysis model follows best practices, and
clarifying definitions and cost limits for LEED certification. In addition, a system for collecting,
verifying, analyzing and communicating data reported is underway. Performance related to the
2014 implementation of the GBO is presented in Appendix D.

¢ Local Government Staff Training. Solid Waste Division’s GreenTools Program continues to
conduct trainings and Roundtables covering a wide variety of cutting edge green building
topics: such as the 5th Anniversary of Sustainable Cities, the updated GBO, Sustainable
Infrastructure Scorecard, annual green building reporting, ecocharrettes and Integrative
Process, Resource Life Cycle Cost Analysis, greenhouse gas emissions calculation and
mitigation, and construction and demolition materials diversion. These trainings were available
to King County and cities staff at no cost and were attended by more than 900 employees
in 2014.
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K4C Pathway: Achieve net zero GHG emissions in new buildings by 2030.

Reduce energy use and GHG emissions associated with new construction and renovations
in commercial and residential buildings built in King County.

CATEGORY

STRATEGIES

Education and
Partnerships »

Strategy A: Provide educational programs and materials to
unincorporated area customers on green building and sustainable
development practices and resources.

Strategy B: Provide training to King County and city permitting staff to
enable them to better educate their customers about green building,
retrofit, and remodel strategies and certifications and to achieve
smooth implementation of updates to energy, water, C&D diversion,
and other green building codes.

Strategy C: Support education programs related to green building,
retrofit and remodel-related strategies and certification programs to
architecture, engineering, and construction industries.

Strategy D: Develop partnerships with financial and real estate
communities to inform them about green certified buildings and to
increase funding for and enhance values of certified green building
projects.

Development
Codes and
Certification
Programs »

Strategy A: Support state and federal green building-related
code development and improvements through forums such as the
Washington State Building Code Council.

Strategy B: Support and increase the rigor of local, regional,
statewide, and national voluntary green building programs and
certifications.

Strategy C: In unincorporated areas, adopt or update and implement
energy, water, C&D diversion, and other green building codes that are
appropriate, ambitious, and achievable.1

Strategy D: Participate and help support the RCC leading the way to
“net zero carbon” buildings through innovation in King County-owned
facilities and partnerships with cities, recognizing that the County will
adopt appropriately tailored codes for the unincorporated areas.

1 Under current state law, King County may not amend state energy codes addressing single-family residential or multifamily of 4

or less units.
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CATEGORY STRATEGIES

Development Strategy E: Affordable housing projects fully or partially funded by
Codes and King County will utilize the Evergreen Sustainable Development
Certification Standard.

Programs »

Strategy F: Develop and use, as appropriate, requirements and
incentives to incorporate green building standards into County leases
and permits for construction on land leased by the County to others.

Measure 1: Percent of new single and multi-family residential homes in all King County certified

by local gre

en building standards.

% Target 1: By 2020, 75 percent of new developments achieve: Built Green 5 Star or better,

Living

Building Challenge, high level Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard, LEED

Platinum, or equivalent green building certification or development code.

% Target 2: By 2030, 100 percent of new developments achieve Built Green Emerald Star,

LEED

Platinum, Living Building Challenge, or equivalent green building certification

or development code that achieves net zero GHG emissions, consistent with the K4C
Pathway to achieve net zero GHG emissions in new buildings by 2030.

O Status

In 201
LEED

D

4, 48% of new residential development in King County achieved Built Green,
for Home, or Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard (ESDS) certifications.
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2012 2020

GHG Emissions Reduction: Quantifying the GHG emission reduction benefits from
green building certified projects is identified as a 2015 SCAP Priority Action moving
forward. In King County, the built environment is associated with roughly 35 percent
of geographic-based GHG emissions. Buildings certified to LEED Gold or higher
standards reduce energy-related GHG emissions by at least 18 percent to 39 percent.

Note: Goal Area 2: Buildings and Facilities Energy includes a countywide measure and target
focused on reducing energy use in existing buildings by 25 percent below 2012 levels by 2030.
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King County-owned buildings and infrastructure will be built, maintained and operated
consistent with the highest green building and sustainable development practices.

CATEGORY

STRATEGIES

Green Building and
Sustainable Development
Standards »

Strategy A: For all capital projects, evaluate and
strive for a Platinum level using the LEED Rating
System, Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard, or
approved alternative rating system.

Strategy B: Achieve performance requirements for
energy, GHG emissions, stormwater management,
and C&D materials diversion.

Strategy C: All divisions utilize the Green
Operations and Maintenance Guidelines Handbook
to achieve a standard level of green operations and
maintenance in existing capital assets.

Strategy D: Provide training and technical
assistance to projects, project managers, and
County staff on green building strategies and
certifications, operations, maintenance, C&D
diversion, and reporting requirements.

Strategy E: Develop and institutionalize a reporting
system for early project review and post project
verification, and track green building achievements
and environmental benefits such as GHG, energy,
water, and resource material savings.

Net positive County buildings
and infrastructure »

Strategy A: All County capital programs are
required to evaluate their project portfolios for
opportunities to achieve net zero GHG emissions
through programs such as the Living Building
Challenge, Living Communities Challenge, Net Zero
Energy, Envision, or EcoDistrict.

Strategy B: Increase water efficiency and
conservation, and reduce purchased water
consumption through appropriate reuse of
wastewater effluent, reclaimed water, stormwater,
and harvested rainwater.
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Average percentage of C&D materials

Measure 1: Percentage of King County-owned capital projects achieving a Platinum level certifi-
cation using the LEED or Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard green building rating systems.

