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King County Meeting Agenda

Transportation, Economy, and
Environment Committee

Councilmembers:
Rod Dembowski, Chair;
Teresa Mosqueda, Vice Chair;
Claudia Balducci, Jorge Barén, Pete von Reichbauer,

Lead Staff: Sherrie Hsu (206-477-7253)
Committee Clerk: Angelica Calderon (206 477-7470)

11:30 AM Thursday, September 12, 2024 Hybrid Meeting

SPECIAL MEETING

Hybrid Meetings: Attend King County Council committee meetings in person in Council Chambers
(Room 1001), 516 3rd Avenue in Seattle, or through remote access. Details on how to attend and/or
provide public comment remotely are listed below.

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.

HOW TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMENT: The Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee
values community input and looks forward to hearing from you on agenda items.

There are three ways to provide public comment:
1. In person: You may attend the meeting and provide comment in the Council Chambers.

2. By email: You may comment in writing on current agenda items by submitting your email
comments to kcccomitt@kingcounty.gov. If your email is received before 8:00 a.m. on the day of
the meeting, your email comments will be distributed to the committee members and appropriate
staff prior to the meeting.

Sign language and interpreter services can be arranged given sufficient notice (206-848-0355).
TTY Mumber - TTY 711.
Council Chambers is equipped with a hearing loop, which provides a wireless signal that is picked up
‘ \ by a hearing aid when it is set to 'T' [Telecoil) setting.
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3. Remote attendance at the meeting by phone or computer: You may provide oral comment on
current agenda items during the meeting’s public comment period by connecting to the meeting via
phone or computer using the ZOOM application at https://zoom.us/signin, and entering the Webinar
ID number below.

You are not required to sign up in advance. Comments are limited to current agenda items.

You have the right to language access services at no cost to you. To request these services, please
contact Language Access Coordinator, Tera Chea at (206) 477 9259 or email
Tera.chea2@kingcounty.gov by 8:00 a.m. at least three business days prior to the meeting.

CONNECTING TO THE WEBINAR:
Webinar ID: 892 6924 2617

If you do not have access to the ZOOM application, you can connect to the meeting by calling 1 253
215 8782 and using the Webinar ID. Connecting in this manner, however, may impact your ability to
be unmuted to speak.

HOW TO WATCH/LISTEN TO THE MEETING REMOTELY: There are several ways to watch or listen in
to the meeting:

1) Stream online via this link: www.kingcounty.gov/kctv, or input the link web address into
your web browser.

2) Watch King County TV Channel 22 (Comcast Channel 22 and 322(HD), Wave Broadband
Channel 22)
3) Listen to the meeting by telephone — See “Connecting to the Webinar” above.

To help us manage the meeting, if you do not wish to be called upon for public comment please use
the Livestream or King County TV options listed above, if possible, to watch or listen to the
meeting.

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

1. Call to Order

2. Roll Call

3. Approval of Minutes p. 4

Minutes of August 22, 2024

Sign language and interpreter services can be arranged given sufficient notice (206-848-0355).
TTY Mumber - TTY 711.
Council Chambers is equipped with a hearing loop, which provides a wireless signal that is picked up
‘ \ by a hearing aid when it is set to 'T' [Telecoil] setting.
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4, Public Comment

Consent

5. Proposed Motion No. 2024-0274 P. 8

A MOTION approving a forest carbon credit approval report in accordance with K.C.C. chapter 18.35.
Sponsors: Dembowski

Briefing

6. Briefing No. 2024-B0107 P. 14
Metro General Manager Briefing

Michelle Allison, Director, Metro Transit Department
Discussion and Possible Action

7. Proposed Motion No. 2024-0258 . 15

A MOTION accepting the King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2 in
compliance with Motion 16062 and the 2023-2024 Biennial Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19546, as
amended by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1.

Sponsors: Dembowski

April Sanders, Council staff
Briefing

8. Briefing No. 2024-B0108 . 158
State Forest Trust Lands Report Briefing

Kathleen Farley Wolf, Forestry Program Manager, DNRP

Sarah Ogden, Trust Outreach Specialist, Washington State Department of Natural Resources

Duane Emmons, Assistant Deputy Supervisor for State Uplands, Washington State Department of Natural
Resources

Adjournment

Sign language and interpreter services can be arranged given sufficient notice (206-848-0355).
TTY Mumber - TTY 711.
Council Chambers is equipped with a hearing loop, which provides a wireless signal that is picked up
‘ \ by a hearing aid when it is set to 'T' [Telecoil] setting.
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King County Meeting Minutes

Transportation, Economy, and
Environment Committee

Councilmembers:
Rod Dembowski, Chair;
Teresa Mosqueda, Vice Chair;
Claudia Balducci, Jorge Barén, Pete von Reichbauer,

Lead Staff: Sherrie Hsu (206-477-7253)
Committee Clerk: Angelica Calderon (206 477-7470)

9:30 AM Thursday, August 22, 2024 Hybrid Meeting

SPECIAL MEETING

Hybrid Meetings: Attend King County Council committee meetings in person
in Council Chambers (Room 1001), 516 3rd Avenue in Seattle, or through
remote access. Details on how to attend and/or provide comment remotely are
listed below.

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.

HOW TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMENT: The Transportation, Economy and
Environment Committee values community input and looks forward to hearing
from you on agenda items.

The Committee will accept public comment on items on today’s agenda in
writing. You may do so by submitting your written comments to
kcccomitt@kingcounty.gov. If your comments are submitted before 8:00 a.m.
on the day of the meeting, your comments will be distributed to the committee
members and appropriate staff prior to the meeting.
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HOW TO WATCH/LISTEN TO THE MEETING REMOTELY: There are three ways
to watch or listen to the meeting:

1) Stream online via this link http://www.kingcounty.gov/kctv, or input the link
web address
into your web browser.

2) Watch King County TV on Comcast Channel 22 and 322(HD) and Astound
Broadband Channels 22 and 711(HD).

3) Listen to the meeting by telephone.

Dial: 1 253 215 8782
Webinar ID: 892 6924 2617

To help us manage the meeting, please use the Livestream or King County TV
options listed above, if possible, to watch or listen to the meeting.

1. Call to Order

Chair Dembowski called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m.

2. Roll Call

Present: 5- Balducci, Baron, Dembowski, Mosqueda and von Reichbauer

3. Approval of Minutes

Councilmember Barén moved approval of the July 16, 2024 meeting minutes. There
being no objections, the minutes were approved.

Consent

4, Proposed Ordinance No. 2024-0188
AN ORDINANCE authorizing the King County executive to execute an agreement with Longacres Owners
Association for the sale and use of thermal energy from King County wastewater, and to formally
memorialize ownership of the system at the former Longacres site in Renton, Washington.

Sponsors: Dembowski

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

Yes: 5- Balducci, Baron, Dembowski, Mosqueda and von Reichbauer

Briefing

5. Briefing No. 2024-B0095
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CFT Recommendations

Sherrie Hsu, Council staff, introduced the panel: Catherine Gockel, Conservation Futures
Advisory Committee Chair, Niesha Fort, Conservation Futures Advisory Committee Vice
Chair, Ingrid Lundin, Project Program Manager, Natural Resources & Parks and Anjali
Fisher, Project/Program Manager, Natural Resources & Parks, were present to briefed
the committee via PowerPoint presentation and answered questions from the members

This matter was Presented

Discussion and Possible Action

6. Proposed Ordinance No. 2024-0222

AN ORDINANCE approving the grant funding allocation for projects funded through the 2020-2025 parks,
recreation, trails, and open space levy grant program in accordance with Ordinance 18890, Motion 15378,
Ordinance 19166, and the 2023-2024 Biennial Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19546, Section 95.

Sponsors: Dembowski

Sherrie Hsu, Council staff, briefed the committee on the legislation and answered
questions from the members. Doug Hodson, Parks Deputy Director, Department of
Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP), Johnny Buck, Native Just Transition, Targeted
Equity Grant Advisory Committee and Jordan Louie, Parks Project Manager, DNRP, were
present to briefed the committee via PowerPoint presentation and answered questions
from the members.

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

Yes: 5- Balducci, Baron, Dembowski, Mosqueda and von Reichbauer

7. Proposed Motion No. 2024-0211

A MOTION relating to the King County Search and Rescue Association; acknowledging receipt of the
funding report for its proposed new headquarters as required by the 2023-2024 Biennial Budget Ordinance,
Ordinance 19546, Section 94, Proviso P1.

Sponsors: Perry

Jeff Muhm, Council staff, briefed the committee on the legislation and answered
questions from the members. Carrie Lee Gagnon, Executive Director, King County
Search and Rescue Association (KCSARA) and Jen Brenes, Treasurer, KCSARA, briefed
the Committee and answered questions from the members.

This item was expedited to the August 27, 2024 Council Agenda.

A motion was made by Councilmember Baron that this Motion be Recommended
Do Pass Consent. The motion carried by the following vote:

Yes: 4 - Balducci, Baron, Dembowski and Mosqueda

Excused: 1- von Reichbauer

8. Proposed Motion No. 2024-0213
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A MOTION accepting a RapidRide Prioritization Plan report as called for by Ordinance 19367, Section 6.B.,
which report includes an update on the status of the planning and design of the RapidRide K and R lines, in
response to Ordinance 19546, Section 114, Proviso P4.C.

Sponsors: Mosqueda

Mary Bourguignon, Council staff, briefed the committee on the legislation and answered
questions from the members.

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

Yes: 4 - Balducci, Baron, Dembowski and Mosqueda

Excused: 1- von Reichbauer

9. Proposed Motion No. 2024-0001

A MOTION relating to solid waste; acknowledging receipt of the sustainable aviation fuel report as required

by the 2021-2022 Biennial Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19210, Section 107, Proviso P1, as amended.
Sponsors: Dembowski
Terra Rose, Council staff, briefed the committee on the legislation and answered
questions from the members. Pat McLaughlin, Director, Solid Waste Division, DNRP,
Morgan John, Project Manager, Solid Waste Division, DNRP and Stephanie Meyn,
Climate Project Manager, Port of Seattle, were present to briefed the committee via

PowerPoint presentation and answered questions from the members.

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

Yes: 4 - Balducci, Baron, Dembowski and Mosqueda

Excused: 1- von Reichbauer

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 11:39 a.m.

Approved this day of

Clerk's Signature
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Motion

Proposed No. 2024-0274.1 Sponsors Dembowski
A MOTION approving a forest carbon credit approval
report in accordance with K.C.C. chapter 18.35.

WHEREAS, in May 2019, the executive launched a pilot forest carbon program,
which involves voluntary payments to King County for carbon credits generated by
preserving forests so they can continue to store carbon, and

WHEREAS, in October 2023, Ordinance 19671 related to the establishment and
administration of the forest carbon program was enacted, which established new chapter
in the King County Code, K.C.C. chapter 18.35, and

WHEREAS, King County acquired lands and created a forest carbon project
through which 47,802 Verified Emissions Reductions Credits are being verified starting
in June 2024 from the King County Rural Forest Carbon Project, which is also known as
Verified Carbon Standard Project 1911, and

WHEREAS, King County desires to sell the 47,802 verified credits to generate
revenue for additional forest conservation, and

WHEREAS, K.C.C. chapter 18.35 requires the executive to transmit a forest
carbon credit approval report that provides details on the carbon project, including its
location, the type of project, the protocol or methodology used to verify the carbon

credits, and the number of verified credits created before any sales of carbon credits, and
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Motion

WHEREAS, K.C.C. chapter 18.35 requires that carbon credits from projects
described in a forest carbon credit approval report not be sold or transferred until a

motion approving a report is passed;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

The forest carbon credit approval report, Attachment A to this Motion, is

approved.
KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON
Rod Dembowski, Chair
ATTEST:

Melani Pedroza, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of ,

Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report
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Attachment A

Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report

King County Code (KCC) chapter 18.35 requires a Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report be approved by
the King County Council prior to the sale or transfer of carbon credits by the Department of Natural

Resources and Parks.

Project: King County Rural Forest Carbon Project Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) Project 1911

Verification process has begun for a batch of carbon credits from VCS Project 1911 in June 2024.% 2

Project Name

King County Rural Forest Carbon Project (VCS Project 1911)

Project Location

151 properties, totaling 1,861.31 acres, throughout King County
(Figure 1 and Table 1)

Project Type Forestry sector, Improved Forest Management

Protocol or Methodology Verified Carbon Standard Methodology VM0012 Improved Forest
Used to Verify Carbon Management in Temperate and Boreal Forests (LtPF) v1.23
Credits

Number of verified credits
created

47,802 verified credits are anticipated

1 "Verified carbon credits" are those carbon credits that have undergone an independent third-party assessment of
greenhouse gas emission reductions or removals that have occurred as a result of the carbon project.

2 \/M0012 [Link]

3 Carbon Credits from VCS Project 1911 [Link]
Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report

Page |1
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Attachment A

King County Forest Carbon Program
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Figure 1. Location of King County Rural Forest Carbon Project Sites.

Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report
Page |2
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Attachment A

Table 1. Rural Forest Carbon Project Sites. Parcel Number Acquisition Year

— 2525069092 2017

Parcel Number Acquisition Year 2525069093 2017
0623069003 2015 2525069094 2017
2122039117 2015 3422079091 2017
2122039118 2015 2621069079 2018
2922039006 2015 2621069069 2018
2922039007 2015 2621069011 2018
2922039026 2015 0223059001 2018
2922039027 2015 0223059002 2018
1324069042 2015 0223059004 2018
7327710080 2015 2821069004 2018
7327710090 2015 2422029016 2018
3123039162 2015 2522029115 2018
0122029001 2015 2020079002 2018
1924079091 2015 2020079006 2018
0523089043 2015 2020079007 2018
0823089003 2015 2020079008 2018
0823089007 2015 2020079020 2018
0823089023 2015 2020079023 2018
2924089002 2015 3321069025 2018
2924089003 2015 2621069075 2019
2022069035 2016 2621069076 2019
2924069011 2016 2924069010 2019
2924069015 2016 2924069021 2019
2922039001 2016 2924069031 2019
2522029016 2016 2322029035 2019
1824079016 2016 2322029036 2019
6626300060 2016 2322029199 2019
7327710020 2016 2921079039 2019
7327710030 2016 2921079062 2019
2621069071 2017 3421069007 2019
2621069072 2017 1824079012 2019
2621069073 2017 1824079114 2019
2621069074 2017 1924079001 2019
0220069009 2017 0526069039 2019
3224069015 2017 0122029004 2019
1724079011 2017 2621069077 2020
2525069011 2017 2621069078 2020
2525069013 2017 1531000010 2020
2525069017 2017 2121069019 2020
2525069018 2017 1823039092 2020
2525069082 2017 3024069029 2020

Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report

Page |3
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Attachment A

Parcel Number Acquisition Year Parcel Number Acquisition Year
2085200975 2020 0121029123 2022
2085200980 2020 0122029058 2022
2085200985 2020 1125079043 2022
2921069014 2020 1225079031 2022
2921069075 2020 1222029086 2022
3421069005 2020 1322029005 2022
3321069009 2020 1322029049 2022
2122039080 2020 1322029073 2022
1926069025 2020 1322029082 2022
0121029016 2020 1322029085 2022
0121029144 2020 1621069031 2022
3323039002 2020 1621069047 2022
2224079033 2020 1621069048 2022
1022059037 2020 2426049032 2022
0619079083 2021 2426049033 2022
1023079027 2021 1722069067 2022
1023079028 2021 2221059008 2022
1324079020 2021 2524069048 2022
1425079048 2021 2524069056 2022
2122039124 2021 2524069057 2022
2122039125 2021 2921069111 2022
2122039126 2021 6175800440 2022
2525069012 2021 6175801010 2022
2525069095 2021 6175801015 2022
2921079002 2021 6175801025 2022
2921079048 2021 6175801030 2022
2921079078 2021
2921079083 2021
2921079087 2021
3122039007 2021
3221069006 2021
3323059090 2021
3323059091 2021
3521069161 2021
3621069059 2021
3621069062 2021
3621069067 2021
8550001075 2021
0121029002 2022
0121029055 2022
0121029121 2022
0121029122 2022

Forest Carbon Credit Approval Report
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King County

TRANSPORTATION, ECONOMY AND
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

September 12, 2024

Agenda Item No. 6
Briefing No. 2024-B0107

Metro General Manager Briefing

There are no materials for this item.
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ki
King County

Metropolitan King County Council
Transportation, Economy, and Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item: 7 Name: April Sanders
Proposed No.: | 2024-0258 Date: September 12, 2024
SUBJECT

A motion accepting the King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation
Plan Phase 2 Report.

SUMMARY

Proposed Motion 2024-0258 would accept the King County Equitable Development
Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2 Report. Approval of the proposed motion would
release $1 million in short-term lodging tax dollars for the implementation of the
Equitable Development Initiative.

The Council passed Motion 16062 on March 15, 2022, requesting the Executive
establish the King County Equitable Development Initiative (EDI). The motion further
requested the Executive to prepare an Implementation Plan in two phases, with the first
phase due August 31, 2022, and the second phase due June 30, 2023. The Phase 1
Plan was transmitted on January 5, 2023. The 2" Omnibus of the 2023-2024 biennial
budget, Ordinance 19712, included Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso P1 to the
Housing and Community Development fund. ER8 restricted $1 million in short-term
lodging tax dollars to support the EDI. These dollars would be released upon the
Council passing a motion to accept the EDI Phase 2 Report.

Apart from the transmittal date, the Phase 2 Report appears to meet the requirements
of Motion 16062 and the 2" Omnibus.

The Phase 2 Report, developed in consultation with the Community Planning
Workgroup, recommends launching the Initiative in four phases: alignment, start-up,
intermediate, and sustained, with each phase increasing in costs from less than $10
million annually to $50 to $100 million annually. The Plan includes various Objectives
and Strategies of the Initiative, as well as metrics for evaluating equitable outcomes and
outreach strategies.

The Phase 2 Report indicates that, until implementation is feasible through the State
Legislature approving sufficient revenue authority, the Executive’s next steps focus on
what can be achieved with the $1 million in short-term lodging tax dollars allocated in
Ordinance 19712.
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If an ongoing funding source is identified, the Phase 2 Report states that additional
implementing legislation may be necessary, including legislation to establish permanent
EDI governance and potential funding legislation.

BACKGROUND

Equity and Social Justice at King County. King County launched the Equity and
Social Justice Initiative in 2008 to address long-standing and persistent inequities in
King County. As part of this initiative, the King County Equity Impact Review Tool was
developed as both a process and a tool to identify, evaluate, and communicate the
potential impact of a policy or program on people with a particular focus on communities
of color, low-income communities, and limited English proficient (LEP) communities.

Ordinance 16948, also referred to as the "Equity and Social Justice Ordinance," was
enacted in 2010. This ordinance applies the countywide strategic plan's principle of "fair
and just" in all county work in order to achieve equitable opportunities for all people and
communities. The ordinance defines “fair and just" to mean that the county serves all
residents by promoting fairness and opportunity and eliminating inequities through
actions to which equity and social justice foundational practices are applied. The
ordinance identified fourteen determinants of equity as the conditions that lead to the
creation of a fair and just society in King County.

In 2014, the Council provided funding for the Office of Equity and Social Justice through
the 2015-2016 biennium budget. The office was established to support and work with
King County leadership, employees, and local and national partners to advance
practices, strategies, and policies that promote fairness, justice, and opportunity for all
as directed by the ordinance. In March 2016, the Office of Equity and Social Justice
revised the county’s Equity Impact Review Tool. The framework combined empirical
data (quantitative analysis) and community engagement findings (qualitative analysis) to
inform planning, decision-making and implementation of actions which affect equity in
King County.

In 2021, as part of the second 2021 omnibus’, the Council restricted $50,000 to support
development of an Equitable Development Initiative, including workgroup facilitation
costs and compensation for workgroup participants.

Seattle's Equitable Development Initiative. The City of Seattle adopted Resolution
315772 in 2015 and Ordinance 1241733 in 2016, which made race and social equity one
of the four core values in the Comprehensive Plan and incorporated race and social
equity throughout the plan. The legislations led to additional work that provides ongoing
measures and analysis of equity citywide,* which was used as part to the City's overall
analysis of the Comprehensive Plan. Through the race and social equity framework

' Ordinance 19364

2 http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/31577

3 http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/ordinances/125173

4 The equity analysis includes potential future displacement impacts of the city's growth strategy on marginalized
populations and access to opportunity
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established in the Comprehensive Plan, the City of Seattle prioritizes planning,
policymaking, funding and programming to address inequities and disparities.

Seattle's EDI was established in 2016 and is considered by the City as a key
component of implementing Ordinance 124173. Seattle's EDI was established though
the Equitable Development Implementation Plan® and the Equitable Development
Financial Investment Strategy. The initiative was created in a partnership between
South Communities Organization for Racial-Regional Equity (SouthCORE), Race and
Social Equity Taskforce (RSET), the Center for Social Inclusion, and the City of Seattle
Office of Planning and Community Development and Office of Civil Rights.

The City of Seattle defines equitable development as "public and private investments,
programs, and policies in neighborhoods to meet the needs of marginalized people and
reduce disparities, taking into account past history and current conditions, so that quality
of life outcomes such as access to quality education, living wage employment, healthy
environment, affordable housing and transportation, are equitably distributed for the
people currently living and working there, as well as for new people moving in."®

As part of the Implementation Plan, the City of Seattle developed an EDI framework,
which is intended to support decision making and guide implementation "to reduce
disparities and achieve equitable outcomes for marginalized populations."” There are
six equity drivers within the equitable development framework:

- Advance economic opportunity

- Prevent residential, commercial, and community displacement
- Build on local cultural assets

- Promote transportation mobility and connectivity

- Develop healthy and safe neighborhoods

- Equitable access to all neighborhoods

Seattle's implementation of the EDI has resulted in several notable actions. Seattle's
EDI fund has distributed $49 million since 2017, which has been used to fund projects,
site acquisition, and capacity building in support high displacement communities. $5.8
million and $9.8 million were awarded in 2020 and 2021 respectively.® The EDI uses
place-based strategies that prioritize communities that experience high levels of
displacement, historical racially-driven disinvestment, significant populations of
marginalized communities, inclusive community engagement, and major transit
investment.

As part of the implementation, the City launched an Equitable Development Monitoring
Program (EDMP), wherein the City developed equitable development indicators that are
monitored and analyzed to evaluate displacement within the city. Two reports, the

5 City of Seattle, Equitable Development Implementation Plan, https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/
OPCD/Ongoinglnitiatives/EquitableDevelopmentinitiative /EDIImpPlan042916final.pdf

6 City of Seattle, Equitable Development Implementation Plan,page 13

7 City of Seattle, Equitable Development Implementation Plan, page 29

8 EDI funded projects can be found at: https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/equitable-development-
initiative#projects and https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Ongoinglnitiatives/Equitable
Developmentinitiative/EDIFundProjects 2020 location.pdf
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Community Indicators Report® and the Heightened Displacement Risk Indicators,®
provide information on affordability, livability, education and economic opportunity, and
heightened displacement risk.

Seattle's EDI framework has also been incorporated into departmental work, through
the use of an equity analysis and the equitable development framework to prioritize
capital project planning, incorporating race and social equity policies throughout the
comprehensive plan, and evaluating equity criteria in work that may result in
displacement.

Motion 16062. The Council passed Motion 16062 on March 15, 2022, requesting the
Executive establish the King County Equitable Development Initiative. The motion
further requested the Executive to prepare an Implementation Plan in two phases, with
the first phase due August 31, 2022, and the second phase due June 30, 2023.

The motion identified that the EDI should be countywide and scope, but prioritize urban
area communities, particularly historically marginalized communities. Further, the
motion identified a set of principles that would guide development of an EDI framework,
specifically: advancing economic mobility and opportunity for residents; preventing
residential, commercial, and cultural displacement; building upon and protecting local
cultural assets that anchor communities; supporting organizational capacity building;
promoting transportation mobility and connectivity; and enabling equitable access for all
communities.

The motion requested that the planning and creation of the initiative be completed in
partnership with a planning workgroup comprised of community membership,
emphasizing Black, Indigenous, and People of Color leadership, broad geographic
representation, and with consideration given to individuals with lived experience or
expertise relevant to the initiative. The Executive was tasked with appointing members,
who were to be compensated for their participation, to this workgroup in consultation
with the Council.

The motion notes that the principles adopted by the motion are not to apply to the Best
Starts Capital Grants Program.

Phase 1. Phase 1 of the EDI Implementation Plan was requested to be transmitted on
August 31, 2022. It was to include at lease the following components: a framework that
is consistent with equitable community-driven development principles laid out in the
motion and recommendations on next steps for county and community structure and
capacity and related resources necessary to support the EDI.

Phase 2. Phase 2 of the EDI Implementation Plan was requested to be created in
partnership with the planning workgroup and transmitted on June 30, 2023. The plan
was to include objectives and strategies to reduce disparities; incorporate data of
displacement risk and related metrics; include metrics for monitoring and evaluating
outcomes; describe partnerships with outside agencies like community-based
organizations or regional partners; identify funding sources that could be leveraged;

9 https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/CommunitylndicatorsReport2020.pdf
10 https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/displacement-risk
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propose strategies to coordinate across county agencies and programs; identify a
community outreach and collaboration process; utilize the "community directs action"
level of engagement; propose next steps and a timeline; and recommendations for a
permanent advisory board.

DCHS-King County EDI Implementation Plan Phase 1 Report. The Executive
transmitted the Phase 1 report requested through Motion 16062 on January 5, 2023,
and DCHS staff briefed the Transportation, Economy, and Environment Committee on
February 21, 2023.

The report was organized as follows:

|. Executive Summary

II. Background

lll. Report Requirements

IV. Conclusions and Next Actions

V. Appendices, note Appendix C identifies the members of the Community
Planning Workgroup (CPW)

The report defined equitable development as "an approach to planning and community
development paired with public and private investments and service delivery that
advances equity and self-determination of communities:

- Adversely impacted by structural racism and discrimination;

- Experiencing disparities in economic and health outcomes; and

- Facing a heightened risk of displacement.
These communities primarily include BIPOC, low-income, immigrants and refugees,
people with disabilities, seniors, and LGBTQ+ communities."

The report further outlined the guiding values, vision, goal, and objectives of the EDI.
Each objective, laid out below, has strategies associated with it that would aim to
achieve the objective.

- Objective 1: Increase stability and support resilience of residents, businesses,
and community organizations in geographic areas and cultural communities
experiencing displacement and areas where displaced households have
relocated.

- Objective 2: Support preservation and creation of cultural assets.

- Objective 3: Honor and promote community power in planning and decision-
making.

- Objective 4: Build the capacity of community-based organizations to lead
community-controlled and community-owned development.

- Objective 5: Invest in strong, inclusive, and cooperative local economies.

- Objective 6: Expand transportation mobility and connectivity while guarding
against displacement.

- Objective 7: Advance healthy, livable communities with equitable quality-of-life
outcomes.
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The report recommended the King County EDI consist of four components to be
implemented concurrently and in close partnership with the EDI Advisory Board and
community organizations.

- Part 1: Make new investments in community-led equitable development projects.

- Part 2: Collaborate across departments to promote equitable development as a
goal countwide.

- Part 3: Build partnerships and leverage expertise, ideas, and resources beyond
King County government.

- Part 4: Integrate learning, monitoring, and evaluation objectives and practices.

Ordinance 19712'". The 2" Omnibus of the 2023-2024 biennial budget, Ordinance
19712, included Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso P1 to the Housing and
Community Development fund. ER8 restricted $1 million in short-term lodging tax
dollars to support the EDI. These dollars would be released upon the Council passing a
motion to accept the EDI Phase 2 Report.

ANALYSIS

Proposed Motion 2024-0258 would accept the King County Equitable Development
Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2 Report, in compliance with Motion 16062, and in
compliance with Proviso P1 on the Housing and Community Development fund through
Ordinance 19712 (2023-2024 2" Omnibus), as described in the background section.

Motion 16062 requested the Executive transmit the Phase 2 Report, with any necessary
legislation to establish the EDI, by June 30, 2023. The legislation was ultimately
transmitted on August 15, 2024, which did not include accompanying legislation. The
2023-2024 2" Omnibus did not specify a due date for the Phase 2 Report.

Apart from the original due date laid out in Motion 16062, the Phase 2 Report appears
to meet the requirements of Motion 16062 and Ordinance 19712. If the proposed motion
is approved, $1 million in short-term lodging tax dollars restricted in ER8 on the Housing
and Community Development fund would be released to support the EDI.

The Phase 2 Report includes the following sections, with this staff report focusing on
sections IV. And V.

l. Legislative Text
Il. Executive Summary

1. Background
V. Report Requirements
\Y Conclusions and Next Actions

VI.  Appendices

Community Planning Workgroup. Consistent with the requirements of Motion 16062,
DCHS developed the Implementation Plan Phase 2 Report with a Community Planning

11 King County - File #: 2023-0355

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 20 of 220 September 12, 2024


https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6377538&GUID=9048AEA2-5D07-4878-A4B0-FFBBE01B5069&Options=Advanced&Search=&FullText=1

Workgroup (CPW), consisting of 15 community members BIPOC-led community-based
organizations working on equitable development and related issues, communities
experiencing high risk of displacement, and lived experience.

These CPW members were selected by a review panel of five King County staff and
three non-applicant community members.

A full roster of CPW members, the organization they represent, and their Council district
can be found in Appendix B. of the Phase 2 Report.

Executive staff indicate the the CPW did not take a final vote on the Phase 2 Report, but
were instrumental in its development and were part of the review and finalization
process. The CPW and Executive staff met over 50 times since May 2022 to develop
the recommendations of the EDI Implementation Plan. Additionally, they were given
access to the final document before transmittal. A subcommittee of four members of the
CPW provided a close review of the final draft for any major concerns or
incongrucencies with the CPW'’s intended recommendations.

Stages of Implementation. The CPW, through the Phase 2 Report, recommends
launching the EDI in four stages, as described below:

1) Alignment Stage.

a. The EDI would establish an interim Advisory Board, support coordination
of County capital programs within the EDI framework, and administer
capacity building grants to help CBOs build their ability to lead a capital
project.

b. Estimated costs and staffing needs: Less than $10 million annually, and at
least one Full-Time Employee (FTE)

2) Start-Up Stage.

a. The EDI would increase the capacity building grant program, launch a
strategic acquisition program, develop regional partnerships, launch a
displacement data dashboard, and transition to a permanent Advisory
Board

b. Estimated costs and staffing needs: $10 million to $20 million annually,
plus administrative costs, and approximately three FTE

c. Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: Eight
projects

3) Intermediate Stage.
a. The EDI would operate the capacity building and strategic acquisition
programs at full scale with expanded geographies, as well as launch an
EDI construction capital funding program.
b. Estimated costs and staffing needs: $20 to $50 million annually, plus
administrative costs, and approximately five FTE
c. Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: 12 projects
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4) Sustained Stage.
a. The EDI would operate the capacity-building, strategic acquisition, and
capital funding programs at full scale.
b. Estimated costs and staffing needs: $50 to $100 million annually, plus
administrative costs, and approximately seven FTEs
c. Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: 16 projects

Compliance with Motion 16062 and Ordinance 19712. Table 1 below reviews each
relevant requirement in Motion 16062 and Ordinance 19712 and how it is addressed in
the transmitted Phase 2 Report.

Table 1. Crosswalk of Responses to Phase 2 Report Requirements
Requirement in Motion 16062 Response in Proposed Motion 2024-0258
and Ordinance 19712
(summarized)

Include objectives and strategies | Chart 3 on page 47 of the Phase 2 Report outlines 7
for reducing economic and racial = Objectives, each with various implementing

disparities, by preventing Strategies to achieve those objectives.
residential, economic, and

cultural displacement and The Objectives are (summarized):

creating a preserving community 1) Increase stability and support resilience of
stability residents, businesses, and community

organizations in cultural communities
experiencing displacement or areas where
displaced people have relocated;

2) Support the preservation and creation of
cultural assets;

3) Honor and promote community power in
planning and decisionmaking;

4) Build the capacity of CBOs to lead
community-controlled, and owned
development;

5) Invest in strong, inclusive, and cooperative
local economies;

6) Expand transportation mobility and
connectivity while guarding against
displacement; and

7) Advance healthy, liveable community with
equitable quality-of-life outcomes.

Incorporate data of current and | Regarding current displacement risk, DCHS

future displacement risk and reviewed various datasets by the City of Seattle and

related metrics that should be Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), including:

used to determine programs and | Displacement Risk Index, Access to Opportunity

policies Index, Displacement Risk Inicators Dashboard,
among others.

Regarding future displacement risks, DCHS
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Include metrics for monitoring
and evaluating equitable
outcomes

Describe potential partnerships
with CBOs, regional partners,
and other jurisdictions to
establish the initiative program
funding and policies countywide

Identify potential funding options
for the initiative

Propose strategies to coordinate

TrEE Mtg. Materials

identified the following themes: (1) displacement risk
is concentrated in South King County; (2) it is linked
to demographic changes; (3) housing instability is
concentrated in East and South King County; and (4)
it is rising for renters in rural areas of NE and SE
King County.

The Report recommends the following actions for
measuring and monitoring displacement risk:

1) Develop an interactive displacement risk
indicator dashboard;

2) Gather additional qualitative data to
complement quantitative data;

3) Analyze existing displacement risk with
individual indicators to inform future RFPs;

4) Continue to build on individual displacement
indicator data; and

5) Present data and program progress updates
annually to the EDI Advisory Board and future
Interdepartmental Team.

The Report recommends the following partnerships:

1) CBOs: equitable development practitioners
and policy leaders

2) Regional Partners: public funders, regional
organizations, and community development
finance institutions (CDFls)

3) Other Jurisdictions: cities with a high
displacement risk and where previous projects
have been funded with public resources

4) Public-Private Partnerships: philanthropic
organizations, CDFls, and other public sector
institutions.

The CPW outlines equitable development principles,
a few of which include: working towards obtaining
secure, consistent, and growth oriented funding;
taking swift action to pursue flexible revenue; and
divesting General Fund resources from the criminal
legal system and other activities and reinvest
resources to the EDI.

Due to an insufficient funding source identified, the
Phase 2 Report outlines funding tools requiring
authorization from the State, including: new property
tax levy, additional real estate exise tax, additional
capital gains tax, additional B&O tax, vacant or
unoccupied property tax, income tax, public-private
partnerships, and state and federal grants.

The CPW recommends the following (which are
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across county agencies and
programs to advance initiative
objectives

|dentify a process for community
outreach and collaboration with
CBOs and other jurisdictions

Describe how the process with
use the “community directs
action” level of engagement

Propose next steps, including a
timeline, that would be needed
to implement the initiative,
including legislation

Include a recommendation of
the duties and responsibilities of
a permanent advisory board to
implement the initiative

TrEE Mtg. Materials

1)

2)

3)

further expanded upon in the Phase 2 Report):

Increase coordination between County
programs aligned with equitable development;
Department leaders should participate in
coordination efforts and provide strategic
guidance through a future interdepartmental
team; and

And Advisory Board of community members
should advise on interdepartmental
coordination.

Outreach strategies are:

1)

2)

Work with an Advisory Board to connect to
CBOs;

Develop an EDI webpage with centralized
information;

Create an EDI email list;

Connect with existing community advisory
boards and commissions focused on equity;
and

Convene equitable development practitioners
and partners.

The CPW recommends the following in order to
ensure a “community directs action” approach:

1)

3)

An Advisory Board should provide
recommendations on implementation and
maintenance EDI, and grantmaking
committees should provide funding award
recommendations;

The EDI should provide education and
capacity building for community members;
and

The County should resource all engagement
and community leadership activities.

See subsection “Next Steps” below.

The overarching responsibilities for an Advisory
Board to implement and maintain the EDI would be:

1)
2)

Advising on the implementation of the EDI;
Co-developing the EDI strategy and program
priorities; and

3) Promoting accountability to priority

communities and the EDI framework.

The Phase 2 Report further refines the criteria and
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process for selection of Advisory Board members, as
well as the use of an interim Advisory Board until the
EDI reaches th start-up stage of implementation.

Next Steps. The Phase 2 Report details the Executive’s recommended next steps to
implement the EDI, as well as the Executive’s response to CPW recommendations. The
Executive analysis states that a long-term funding option has not yet been identified,
given the state of the General Fund and the relatively small dollar amount of short-term
lodging tax revenues. Additionally, new revenue authority would require enacting
legislation from the state.

The Executive’s Office supports cross-departmental coordination, with DCHS as the
lead department in implementing a King County EDI, with an Executive Office sponsor.
The sponsor, in consultation with the Advisory Board, would assess County capital
programs for alignment with the EDI framework.

The Phase 2 Report further indicates that the Executive supports the phased approach
recommended by the CPW. However, the Report states “[w]ithout additional resources,
the Executive recognizes the infeasibility of the CPW’s recommended near-term
implementation plan.”

For this reason, the Phase 2 Report indicates that, until implementation is feasible
through the State Legislature approving sufficient revenue authority, the Executive’s
next steps focus on what can be achieved with the $1 million in short-term lodging tax
dollars allocated in Ordinance 19712.

If an ongoing funding source is identified, the Phase 2 Report states that additional
implementing legislation may be necessary, including legislation to establish permanent
EDI governance and potential funding legislation.

Use of Restricted Monies. Regarding the $1 million in short-term lodging tax dollars
restricted in Ordinance 19712 (2023-2024 2" Omnibus) for implementation of the EDI,
the CPW recommends providing one-year capacity building grants for smaller CBOs to
build their capacity to lead housing related capital projects with EDI principles and
priorities.

The Executive is further recommending grants in the range of $100,000 to $150,000 for
activities related to planning and development of housing-related capital projects.

Due to the administrative work to set up this grant program, the Executive recommends
expending these funds through 2025 over an 18-month period. A term-limited temporary
(TLT) staff position within DCHS would be used to manage the EDI implementation
work, coming out of that $1 million.

A more detailed delineation of how the $1 million would be allocated can be found in
Chart 8 on page 88 of the Phase 2 Report.

INVITED
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e Yasmeen Perez, Equitable Development Program Manager, King County
Department of Community and Human Services

e Xochitl Maykovich, Housing and Community Development Division Deputy
Director, King County Department of Community and Human Services

e Yordanos Teferi, Executive Director of Multicultural Community Coalition

e Debbie Lacy, Executive Director of Eastside for All

e Aaron Garcia, Executive Director of White Center Community Development
Association

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2024-0258 (and its attachment)
2. Transmittal Letter
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1200 King County Courthouse
4 KING COUNTY 516 Third Avenue
m Seattle, WA 98104
. Signature Report
King County 9 P

Motion

Proposed No. 2024-0258.1 Sponsors Dembowski
A MOTION accepting the King County Equitable
Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2 in
compliance with Motion 16062 and the 2023-2024 Biennial
Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19546, as amended by
Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1.