% Target 1: By 2020, 100 percent of King County projects achieve Platinum certification or
better.

% Target 2: By 2030, 100 percent of King County projects achieve certifications that
demonstrate a net zero GHG emissions footprint for new facilities and infrastructure.

O Status
In 2014, 22 percent of King County owned completed capital projects achieved either
LEED or Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard Platinum certifications. The majority
of projects completed in 2014 were designed before King County’s new Platinum
certification goal became a requirement in August 2014.

é/ 2 GHG Emissions Reduction: Quantifying the GHG emission reduction benefits

4&9 from green building certified projects is identified as one of the SCAP priority
actions. Buildings certified to LEED Gold or higher standards reduce energy related
GHG emissions by at least 18 percent to 39 percent.

Measure 2: Average percentage of C&D materials diverted from landfills from County capital
projects.

% Target 3: 80 percent C&D diversion rate by 2016, 85 percent C&D diversion by 2025,
92 percent (Zero Waste of Resources with Economic Value) by 2030.

O Status
For the completed projects in 2014 that reported on C&D diversion information, the
average C&D diversion rate was 71 percent; the total amount diverted was 33,267 tons.
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*2014 data reflects diversion rates for completed projects, while 2010-2013 reflect average diversion rates from projects that were either completed or in progress.

é/‘a GHG Emissions Reduction: In 2014, C&D diversion, from projects that reported,
<\N reduced GHG emissions by approximately 800 MTCO2e.
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Education and Partnerships

v/ Engage with unincorporated customers. The Department of Permitting and
Environmental Review (DPER) will develop an on-going, free educational program
promoting green building and sustainable practices and offering resources to new
construction and remodeling customers in unincorporated King County.

v Partner through the RCC. In partnership with cities and counties from
across Puget Sound, lead and participate in the RCC to develop stronger and
more consistent development codes for green building, which include: solar
readiness, water efficiency, construction and demolition, Low Impact Development,
and in support of the Living Building Challenge, Living Communities Challenge and
EcoDistricts.
Additionally, partner
through the RCC
to collaborate,
recommend and
advocate for
stronger state
energy codes.

v Quantify the

GHG impacts of Executive Dow Constantine presenting City of Shoreline representatives with
commercial and Green Building Award at 5th Anniversary of Sustainable Cities Roundtable.

residential rating systems.

King County will create research opportunities with community h/ =
partners to quantify the GHG emissions reduction benefits of @y 3\‘9
building to various green building standards, including Built Green,

LEED, Envision, King County’s Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard, and Evergreen
Sustainable Development Standards. King County will also develop an education and
outreach strategy for sharing the results of this work communitywide.

Development Codes and Certification Programs

v Propose strong green building codes where King County has -
jurisdiction. By the end of 2017, for unincorporated areas,2 a
DPER will prepare proposed code updates, informed by RCC
recommendations, for solar readiness, construction and demolition, and energy
efficiency, and prepare a demonstration ordinance for Living Building Challenge
certification, with appropriate tailoring for the kinds of new development and major
redevelopment occurring in unincorporated King County. Pending King County Council
approval, DPER will implement these updated codes.

2 ppout 250,000 residents live in unincorporated areas of the county, for whom King County is their local government service
provider. DPER issues permits for properties located in these unincorporated areas and enforces County land use and building
codes.
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v Update C&D recycling requirements. Pending King County Council
approval of a proposed C&D ordinance, projects in unincorporated King

County will be required to meet C&D diversion performance requirements by

the end of 2017. Proposed requirements include the submission of a C&D materials
diversion report, C&D material going from job sites to designated C&D facilities, and
jobsites having a minimum of two bins on-site (one for recyclable materials and one for
non-recyclable waste).

v Redevelop System for Managing Construction and Demolition Waste. ’@\
Propose an ordinance that promotes recycling of construction and demolition = %
(C&D) materials, while ensuring waste is managed in an environmentally
sound manner. The legislation will continue the current practice of contracting with
private sector facilities for managing C&D debris generated within the service area and
implements bans on readily recyclable materials.

v Develop pre-approved code packages. DPER will identify,
research, and develop three pre-approved packages of green
building techniques and sustainable materials that make it easier
for unincorporated area customers, who are mostly residential and small commercial
property owners, to pursue energy efficiency and green building. The three pre-
approved packages will address energy, building, and exterior/site work. These
packages will improve customer convenience, reduce customer costs, speed permit
processing, and can help diversify and broaden the use of green building techniques
among residents. One pre-approved package will be ready for use starting in 2016,
one in 2017 and one in 2018; DPER will also track use of pre-approved packages on

an annual basis.

Green Building and Sustainable Development Standards

v Implement the King County Green Building Ordinance. Require all
County capital projects to strive for a Platinum level using the LEED rating
system, King County’s Sustainable Infrastructure Scorecard, or an approved
alternative rating system.

v Incorporate sustainability in
operations and maintenance
(O&M). By 2017, King County
will incorporate new green
O&M practices in each
division’s line of business
by implementing King
County’s Green Operations

and Maintenance Guidelines

Handbook. Solid Waste Division’s Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Station
located in Tukwila achieved a LEED Platinum level certification
featuring renewable energy, water reclamation and reuse
system, and Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certified wood.
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v Reduce County water use. King County will establish a water use baseline and
reduction target for County facilities and operations that are currently monitored for
water usage by the end of 2015 and will obtain comprehensive water data and set
reduction targets for County accounts and facilities not currently monitored by end
of 2020. To meet these water use reduction targets, each King County division will
develop water conservation plans, including considering use of non-potable water
supplies, by end of 2017.

v Research and Develop Green Leasing Recommendations: The County 3
will research private and public sector models for “Green Leasing” incentives, n
standards, and requirements and make recommendations for provisions that
could be tailored for application to leases for long-term tenants of King County-owned
properties and facilities. The intent of these provisions is to improve energy efficiency,
reduce GHG emissions, and reduce water use by tenants of County-owned buildings
and property.

Net Positive County buildings and infrastructure

v Develop net zero energy and Living Building challenge - ) \
projects. By 2020, King County will identify and will make n $

substantial progress in the design, construction or certification
process for at least 10 new County construction or retrofit projects that will achieve
Net Zero Energy or Living Building Challenge certification.

v/ Research tools to
increase net positive
and Living Building
challenge projects.
Local buildings built
to the highest green
building levels such as
Net Zero and Living
Building projects
are rare. The RCC
will research cost
barriers and incentive
opportunities to
increase the number of
projects that perform to
these highest standards.

As part of its leadership S
of the RCC. Kin The Bullitt Center located in Seattle is a certified Living Building

’ 9 Challenge project and the greenest commercial office building in the
County will work with world, producing energy and water needs and stormwater management
K4C and other cities on  onsite resulting in GHG emissions reductions. The GreenTools Program,
. . Public Health Seattle-King County, and the Wastewater Treatment
their adoption of codes Division worked with the project members on water, wastewater and
allowing these kinds permit related issues.

of projects.

PHOTO COURTESY OF NIC LEHOUX
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The Department of Permitting and Environmental Review (DPER) is responsible for promoting
and permitting green building and sustainable techniques used by builders in unincorporated King
County. Included in this work is a strong education program, such as DPER’s Green Building
Handbook, for unincorporated property owners as well as work to develop and implement
strengthening code amendments, as adopted by the King County Council. Seattle-King County
Public Health works with builders and residents to reduce water usage throughout the County.

The Department of Natural Resources and Parks’ Solid Waste Division (SWD) hosts the
GreenTools Program which supports and provides resources to 38 cities within King County
through the Sustainable Cities program and the Regional Code Collaboration. It offers the
Eco-Cool Remodel Tool as an interactive internet tool for countywide residents and builders to
explore using green building techniques.

King County’s interdepartmental Green Building Team plays a coordinating and oversight role

in guiding and implementing the Green Building Ordinance as it relates to county government
operations and communitywide green building efforts. Every county agency that manages county
capital assets and/or has an impact on county owned or communitywide built environment, must
play a role. Yet, agencies will contribute toward goals in varying degrees because of disparate
opportunities that may be the result of: significant or deficient past investments, impending
expenditures or capital investments, regulatory requirements, and the resource intensity of
operations. Staff will continue to collaborate on green building and sustainable development
activities to help highlight the best opportunities and to learn from past endeavors.

The Department of Executive Services’ Facilities Management Division (FMD), Department
of Transportation (DOT), and Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) integrates
sustainability and green building techniques to reduce GHG emissions and energy usage in
County-owned facilities on an ongoing basis. The Department of Executive Services’ Finance
and Business Operations Division supports green building practices through its Environmental

Purchasing Program and Procurement Services. The Department of Community and Human

Services implements the Green Building Ordinance requirements for affordable housing projects,
and other capital projects funded by the County.
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http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/publications/Greenbuild.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/publications/Greenbuild.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health.aspx
http://your.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/index.asp
http://your.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/greenbuilding/index.asp
http://your.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/greenbuilding/city-government.asp
http://your.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/greenbuilding/eco-remodel.asp
http://your.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/greenbuilding/green-building-ordinance.asp
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/ExecutiveServices.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/FacilitiesManagement.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/ExecutiveServices.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/Finance.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/Finance.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/procurement/Services/Environmental_Purchasing.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/procurement/Services/Environmental_Purchasing.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/procurement.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/DCHS.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/DCHS.aspx
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Goal Area 4-
CONSUMPTION

AND MATERIALS
MANAGEMENT

KEY TAKEAWAYS

» GHG emissions associated with local consumption, including from the production, transport,
use and disposal of goods, food and services, are more than twice the total GHG emissions
that physically occur inside King County’s geographic borders. This underscores the
importance that sustainable purchasing, reducing waste, reusing goods, and recycling after
use can have on reducing GHG emissions.

» At a county services scale, this goal area presents ambitious commitments to prevent waste
and recycle more. King County aims to increase the countywide recycling rate from 53
percent to 70 percent by 2020, which will require King County and all its regional partners to
improve their efforts:

¢ The Solid Waste Division (SWD) will support development of frequency and
separation policies for curbside collection of garbage, recyclables and organics in the
unincorporated area.

e The SWD will develop a zero-waste competitive grant and explore development of an
incentive-based tip fee disposal policy that rewards jurisdictions who are on track to
reach the 70 percent recycling rate.

¢ The SWD will consider the safety and effectiveness of banning recyclable materials from
transfer stations and the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill.

» As it relates to government operations, GHG emissions associated with County purchases
of goods and services, including construction services, are the single largest source of GHG
emissions; GHG emissions associated with fugitive methane emissions at the Cedar Hills
Regional Landfill and King County-owned closed landfills are also significant.

» At the government operations scale, this goal area outlines the County’s commitments to:

¢ Update the County’s Environmental Purchasing Policy to address GHG emissions
reductions in purchases.

* Buy energy-efficient computers and servers.
¢ Ban self-haul disposal at transfer stations of key materials that are readily recyclable.