WHEREAS, the metropolitan King County council passed Motion 16062 on
March 15, 2022, which requested the executive to establish an equitable development
initiative and prepare an implementation plan, and

WHEREAS, the executive transmitted phase 1 of the equitable development
initiative implementation plan on January 5, 2023, and

WHEREAS, the equitable development initiative phase two plan, as requested by
Motion 16062:

A. Includes objectives and strategies for reducing economic and racial disparities,
by preventing residential, economic, and cultural displacement, and creating and
preserving community stability;

B. Incorporates data of current and predicted future displacement risk and related
metrics that should be used to determine programs and policies;

C. Includes metrics for monitoring and evaluating equitable outcomes;
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20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

Motion

D. Describes potential partnerships with community-based organizations,
regional partners, and other jurisdictions to establish the initiative program funding and
policies countywide;

E. Identifies potential funding options for the initiative;

F. Proposes strategies to coordinate across county agencies and programs to
advance initiative objectives;

G. Identifies a process for community outreach and collaboration with
community-based organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on
communities experiencing or at risk of displacement;

H. Describes how the process will use the "community directs action" level of
engagement as outlined in the office of equity and social justice's community engagement
guide;

I. Proposes next steps, including a timeline, that would be needed to implement
the initiative, including legislation; and

J. Includes recommendations on the duties and responsibilities of a permanent
advisory board to implement the initiative, and

WHEREAS, adopted Ordinance 19712, which took effect December 28, 2023,
restricted $1,000,000 of short-term lodging tax revenue to support the equitable
development initiative through Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8, regarding the
housing and community development fund, and

WHEREAS, Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, regarding the housing and
community development fund stated that moneys restricted by Expenditure Restriction

ERS shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits phase 2 of the

2
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42

43

44

45

46

47

48

Motion

equitable development initiative plan, request by Motion 16062, and a motion that should
accept the plan and reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance, ordinance
section, and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion and a motion
accepting the plan is passed by the council;

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

The King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2,

Attachment A to this motion, is hereby accepted, as required under the 2023-2024
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Motion

49  Biennial Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19546, as amended by Ordinance 19712, Section

50 77, Proviso P1.

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Rod Dembowski, Chair
ATTEST:

Melani Pedroza, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this day of ,

Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
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Attachment A

King County Equitable Development Initiative
Implementation Plan Phase 2

August 2024

King County

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
Page |1
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I.  LEGISLATIVE TEXT

Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso P11

ER8 EXPENDITURE RESTRICTION:
Of this appropriation, $1,000,000 of short-term lodging tax revenue shall be expended solely to support
the Equitable Development Initiative established by the executive as requested by Motion 16062.

P1 PROVIDED THAT:

Moneys restricted by Expenditure Restriction ER8 of this section shall not be expended or encumbered
until the County Executive transmits phase 2 of the Equitable Development Initiative plan, requested by
Motion 16062, and a motion that should accept the plan and reference the subject matter, the proviso’s
ordinance, ordinance section, and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion, and a
motion accepting the plan is passed by the council.

The equitable development phase two plan, as requested by Motion 16062, should:

A. Include objectives and strategies for reducing economic and racial disparities, by preventing
residential, economic, and cultural displacement, and creating and preserving community
stability;

B. Incorporate data of current and predicted future displacement risk and related metrics that
should be used to determine programs and policies;

C. Include metrics for monitoring and evaluating equitable outcomes;

D. Describe potential partnerships with community-based organizations, regional partners, and
other jurisdictions to establish the initiative program funding and policies countywide;

E. Identify potential funding options for the initiative;

F. Propose strategies to coordinate across county agencies and programs to advance initiative
objectives;

G. ldentify a process for community outreach and collaboration with community-based
organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on communities experiencing or at
risk of displacement;

H. Describe how the process will use the “community directs action” level of engagement as
outlined in the office of equity and social justice’s community engagement guide;

I.  Propose next steps, including a timeline, that would be needed to implement the initiative,
including legislation; and

J. Include a recommendation the duties and responsibilities of a permanent advisory board to
implement the initiative. The permanent advisory board should be comprised of four
representatives selected by the executive and one representative selected by each
councilmember, and appointments should emphasize Black, indigenous, and people of color and
those most impacted by displacement pressures.

The County Executive should electronically file the plan and motion required by this proviso, with

the clerk of the council, who shall retain an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the chief of staff,

and the lead staff for the transportation, economy and environment committee or its successor.

! Ordinance 19712, pg 67-69. [LINK]

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
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Attachment A

Motion 16062

A MOTION requesting the executive establish an equitable development initiative and
prepare an implementation plan.

WHEREAS, King County is committed to creating a racially and socially just county for all
residents, and

WHEREAS, historic structural racism and disenfranchisement have suppressed access for
marginalized populations, including communities of color, to economic, health and environmental
opportunities to reach their full potential and thrive, and

WHEREAS, laws and policies at every level of government, such as alien land laws passed in
Washington state between 1886 and 1923 and racially restrictive covenants, were racially discriminatory
and prevented Black, indigenous and people of color (“BIPOC”) populations from attaining
homeownership and achieving generational wealth, and

WHEREAS, there are persistent inequities by race, ethnicity and place for many communities
that hinder access to early childhood development, quality education, parks and open space, community
spaces, culturally relevant businesses, affordable housing, healthcare and human services, and

WHEREAS, the double-digit increase in housing prices in King County year-over-year and the loss
of 112,000 units of housing affordable to those making 80 percent area median income or less since
2012 has led to increasing unaffordability and ultimately displacement of low-income families and
communities of color, and

WHEREAS, equitable development refers to public and private investments, programs and
policies in geographic areas that take into account past history and current conditions to meet the needs
of marginalized populations and to reduce disparities so that quality of life outcomes are equitably
distributed for both existing residents and new residents to create strong communities, and

WHEREAS, inequities in community investment perpetuate disparate outcomes and
displacement for historically marginalized populations including BIPOC, immigrants and refugees, LGBTQ
and persons with disabilities, and

WHEREAS, the council seeks to directly address negative impacts caused by historical structural
racism, disenfranchisement and inequities in community investment, and

WHEREAS, the council unanimously adopted Ordinance 16948, which is also referred to as the
Equity and Social Justice Ordinance, in 2010, reaffirming a shared vision in which all King County
residents have equitable opportunity to thrive, defining equity for the county and identifying
determinants of equity and priorities for government in advancing equity, and

WHEREAS, the 2016-2022 King County Equity and Social Justice Strategic Plan establishes a
blueprint for action and change aimed at expanding access to opportunities in eight areas, including:
child and youth development; economic development and jobs; environment and climate; health and
human services; housing; information and technology; the justice system; and transportation and
mobility, and

WHEREAS, dedicated place-based funding to advance these eight opportunity areas, along with
community partnerships, is critical to advance and implement racial and social equity in King County, and

WHEREAS, an equitable development initiative provides investment, programs and policies that
take into account past policy decisions, historic inequities and current conditions that will improve
access to opportunities to the most affected communities and allocate resources to communities at risk
from displacement, and

WHEREAS, an equitable development initiative includes investment and resource allocation to
identified communities to advance economic mobility and opportunity, prevent residential, economic
and cultural displacement, build upon local cultural assets, promote transportation mobility and
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connectivity, create healthy and safe communities, and enable equitable access for all communities;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

1. A.l1. The council requests that the executive establish an equitable development initiative.

2. Planning and creation of the initiative shall be completed in partnership with a planning
workgroup comprised of community membership emphasizing Black, indigenous and people of
color leadership and broad geographic representation, who are appointed by the executive in
consultation with the council using an open application process. Consideration should be given
to individuals with lived experience or expertise relevant to the initiative. Appointees shall be
compensated for their participation.

3. Theinitiative shall be countywide in scope. The planning workgroup is requested to make
recommendations to the executive and the council regarding how to prioritize the initiative’s
work in unincorporated area communities, particularly historically marginalized communities,
consistent with King County’s responsibility as the unincorporated local government.

4. The initiative should be guided by a framework with the following principles:

a. advances economic mobility and opportunity for residents;

prevents residential, commercial and cultural displacement;

builds upon and protects local cultural assets that anchor communities;

supports organizational capacity building;

promotes transportation mobility and connectivity; and

enables equitable access for all communities.

0 oo0o

B. Any new focus or framework principles adopted by this motion shall not apply to the Best Starts
Capital Grants Program. The workgroup and executive are requested to recommend how the
initiative, if adopted and implemented, would inform and collaborate with the Best Starts
Capital Grant Program, consistent with the previously adopted grant criteria in the Best Starts
for Kids implementation plan.

C. The council requests that the executive transmit phase 1 of an equitable development initiative
implementation plan created with the planning workgroup identified in section A. of this
motion. Phase 1 of the plan should include, but is not limited to, the following:

1. Aframework that is consistent with equitable community-driven development
principles identified in section A. of this motion;

2. Recommendations and next steps for county and community structure, capacity and
related resources necessary to support an equitable development initiative, informed
by similar programs.

D. The council further requests that the executive transmit phase 2 of the equitable development
initiative implementation plan created in partnership with the planning workgroup identified in
section A. of this motion. Phase 2 of the plan should:

1. Include objectives and strategies for reducing economic and racial disparities, by
preventing residential, economic and cultural displacement and creating and
preserving community stability;

2. Incorporate data of current and predicted future displacement risk and related metrics
that should be used to determine programs and policies;

3. Include metrics for monitoring and evaluating equitable outcomes;

4. Describe potential partnerships with community-based organizations, regional partners
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and other jurisdictions to establish the initiative program funding and policies
countywide;

5. Identify potential funding options for the initiative;

6. Propose strategies to coordinate across county agencies and programs to advance
initiative objectives;

7. ldentify a process for community outreach and collaboration with community-based
organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on communities
experiencing or at risk of displacement;

8. Describe how the process will use the “community directs action” level of engagement
as outlined in the office of equity and social justice’s community engagement guide;

9. Propose next steps, including a timeline, that would be needed to implement the
initiative, including legislation; and

10. Include a recommendation the duties and responsibilities of a permanent advisory
board to implement the initiative. The permanent advisory board should be comprised
of four representatives selected by the executive and one representative selected by
each councilmember, and appointments should emphasize Black, indigenous and
people of color and those most impacted by displacement pressures. The board shall
be compensated for their participation.

E. The executive should electronically file phase 1 of the plan, no later than August 31, 2022, with
the clerk of the council, who shall retain an electronic copy and provide an electronic copy to all
councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the mobility and environment
committee, or its successor.

F. The executive should electronically file phase 2 of the plan, as well as any necessary legislation
to establish the equitable development initiative, no later than June 30, 2023, with the clerk of
the council, who shall retain an electronic copy and provide an electronic copy to all
councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the mobility and environment
committee, or its successor. The plan should be accompanied by a proposed motion that should
accept the plan.

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
Page |7

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 37 of 220 September 12, 2024



Attachment A

Il. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On March 15, 2022, the King County Council passed Motion 16062 requesting the Executive to establish
a King County Equitable Development Initiative to:

e provide investment, programs, and policies that consider past policy decisions, historic
inequities, and current conditions;

e improve access to opportunities to the most affected communities; and

e allocate resources to communities at risk of displacement.>3*

In December 2023, the King County Council passed Ordinance 19712. Section 77, Expenditure
Restriction ER8 of Ordinance 19712 allocated $1,000,000 of Short-term Lodging Tax revenue in the 2024
budget that “shall be expended solely to support the Equitable Development Initiative established by
the executive as requested by Motion 16062.”°

Phase 1 of the King County EDI Implementation Plan was transmitted to the Council on January 5, 2023,
and included a definition of equitable development and priority communities, a framework for a King
County EDI, and recommendations for County and community structure, capacity, and related resources
to support a potential King County EDI.®

This report builds on the Phase 1 recommendations and responds to the requirements called for by both
Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1 and Motion 16062:

e include objectives and strategies for reducing economic and racial disparities, by preventing
residential, economic and cultural displacement and creating and preserving community
stability;

e incorporate data of current and predicted future displacement risk and related metrics that will
be used to determine programs and policies;

e include metrics for monitoring and evaluating equitable outcomes;

e describe potential partnerships with community-based organizations, regional partners and
other jurisdictions to establish the Initiative program funding and policies countywide;

e identify potential funding options;

e propose strategies to coordinate across County agencies and programs to advance Initiative
objectives;

e identify a process for community outreach and collaboration with community-based
organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on communities experiencing or at
risk of displacement;

2 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]

3 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “displacement.”

4 This document refers to King County Equitable Development Initiative as the King County EDI or the Initiative.

5 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]

6 The Phase 1 Plan defined equitable development as an approach to planning and community development paired
with public and private investments and service delivery that advances equity and self-determination of
communities adversely impacted by structural racism and discrimination; experiencing disparities in economic and
health outcomes; and facing a heightened risk of displacement. These communities, referred to as priority
communities in this plan, primarily include Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC), low-income, immigrants
and refugees, people with disabilities, seniors, and LGBTQ+ communities.
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e describe how the process will use the "community directs action" level of engagement as
outlined in the OESRJ’s community engagement guide;

e propose next steps, including a timeline, that would be needed to implement the Initiative,
including legislation;

e include a recommendation of the duties and responsibilities of a permanent advisory board;

e recommendations on how the King County EDI, if adopted and implemented, would inform and
collaborate with the Best Starts’ Capital Grant Program, consistent with the previously adopted
grant criteria in the Best Starts for Kids implementation plan; and

e provide CPW recommendations to the Executive and the Council regarding how to prioritize the
King County EDI’s work in unincorporated area communities, particularly historically
marginalized communities, consistent with King County's responsibility as the unincorporated
local government.

Consistent with Motion 16062 requirements, the King County Department of Community and Human
Services (DCHS) co-developed the implementation plan with a Community Planning Workgroup (CPW)
comprised of 15 community members with lived experience of displacement or relevant expertise and
emphasizing Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) leadership and broad geographic
representation.’

Subsection IV.A of this document, which describes the King County EDI Concept and Implementation
Stages, was added by the CPW to provide relevant context for the CPW’s recommendations to the
requirements in Ordinance 19712 Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062. Subsections IV.A through
IV.L detail recommendations solely from the CPW. Subsection IV.M details recommendations and
analysis from the Executive.

A. King County EDI Concept and Implementation Stages

Unique Need for Early Investment in Capital Projects Addressing Displacement

The purpose of a King County EDI is to address displacement pressure by investing in community-driven
capital projects that increase housing and community stability, expand access to opportunities and
community wealth building, and are led by and for priority communities.® The CPW identified that
equitable development projects, and the community-based organizations (CBOs) that lead them, require
more support than traditional capital projects from the early stages of project development through
project completion.®

e Virtually all CBOs, and most notably, small CBOs rarely possess the financial resources to fund
the early stages of a development project out of pocket and need time to build their
organization’s capacity to understand and undertake the development process.

7 See Appendix B for the roster of CPW members as well as aggregate data about CPW members’ demographics.
8 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
% See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “community-based organization.”
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e Equitable development projects require an increased level of community participation because
equitable development centers the needs and visions of impacted communities at all levels of
the development process. %1112

e Small CBOs need support to access working capital to achieve the level of readiness (such as site
control, completed feasibility analysis, and established partnerships) required to leverage
construction capital funds and secure permanent financing.

A King County EDI would create a pathway for small CBOs to move from project concept to project
financing by providing early investments in organizational capacity building, predevelopment activities,

and site acquisition.

Four Stages of Implementation

The CPW recommends launching a King County EDI in four stages: Alignment, Start-up, Intermediate,
and Sustained Stages. The Initiative would progress to the subsequent stages as funding grows and
program infrastructure is solidified. The scope of activities and number of projects to be supported in
each stage were informed by the City of Seattle EDI’s investment areas and assessment of project costs
as well as the unique needs of small CBOs leading equitable development projects.'* The CPW believes a
King County EDI should support CBOs to successfully lead the beginning stages of a capital project so
that CBOs can be competitive for capital funding. Based on that approach, the CPW recommends that in
the early stages of a King County EDI, the Initiative should focus on providing investment in capacity
building, predevelopment, and site acquisition until the Initiative has at least $20 million in annual
funding, at which point the Initiative would launch a construction funding program.

The CPW conceptualized the following four stages of implementation for different levels of potential
funding:

1. Alignment Stage (less than $10 million annually, including administrative costs): During this
stage, the Initiative would establish an Interim EDI Advisory Board, support coordination of
County capital programs with the EDI framework, and administer capacity building grants to
help CBOs build their ability to lead a capital project and achieve project milestones, in
particular the early phases of a project such as project visioning, site control, feasibility
analysis, and predevelopment.

a. Estimated staffing needs: At least one Full-Time Employee (FTE)?*
e Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: Five or fewer projects

2. Start-Up Stage (510 million to $20 million annually, plus administrative costs): During this

stage, a King County EDI would increase the capacity building grant program, launch a

10 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
16. [LINK]

11 The Alliance, the Twin Cities (2021). Equitable Development: Principles & Scorecard, pg. 10. [LINK]

2 | ocal and Regional Governmental Alliance on Race & Equity (2016, November 28). Equitable Development as a
Tool to Advance Racial Equity, pg. 12. [LINK]

13 See City of Seattle’s EDI Investment Areas (Appendix D) for more detail on investment areas and estimated
project costs.

14 DCHS delayed work and repurposed staff to complete the EDI Implementation Plan. DCHS would need new staff
positions authorized by the Council to sustain a King County EDI as an ongoing program.
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strategic acquisition program limited to key geographic areas, develop regional partnerships,
launch a displacement data dashboard, and transition to a Permanent EDI Advisory Board.
a. Estimated staffing needs: Approximately three FTEs
b. Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: Eight projects
3. Intermediate Stage (520 million to $50 million annually, plus administrative costs): During
this stage, a King County EDI would operate the capacity building and strategic acquisition
programs at full scale with expanded geographic priorities, as well as launch an EDI
construction capital funding program.
a. Estimated staffing needs: Approximately five FTEs
b. Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: 12 projects
4. Sustained Stage ($50 million - $100 million annually plus administrative costs): During this
stage, a King County EDI would operate the capacity-building, strategic acquisition, and
capital funding programs at full scale.
a. Estimated staffing needs: Approximately seven FTEs
b. Estimated annual equitable development projects supported: 16 projects

Ordinance 19712 S1 Million Allocation

During the drafting of this report, the Council allocated $1 million in one-time funding from the Short-
term Lodging Tax revenue via Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8, to implement a
King County EDI.> The CPW recommends this funding be prioritized to create one-year capacity
building grants for CBOs led by and for priority communities to build their capacity to successfully lead
housing-related capital projects that embody EDI principles and priorities. DCHS would administer the
capacity building grants, which would provide funding for 12 months and range in size from $100,000 to
$150,000 depending on the need of a project. During implementation of the capacity building grants,
the CPW recommends the Executive Office begin concerted efforts to coordinate department actions to
align capital programs with equitable development principles and priorities. The CPW recommends that
DCHS and the Executive Office minimize the use of funds for staffing when implementing the capacity
building grants and cross departmental coordination so the vast majority of the $1 million can be
granted to CBOs rather than being used for operations. The CPW would prefer that funds for staffing
and administration come from funds outside of the $1 million proviso.

The CPW proposes the following roles for the Executive Office, DCHS, and the EDI Advisory Board across

the different stages to ensure successful implementation.?’

o Role of the Executive Office: The CPW envisions a King County EDI to be enterprise wide. The CPW
calls for the Executive Office to oversee the Initiative in consultation with the EDI Advisory Board and
DCHS. The CPW-recommended responsibilities of the Executive Office include coordinating County

15 King County Ordinance 19712, pg. 67-69. [LINK]

16 Short-term Lodging Tax funding is restricted by state law to permanent or long-term affordable housing
programs and services for households less than 80 percent AMI. For more information about this tax, see
subsection IV.H.

17 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.
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departments to align capital programs with the King County EDI framework and leading the effort to
pursue an ongoing fund source.

o Role of DCHS: The CPW calls for DCHS to lead implementation of a King County EDI’s programmatic
work, such as capacity building, predevelopment, and capital funding programs, in consultation with
the EDI Advisory Board and Executive Office.!®

e Role of the EDI Advisory Board: The CPW calls for all aspects of the King County EDI to be designed
and implemented in collaboration with leaders from priority communities through an EDI Advisory
Board structure.

B. Recommendations to the Executive and the Council Regarding How to Prioritize the Initiative's
work in Unincorporated Area Communities

King County has a unique responsibility as the local government for its unincorporated areas. The CPW
recommends the following guiding priorities for King County EDI funding, as it relates to unincorporated
areas:

e All funded projects should meet or exceed funding criteria and priorities, reflect the values
of a King County EDI, and be led by and for priority communities.

e Geography should be a factor, but not the sole factor, in deciding between qualified projects that
meet or exceed the funding criteria and priorities. In choosing between otherwise highly qualified
projects, the CPW recommends prioritizing projects in order of preferred geographies below:

- First preference: Unincorporated King County

- Second preference: Jurisdictions outside of Seattle where King County EDI has no
investments

- Third preference: Incorporated areas outside of Seattle

- Fourth preference: Seattle

e If the resources can only support five or fewer projects, the CPW endorses soliciting
proposals only from unincorporated areas rather than an open funding round in which
projects across King County can apply.

e The future EDI Advisory Boards should consult displacement data and CBOs to identify
where priority communities are located and inform where King County EDI investments
should be prioritized.

e At minimum, 30 percent of the board should be representatives from unincorporated areas
that are higher risk for displacement or experiencing disproportionately high rates of
displacement indicators, such as Skyway-West Hill, North Highline, and parts of East Federal
Way.20'21

18 The CPW finds that DCHS has valuable related experience with capital funding programs, such as the Housing
Finance Program and the Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Act Early Learning Facilities Program, and policy
and planning work focused on displacement in Skyway-West Hill and North Highline. The department also hosts
several community advisory boards and has strong working relationships with other relevant teams such as COO,
DLS’ Planning and Permitting staff, and Metro’s transit-oriented development staff.

1% See subsection IV.L for the CPW’s recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the Interim EDI Advisory
Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board.

20 See Appendix F for the Displacement Risk Indicators Report.

21 See subsection IV.M for additional recommendations regarding the selection criteria for a future Interim and
Permanent EDI Advisory Board.
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e The above strategies to prioritize unincorporated areas should be evaluated and adapted by
the future EDI Advisory Boards, including developing further recommendations for
prioritizing the King County EDI’s work in unincorporated areas.

C. Collaboration with Best Starts for Kids Capital Grant Program

Best Starts for Kids (BSK) is a King County voter-approved initiative. It was first approved in 2015 and
renewed in 2021, and supports every baby born and child raised in King County to be happy, healthy,
safe, and thriving through investments from prenatal development to adulthood.?? The 2022-2027 BSK
Levy renewal included a capital grants program to provide contracts for building repairs, renovations
and new construction or expansion to improve access to high quality programs and services for low-
income children, youth, and families.?® An overarching goal of the BSK Capital Grant program is to
support equitable community-driven development and capital projects that align with communities’
vision of how to address the lack of access to multi-use facilities among low-income children, youth, and
families.?* The Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027 directs the BSK Capital Grant
investments to be informed by and made collaboratively with a King County EDI.?

The CPW, in consultation with BSK Capital program staff, identified that a King County EDI would inform

and collaborate with BSK Capital Grants program through the following activities: 26272

e Strengthening how equitable development objectives and strategies are reflected in the BSK Capital
Grant RFP criteria and application questions;

e Increasing community participation on BSK Capital Grant RFP review and selection panels,
prioritizing members from priority communities as defined by a King County EDI;%

e |dentifying and reducing barriers smaller CBOs face when working on capital projects and
collaborate on strategies to build the capacity of smaller CBOs to successfully lead capital projects
and access capital funding;

e Engaging CBOs to ensure a wide range of community partners are aware of funding opportunities
from the BSK Capital Grant program and a King County EDI; and

e Using displacement data and equitable development learnings and research to inform BSK Capital
Grant program strategies.

D. Objectives and Strategies for Reducing Economic and Racial Disparities

In the Equitable Development Initiative Phase 1 Implementation Plan, the CPW defined seven objectives
critical to achieving thriving King County communities where historically and currently underrepresented
groups lead and own development, build wealth, and have the agency to choose where they live, work,

22 King County (2021, October 13). Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 14. [LINK]

23 King County (2021, October 13). Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 74. [LINK]

24 King County (2021, October 13). Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 76. [LINK]

25 King County (2021, October 13). Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 76. [LINK]

26 For the purpose of these recommendations, the CPW defines a King County EDI as including the CPW, DCHS
Equitable Development Staff, future King County EDI staff, and future Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory Boards.
27 These recommendations were discussed with Catarina Ratajczak, Best Starts for Kids Capital Grants Program
Manager on January 9, 2024.

28 See subsection IV.M: Next Steps to Implement a King County Equitable Development Initiative for the
Executive’s near term recommended actions for King County EDI’s collaboration with BSK Capital.

29 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
Page |13

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 43 of 220 September 12, 2024


https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ac7d99d372b963841f131a8/t/618c695ae2e58b7ba2fe623f/1636591966795/FINAL+BSK+Implementation+Plan+-+Approved+11.2.21.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ac7d99d372b963841f131a8/t/618c695ae2e58b7ba2fe623f/1636591966795/FINAL+BSK+Implementation+Plan+-+Approved+11.2.21.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ac7d99d372b963841f131a8/t/618c695ae2e58b7ba2fe623f/1636591966795/FINAL+BSK+Implementation+Plan+-+Approved+11.2.21.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ac7d99d372b963841f131a8/t/618c695ae2e58b7ba2fe623f/1636591966795/FINAL+BSK+Implementation+Plan+-+Approved+11.2.21.pdf

Attachment A

and play.3? In this plan, the CPW made amendments to the Phase 1 strategies and added
recommendations for which strategies and objectives should be prioritized based on different stages of
implementation and scale of resources available for a King County EDI.

As a King County EDI builds to full-scale, the CPW recommends prioritizing the following strategies
during the Alignment and Start-Up stages of the Initiative:3%32

e Strategy 1.1: Accelerate actions to preserve community assets at risk of displacement and
acquire land for community-led and community-owned development;3

e Strategy 3.1: Employ community engagement practices that honor and promote leadership of
priority communities historically and currently excluded from planning processes;

e Strategy 3.2: Support community co-creation and meaningful roles for priority communities in
decision-making about the future of neighborhoods, to ensure priority communities benefit
from future development;

e Strategy 4.1: Provide community-based organizations with capacity building grants, leadership
development support, and technical assistance resources to build their knowledge, skills, and
experience to lead, own, and operate development projects; and

e Strategy 7.4: Support equitable development projects that build climate resilience for frontline
communities.

E. Data of Current and Predicted Future Displacement Risk and Related Metrics That Will be Used to
Determine Programs and Policies

During Phase 2, DCHS, in consultation with the CPW, developed the King County Displacement Risk
Indicators Report.3* The goals of the Displacement Risk Indicators Report are to deepen understanding
of individual factors that impact displacement and integrate historical and non-geographic data,
particularly data broken down by demographic information such as race and ethnicity. The CPW decided
to use a data model comprised of individual displacement risk indicators, which allows for the
integration of qualitative data that can illustrate the lived experiences of communities experiencing
displacement and speak to aspects of displacement that do not have sufficient quantitative data. After
examining qualitative and quantitative data from the King County Displacement Risk Indicators Report,
DCHS identified the following themes:

e displacement risk is concentrated in South King County; 3

e displacement is linked to demographic changes;>3®

30 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
16. [LINK]

31 Specific guidance from the CPW on how the $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax funding should be used is
described in subsection IV.A: King County EDI Concept and Implementation Stages.

32 The CPW prioritized strategies that would make the biggest impact towards addressing displacement and
preserving community stability with the scale of resources available during the early stages of implementation.
33 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “community-led and community-owned development.”

34 See Appendix F for the Displacement Risk Indicators Report.

35 Across numerous indicators, South King County had the highest displacement risk in King County. For example,
Skyway-West Hill, Renton, Kent, Tukwila, and East Federal Way had some of the highest risk of displacement
among Tenure, Foreclosure, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, Cost Burden, and Eviction Rate
indicators. See Appendix F: Tenure, Foreclosure, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, Cost Burden,
and Eviction Rate indicators sections for more detail.

36 See Appendix F: Demographic Changes section for more detail.
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e housing instability is concentrated in East and South King County;3” and
e displacement risk is rising for renters in rural areas in Northeast and Southeast King County.3®

F. Metrics for Monitoring and Evaluating Equitable Outcomes

The CPW recommends implementing these actions once a King County EDI is in the Start-Up Stage to
measure displacement risk and evaluate a King County EDI:

e develop an interactive King County displacement risk indicator dashboard;>°

e gather additional qualitative data;*°

e analyze displacement risk indicators to inform geographic priorities for RFPs and funding
allocation decisions;

e continue to build on displacement indicator data;*! and

e present data and program progress updates once per year to the EDI Advisory Board and the
future interdepartmental team convened to work together on EDI topics.

G. Potential Partnerships with Community-Based Organizations, Regional Partners, and Other
Jurisdictions to Establish the Initiative Program Funding and Policies Countywide

The CPW calls for a King County EDI to engage and partner with institutions outside of King County
government, such as other jurisdictions, quasi-governmental organizations, CBOs, philanthropic
organizations, national and local institutional leaders in the field of equitable development, and other
private sector organizations. Through these partnerships, a King County EDI can foster dialogue,
leverage expertise and resources, exchange best practices, promote shared learning, and identify
possible joint projects and investments that amplify community-led efforts and equitable development
strategies.

The CPW calls for partnerships with the following types of entities for the following purposes:
e (CBOs:
o Equitable Development Practitioners: CBOs led by and for priority communities in King

County that are working on equitable development capital projects. A King County EDI
would create opportunities to build a community of practitioners in King County. Through
this community, a King County EDI would provide information about funding and capacity
building opportunities, solicit feedback and input on King County EDI programs, and
collaborate on opportunities to exchange best practices.

37 See Appendix F: Eviction Rates, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, and Proportion of Income-
restricted units sections for more detail.

38 The majority of census tracts in rural areas in Northeast and Southeast King County have had rent increases in
recent years higher than countywide averages. Demographic change data shows that these areas have growing
BIPOC populations and a significantly lower proportion of their housing stock that is income-restricted than
countywide averages. See Appendix F: Demographic Changes, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income,
and Proportion of Income-restricted units sections for more detail.

39 Metrics may need to be updated periodically with new data as data sources are updated.

40 PME suggests that this action only be undertaken if adequate resources are available.

41 For example, conclusions drawn from individual indicator data, such as the high risk of displacement identified in
parts of South King County, could lead to strategic investment priorities in specific areas with high rates of housing
instability that could be supported with housing specific equitable development projects.
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o Equitable Development Policy Leaders: CBOs working to develop and advance equitable
development policies and policies on related issues such as anti-displacement, racial and
economic justice, generational wealth building, climate resilience, and environmental
justice. Through these partnerships, King County and CBOs would share information,
exchange ideas, and foster dialogue about solutions and strategies.

e Regional Partnerships:

o Public funders: Coordinate and communicate about capital project pipelines, increase
awareness about the needs of equitable development projects, and leverage support for
community-driven and community-owned projects;

o Regional organizations with subject matter expertise to collaborate on capacity building and
capital funding strategies; and

o Community Development Finance Institutions (CDFls) to leverage support from community
lenders and develop innovative financing tools to support community-driven and
community-owned development projects.*% 43 44

o Other jurisdictions: The CPW calls for a King County EDI to partner, when possible, with
other city governments, in particular cities in high risk displacement areas and cities where
equitable development projects have been funded with public resources.* The purpose of
these partnerships would include helping a capital project achieve completion, co-investing
in capital projects, providing technical assistance opportunities to community partners, and
jointly supporting professional development of City or County program staff.

o Public-Private Partnerships: The CPW calls for a King County EDI to pursue public-private
partnerships that align with EDI values and goals to leverage additional resources and
expertise and advance equitable development capital projects in King County through co-
investment.

H. Potential Funding Options

In the King County Equitable Development Initiative Phase 1 Implementation Plan, the CPW identified
that a King County EDI would need at least $100 million in dedicated, annual funding to fully support
meaningful outcomes to undo the effects of centuries of inequitable public and private investment in
King County.*®*” The County does not currently have sufficient revenue options to achieve this level of
funding, especially given the recent General Fund forecast and the constraints imposed by requirements

42 U.S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. CDFI Certification. [LINK]
43 U.S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. What are CDFIs? [LINK]
4 U.S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. Overview. [LINK]

45 High risk displacement areas can be determined using the PSRC Displacement Risk Index as well as the King
County Displacement Risk Indicators report (See Appendix F).

46 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1. [LINK]
47 King County’s most flexible fund source is the General Fund, however the 2023-2024 second omnibus
supplemental budget ordinance outlines a $12.6M cut to the $750M General Fund due to the one percent cap on
property tax revenue. Other existing fund sources in DCHS are already committed to specific uses based on
requirements within authorizing legislation and implementation plans. Therefore, a King County EDI would need
new dedicated revenue to achieve a budget of $100 million annually or more. Constantine, D. (2023, October 5).
2023-2024 Second Omnibus Transmittal Letter. [LINK]
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of existing fund sources.*®%° The CPW calls for King County to leverage any available resources to
establish a King County EDI while actively seeking new revenue authority to fund a King County EDI at
full scale, to address the crisis of displacement in priority communities.

The CPW developed revenue principles to inform the analysis of potential funding options for a King
County EDI and to guide the County’s pursuit and implementation of local and state revenue sources.>°

CPW Equitable Development Revenue Principles

1. Obtain secure, consistent, and growth-oriented funding to support a King County EDI and
investments in community-driven development projects.

2. Take swift action to pursue flexible revenue that can support a King County EDI.

3. Divest General Fund resources from the criminal legal system and other activities that cause harm
and displacement to priority communities and reinvest General Fund resources in community-
identified needs and priorities such as a King County EDI.

4. Pursue actions at the state level to request new progressive revenue authority and request the
expanded use and authority of current revenue sources.

5. Priority funding for a King County EDI should come from progressive revenue tools that do not
disproportionately burden low-income households.

e Pursue any opportunity to include King County EDI into applicable new levies or levy renewals.
Departments with existing capital and capacity building programs with overlapping goals should
include equitable development principles and priorities in their funding programs’ criteria and RFP
processes.

7. Pursue opportunities to develop private/public partnerships and partnerships with jurisdictions to
leverage resources.

8. Pursue fund sources that can be disbursed through a community-led process to determine
funding recommendations.

9. Funding for a King County EDI should not take funds away from essential human services led by
and for BIPOC and low-income communities.

The CPW researched the following potential funding options for a King County EDI:

o Types of potential new revenue tools and strategies: Appendix F details each revenue strategy
that was researched by the CPW including the scale of revenue projected per biennium and the
level of action needed to implement.

o New Property Tax Levy

8 The General Fund is projected to be out of balance by $80 to 100 million in 2025. Correcting the structural deficit
will require lifting the one percent cap on property tax revenue imposed by the State. King County. 2023-2024
Executive Proposed Budget: Executive Summary, pg.1. [LINK]

49 King County’s most flexible fund source is the General Fund, however the 2023-2024 second omnibus
supplemental budget ordinance outlines a $12.6M cut to the $750M General Fund due to the one percent cap on
property tax revenue. Other existing fund sources in DCHS are already committed to specific uses based on
requirements within authorizing legislation and implementation plans. Therefore, a King County EDI would need
new dedicated revenue to achieve a budget of $100 million annually or more. Constantine, D. (2023, October 5).
2023-2024 Second Omnibus Transmittal Letter. [LINK]

50 The revenue principles were modeled after the Affordable Housing Committee Revenue Principles developed in
2020. King County Affordable Housing Committee. Shared Principles to Guide Future Affordable Housing Revenue
Decisions in King County. [LINK]
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Additional Real Estate Tax
Additional Capital Gains Tax
Business & Occupation (B&0O) Tax
Vacant or Unoccupied Property Tax
Income Tax
Public-Private Partnerships
o State and Federal Grants
e Types of existing King County fund sources: No single existing King County fund source (within
or outside of DCHS) can achieve the CPW’s goal of at least $100 million for a King County EDI’s
annual budget. The CPW identified the following King County fund sources that align with the
CPW Equitable Development Revenue Principles that the CPW felt could be potential near term
funding opportunities.>?
o Existing DCHS fund sources from the Housing and Community Development (HCD) Fund
budget:
=  Short-term Lodging Tax
* Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Funds
= |nterim Loan Program
o Existing fund sources outside of DCHS’ budget:
= General Fund
» Hotel/Motel Taxes for Tourism

O O O O O O

Based on the revenue research, the CPW recommends King County pursue the following actions:

e prioritize identifying $10 million in the short-term to launch the Start-Up stage of the Initiative;

e explore the General Fund as a potential funding option because this funding needs to be
divested from systems known to cause harm to BIPOC communities such as the criminal legal
system and be reinvested to support a King County EDI; 5233

e urge the Legislature to expand eligible uses and amount of the Short-term Lodging Tax to include
non-housing community and cultural uses; >*

e urge the Legislature to expand eligible uses and amount of Hotel Motel Lodging Taxes TOD funds
to include community and cultural uses; >°

e prioritize Hotel/Motel Lodging Tax tourism funds for a King County EDI to support community-
driven equitable development projects promoting tourism through arts and cultural events,
small business marketplaces, and economic development and commercial revitalization
projects;

e amend the King County Code governing the Interim Loan Fund to more effectively support the
acquisition needs of equitable development projects; >

51 For this report, “near term” is defined as implementable within 1-3 years.

52 Nembhard, S. & Robin, L. (2021, August). Racial and Ethnic Disparities throughout the Criminal Legal System.
Urban Institute. [LINK]

53 per requirements of the General Fund, this is not a feasible option without state action to loosen restrictions on
funding for criminal justice system departments, which takes up 70% of the General Fund and is mandated. King
County (2023). Understanding the County Budget. [LINK]

54 Washington State Legislature. RCW 36.100.040. [LINK]

55 Washington State Legislature. RCW 67.28.180. [LINK]

56 King County Code (2023, April 6). Title 24: Housing and Community Development, Section 22:Interim Loan
Program for Property Acquisition for Low-Income Housing. [LINK]
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e pursue new, flexible revenue authority from the Legislature, such as an increase to the local
estate tax or a capital gains tax, to create a dedicated and flexible fund source to fund a King
County EDI;

e include a King County EDI in applicable new voter-approved property tax levies or levy renewals, as

levies could be a significant source of funding for a King County EDI; and

o explore a department cost-sharing model, in which departments whose activities may cause
displacement or increase displacement pressure make financial contributions to support a King
County EDI.