¢ Pursue best-in-industry standards and initiatives that improve landfill gas collection
efficiencies, reduce landfill gas fugitive methane emissions, and maximize renewable
energy potential of landfill biogas.
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Goal Area 4: CONSUMPTION AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

/6

INTRODUCTION

The purchase, use, and disposal of goods and services by King County residents, businesses,
and governments are associated with significant GHG emissions. These emissions can occur at
all stages of a product’s life cycle, from resource extraction, farming, manufacturing, processing,
transportation, sale, use, and disposal.

In 2012, the County published two complementary GHG emissions inventories: one focused

on emissions produced within the geographic boundaries of the County, and one measuring
emissions from goods and services consumed within the County. The latter, a ‘consumption- based
inventory’, showed annual emissions of more than double the total of the ‘geographic-based
inventory’.

As a major employer and service provider in the region, King County government is also a major
consumer. Purchased goods and services, especially construction-related services, account for
roughly 45 percent of the County’s operations-related GHG emissions. GHG emissions from the
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and King County owned closed landfills contribute an additional 10
percent of the operational GHG emissions.

King County is including many county operations strategies in this update that will ensure that

our purchasing practices will help us to minimize GHG emissions. These strategies include
updating the internal environmentally preferable purchasing policy, recommending that workstation
purchases are consuming the least amount of energy while meeting business needs, and
maximizing the transition from individual computer servers to standard virtual environments (SVE)
and increasing use of Cloud environments.

CURRENT ACTIONS AND RECENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Residents, businesses, and governments can reduce GHG emissions associated with goods and
services by choosing sustainable options, reducing the amount they purchase, reusing goods when
possible, and recycling after use.

The Solid Waste Division (SWD) plays important roles related to solid waste, recyclables and
organics collection, transfer, and disposal. The SWD also implements a number of waste
prevention and recycling programs. Separately, through its Environmental Purchasing Program,
King County is also working to reduce the impacts of its operations by purchasing recycled
content, resource efficient, and more durable products.

o_0

- ( J
County Services "mn

Community Waste, Reuse, and Recycling

e Communitywide Curbside Recycling.
Solid Waste Division is responsible for ensuring
curbside recycling services are provided in the
unincorporated areas and for providing regional
education and outreach to support curbside
recycling efforts throughout the county with the
exception of the City of Seattle. The Solid Waste ¥
Division worked with one of its haulers that services |1
the unincorporated areas to place educational tags

Residents compete to recycle more than their
neighbors in their curbside carts.
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on curbside carts to remind customers how to properly sort recyclables, food and yard waste.
The result was a marked increase in recycling on the routes where carts were tagged. In 2014,
280,000 tons of recyclable materials were collected by private hauling companies at the curb,
and the single- and multi-family recycling rate in unincorporated King County increased from
43.9 percent in 2013 to 44.5 percent in 2014.

Recycling Infrastructure.
The Solid Waste Division provides recycling collection at its transfer stations. There were
significant increases in transfer station recycling in 2014 due in part to a pilot resource recovery
effort at the Shoreline Recycling and Transfer Station, which resulted in an additional 1,533
combined tons of cardboard (196 tons), metal (596 tons), and clean wood (741 tons) recycled,
an increase of two and half times year over year.

single-family household in King County

throws away 390 pounds of edible food each

year. Due in part to the high GHG emissions impact of

food production, a recent major focus of the Solid Waste
Division’s educational efforts has been focused on reducing
food waste. In 2014, the Food: Too Good to Waste
program recruited residents to take part in a four-week
challenge to reduce wasted food. The challenge involved
reducing and tracking food waste each week. Participants
achieved a 37 percent reduction in their food waste.

Waste Prevention Outreach. The average ) \
L

Developing Markets for Reuse and Recycling.

waste as part of the Solid Waste
Division’s Food Too Good To Waste
program.

facilitated the development of the market for

recycled asphalt shingles (RAS). Four agencies

in Washington are now using hot mix asphalt containing
RAS, including King County Road Services Division and Solid Waste Division, the City of
Bellevue, and WSDOT. Recently WSDOT made the use of RAS a standard specification, so the
use of the material is approved for any WSDOT project, and any other public or private projects
that use WSDOT'’s specifications.

The Solid Waste Division’s LinkUp program has @\ Resident committing to reduce food
>

Construction and Demolition Diversion. The C&D program, which provided \
technical assistance and best management practices training, aims to divert C&D $
materials from building projects from the landfill at a rate of 80 percent by 2016, 85

percent by 2025 and 92 percent by 2030. Seventy-one percent of C&D materials were diverted
in 2014. Refer to the Goal Area 3: Green Building for measures and targets associated

with C&D.
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Goal Area 4: CONSUMPTION AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

County Operations ﬁ

Purchasing

¢ Environmentally Preferable Purchasing. The Environmentally Purchasing Program provides
County personnel with information and technical assistance to help them identify, evaluate, and
purchase economical and effective environmentally preferable products and services.

In 2014, King County’s Environmental Purchasing Program played leadership roles in EPA
West Coast Climate and Materials Management Forum’s development of a “Climate-Friendly
Toolkit” and in the Sustainable Purchasing Leadership Council’s “Guidance in Leadership for
Sustainable Purchasing” version 1.0 document, by serving on technical advisory committees.
These organizations focus on advancing sustainable purchasing efforts broadly and sharing
best practices.

e Server Virtualization. County agencies led by the Department of Information Technology
have been transitioning its computer servers from stand-alone to Standard Virtual
Environments. The County achieved significant progress in 2014 and is on target to reach the
70 percent target by the end of 2015.

Landfill Biogas

e Cedar Hills Regional Landfill (CHRLF). The Solid Waste Division owns and operates the
CHRLEF, one of the largest municipal solid waste landfills in the Pacific Northwest, located within
a 920 acre site. It serves 37 of the 39 cities in King County, (except Seattle and Milton), and
receives approximately 2,500 tons of refuse every day.

In 2014, improvements were made to the already advanced landfill gas capture system in Areas
5 and 6 of the landfill. New liner was installed on top of the deposited refuse, using 4,400 feet
of additional gas pipelines and 125,000 cubic yards of compacted soil to seal and expedite
settlement. These improvements have been effective in increasing the captured landfill gas by 4
percent, which equals 400 additional cubic feet per minute.

Compacting garbage at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill
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goals measures &targets

K4C Pathway: By 2020, achieve a 70 percent recycling rate countywide; by
2030, achieve zero waste of resources that have economic value for reuse, @
resale and recycling.

fieh
ounty Services -
o i

Goal: King County will encourage and support behaviors, purchasing, and waste management
strategies that minimize the life-cycle impacts of consumption and materials by the community.

Waste Prevention, Strategy A: Conduct an outreach campaign and provide
Reuse, incentives and support to increase communitywide recycling
and Recycling » and composting.

Strategy B: Partner with haulers and recycling and
composting businesses to increase productive reuse and
recycling of materials.

Strategy C: Develop a zero waste of resources grant program
to incentivize reuse and recycling.

Strategy D: Develop, expand, and support markets for reused
and recycled products and for County-produced renewable
resources.

Strategy E: Provide tools and support to King County
schools and other partners to improve waste prevention,
resource conservation and efficiency efforts.

Strategy F: Provide every-other-week garbage collection,
require separation of garbage, recyclables and organics,
including the cost of organics collection for all customers.

Recycling and Transfer | Strategy A: Implement self-haul disposal bans of specified
Stations » materials at transfer stations that provide recycling collection.
Materials include wood, metal, cardboard, paper and yard
waste.

Strategy B: Engage customers at Recycling and Transfer
Stations through enhanced customer assistance and signage.

Strategy C: Add collection at Recycling and Transfer Stations
of additional materials not widely available for collection
elsewhere such as expanded polystyrene, plastic film, tires

and mattresses.
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Goal Area 4: CONSUMPTION AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

» Measure 1: Recycling rates in King County’s solid waste service area (all cities in King County

Recycling Rate %

except Seattle and Milton).
% Target 1: By 2030, zero waste of resources that have economic value for reuse or
recycling.
O Status

Sixty-three percent of material disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill in 2013 was
readily recyclable. Programmatic efforts continued on these materials including food
waste, traditional curbside recyclables, metal, wood, and yard waste.

would result in a GHG emissions reduction of approximately 2.1 million MTCO2e

e GHG Emissions Reduction: Reaching the 2030 target of zero waste of resources
D
annually.

% Target 2: By 2020, 70 percent recycling rate of materials collected in King County.
O Status

KING COUNTY RECYCLING -
OUERALL RATE

County
SERVICES

70%
70 -

52%  52%

47% — 48%

4% 44%  44%

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2020

I Reported Rates King County Target

v~ GHG Emissions Reduction: The 2013 recycling rate represented more than
3&9 945,000 tons of recycling collected from residents and business resulting in a
GHG emissions reduction of 1.5 million MTCO2E when compared to no recycling.
Achieving the target would reduce GHG emission by approximately 1,332,400
MTCO2e in 2020.

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>

» Measure 2: Tons recycled at King County solid waste transfer stations.

% Target 3: By 2020, recycle 60,000 tons of key materials including yard and wood waste,
metal, cardboard and paper.

O Status
In 2014, 13,700 tons of materials were recycled, a 44 percent increase from 2013. This
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is due to the opening of Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Station, new policies in scrap
metal recycling, and a resource recovery pilot at Shoreline.

é u GHG Emissions Reduction: Recycling at transfer stations resulted in GHG
< ‘ emissions reductions of approximately 12,000 MTCO2e in 2014.

Goal: King County will minimize operational resource use, maximize reuse and recycling, and
choose products and services with low environmental impacts.

Waste Prevention,
Reuse,
and Recycling »

Strategy A: Minimize the use of resources such as water,
office supplies, and building materials.

Strategy B: Maximize the reuse and repurposing of
government operations byproducts.

Strategy C: Maximize recycling and composting of materials
from County facilities.

Strategy D: Maximize the energy efficiency and resource
reduction of computer workstations and servers.

Sustainable
Purchasing »

Strategy A: Buy and promote use of recycled and other
environmentally-preferable products and services whenever
practicable.

Strategy B: Require contractors and consultants to use
recycled and other environmentally preferable products and
services whenever practicable.

Strategy C: Engage in the development of sustainable
product and services standards, certifications and labeling.

Landfill Gas »

Strategy A: Maintain and improve best-in-industry standards
for landfill gas collection systems.

Strategy B: Maximize renewable energy potential of landfill
biogas at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and closed landfills.

STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN pp SECTION ONE
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Goal Area 4: CONSUMPTION AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

» Measure 1: Total amount of copy paper CUPY PHPER PURCHHSES

purchased.
County
% Target 1: Compared to 2010 levels, OPERATIONS

reduce copy paper usage by 20 20,000
percent by 2013, 30 percent by 2016,
and by at least 35 percent by 2020.