I. Strategies to Coordinate Across County Agencies and Programs to Advance Initiative Objectives

The CPW recommends that County departments, in particular programs that build the capacity of CBOs,
support community vision, focus on increasing equity, or provide capital funding, engage in meaningful
coordination to align with the King County EDI framework and priorities through the following
strategies: °’
e the Executive Office should assess County capital programs for alignment with the King County
EDI framework and implement necessary changes to further align programs with the King
County EDI framework; °8
e department leaders should participate in coordination efforts with a King County EDI through a
future interdepartmental team that would also identify ways to improve support for equitable
development projects and explore opportunities to braid funding across different County programs
to advance those projects; and
o the future interdepartmental team should work in close consultation with the EDI Advisory Board so
that community leaders are guiding and informing strategic decisions about the County’s internal
coordination intended to benefit priority communities and enable priority communities to better
access County funding and supports.>®

J. Process for Community Outreach and Collaboration with Community-Based Organizations and
Other Jurisdictions, with a Particular Focus on Communities Experiencing or at Risk of Displacement

The CPW urges the County to engage community at all stages of a King County EDI’s implementation,
including monitoring and evaluating the Initiative’s progress, because effective solutions to
displacement must come from communities most impacted by displacement.®%6!

The CPW endorses the following outreach strategies for a King County EDI to build relationships with
and collaborate with priority communities experiencing or at risk of displacement, as well as CBOs and
other jurisdictions:

e work with the EDI Advisory Board to connect to CBOs led by and for priority communities;

e develop a King County EDI webpage;

e create a King County EDI email list;

57 Priority programs identified by the CPW are listed in Chart 6 in subsection IV.I.

%8 See subsection IV.A for additional recommendations regarding the role of the Executive Office in providing
direction and support to departments in adopting the King County EDI framework.

%9 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1. [LINK]
60 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1. [LINK]
51 The Alliance, the Twin Cities (2021). Equitable Development: Principles & Scorecard, pg. 10. [LINK]
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e connect with existing King County community advisory boards and commissions focused on
equity; and

e convene equitable development practitioners and partners through equitable development
summits or conferences.

K. Recommendations for how the Process will use the “Community Directs Action” Level of
Engagement

The Office of Equity, Racial and Social Justice (OERSJ) defines “community directs action” as engagement
where “community initiates and directs strategy and action with participation and technical assistance
from King County.”®2 The CPW endorses using “community directs action” level of engagement to
ensure that a King County EDI is accountable to impacted communities and supports the leadership of
community in planning and implementing equitable development investments.

The CPW urges the County to implement the following components to ensure “community directs
action” is embedded in a King County EDI throughout all stages of implementation:

e EDI Advisory Board should provide recommendations on implementation and maintenance of a
King County EDI, and grantmaking committees should provide recommendations on funding
awards;®

e King County EDI should provide education and capacity building for community members; and

e King County should resource all engagement and community leadership activities.

L. Duties and Responsibilities of a Permanent Advisory Board

The CPW calls for a King County EDI Advisory Board to advise on the implementation of a King County
EDI, co-develop strategy and program priorities for a King County EDI, and ensure accountability to
priority communities and to a King County EDI framework. The CPW recommends an Interim EDI
Advisory Board during the Alignment Stage that would transition to a Permanent EDI Advisory Board
during the Start-Up Stage, when the Initiative has at least $10 million in annual revenue.

The CPW recommends that the County prioritize seats on the Interim EDI Advisory Board for current
CPW members to ensure continuity between the planning and implementation processes. The Interim
EDI Advisory Board would provide guidance to King County staff on implementation actions such as co-
developing RFPs, providing input on program design, and recruiting grantmaking committee members.
The Interim EDI Advisory Board would also participate in the selection process of the first EDI Advisory
Board.

The CPW recommends a selection process and criteria to ensure that the Permanent EDI Advisory
Board, as individuals and as a group, has the expertise to make strategic recommendations to a King
County EDI.
e Recommended selection process for the Permanent EDI Advisory Board:
o Applications should be open to the public and advertised to priority communities.

62 King County Office of Equity, Racial and Social Justice (2011, May). Community Engagement Guide. [LINK]
63 See subsection IV.K for recommendations regarding the composition of grantmaking committees and subsection
IV.L for recommendations regarding the composition of the EDI Advisory Board.
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o Existing EDI Advisory Board members should review, screen, and identify priority
applicants to recommend to the Executive and the Council.®*

o The Executive and the Council would select board members from the list of applicants
that meet or exceed criteria for selection, while considering the priority applicants
recommended by the EDI Advisory Board. There would be 13 total EDI Advisory Board
seats, with the Executive selecting four board members, and each Councilmember
selecting one representative.® % Appointments should emphasize Black, Indigenous,
and people of color and those most impacted by displacement pressures.

o Individual criteria: Each EDI Advisory Board member should have a commitment to the guiding
values and vision of the Initiative, have an understanding and knowledge of equitable
development and anti-displacement strategies, identify as a member of one or more priority
communities, have experience organizing within and among BIPOC communities, and have the
capacity to fulfill the roles and responsibilities of being an EDI Advisory Board member.®’

e Group criteria: The EDI Advisory Board should include a range of members, who as a group,
represent a range of demographic and geographic priorities for the King County EDI Initiative
and bring a range of subject-matter expertise.

The CPW recommends terms of service that allow EDI Advisory Board members sufficient time to learn
and lead while also encouraging diverse and new perspectives on the EDI Advisory Board. The CPW
recommends that both the Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory Boards be compensated for
participating in and preparing for Board activities to value board members’ time, experience, and
knowledge. The CPW identified that an EDI Advisory Board would require dedicated DCHS staffing to
facilitate meetings, manage relationships, and ensure compensation is timely and accurate.

M. Executive Recommended Next Steps to Implement a King County Equitable Development Initiative

The Executive supports the CPW’s goal of investing in community-driven and community-owned capital
projects to address the impacts of displacement on priority communities in King County. Given that the
County’s constrained General Fund cannot be used as a funding source for this work, an ongoing funding
stream is needed. At the time of the writing of this report, the Executive has not identified a viable
funding option that could sustain a King County EDI and achieve the significant level of change and
resources the CPW envisions.®®

The Executive concurs with the CPW’s recommendation to develop the King County EDI through a
phased approach and scale the Initiative appropriately to appropriated funding sources. However, the

54 Any member of the Interim or Permanent EDI Advisory Board that is applying to serve on the Permanent EDI
Advisory Board, or to extend their service for another term, must recuse themselves from participating in the
review process.

65 King County Motion 16062. [LINK

66 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]

57 Phase 1 highlights the vision of the Initiative for an inclusive and equitable King County with resilient, thriving,
and welcoming communities. The guiding values are 1) Acknowledge and repair harmful impacts of structural
racism, discrimination, and inequities in community investment. 2) Honor, support, and invest in the self-
determination and leadership of impacted communities. 3) Prevent harm from existing and future policies and
practices.

68 Gutman, D. (2023, December 6). King County Council forecasts dire cuts to come as it trims budget. The Seattle
Times. [LINK]
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only County funding available for the Initiative is the one-time appropriation in 2023 of $1 million in
Short-term Lodging Tax funds. Thus, the due to the lack of an available and sustainable funding source,
the Executive recognizes the infeasibility of fulfilling the CPW’s recommended funding actions in the
next one to three years.

The Executive’s Recommended Use of the S1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax for a King County EDI

The Executive supports the CPW’s recommendation for DCHS to use the $1 million appropriated for the
EDI to provide capacity building grants ranging in size from $100,000-$150,000 for CBOs led by and for
priority communities. Funds would be used for activities related to planning and development of
housing-related capital projects such as, but not limited to:%°

e project development technical assistance and training;

e organizational and board development;

o development consultants, architects, attorneys, and buyers' representative fees;

e community planning and engagement;

e predevelopment and feasibility studies; and

e staffing costs related to implementing the grant and executing the above activities.

Even with only $1 million allocated to support a King County EDI, significant front-end work will be
needed to recruit and onboard community advisors, establish processes, and design and implement a
new grants program. The Executive recommends that the funds be expended through 2025 to
accommodate this early program design work.

To implement the CPW’s recommendations for the $1 million proviso and maintain DCHS’s capacity for
delivering on other equitable development and anti-displacement work in 2024, DCHS will utilize a term-
limited temporary (TLT) staff position to manage the King County EDI implementation work. DCHS does
not have a fund source to pay for staffing, consultants, and administrative costs for a King County EDI
outside of the $1 million proviso. Funds to support the new staff position for 18 months as well as
consultant support will come from the $1 million. However, most funds will be used for capacity building
grants to CBOs, with less funds used for operations, as recommended by the CPW.

Insufficient, Unsustainable Resources

The Executive intends to engage with community-led efforts to create new state-authorized funding for
equitable development. State law change is the most effective path to creating enough resources to
support a King County EDI from the Start-Up to Sustained phases. If the funding landscape substantially
changes because the state adjusts the one percent cap on property tax revenue or creates a dedicated
revenue source, the Executive will assess the viability of implementing a King County EDI consistent with
the CPW’s vision.

If the Council does not allocate additional revenue, the Executive will sunset the King County EDI soon
after the final grant payments from the $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax, which is estimated to be
approximately 18 months from the start of the King County EDI.

59 Small capacity building grants align with Objective 4, Strategy 4.1 of a King County EDI as detailed in subsection
IV.D: Objectives and Strategies for Reducing Economic and Racial Disparities.
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Timeline for Implementation

The Executive recommends the following 18-month timeline to implement the S1 million in Short-term
Lodging Tax funds:

e October 2024 - January 2025: Recruit and onboard an Interim Advisory Board.

o February — May 2025: Design capacity building RFP.

e June — September 2025: Release capacity building RFP.

e October 2025 - February 2026: Begin capacity building award contracts.

It is not possible for the Executive to develop a timeline for further implementation activities because
further implementation is contingent on securing sufficient revenue for equitable development.

Conclusion

The CPW envisions a King County EDI that would transform how resources are allocated to communities
at risk of displacement and create a pathway for CBOs led by and for priority communities to build their
capacity to lead capital projects that increase community stability, expand access to opportunities, and
build community wealth.

The Executive has not identified a fund source that would generate $10 million per year in new revenue,
which the CPW recommends is needed to meaningfully implement a King County EDI Alignment Stage in
the next one to three years. Similarly, the County does not have sufficient revenue options to achieve
the CPW’s vision for a fully funded King County EDI of at least $100 million in annual funding. At this
time, the Executive can only deploy the one-time appropriation of $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax
funds, pending the Council passing a motion to accept the Implementation Plan.

The Executive is committed to working with an Interim EDI Advisory Board to develop and launch
capacity building grants and will also coordinate department actions to align existing capital programs
with the King County EDI framework and principles.

The Executive believes viability of a King County EDI requires effective and resourced implementation.
Ultimately, implementing the CPW’s full-scale vision for a King County EDI will require the State
Legislature to either give King County additional revenue authority or create additional state revenue for
equitable development.

lll. BACKGROUND

Overview of King County Departments

The following overview provides brief descriptions of the King County agencies that participated in
developing the King County EDI Implementation Plan, including departments that provided strategic
guidance and input because their work may intersect with a King County EDI.

Department of Community and Human Services

The King County Department of Community and Human Services (DCHS) provides equitable
opportunities for people to be healthy, happy, and connected to community. Within DCHS, the Housing,
Homelessness, and Community Development Division’s (HHCDD) mission is to increase housing stability
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and develop strong communities. The division commits to be anti-racist and to collaborate with partners
to center historically excluded and systemically marginalized people.

Public Health Seattle-King County

Public Health Seattle & King County (PHSKC) works to protect and improve the health and well-being of
all people in King County as measured by increasing the number of healthy years that people live and
eliminating health disparities.

Department of Local Services

King County Department of Local Services (DLS) works to promote the well-being of residents and
communities in unincorporated King County by seeking to understand their needs and delivering
responsive local government services.

King County Metro
King County Metro’s mission is to provide the best possible public transportation services and improve
regional mobility and quality of life in King County.

Department of Natural Resources and Parks

The King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) works in support of sustainable and
livable communities and a clean and healthy natural environment. DNRP’s mission is to foster
environmental stewardship and strengthen communities by providing regional parks, protecting the
region's water, air, land, and natural habitats, and reducing, safely disposing of, and creating resources
from wastewater and solid waste.

Department of Executive Services

The Department of Executive Services (DES) was created in 2002 through the merger of four
departments into one agency focused on providing internal services to King County agencies. The
divisions and offices that make up DES also provide some public services directly to King County
residents.

King County Executive Climate Office
The King County Executive Climate Office oversees the County’s work to address climate change and
advance its Strategic Climate Action Plan.

Office of Economic Opportunity and Creative Economy
The Office of Economic Opportunity and Creative Economy (EOCE) works to revitalize economic growth
throughout the region by fortifying community partnerships and resources.

Office of Equity, Racial and Social Justice

The Office of Equity, Racial and Social Justice (OERS)J) invests in enhancing the County's approach to
partnerships with communities. OERSJ values improving trust and wants to ensure fair and accessible
community-led engagement.

Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget

The Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget (PSB) provides comprehensive planning, management,
budgeting, and performance assessment for King County government. PSB’s work is guided by best
practices in financial stewardship and performance management, which includes enhancing
accountability, transparency, and integrating strategic planning, business planning, resource allocation,
and continuous improvement into a systematic approach throughout the County.
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King County Context

Employment in King County has grown at a faster rate than housing production, with the number of jobs
in King County increasing approximately 30.1 percent from 1,099,720 jobs in 2010 to 1,430,940 jobs in
2020.7°Over the same period, the number of housing units in King County only increased 13.9 percent,
from 851,261 housing units in 2010 to 969,234 housing units in 2020.7 This influx of high-paying jobs
into a region without an adequate amount of housing increased housing prices significantly. According
to Census data, from 2010 to 2021, the median home value has increased 94.5 percent from $385,600
to $750,000 and the median rent increased by 74.8 percent from $1,036 to $1,811.

The burdens and benefits of this rapid economic and population growth over the last two decades have
not been distributed equitably across people of all races, ethnicities, or incomes.”? Even though median
household income in King County increased more than 86 percent from $53,157 in 2000 to $99,258 in
2020, racial inequities widened over the same time period.”®”*For example, in 2020, White and Asian
households had median incomes roughly twice as high as Black/African American and American
Indian/Alaska Native households.” Additionally, when broken down by place of birth for households
with at least one foreign-born adult, there are stark disparities between median incomes for different
Asian communities. For example, in 2017, households with at least one adult born in India had a median
income of $137,966. The median income for households with at least one adult born in Vietnam was
$72,978. The median income of households with at least one adult born in Cambodia was $55,034.7°

High housing costs and growing economic inequality are leading to displacement at both the individual
and community levels, especially among BIPOC households. King County areas with higher rates of
BIPOC households are at higher risk of displacement.”” Gentrification, a process of neighborhood change
that includes economic and demographic shifts in a historically disinvested neighborhood, can lead to
the deterioration of the cultural character of a community.”®”° This can lead to cultural displacement,
which takes place when existing residents move out of a neighborhood because their social or cultural
connections have declined due to gentrification.® Displaced residents may lose connections to
community establishments and faith-based organizations that provide direct support or connect people
to support systems.8!

70 puget Sound Regional Council. Covered Employment Estimates. [LINK]

71 United States Census Bureau (2020). King County, Washington. [LINK]

72 Regional Affordable Housing Task Force (2018, December). Final Report and Recommendations for King County,
WA (pg. 7). [LINK]

3 King County Office of Economic and Financial Analysis (2022). Household Income in King County. [LINK]

74 The overall median income increased in King County in part due to the increase in the number of jobs in the
information and technology sector.

7> Communities Count (2022). Median Household Income. [LINK]

76 Communities Count (2022). Median Household Income. [LINK]

77 puget Sound Regional Council. Displacement Risk Mapping. [LINK]

78 King County Department of Community and Human Services. (2021, September 21). Skyway-West Hill and North
Highline Anti-displacement Strategies Report. [LINK]

7% Urban Displacement Project (2021). What are gentrification and displacement. [LINK]

80 King County Department of Community and Human Services. (2021, September 21). Skyway-West Hill and North
Highline Anti-displacement Strategies Report. [LINK]

81 King County Department of Community and Human Services. (2021, September 21). Skyway-West Hill and North
Highline Anti-displacement Strategies Report. [LINK]
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Persistent inequities by race, ethnicity, and place hinder many communities’ access to early childhood
development supports, quality education, parks and open spaces, community spaces, culturally relevant
businesses, affordable housing, healthcare, and human services.® The inequity in community
investment further perpetuates disparate outcomes and displacement for systemically marginalized
populations, including BIPOC, immigrants and refugees, individuals identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, queer, or other (LGBTQ+), and persons with disabilities.?%8485

BIPOC, LGBTQ+, low-income communities, immigrants and refugees, people with disabilities, and
seniors have a long history of addressing challenges and driving efforts to improve and strengthen their
communities.® These communities create solutions with innovative culturally relevant reinvestment
models and by leading equity-focused approaches to anti-displacement and community-driven
development.®”-8 This type of organizing led to the creation of the City of Seattle EDI, which serves as a
model for a King County EDI.

In 2016, the Seattle Race and Social Equity Taskforce, a coalition of BIPOC organizations from the Rainier
Valley, Chinatown/International District, and the Central District, urged the City of Seattle to create an
investment strategy for communities in historically redlined neighborhoods facing significant
displacement risk and worked with the Office of Planning and Community Development to establish the
Seattle EDI.2*°Since 2017, the Seattle EDI has distributed $49 million in support of site acquisition and
capacity building projects in high-displacement communities.%*2

Prior to the King County EDI implementation planning process, existing King County policy
recommendations including the Strategic Climate Action Plan, the Skyway-West Hill and North Highline
Anti-displacement Strategies Report, the King County Comprehensive Plan, and the Metro Mobility
Framework Report provided explicit support for concepts of equitable development, anti-displacement,
and community-driven and community-owned capital assets.%3%%95%

82 King County Building Equity and Opportunity Infographic. [LINK

83 King County (2019). 2019 King County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. [LINK]

84 puget Sound Regional Council Displacement Risk Mapping. [LINK]

8> 7ahilay, G (2020, February 17). We failed the Central District, but we must do right by Skyway. Seattle Times.
LINK

86 University of Washington. The Seattle Civil Rights and Labor History Project. [LINK]

87 Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (2020). EDI Funded Projects. [LINK]

88 puget Sound Sage (2018). Why the Equitable Development Initiative matters — and how City Owned Surplus

Property can help! [LINK]

8 pyuget Sound Sage (2018). Why the Equitable Development Initiative matters — and how the City Owned Surplus

Property can help! [LINK]

90 Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (2022). Equitable Development Initiative. City of Seattle.
LINK

91 Seattle Office of the Mayor (2021, September 10). Mayor Durkan Announces 59.8 Million to BIPOC- Led

Community Organizations Through the Equitable Development Initiative. [LINK

92 City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development (2023). Equitable Development Initiative Funded

Projects. [LINK]

93 King County. 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan. [LINK]

9 King County (2021, September 30). Skyway-West Hill and North Highlight Anti-Displacement Strategies Report.
[LINK]

% King County. King County Comprehensive Plan. [LINK]

% King County Metro (2019, October). Mobility Framework Report. [LINK]
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Motion 16062 and Ordinance 19712, Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso P1

In 2021, the King County EDI Coalition, a group comprised of more than 40 BIPOC-led organizations
headed by the Multicultural Community Coalition and Puget Sound Sage, organized a year-long effort
urging King County to establish a King County EDI, modeled after the City of Seattle’s EDI.”*%% The
coalition advocated for a King County EDI to invest funds in community-led and community-owned land
stewardship projects at all stages of the development process, including affordable housing, small
business spaces, and cultural facilities that build long-term stability in neighborhoods experiencing
displacement. The coalition collaborated with sponsoring councilmembers to co-develop Motion 16062.

On March 15, 2022, the King County Council passed Motion 16062 requesting that the County Executive
establish a King County EDI, including recommendations on how to prioritize the Initiative's work in
unincorporated area communities, particularly historically marginalized communities. %1% Motion
16062 describes equitable development as public and private investments, programs, and policies in
geographic areas that consider the history and current conditions to meet the needs of marginalized
populations and to reduce disparities so that quality-of-life outcomes are equitably distributed for
existing residents and new residents to create strong communities.

Motion 16062 lists the following principles that should guide the framework:
e advances economic mobility and opportunity for residents;
e prevents residential, commercial, and cultural displacement;
e builds upon and protects local cultural assets that anchor communities; %
e supports organizational capacity building;
e promotes transportation mobility and connectivity; and
e enables equitable access for all communities.

Consistent with the requirements of Motion 16062, a Community Planning Workgroup (CPW) played an
instrumental role in designing a potential King County EDI. The CPW consists of 15 individuals. Members
of the workgroup represent BIPOC-led community-based organizations working on equitable
development and related issues, communities/geographies experiencing high risk of displacement, and

97 Multicultural Community Coalition. [LINK]

98 Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (2022). Equitable Development Initiative. City of Seattle.
LINK

% Puget Sound Sage. [LINK]

100 This report occasionally uses terms such as “marginalized,” “underrepresented,” and “underserved” to identify

communities most directly affected by structural racism, discrimination, displacement pressure, and barriers to

opportunity. These terms can have the unintended effect of defining communities only by the inequities they face

without honoring and uplifting the work of community. BIPOC, LGBTQ+, low-income communities, immigrants and
refugees, people with disabilities, and seniors have a long history of addressing challenges and driving efforts to
improve and strengthen their communities. They are leading equitable development strategies and solutions. In

the process, they are transforming how government agencies allocate resources and make planning decisions in

their neighborhoods. These communities are not just impacted; they are impacting new approaches to
development driven by equity and social justice values.

101 King County Motion 16062. [LINK

102 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “cultural assets.”
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areas of relevant expertise or lived experience. This workgroup partnered closely with County staff to
respond to Motion 16062.1%

Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8 of Ordinance 19712, adopted in December 2023, allocated
$1,000,000 of Short-term Lodging Tax revenue in the 2024 budget that “shall be expended solely to
support the Equitable Development Initiative established by the executive as requested by Motion
16062.”104

King County Equitable Development Initiative Phase 1 Implementation Plan

Motion 16062 requested the County Executive to work with the CPW to create the King County
Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1 (Phase 1 Plan). The Phase 1 Plan
included:
e aframework that is consistent with equitable community-driven development principles and
e recommendations and next steps for county and community structure, capacity, and related
resources necessary to support an EDI.

The Phase 1 Plan was transmitted to the Council on January 5, 2023, and includes the above
requirements as well as a definition of equitable development for King County.%

Equitable Development and Priority Communities Definition

The Phase 1 Plan defined equitable development as an approach to planning and community
development paired with public and private investments and service delivery that advances equity and
self-determination of communities:

e adversely impacted by structural racism and discrimination;

e experiencing disparities in economic and health outcomes; and

e facing a heightened risk of displacement.

These communities, referred to as priority communities in this plan, primarily include BIPOC, low-
income, immigrants and refugees, people with disabilities, seniors, and LGBTQ+ communities.

Equitable Development Initiative Framework

A King County EDI would help achieve the CPW’s vision of an inclusive and equitable King County with
resilient, thriving, and welcoming communities. In the Phase 1 Plan, the CPW identified three values to
guide a King County EDI:
e acknowledge and repair harmful impacts of historical and current structural racism,
discrimination, and inequities in community investment;
e honor, support, and invest in the self-determination and leadership of impacted communities;
and

103 See Appendix B for the roster of CPW members and their organizations.
104 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]
105 King County Council (2023, January 5). 2023-RPT0006. [LINK].
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e prevent harm from existing and future policies and practices, including the impacts of growth

and redevelopment.

The CPW identified that the goal for a King County EDI is thriving King County communities where
historically and currently underrepresented groups lead and own development, build wealth, and have
the agency to choose where they live, work, and play. The CPW identified seven objectives to achieve

this goal:

1. Increase stability and support resilience of residents, businesses, and community organizations
in geographic areas and cultural communities experiencing displacement and areas where

displaced households have relocated.

2. Support preservation and creation of cultural assets.

w

Honor and promote community power in planning and decision-making.

4. Build the capacity of community-based organizations to lead community-controlled and

community-owned development.

5. Invest in strong, inclusive, and cooperative local economies.

o

Expand transportation mobility and connectivity while guarding against displacement.

7. Advance healthy, livable communities with equitable quality-of-life outcomes.

In the Phase 1 Plan, the CPW identified four components of a King County EDI as illustrated below:

Community
g Grants. .
Technical
Learning, Assistance &
Menitoring & Capacity
Evaluation Building
Programs &

Services
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Innovative King County
Public-Private
Partnerships ) Coordination &
Community Collaboration
\ Partnerships
& Al
Convening Str?tegic Use
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4 Investments
Policy Analysis
& Innovation
Through
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KING COUNTY EQUITABLE
DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE (EDI)

Thriving King County communities where historically and currently
underrepresented groups lead and own development, build wealth,
and have the agency to choose where they live, work, and play.

PART 1 Make new investments in community-led equitable
development projects:
* Community grants
* Technical assistance and capacity building programs and
services

PART 2 Collaborate across King County departments to promote
equitable development as a goal countywide:

+ Alignment of King County’s existing and new programs, services,
and resources to the EDI framework and coordination of place-
based strategies across King County departments

+ Strategic use of King County capital investments

PART 3 Build partnerships and leverage expertise, ideas, and
resources beyond King County government:
+ Policy analysis and innovation through policymaking
+ Convening strategic conversations & events
+ Drivinginnovative public-private partnerships (e.g., innovative
financial instruments, joint capital investments)

PART 4 Integrate learning, monitoring, and evaluation objectives
and practices.
+ Define, measure, and evaluate the results of equitable
development investments and activities
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Phase 1 Plan Recommendations

As called for by Motion 16062, the Phase 1 report outlines recommendations and next actions for
County and community structure, capacity, and related resources necessary to support a potential King
County EDI.

The Phase 1 report identified the following desired characteristics of the future leadership structure:

e commitment of support from King County leadership;

e alead King County agency/department with the ability to drive development of equitable
development policies and direct and coordinate EDI work among all involved King County
agencies;

e engagement by King County departments; and

e power sharing and community co-led decision-making.

To implement a King County EDI, the Phase 1 Plan identified the need for:
e ongoing King County staff support;
e involvement of subject matter experts;
e atleast $100 million annually in new funding;
e apermanent EDI Community Advisory Board; and
e community workgroups and committees convened as necessary.

Consistent with the County Executive’s True North values, the CPW found in the Phase 1 Plan that King
County must continue to move investments upstream where needs are greatest, partnering with priority
communities and dismantling systems of power, privilege, and racial injustice in favor of equitable
access to resources and decisions. % 197 However, the scale of resources identified by the CPW as
necessary to implement a full-scale countywide EDI would require substantial new revenue authority
and likely state legislative action. As noted throughout this plan, implementing a King County EDI would
require significant financial, organizational, and political resources. The success of a King County EDI
would rely on collaboration and partnership between the County Executive, the County Council, the
State of Washington, city governments, other elected officials, and impacted communities.

Report Methodology

In close partnership with the CPW, DCHS is leading the County’s response to Ordinance 19712, Section
77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, with support from other County departments.'%1% This report
addresses the requirements from the proviso and motion for Phase 2 of the Implementation Plan for a
King County EDI. It also includes additional components developed by the CPW. This document was
compiled by DCHS staff in collaboration with the CPW, other King County departments represented on
the staff team, and an Interdepartmental Coordination Committee convened to inform the development
of a King County EDI.

106 King County Executive Office. True North and Values. [LINK]

107 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
108 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]

109 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]
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Community Planning Workgroup (CPW)

Consistent with Motion 16062 requirements, a workgroup comprised of community members planned
and co-created the King County EDI Implementation Plan with King County staff.!1%! The CPW
members met two to three times per month to co-develop recommendations and guidance on the
content of the King County EDI Implementation Plan. The CPW is a dynamic group of new and
experienced community leaders with broad geographic representation who were selected through an
open application process in spring 2022. A review panel of five King County staff and three non-
applicant community members selected 16 individuals based on the criteria aligned with priorities set in
Motion 16062.

The Motion directed the creation of a planning group comprised of community members with lived
experience or expertise relevant to the Initiative and emphasizing BIPOC leadership and broad
geographic representation. Most of the CPW members represent organizations located outside of
Seattle, with particular emphasis on representation from organizations serving South King County and
urban unincorporated areas that are at a higher risk for displacement. All CPW members have lived
experience or expertise relevant to the Initiative such as anti-displacement, building cultural community
anchors, civic engagement, immigrant and refugee support services, community-driven development
projects, affordable housing, and commercial affordability in communities vulnerable to displacement
across King County. Table 1 of Appendix B lists the CPW members, organizational affiliations, and
geographic representation. Table 2 of Appendix B provides aggregated data about the CPW makeup,
which demonstrates how the CPW composition responds to the Motion’s requirements. Consistent with
King County’s practice, all CPW members received compensation for their time attending the CPW
meetings and contributing their expertise, knowledge, and ideas to those discussions.!2

Staff Team

A staff team consisting of County employees from PSB, OERSJ, PHSKC, and DLS supported the CPW and
DCHS on this project. The staff team met weekly to plan and prepare for meetings with the CPW, share
facilitation roles, and contribute knowledge, analytical support, and expertise related to the
development of the Implementation Plan.

Interdepartmental Coordination Committee

An Interdepartmental Coordination Committee, consisting of representatives from King County
departments listed in Appendix C, provided strategic input and departmental expertise as needed. The
members of this committee met monthly to share insight into the departmental structure and King
County processes and help to identify opportunities and address challenges and barriers to
operationalizing the proposed recommendations in the King County EDI Implementation Plan internally
at the County.

110 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]

111 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “co-creation.”

1121n 2021, Ordinance 19364 provided $50,000 in funding to support development of a King County EDI, including
workgroup facilitation costs and compensation for workgroup participants. [LINK]
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IV. REPORT REQUIREMENTS

This report directly responds to the requirements in Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, which
requests the Executive to transmit an Implementation Plan to establish a countywide EDI, consistent
with Motion 16062.1**1'4 Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1 directs Phase 2 of the EDI
Implementation Plan to:

e include objectives and strategies for reducing economic and racial disparities, by preventing
residential, economic and cultural displacement and creating and preserving community
stability;

e incorporate data of current and predicted future displacement risk and related metrics that will
be used to determine programs and policies;

e include metrics for monitoring and evaluating equitable outcomes;

e describe potential partnerships with community-based organizations, regional partners and
other jurisdictions to establish the Initiative program funding and policies countywide;

e identify potential funding options;

e propose strategies to coordinate across County agencies and programs to advance Initiative
objectives;

e identify a process for community outreach and collaboration with community-based
organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on communities experiencing or at
risk of displacement;

e describe how the process will use the "community directs action" level of engagement as
outlined in the OESRJ’s community engagement guide;

e propose next steps, including a timeline, that would be needed to implement the Initiative,
including legislation;

e include a recommendation of the duties and responsibilities of a permanent advisory board;

e recommendations on how the King County EDI, if adopted and implemented, would inform and
collaborate with the Best Starts’ Capital Grant Program, consistent with the previously adopted
grant criteria in the Best Starts for Kids implementation plan; and

e provide CPW recommendations to the County Executive and the King County Council regarding
how to prioritize the King County EDI’s work in unincorporated area communities, particularly
historically marginalized communities, consistent with King County's responsibility as the
unincorporated local government.

The CPW included subsection IV.A, which describes the King County EDI Concept and Implementation
Stages, to provide relevant context for the CPW’s recommendations to the requirements in Ordinance
19712, Section 77, Proviso P1 and Motion 16062, which are described in subsections IV.B through IV.L.
Subsection IV.M details recommendations and analysis from the Executive.'’® See Appendix G for details
on which subsection of the report addresses each legislative requirement.

A. King County EDI Concept and Implementation Stages

The CPW recommends launching the King County EDI in four stages: Alignment, Start-up, Intermediate,
and Sustained Stages. The Initiative would progress through the stages as funding grows and program

113 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]
114 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]
115 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]
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infrastructure is solidified. The CPW developed the scope for each Implementation Stage to address the
types of capacity and capital community-based organizations (CBOs) need to complete a development
project, which was informed by the direct experiences of CPW members and by the City of Seattle EDI.

Unique Need for Early Investment in Capital Projects Addressing Displacement

The purpose of a King County EDI is to address displacement pressure by investing in community-driven
capital projects that increase housing and community stability, expand access to opportunities and
community wealth building, and are led by and for priority communities.'** Community-driven
development projects are initiated and led by CBOs, rather than traditional developers.!'’

CBOs often provide services and cultural and community programs and engage in community advocacy.
They have a unique understanding of the conditions in their community and strategies to address the
community’s needs, and they may be interested in driving development for a variety of reasons, such as:
e owning their own physical space to resist displacement;
e creating community-owned assets that generate community wealth and stability such as
community centers, arts and cultural spaces, and housing;
e improving the health of their community through creating better access to open space,
affordable housing, public transit, health services, and climate resilience strategies; and
e implementing a community’s vision for how they want to grow and bring much needed
opportunities to a community, like jobs and locally owned businesses.

The CPW identified that equitable development projects, and the CBOs that lead them, require more
support than traditional capital projects from the early stages of project development to project
completion. This is because small CBOs may have limited or no experience with capital development,
and rarely possess the financial resources to fund the early stages of a development project out of
pocket. CBOs need time and resources to build their capacity to understand and undertake the
development process. Equitable development projects also require an increased level of community

116 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
117 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “community-based organizations.”
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participation because equitable development
centers the needs and visions of impacted
communities at all levels of the development
process. 118119120 The CPW considers CBOs to be
“shovel hungry” when they have a strong project
vision but need resources and technical knowhow
to start the project.'?

CBOs need support during the beginning stages of
a capital project so they can be competitive for
capital funding. A King County EDI would create a
pathway for small CBOs to move from “shovel
hungry” to “shovel ready,” the stage at which a
project is ready for construction financing, by
providing early investments in organizational
capacity building, project development,
predevelopment activities, and site acquisition.
Investments in the earlier stages of a capital
project can help CBOs be more competitive to
apply for other capital funding opportunities such
as King County’s Housing Finance Program (HFP)
and Washington State’s Housing Trust Fund.
Eventually, a fully funded King County EDI would
also provide construction capital funding for
projects that have reached the “shovel ready”
stage.

“Shovel hungry” CBOs face significant barriers
competing for the County’s existing capital
funding rounds. HFP, for example, has multiple
fund sources, each with different requirements
including:

o federal restrictions;

e population and income served; and

e funds that must be used for and result in

permanent housing developments.'?

Attachment A

DEFINING COMMUNITY-
BASED ORGANIZATION
(CBO)

The CPW defines a CBO as a public or private
organization that is representative of a
community or significant segments of a
community and committed to a community's
health, well-being, and empowerment and/or
provides human services to individuals in the
community. Some common characteristics of
a CBO are:

e the majority of the governing body and
staff consists of local residents or
members of the impacted communities
the CBO serves;

e the main operating offices are in the
community they serve;

e priority issue areas are identified and
defined by residents or members of the
impacted communities the CBO serves;

e solutions to address priority issues are
developed with residents or impacted
community members; and

e program design, implementation, and
evaluation components have residents or
impacted community members intimately
involved, in leadership positions.

In the case of equitable development, a CBO
is led by and accountable to priority
communities, especially communities
impacted by displacement.

118 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.

16. [LINK]

119 The Alliance, the Twin Cities (2021). Equitable Development: Principles & Scorecard, pg. 10. [LINK]
120 | gcal and Regional Governmental Alliance on Race & Equity (2016, November 28). Equitable Development as a

Tool to Advance Racial Equity, pg. 12. [LINK]

121 “Shovel hungry” is a term coined by the City of Seattle EDI to describe projects needing the capacity and
support to get a capital project started. Housing Development Consortium (2019, March 26). Housing and

Community Development Report Out. [LINK]

122 King County. Funding Awards and Compliance: Housing Finance Program. [LINK]

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2

Page |34

TrEE Mtg. Materials

Page 64 of 220

September 12, 2024


https://kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/depts/community-human-services/housing-homelessness-community-development/documents/Plans%20and%20Reports/FINAL_EDI_Implementation_Plan_Phase_1_1,-d-,4,-d-,23.ashx?la=en
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/thealliancetc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/EquitableDevelopmentScorecard.pdf
https://www.racialequityalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/GARE-Equitable-Development.pdf
https://www.housingconsortium.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Housing-and-CD-Report-Out-Final-.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/depts/community-human-services/housing/services/housing-finance/funding.aspx

Attachment A

Because of these underlying fund source requirements, the HFP is restricted in the types of projects and
activities it can fund. Typically, the HFP funds projects that are “shovel ready" and does not award funds
for capacity building or predevelopment. The HFP currently uses some Short-term Lodging Tax bonded
and non-bonded revenue, which are more flexible fund sources, to support construction capital for
equitable, community-driven affordable housing. DCHS has also worked with other public funders to
support increased access for CBOs to federal bond construction funds through the Washington State
Housing Finance Commission. However, to be competitive for County construction funding as well as
other permanent funding sources, smaller CBOs need working capital and capacity building funds to
conduct early, pre-development activities and build their skills. This enables them to then attract
construction lender and investor funds and select development partners with the technical expertise,
cash flow, capital reserves, and access to liquid assets needed to secure permanent financing.

HFP uses the Combined Funders Application that requests detailed information related to:*?3
e the project description and physical traits;
e need and population served;
e project schedule, financing and operations;
e development budget; and
e Low-Income Housing Tax credit scoring.

The Combined Funders Application also expects certain reports and studies to determine a project’s
readiness and feasibility, some of which require paid technical consultants such as preliminary site plans
and environmental assessments.*?* HFP evaluates applications based on financial feasibility, leverage of
other public and private sources, organizational capacity (both financial and experience), and
readiness.!?® Competitive applicants have established site control, completed predevelopment and
feasibility analysis, developed a financing plan, and fully conceived their project site plan.1?®

A successful partnership with a developer can be critical for a CBO to achieve their project vision and
compete for capital funding streams, which may require more experience and the ability to demonstrate
a level of financial strength and access to cash to cover any debts and liabilities that a development
partner can provide. The CPW identified that negotiating a fair and equitable partnership agreement is a
challenge for CBOs in achieving equitable development projects, especially when a CBO is just getting
started and needs the developer as a partner more than the developer needs them. A CBO has more
power to negotiate a partnership agreement and choose a developer aligned with their needs when the
CBO has leverage to bring to the negotiation, such as site control. Early investments from a King County
EDI could assist CBOs to develop their capacity and advance their project to the point of site acquisition
which could increase their ability to negotiate an equitable partnership agreement with a developer.