O Status 15,000

The County is currently achieving
a rate of 22 percent below 2010
levels in copy paper usage.

30% of __
2010 35% of

2010

10,000

Cases

“9 225 MTCO2e reduction for 2014 %000

e GHG Emissions Reduction:
o
compared to the 2010 baseline

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016 2020

I Total Purchases King County Target

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>

» Measure 2: Server Virtualization.
% Target 2: Convert 70 percent of individual servers to Standard Virtual Environments (SVEs)
by the end of 2015.
O Status
A 2012 budget proviso required the County to transition its computer servers from stand-

alone to SVEs. The County achieved significant progress in 2014 and is on target to reach
the 70 percent target in a timely manner.

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>

» Measure 3: Landfill gas collection efficiency at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill.

% Target 1: Increase landfill gas (LFG) collection efficiency at Cedar Hills to at least 98
percent by 2020.

O Status
CHRL is currently achieving a 95.77 percent LFG collection efficiency.

reduces fugitive GHG emissions by about 12,000 MTCO2e. Achieving the 2020

é @ GHG Emissions Reduction: Each one percent increase in LFG collection efficiency
<
target would reduce emissions by approximately 25,000 MTCO2e per year by 2020.
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priority by
den

Waste Prevention, Reuse, and Recycling

v Encourage collection polices in unincorporated areas. The Solid Waste
Division will explore garbage collection frequency, including the cost of
organics collection for all customers, and requirements for separation of
garbage, recyclables and organics. Cities will need to take similar action to meet
countywide recycling goals and maximize the capacity (lifespan) of the landfill.
Discussion of these policies is part of the 2017 Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan process.

v Reduce GHG impacts from food ) Zwg\
'%%

production and consumption.

Food waste is a significant contributor

to climate change. The County will implement
initiatives to a) develop a toolkit for food businesses
to increase efficiencies and reduce food waste,

b) raise public awareness and institutional
knowledge about the value of imperfect food and
its role in preventing waste, and c) examine food
waste recycling processing options such as
anaerobic digestion and composting.

v Update and expand recycling grant
programs. The Solid Waste Division

o

— |

will develop new criteria for fund Tools and information to help residents

disbursement to cities for efforts that support CEL e eI EHS:

Zero Waste of Resources 2030 initiatives through the existing $1 million Waste
Reduction and Recycling Grant and create a new competitive zero waste of resources
grant program targeting non-profits, community groups, and others with creative waste
prevention, reuse and recycling strategies.

Recycling and Transfer Stations

v Expand recycling infrastructure. ;
King County will continue modernization of S . t's Easy to Do, . = i
its 1960s-era network of transfer stations, e
which will improve recycling opportunities
for all residents and businesses. For
example, at the newly rebuilt Shoreline and
Bow Lake stations, recyclable materials can
be harvested from the tip floor through

Partnering with Bartell Drugs to educate
consumers about recycling. B
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Goal Area 4: CONSUMPTION AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

targeted sorting. Hard-to-recycle-
at-the-curb materials, such as
expanded polystyrene, mattresses
and tires, can also be collected.
When completed in 2017, the new
Factoria Station will further increase
the County’s ability to recover more
recyclables from transfer stations.

v Increased recycling of key
materials at transfer stations.
To achieve recycling goals, the

Solid Waste Division will explore
implementing self-haul disposal Scrap metal collection at a King County Transfer and
Recycling Station.

bans of specified materials at
transfer stations that provide
recycling collection. Materials would include wood, metal, cardboard, paper and yard
waste.

v Explore incentive-based disposal tip fee. The Solid Waste Division will explore
development of an incentive-based tip fee disposal policy that rewards jurisdictions
that are on track to reach the 70 percent recycling rate.

County Operations fE 0 M

Landfill Gas

v/ Reduce landfill gas emissions. King County will pursue several initiatives to improve
collection efficiencies and reduce landfill gas emissions, including:

v Install a biocover of compost,
mulch and green waste over
the surface of the Cedar Hills
Regional Landfill. This will
increase oxidation of landfill
gas, which reduces carbon
dioxide and methane
emissions.

v Enhance the landfill gas
collection system, which makes
the conversion of landfill
gas to renewable energy more
efficient.

i Part of the landfill gas collection system at the Cedar Hills
v’ Evaluate closed landfills to Regional Landfill.

identify more landfill gas
capture and treatment methods, such as improving the Cedar Falls Bioberm
treatment system and replacing the Enumclaw landfill flare.
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v Update King County’s Environmental Purchasing Policy. The County will update
its Environmentally Preferable Product Procurement Ordinance (K.C.C. 18.20) by 2017
to include GHG emissions as a criterion in purchasing decisions and will support K4C
member cities’ sustainable procurement efforts.

v Buy 100 percent recycled content copy paper. The 2012 SCAP set a County
operations target to procure 100 percent recycled content copy paper. The 2014 status
was that 31 percent of copy paper purchases were 100 percent recycled content.
Based on lessons learned over the last three years of implementation, King County will
ensure by 2017 that the default option for office copy paper is 100 percent recycled
content paper.

v Target concrete use in
construction. The specification and
use of alternative cement materials
(i-e. fly ash and slag) lowers the
embodied energy of concrete and
offsets almost one ton of carbon
emissions for every ton of Portland
cement replaced. Beginning in
2016, King County will start tracking
current use of cement and low-GHG
cement alternatives, develop best
practices/guidance on how and

when to use alternatives, and b ' St =
: v/ King County uses concrete for many types of projects and

2017 commit to set targets for use s exploring using low GHG emissions alternatives.
of low-GHG cement alternatives.

v Purchases of Desktop Work Stations. Beyond the building systems like HVAC and
lighting, desktop work stations are typically the biggest source of energy use in King
County’s buildings. As these workstations are replaced, King County has a significant
opportunity for energy savings. For example, a tablet uses roughly a quarter of energy
needed to power a standard desktop. King County’s Department of Information
Technology will provide County departments with energy usage data for different types
of work stations (e.g., tablet, laptop, desktop) to inform purchasing decisions, and
departments will choose the most energy efficient options to meet the business needs
for programs and employees.

v Server virtualization. King County is in the process of moving backups to the
“cloud” and piloting other uses where different services, such as servers, storage,
and applications, are delivered to computers and devices through the Internet. As the
County sees results from pilot projects, it will develop a target for transition of these
functions to the cloud by 2020.
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Goal Area 4: CONSUMPTION AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

86

ACCOUNTABLE AGENCIES

The Department of Natural Resources and Parks’ Solid Waste Division (SWD) and the Department
of Executive Services’ Procurement and Payables Section (P&P) are the overall leads for this
goal area. Strategies related to waste prevention, recycling, reuse and partnering with schools,
businesses and others on related efforts are led by the Solid Waste Division’s Recycling and
Environmental Services section. Strategies related to transfer stations and operation of King
County owned landfills are the responsibility of the SWD’s Engineering Services and Operations
sections.

Strategies related to sustainable consumption, purchasing, and reducing waste are led internally by
P&P’s Environmental Purchasing Program and the Solid Waste Division’s GreenTools Program.
The Department of Information Technology leads the effort to standardize computers and servers.
The Wastewater Treatment Division is the lead for efforts related to reuse and repurposing of
byproducts of government operations through its Resource Recovery Program.
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KING COUNTY STRATEGIC CLIMATE ACTION PLAN pp SECTION ONE

Goal Area 5:

FORESTS AND
AGRICULTURE

King County owns and stewards more than 25,000 acres of forest lands.

KEY TAKEAWAYS

» Due to local forest types and a temperate climate, forests in King County store more carbon
than forests almost anywhere in the world.

» Forests and farms create a “green wall against spraw!” that helps minimize the region’s
transportation-related GHG emissions.

» Farms are a source of local food supply, which helps reduce the region’s reliance on food
imported from regions that may be more affected by climate change.

» Forests and farms in King County are vulnerable to projected climate change impacts, such
as flooding, wildfire, drought, and pests.

» Among other things, this goal area describes King County’s commitments to:

* Permanently conserve remaining high-priority farm, forest, and other open spaces
throughout King County within 30 years.

¢ In cooperation with public and private partners, plant at least one million trees in
King County over the next five years and develop a 30-year plan to re-tree King County
to the maximum extent practical while accommodating population growth and multiple
land uses.

e Steward and restore more than 25,000 acres of existing King County-owned forestland.

¢ Provide incentives and technical assistance to private landowners to support forestry and
agriculture while encouraging integration of climate issues into management decisions.
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There are substantial carbon and climate benefits to maintaining, protecting, restoring, and
expanding forests and farms in King County.

Forests and farms absorb and store carbon dioxide in trees and soils. As trees grow, they absorb
carbon dioxide from the air and convert it into carbon, which is stored in tree trunks, roots, foliage
and soil. Due to local forest types and a temperate climate, forests in the King County store more
carbon than almost anywhere else in

the world. There are more than 800,000
acres of forest land in King County,

and approximately 800,000 to 900,000
additional MTCO2e were sequestered and
stored over the last decade by new local
forest growth. This total does not include
all the rural residential and urban forests,
which also contain significant carbon.
Agricultural soils also store significant
amounts of carbon, especially if treated
with soil amendments such as compost

or biosolids that add nutrients and Conifer trees like this giant cedar in King County’s Grand Ridge
organic matter. Park store more carbon than almost anywhere else in the world.

Farming can result in GHG emissions associated with managing soils, using manufactured
fertilizers, managing manure, operating farm equipment, transporting products, and animal
digestive processes. Sustainable farming practices can minimize these emissions. Additionally,
some crops, including many fruits and vegetables, results in fewer GHG emissions compared to
other foods.

Protecting rural forests and farms from development also eliminates the risk of those lands
converting to uses, such as housing or commercial development. By helping to limit sprawl, future
increases in transportation-related GHG emissions associated with new development are avoided.

Producing more locally-grown food can also help offset potential climate change impacts on
food production. For example, as California’s central valley becomes hotter and drier, it likely will
produce less food, which affects food prices and availability. Although California’s central valley
covers about ten times as much land as King County, maintaining and increasing local sources of
food can help offset the loss of agriculture production elsewhere.

Maintaining healthy forests and farms in King County also will require adapting to the local impacts
of climate change. Likely climate change which may affect King County’s forests and farms
include:

¢ Higher temperatures may cause a northward shift in optimum growing conditions for local tree
species, an increase in invasive species and pests, and increased agricultural irrigation needs.

¢ More frequent summer droughts may result in increased risks of forest fires and increased
irrigation needs.

* Increased large storm and wind events may cause more tree damage, especially on steep
slopes when the soil is saturated.
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¢ |Increased flood sizes and frequencies might affect farm structures, animals, crops, and
equipment, which would decrease farm incomes and increase risks to farm viability.

Increased temperatures may also have some positive impacts on local agriculture. For example, the
growing season in King County could lengthen and specialty crops not feasible in King County’s
current climate could be grown in the future. Refer to Section Two: Preparing for Climate Change
Impacts, for more information about local climate change impacts.