123 The Combined Funders Application is managed by the Washington Department of Commerce. Washington
State Department of Commerce (2023, June 28). Washington State Multifamily Housing Unit Housing Trust Fund.
[LINK] Other public funders that use the Combined Funders Application include King County, City of Seattle, A
Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH), and South King Housing & Homelessness Partners (SKHHP).

124 Washington State Department of Commerce (2023, June 28). 2023 Combined Funders Application
Requirements Checklist. [LINK]

125 King County. Housing Finance Program. [LINK]

126 Washington State Department of Commerce (2023, June 28). 2023 Combined Funders Application
Requirements Checklist. [LINK]
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Four Stages of Implementation

In the King County EDI Phase 1 Implementation Plan, the CPW identified that a King County EDI would
need at least $100 million annually in new funding to fully support meaningful EDI outcomes.'?” Except
for a one-time allocation of $1 million in Short-term Lodging Taxes in 2024, directed by Ordinance
19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8, no ongoing source of funding has been identified for a
King County EDI.2 Without a clear scale of resources to guide the implementation planning process, the
CPW conceptualized four stages of implementation for different levels of potential funding. Using a
staged approach allowed the CPW to recommend a plan for the launch of a King County EDI with limited
resources and develop recommendations for how the Initiative should grow over time if increased
funding is available.

The four stages, and the scope of activities during each stage, were informed by the City of Seattle’s EDI
investment areas (see Appendix D) and the unique needs of equitable development projects, and the
CBOs that lead them, for investments early in a project’s development, as described above. 129 The cPW
believes a King County EDI should support CBOs to successfully lead the beginning stages of a capital
project so they can be competitive for capital funding. Based on that approach, the CPW recommends
that in the early stages of a King County EDI, the Initiative should focus on investing in capacity building,
predevelopment, and site acquisition until the Initiative has at least $20 million in annual funding, at
which point the Initiative would launch a construction funding program.

The CPW’s four stages allow for phased implementation as funding increases over time and the
infrastructure of the Initiative develops. Chart 1 provides a summary of the CPW’s proposed different
stages of implementation. Each stage is explained further on the following page.

127 See subsection IV.H: Potential Funding Options for a King County EDI for additional details on the budget
assumptions.

128 King County Ordinance 19712, pg. 67-69. [LINK]

129 See City of Seattle’s EDI Investment Areas (Appendix D).
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Chart 1: CPW Recommended King County EDI Implementation Stages
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Scale of $1-510 million annually $10 - 20 million annually + cost | $20 - S50 million annually + cost | $50 - $100 million annually +
Revenue including administration costs of administration of administration cost of administration
Scope of e Establish an Interim e Transition to a Permanent e Operate full-scale capacity e Operate full-scale capacity
Initiative Advisory Board Advisory Board building and strategic building strategic
Activities e Implement small-scale e Launch full-scale capacity acquisition programs acquisition, and
capacity building activities building and strategic e launch construction capital construction capital
e Capital funding for one acquisition programs funding program programs
demonstration project if e Capital funding for a second | ¢ Coordinate with other e Coordinate with other
>$5 million30 demonstration project if capital programs to align capital programs to align
e Coordinate with other >$10 million with equitable with equitable
capital programs to align e Coordinate with other development principles and development principles and
with equitable capital programs to align priorities priorities
development principles and with equitable e Maintain and update e Maintain and update
priorities development principles and displacement data displacement data
priorities dashboard dashboard
e launch displacement data e Convene partnerships e Convene partnerships
dashboard
e Develop regional
partnerships
Estimated e Atleast1 Full Time e 3 FTEs e 5FTEs e 7 FTEs
Staffing Employee (FTE)
Needs
Estimated e 4 projects supported e 8 projects supported e 12 projects supported e 16 projects supported
Annual
Equitable
Development
Projects

130 The CPW defines a demonstration project as a small-scale capital investment, the purpose of which is to explore a particular approach to equitable

development.
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1. Alignment Stage: A King County EDI would operate in the Alignment stage if the Initiative had less
than $10 million annually, including administrative costs. During this stage, the Initiative would focus on
building out the foundation of a King County EDI, such as establishing an Interim EDI Advisory Board to
provide guidance on implementation of the Initiative and support coordination of County capital
programs with the King County EDI framework. County capital programs should operate in a coordinated
manner to support and prioritize equitable development projects. During this stage, County capital
programs and other relevant programs would work with a King County EDI to:
e integrate the King County EDI framework developed by the CPW into capital program designs to
better support and prioritize equitable development projects;
e include equitable development criteria and priorities in capital funding Request for Proposals
(RFPs); and
e include leadership from impacted community members in the design and implementation of
capital programs.

Grants administered by the King County EDI during this stage would focus on capacity building. The CPW
defines capacity building as helping CBOs build their ability to lead a capital project and achieve project
milestones, in particular early phases of a project such as project visioning, site control, feasibility
analysis, and predevelopment. Due to the limited amount of funding available during the Alignment
stage, the Initiative would likely support capacity building activities for an estimated four projects. This
stage requires at least one FTE annually.3!

2. Start-Up Stage: A King County EDI would transition from the Alignment stage to the Start-Up stage if
annual dedicated funding increased to between $10 million and $20 million plus administrative costs.
During this stage, a King County EDI would focus on increasing the capacity building program, launching
a strategic acquisition program limited to key priority geographic areas, developing regional
partnerships, launching a displacement data dashboard, and transitioning to a Permanent EDI Advisory
Board. This stage would support an estimated eight projects annually and would require approximately
three FTEs.

3. Intermediate Stage: A King County EDI would transition from the Start-Up stage to the Intermediate
stage if annual funding increased to between $20 million and $50 million plus administrative costs.
During this stage, a King County EDI would focus on operating the capacity building and strategic
acquisition programs at full scale with expanded geographic priorities, as well as launch an EDI
construction capital funding program. This stage would support an estimated 12 projects annually and
would require approximately five FTEs.

4. Sustained Stage: A King County EDI would reach sustained implementation with the capacity building,
strategic acquisition, and capital funding programs operating at full scale once the Initiative has between
S50 million and $100 million plus administrative costs annually. This stage would support an estimated
16 projects annually and would require approximately seven FTEs.

The CPW urges the Executive and the Council to pursue a permanent, on-going funding source for a King
County EDI as quickly as possible, either by working with the State Legislature to enact new funding
authority or implementing a local revenue tool such as a levy, to get to the Sustained stage of a King

131 DCHS delayed work and repurposed staff to complete the EDI Implementation Plan. DCHS would need new staff

positions authorized by the Council to sustain a King County EDI as an ongoing program.
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County EDI. This would address the urgent displacement pressures and economic and racial disparities
that King County communities are facing and to create the scale of investment needed to support
community-driven capital assets.

Implementation Roles and Structure

The CPW proposes the following organizational structure and roles for the Executive Office, DCHS, and
the EDI Advisory Board across the different stages to ensure successful implementation.'®*? The CPW
recommends a leadership structure that is shared between the Executive Office and DCHS, much like
the structure of the County’s climate action work prior to the creation of the Executive Climate Office,
when the Strategic Climate Action Plan and New Green Jobs programs were housed within the
Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP), but Executive Office staff managed the programs
and reported to the Climate Leadership Team.!33

e Role of the Executive Office: The CPW envisions a King County EDI to be enterprise wide.
Therefore, the CPW calls for the Executive Office to oversee the Initiative in consultation with
the EDI Advisory Board and DCHS. The Executive Office would be responsible for coordinating
enterprise-wide EDI policy direction including department actions to align capital programs
across the County with the King County EDI framework.'3* The CPW recommends that the
Executive Office establish a future interdepartmental team to coordinate County agencies to
adopt the EDI framework and align with EDI priorities as well as lead the County effort to pursue
an ongoing fund source for a King County EDI,13>136

e Role of DCHS: Because DCHS has extensive experience managing capital programs, including
programs that integrate specific anti-displacement and equity goals, the CPW recommends that
DCHS lead the implementation of a King County EDI’s programmatic work, such as capacity
building, predevelopment, and capital funding programs, in consultation with the EDI Advisory
Board and Executive Office.®®” During the Alighment Stage, DCHS would design and implement
capacity building and demonstration project activities, establish and staff the Interim EDI
Advisory Board, and pursue opportunities to align DCHS capital and capacity building programs

132 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.

133 King County Motion 14449. [LINK]

134 A summary of the King County EDI framework from the King County Equitable Development Phase 1
Implementation Plan is in section Ill: Background.

135 A summary of the King County EDI framework from the King County Equitable Development Phase 1
Implementation Plan is in section Ill: Background.

136 The CPW’s recommendations for the role of the future interdepartmental team are detailed in subsection IV.I.
137 The CPW finds that DCHS has valuable related experience with capital funding programs, such as the Housing
Finance Program and the Puget Sound Taxpayer Accountability Act Early Learning Facilities Program, and policy
and planning work focused on displacement in Skyway-West Hill and North Highline. The department also hosts
several community advisory boards and has strong working relationships with other relevant teams such as COO,
DLS’ Planning and Permitting staff, and Metro’s transit-oriented development staff.
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to EDI objectives.3® DCHS would also participate on the future interdepartmental team and
consult with other County funding programs, as well as other public funders, to support
alignment with EDI objectives and strategies. During the Start-Up Stage, DCHS would staff the
Permanent Advisory Board and establish strategic acquisition and capital funding programs. In
all stages, DCHS would establish and support ad-hoc grantmaking committees comprised of EDI
Advisory Board members, priority community members, and subject matter experts to review
applications and recommend funding awards.

e Role of the EDI Advisory Board: The CPW calls for all aspects of the King County EDI to be
designed and implemented in collaboration with leaders from priority communities through an
EDI Advisory Board structure. The CPW’s recommended roles, duties, and selection process for
the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board are detailed in
subsection IV.L.

Ordinance 19712 S1 Million Allocation

During the drafting of this report, the Council allocated $1 million in one-time funding from Short-term
Lodging Tax revenue in Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8 to implement a King
County EDI.13%%%0 Gjven limitations in revenue options, the CPW calls for King County to immediately
implement aspects of the Alignment stage using the $1 million allocated by the Council. The CPW
recommends this funding be prioritized to create one-year capacity building grants for smaller CBOs to
build their capacity to successfully lead housing-related capital projects that embody EDI principles and
priorities. The CPW recommends a King County EDI administer 12-month grants ranging in size from
$100,000 to $150,000 depending on the need of a project. The CPW hopes that the one-year grants
would be a precursor to a fully funded, ongoing capacity building and capital funding program
administered by a King County EDI, as described further in the stages above.

The CPW recommends that the eligible uses of King County EDI capacity building grants include costs
and activities related to the planning and development of housing-related capital projects such as, but
not limited to:'*

e project development technical assistance and training;

e organizational and board development;

e |eadership development and learning opportunities;

e development consultants, architects, attorneys, and buyers' representative fees;

e community planning and engagement;

e predevelopment and feasibility studies such as site analysis and environmental studies; and

e staffing costs related to implementing the grant and executing the above activities.

138 Opportunities to align DCHS capital and capacity building programs with EDI objectives will depend on fund
source requirements which may restrict funds to certain uses that are not aligned with EDI.

139 King County Ordinance 19712, pg. 67-69. [LINK]

140 short-term Lodging Tax funding is restricted by state law to permanent or long-term affordable housing
programs and services for households less than 80 percent AMI. For more information about this tax, see
subsection IV.H.

141 Capacity building grants align with King County EDI Objective 4, Strategy 4.1 as detailed in 40subsection IV.D:
Objectives and Strategies for Reducing Economic and Racial Disparities.
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The CPW recommends that DCHS minimize the use of funds for staffing when launching the King County
EDI so most of the $1 million can be granted to CBOs for capacity building grants, with less funding used
for operations. The CPW does recommend including some funds for a consultant to provide facilitation
support for the community advisory and grantmaking processes. The CPW would prefer that funds for
staffing, consultants, and administration come from resources outside of the $1 million proviso. The
CPW also calls for the Executive Office to use existing staff resources to coordinate department actions
to align capital programs with the King County EDI framework as soon as implementation of a King
County EDI with the $1 million proviso begins.#

The Executive’s response to the CPW’s recommendations for the $1 million in EDI funding is detailed in
subsection IV.M.

B. Recommendations to the Executive and the Council Regarding How to Prioritize the
Initiative's work in Unincorporated Area Communities

As directed by Motion 16062, this subsection details the CPW’s recommendations for prioritizing the
King County EDI’s work in unincorporated area communities, particularly historically marginalized
communities, consistent with King County's responsibility as the unincorporated local government.*

The CPW recommends the below guidelines for King County EDI funding:

o All funded projects should meet or exceed funding criteria and priorities: To the CPW, it is most
important that a King County EDI is funding projects that meet or exceed the Initiative’s funding
priorities and criteria, regardless of geography. Grant priorities and criteria would depend on
which stage of implementation a King County EDI is in and would be developed in consultation
with the EDI Advisory Board.!** Funded projects would advance one or more King County EDI
objectives and reflect the values of a King County EDI.*** Investments from a King County EDI
should support self-determination and leadership of priority communities, and therefore, King
County EDI RFPs should prioritize funding for projects that can demonstrate that they are led by
and for priority communities.#®

e Geography can be a factor but should not be the sole factor in funding decisions: The CPW
recommends that funding award recommendations not be based on geography alone. However,
geography would be a factor in deciding between qualified projects that meet or exceed the
funding criteria and priorities. In choosing between otherwise highly qualified projects, a King
County EDI would prioritize projects in preferred geographies, as described in Chart 2. In

142 The CPW recommends that staffing for cross departmental coordination come from repurposing existing staff
resources. The CPW intends for the vast majority of the appropriation of $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax
revenue to support grants for CBOs.

143 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]

144 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.

145 King County EDI objectives are detailed in subsection IV.D. See section Ill: Background for a summary of the King
County EDI Framework including the King County EDI values.

146 See Glossary (Appendix A) for definition of “priority communities.”
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addition to prioritizing qualified projects in unincorporated King County, the CPW also stresses
the importance of geographic diversity and funding a balance of projects across King County.
Over time the EDI portfolio will aim to achieve a mix of investments in unincorporated and
incorporated areas, especially areas where there is not municipal funding for equitable
development. The preferences in Chart 2 are intended as guiding principles for procurement and
selection but will not be how an individual procurement decision will be made. Ultimately, the
amount of funding allocated to a King County EDI will impact the number of projects that can be

supported.

Chart 2: Geographic preferences when comparing otherwise highly qualified projects for funding

Geography

Order of
Preference

Reason

Unincorporated King
County

First Preference

King County serves as the only local government
for unincorporated areas.

Some urban unincorporated areas, such as
Skyway-West Hill, North Highline, and East
Federal Way, are at high risk of

displacement. 147,148

Jurisdictions and
neighborhoods
outside of Seattle
where King County
EDI has not invested
before

Second
preference

Geographic diversity will be a key component to
achieving a balance of County across a King
County EDI's funding portfolio.

Concentrating too many projects in small
geographic areas may reduce the ability for
those projects to secure the adequate public
funding to achieve completion.

Incorporated Areas
outside of Seattle

Third Preference

e Projects outside of Seattle have more limited access
to resources.

e Displacement risk highest in South King County and
increasing in parts of East King County.

149

147 puget Sound Regional Council. Displacement Risk Mapping. [LINK]
148 See Appendix F for the Displacement Risk Indicators Report.
149 pyget Sound Regional Council. Displacement Risk Mapping. [LINK]
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Geography Order of Reason
Preference
Seattle Last Preference e At the time of this report, Seattle projects have

access to several funding programs provided by the
City of Seattle including the City’s Equitable
Development Initiative, JumpStart Housing
Community Self-Determination Fund, and the
Generational Wealth Initiative. 151,152

e If resources are constrained, only projects in unincorporated King County should receive
funding: If the resources can only support five or fewer projects, the CPW endorses soliciting
proposals only from unincorporated areas rather than an open funding round in which
projects across King County can apply.

o Displacement data and CBOs should be consulted to identify where priority communities
are located: The CPW recommends that King County EDI staff and the EDI Advisory Board
consult displacement data to inform where King County EDI investments should be
prioritized. Examples of quantitative displacement data are detailed in subsection IV.E and
Appendix F. A King County EDI should also learn about communities being impacted by
displacement from CBOs directly because, quantitative data often lags several years and
does not always capture the nuance of displacement pressure affecting a community in real-
time >3 The CPW recommends any RFPs deployed by a King County EDI allow applicants to
explain how their project is led by and for priority communities. The CPW recommends that
grantmaking committees reviewing RFP applications should consider the following factors in
determining whether a project is led by and for priority communities:

o What conditions are occurring in the community that meet the definition of priority
community? Successful applicants would be able to demonstrate that their community
experiences chronic and recent displacement, has a history of racially driven
underinvestment, or is impacted by structural racism and discrimination.

o Will the project be owned and developed by an organization with community-rooted
leadership? Successful applicants need to demonstrate that they are an integral part of a
priority community.

o Does the applicant demonstrate cultural competence and inclusivity? Successful
applicants need to demonstrate they can meet the needs of the priority community the
project is intended to serve.

o Isthe project born from community needs? Successful applicants need to show how
their project emerged from genuine community demands, rather than external
assumptions.

150 City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development (2023). Equitable Development Initiative. [LINK]
151 Seattle City Council (2022, July). CB 120343. [LINK]

152 The Generational Wealth Initiative is working to close the racial wealth gap through strategies such as worker
ownership, access to affordable capital, community ownership of real estate, progressive procurement, and other
strategies. The Generational Wealth Initiative will be transferred to the City of Seattle Office of Economic
Development. City of Seattle Department of Neighborhoods. Generational Wealth Initiative. [LINK]

153 Easton, S., Lees, L., Hubbard, P., & Tate, N. (2019). Measuring and mapping displacement: The problem of
guantification in the battle against gentrification. Urban Studies, 57(2), 286 — 306. [LINK]
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o How is the applicant consistently engaging the community? Successful applicants need
to show how they maintain open lines of communication with the community,
throughout the development of the project and in the organization’s other work.

o Will the project have transparent governance? Successful applicants need to
demonstrate the project leadership has a process for transparent decision-making and
provides equitable opportunities for individuals from priority communities to
meaningfully engage with and assume leadership positions for the project.

o What is the tangible impact of the project on priority communities? Applicants need to
demonstrate how priority communities will benefit from the project.

e Community leaders from unincorporated areas should have priority representation on the EDI
Advisory Board: The CPW recommends that the Interim and the Permanent EDI Advisory Board
strive to have at minimum, 30 percent of the board be representatives from unincorporated
areas that are higher risk for displacement or experiencing disproportionately high rates of
displacement indicators, such as Skyway-West Hill, North Highline, and parts of East Federal
Way.#155:156 See subsection IV.L for the CPW’s recommendations on the roles and duties of the
Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory Board, including recruitment, selection, and term limits.

e Strategies to prioritize unincorporated areas should be evaluated and adapted by the EDI
Advisory Board: The CPW calls for the Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory Boards to evaluate
the guidelines above and develop further recommendations for prioritizing the King County EDI’s
work in unincorporated areas. This would allow the Initiative to adapt for the following factors,
which are subject to change depending on the stage of implementation:

o the scale of resources a King County EDI can deploy at any given time;

o fund source requirements and restrictions;

o changes to the level of resources available for equitable development projects in
different jurisdictions and sub-areas;

o priority objectives and strategies at different stages of implementation; and

o the balance of priority communities and geographic impact across the King County
EDI’s portfolio.*®’

C. How the Initiative Will Inform and Collaborate with the Best Starts for Kids Capital Program

As directed by Motion 16062, this subsection details the CPW’s recommendations for how the King
County EDI, if adopted and implemented, would inform, and collaborate with the Best Starts for Kids
(BSK) Capital Grants program consistent with the previously adopted grant criteria in the BSK
Implementation Plan. The BSK Implementation Plan directs BSK capital investments be informed by and
made collaboratively with a King County EDI if a King County EDI is implemented.*®

BSK is a King County voter-approved initiative, first approved in 2015 and renewed in 2021, to support
every baby born and child raised in King County to be happy, healthy, safe, and thriving through

154 See Appendix F for the Displacement Risk Indicators Report.

155 See subsection IV.M for additional recommendations regarding the selection criteria for a future Interim and
Permanent Advisory Board.

156 Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062 direct that the report includes recommendation of
the duties and responsibilities of a permanent advisory board to implement the Initiative. Hereinafter, the
permanent advisory board is referred to as the EDI Advisory Board.

157 See subsection IV.D: Objectives and Strategies for Reducing Economic and Racial Disparities.

158 Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 74. [LINK]
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investments from prenatal development to adulthood.*>® The BSK Capital Grants program was included
in the 2022-2027 BSK Levy renewal to provide contracts for building repairs, renovations and new
construction or expansion to improve access to high quality programs and services for low-income
children, youth, and families.¢°

The implementation plan for the BSK Capital Grants program includes similar priorities and goals as a
King County EDI and will likely have overlapping community partners. The BSK Capital Grants program
focuses on: 16!

e equitable community-driven development to ensure projects serve communities’ needs and
align with communities’ vision of how to address the lack of access to multi-use facilities among
low-income children, youth, and families, and BIPOC communities; and

e projects serving communities that historically have limited or no access to facilities for such
services and developments that leverage other capital investments.

During the Phase 2 implementation planning process, BSK Capital Grants program staff participated in a
joint retreat with the CPW and joined conversations about future collaboration that informed the CPW’s
recommendations regarding how a newly established King County EDI and the BSK Capital Grants
program could work together. The CPW identified the following opportunities for a King County EDI to
inform and collaborate with the BSK Capital Grants program:162163.164
e RFP Development: The CPW calls for the BSK Capital Grants program to work with a King County
EDI to strengthen how equitable development objectives and strategies are reflected in the BSK
Capital Grants program RFP criteria and application questions to determine if a project is
community-driven.®® For example, BSK Capital Grants program staff should seek feedback and
input on draft RFPs, in ways that comply with King County procurement rules, from members of
the EDI Advisory Board and King County EDI staff.%®
e Community Participation in RFP Review and Selection: The BSK Capital Grants program is
already committed to having at least one non-King County employee on the BSK Capital Grant
RFP review panels. The CPW calls for the BSK Capital Grant program to increase community
participation on RFP review and selection panels, prioritizing members from priority
communities as defined by a King County EDI.'®” The CPW also recommends that the BSK Capital

159 Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 14. [LINK]

160 Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 74. [LINK]

161 Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027, pg. 74 and 76. [LINK]

162 For the purpose of these recommendations, the CPW defines a King County EDI as including the CPW, DCHS
Equitable Development Staff, future King County EDI staff, and future Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory Boards.
163These recommendations were discussed with Catarina Ratajczak, BSK Capital Grants Program Manager on
January 9, 2024.

164 See subsection IV.M Executive Recommended Next Steps to Implement a King County Equitable Development
Initiative for the Executive’s near term recommended actions for King County EDI’s collaboration with BSK Capital.
165 See subsection IV.B for a list of factors to consider in determining whether a project is led by and for priority
communities.

166 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.

167 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
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Grants program reach out to the EDI Advisory Board and EDI staff, to help with outreach and
participate in BSK Capital RFP review and selection committees if they meet the selection
committee member qualifications. 68

e Supporting Pathways for Equitable Development Projects: The CPW calls for the BSK Capital
Grants program and a King County EDI to work together to identify and reduce barriers that
smaller CBOs led by and for priority communities face when working on capital projects. Both
programs should collaborate to develop and inform strategies to build the capacity of smaller
CBOs to successfully lead capital projects and access capital funding.

e Community Outreach: The CPW calls for the BSK Capital Grants program to collaborate with a
King County EDI to engage and outreach to CBOs connected to the respective programs to
ensure a wide range of community partners are aware of funding opportunities from both
programs. This can include participating in respective program events, sharing outreach lists,
publicizing joint program updates, or cross-posting program announcements.

e Education and Research: The CPW calls for the BSK Capital Grants program to work with the
King County EDI to integrate displacement data and equitable development learnings and
research into grantmaking strategies. This can include creating definitions for key terms and
leveraging data to strengthen understanding of equitable development and displacement.

D. Objectives and Strategies for Reducing Economic and Racial Disparities

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommended objectives and strategies for preventing residential, economic, and cultural
displacement and create and preserve community stability, including objectives and strategies
developed in the King County EDI Framework section of the Phase 1 Implementation Plan, as well as
amendments to Phase 1 strategies 2.1, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 5.1, and 7.3, as shown in Chart 3 below. This
subsection also details the CPW’s recommended priority strategies and objectives based on the stage of
implementation and amount of funding available for a King County EDI.

The CPW recommends that strategies prioritized in the Alignment and Start-Up strategies should
continue to be implemented in all subsequent stages. If the King County EDI remains in the Alignment or
Start-Up Stages longer than anticipated, the CPW expects that the Initiative would maintain the
flexibility to pursue any strategies, regardless of implementation phase, if resources allow. The CPW
acknowledges that fund source restrictions will also influence which strategies are prioritized and when.
For example, the $1 million allocated to implement a King County EDI in 2024 comes from the Short-
term Lodging Tax which is restricted to affordable housing activities serving households at or below 80
percent of the area median income (AM),16%170.171

168 This type of collaboration is already happening. During the development of this report, the BSK Capital Grants
Program Manager and the Equitable development Program Manager are working together to recruit CPW
members to participate on the BSK Capital Grants program spring 2024 RFP review panel.

169 King County Ordinance 19712, pg. 67-69. [LINK]

170 King County (2023). Lodging Tax. [LINK]

171 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “area median income.”
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Chart 3: Summary of Objectives and Strategies'’

Objective 1. Increase stability and support resilience of residents, Stage First
businesses, and community organizations in geographic areas and Implemented

cultural communities experiencing displacement and areas where
displaced people have relocated.

Strategy 1.1: Accelerate actions to preserve community assets at risk of Alignment and
displacement and acquire land for community-led and community-owned Start-Up
development.

Strategy 1.2: Invest in community-led development of affordable housing and Alignment and
community spaces, incorporating models for permanent affordability.’*74 Start-Up
Strategy 1.3: Identify, support, and, where possible, implement anti- Sustained

displacement policies and regulations.

Strategy 1.4: Support the self-determination of priority communities negatively = Intermediate
impacted by displacement, including efforts to return land to Indigenous-led
organizations and tribes.

Strategy 1.5: Identify and support policy changes to reduce systemic barriers to Intermediate
equitable development projects such as restrictive zoning and land use
regulations and inadequate access to financing.

Objective 2. Support the preservation and creation of cultural assets. Stage First

Implemented

Strategy 2.1: Support the preservation and creation of community-led and Sustained
community-owned cultural assets that distinguish and strengthen community

identity, such as tribal centers, food districts, marketplaces, parklands, gathering

places, art and music venues, innovation centers, and learning centers.'’

Objective 3. Honor and promote community power in planning and Stage First

decision-making. Implemented

Strategy 3.1: Employ community engagement practices that honor and promote | Alignment and
leadership of priority communities historically and currently excluded from Start-Up
planning processes.

Strategy 3.2: Support community co-creation and meaningful roles for priority Alignment and
communities in decision-making about the future of neighborhoods, to ensure Start-Up
priority communities benefit from future development.

172 Multiple strategies in Chart 3 refer to “priority communities.” See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of
“priority communities.”

173 Choi M., Van Zandt, S., & Matarrita-Cascante, D. (2017, September). Can Community Land Trusts Slow
Gentrification? Journal of Urban Affairs 40, no. 3 (pg. 394-411). [LINK]

174 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “permanently affordability.”

175 Strategy 2.1 was amended to add tribal centers to the examples of community-owned cultural assets.
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Objective 4. Build the capacity of community-based organizations to Stage First
lead community-controlled and community-owned development.17® Implemented
Strategy 4.1: Provide community-based organizations with capacity building Alignment and
grants, leadership development support, and technical assistance resources to Start-Up

build their knowledge, skills, and experience to lead, own, and operate
development projects. Capacity building areas may include:
e Project Development Technical Assistance
e Organizational and Board Development
e Community Planning Processes
e Predevelopment and Feasibility Studies
e Development consultants, architects, attorneys, and real estate
consultants®’”’
e Educational opportunities on:
o Resident and tenant leadership and governance models
o Cooperatives, community land trusts, and community
investment trusts!’®
o Land stewardship in consultation and solidarity with Indigenous
communities and tribes, including awareness of Native land
designations.
o Environmentally sustainable building and operations

Strategy 4.2: Provide community-based organizations with predevelopment and | Alignment and
capital funding to acquire land for community-controlled and community- Start-up
owned development.17%:180

Strategy 4.3: Provide community-based organizations with construction capital Intermediate
funding to lead community-controlled and community-owned development.*8!

Strategy 4.4: Leverage public resources such as publicly owned land for [ e i
equitable development. 18183

Objective 5. Invest in strong, inclusive, and cooperative local Stage First

economies, 184185 Implemented

176 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “community-based organization.”

177 Strategy 4.1 was amended to include additional capacity building uses.

178 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “community land trust.”

179 strategy 4.2 is similar to Strategy 1.2 with the distinction that the predevelopment and capital funding will be
available to other communities, not just those experiencing displacement pressures.

180 Strategy 4.2 was amended to add land acquisition to the use of predevelopment and capital funding.

181 Strategy 4.3 was added after CPW recommendations to differentiate between land acquisition capital funding
and construction capital funding.

182 Strategy 4.4 is now Strategy 4.3 from Phase 1 of the King County EDI

183 |n this context, leverage means connecting to ongoing work at King County that is related to equitable
development and aligning County resources to further EDI vision, goals, and objectives.

184 Strategy 5.3 was removed at the recommendation of the CPW because it was deemed as redundant of Strategy
4.2and 4.3

185 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “cooperative models.”
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Strategy 5.1: Invest in equitable development projects that increase access to Start-Up
education, employment, entrepreneurial opportunities, and generational and
community wealth-building opportunities such as affordable homeownership,
limited equity cooperative housing projects, community investment trusts,
community land trusts, environmental justice, and sustainable development. !

Strategy 5.2: Identify and support equitable development strategies that Sustained
generate jobs and support small businesses, artists, and cultural workers.®’

Strategy 5.3: Identify and support community benefits such as workforce Sustained
development, hiring opportunities, and career pathways through future
development projects.

Objective 6. Expand transportation mobility and connectivity while Stage First

guarding against displacement. Implemented

Strategy 6.1: Invest in equitable development projects that increase access to Intermediate
effective and affordable public transportation while mitigating gentrification
and displacement near existing and planned transit investments.

Strategy 6.2: Work with transit partners to identify and support opportunities Sustained
for community benefits and equitable development projects at transit-oriented
development sites.

Objective 7. Advance healthy, livable communities with equitable Stage First

quality-of-life outcomes. Implemented

Strategy 7.1: Invest in equitable development projects that improve access to Intermediate
determinants of health and quality of life, such as affordable and quality
healthcare services, strong community connections, access to parks and open
space, culturally relevant food, and healthy and climate-resilient environments
for all residents.

Strategy 7.2: Consult with County departments on shared equitable Sustained
development goals and opportunities to collaborate on co-investments that pair
amenities, such as open space and urban gardens, with equitable development
projects.

Strategy 7.3: Invest in community-led strategies to repair harm caused by Sustained
environmental racism. 88

Strategy 7.4: Support equitable development projects that build climate Start-up
resilience for frontline communities.®

186 Strategy 5.1 was amended to include additional examples of community wealth-building opportunities.

187 The CPW routinely expressed the need for affordable commercial space in their communities. Phase 2 of the
Implementation Plan intends to explore ways the King County EDI, within the limitations of government
restrictions on funding commercial spaces and activities, can support the needs of the community, including
affordable commercial space.

188 Strategy 7.3 was amended to remove “heal and restore polluted and toxic land” as a community-led strategy
due to expense and limited terms dictated by state agencies.

189 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “frontline communities.”
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If or when a King County EDI builds toward full-scale, the CPW recommends prioritizing the following
strategies during the Alignment and Start-Up stages of the Initiative:!®

e  Strategy 1.1: Accelerate actions to preserve community assets at risk of displacement and
acquire land for community-led and community-owned development;

e  Strategy 3.1: Employ community engagement practices that honor and promote leadership of
priority communities historically and currently excluded from planning processes;

e  Strategy 3.2: Support community co-creation and meaningful roles for priority communities in
decision-making about the future of neighborhoods, to ensure priority communities benefit
from future development;

e  Strategy 4.1: Provide community-based organizations with capacity building grants, leadership
development support, and technical assistance resources to build their knowledge, skills, and
experience to lead, own, and operate development projects; and

e  Strategy 7.4: Support equitable development projects that build climate resilience for frontline
communities.

E. Data of Current and Predicted Future Displacement Risk and Related Metrics That Will be
Used to Determine Programs and Policies

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommendations for an overview of existing current and predicted future displacement risk
indices and indicators and provides an initial analysis of King County displacement risk indicators.

DCHS’ Performance Measurement and Evaluation (PME) unit collaborated with the CPW to gather and
analyze quantitative and qualitative data on displacement risk indicators, to develop recommendations
for how displacement data would inform equitable development investment strategies to support anti-
displacement efforts and address racial and economic disparities and community wealth building in
priority communities. !

Overview of Existing Current and Predicted Future Displacement Risk Indices and Indicators

To support the CPW’s decision-making, DCHS reviewed existing displacement research to understand
options for analyzing displacement risk and met with other King County departments, the City of Seattle,
and the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) to discuss displacement risk indices.%1°% These include:
o City of Seattle Displacement Risk Index
The City of Seattle’s Displacement Risk Index identifies areas of Seattle where displacement of
BIPOC communities, low-income people, renters, and other populations susceptible to
displacement may be more likely to occur.
e  City of Seattle’s Access to Opportunity Index
The City of Seattle’s Access to Opportunity Index identifies disparities in marginalized

190 Specific guidance from the CPW on how the $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax funding should be used is
described in subsection IV.A.

191 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”

192 See Appendix F for the Displacement Risk Indicators Report.

193 Displacement risk indices combine multiple quantitative measures into a geographic estimate of displacement
risk.

194 City of Seattle (2023). One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Updating the Displacement Risk Index. [LINK]
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populations’ access to some key determinants of social, economic, and physical well-being.
195,19 The access to opportunity index includes measures related to education, economic
opportunity, transit, civic infrastructure, and public health.

e City of Seattle’s Displacement Risk Indicators Dashboard and Equitable Development
Community Indicators Report
The City of Seattle developed a Displacement Risk Indicators Dashboard for the Seattle Equitable
Development Initiative that analyzes indicators that signal and/or quantify various displacement
pressures affecting Seattle households.'®” The indicators improve understanding of who is most
affected by displacement and where displacement pressures are currently concentrated, which
helps inform the City’s Equitable Development investments and makes public data that can be
used by community-based organizations and members of the public to foster racial and social
equity. This dashboard includes:

o data on housing cost burdens and shortages in affordable and available rental housing
that can lead to increased risks of economic displacement and exclusionary
neighborhood change;
tenant relocation cases;
condo conversions;
foreclosure rates;
early design guidance applications;
construction permits;
increases in sale prices; and
single-family home flipping that signals market interest and can suggest the potential for
indirect economic displacement and exclusionary neighborhood change.

e Puget Sound Regional Council’s Displacement Risk Index
The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) developed an index to identify neighborhoods in the
Puget Sound region at a higher risk of displacement.!% It combines 15 indicators into a single
index that is then used to group census tracts into three risk categories: Higher, Moderate, and
Lower.

e Puget Sound Regional Council’s Access to Opportunity Index
PSRC developed an index to assess which neighborhoods in the Puget Sound are relatively rich
in resources and who has access to these areas. Areas that are considered “high” or “very high”
opportunity have relatively more resources than the national average.

0O O O O O O O

Initial Analysis of Displacement Risk Indicators for King County

DCHS, in consultation with the CPW, developed the King County Displacement Risk Indicators Report
which examines different indicators separately instead of creating a displacement risk index. ¥ DCHS
and the CPW chose not to create a new King County displacement risk index because it would be

195 City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (2015, May). Seattle 2035: Growth and Equity
Analysis, pg. 12. [LINK]

196 City of Seattle. Access to Opportunity Map. [LINK]

197 City of Seattle. Displacement Risk Indicators. [LINK]

198 pyget Sound Regional Council. Displacement Risk Mapping. [LINK]

199 See Appendix F for the King County Displacement Risk Indicators Report.
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duplicative of existing data products such as the PSRC and City of Seattle displacement risk indices
mentioned above.

The goals of the Displacement Risk Indicators Report are to deepen understanding of individual factors
that impact displacement and integrate historical and non-geographic data. The CPW identified both
historical data and non-geographic data as priorities, particularly data broken down by demographic
information such as race and ethnicity. Because of this, the CPW decided to use a data model comprised
of individual displacement risk indicators, which allows for the integration of qualitative data that can
illustrate the lived experiences of communities experiencing displacement and help speak to aspects of
displacement that do not have sufficient quantitative data.

To guide the King County Displacement Risk Indicators Report, the CPW identified six overarching topics:
Housing, Local Economic Conditions, Community, Transportation, Health and the Environment, and
Education, each with various subtopics. In total, the CPW identified 15 subtopics, each with associated
indicators. Due to limited staff capacity during the Phase 2 implementation planning process, the King
County Displacement Risk Indicators Report focuses on seven indicators within the topic areas that were
most illustrative in depicting the current state of displacement risk in King County. Those indicators are
Cost Burden, Eviction Rates, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, Tenure by Race and
Hispanic or Latina/o/x Ethnicity, Foreclosures, Proportion of Income-Restricted Units, and Demographic
Changes.?®

Some quantitative data were available to measure the factors identified within each of these topic areas
using both publicly available datasets and datasets developed by King County. While funding was not
available for an extensive qualitative data collection process, DCHS conducted two focus groups with
CPW members, as well as a written survey that was completed by five community members
experiencing displacement and doing anti-displacement related work.2%

After examining qualitative and quantitative data from the King County individual displacement risk
indicators, DCHS identified the following themes:

e Displacement risk is concentrated in South King County: Across numerous indicators, South
King County had the highest displacement risk in King County. For example, Skyway-West Hill,
Renton, Kent, Tukwila, and East Federal Way had some of the highest risk of displacement
among Tenure, Foreclosure, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, Cost Burden,
and Eviction Rate indicators.?*?

o Displacement is linked to demographic changes: Displacement of geographically concentrated
communities of color, such as Black households in the Central District and Asian and Pacific
Islander households in South Seattle, has spread these communities over larger areas of South
King County. Since 2000, these communities have become less geographically concentrated and
are now more dispersed throughout much of South King County.2%

200 see Appendix F for a detailed overview of each topic, as well as visualizations and analysis for each indicator,
including key takeaways.

201 CPW members noted that community members expressed mistrust about taking a survey from King County.
202 5ee Appendix F: Tenure, Foreclosure, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, Cost Burden, and

Eviction Rate indicators sections for more detail.

203 See Appendix F: Demographic Changes section for more detail.
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e Housing Instability is concentrated in East and South King County: While Seattle has over two
times the number of eviction filings of any other jurisdiction, per capita eviction rates in South
King County are much higher, with Federal Way, Skyway-West Hill, and Kent all having per-
capita rates over four times higher than Seattle. While it has lower rates of evictions, East King
County has also experienced the largest percent rent increases, and jurisdictions there have very
little housing stock that is income-restricted compared to the countywide average, increasing
the likelihood of displacement.?%*

o Displacement Risk is rising for renters in rural areas of Northeast and Southeast King County:
The majority of census tracts in rural areas in Northeast and Southeast King County have had
rent increases in recent years higher than countywide averages. Demographic change data
shows that these areas have growing BIPOC populations and a significantly lower proportion of
their housing stock that is income-restricted than countywide averages, all of which indicate
that these communities will likely face higher displacement pressures in the near future.?%

F. Metrics for Monitoring and Evaluating Equitable Outcomes

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommendations for measuring displacement risk and evaluating a King County EDI. The CPW
recommends implementing the below actions for measuring and monitoring displacement risk once the
EDI is in the Start-Up Stage of the Initiative or sooner if resources allow:

e develop an interactive King County displacement risk indicator dashboard to illustrate
displacement risk to the broader public and inform equitable development investments;

e gather additional qualitative data to complement quantitative data and better illustrate the
experience and impacts of displacement;2%’

e analyze existing displacement risk with individual displacement risk indicators to inform
geographic priorities for RFPs and funding allocation decisions;

e continue to build on individual displacement indicator data collected during the implementation
planning period to inform investment strategies to address racial and economic disparities and
build community wealth;?% and

e present data and program progress updates once per year to the EDI Advisory Board and the
future Interdepartmental Team convened to work together on EDI topics, and solicit feedback
and recommendations on the strategic direction of the Initiative and inform geographic priority
areas for King County EDI investments and other strategies to address racial and economic

206

204 See Appendix F: Eviction Rates, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, and Proportion of Income-

restricted units sections for more detail.

205 See Appendix F: Demographic Changes, Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income, and Proportion of
Income-restricted units sections for more detail.

206 Metrics may need to be updated periodically with new data as data sources are updated.

207 PME suggests that this action only be undertaken if adequate resources are available.

208 For example, conclusions drawn from individual indicator data, such as the high risk of displacement identified
in parts of South King County, could lead to strategic investment priorities in specific areas with high rates of
housing instability that could be supported with housing specific equitable development projects.
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disparities related to displacement.?%%210 Staff may continue to work with EDI Advisory Board
and other community partners to develop, adjust, and measure metrics for data and evaluation
for the Initiative.

PME advises developing metrics to evaluate equitable outcomes of a King County EDI after the Initiative
has begun implementation or when metrics related to continuous quality improvement, process
evaluation, or higher-level outcomes and population analysis are required by DCHS, by the Council, or by
the requirements of the Initiative’s fund source. At that point, subject to available resources, PME would
work with the EDI Advisory Board to develop metrics for evaluating the Initiative.

G. Potential Partnerships with Community-Based Organizations, Regional Partners, and Other
Jurisdictions to Establish the Initiative Program Funding and Policies Countywide

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, the following subsection
details the CPW’s recommendations for potential partnerships with community-based organizations
(CBOs), regional partners and other jurisdictions to establish Initiative funding and policies countywide.
See subsection 1V.J for the CPW’s recommendations for community outreach and collaboration with
community-based organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on communities
experiencing or at risk of displacement.

The CPW calls for a King County EDI to engage and partner with institutions outside of King County
government, such as other jurisdictions, quasi-governmental organizations, CBOs, philanthropic
organizations, community development financial institutions (CDFIs), national and local institutional
leaders in the field of equitable development, nonprofits, and other private sector organizations. The
CPW identified that a key purpose of partnerships is to strengthen relationships between institutions
and the communities they are accountable to serving. Through these partnerships, a King County EDI
can foster dialogue, leverage expertise and resources, exchange best practices, promote shared
learning, and identify possible joint projects and investments that amplify community-led efforts and
equitable development strategies.

Components of a King County EDI’s partnerships, as described in the Phase 1 report, may include:

e supporting policy analysis and promoting innovation through policymaking, to reduce barriers to
equitable development projects and enable community wealth building and community-led and
community-owned development;

e convening groups and events to advance equitable development work; and

e driving innovative public-private partnerships to leverage resources and investments in
equitable development projects.

209 See subsection IV.B: Recommendations to the Executive and the Council Regarding How to Prioritize the
Initiative’s Work in Unincorporated Area Communities.

210 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.
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Based on the recommendations outlined in the Phase 1 report, the CPW calls for the following
partnerships with community-based organizations, regional partnerships, partnerships with other
jurisdictions, and public-private partnerships.

Partnerships with Community-Based Organizations (CBOs)

Within the category of CBOs, the CPW calls for a King County EDI to focus on developing partnerships

with two main groups of organizations:

e Equitable Development Practitioners: Practitioners include CBOs led by and for priority
communities in King County that are working on equitable development capital projects as well as
organizations that want to increase their capacity and ability to lead equitable development capital
projects in the future.?!! A King County EDI would create opportunities to build a community of
these practitioners in King County. Through this community, a King County EDI would provide
information about funding and capacity building opportunities, solicit feedback and input on King
County EDI programs and activities, and collaborate on opportunities to exchange learnings, best
practices, and develop leadership.

e Equitable Development Policy Leaders:

A King County EDI would also cultivate partnerships with CBOs working to develop and advance
equitable development policies and policies on related issues such as anti-displacement, racial and
economic justice, generational wealth building, climate resilience, and environmental justice.
Through these partnerships, King County and CBOs would share information, exchange ideas, and
foster dialogue about solutions and strategies. This could include meetings and conversations to
discuss learnings, inform policy recommendations, and promote learning opportunities about policy
efforts locally and nationally.

Regional Partnerships

A King County EDI would also focus on building partnerships with organizations that are instrumental in
the fields of affordable housing, economic development that centers and empowers priority
communities, equity and racial justice, land use and planning, urban design, community development,
climate resilience, and environmental justice. The CPW calls for a King County EDI to cultivate
partnerships with:

e public funders to coordinate and communicate about capital project pipelines, increase
awareness about the needs of equitable development projects, and leverage support for
community-driven and community-owned projects;

e regional organizations with subject matter expertise to collaborate on capacity building and
capital funding strategies that advance equitable development and community-driven
development projects; and

e Community Development Finance Institutions (CDFls) to leverage support from community
lenders and develop innovative financing tools to support community-driven and community-
owned development projects. CDFIs promote access to capital in underserved markets to
expand economic opportunity to low-income communities. Banks, credit unions, loan funds,

211 See Glossary (Appendix A) for definition of “priority communities.”
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venture capital funds, and similar institutions can be certified as CDFIs by the U.S. Department of
Treasury.212' 213,214

Partnerships with Other Jurisdictions

The CPW calls for a King County EDI to partner, when possible, with city governments, in particular cities
in high displacement risk areas and cities where equitable development projects have been funded with
public resources.?** The purpose of these partnerships would include helping a capital project achieve
completion, co-investing in capital projects, providing technical assistance opportunities to community
partners, and jointly supporting professional development of city or County program staff. Additionally,
the CPW believes that a King County EDI needs to partner with the City of Seattle to continue to learn
from Seattle’s EDI and collaborate on equitable development strategies and best practices.

In the Intermediate and Sustained stages of a King County EDI, King County could provide technical
assistance to other jurisdictions looking to support equitable development and anti-displacement efforts
and provide training and resources for new equitable development programs. King County and other
jurisdictions could also participate in joint feasibility studies and regional collaborations to address
displacement and advance equitable development strategies and investments.

Public-Private Partnerships

In the Phase 1 report, the CPW identified that public-private partnerships with philanthropic
organizations, CDFls, and other private sector institutions like developers, investors, banks, and
architecture firms could be a way for King County to leverage private sector funding to advance the
goals and objectives of a King County EDI.2%® The CPW calls for a King County EDI to pursue public-
private partnerships that align with EDI values and goals to leverage additional resources and expertise
to advance equitable development capital projects in King County through co-investment.

H. Potential Funding Options for the Initiative

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details
potential funding options for a King County EDI as identified by the CPW. In the Phase 1 report, the CPW
identified that a King County EDI would need at least $100 million in dedicated, annual funding to fully
support meaningful outcomes to undo the effects of centuries of inequitable public and private
investment in King County.?218 The County does not currently have sufficient revenue options to

212 S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. CDFI Certification. [LINK]
213 .S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. What are CDFIs? [LINK]
214 .S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. Overview. [LINK]

215 High risk displacement areas can be determined using the PSRC Displacement Risk Index as well as the King
County Displacement Risk Indicators report (See Appendix F).

216 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
5. [LINK]

217 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1.
[LINK]

218 The CPW’s estimate of at least $100 million in annual need for the King County EDI is based on discussions
about the City of Seattle’s EDI program, the high cost of capital projects, and the level of interest and need in the
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achieve this level of funding, especially given the recent General Fund forecast and the constraints
imposed by requirements of existing fund sources. %22

This subsection of the report details the following components:
e equitable development revenue principles developed by the CPW;
e potential funding options for a King County EDI identified by the CPW; and
e the CPW’s recommended actions.

The CPW calls for King County to leverage any available resources to establish a King County EDI while
actively seeking new revenue authority to fund a King County EDI at full scale, to address the crisis of
displacement in priority communities.??

CPW Equitable Development Revenue Principles

The CPW developed the following revenue principles to inform the analysis of potential funding options
for a King County EDI and to guide the County’s pursuit and implementation of local and state revenue
sources.??? These principles are intended to support revenue generation for community-driven and
community-owned development projects that address displacement and advance equitable
development objectives and strategies in priority communities.??3

CPW Equitable Development Revenue Principles

1. King County should work towards obtaining secure, consistent, and growth-oriented funding to
support a King County EDI and investments in community-driven development projects.
2. King County should take swift action to pursue flexible revenue that can support a King County EDI

community to address the challenge of displacement. Based on data shared by Seattle EDI staff, the City’s EDI
program has a growing gap between the total amount of funding requested in response to the City’s solicitation of
applications and the amount of funding the program deploys even as their budget has increased over time. In
2022, the unmet requests for funding for Seattle’s EDI topped $64.4 million. This amount only partially captures
the actual funding needs of each project since applicants could only request a maximum of $2 million. A fully
implemented King County EDI would serve projects countywide and fund projects more deeply than the Seattle
EDI program due to limited capital funding streams in other jurisdictions. See Appendix E for additional
information about the Seattle EDI’s investment areas and estimated project costs.

219 The General Fund is projected to be out of balance by $80 to 100 million for 2025. Correcting the structural
deficit will require lifting the one percent cap on property tax revenue. King County. 2023-2024 Executive Proposed
Budget: Executive Summary, pg.1. [LINK]

220 King County’s most flexible fund source is the General Fund, however the 2023 2" omnibus supplemental
budget ordinance outlines a $13M cut to the $750M General Fund due to the 1% cap on property tax revenue.
Other existing fund sources in DCHS are already committed to specific uses based on requirements within
authorizing legislation and implementation plans. Therefore, a King County EDI would need new dedicated
revenue to achieve a budget of $100 million annually or more. Gutman, D. (2023, December 6). King County
Council forecasts dire cuts to come as it trims budget. The Seattle Times. [LINK]

221 See Glossary (Appendix A) for definition of “priority communities.”

222 The revenue principles were modeled after the Affordable Housing Committee Revenue Principles developed in
2020. King County Affordable Housing Committee. Shared Principles to Guide Future Affordable Housing Revenue
Decisions in King County. [LINK]

223 See subsection 1V.D: Objectives and Strategies for Reducing Economic and Racial Disparities.
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3. King County should divest General Fund resources from the criminal legal system and other
activities that cause harm and displacement to priority communities and reinvest General Fund
resources in community-identified needs and priorities such as a King County EDI.

4. King County should pursue actions at the state level to request new progressive revenue authority
and request the expanded use and authority of current revenue sources to support a King County
EDI.

5. Priority funding for a King County EDI should come from progressive revenue tools that do not
disproportionately burden low-income households.

6. King County should pursue any opportunity to include King County EDI into applicable new levies
or levy renewals.

7. While King County pursues new revenue strategies, departments with existing capital and
capacity building programs with overlapping goals should include equitable development
principles and priorities in their funding programs’ criteria and RFP processes to prioritize existing
funding for equitable development projects.

8. King County should pursue opportunities to develop private/public partnerships and partnerships
with jurisdictions to leverage resources to support equitable development investments.

9. King County should pursue fund sources that can be disbursed through a community-led process
to determine funding recommendations.

10. Funding for a King County EDI should not take funds away from essential human services led by
and for BIPOC and low-income communities. The CPW does support reappropriation of human
services funding for a King County EDI if funds have not been equitably deployed to services and
programs led by and for BIPOC and low-income communities. %

Research into Potential Funding Options for a King County EDI

The CPW researched the following potential funding options for a King County EDI:
e new revenue tools and strategies;
e existing DCHS fund sources; and
e existing fund sources outside of DCHS’ budget.

Types of New Potential Revenue Tools and Strategies

King County would need new, dedicated revenue to fulfill the CPW’s estimated need of at least $100
million in new funding annually to successfully implement a King County EDI.??°> Based on the CPW
Equitable Development Revenue Principles, the CPW identified the following new potential revenue

224 Equitable development projects are not mutually exclusive from essential human services work. For example.
Many equitable development projects funded by the City of Seattle’s EDI program include uses such as affordable
housing, health services, early learning programs, culturally appropriate food programs, and more. City of Seattle
Office of Planning & Community Development (2023). Equitable Development Initiative Projects. [LINK]

225 King County’s most flexible fund source is the General Fund, however the 2023 omnibus budget outlines a
$13M cut to the $750M General Fund due to the 1% cap on property tax revenue. Other existing fund sources in
DCHS are already committed to specific uses based on requirements within authorizing legislation and
implementation plans. Therefore, a King County EDI would need new dedicated revenue to achieve a budget of
$100 million annually or more. Gutman, D. (2023, December 6). King County Council forecasts dire cuts to come as
it trims budget. The Seattle Times. [LINK]
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tools, including tools that would require authorization from the State, as potential funding options for a
King County EDI:
o New Property Tax Levy
e Additional Real Estate Tax
e Additional Capital Gains Tax
Business & Occupation (B&O) Tax
Vacant or Unoccupied Property Tax
e Income Tax
e  Public-Private Partnerships
e State and Federal Grants

Appendix E details each revenue strategy including the scale of revenue projected per biennium and the
level of action needed to implement it.

Existing DCHS Fund Sources

No single existing County or DCHS fund source can achieve the CPW’s goal of at least $100 million for a
King County EDI’s annual budget. However, DCHS staff detailed DCHS budgeted revenues to the CPW.
Chart 4 details the alignment between identified DCHS fund sources and a potential King County EDI
including estimated revenue, allowed and current uses, and the authorizing legislation. For this analysis,
fund sources managed by departments outside DCHS were not included. Revenues eligible for capital
expenses are primarily appropriated through the Housing and Community Development (HCD) Fund,
and the CPW identified the following fund sources from the HCD Fund budget that align with the CPW
Equitable Development Revenue Principles and could be potential near term funding opportunities.??®

Other DCHS fund sources such as the 1590 Sales Tax, which funds housing and related services, and
1406 Sales Tax, which funds affordable or supportive housing, are currently used to maintain essential,
human services led by and for BIPOC communities and therefore are not included in the list of potential
funding options.??”:222 The CPW strongly recommended the VSHSL Levy renewal as a fund source for a
King County EDI. However, the adopted VSHSL Implementation Plan for 2024-2029 does not include
seed funding to launch a King County EDI due to limited resources to maintain and expand existing

services and programs, including investments in the human services workforce, supported by VSHSL.??°

As discussed further in subsection IV.C, the BSK Capital Grants program is another fund source that
aligns closely with the King County EDI Objectives and Strategies. The BSK Implementation Plan
identifies equitable community-driven development as a goal for the BSK Capital Grants program. 23
However, Motion 16062 specifically states, “Any new focus or framework principles adopted by this
motion shall not apply to the Best Starts’ Capital Grants Program.” Based on this guidance from the
Council, the CPW did not consider BSK as a potential fund source for seeding a King County EDI. Instead,
in subsection IV.C, the CPW recommends how a King County EDI would inform and collaborate with the
BSK Capital Grants program.

225 For this report, “near term” is defined as implementable within 1-3 years.

227 RCW 82.14.530. [LINK] King County’s portion of this tax is dedicated to the Health Through Housing initiative.
228 RCW 82.14.540. [LINK]

229 yeterans, Seniors, and Human Services Levy Implementation Plan: 2024-2029. [LINK]

230 Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027. [LINK]
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Chart 4: Applicability of Existing DCHS Fund Sources for a King County EDI
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Fund Source, estimated
revenue, and authorizing
legislation

Description

Current Uses

Example Uses of Funds &
Budget Year

Applicability for an EDI

Short Term (ST)
Lodging Tax
(non-bonded)

Estimated S5M annually

RCW 36.100.040 23

e 2.8% countywide tax on short term
rental units (e.g. Airbnb, Vrbo)

e Required for permanent or long-term
affordable housing programs serving
households <80% AMI

e Revenue can be used for pre-
development, capacity building,
capital, and similar work

e $2.7M Skyway Affordable
Housing RFP in (2021-
2022 budget)

e $105K EDI Implementation
planning (2023)

e S$725K HHCDD Staffing &
Programs (2024)

e $3.8M Debt Service (2023-
2024)%2

Current uses allow funding
of capacity building and pre-
development work that
equitable development
projects need to be
successful.

Language governing Short-
term Lodging Tax restricts
uses to “affordable housing
programs” and does not
allow non-housing uses.

231 Washington State Legislature. RCW 36.100.040. [LINK]

232 $3.8 million in debt service is the amount paid in 2023-2024 as of April 26, 2024.
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Fund Source, estimated
revenue, and authorizing
legislation

Description

Current Uses

Example Uses of Funds &
Budget Year

Applicability for an EDI

Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) Funds

Estimated S20-40M annually
allocated to housing,
including $17M used to fund
debt service for exiting TOD
Bond funded projects.

RCW 67.28.180%

RCW 82.08%%*

King County Ordinance
18788, Major League
Baseball Stadium Financing
Agreement?®

King County Bond Allocation
Plan?3¢

e 2% countywide tax on hotel and
motel lodging

e Atleast 37.5% of Hotel/Motel
Lodging Tax revenue is allocated to
TOD

e TOD funds can only be used for
contracts, loans, or grants to
nonprofit organizations or public
housing authorities for affordable
workforce housing (<80% AMI) within
one half mile of a transit station.

e $187M TOD Affordable
housing projects (2021
bond)

e S$15.5M Reserve (2021
bond)

e S45M TOD for affordable
housing projects (2023-
2024 bond)

As directed by the 2023-
2024 biennial budget, a
portion of TOD funds should
be provided through a
process that “...encourage(s)
proposals driven by or in
partnership with
community-based
organizations that create
access to affordable housing
in areas facing displacement
pressures.” 2%’

Current TOD requirements
do not allow funding for
predevelopment or non-
housing capital projects.

233 Washington State Legislature. RCW 67.28.180. [LINK]

234 Washington State Legislature. RCW 82.08. [LINK]

235 King County Council (2018, July 30). 2018-0374. [LINK]

238 Transit-Oriented Development Bond Allocation Plan. (2016) [LINK]

237 Ordinance 19546. [LINK]
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developers or housing authorities to
acquire property for projects serving
households <50% AMI

e Loans help developers respond
quickly to acquire sites when they are
available and more affordable

e Borrowers have five years to acquire
permanent financing and repay the
loan

e Supported by Operating and Services
Contracts funds?*

Revolving loan fund of up to
S15M. Balance of 56.9M.%38

KCC 24.222%

Ordinance 1669324

Fund Source, estimated Description Current Uses Applicability for an EDI
revenue, and authorizing
legislation Example Uses of Funds &
Budget Year
Interim Loan Program e 3% simple interest loans to housing Up to $15M for acquisition of Allows funding for strategic

property for housing serving
households at or <50% AMI.
Awarded projects include:

e LifeWire Hope Starts
Here (HSH)
Apartments

e Catholic Housing
Services (CHS) The
Oaks

acquisition of property
which is a key anti-
displacement strategy.
Current criteria require a
track record of three
completed projects which
may prevent smaller CBOs
that are new to
development from accessing
the program.

238 2022 Housing Awards Annual Memorandum. [LINK]
239 King County Code 24.22. [LINK]
240 King County Ordinance 16693. [LINK]

241 Interim Loan sources include Homeless Housing and Services Program funds (derived from RCW 36.22.178 and 36.22.179), and Housing Services funds from
King County’s MIDD behavioral health sales tax fund, in the Housing Opportunity Fund (HOF). King County. Housing Finance Program. [LINK]
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Existing King County fund sources outside of DCHS

Attachment A

No single existing King County fund source outside of DCHS can achieve the estimated need of at least
$100 million annually identified by the CPW. However, Performance, Strategy, and Budget (PSB) staff
detailed King County budgeted revenues to the CPW. The CPW identified several fund sources outside of
DCHS that align with the Equitable Development Revenue Principles that the CPW felt could be potential
near term funding opportunities.?*? Chart 5 describes these non-DCHS King County fund sources:

Chart 5: Non-DCHS Potential Fund Sources Identified by the CPW

Fund Source

Description

Current Uses

Applicability for an EDI

General Fund

The General Fund
supports the traditional
functions of a county
government, most of
which are required by
State law. The General
Fund is a mix of property
tax, sales tax, charges for
services, state revenue,
federal revenue, and
other revenue sources.

Roughly three-quarters of
General Fund revenues
support legal system and
public safety services.?*
Various human services
programs, the County’s
Public Health Clinic system,
and central administrative
functions.

e General Fund property
taxes and sales taxes
are the County’s most
flexible fund source.

Hotel/ Motel
Taxes for
Tourism

RCW
67.28.180%*

2% countywide tax on
hotel and motel lodging.
Up to 25% of the of
Hotel/Motel Lodging Tax
is dedicated to Tourism
and can be used for
“organizations promoting
tourism in King County.”

In 2023 Tourism funds
supported Abu Bakr Multi-
Cultural Marketplace, a
community-driven
development project
supporting immigrant
owned businesses in
Tukwila.

e Tourism eligible uses
are broad enough to
fund strategies that
support economic
empowerment of
immigrant and
refugee businesses
facing displacement.

CPW Recommended Actions

Based on the revenue research, the CPW recommends King County pursue the following actions:
e prioritize identifying $10 million in the short-term to launch the Start-Up stage of the Initiative;

242 For this report, “near term” is defined as implementable within 1-3 years.

243 King County. Understanding the County Budget. [LINK]

244 RCW 67.28.180. [LINK]
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e explore the General Fund as a potential funding option because this funding needs to be
divested from systems known to cause harm to BIPOC communities such as the criminal legal
system and be reinvested to support a King County EDI;24> 246

e urge the Legislature to expand use and amount of the Short-term Lodging Tax to include non-
housing community and cultural uses such as community centers and the ground floor of
affordable housing projects;

e urge the Legislature to expand use and amount of Hotel Motel Lodging Tax TOD funds to
include community and cultural uses such as community centers, cultural spaces, and the
ground floor of affordable housing projects;

e prioritize Hotel/Motel Lodging Tax tourism funds for a King County EDI to support community-
driven equitable development projects promoting tourism through arts and cultural events,
small business marketplaces, and economic development and commercial revitalization
projects;

o amend the King County Code governing the Interim Loan Fund so the program can effectively
support the acquisition needs of equitable development projects, including changes to the
eligibility criteria to include CBOs that are new to development and the eligible use of funds to
allow predevelopment and community and cultural uses in addition to affordable housing;

e pursue new, flexible revenue authority from the Legislature, such as an increase to the local
estate tax or a capital gains tax, to create a dedicated and flexible fund source to fund a King
County EDI;

e include a King County EDI in applicable new voter-approved property tax levies or levy renewals as
levies could be a significant source of funding for a King County EDI. For example, motion 2023-0315
requests the Executive to explore the feasibility of a Climate Levy.?*” The CPW recommends that any
future Climate Levy include funding for a King County EDI to address housing security and
displacement as identified in Focus Area 6 in the County’s Strategic Climate Action Plan section SRFC
6.1.2, which states “Address housing insecurities that are exacerbated by climate change by
expanding access to affordable housing resources, homeownership strategies, eviction prevention,
equitable development, utility assistance programs, and climate-related home improvements.” 248
The CPW also recommends exploring if projects and actions related to a King County EDI can be
included in the upcoming 2026-2031 King County Parks Levy; and

o explore a departmental cost sharing model as a method of funding the administrative costs of a
King County EDI. Departments whose activities may cause displacement or increase displacement
pressure would make financial contributions to a King County EDI much like a tax between
departments. Activities that may cause displacement or increase displacement pressure could
include County capital projects that physically displace homes or businesses as well as investments
such as rapid transit, parks, and green space that may impact the market value of land, housing, and

245 Nembhard, S. & Robin, L. (2021, August). Racial and Ethnic Disparities throughout the Criminal Legal System.
Urban Institute. [LINK]

246 per requirements of the General Fund, this is not a feasible option without state action to loosen restrictions on
funding for criminal justice system departments, which takes up 70% of the General Fund and is mandated. King
County (2023). Understanding the County Budget. [LINK]

247 King County Motion 2023-0315. [LINK]

248 King County (2021, May). 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan, pg. 226-230. [LINK]
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rents in the surrounding areas.?*%:2°0 At the time of this report, a cost sharing model between
departments with high carbon footprints supports the administrative costs of the County’s Climate
Action work.2%!

Subsection IV.M details the Executive’s recommended next steps to implement a King County Equitable
Development Initiative. This subsection includes the Executive’s response to the CPW’s funding
recommendations and analysis of the near-term feasibility of funding resources identified by the
CPW.22

I Strategies to Coordinate Across County Agencies and Programs to Advance Initiative
Objectives

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommended strategies to coordinate across County agencies and programs to advance King
County EDI objectives.?*? In the Phase 1 Implementation Plan, the CPW recommended that a King

County EDI focus on establishing cohesion and meaningful collaboration across County departments.?*

The CPW recommends:

e The Executive branch should increase coordination between County programs aligned with
equitable development and the King County EDI framework and priorities;

e County department leaders should participate in coordination efforts and provide strategic guidance
regarding the King County EDI to the Executive Office through a future interdepartmental team; and

e an EDI Advisory Board of community members representative of priority communities should advise
on EDI interdepartmental coordination.?>2%®

County Programs Aligned with a King County EDI

The CPW recommends that the County programs outlined in Chart 6 be prioritized for coordination with
a King County EDI because they build the capacity of CBOs, support community vision, focus on
increasing equity, or provide capital funding.

249 Anguelovski, 1., Connolly, J.T., Cole, H., et al (2022, July 2). Green gentrification in European and North American
cities. Nature Communications 13: 3816. [LINK]

250 pelmelle, E. (2021, August 20). Transit-induced gentrification and displacement: The state of the debate.
Advances in Transport Policy and Planning: Volume 8, pg. 173-190. [LINK]

251 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan, pg. 298. [LINK]

252 For this report, “near term” is defined as implementable within 1-3 years.

253 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]

254 King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg. 32-34. (2023) [LINK]

255 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.

256 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
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In addition, the CPW also recommends that a King County EDI collaborate with OERSJ to learn from
OERSJ’s 2023 Racism is a Public Health Crisis/Gathering Collaborative Grant that offered one-time capital
funding for physical infrastructure projects led by and for Black and Indigenous communities.?’

257 The Racism is a Public Health Crisis/Gathering Collaborative Grant offered one-time capital funding for physical
infrastructure. King County. The Gathering Collaborative. [LINK

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
Page | 66

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 96 of 220 September 12, 2024


https://kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/constantine/initiatives/racism-public-health-crisis/GatheringCollaborative.aspx
https://kingcounty.gov/elected/executive/constantine/initiatives/racism-public-health-crisis/GatheringCollaborative.aspx
https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/elected/executive/constantine/initiatives/racism-public-health-crisis/gatheringcollaborative

Chart 6: County Programs Aligned with Equitable Development

Attachment A

Agency

General Technical
Assistance / Capacity
Building

Capacity Building for
capital projects

Predevelopment
Funding

Ongoing Capital
Programs

Economic
Development
Programs

4Culture®?®?>?°

Building for Equity:
Project Development
and Capacity Building

Building for Equity:
Project Development
and Capacity Building

Building for Equity:
Cultural Facilities

Budgeting: Operating
awards

DCHS DCHS Grant Application | BSK Capital Planning BSK Capital Planning Housing Finance PSTAA/Early Learning
and Capacity Building Program Program
Program
BSK Capital Program CDBG Community
BSK technical assistance Development program
PSTAA/Early Learning
VSHSL capacity Program
building
CDBG Community
Development program
Interim Loan Fund
DLS Participatory Participatory

Budgeting: Capital
awards

258 ACulture is not a County department. It is a tax-exempt public development authority (PDA), with a 15-member board of directors, who are nominated by
the King County Executive and confirmed by the King County Council. A Public Development Authority is a public entity created by cities or counties to
accomplish public purpose activities without assuming them into the regular functions of County government. Wikipedia. 4Culture. [LINK]

259 1n 2025, 4Culture is planning to launch new programs that will align with equitable development including new technical assistance programs for new and
emerging organizations, technical workshops and one-on-one consultation for the Building for Equity program, and a new Native Cultural Facilities program.
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Opportunity (COO)
Learning Community

Cultural Community
Partnerships

COO Learning
Community

Cultural Community
Partnerships

COO Policy & Systems
Change

Agency General Technical Capacity Building for Predevelopment Ongoing Capital Economic
Assistance / Capacity capital projects Funding Programs Development
Building Programs
DNRP Healthy Community Healthy Community Healthy Community Local Food Initiative
and Parks Fund and Parks Fund and Parks Fund
Conservation Futures
Initiative
Executive OERSJ: Capacity Office of Economic
Office building for Opportunity & Creative
organizations receiving Economy
Federal COVID dollars
PHSKC Communities of COO Place Based and COO Place Based and COO Commercial

Affordability Pilot
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Increase Coordination between County Programs and a King County EDI/

Existing King County programs and funding opportunities that fund capacity building and capital projects
often operate within distinct departments and with respective implementation plans. The CPW
recommends a coordinated approach between County programs aligned with equitable development
and a King County EDI, so County programs can efficiently and effectively work to support the
completion of equitable development capital projects. The CPW believes that King County could more
deeply invest in equitable development projects and better support CBOs if capacity building and capital
programs across all departments were aligned with the King County EDI framework and were in regular
communication about their funding opportunities and portfolios. To implement increased coordination,
the CPW recommends that the Executive Office should assess County capital programs for alignment
with the King County EDI framework and implement necessary changes to further align programs with
the King County EDI framework through a future interdepartmental team and in collaboration with the
EDI Advisory Board, as detailed below.%°

County Department Leaders to Provide Strategic Advice through a Future Interdepartmental Team

The CPW calls for the Executive Office to lead a future interdepartmental team comprised of
department leaders who have advised on the development of this Implementation Plan or whose work
aligns with equitable development, such as DCHS, DLS, DNRP, Executive Climate Office, FMD, Metro,
OERSJ, PHSKC, and PSB.%! The CPW envisions the future interdepartmental team to have the following
functions:

e coordinate County departments to implement the EDI framework and EDI priorities across
different capital programs and increase collaboration to support equitable development projects
and communities most impacted by displacement;

e advise on strategic policy direction related to equitable development and anti-displacement;

e discuss funding portfolios to identify ways to improve support for equitable development
projects led by priority communities and explore opportunities to braid funding across different
County programs to advance those projects; and

o explore potential revenue strategies including opportunities within each department’s budget to
support a King County EDI.?5?

EDI Advisory Board to Consult on King County EDI Interdepartmental Coordination

The CPW calls for the future interdepartmental team to work in close consultation with the EDI Advisory
Board so that community leaders are guiding and informing strategic decisions about the County’s
internal coordination intended to benefit priority communities and enable priority communities to
better access County funding and supports.2®® Promoting community power in decision-making is
central to the success of a King County EDI, as outlined in the King County EDI Framework detailed in the

260 See subsection IV.A for additional recommendations regarding the role of the Executive Office in providing
direction and support to departments in adopting the King County EDI framework.

261 See subsection IV.A for more information about the role of a future interdepartmental team.

262 An explanation of the CPW’s recommendation to explore cost-sharing across departments is included in Chart 5
in subsection IV.H.

263 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1.
[LINK]
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Phase 1 report.?®* Close coordination between County departments and the EDI Advisory Board would
better ensure that implementation of the EDI framework and EDI priorities successfully advance
equitable development projects and support communities most impacted by displacement.

J. Process for Community Outreach and Collaboration with Community-Based Organizations
and Other Jurisdictions, with a Particular Focus on Communities Experiencing or at Risk of
Displacement

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommendations for community outreach and collaboration with community-based
organizations and other jurisdictions, with a particular focus on communities experiencing or at risk of
displacement.?% In this section, the CPW urges the County to engage community at all stages of a King
County EDI implementation including monitoring and evaluating the Initiative’s progress because
effective solutions to displacement must come from communities most impacted by displacement.?¢®
This section focuses on recommended outreach processes to connect with communities experiencing or
at risk of displacement. See subsection IV.G for the CPW’s recommendations for potential partnerships
with CBOs and other jurisdictions, and subsection IV.L for the CPW’s recommended roles and duties of
an EDI Advisory Board.?®’

Outreach Strategies

The CPW endorses the following outreach strategies for a King County EDI to build relationships with
and collaborate with priority communities experiencing or at risk of displacement, as well as CBOs and
other jurisdictions:26®

e work with EDI Advisory Board to connect to CBOs led by and for priority communities to share
information about engagement and funding opportunities created by a King County EDI;

e develop a King County EDI webpage with centralized information about the Initiative available
in English and the top 10 languages spoken in priority communities, as well as public links to a
community engagement form so anyone can join the email list or express interest in various
engagement opportunities;

e create a King County EDI email list for email announcements to communicate King County EDI
updates and funding opportunities;

e connect with existing King County community advisory boards and commissions focused on
equity, such as the Climate Equity Taskforce, Open Space Equity cabinet, and the Mobility Equity
Cabinet, to learn about other community priorities, communicate about King County EDI
progress, and share opportunities for involvement; and

264 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1.

[LINK]

265 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]

266 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1.
[LINK]

267 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage.

268 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
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e convene equitable development practitioners and partners through equitable development
summits or conferences that bring together community leaders, local governments, think tanks,
developers, and other nonprofit and private sector entities to discuss big ideas, tackle strategic
issues, exchange best practices, share lessons learned, align funding strategies, and foster
collaboration; (the CPW recommends that the County partner with community partners and
jurisdictions, including the EDI Advisory Board, on strategy and planning for these events and
providing language access resources like simultaneous translation and interpretation).

K. Recommendations for how the Process will use the “Community Directs Action” Level of
Engagement

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommendations for how the King County EDI process would use the community directs action
level of engagement as outlined in the Office of Equity, Racial and Social Justice's (OERSJ) community
engagement guide.?®® Community directs action is one of the five levels of King County’s Community
Engagement Continuum:
1. County Informs: King County initiates an effort, coordinates with departments, and uses a variety
of channels to inform community to take action.
2. County Consults: King County gathers information from the community to inform county-led
interventions.
3. County Engages in Dialogue: King County engages community members to shape county
priorities and plans.
4. County and Community Work Together: Community and King County share in decision-making to
cocreate solutions together.
5. Community Directs Action: Community initiates and directs strategy and action with
participation and technical assistance from King County

The community directs action community engagement level requires a two-way channel of
communication and multiple interactions over the medium to long term. The goal of this level of
community engagement is to advance solutions to complex problems with a variety of strategies, such
as community-led planning efforts and collaborative partnerships that drive policy decisions and
programs to meet community needs, and ensure those policies and programs are implemented
effectively. The CPW endorses using community directs action level of engagement to ensure that a King
County EDI is accountable to priority communities and supports the leadership of community in
planning and implementation of equitable development investments.2’°

In the King County Equitable Development Phase 1 Implementation Plan, the CPW identified several
values that would guide how a King County EDI is implemented, including the need to honor, support,
and invest in the self-determination and leadership of priority communities.?’* Additionally in Phase 1,
the CPW defined equitable development strategies and specified public and private investments,
policies, and programs that support and expand the leadership of historically and currently underserved
and underrepresented communities in planning and decision making regarding the future of the

269 King County Office of Equity, Racial and Social Justice (2011, May). Community Engagement Guide. [LINK]

270 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”

271 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
39. [LINK]
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neighborhoods and communities in which they live, work, and play.?’2 The CPW urges the County to
implement the following components to ensure community directs action is embedded in a King County
EDI throughout all stages of implementation:

e EDI Advisory Board should provide recommendations on implementation and maintenance of a
King County EDI, and grantmaking committees should provide funding award
recommendations;?”3

e King County EDI should provide education and capacity building for community members; and

e King County should resource all engagement and community leadership activities.

EDI Advisory Board and Grantmaking Committee Scopes

CPW calls for the EDI Advisory Board to provide recommendations to the County on the implementation
and maintenance of a King County EDI. Specific guidance on the CPW’s recommended roles and
responsibilities of the EDI Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L. Additional grantmaking
committees comprised of community members representing priority communities, representatives of
community-based organizations, and subject matter experts would support tasks such as reviewing RFP
applications and recommending funding awards.

Education and Capacity Building for Community Members

The CPW recommends that the Initiative provide education and capacity building opportunities for
community members that are culturally relevant, consistent, and accessible so that impacted
communities are aware of a King County EDI’s programs and activities, can effectively provide input and
feedback, and can participate in advisory roles for community members. The CPW believes that
education and capacity building strategies must be co-designed and co-led by the EDI Advisory Board
and community partners.