King County has taken significant action to protect forest and agricultural land and to practice
and encourage careful stewardship. To date, more than 200,000 acres of large acreage private
forest land has been protected through acquisition of conservation easements and development
rights, 161,000 acres of small acreage private forest and farmland have been protected through
tax incentives and implementation of stewardship plans, and 14,000 acres of farmland have been
protected through the Farmland Preservation Program.

Protecting forest land and managing forests for health and resilience can increase the quantity of
carbon stored on these lands. These actions can also reduce the risk of catastrophic loss of carbon
through wildfire, windfall, and mortality caused by insects or pathogens. Sustainable farming
techniques can enhance soil health, reduce use of fossil fuel-based resources, and add carbon to
agricultural lands. In addition, the production of some types of food, such as fruits and vegetables,
results in fewer GHG emissions than the production of other crops. Efforts to increase access

to and availability of these locally produced low-impact foods can help reduce GHG emissions
associated with food consumption. Local forests and farms are vulnerable to local climate change
impacts, so developing and incorporating forest and farm adaptation strategies into existing
programs is essential to ensure the long-term economic viability of forestry and agriculture in King
County.

Sustainable Agriculture and Forestry Practices

¢ Local Food Initiative. Launched in 2014, King County’s Local Food Initiative is taking ) Zwg|
bold steps to support the local food economy, including to (1) better connect local %
farms to consumers, (2) increase access to healthy, affordable foods in underserved
areas, (3) support farmers and protect farmland, and (4) create a sustainable farm-to-plate
pipeline more resilient to the effects
of climate change. In early 2015, 20
priority actions were identified for
implementation in King County Local
Food Economy final report.

¢ Assist forest owners. The Water and
Land Resources Division’s Forestry
Program promotes healthy forests
and forest stewardship and supports
private forest landowners through
forest stewardship planning courses
and workshops and on-site forest
management assistance to non-industrial King County’s Local Food Initiative is supporting a
private forest landowners. The Forestry sustainable and resilient local food economy.
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Program also works with communities and fire districts on community Firewise plans to reduce
the risk of wildfire. The County also offers property tax incentives that support privately-owned
forests.

provides technical assistance and cost sharing to support sustainable farming

practices and promotes local production of and access to fruits and vegetables.

The County also offers property tax incentives that support privately-owned farms. The
Wastewater Treatment Division will work with farmers who need water to provide recycled
water where distribution is possible.

¢ Assist farmers. The Water and Land Resources Division’s Agriculture Program I@\
>

¢ Improve soils. The Wastewater Treatment Division uses its soil amendment Loop® biosolids
on private and state-managed forests in King County to increase tree growth, store carbon
in forest soils, and replace use of fossil
fuel-based fertilizers. The Wastewater
Treatment Division is pursuing
opportunities to increase use of Loop
biosolids within King County, thereby
improving the local ecosystem and limiting
GHG emissions from transportation of
the material beyond the county. The '
Wastewater Treatment Division is planning Carbon stored from the use of Loop® biosolids across the
projects with private land owners to state reduced GHG emissions by 39,000 MTCO2e.
restore areas of mined or degraded soils to forestland using Loop biosolids or compost. King
County is pursuing opportunities for soil management and restoration projects on King County-
owned forest and agricultural lands, including using biosolids, compost, and other organic
materials that are byproducts of County operations.

Protection of Agriculture and Forest Lands

¢ Preserve farmlands. King County has protected farmland through the designation and zoning
of 42,000 acres in Agricultural Production Districts and has ensured long-term conservation
of more than 14,000 acres in the Farmland Preservation Program. Since 2011, the County has
augmented its farmland preservation efforts by expanding its Transfer of Development Rights
program with a focus on protecting additional farmland.

¢ Reduce flood impacts to farms.
King County offers technical
assistance and logistical support
for the construction of farm pads in
the Snoqualmie Valley Agricultural
Production District. Farm pads are
elevated areas where livestock, farm
machinery and other agricultural
equipment and supplies can be
stored safely during a flood. Properly
designed farm pads and other
elevated flood refuges can help
mitigate flood damages to farming
operations.

As the service provider for the King County Flood Control
District, King County supports the construction of farm
pads like this one, near a flooded Snoqualmie River in 2009,
which protects farm equipment and animals.
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Sustainable Agriculture and Forestry Practices

¢ Restore King County-owned forests and parks. Between 2010 and 2012, the Parks Division
completed an initial assessment of the forest types on all 25,000 forested acres it owns and
manages. The Parks Division has developed Forest Stewardship Plans for 5,796 forested
acres at 11 sites that are 200 acres or larger, and in recent years, has conducted nine harvests
for long-term forest health. By 2020, the division will develop or update Forest Stewardship
Plans for at least ten Parks-owned sites. The Parks and Water and Land Resources Divisions
will also continue to develop opportunities for volunteers to plant native trees and shrubs and
remove invasive species from County-owned lands.

emissions and sequester biological carbon by focusing growth in urban centers
and protecting and restoring forests and farms.

K4C Pathway: Reduce sprawl and associated transportation-related GHG

King County will protect and support healthy, productive farms and privately-owned forests
that maximize biological carbon storage, promote public health, and are resilient to changing
climate conditions.

CATEGORY STRATEGIES
Protect Agriculture Strategy A: Protect and conserve agriculture and forest lands
and Forest Lands » through zoning and land use planning and regulations.

Strategy B: Protect and conserve al