Specific examples of engagement activities include:

e educational events such as workshops, presentations, and guest speakers to share about a King
County EDI and learning opportunities about displacement and community-driven development.

e strategies to get input from priority communities on the programs and activities of a King County
EDI such as surveys, workshops, and participatory research, in languages accessible to the
intended audience.

e communications materials to share information about funding opportunities and funding
awards, including amounts and information about recipient organizations and projects.

e additional engagement opportunities tailored for young people (ages 15-24) to create leadership
pathways for youth. For example, the Climate Equity Community Task Force developed a Climate

272 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
22. [LINK]

273 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.
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Justice learning series that provides education on specific topic areas as well as training on
legislative process and policy development for young people.?’*

County Resources for Engagement and Community Leadership Activities

The CPW urges the County to resource all engagement and community leadership activities to honor the
expertise and lived experience of impacted communities. This includes compensation for participating in
the following activities when possible: 2’

e EDI Advisory Board;

e grantmaking committees and workgroups;

e planning and facilitation of community engagement and education events; and

e focus groups, surveys, participatory research, and professional development events.

L. Recommendations for the Duties and Responsibilities of a Permanent Advisory Board to
Implement the Initiative

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details the
CPW’s recommended duties and responsibilities of a Permanent EDI Advisory Board as well as an
Interim EDI Advisory Board to implement the King County EDI.?’”® The CPW calls for three overarching
duties and responsibilities for an EDI Advisory Board to implement and maintain a King County EDI,
including:?”’

e advising on the implementation of a King County EDI;

e co-developing King County EDI strategy and program priorities; and

e promoting accountability to priority communities and the King County EDI framework.?’®

Advising on the Implementation of a King County EDI

The CPW calls for the EDI Advisory Board to advise on the implementation of a King County EDI, which
would include providing recommendations on policy direction, developing annual revenue and budget
recommendations to grow the Initiative in alignment with the CPW revenue principles, informing the
EDI Advisory Board member selection process as board vacancies occur, and participating in educational
opportunities to share equitable development principles, practices and learnings with other County
programs and community partners.?’°

274 King County. Climate Equity Community Task Force. [LINK]

275 The CPWs recommendations for compensation for the EDI Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.

276 King County Motion 16062. [LINK]

277 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage..

278 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”

279 The revenue principles were modeled after the Affordable Housing Committee Revenue Principles developed in
2020. King County Affordable Housing Committee. Shared Principles to Guide Future Affordable Housing Revenue
Decisions in King County. [LINK]
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Co-developing King County EDI Strateqy and Program Priorities

The CPW calls for the EDI Advisory Board to co-develop a King County EDI’s annual workplan with the
County. The workplan should be in alignment with the recommendations in the Phase 1 and Phase 2
Implementation Plans.?®° Additionally, the CPW recommends that the EDI Advisory Board co-develop
any King County EDI RFP priorities and grantmaking strategy, in alighment with King County EDI
objectives and strategies. This could include, so long as no conflicts of interest exist, co-developing RFP
documents and participating in grantmaking committees. 28!

Promoting Accountability to Priority Communities and Initiative Framework

The CPW calls for an EDI Advisory Board to promote accountability to priority communities and the King
County EDI framework by elevating the voices and needs of communities that have historically been
marginalized within the County’s political process. The CPW believes that an EDI Advisory Board should
promote accountability by monitoring the impacts of a King County EDI, reviewing metrics for
evaluation, and recommending improvements to the County, including recommendations on data and
research to prioritize and prioritization of the Initiative’s work in unincorporated areas.?®? The CPW
recommends that the EDI Advisory Board co-develop annual updates to the King County Council and the
community at large on the expenditures and accomplishments of the Initiative.

The CPW recommends the following selection process, terms of service, and compensation and
administrative support for an EDI Advisory Board.

Permanent Advisory Board Selection Process

As detailed in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends establishing the Permanent EDI Advisory Board
during the Start-Up Stage of implementation when the Initiative has at least $10 million in annual
revenue. In the Start-Up stage, the Executive Office would work with the Interim EDI Advisory Board and
DCHS to develop and transmit an ordinance to the Council to establish the Permanent EDI Advisory
Board. The CPW calls for King County to honor and promote community power in planning and decision
making through the below selection process to ensure that the Permanent EDI Advisory Board, as
individuals and as a group, has the expertise to make strategic recommendations for a King County EDI:
e Step 1: Applications should be open to the public and advertised to priority communities.?%3
e Step 2: Existing EDI Advisory Board members would review and screen applications to ensure
they meet or exceed the criteria for selection. Of the applicants that are screened in, the EDI
Advisory Board would identify a pool of priority applicants they highly recommend to the
Executive and the Council as well as any concerns they ask the Executive and the Council to
consider.

280 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
26-28. [LINK]

281 Eligibility to participate in grantmaking committees is contingent upon not having a conflict of interest. King
County Department of Executive Services. Code of Ethics. [LINK]

282 See subsection IV.B: Recommendations to the Executive and the Council Regarding How to Prioritize the
Initiative’s Work in Unincorporated Areas.

283 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
21-22. [LINK]
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o For the selection of the inaugural Permanent EDI Advisory Board, the CPW recommends
that the Interim EDI Advisory Board participate in the selection process during Step 2.

o Any member of the Interim or Permanent EDI Advisory Board that is applying to serve
on the Permanent EDI Advisory Board, or to extend their service for another term, must
recuse themselves from participating in the review process.

e Step 3: The Executive and the Council would select board members from the list of applicants
that meet or exceed the criteria for selection and give careful review and consideration to the
priority applicants recommended by the EDI Advisory Board as well as any concerns identified.
As directed by Motion 16062 and Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, there would be 13
total EDI Advisory Board seats, with the County Executive selecting four representatives and
each Councilmember selecting one representative, and appointments should emphasize Black,
Indigenous and people of color and those most impacted by displacement pressures. 28428

In the Start-Up stage, the Executive Office would work with the Interim EDI Advisory Board and DCHS to
develop and transmit an ordinance to the Council to establish the Permanent EDI Advisory Board. For
the selection of the inaugural Permanent EDI Advisory Board, the CPW recommends that the Interim EDI
Advisory Board participate in the selection process during Step 2.

Interim Advisory Board

The CPW recommends that an Interim EDI Advisory Board advise the implementation of a King County
EDI until the Initiative reaches the Start-Up Stage of implementation and can transition to a Permanent
EDI Advisory Board. The CPW recommends that the County prioritize seats on the Interim Advisory
Board for current CPW members to ensure continuity between the planning and implementation
processes. In particular, the CPW feels that an Interim EDI Advisory Board structure that is primarily
comprised of CPW members will be the most efficient way to structure an advisory body during the
implementation of the $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax revenue appropriated for a King County EDI.
Using the criteria for selection detailed below, DCHS would select the Interim Advisory Board, comprised
of 11 seats, with six of the 11 seats prioritized for CPW members, and three of the 11 seats prioritized
for members who serve or live in unincorporated areas. Any remaining seats would be prioritized for
communities, geographies, and subject matter experts that were not well represented on the CPW
during the implementation planning process.

DCHS would provide Councilmembers with an opportunity to share application materials with
constituents who may be appropriate to serve on the Interim Advisory Board. DCHS would also provide
notification to the Council after the full Interim Advisory Board has been identified.

The CPW calls for the role of the Interim Advisory Board to include:

e providing guidance to King County staff on implementation actions such as RFP development,
program design, interdepartmental coordination, and recruitment of grantmaking committee
members;

e making recommendations to the County on legislation related to EDI Advisory Board
requirements; and

284 Motion 16062. [LINK
285 Ordinance 19712. [LINK]
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e participating in grantmaking committees as well as the selection process for the first EDI
Advisory Board members, as outlined above.

Criteria for Selection

The CPW calls for the selection of the Interim EDI Advisory Board and the appointment of each
Permanent EDI Advisory Board position to meet the following individual criteria. The full EDI Advisory
Board should also meet the group criteria listed below to ensure diverse representation and sufficient
expertise within the group.

Individual Criteria
The CPW recommends each EDI Advisory Board member demonstrate they meet the following
criteria.?®

e commitment to the guiding values and vision of the Initiative as outlined in the Phase 1 report,
as well as a commitment to evaluate and make potential decisions through an equity and social
justice lens;?8”

e understanding and commitment to equitable development, anti-displacement, and equity in
housing, land use, and capital projects. This understanding could include lived experience with
involuntary displacement from or within King County and lived experience with being targeted
by racially discriminatory policies and practices;

e identifying as a member of one or more priority communities, as defined in Phase 1, or cultural
communities in King County that have experienced significant displacement and histories of
discriminatory policies and practices. Priority should be given to those who demonstrate
connection to a community-based organization led by and for one or more priority communities;

e experience organizing and collaborating within and among BIPOC communities, particularly
those that have experienced specific historical discrimination within King County;

o knowledge of or experience with community-driven development and commitment to the
principles of community stewardship of land.?%%° Advisory Board members who represent
unincorporated areas must either live in unincorporated King County or work for an organization
that serves priority communities in unincorporated areas at the time of application; and

e capacity to fulfill the roles and responsibilities of being an EDI Advisory Board member, including
the time and scheduling commitment and compliance with standard contracting and
procurement rules and best practices. 2%°

King County EDI Group Criteria
The CPW believes that the EDI Advisory Board should include a range of members who, as a group,
represent a range of demographic and geographic priorities for the King County EDI Initiative and bring a

286 This criteria was modeled on Seattle EDI’s criteria. Seattle City Council (2022, April 15). CB 119887. [LINK]

287 phase 1 highlights the vision of the Initiative for an inclusive and equitable King County with resilient, thriving,
and welcoming communities. The guiding values are 1) Acknowledge and repair harmful impacts of structural
racism, discrimination, and inequities in community investment. 2) Honor, support, and invest in the self-
determination and leadership of impacted communities. 3) Prevent harm from existing and future policies and
practices.

288 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “community stewardship of land.”

289 Community Stewardship of Land. What is Community Stewardship of Land? [LINK]

2%0 For example, CBOs with real or perceived conflicts-of-interest may be precluded from participating in RFP
development or making funding award recommendations.
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range of subject-matter expertise. The CPW recommends that as a group the EDI Advisory board meet
the following group criteria:

e Consists of members who represent or identify with the priority communities for the Initiative;

e Includes representation from a range of geographies throughout the County, including rural
areas and unincorporated King County areas that are at higher risk for displacement or are
experiencing disproportionately high rates of displacement indicators;2%!

e 30 percent of the EDI Advisory Board are comprised of representatives from unincorporated
areas of King County that are at higher risk for displacement or experiencing disproportionately
high rates of displacement indicators, such as Skyway-West Hill, North Highline, and parts of East
Federal Way.?°%2% The CPW calls for the County Executive and the Council to conduct
intentional outreach efforts to recruit applicants to the Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory
Board from unincorporated areas. Should recruitment efforts not yield high-quality applicants
who serve or live in unincorporated areas, the CPW recommends that the positions prioritized
for unincorporated areas be filled with high-quality applicants from other areas until the County
can recruit enough applicants from unincorporated areas to achieve this ideal composition; and

e Represents broad perspectives on equitable development and includes members who have
subject matter experience with topics including arts and culture, food sovereignty, affordable
housing, social services, economic and community development, workforce development, and
environmental and climate justice.

Terms of Service:

The CPW recommends the length of terms of service allow EDI Advisory Board members sufficient time
to learn and lead while also encouraging diverse and new perspectives on the EDI Advisory Board.
Staggered expiration dates of terms of service would promote the maintenance of historical knowledge
and minimize the administrative burden of refilling seats. The CPW recommends that EDI Advisory
Board terms typically be three years. To encourage staggering of term expirations, for the inaugural
board member seats, the CPW suggests two of the Executive Office-appointed EDI Advisory Board seats
be two-year terms initially. Four Council-appointed seats would be for two years initially and five
Council-appointed seats would have three-year initial terms. Board members filling a seat for
unincorporated areas but who do not serve or live in unincorporated areas could only serve a one-year
term.

The CPW recommends that EDI Advisory Board members serve no more than two consecutive terms to
open leadership opportunities for a wider range of community members and encourage new
perspectives on the Board.?®* The EDI Advisory Board (or an Interim Advisory Board as applicable) should
create a code of conduct, including criteria and process for EDI Advisory Board member removal.

291 See subsection IV.E: Data of Current and Predicted Future Displacement Risk.

292 pyget Sound Regional Council. Displacement Risk Mapping. [LINK]

293 See subsection IV.B: Recommendations to the Executive and the Council Regarding how to Prioritize the
Initiative’s Work in Unincorporated Area Communities.

294 For the purposes of calculating consecutive terms, serving at least 18 months of a two-year term counts as
serving one term.
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Compensation and Administrative Support for the EDI Advisory Board

The CPW recommends that both the Interim and Permanent EDI Advisory Boards be compensated for
participating in and preparing for Board activities. The compensation strategy should aim to reduce
barriers for participation for low-income communities and value the time, experience, and knowledge
provided to the County by Board member participation. The CPW recommends that both the Interim
and Permanent EDI Advisory Boards receive a similar level of compensation as the CPW that is
consistent with practices for other community advisory processes in which community leaders are
contributing significant time and expertise to County initiatives.?%

When a Permanent EDI Advisory Board is needed, consistent with the implementation stages described
in subsection IV.A, the Executive would include compensation specifics for a Permanent EDI Advisory
Board in any legislation to create a Permanent EDI Advisory Board.?

The CPW has identified that an EDI Advisory Board would also require dedicated DCHS staff support,
such as facilitation for the EDI Advisory Board meetings, management of relationships with EDI Advisory
Board members, tracking EDI Advisory Board member time worked on Initiative activities, and ensuring
pay period invoicing and payment processing is timely and accurate. Additionally, the CPW emphasizes
that County leadership commitment to the EDI is essential to ensure that the EDI Advisory Board has
resources and support to carry out its assigned duties.

M. Executive Recommended Next Steps to Implement a King County Equitable Development
Initiative

As directed by Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1, and Motion 16062, this subsection details:
e Executive recommended next steps to implement a King County EDI, including the County
Executive’s analysis and response to the CPW’s recommendations;
e the Executive’s recommended implementation plan for the S1 million appropriation for King
County EDI;
e atimeline for implementation of a King County EDI; and
e potential legislation necessary to implement a King County EDI.

Executive’s Response to the CPW’s Recommendations

The Executive supports the CPW’s goal of investing in community-driven and community-owned capital
projects to address the impacts of displacement on priority communities in King County.?’ Given that
the County’s constrained General Fund cannot be used as a funding source for this work, an ongoing
funding stream is needed. At the time of the writing of this report, the Executive has not yet identified a

2% The rate of compensation for CPW members was determined through a comparison of other similar community
engagement processes including the Climate Equity Community Task Force, the Community Facilitators team that
supported the development of the Skyway-West Hill and North Highline Anti-Displacement Strategies Report and
workshop series, and the Skyway-West Hill $5 Million for Affordable Housing RFP Community Advisory Committee.
2% King County Code 2.28.006. [LINK]

297 See Glossary (Appendix A) for definition of “priority communities.”
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viable funding option to sustain a King County EDI and achieve the significant change and scale of
resources the CPW envisions.?%

Executive Analysis of Near-Term Feasibility of CPW Funding Recommendations

As described below, unless there is an available and sustainable funding source, the Executive will be
unable to fulfill the CPW’s recommended funding actions.

CPW Recommendation: Prioritize Identifying $10 million to launch the Start-Up Stage of Implementation

The Executive has not identified a fund source that is undesignated or could be rededicated and would
generate $10 million per year in the near term.?% State action, either by expanding and amending
existing revenue sources or creating new revenue sources, is hecessary to generate $10 million for a
King County EDI.

CPW Recommendation: Revisit the General Fund as a potential funding option

General Fund property and sales taxes are the County’s most flexible fund sources. Unfortunately, the
one-percent cap on property tax growth limits the amount of revenue the County can collect and,
therefore, spend on discretionary services.3%° Most General Fund dollars are spent on services the
County is required to provide under state law. After a series of General Fund reductions made in the
2024 mid-biennial budget, the current forecast as of the writing of this report puts the General Fund out
of balance by approximately $35M. This shortfall significantly limits the County’s ability to spend
General Fund resources on new programs.3%% 392 Because of state mandates on County General Fund
use, restrictions on revenues, and growing costs, the County will need to cut General Fund support in
2025 for programs that are not mandated. This includes funding for public health clinics and other
human services programs.3®® Therefore, General Fund resources cannot be diverted to the King County
EDI in the current fiscal climate without new revenue to the General Fund or further reductions of
General Fund.

CPW Recommendation: Expand use and authority of the Short-term Lodging Tax

The most flexible existing DCHS fund source, and therefore the DCHS fund source best suited for a King
County EDI, is the Short-term Lodging Tax non-bonded revenue. Language governing Short-term Lodging
Tax restricts the use of funds to “affordable housing programs” and does not allow non-housing uses of
the revenue.3% State law would need to be amended to change the allowable uses of Short-term
Lodging Tax funding to include non-housing uses in EDI projects, such as community gathering space or

298 Gutman, D. (2023, December 6). King County Council forecasts dire cuts to come as it trims budget. The Seattle
Times. [LINK]

299 The research DCHS presented to the CPW on potential fund sources is detailed in subsection IV.H

300 Washington State Legislature. RCW 84.55.010 [LINK]

301 The General Fund is projected to be out of balance by $80 to 100 million for 2025-2026. Correcting the
structural deficit will require lifting the one percent cap on property tax revenue. King County. 2023-2024
Executive Proposed Budget: Executive Summary, pg.1. [LINK]

302 King 5 (2023, April 27). King County faces S100 million revenue shortfall, blames limit on property tax collections.
[LINK]

303 Kiro 7: $50M budget shortfall could close public health clinics, other services in King County [LINK]

304 Washington State Legislature. RCW 36.100.040. [LINK]
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space for community services. Short-term Lodging Tax revenue can be used for operating or capital uses,
so it is also the most flexible fund source to solve other housing-related budget needs. For example, due
to General Fund structural shortfall, Ordinance 19712 shifted affordable housing planning and policy
activities from General Fund to Short-term Lodging Taxes.3% With continued budget cuts likely
necessary due to the General Fund constraints in future years, the Executive intends to prioritize Short-
term Lodging Tax revenue for sustaining existing County funding commitments. These commitments
include affordable housing planning and policy activities to continue this crucial work to create a
conducive environment for the creation and preservation of affordable housing.3% Any use or
reappropriation of County funds would be determined by the Executive and the Council through the
County’s budget process.

CPW Recommendation: Expand use and authority of Hotel Motel Lodging Tax (TOD and Tourism Funds)

Of the Hotel Motel Lodging Tax revenue, at least 37.5 percent is required by State statute to be used for
affordable workforce housing within one-half mile of a transit station (this is referred to as Transit-
Oriented Development or TOD) or for housing, facilities, or services for homeless youth.3%” At the time of
this report, TOD funds are not a feasible near term funding option for the diverse capital uses a King
County EDI is intended to support.

State law only allows TOD revenue to fund affordable workforce housing projects, which significantly
limits the type of development projects this revenue could fund.3% Additionally, State law limits the
ability to use TOD funds for predevelopment and does not allow for funding capacity building work.3%
Because of these limits on essential predevelopment and capacity building funding, TOD funds are not a
good fit for early investments in equitable development projects.

For TOD funding to become an appropriate source for equitable development, State law would need to
be amended to change these limitations on TOD funding. As part of the 2025 budget process, the
Executive is exploring the feasibility of issuing additional TOD bonds. King County could use TOD revenue
for a King County EDI and related activities if the state Legislature amended RCW 67.28.180 to include
equitable development as an eligible use of funds.

Up to 25 percent of the Hotel Motel Lodging Tax revenue is designated to promote tourism.3° From
2025-2030 that amounts to about $10-13 million annually, which includes funds for existing debt service
for bonds previously issued to support the Building 4Culture Program, annual capital improvements at T-
Mobile Park, tourism promotion, and funding reallocated to housing.3!* Approximately $1.3-2.5 million
annually is for general “Tourism Promotion” including allocations to fund specific priorities, such as the
Mountain to Sound Greenway Trust and the ShoWare center.32

305 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]

306 King County (2023). Understanding the County Budget. [LINK]
307 Washington State Legislature. RCW 67.28.180. [LINK]

308 Washington State Legislature. RCW 67.28.180. [LINK].

309 Washington State Legislature. RCW 67.28.180. [LINK].

310 Washington State Legislature. RCW 67.28.180. [LINK].

311King County Ordinance 18788. [LINK]

312 King County Ordinance 18788. [LINK]
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If the Council were to reallocate tourism funds, the incremental amount available would be significantly
less than the $10 million needed to fully fund the Alighment Stage, and it may require shifting funds
away from items such as paying off existing debt service for Building 4Culture bonds or for capital
improvements at T-Mobile Park, as well as creating a new stadium financing agreement. Based on this,
the Tourism funding is not a viable option for a King County EDI within the next one to three years.

CPW Recommendation: Amend the King County Code governing the Interim Loan Fund

Because the Interim Loan Fund is a revolving fund, the Executive needs to determine the appropriate
level of risk this program can absorb before proposing specific changes to the program. If the Executive
determines amendments to the Interim Loan Fund program are both feasible and would allow more
CBOs to utilize this fund source, the Executive could transmit a proposed Ordinance to the Council. The
process for drafting a proposed Ordinance with amendments to the Interim Loan Fund should include
input from CBOs. Should changes be feasible, the Interim Loan Fund would not constitute a funding
option for a King County EDI but rather would act as an additional source of temporary capital for
equitable development projects that need help acquiring a site. The fund source for the Interim Loan
would still be used for affordable housing or affordable housing programs, so it can support capital
projects that are housing related.

CPW Recommendation: Pursue new, flexible revenue authority

Any new taxes would require enacting legislation at the state level to either give new taxing authority to
the County to implement the tax, expand a tax’s allowable uses, or increase the amount authorized to
be feasible for a King County EDI. King County’s top state legislative priority is to secure additional
revenue authority. This priority includes amending the one-percent property tax cap to allow the
General Fund to a formula that better accounts for the rise of inflation and population. King County has
also sought and will continue to seek revenue sources that are flexible and progressive in nature,
ensuring that those with the means to pay more do so. Even so, the State Legislature has historically
been unwilling to support flexible, progressive revenue sources for local governments.

CPW Recommendation: Include a King County EDI in applicable new levies or levy renewals

The County has local authority to propose a new property tax levy for voter approval. The Executive
would identify priorities for a new levy and transmit the proposal to the Council. The Council which
would consider, and potentially amend, the legislation before adopting legislation to place the measure
on a ballot to be considered by voters.

Levy renewals have the potential to incorporate new priorities, such as a King County EDI, if new
revenue is projected or if other levy expenditures are reduced. However, maintaining and expanding
existing services funded by a levy takes precedence. Currently, the County’s existing human services
levies (VSHSL and BSK) fund some purposes related to the goals of an EDI, such as capacity building and
capital construction but do not include revenue for implementation of a King County EDI.313314 One of
the VSHSL’s goals over the next six years is to sufficiently fund existing services to promote stability for
the nonprofits and their workforce that provide VSHSL-funded services.3!> BSK supports a capital

313 King County Ordinance 19719. [LINK]
314 King County Ordinance 19354. [LINK]
315 King County Ordinance 19719. [LINK]
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program as described in the BSK Implementation Plan 2022-2027.3%¢ While a King County EDI could
collaborate and partner with BSK on capital projects that align with both efforts, BSK funding is not
available under the current implementation plan to launch a King County EDI.3 Finally, the new Crisis
Care Centers Levy is narrowly focused on creating five crisis care centers, restoring mental health
residential treatment capacity, and investing in the behavioral health workforce, so funding from this
levy is not available for a King County EDI.318

CPW Recommendation: Explore a cost-sharing model as a method of funding a King County EDI

An interdepartmental cost-sharing model is one tool the County has used as a funding method for other
initiatives, such as the County’s climate action work.3!° As related to EDI, further analysis is needed to
determine whether it is a feasible option for a King County EDI. Analysis would need to identify
participating departments and how much funding could be generated. Notably, cost sharing draws from
existing revenue, not new revenue. Moving existing funding between departments could have collateral
impact on other County priorities and services supported by existing revenue. Other factors include fund
source requirements that restrict the uses of many funds to specific purposes. Even if feasible,
department cost-sharing would not address the scale of revenue needed to implement a King County
EDI. A new and dedicated revenue for a King County EDI would still be necessary.

Executive Analysis of Opportunities for Coordination Between a King County EDI, County
Departments, and the Executive Office

The Executive supports cross-departmental coordination on equitable development, which is consistent
with how departments worked together in prior efforts led by King County to address displacement.3%°
The Executive recommends that DCHS remain the lead department implementing a King County EDI
with an Executive Office sponsor who explores coordinating action across departments to align capital
programs with equitable development principles and priorities. The Executive Office sponsor, in
consultation with the EDI Advisory Board, will assess County capital programs for alignment with the
King County EDI framework to explore and potentially implement necessary changes to further align
programs with the King County EDI framework.3*! The Executive Office sponsor will meet with the EDI
Advisory Board to share updates and seek input on coordination efforts. Additional staffing resources
may be necessary.

316 King County (2021, October 13). Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027. [LINK]

317 King County (2021, October 13). Best Starts for Kids Implementation Plan: 2022-2027. [LINK]

318 King County Ordinance 19572. [LINK]

319 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan, pg. 298. [LINK]

320 Examples of King County’s prior anti-displacement efforts include the Skyway-West Hill and North Highline Anti-
Displacement Strategies Report [LINK], the Skyway $5 million for Affordable Housing RFP [LINK], the Brooks Village
Direct Negotiation RFP [LINK], and the 2023-24 King County Biennial Budget allocation of $7.5M in transit oriented
development capital funds to Access to Our Community to provide housing in south King County that serves
immigrants and refugees previously at risk of displacement.

321 The term “EDI Advisory Board” is used throughout the report when a recommendation applies to both the
Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI Advisory Board. The type of board will depend on which stage of
implementation. As described in Chart 1 in subsection IV.A, the CPW recommends an Interim EDI Advisory Board
during the Alignment Stage and a Permanent EDI Advisory Board during the Start-Up Stage. The CPW’s
recommended roles, duties, and selection process for the both the Interim EDI Advisory Board and Permanent EDI
Advisory Board are detailed in subsection IV.L.
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In response to the CPW’s recommendations outlined in subsection V.1, Executive branch departments
participating on the Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee (ICC) during the implementation
planning process identified potential opportunities for future coordination with a King County EDI if
resources are available. As detailed in Chart 7, departments identified various opportunities to
incorporate the King County EDI framework into existing programs, coordinate on shared anti-
displacement goals and workplans, and inform community partners about funding and surplus land
processes. ICC members also identified that ongoing collaboration and coordination between a King
County EDI and other County agencies will take significant staff time.3?? Additional funding beyond the
S1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax funds, is needed for departments, including the Executive Office, to
add dedicated staff time for a King County EDI over the next one to three years.

Chart 7: Opportunities Identified by the Executive Branch for Coordination Between a King County EDI
and County Departments If Resources are Available

Department Potential Opportunities for Coordination if Additional Resources are Identified

DCHS As part of a King County EDI, DCHS can:

e incorporate the King County EDI framework and principles into DCHS capacity
building and capital programs. This alighment includes, where possible within
existing implementation plans and statutory requirements, DCHS programs such
as Housing Finance and Community Development programs.

e support collaboration between BSK Capital Grants program and a King County EDI,
so the two programs can inform each other.

e develop an interactive King County displacement risk indicator dashboard.

e explore updates to the Interim Loan Fund program that could increase access to
smaller CBOs leading equitable development projects.

Executive As part of a King County EDI, ECO can implement joint solutions for addressing climate
Climate Office | resilience and displacement, such as:
(ECO)

e collaborate on strategies that align with Focus Area 6 of Strategic Climate Action
Plan: Housing Security and Anti-Displacement, like:3%
o data research about climate change and displacement to better
understand impacts and connections; and
o investing in climate resilience efforts in priority zones that prevent
displacement and build resilience to displacement.

322 Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee discussions, April 2023.
323 King County (2021, May). 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan, pg. 226-232. [LINK]
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Department Potential Opportunities for Coordination if Additional Resources are Identified
Performance, | As part of a King County EDI, PSB can:
Strategy, and
Budget (PSB) | ® incorporate the King County EDI framework and principles into standards,
planning, monitoring, and budgeting processes that PSB coordinates with
Executive branch agencies. Specifically, a King County EDI could provide guidance
on annual workplans with Executive agencies, support the identification of specific
workplan items, and guide performance measures and targets.
Public Health | As part of a King County EDI, Public Health can:
e coordinate on capacity building grant-making for community-based organizations;
e coordinate investments in community-led infrastructure that promotes healthy
food access and food safety and increases stability for food businesses;
e partner to increase access to Environmental Health permitting for communities
who may face permitting barriers;
e create pathways for Communities of Opportunity (COO) partners to participate in
King County EDI funding opportunities and related programming; and
e coordinate with COO to advance policy and systems changes that support
community-driven development and anti-displacement models.
Facilities As part of a King County EDI, FMD can:
Management
Division e inform King County EDI partners about county-owned properties that may be put
(FMD) on the market, to support transparent prioritization of the land and/or funding
generated from these sales.
Department As part of a King County EDI, DNRP can implement joint solutions for addressing
of Parks and displacement, such as:
Natural
Resources e collaborate on anti-displacement policies and practices for Wastewater capital
(DNRP) projects.

Executive Recommended Next Steps to Implement a King County EDI

The Executive concurs with the CPW’s recommendation to develop the King County EDI through a
phased approach and scale the Initiative to appropriated funding sources, as detailed in the CPW’s
recommended Stages of Implementation in subsection IV.A.

While Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso P1 provide $1 million to
support the King County EDI upon acceptance of the Phase 2 Implementation Plan, an ongoing funding
source to fund the Initiative beyond the one-time appropriation of $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax
funds for 2024 has not been identified.3** The CPW recommends that at least $10 million per year is

324 King County Ordinance 19712, pg. 67-69. [LINK]

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2

Page |84

TrEE Mtg. Materials

Page 114 of 220 September 12, 2024



https://kingcounty.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6377538&GUID=9048AEA2-5D07-4878-A4B0-FFBBE01B5069

Attachment A

needed to meaningfully implement the full scope of a King County EDI’s Alignment Stage, including
capital investments for a demonstration project.

Without additional resources, the Executive recognizes the infeasibility of the CPW’s recommended
near-term implementation plan. This includes most of the Alignment stage activities, beyond what is
achievable with the one-time allocation of $1 million. The Executive anticipates the following challenges
to implementing the limited scale of this one-time allocation:3?°

e Limited community impact
S1 million may be sufficient to continue staffing and supporting the Community Planning
Workgroup or an Interim Advisory Board for one year, but the funding is insufficient to provide
ongoing capacity building or meaningful capital investments in equitable development projects.
Additionally, implementing an initiative of this scope requires significant time before it delivers
concrete community results because it is necessary to hire and train staff, build necessary
relationships (including recruiting and initiating the EDI Advisory Board), and establish funding
priorities and processes for the initiative.

¢ Narrows equitable development to housing-related uses
Using Short-term Lodging Tax funds limits the scope of King County EDI’s actions to affordable
housing-related activities only, due to the restrictions on the fund source.3?® If the Short-term
Lodging Tax is used as the funding source for the EDI, the Tax’s funding restrictions create
challenges because the CPW recommends investing in equitable development beyond
affordable housing, such as community gathering and cultural spaces, affordable commercial
space, community services, and mixed-use projects that include affordable housing paired with
non-housing uses on the ground floor.

e Time spent implementing a King County EDI without an ongoing fund source could create
unmet expectations
Investing in programmatic design and community partnerships without the long-term resources
to fulfill community requests and commitments could potentially harm the County’s credibility
with priority communities. The County cannot fully implement a King County EDI without new
ongoing funding at the scale described in this report. Actions to develop an EDI must proceed
only in alignment with funding availability.

Until implementation of a King County EDI is feasible through the state Legislature approving sufficient
revenue authority, the Executive’s next steps focus on what can be achieved with the one-time
appropriation of $1 million in Short-Term Lodging Tax funds.

The Executive’s Recommended Use of the S1 million in Short-Term Lodging Tax for a King County EDI

The Executive supports the CPW’s recommendation, detailed in subsection IV.A, to use the $1 million
appropriated in Short-term Lodging Tax funds to provide one-year capacity building grants for smaller

325 For this report, “near term” is defined as implementable within 1-3 years.
326 Washington State Legislature. RCW 36.100.040. [LINK]
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CBOs to build their capacity to lead housing-related capital projects that embody EDI principles and
priorities.

The Executive further supports grants ranging in size from $100,000-$150,000 for activities related to
planning and development of housing-related capital projects such as, but not limited to:3?’

e project development technical assistance and training;

e organizational and board development;

e development consultants, architects, attorneys, and buyers' representative fees;

e community planning and engagement;

e predevelopment and feasibility studies; and

o staffing costs related to implementing the grant and executing the above activities.

Because centering community voice and community power in decision making is a core principle of
equitable development, implementation of a one-year grant program would be co-developed with
community advisors.32:32%330 Sypporting and facilitating a successful co-development process will take
more time and require a high level of staffing resources. Through its work to build and steward
relationships with the CPW during the implementation planning phase, DCHS identified the following
components of co-development processes that require more staff time and administrative expense than
traditional staff-led processes:
e orienting and training community advisors;
e developing group agreements, values, and decision-making processes;
e collaborating with community advisors on developing agendas, goals, and benchmarks;
e facilitating complex conversations and meetings to discuss and develop document drafts and
program design proposals;
e meeting with community advisors individually to understand their experience of the process,
support their participation, and develop their leadership;
e soliciting and integrating evaluation and feedback from community advisors;
e engaging in regular process improvement to meet the needs of community advisors, including
navigating disagreement and conflict resolution; and
e creating infrastructure for shared files and collaborative work with non-King County partners.

Even with S1 million allocated to support a King County EDI, significant front-end work will be needed to
recruit and onboard community advisors, establish processes, and design and implement a new grants
program. The Executive recommends that the funds be expended through 2025 to accommodate this
early program design work, and be used for the activities detailed in Chart 8 over an 18-month period.33!

327 Small capacity building grants align with Objective 4, Strategy 4.1 of a King County EDI as detailed in subsection
IV.D.

328 The Alliance, the Twin Cities (2021). Equitable Development: Principles & Scorecard, pg. 10. [LINK]

329 | ocal and Regional Governmental Alliance on Race & Equity (2016, November 28). Equitable Development as a
Tool to Advance Racial Equity, pg. 12. [LINK]

330 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1, pg.
24-37. [LINK]

331 The Executive’s recommendation alighs with the CPW’s recommendations detailed in subsection IV.A: King
County EDI Concept and Implementation Stages.
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To implement the CPW’s recommendations for the $1 million currently allocated and maintain DCHS’s
capacity for delivering on other equitable development and anti-displacement work in 2024 such as anti-
displacement strategy implementation in Skway-West Hill and North Highline, DCHS will utilize a term-
limited temporary (TLT) staff position to manage the King County EDI implementation work. DCHS does
not have a funding source to pay for staffing, consultants, and administrative costs for a King County EDI
outside of the $1 million currently allocated. Funds to support the TLT position for 18 months as well as
consultant support will come from the $1 million allocation. However, most funds will be used for
capacity building grants to CBOs, with less funds used for operations, as recommended by the CPW.
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Chart 8: Executive Recommended Implementation Activities and Estimated Costs for the $1 Million Proviso over 18 months

Activity Staffing Need Estimated Estimated
Operating Cost Program Cost
Convene an Interim EDI .5 FTE (New PPM II, TLT/SDA — 18 months) $111,8373% $95,826 for
Advisory Board that will meet compensation
monthly and as needed to: e Manage recruitment, selection, and onboarding process for the and activities®*
Interim EDI Advisory Board
e Co-develop a capacity e Staff monthly Advisory Board meetings
building for capital e Manage communications with Advisory Board members
projects RFP; e Manage Interim EDI Advisory Board contracts
e Provide consultation and e Supervise and manage consultant contract
guidance on
interdepartmental

coordination to integrate
EDI principles and
priorities into capital Consultant (7.5 hours per month)33* $20,250
funding programs; and

e Provide input on strategies | e  Support Interim EDI Advisory Board recruitment and outreach
to pursue revenue for a e Prepare agendas and facilitate Interim EDI Advisory Board
King County EDI. meetings in consultation with County staff

e Process Interim EDI Advisory Board timesheets, invoices, and
compensation payments

332 This budget assumption is based on DCHS PPM Forecasting costs for 2025, including salary, benefits, training, and central rates.

333 This budget assumption includes advisory board compensation based on the rate of $75 per hour used during development of the King County EDI
Implementation Plan.

334 Assumes a consultant rate of $150 per hour based on the consultant budget used during the King County EDI implementation planning process.
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Activity Staffing Need Estimated Estimated
Operating Cost Program Cost

Implement new 12-month .5 FTE (New PPM I, TLT/SDA — 18 months) $111,8373% $625,000 for
capacity building grants to: capacity

e Design and implement capacity building RFP in collaboration building grants
Increase the organizational with Advisory Board
capacity of approximately 5 e Recruit and onboard the grantmaking committee
CBOs to lead housing-related e Manage RFP release and outreach effort
capital projects and undertake e Manage RFP review and selection process and ensure $5,000 for
project planning and compliance with all contracting, procurement, and the Council grantmaking
predevelopment activities. requirements committee

e Manage grant contracts and provide ongoing support to grant compensation

recipients

e Supervise and manage consultant contract

Consultant (7.5 hours per month)33® $20,250 $10,000 for
communications
e Support on RFP development and community engagement and language
activities translation

e Prepare agendas and facilitate grantmaking committee meetings

Total estimated costs supported by the $1 million proviso over 18 months Operating Costs Program Costs

$264,174 $735,826

335 This budget assumption is based on DCHS PPM forecasting costs for 2025, including salary, benefits, training, and central rates.
336 Assumes a consultant rate of $150 per hour based on the consultant budget used during the King County EDI implementation planning process.
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Insufficient, Unsustainable Resources

Currently, there is no funding pathway to sustain and scale up implementation of a King County EDI
beyond the one-time appropriation of $1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax.

If the Council does not allocate additional revenue, the Executive will sunset the King County EDI soon
after the final grant payments resulting from programs created by the $1 million in Short-term Lodging
Tax, which is estimated to be approximately 18 months from the start of the King County EDI.

Engage with Community-led Efforts for the State to Create Revenue Authority for Equitable
Development

If the funding landscape substantially changes because the state adjusts the one percent cap on
property tax revenue or creates a dedicated revenue source, the Executive plans to reassess the viability
of ongoing funding for implementing a King County EDI more consistent with the CPW’s vision.3%’
Subsection IV.H of this report details potential long-term funding options for a King County EDI including
existing DCHS fund sources, existing fund sources outside of DCHS, and potential new revenue sources.
The Executive concurs with the CPW on the urgency of funding anti-displacement projects and the
current limitations of expanding current revenue and creating new revenue sources. State law change is
the most effective path to creating enough resources to support a King County EDI from the Alignment
to Sustained phases. The Executive intends to engage with community-led efforts for state legislation to
create new funding authority for equitable development.

Timeline for Implementation

Chart 9 details the County Executive’s recommended timeline for implementing the S1 million in Short-
term Lodging Tax funds. The activity description is intended to leave flexibility for the Interim Advisory
Board to co-design and develop the capacity building grant program, which would require expending the
funds through 2025.

337 Washington State Legislature. RCW 84.52.050. [LINK]

Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 2
Page |90

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 120 of 220 September 12, 2024


https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.52.050

Attachment A

Chart 9: Executive Recommended Anticipated Timeline for Implementation

Anticipated Timeline | Activity

August - September e The Council action on motion to accept Phase 2 Plan33®

2024

October - January *  Hire new DCHS TLT staff position

2025 e Recruit, recommend, and onboard an Interim EDI Advisory Board3*°

e Develop Interim EDI Advisory Board process, norms, and values

February - May 2025 | ¢ Design capacity building RFP

June - September e Release capacity building RFP

2025 e Recruit and orient RFP Grantmaking Committee

October 2025 - e Conclude RFP process and announce capacity building awards
February 2026 e Execute capacity building award contracts

e Begin contract monitoring and reporting34°

e Assess state legislative activity to determine whether more complete EDI
implementation is feasible

Because many parts of implementation are contingent on securing sufficient revenue authority for
equitable development, it is not possible for the Executive to develop a timeline for implementation
beyond the deployment of the one-time appropriation.

Potential Legislation for Implementation

Accompanying this report is a Proposed Motion that, if passed, would accept the King County EDI Phase
2 Implementation Plan in accordance with Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Proviso P1.3* At a time when
an appropriate level of funding has been identified to move the King County EDI from the Alignment
Stage to the Start-up or later stage, additional legislation may be needed. This legislation may include:

¢ King County EDI Governance: This potential legislation would establish a permanent EDI
Advisory Board as the oversight and advisory entity for the King County EDI, establish the roles
and responsibilities of the board, and provide the framework for size and make-up of the board.
The Executive does not intend to establish a permanent EDI Advisory Board until at least $10
million per year has been appropriated to fully launch the King County EDI.

e Potential Funding Legislation: Depending on the type and source of revenue identified for a
King County EDI, several different types of legislation may need the Council’s approval for
implementation. These may include proposed legislation on:

o Appropriating Budget - budget applicable funds for a King County EDI;

338 The timelines outlined in this table will shift commensurate with changes to the Council action timeline noted.
339 See subsection IV.L for CPW’s recommendations on how an Interim Advisory Board would be comprised and
selected.

340 Staffing work to monitor the contracts work will continue for up to 12 months following execution of contracts.
Contract monitoring and reporting will conclude when final grant payments are made.

341 King County Ordinance 19712. [LINK]
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o Amending King County Code - to effectuate elements of the EDI or aligned activities,
such as the Interim Loan Program for Property Acquisition for Low-Income Housing;3*
or

o Creating a new Fund - if a new fund source is identified.

V. CONCLUSION AND NEXT ACTIONS

The CPW envisions a King County EDI that would transform how King County allocates resources for
community-driven land development projects including housing, cultural spaces, and other spaces that
would meet urgent community needs. A King County EDI would invest in communities at risk of
displacement and create a pathway for small CBOs led by and for priority communities to build
organizational capacity to lead capital projects that increase community stability, expand access to
opportunities and community wealth building, and implement a community’s vision for how they want
to grow.

The CPW’s vision for a King County EDI is bold and ambitious, and its recommendations within this
report are not limited to what is currently possible. The CPW believes transformation requires seeing
beyond current constraints.

At the same time, the Executive is mindful of the harm that can result when government institutions
seek to deliver changes for which there is not sufficient funding to support. The Executive believes
effective and resourced implementation is required for the viability of the EDI. Therefore, for the CPW's
vision for a King County EDI to be possible, King County needs a dedicated, ongoing source of EDI
funding.

The CPW identified that approximately $10 million per year is needed to meaningfully implement the
full scope of a King County EDI’s Alignment Stage, including capital investments. Through analysis of a
variety of funding tools and the CPW’s recommended funding options, the Executive has not yet been
able to identify a current fund source that is undesignated or available to rededicate to an EDI that
would generate $10 million per year in the next one to three years.3* State action would be necessary
to reach the threshold of $10 million annually for a King County EDI. The CPW’s vision for a fully funded
King County EDI at the Sustained Stage of implementation calls for at least $100 million in dedicated
annual funding to fully support meaningful outcomes to undo the effects of centuries of inequitable
public and private investment in King County.34#3% The County does not currently have sufficient

342 King County Code (2023, April 6). Title 24: Housing and Community Development, Section 22: Interim Loan
Program for Property Acquisition for Low-Income Housing. [LINK]

343 See subsection IV.M: Executive Recommended Nest Steps to Implement a King County Equitable Development
Initiative for an analysis of near-term feasibility of CPW funding recommendations.

344 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1.
[LINK]

345 The CPW’s estimate of at least $100 million in annual need for the King County EDI is based on its discussions
about the City of Seattle's EDI program, the high cost of capital projects, and the level of interest and need in the
community to address the challenge of displacement. Based on data shared by Seattle EDI staff, the City's EDI
program has a growing gap between the total amount of funding requested in response to the City's solicitation of
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revenue options to achieve this level of funding, especially given the General Fund forecast as of the
time of this report, and the constraints imposed by requirements of existing fund sources.346:34

At this time, the Executive is able to implement what is achievable with the one-time appropriation of
$1 million in Short-term Lodging Tax funds, pending the Council’s passage of the motion to accept this
Implementation Plan.3*® The Executive is committed to working with an Interim EDI Advisory Board to
develop and launch new capacity building grants for housing-related capital projects led by and for
priority communities. The Executive will also coordinate department actions to align existing capital
programs with the King County EDI framework and principles.

Ultimately, implementing the CPW’s full-scale vision for a King County EDI that can address the impacts
of displacement by investing in community-driven and community-owned development will require the
State Legislature to give King County additional revenue authority or to directly allocate sufficient state
revenue for equitable development.

applications and the amount of funding the program deploys even as their budget has increased over time. In
2022, the unmet requests for funding for Seattle’s EDI topped $64.4 million. This amount only partially captures
the actual funding needs of each project since applicants could only request a maximum of $2 million. A fully
implemented King County EDI would serve projects countywide and fund projects more deeply than the Seattle
EDI program due to limited capital funding streams in other jurisdictions. See Appendix D for additional
information about the Seattle EDI’s investment areas and estimated project costs.

346 The General Fund is projected to be out of balance by $80 to 100 million for 2025. Correcting the structural
deficit will require lifting the one percent cap on property tax revenue. King County. 2023-2024 Executive Proposed
Budget: Executive Summary, pg.1. [LINK]

347 King County’s most flexible fund source is the General Fund, however the 2023 2" omnibus supplemental
budget ordinance outlines a $13M cut to the $750M General Fund due to the 1% cap on property tax revenue.
Other existing fund sources in DCHS are already committed to specific uses based on requirements within
authorizing legislation and implementation plans. Therefore, a King County EDI would need new dedicated
revenue to achieve a budget of $100 million annually or more. Gutman, D. (2023, December 6). King County
Council forecasts dire cuts to come as it trims budget. The Seattle Times. [LINK]

348 King County Ordinance 19712, pg. 67-69. [LINK]
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VI. APPENDICES

Appendix A. Glossary

Affordable housing: The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines affordable
housing as households that spend no more than 30 percent of their gross monthly income on housing
costs.3* King County often defines affordable housing as publicly supported, income-restricted housing
that specifically serves households earning at or below 80 percent of the area median income (AMI).3%°

Area median income: The household income for the median-or middle-household in a region. It is a
criterion used by HUD and other agencies to determine what kinds of services households may qualify
for.3*1 HUD releases annual median income levels for different household sizes in King County.
Households earning less than 80 percent of the AMI are considered low-income households. Households
earning less than 50 percent of the AMI are considered very low-income. Households earning less than
30 percent of AMI are considered extremely low-income households. These AMI thresholds identify
households that may be eligible for certain housing assistance programs. Use this link to view King
County’s 2022 AMI and rent levels as published by HUD.3>?

Co-creation: Co-creation refers to King County government and communities it serves working together
to tackle specific challenges and creating solutions to those challenges together, through a collaborative
process that draws on the knowledge, expertise, and perspectives of both King County communities and
staff.3>3 Co-creation entails an intentional focus on those communities most harmed by inequality. Co-
creation involves engaging with community members on strategy at the earliest possible moment.

Community-based organization (CBO): The CPW defines a CBO as a public or private organization that is

representative of a community or significant segments of a community and committed to a community's

health, well-being, and empowerment and/or provides human services to individuals in the community.

Some common characteristics of a CBO are:

e The majority of the governing body and staff consists of local residents or members of the impacted
communities the CBO serves;

e The main operating offices are in the community they serve;

e Priority issue areas are identified and defined by residents or members of the impacted communities
the CBO serves;

e Solutions to address priority issues are developed with residents or impacted community members;
and

e Program design, implementation, and evaluation components have residents or impacted
community members intimately involved, in leadership positions.

349 I.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Glossary of Terms to Affordable Housing. [LINK]

350 King County Department of Community and Human Services. Regional Affordable Housing Dashboard. [LINK]
351 King County Department of Community and Human Services. Data Notes, Methodology, and Glossary. [LINK]
352 King County. 2022 Income and Rent Limits: Multifamily Rental Housing. [LINK]

353 King County Office of Equity and Social Justice. Community Engagement and Co-Creation. [LINK]
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In the case of equitable development, a CBO is led by and accountable to priority communities,
especially communities impacted by displacement.

Community land trust (CLT): A community land trust is a nonprofit corporation governed by the
community that develops and stewards affordable homeownership and other community assets.3>* CLTs
acquire land and maintain permanent ownership of the land, while individual homeowners or nonprofits
own the structures on the land. CLTs use a renewable ground lease and a resale formula to limit the
resale value of CLT homes so they remain affordable for income-qualified households in perpetuity.3>®

Community-led and community-owned development: Community-led and community-owned
development aims to preserve long-term affordability, ease displacement pressures, and build
community wealth by advancing democratic control of land and housing and supporting racially and
economically inclusive ownership and access. Community-led and community-owned development puts
resources and decision-making into the hands of local communities, encourages participatory and
democratic governance, and preserves affordability and access for the long-term.3*® In community-led
and community-owned development, local communities, rather than an individual or corporation, own
and develop the land. Some ways this can be achieved is through tenant cooperatives, multi-party or
organization ownership, community land trusts (where an organization owns the land, and individual
owns improvements), and ownership by an organization governed by community members.3’

Community stewardship of land: Community-controlled and stewarded development transforms local
land and housing from commaodities into shared resources for community prosperity. Impacted
communities permanently own or control land for the long-term, primarily through land trusts,
cooperatives, and other non-profit models. Community stewardship of land is more than just who owns
what, but how. Community stewards of land are people who have relationships to the land, practice
democratic decision making, and ensure permanent community benefits for generations.3>®

Cooperative models: An autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common
economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically
controlled enterprise.3*® There are many types of cooperative models including business and housing co-
ops.

Cultural assets: Buildings, locations, and other features of a neighborhood considered historically or
socially significant and enhance the quality of life for the neighborhood residents.3%

Discrimination: A person discriminates when they make a distinction, (whether intentional or not),
based on a characteristic, or perceived characteristic that has the effect of imposing burdens,
obligations, or disadvantages on an individual or a class of individuals not imposed upon others and/or

354 Community Stewardship of Land (2021). Glossary. [LINK]

355 King County (2021, September 30). Skyway-West Hill and North Highlight Anti-Displacement Strategies Report.
LINK

356 Green, J. & Hanna, T.M. (2018, August 19). Community Control of Land & Housing. Democracy Collaborative.
[LINK]

357 Community Stewardship of Land (2021). The Power of Community Stewardship of Land. [LINK]

358 Community Stewardship of Land (2021). Glossary. [LINK]

359 International Cooperative Alliance. Cooperative identity, values, and principles. [LINK]

360 Law Insider. Cultural assets definition. [LINK]
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withholds or limits access to opportunities, benefits, and advantages available to other individuals or
classes of individuals in society. 36!

Displacement and risk of displacement: Displacement describes a pattern in which households
involuntarily move as a result of factors such as housing market forces, disinvestment in communities of
color, changing preferences for central city living, and redevelopment projects and new investments.
Displacement can increase the risk of homelessness and have lasting negative effects on health,
education, earnings, and cultural connections.3®?

Residential: Residential or housing displacement refers to instances where the existing residents
of a neighborhood are involuntarily forced to relocate. This can take the following forms: direct
economic displacement such as evictions, indirect economic displacement from rising housing
costs, and physical displacement from redevelopment or climate disasters.3%3

Commercial: Displacement of local businesses and cultural organizations often as a result of
redevelopment, rising rents, and/or cultural displacement.3%*

Cultural: Cultural displacement takes place when existing residents move from a neighborhood
because their social and cultural connections within the area have declined as a result of
gentrification factors.3¢°

Equity (vs Equality): Equity is the full and equal access to opportunities, power, and resources so that all
people achieve their full potential and thrive. Equity is a system of fairness that gives everyone what
they need to be successful as opposed to equality which means treating everyone the same. Equity
recognizes that each individual or community has different circumstances. Equity, therefore, focuses on
identifying obstacles and historical harm faced by specific groups and using tailored strategies to
address barriers to achieve equitable outcomes. Equity is also about transforming the systems and
practices that perpetuate and enforce inequities. Equity is an ardent journey toward well-being and
must be defined by those most negatively affected by systems of racism, discrimination, and
exclusion.3%®

Framework: A set of ideas, beliefs, standards, and expectations that unify programs and investments
and guide the design, implementation, and decision-making of the overall Initiative and each of its
program and investment.3®” For the purposes of the King County EDI, the framework will consist of the
following components:

Values: Fundamental beliefs that will guide how equitable development activities are
implemented and the Initiative’s approach to working with communities.

361 King County. Equity and Social Justice Resource Guide. [LINK]

362 Urban Displacement Project (2021). What are gentrification and displacement. [LINK]

363 King County Skyway-West Hill and North Highline Anti-displacement Strategies Report (2021). [LINK]

364 Urban Displacement Project (2021). What are gentrification and displacement. [LINK]

365 Urban Displacement Project. Cultural, Commercial, Industrial Displacement. [LINK]

366 King County Office of Equity and Social Justice. Equity and Social Justice Strategic Plan Update 2022. [LINK]

367 Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (2016, April). Equitable Development Implementation

Plan (pg. 8). [LINK
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Vision: A statement describing the CPW’s long-term vision of an inclusive and equitable King
County.

Goal: The central aim of the King County EDI and the desired result.

Objectives: A set of results that lead to the King County EDI goal. Each objective will utilize a
mix of strategies to operationalize equitable development by and for community most directly
affected by structural racism and discrimination, displacement pressure, and barriers to health
and economic opportunities.

Initiative Components: Distinct parts, each with unique purpose and scope, that together
comprise the Initiative as a whole. Each part has a set of corresponding activity areas.

Outcomes: The metrics to be used to quantitatively show that the goal and objectives have been
met.

Frontline communities: Frontline communities are those that are disproportionately impacted by
climate change due to existing and historic racial, social, environmental, and economic, inequities, and
who have limited resources and/or capacity to adapt. These populations often experience the earliest
and most acute impacts of climate change, but whose experiences afford unique strengths and insights
into climate resilience strategies and practices.3¢®

Gentrification: Gentrification is a process of neighborhood change that includes economic change in
historically underrepresented and systemically marginalized communities, by means of real estate
investment and new higher-income residents moving in, as well as demographic change, not only in
terms of income level, but also in terms of changes in the education level or racial make-up of
residents.3%

Historically (and currently) underrepresented and systemically marginalized: Communities most
directly harmed by structural racism and discrimination, displacement pressure, and barriers to
economic and health opportunities. These communities primarily include Black, Indigenous, and people
of color (BIPOC), low-income communities, immigrants and refugees, people with disabilities, seniors,
and Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ+) communities.3”°

Low-income households: Households with incomes less than 80 percent of area median household
income (AMI), when adjusted for household size. In 2022 in King County, 80 percent of AMI for a
household of four is $95,300.3"*

Permanently affordability: Housing or commercial space that is subject to a deed restriction, ground
lease, shared equity agreement, or similar enforceable, recorded instrument that requires all current
and subsequent owners to maintain the use as affordable.3”2

368 King County (2021, May). 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan. [LINK]

369 Urban Displacement Project (2021). What are gentrification and displacement. [LINK]

370 King County Office of Equity & Social Justice (2016). Equity and Social Justice Strategic Plan 2016-2022. [LINK]
371 King County Department of Community and Human Services. Data Notes, Methodology, and Glossary. [LINK]
372 Community Stewardship of Land (2021). Glossary. [LINK]
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Priority communities: An umbrella term defined by the CPW in the Phase 1 Implementation Plan as
communities adversely impacted by structural racism and discrimination; experiencing disparities in
economic and health outcomes; and facing a heightened risk of displacement.3”® Priority communities
should be prioritized for equitable development investments created through a King County EDI.

Structural racism: The interplay of policies, practices, programs, and systems of multiple institutions
which leads to adverse outcomes and conditions for Black and Indigenous communities and people of
color compared to White communities, that occurs within the context of racialized historical and cultural
conditions.?”

373 King County (2023, January 5). King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan Phase 1.
[LINK]
374 King County Office of Equity & Social Justice (2016). Equity and Social Justice Strategic Plan 2016-2022. [LINK]
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Appendix B. Community Planning Workgroup (CPW) - Complete Roster

On April 26, 2022, DCHS solicited applications from members of King County community to serve on the
King County Equitable Development Community Planning Workgroup. After extensive outreach, DCHS
received 71 applications from interested community members who applied either as individuals or
representatives of their community-based organization. A review panel of five King County staff and
three non-applicant community members evaluated and selected workgroup members based on the
criteria and priorities outlined in Motion 16062.

Table 1 below lists the individuals selected through this open process and serving on the Community
Planning Workgroup. Table 2 provides additional highlights about the members.

Table 1: CPW Member Roster During Phase 2

CPW Member

Aaron Garcia

Bishop Steven Sawyer

Cynthia Ramos Orozco

Debbie Lacy
Eliana Horn
Faisal Mohamed
Risho Sapano
Fin'es Scott
Hoda Abdullahi
Jill Kong

Maria Guadalupe
Ramirez

Ndidi Opara

Rebecca Berry

Organization

White Center Community Development

Association

People of Color Against AIDS Network
(POCAAN)

Comunidad Latina de Vashon
Eastside For All
Interdependent Law PLLC
Individual

Mother Africa

Individual

Living Well Kent

Global to Local

Duwamish Valley Affordable Housing
Coalition

Individual

Skyway Coalition

King County Council District
(D)375
D8, unincorporated

D8, D2, D5

D8, unincorporated, rural
D1, D6

D2

D5

D9, D7

D2, unincorporated

D5

D5

D8, unincorporated

D3

D5, D2, unincorporated

375 Due to a very low number of applications received from Council District 4 and based on the criteria and
priorities used in the selection, District 4 is not currently represented on the Community Planning Workgroup.
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CPW Member Organization King County Council District
(D)375

Stephanie Ung Khmer Community of Seattle King County D5, D8, unincorporated

Yordanos Teferi Multicultural Community Coalition D5, D2

Table 2: Community Workgroup Member Demographics

Demographic Information % of CPW
members
Reside in UKC or are representing organizations rooted in and serving UKC 31%
Represent an organization based outside of Seattle 69%
Identify as having a lived experience of displacement and/or housing insecurity 81%
Identify as renters/tenants 69%
Identify as Black/African American/of African descent 44%
Identify as Latino/Latina/Latinx 31%
Identify as American Indian/Native American/Indigenous 6%
Identify as East Asian or Southeast Asian 19%
Identify as LGBTQ 31%
Identify as disabled 13%
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Appendix C. Interdepartmental Coordination Committee - Complete Roster

Interdepartmental Coordination Committee Members

Name
Sunaree Marshall

Kelly Rider

Ashton Allison

Arun Sambataro
Kapena Pflum
Lauren Smith
Matias Valenzuela
David St. John
David Daw

Ade Franklin

Erin Baker

Jennifer Stacy

King County Department
Community and Human Services (DCHS)

Community and Human Services (DCHS)

Office of Economic Opportunity & Creative Economy (Executive
Office)

Office of Equity and Racial and Social Justice (Executive Office)
Performance, Strategy, and Budget (Executive Office)
Performance, Strategy, and Budget (Executive Office)

Public Health Seattle-King County (PHSKC)

Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP)

Local Services (DLS)

King County Metro

Facilities Management (DES)

Prosecuting Attorney’s Office
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Appendix D: City of Seattle’s EDI Investment Areas

As of December 2023, the City of Seattle’s EDI has funded 76 of EDI projects and has identified four
investment areas that CBOs need support in to successfully launch an equitable development project.
The following information was provided by Seattle EDI staff in January 2024.

Organizational capacity building: CBOs without extensive development experience do not have the
organizational infrastructure to build equitable development projects, so one of the first investments
CBOs interested in equitable development need is in organizational capacity building. This includes
funding staff, training and leadership development, grant writing support, board development, and
similar organizational capacity building activities. The organizational capacity building needs will be
specific to the individual organization, but generally the City of Seattle EDI staff estimate CBOs need
approximately between $75,000-$200,000 annually in organizational capacity building grants per
equitable development project. Seattle EDI awards $75,000 per capacity building award but
organizations can apply for additional capacity building grants.
Example City of Seattle EDI Capacity Building Grants:

e AlPace - 575,000

e Community-Owned Resource Development - $75,000

e Rainier Valley Midwives - 575,000

Predevelopment: Equitable development projects also require predevelopment funding, even after site
acquisition, for development consultants, architects, attorney’s fees, feasibility studies, and similar
work. City of Seattle EDI staff estimate a CBO would typically require $300,000 to $500,000 per
equitable development project for predevelopment work.
Example of City of Seattle EDI Predevelopment Grants

e Duwamish Valley Sustainability Association - $273,000

e Hip Hop is Green - 300,000

e Nehemiah Initiative Seattle - $300,000

e Youth Achievement Center - $700,000

Site Acquisition: CBOs need resources to buy land for an equitable development project. Site acquisition
costs include attorney’s fees, buyers’ representatives, real estate agents, land costs, insurance, and
similar items. The average total site acquisition cost of projects funded by the City of Seattle EDI is
approximately $2.5 million, with a range of $1 million to $10 million.

Example of City of Seattle Site Acquisition Grants (includes capacity building and
predevelopment)
e Friends of Little Saigon - 55,925,000
e Somali Health Board - $5,235,000
e Cham Refugees Community - 54,000,000
e Kwanza Preparatory Academy - 689,000

Construction: City of Seattle EDI staff estimate that an equitable development project requires $60
million to $100 million in construction costs, which include permits, labor, and materials. The City of
Seattle EDI is not the only funder of construction costs for equitable development projects, most
projects receive multiple sources of funding including from other City of Seattle programs, as well as
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state, federal, and private funding.

Example of City of Seattle EDI Construction Grants (includes capacity building)
e Chief Seattle Club - $5,050,000
e United Indians of All Tribes - 52,000,000
e Fthiopian Community in Seattle - 51,919,686

Most awards from the City of Seattle EDI regardless of the stage of the development project, have
included capacity building funding. The City of Seattle EDI has been intentional in creating pathways to
invest early in a project’s development because most existing funding programs do not prioritize these
early phases of a development, preventing CBOs from developing the capacity to successfully apply for
capital grants.
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Revenue Strategy Description Actions Needed to
Implement
New Property Tax Levy Property tax County Legislation

Most flexible local fund source

Requires voter approval

and Voter
Approval

Public-Private
Partnership

Partnerships between the County and philanthropy
or other private entities to leverage additional
resources

County Action and
Private Sector
Action

Applying for State and
Federal Grants

Pursue State and Federal grant programs

County Action

Additional Real Estate
Tax

Fee or sales tax on real estate transactions.

State Legislation

Additional Capital Gains
Tax

A tax on the income made from the sale of an asset.

State Legislation

Business & Occupation
(B&O) Tax

A tax on the gross receipts of businesses in WA state.

State Legislation

Vacant or Unoccupied
Property Tax

A tax on the assessed value of vacant or unoccupied
properties in unincorporated King County.

State Legislation

Income Tax

A State tax on gross income.

Change in State
Constitution
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Appendix F: King County Displacement Risk Indicators Report

As outlined in subsection IV.E of this report, staff from DCHS collaborated with the CPW to develop a
series of displacement risk indicators that could be used to inform equitable development investment
strategies and to understand changes in displacement risk in King County. The final section of this
appendix includes a list of those indicators, divided into the topic and sub-topic areas identified by the
CPW. The CPW and the Executive recommends that these indicators be considered for inclusion in a
dashboard and regular reporting that would inform a future EDI and should be paired with qualitative
data collection that will help address limitations inherent to quantitative indicators.

An initial analysis of all the displacement risk indicators provides insight into the current state of
displacement and its impact on EDI priority communities.3”® Indicators show that displacement risk is
most acute in South King County, although housing instability still exists in all areas of King County.
Displacement risk is also currently rising for renters in rural areas of East King County as well. The
following indicators were most illustrative in depicting the current state of displacement risk in King
County.

Cost Burden

A household is cost burdened if they spend more than 30 percent of their total income on housing costs,
such as mortgage, rent, and utilities. Cost burdened households are at high risk of displacement, as
increasing levels of cost burden can cause people to have to move further from their communities to
find more affordable housing. Quantitative data as well as focus group discussions highlighted that cost
burden varies greatly based on geography and race/ethnicity. Figure 1 shows that rates of cost burden
are highest in south King County jurisdictions, with over 40 percent of households in White Center,
Skyway, and Tukwila experiencing cost burden, higher than the 31 percent countywide cost burden rate.
There are also significant inequities in cost burden rates by race/ethnicity as seen in Figure 2, with 50
percent of Black households experiencing cost burden, as compared to 29 percent of White households.
American Indian/Alaska Native and Hispanic households also experience cost burden rates that are
much higher than the countywide average. While not as high as South King County, there are still a large
number of cost burdened households in all areas of King County, with over 31 percent of all households
in King County being cost burdened.

376 See Glossary (Appendix A) for the definition of “priority communities.”
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Figure 1: Percent Households Cost Burdened, Figure 2: Cost Burden, by Race/Ethnicity

by Jurisdiction3”’
CHAS 2015-2019
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Note: Households with cost burden not computed not shown here.

Eviction Rates

Eviction is one of the clearest indicators of direct displacement, as it represents a case where a
household was forced to move, most commonly due to inability to afford housing. Data from the King
County’s Evictions Database shows where eviction filings occur in King County?3®

As seen in Figure 3, eviction filings are most common in South King County, with the largest
concentrations of eviction filings in the past eight years occurring in South King County census tracts.
One census tract in South Tukwila for example had 542 eviction filings in the last eight years, despite
having just 1,912 renter households in 2021.

377 Jurisdiction defined here as a city or a Census-designated place, which are the geographic boundaries the
Census uses to differentiate unincorporated areas.

378 For a more detailed typology of types of evictions, and a description of how informal evictions differ from
formal evictions, see New America’s report. Zainulbhai, S. and Daly, N. (2022, January 20). Informal Evictions:
Measuring Displacement Outside the Courtroom. [LINK]
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Figure 3: Eviction Filings from January 2015 to March 2023, by Census Tract
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As seen in the darker green areas of the map below, per capita eviction rates are highest in South King
County jurisdictions, as seen in Figure 4. The jurisdictions with the top ten per capita eviction filing rates
were all in South King County or rural Southeast King County.

Figure 4: Eviction Filings Per Capita from January 2015 to March 2023, by Jurisdiction

King County Evictions Database, 1-year 2021 ACS

Filings per 1,000 Renter Households
50 100 150 200

Note: Number of filings is for entire period of January 2015 to Mareh 2023, while number of renter households
is taken from 2021 ACS data. The total number of renter households in a jurisdiction in this 8 year period was

higher than the number of renters in 2021, but data on the unique number of renter households over the 8 year
period is not available
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Ratio of Median Rent to Median Household Income

Similar to cost burden, the ratio of median rent to median household income measures housing
affordability. As this ratio increases, households must spend more of their income on rent, and thus are
at greater risk of displacement. Figure 5 shows that this ratio varies greatly by race and over time, with
the median American Indian/Alaska Native household having to spend more than half of their income on
housing to afford the countywide median rent. Affordability has also decreased for multiple races in
recent years, which can be seen by increasing ratios for Black, American Indian/Alaska Native, and
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander households from 2005 to 2021.

Figure 5: Ratio of Countywide Median Rent to Median Monthly Household Income, by Race

1-year ACS, 2005 to 2021
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Note: No data available for 2020 due to data collection issues caused by the pandemic.

Figure 6 shows that affordability relative to income has worsened in many parts of King County between
2011 and 2021, with darker colors indicating areas where a greater portion of income goes towards
housing costs. While many areas of South King County have seen the ratio of median rent to median
household income worsen, parts of East and North King County, particularly more rural areas, have seen
declines in affordability relative to incomes as well. Focus group participants spoke to the impact of
increased rents on many factors that can impact whether a family stays in their community, with one
participant saying “Naturally affordable housing is being renovated, being charged higher rents, and
then people have to leave. Housing is so key for everything else: education, health, security, safety.”
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Figure 6: Ratio of Median Rent to Median Monthly Household Income, by Census Tract

1-year ACS, 2011 and 2021
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Tenure

Tenure, when combined with low household income and high rates of cost burden can indicate risk of
displacement. Renters are susceptible to having to move due to the large increases in market-rate rents
that King County has seen in the past ten years. While homeowners are also susceptible to foreclosure
and increased property taxes as home values rise, this indicator focuses on the percentage of renter
households as an indication of displacement risk. One focus group participant commented on the
challenges Black households in Skyway face in buying homes and the impact this has on displacement,
saying “Increases in rents and mortgages, plus the 2007 crash devastated lots of families. Given the
choice between moving to Auburn/Puyallup or somewhere else, folks moved out of state, often to the
South, where there were already Black communities, where they didn’t have to carve out a space for
themselves. Inability to own homes pushed lots of people out.”

As seen in Figure 7, tenure rates vary greatly be race and ethnicity in King County, with White
households being roughly twice as likely to be homeowners when compared to Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and Black households. Hispanic or Latina/o/x households also
have significantly lower rates of homeownership than White households.
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Figure 7: Tenure, by Race and Hispanic or Latina/o/x Ethnicity
1-year ACS 2021
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Given its higher cost burden rates and lower incomes, Figure 8 specifically examines tenure rates in
South King County, where we see large variations in the number of renters in different areas. Large
portions of Renton, South Tukwila, and East Federal Way all have rates of renting above 75 percent, as

evidenced by the darker colors in the map below, which indicates that households in these jurisdictions
are more susceptible to future market rate rent increases that may displace them.

Figure 8: South King County Percentage of Renter Households, by Census Tract

1-year ACS 2021

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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Foreclosures

Similar to evictions for renters, foreclosures represent clear indicator of displacement risk for
homeowners as they require households to move due to inability to pay housing costs. Relative to
eviction filings, there are a much lower number of foreclosures in King County per year (just over 4,600
foreclosures between 2015 and 2022, compared to over 28,000 eviction filings in the same time period),
with significant declines in the number of foreclosures per year between 2015 and 2022. Figure 9 shows
the location of foreclosures, with darker colors indicating areas with more foreclosures. There are
relatively few foreclosures in Seattle and Bellevue, with most foreclosures occurring in South King
County or rural areas of East King County.

Figure 9: Foreclosures, by Census Tract

King County Assessor’s Office, 2015-2022

T T
Number of Foreclosures, 2015-2022 _
| Il
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Figure 10 shows that, per capita, South King County jurisdictions have the highest foreclosure rates, with
darker shaded jurisdictions indicating higher foreclosure rates per capita. Specifically, Tukwila, Pacific,
and Federal Way having the highest rates amongst jurisdictions with more than 1000 homeowner
households.
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Figure 10: Foreclosures Per Capita, by Jurisdiction

King County Assessor’s Office, 2015-2022, 5-year ACS 2021

1,000 Homeowner Households !
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Note: Number of foreclosures is for entire period of 2015 to 2022, while number of homeowner households is

taken from 2021 ACS data. The total number of homeowner households in a jurisdiction in this 7 year period

was higher than the number of homeowners in 2021, but data on the unique number of homeowner households over
the 7 year period is not available. Color scale cuts off at 25, but 4 small jurisdictions have higher values:
Skykmoish (95), Algona(48), Pacific(34), and Baring (27).

Proportion of Income-restricted Housing Units

The development of income-restricted housing helps mitigate displacement risk by providing stable,
affordable housing that is not susceptible to rising market-rate rents. As seen in Figure 11, where darker
colors indicate greater proportions housing that is income-restricted housing, while there are pockets of
income-restricted housing across King County with concentrations in Seattle and South King County, in
most areas, income-restricted housing makes up a very small portion of the total housing stock, with
particularly little income-restricted housing in North and East King County. The greatest concentrations
of income-restricted housing are in downtown Seattle, although there are areas in South King County,
such as White Center and parts of Auburn that have neighborhoods with a relatively high portion of
income-restricted units relative to their housing stock.
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Figure 11: Percent of Housing Units That Are Income-restricted, by Census Tract

King County Income-restricted Housing Database, 5-year ACS 2017-2021

Are Income-Restricted 1
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While income-restricted units mitigate the impacts of high market-rate rent increases for residents,
many still struggle with cost burden. One focus group participant noted the lack of 0-50 percent AMI
income-restricted units, saying “Lots of developers take advantage of tax credits to build income-
restricted units at 60 or 80 percent AMI, but then it's still $1,800 a month for a two-bedroom apartment.
For an Uber driver or Amazon worker, when you compare take-home pay to even these 60 or 80 percent
AMI rents, they are still cost-burdened.”

Demographic Changes

Changes in where communities live are one of the clearest indicators of not just displacement risk, but
of where displacement has already occurred. One focus group participant noted the link between
displacement and demographic change, saying “Part of the process of gentrification and displacement is
you start to see your neighborhood stop reflecting who you are.” The link between displacement and
demographic change can be seen clearest for Black households in Seattle and South King County. Darker
colors in the maps below indicate a greater proportion of the population is Black. In 1990, King County’s
Black population was concentrated in Seattle’s Central District and neighborhoods just south of the
Central District, largely in areas that were historically redlined. In the past 30 years, as rents and home
values have increased in these neighborhoods, many Black people have been displaced to areas further
south, as seen in Figure 12.
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Figure 12: South King County Black Population

Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010, 2020
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This displacement has also led to less geographically concentrated communities, with King County’s
current Black population spread throughout a large portion of South King County. In 1990 there were six
Census tracts where Black people made up over 40 percent of residents, all in Seattle. By 2020, there
was only one, in Renton. Focus group participants and survey respondents highlighted the challenges
this causes as Black communities move into areas farther from cultural institutions and community
spaces, saying “There hasn’t been a lot of creation of cultural institutions in Skyway in the first place,
when compared to the Central District. There aren’t beacons of Black establishments. It feels like the
lack of investment is the issue. People live here but have to go out and engage in community in other
places. But now we are the community, but still don’t have those institutions.”

Similar patterns have played out with regards to Asian and Pacific Islander communities as well, with
displacement from South Seattle causing geographic dispersion throughout South King County. This
indicates that community-based organizations serving these communities must increasingly serve a
wider geographic area, a challenge that staff from community organizations shared in focus groups. One
focus group participant noted the challenges this presents for the Somali community, saying “Like many
others, the Somali community is being pushed further south, even in New Holly. You hear of people now
living as far south as Puyallup. That moves them away from community centers, services, halal groceries,
and their communities.”

List of Displacement Risk Indicators Recommended by CPW

Below is a list of the displacement risk indicators recommended by the CPW. Indicators are broken up
into topic areas and sub-topics that were brainstormed by the CPW, with the EDI objective most closely
tied to each topic listed below the topic. Within each indicator is a description of how that indicator
connects to displacement risk, an expectation of how changes to that indicator would influence our
understanding of displacement risk, and data sources that could be used to track that indicator.
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EDI objective: “Increase stability and support resilience of residents in geographic areas and cultural
communities experiencing displacement and areas where displaced households have relocated”

Homeownership

e Percent Homeownership

O

O

Logic: Higher percentage of homeowners reduces displacement risk as homeowners are
less susceptible to having to move due to rising rental costs

Expectation: Communities with lower rates of homeownership will have higher rates of
displacement

Data Source(s): American Community Survey

e Changesin home values

O

O

Logic: Rising home values make it harder for low-income households to afford
homeownership, and increase property taxes for existing homeowners, increasing the
likelihood households have to move to find affordable housing

Expectation: Areas with quickly rising home values will have higher rates of
displacement

Data Source(s): American Community Survey, King County Assessor’s Office

e Ratio of median home value to median income

O

O

Logic: Even if home values are relatively affordable, if incomes aren’t high enough, then
people can’t afford to buy a house, and thus are more susceptible to market-rate rent
increases that can cause them to move to find more affordable rental housing, or move
to areas with affordable homeownership opportunities

Expectation: Communities and areas with higher ratios of median home value to median
income will have higher rates of displacement

Data Source(s): American Community Survey

e Foreclosure rates

O

O

Logic: Foreclosures cause households to have to move, turn homeowners into renters,
and decrease the likelihood of homeownership in the future

Expectation: Communities and areas with higher foreclosure rates will have higher rates
of displacement

Data Source(s): King County Assessor’s Office

e Redlining and racial covenants

O

Rental

Logic: Redlined neighborhoods and neighborhoods without racial covenants were the
only areas where BIPOC households could live, but are now experiencing new
development and rising prices that displace the communities that have historically lived
in them

Expectation: Areas that were redlined or didn’t have racial covenants are more likely to
experience displacement

Data Source(s): Mapping Inequality

e Cost Burden
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o Logic: When a household is cost burdened (defined as a household paying more than 30
percent of their income on housing costs) it is more likely to move to an area with lower
rent or to face foreclosure and eviction

o Expectation: Areas and communities with higher rates of cost burden are more likely to
be displaced

o Data Source(s): Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy

e Ratio of median rent to median income

o Logic: Even if rents are relatively affordable, if incomes aren’t high enough then people
are cost burdened, and thus are more susceptible to market-rate rent increases that can
cause them to move to find more affordable rental housing

o Expectation: Areas and communities with higher ratios of median rent to median income
will have higher rates of displacement

o Data Source(s): American Community Survey

e Rental vacancy rate

o Logic: Lower vacancy rates increase competition for rental units, leading to higher rents
and making it harder for renters to find housing, leading to displacement

o Expectation: As vacancy rates increase, rates of displacement will increase

o Data Source(s): American Community Survey

e Change in rental housing costs

o Logic: High increases in rental housing costs cause tenants to move in order to find more
affordable housing

o Expectation: Areas with the fastest increases in rental housing costs will have higher
rates of displacement

o Data Source(s): American Community Survey, Comprehensive Housing Affordability
Strategy

Diversity of housing options (rentals/homeownership/tiny homes/affordability/multi-generational)

e Unit size (i.e. studios, 1, 2, 3, 4+ bedrooms)

o Logic: Inability to find affordable units that can accommodate larger family sizes cause
families to have to move to areas with more affordable larger unit sizes

o Expectation: Areas with less affordable units of higher unit sizes (3+ bedrooms) have
higher rates of displacement

o Data Source(s): American Community Survey

e Unit type (i.e. single family, multi-family, condo, townhouse)

o Logic: A diversity of unit types that are affordable is needed to accommodate different
family sizes and to provide homeownership opportunities so that certain family types
don’t have to move to find a suitably sized and affordable rental or homeownership
units

o Expectation: Areas with less affordable units of a wide variety of different unit types
(particularly multi-family, condo, and townhomes) will have higher rates of
displacement

o Data Source(s): King County Assessor’s Office

e Proportion of income-restricted housing units
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o Logic: Income-restricted housing units provide more stability than market-rate rentals
and, when available, decrease the likelihood that residents will have to move due to
higher rents

o Expectation: Areas with lower proportions of their units that are income-restricted will
have higher rates of displacement

o Data Source(s): King County Income-restricted Housing Database

Eviction/Tenant protection policies

e Number of major tenant protection policies in jurisdiction
o Logic: Stronger tenant protection policies increases the chances for housing unstable
residents to maintain their housing and stay in their existing neighborhood
o Expectation: Jurisdictions with weaker tenant protection policies will have higher rates
of displacement
o Data Source(s): King County Regional Affordable Housing Dashboard
e Eviction rates
o Logic: Evictions cause households to become homeless or have to move to more
affordable areas, directly leading to displacement
o Expectation: Areas with higher rates of eviction will have higher rates of displacement
o Data Source(s): King County Evictions Database

Development pressures

e Permit applications
o Logic: Areas with higher rates of new building construction permits indicate that
developers expect real estate values to increase in the future, which can signal future
increases in rent and home prices that can cause displacement
o Expectation: Areas with increases in housing permit applications will have higher rates of
displacement in the future
o Data Source(s): Puget Sound Regional Council Residential Building Permit Survey

Economic
EDI objective: “Invest in strong, inclusive, and cooperative local economies”

Living and stable wages

e Household income
o Logic: Residents with higher incomes have a lower chance of being displaced through
increased housing costs pricing them out of their neighborhood
o Expectation: Areas and communities with lower household incomes will have higher
rates of displacement
o Data Source(s): American Community Survey

Growing and thriving businesses

e Commercial evictions
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o Logic: Higher rates of commercial evictions suggest that commercial rents are increasing
to the point that businesses can’t afford to remain in their existing neighborhood,
removing economic and cultural anchors that are necessary for communities to stay in
the areas they live

o Expectation: Areas with higher rates of commercial evictions will have higher rates of
displacement

o Data Source(s): King County Evictions Database

Employment opportunities

e Unemployment rate
o Logic: Higher rates of unemployment make it less likely for residents to be able to afford
housing payments and stay in their existing neighborhood
o Expectation: Areas and communities with higher rates of unemployment will have
higher rates of displacement
o Data Source(s): American Community Survey

Community

EDI objective: “Support Preservation and creation of cultural assets”
Community spaces

No readily available quantitative data, build out with qualitative data if possible
Demographic change/gentrification

e Race/ethnicity demographic changes
o Logic: Areas that have historically had large BIPOC populations that are seeing decreases
in BIPOC populations are likely areas that are experiencing or have already experienced
displacement as households move
o Expectation: Areas with large decreases in BIPOC populations are areas experiencing
high rates of displacement
o Data Source(s): Decennial Census, American Community Survey

Transportation

EDI objective: “Expand transportation mobility and connectivity while guarding against displacement”
Access to high-capacity/frequent transit

e Amount of income-restricted housing within % mile transit walksheds

o Logic: Transit service is a community amenity that increases rents for market-rate rental
and homeownership units, and without income-restricted housing near transit to
moderate this, households will be displaced by higher housing costs

o Expectation: Areas with high-capacity and frequent transit but very little income-
restricted housing are likely to experience high rates of displacement

o Data Source(s): King County Income-restricted Housing Database, King County Metro,
Sound Transit
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Health / Environment

EDI objective: “Advance healthy, livable communities with equitable quality-of-life outcomes”
Access/proximity to quality, culturally-relevant, and affordable healthcare

e Percent of population without healthcare insurance
o Logic: Health insurance reduces the cost of a health emergency and lowers the chance
of a financial crisis that could displace a resident from their existing neighborhood
o Expectation: Communities with high uninsured rates will have higher rates of
displacement
o Data Source(s): Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
e Percent of population without a usual primary care provider
o Logic: Primary care providers improve health outcomes and decrease the chance of a
health emergency leading to a financial crisis that could displace residents
o Expectation: Communities and areas with high rates of population without a primary
care provider will have higher rates of displacement
o Data Source(s): Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System

Education

EDI objective: “Advance healthy, livable communities with equitable quality-of-life outcomes”
Culturally responsive education

No readily available quantitative data, build out with qualitative data if possible
Affordable early childhood education

No readily available quantitative data, build out with qualitative data if possible
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Appendix G: Legislative Requirement Tracker

Legislative Requirements and Corresponding Report Sections

Legislative Requirement Source Corresponding Report
Section

The equitable development phase two plan, as

requested by Motion 16062, should:
Ordinance 19712, Section 77,

. IV. Report
e Include objectives and strategies for Proviso P1, A .
. . . . " Requirements,
reducing economic and racial disparities, by .
; . . . . Subsection D
preventing residential, economic and Motion 16062, D.1

cultural displacement and creating and
preserving community stability

e Incorporate data of current and predicted IV. Report
future displacement risk and related metrics . . Requirements,
. Ordinance 19712, Section 77, .
that should be used to determine programs ] Subsection E
and policies Proviso P1, B
Appendix F. King Count
Motion 16062, D.2 ppe g -ounty
Displacement Risk
Indicators Report
¢ Include metrics for monitoring and Ordinance 19712, Section 77, IV. Report
evaluating equitable outcomes Proviso P1, C '

Requirements,

Motion 16062, D.3 Subsection F

e Describe potential partnerships with
community-based organizations, regional IV. Report
partners and other jurisdictions to establish Requirements,

the initiative program funding and policies Motion 16062, D.4 Subsection G

Ordinance 19712, Section 77,
Proviso P1,D

countywide
e I|dentify potential funding options for the Ordinance 19712, Section 77, IV. Report
initiative Proviso P1, E y
Requirements,
Motion 16062, D.5 Subsection H
e Propose strategies to coordinate across Ordinance 19712, Section 77, IV. Report
county agencies and programs to advance Proviso P1, F y
e L .. Requirements,
initiative objectives .
Subsection |

Motion 16062, D.6
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organizations and other jurisdictions, with a
particular focus on communities
experiencing or at risk of displacement

Proviso P1, G

Motion 16062, D.7

Legislative Requirement Source Corresponding Report
Section
e Identifya procsess fo.r communltY outreach Ordinance 19712, Section 77,
and collaboration with community-based IV. Report

Requirements,
Subsection J

e Describe how the process will use the
"community directs action" level of
engagement as outlined in the office of
equity and social justice's community
engagement guide

Ordinance 19712, Section 77,
Proviso P1, H

Motion 16062, D.8

IV. Report
Requirements,
Subsection K

e Propose next steps, including a timeline,
that would be needed to implement the
initiative, including legislation

Ordinance 19712, Section 77,
Proviso P1, |

Motion 16062, D.9

IV. Report
Requirements,
Subsection M

e Include a recommendation the duties and
responsibilities of a permanent advisory
board to implement the initiative. The
permanent advisory board should be
comprised of four representatives selected
by the executive and one representative
selected by each councilmember, and
appointments should emphasize Black,
indigenous and people of color and those
most impacted by displacement pressures.
The board shall be compensated for their
participation

Ordinance 19712, Section 77,
Proviso P1, )

Motion 16062, D.10

IV. Report
Requirements,
Subsection L

Planning and creation of the initiative shall be
completed in partnership with a planning
workgroup comprised of community
membership emphasizing Black, indigenous and
people of color leadership and broad
geographic representation, who are appointed
by the executive in consultation with the
council using an open application process.
Consideration should be given to individuals
with lived experience or expertise relevant to
the initiative. Appointees shall be compensated
for their participation.

Motion 16062, A.2

IIl. Background, Report
Methodology

Appendix B. Community
Planning Workgroup
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initiative's work in unincorporated area
communities, particularly historically
marginalized communities, consistent with King
County's responsibility as the unincorporated
local government.

Motion 16062, A.3

Legislative Requirement Source Corresponding Report
Section
The initiative shall be countywide in scope. The
planning workgroup is requested to make
recommendations to the Executive and the
Council regarding how to prioritize the IV. Report

Requirements,
Subsection B

The initiative should be guided by a framework
with the following principles:

— Advances economic mobility and
opportunity for residents

— Prevents residential, commercial and
cultural displacement

—  Builds upon and protects local cultural
assets that anchor communities

— Supports organizational capacity
building

— Promotes transportation mobility and
connectivity

— Enable equitable access for all
communities

Motion 16062, A.4

lll. Background, King
County Equitable
Development Initiative
Phase 1 Implementation
Plan

IV. Report
Requirements,
Subsection D

Any new focus or framework principles adopted
by this motion shall not apply to the Best Starts
Capital Grants Program. The workgroup and
executive are requested to recommend how
the initiative, if adopted and implemented,
would inform and collaborate with the Best
Starts Capital Grant Program, consistent with
the previously adopted grant criteria in the Best
Starts for Kids implementation plan.

Motion 16062, B

IV. Report
Requirements,
Subsection B
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of the plan, as well as any necessary legislation
to establish the equitable development
initiative, no later than June 30, 2023, with the
clerk of the council, who shall retain an
electronic copy and provide an electronic copy
to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff
and the lead staff for the mobility and
environment committee, or its successor. The
plan should be accompanied by a proposed
motion that should accept the plan.

Motion 16062, F

Legislative Requirement Source Corresponding Report
Section
The executive should electronically file phase 2 IV. Report

Requirements,
Subsection M

Accompanying motion
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ATTACHMENT 2

k4
King County

Dow Constantine
King County Executive

401 Fifth Avenue, Suite 800
Seattle, WA 98104-1818

206-263-9600 Fax 206-296-0194
TTY Relay: 711
www. kingoounty.gav

August 15, 2024

The Honorable Dave Upthegrove
Chair, King County Council
Room 1200
COURTHOUSE

Dear Councilmember Upthegrove:

This letter transmits the King County Equitable Development Initiative Implementation Plan
Phase 2, in response to Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso
P1, and Motion 16062. This letter also transmits a proposed Motion that would, if enacted,
accept the Implementation Plan. Passage of this proposed legislation will also support
implementation of initial King County Equitable Development Initiative (EDI) programming
via new, one-year capacity building grants to support community-based organizations (CBOs)
leading housing-related capital projects in priority communities, as described further in the
plan. Priority communities are defined in the plan as communities adversely impacted by
structural racism and discrimination, disparities in economic and health outcomes, and
heightened risk of displacement.

The Department of Community and Human Services (DCHS) collaborated on the
Implementation Plan with a Community Planning Workgroup (CPW) comprised of 15
community members, emphasizing Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) leadership
and broad geographic representation. All CPW members have lived experience or relevant
expertise in topics such as anti-displacement, building cultural community anchors, civic
engagement, immigrant and refugee services, community-driven development projects,
affordable housing, and commercial affordability in communities vulnerable to displacement
across King County.

The enclosed plan outlines the CPW’s recommendations for implementing a King County EDI
consistent with Motion 16062 and deploying equitable development investments consistent
with Ordinance 19712, Section 77, Expenditure Restriction ER8 and Proviso P1. The CPW
envisions a King County EDI that would transform how resources are allocated to communities
at risk of displacement and create a pathway for CBOs that are led by and for priority
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August 15, 2024
Page 2

communities to build their capacity to successfully lead and own capital projects that increase
community stability, expand access to opportunities, and build community wealth.

Toward this goal, and grounded in the feedback provided by the CPW, I have identified next
actions that are achievable with the one-time appropriation of $1 million, pending the Council’s
passage of the proposed Motion to accept this Implementation Plan. I am committed to working
with an Interim EDI Advisory Board to use the $1 million from the proviso to develop and
launch new capacity building grants for housing-related capital projects led by and for priority
communities.

Notably, the CPW’s recommendations extend beyond what is possible with the one-time only
$1 million funds. The CPW recommendations include launching the King County EDI in four
stages, which would be implemented based on the level of future funding that may be
appropriated for the EDI. These stages provide a phased approach to implement the EDI and
solidify its program infrastructure commensurate with the level of resources available for its

purpose.

As outlined in the report, the CPW identified that approximately $10 million per year is needed
to meaningfully implement the full scope of a King County EDI’s initial Alignment Stage,
including capacity building grants and capital investments for one demonstration project. The
CPW noted that at least $100 million in dedicated, annual funding is needed to fully support the
Sustained Stage of implementation and create meaningful outcomes to undo the effects of
inequitable public and private investment in King County. This would be accomplished through
capacity building, predevelopment, strategic acquisition, and capital funding programs. The
County does not currently have sufficient revenue options to achieve either scale of annual
funding, especially given the General Fund forecast, and the constraints imposed by
requirements of existing fund sources.

Ultimately, implementing the CPW’s vision for a King County EDI will require the state
Legislature to give King County additional revenue authority and/or provide additional state
revenue for equitable development. Should new revenue become viable at the necessary scale,
the important direction identified in this report will help King County address the impacts of
displacement and historical underinvestment by supporting community-driven and community-
owned development.

If your staff have any questions, please contact Kelly Rider, Acting Director, Department of
Community and Human Services, 206-263-5780.

Sincerely,

MM

Dow Constantine
King County Executive
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Enclosure

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: Stephanie Cirkovich, Chief of Staff
Melani Hay, Clerk of the Council
Shannon Braddock, Deputy County Executive, Office of the Executive
Karan Gill, Chief of Staff, Office of the Executive
Penny Lipsou, Council Relations Director, Office of the Executive
Kelly Rider, Acting Director, Department of Community and Human Services
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ASTUDY REGARDING STATE FOREST
TRUST LANDS MANAGED BY THE
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT

OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Transmitted August 15, 2024

In response to KCC Motion 16436




Background: DNR-Managed State Trust Lands

/

State Lands

Federally granted

Enabling Act (25 U.S.
Statutes at Large, ¢ 180 p.
676)

State Constitution

Revenue is generated from
a variety of sources

Source of financial
support, primarily for
public schools and colleges

Forestlands

K-12 Common
School trust

Normal School trust

Scientific School trust

Capital Building trust

University trust

Charitable, Educational, Penal, and

Reformatory Institutions
Agricultural School trust

State Forestlands

Transfer and purchase

> 617,000 acres in 21
counties

Transfer lands acquired by
counties through tax
foreclosures.

Statutory Trusts

Revenue helps fund county
services, state schools, and
junior taxing districts

(also
known as
State
Forest
Trust
Lands)




Trust Category

Federally
granted

State Forest
Trust Lands

Other

Common School
Trust
Agricultural
School Trust

University Trust

Charitable,
Educational,
Penal, and
Reformatory
Institutions Trust
Capitol Grant

Normal School
Trust

Scientific School
Trust

State Forest
Transfer Lands
State Forest
Purchase Lands
Water Pollution
Control Division

1,780,582

74143

Acres

Supports construction of public K-12
schools

Supports Eastern Washington
University, Central Washington
University, Western Washington
University, and The Evergreen State
College

Supports the University of Washington

Supports institutions managed by the
Department of Social and Health
Services, Department of Corrections,
and the University of Washington

Supports state government office
buildings
Supports Washington State University

Supports Washington State University
Supports counties and junior taxing

districts in which the land is located

Supports King County DNRP’s
Wastewater Treatment Division

DNR-
MANAGED
STATE
TRUST
LANDS




TRUST Non-Forested
Acres Acres Acres
o1 — State Forest Transfer 21,356 1,506 22,862

03— Common School and 35,804 2,879 38,683
Indemnity

o4 — Agricultural School 1,105 65 1,171

o5 — University — Transferred 61 3 64 D N R -

06 — Charitable/Ed/Penal & 353 513

Reformatory MANAGED

o7 — Capitol Grant 8,182 638 8,820

08 — Normal School 2,504 156 2,660 LAN DS
09 — Escheat 960 1,109

10— Scientific School 3,141 3,335 I N KI N G
11 — University — Original 835 881

12 - Community College Forest 16 18 CO U NTY
Reserve

13 — Administrative Site

74 — Natural Area Preserve

75 — Natural Resources
Conservation Area

77 — King County Water Pollution

Control Division
TOTAL ACRES
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Revenue Generated from State Forest Trust Lands and KC
Water Pollution Control Division Lands, 2014-23

King County
Except WTD

King County
DNRP-WTD
School
Districts

State of
Washington
Fire Districts
Libraries
Hospitals

Port of Seattle

KC Flood
Control Dist.

Annual Total

2014

$575,000

$709,000

$668,629

$347,000
$215,000
$81,000
$47,000
$30,000

$21,000

2015

$331,000

$70,000
$350,369

$195,000
$49,000
$47,000
$18,000
$16,000

$12,000

2016

$660,000

$40,000
$779,910

$357,000
$60,000
$81,000
$72,000
$28,000

$21,000

$2,695,000 $1,089,000 $2,099,000

2017

$225,000

$289,000

$243,138

$117,000
$56,000
$30,000
$7,000
$9,000

$7,000

2018

$363,000

$89,000

$381,088

$292,000
$133,000
$45,000
$29,000
$14,000

$11,000

2019

$807,000

$330,000

$832,780

$641,000
$308,000
$91,000
$28,000
$30,000

$24,000

$780,000

$51,000

$779,006

$709,000
$264,000
$85,000
$63,000
$28,000

$22,000

$983,000 $1,356,000 $3,091,000 $2,781,000

$1,168,000

$741,000

$1,160,976

$1,081,000
$227,000
$125,000
$38,000
$42,000

$31,000
$4,615,000

$713,000

$1,083,000

$702,885

$653,000
$215,000
$76,000
$58,000
$26,000

$19,000

202310-Yr Total

$238,000

$1,173,000

$238,232

$216,000
$50,000
$25,000
$19,000
$9,000

$6,000

$3, 5461000 $1,973,000

$5,861,000

$4,569,000

$6,139,000

$4,610,000
$1,578,892
$687,000

$379,000
$232,000

$174,000

$24,223,000




Methods for Transferring Trust Lands from DNR to

King County

Direct Transfer

Land Exchange

Trust Land Transfer (TLT)

Reconveyance

Allows trust land in any category to be transferred to other public
agencies at fair market value, which allows the recipient to use
these lands for any purpose that is consistent with local zoning.
DNR uses the revenue to purchase of replacement lands for the
same trust.

Allows for the exchange of trust land and the timber on it for any
land of equal value.

Allows DNR to transfer trust lands (from any trust) to conservation
status, to be managed for ecological and recreation purposes.
Funding from the state legislature is used to purchase replacement
land that provides revenue generation opportunities for the same
trust.

Allows state forest trust lands to be returned to county ownership
for park purposes, starting with an application from the county
legislative body. No cost to the county for the land but county
covers survey and administrative costs of the transfer. DNR retains
timber rights.




Parcel Number General Location Method &Timing of
Transfer

Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT

Parcels Recommended 3623069036 Szl 0 Area(MICNA) 2025-2027

Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT

for Transfer cs o L 20252027

TLT
« Benefits & costs of current 3623069015 . Carey Creek 2025-2027

management vs. potential KC - Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT
manage ment 2623069011 SFTL . Area 2025-2027

) o _ Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT
e Key factors include: proximity to IS SFTL : Area 2025-2027

KC Parks (and other DNR _ Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT
parcels); benefits for water 262306901 SFTL : Area 2025-2027

quality, stream habitat; forest - Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT
condition; access: revenue 2623069014 L 8 Area 2025-2027

ot ! Middle Issaquah Creek Natural TLT
pote ntial 2623069021 SFTL . Area 2025-2027
2625069016 : Patterson Creek Natural Area  2027-2029

TLT, Direct, or Cooperative
Management
: Auburn Narrows 2027-2029

TOTAL




ribal Governments to be Consulted on Land
‘ransfers

« DNR-led or King County-led,

. Tribal Land Ownership in King County.
depending on transfer method P J 4
o TLT. Tr|bal consultation is part of DNR’s 49,600 White, Green, Cedar, Vashon Island
existing process 12,428 Snoqualmie, Sammamish

1,003 Skykomish
. King County should consult with Puyallup Hylebos Creek, Vashon Island

29
Tribes in areas in which they have Upper Skagit E Snoqualmie

: : Sammamish
cultural heritage, family legacy, Treaty Duwamish [ Duwamish

rights, or the presence of or proximity 3 Green
to reservation land or other Tribally
owned land




Recommendations for Cooperative Management
with DNR

Reinstate reqular (quarterly) meetings between DNR and King County to
receive information on proposed or planned harvested and projected revenue.

KC DNRP Forestry staff visit proposed harvest sites with DNR staff to conduct
field assessments

Create a committee with representatives of junior taxing districts to participate
in quarterly meetings.

King County Council could begin directing a portion of the revenue from harvest
of DNR land to DNRP Forestry to support involvement in collaborative
Mmanagement.

Explore potential for a joint forest carbon project on State Forest Trust Lands.
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Il. Executive Summary

This report provides an assessment of land managed by the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) in King County, including the extent, forest cover, and history of harvest on these lands,
as well as revenue and other values generated from them. It also provides an assessment of the
potential for transfer of these lands from DNR to King County, with recommendations on parcels that
should be prioritized for transfer and improvements to cooperative forest management between DNR
and King County on all other parcels.

A. DNR-Managed Lands in King County

DNR manages 5.6 million acres of forest, range, agricultural, aquatic, and commercial lands across the
state, including state trust lands of which DNR is the manager for a variety of different trusts and their
beneficiaries.! DNR trust lands include both federally granted lands and State Forest Trust Lands, most
of which were harvested and abandoned lands that were acquired by counties through tax foreclosures
in the 1920s and 1930s. To encourage reforestation and facilitate their management, counties deeded
the lands to the state, and they became part of the statutory trust.? State Forest Trust Lands may be
used for forestry, sale of valuable material, and leasing, where appropriate. Counties are beneficiaries of
these lands and distribute a portion of the revenue they receive to junior taxing districts; these funds
help pay for county services, schools, fire districts, ports, hospitals, libraries, and other services.?

Within King County, there are more than 100,000 acres of DNR-managed land, including 28,384 acres of
natural areas, 22,862 acres of trust lands for which King County is the beneficiary, and more than 50,000
acres of trust lands managed for other trusts. In addition, just under 6,000 acres of forestland were
transferred to DNR in 1995 to be managed for the benefit of King County’s Water Pollution Control
District. Like State Forest Trust Lands, these lands are managed for long-term forestry for the benefit of
King County’s Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) of the Department of Natural Resources and Parks
(DNRP).* DNR-managed lands are concentrated in three areas in King County: a northern group of
parcels, located east of Duvall near the border with Snohomish County; a central group of parcels,
located on either side of I-90 from Issaquah to east of North Bend; and a southern group of parcels,
located on either side of the Green River.

DNR-managed trust lands provide economic, conservation, and recreation value to the county and its
residents. Thousands of acres managed by DNR are used for recreation, including some of the most
widely used recreation areas along the 1-90 corridor. Trust lands in King County are primarily conifer-
dominated forests between 40 and 80 years old, but also include approximately 7,000 acres estimated
to be more than 80 years old, with those over 120 years old protected from harvest.

1 Ohlson-Kiehn, K, Anderson, L., Brodie, A., and Hayes, A. Trust Land Performance: Charting a Course for the
Future. Presentation to the Washington State Association of Counties, 17 March 2021.
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/tlpa wsac presentation.pdf

2 https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=79.22.040

3 DNR. 2021. Trust Lands Performance Assessment Project: Charting a Course for the Future. Legislative Report,
January 2021. Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Olympia, WA. 52 p.
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/em tlpa lege report complete.pdf

4 DNR, 2006, 13. https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/Im psf policy sustainable forests.pdf
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Since 1976, just under 20,000 acres of DNR-managed trust lands in King County have been harvested.
Approximately a quarter of this acreage (4,788 acres) was harvested before 2000, while roughly 6,000
acres per decade were harvested in the 2000s and 2010s (6,158 and 5,684 acres, respectively); 2,680
acres have been harvested so far in the 2020s. Over the past decade, a total of $24.2 million in revenue
has been generated for King County and its junior taxing districts from DNR-managed lands. Just over
$10 million has remained with the County, including $4.6 million to WTD because it receives revenue
generated on King County Water Pollution Control District lands, while Roads and the General Fund
received the next largest allotments ($3.2 million and $1.1 million, respectively). Among junior taxing
districts, revenue went primarily to school districts, which collectively received $6.1 million over the past
decade, while the State of Washington received $4.6 million, which also was allocated to school funds.
Fire districts in King County received $1.6 million and smaller amounts went to hospitals and libraries.

B. Potential for Transfer of DNR-Managed Land to King County

This report provides a discussion of four mechanisms to transfer DNR-managed land to King County
ownership, including direct transfer, land exchange, Trust Land Transfer (TLT), and reconveyance, each
of which has different benefits and risks or costs. Direct transfer allows trust land to be transferred to
eligible recipients at fair market value, and DNR uses the revenue to purchase replacement lands for the
same trust. Land exchange allows for the exchange of any state land and the timber on it for any land of
equal value, as long as it does not reduce the publicly owned forestland base. TLT is a legislative tool for
DNR to move land from trust status to conservation status, with a focus on lands with high ecological
value and public benefits for recreation, but limited potential to generate income due to physical, legal,
or other constraints. Reconveyance allows for State Forest Trust Lands to be transferred from DNR to
counties for park purposes.

On parcels where benefits of land transfer are found to justify the cost, Trust Land Transfer is
recommended as the first choice means of transfer where it is applicable. Reconveyance is a tool that
could be explored in specific cases, in particular those where there is strong revenue potential, which
typically makes TLT a less applicable tool. Land exchange is not recommended as a means of transfer as
a general approach. Similarly, direct transfer may be appropriate in some specific cases, but the use of
acquisition funds for lands that are already publicly owned is unlikely to provide as many benefits as the
acquisition of privately owned lands, especially those that are at risk of land-use conversion.

DNRP evaluated the benefits of current management of State Forest Trust Lands and other DNR-
managed lands versus how the County might manage those lands if ownership was transferred. DNRP
focused on parcels for which a conservation or recreation gain could be achieved by transferring
ownership to King County. While a number of these parcels were identified as having possible gains, in
most cases, further analysis would be required to assess those potential gains and determine whether
they justify the added cost of managing the land. The list of parcels for which that analysis was sufficient
to definitively suggest transfer to King County includes eight parcels that are currently part of an
application for the TLT program in the 2023-25 biennium, one parcel that is expected to be part of TLT
applications for the next biennium, and one parcel that could either be part of a future TLT application
or could benefit from a cooperative management approach. Each of the latter two parcels are adjacent
to King County Parks properties, are isolated from other large blocks of DNR-managed trust lands, and
have limited potential for revenue generation, making them strong candidates for TLT.
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While transfer of parcels to King County ownership is one pathway to effect change in management,
another pathway is through development of cooperative management practices between DNRP and
DNR. DNRP recommends five strategies to advance cooperative management:

1) Reinstate regular meetings between DNR and King County to receive information on proposed
or planned harvests and projected revenue.

2) Begin regular coordination between King County Forestry staff and DNR staff to visit proposed
harvest sites and conduct field assessments.

3) Create a committee with representatives from each of King County’s junior taxing districts to
participate in the quarterly meetings, receive information on projected revenue, and provide
input.

4) Begin directing a portion of the revenue from DNR harvests of which King County is a beneficiary
to the DNRP Forestry Program to support DNRP’s involvement in the collaborative management
described above and for forestry activities that support forest carbon storage and related goals
in the Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP) and Clean Water Healthy Habitat.

5) Explore the potential for a joint forest carbon project that would allow DNRP and DNR to pilot
generating revenue from a mix of carbon and timber.

An important outcome of this work is the webmap that was created, which was used to evaluate DNR-
managed parcels and will continue to be a valuable resource in making future decisions that support
collaborative management and responsible stewardship.®

Ill. Background
Department Overview

The Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) supports sustainable and livable communities
and a clean and healthy natural environment. Its mission is also to foster environmental stewardship
and strengthen communities by providing regional parks, protecting the region’s water, air, working
lands, and natural habitats, and reducing, safely disposing of, and creating resources from wastewater
and solid waste.

The Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) has a biennial budget of approximately $485 million.
WLRD provides stormwater management services for unincorporated areas, supports three watershed-
based salmon recovery forums, acquires and manages open space, restores habitat-forming processes
on streams and major river systems, monitors water quality, controls noxious weeds, and provides
economic and technical support for forestry and agriculture. As the primary service provider to the King
County Flood Control District, WLRD reduces flood hazards to people, property, and infrastructure;
inspects and maintains more than 500 river facilities; and partners in floodplain restoration.
Additionally, WLRD operates the County’s Environmental Lab and Science sections, which provide
environmental monitoring, data analysis, and management and modeling services to partners,
jurisdictions, and residents throughout the region. The King County Hazardous Waste Management
Program—a collaborative effort with King County and its municipalities—is also part of WLRD.

5

https://gisenterprise.kingcounty.gov/portal/apps/instant/basic/index.html?appid=3ea80590923c4bc48d1c055298
438b76 (accessible with King County login).
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Historical Context

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) manages 5.6 million acres of forest,
range, agricultural, aquatic, and commercial lands across the state, including trust lands where DNR is
the manager for a variety of different trusts and their beneficiaries (Figure 1).° These state trust lands
are divided into two categories: federally granted lands (also referred to as State Lands) and State
Forestlands (or State Forest Trust Lands, the term used throughout this report) (Figure 2).

The federally granted lands were bestowed by the U.S. Congress when Washington became a state in
1889. Management of the lands is guided by the federal Omnibus Enabling Act of 1889 as well as the
Washington State Constitution, which directs sale, lease, and management of these lands.” They cover
approximately 3 million acres and were granted to provide support for a range of public needs, with
revenue from them primarily funding public schools and universities (Table 1).

State Forest Trust Lands cover 619,319 acres across 21 counties. This category includes two sub-
categories: State Forest Transfer Lands and State Forest Purchase Lands (Table 1). The majority (539,926
acres) are State Forest Transfer Lands, most of which were harvested and abandoned lands that were
acquired by counties through tax foreclosures in the 1920s and 1930s. In order to encourage
reforestation and facilitate their management, counties deeded them to the state and they became part
of the statutory trust, with management guided by state law.® An additional 79,393 acres are State
Forest Purchase Lands that were either purchased by the state or acquired as gifts; these lands did not
pass through counties and are not part of the statutory trust (Table 1). State Forest Trust Lands generate
95 percent of their revenue from timber and counties are beneficiaries. Counties then distribute a
portion of the revenue they receive to junior taxing districts; these funds help pay for county services,
state schools, fire districts, ports, hospitals, libraries, and other services.®

Figure 1. DNR-Managed Lands Across Washington, by Trust.
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% Ohlson-Kiehn et al., 2021.

7 DNR, 2006.

8 https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=79.22.040
° DNR, 2021.
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Figure 2. State trust Lands, including federally granted lands and State Forestlands (or State Forest Trust
Lands).1°

State Lands State Forestlands
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Table 1. State trust lands by trust (Data provided by DNR).

Trust Trust Statewide | Beneficiary Use
Category Acres
Federally | Common School Trust 1,780,582 | Supports construction of public K-12
granted schools
Agricultural School Trust 71,143 Supports Eastern Washington University,
Central Washington University, Western
Washington University, and The Evergreen
State College
University Trust 89,061 Supports the University of Washington
Charitable, Educational, 71,444 Supports institutions managed by the
Penal, and Reformatory Department of Social and Health Services,
Institutions Trust Department of Corrections, and the
University of Washington
Capitol Grant 109,489 Supports state government office
buildings
Normal School Trust 66,800 Supports Washington State University
Scientific School Trust 84,252 Supports Washington State University
State State Forest Transfer 539,926 Supports counties and junior taxing
Forest Lands districts in which the land is located
Trust State Forest Purchase 79,393
Lands Lands
Other Water Pollution Control 5,960 Supports King County DNRP’s Wastewater
Division Treatment Division

10 Ohlson-Kiehn et al., 2021.
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Much of the authorization for the system of state trust land management originated in the 1920s. In
1923, the State Forest Board was created and the Reforestation Act was enacted, authorizing the
purchase of forestlands for timber. All State Forest Purchase Lands were to be used primarily for
forestry; the timber could be sold and the land could be leased but not sold.! Four years later, in 1927,
State Forest Transfer Lands began to be established.’?> When DNR was created in 1957, it was assighed
responsibility as trust manager for state trust lands.*?

A more recent addition to DNR’s forest management portfolio is just under 6,000 acres of forestland
that were transferred from King County to DNR for management in 1995 for the benefit of King County’s
Water Pollution Control District (which became part of DNRP in 1996 after Metro and King County
merged). Like State Forest Trust Lands, these lands are managed for long-term forestry for the benefit of
DNRP’s Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD).*

In addition to trust lands, DNR manages forests within two types of natural areas: Natural Area
Preserves (NAP), which cover 41,344 acres statewide, and Natural Resources Conservation Areas
(NRCA), which cover more than 125,000 acres across the state.'® These areas are managed for
protection of native ecosystems, habitat, and ecological communities, while allowing for low-impact
public use; revenue production is not required.®

Current Context

DNR-Managed Forestlands in King County

As the manager of state trust lands, DNR is legally responsible for generating revenue and other benefits
for each trust in perpetuity.!” DNR follows land management policies established by the Board of
Natural Resources, which includes representatives of each trust beneficiary, such as K-12 schools, the
University of Washington and Washington State University, a governor’s representative, and a timber
counties representative. The Board approves timber sales; approves sales, exchanges, or purchases of
trust lands; and establishes the sustainable harvest level for forested State Trust Lands.*®

A portion of the revenue produced from state trust lands supports DNR’s management, with revenue
from federally granted lands placed into the Resource Management Cost Account (RMCA) and revenue
from State Forest Transfer Lands placed in the Forest Development Account (FDA). The distribution can
change over time, but currently beneficiaries receive 75 percent of revenue from State Forest Transfer
Lands. For State Forest Purchase Lands, 50 percent is placed in the FDA, 23.5 percent goes to the state
general fund, and 26.5 percent goes to the beneficiaries. In the case of King County Water Pollution
District lands, 31 percent goes to the RMCA account and 69 percent goes to King County.*®

11 DNR, 2006. https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/Im psf policy sustainable forests.pdf
12 Ohlson-Kiehn et al., 2021.

13DNR, 2021.

14 DNR, 2006, 13.

15 DNR, 2021.

16 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/natural-areas

17 DNR, 2006.

18 https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=43.30.205

19DNR, 2021.
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In addition to revenue generation, the Multiple Use Act directs DNR to allow for other land uses, such as
recreation, hunting, fishing, education, scientific studies, and watershed protection, as long as they do
not interfere with meeting the financial obligations to the trust beneficiaries.?°

King County and its junior taxing districts are the trust beneficiaries of 22,862 acres of State Forest Trust
Lands, 93 percent of which are forested. In addition, DNR manages more than 50,000 acres of forestland

in King County for other trusts and manages 28,384 acres of natural areas (Table 2).

Table 2. DNR-Managed Lands in King County (Data provided by DNR).

TRUST Forested Acres | Non-Forested Acres | Total Acres
01 — State Forest Transfer 21,356 1,506 22,862
03 — Common School and Indemnity 35,804 2,879 38,683
04 — Agricultural School 1,105 65 1,171
05 — University — Transferred 61 3 64

06 — Charitable/Ed/Penal & Reformatory 353 160 513

07 — Capitol Grant 8,182 638 8,820
08 — Normal School 2,504 156 2,660
09 — Escheat 960 149 1,109
10 — Scientific School 3,141 195 3,335
11 — University — Original 835 47 881

12 — Community College Forest Reserve 16 2 18

13 — Administrative Site 7 4 11

74 — Natural Area Preserve 2,343 77 2,420
75 — Natural Resources Conservation Area | 26,041 3,302 29,343
77 — King County Water Pollution Control 5,525 436 5,960
Division

TOTAL ACRES 108,233 9,619 117,851

King County DNRP Managed Forestlands

King County owns and manages approximately 30,000 acres in over 200 individual management units.
More than 28,000 acres of this land are forested and managed by King County Parks. This includes
approximately 4,000 acres of working forest, defined as “land managed to balance sustainable timber
production with conservation, ecological restoration, and public use.”?! Across county-managed lands,
the DNRP forestry program assesses forest conditions, determines management priorities, and
implements forest management practices with a focus on long-term climate resilience, while balancing
forestry activities with recreational uses. Any forestland acquired from DNR by King County would
ultimately be managed by King County Parks.

20 https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=79.10.120

21 King County. 2022. Open Space Plan: Parks, Trails, and Natural Areas 2022 Update. King County Department of
Natural Resources and Parks. Seattle, WA. 98 p., vi. https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/services/parks-
recreation/parks/openspace/2022 KC OpenSpacePlan Update Final.ashx?la=en&hash=98D52B0EC7873364A18C
BO52E1B97B12
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Report Methodology

DNRP staff worked to compile a wide range of spatial and stand-based forest data in consultation with
DNR staff and other King County staff. DNRP worked with King County Information Technology (KCIT) to
create maps and a rks, Tribal lands, watersheds, King County Council Districts, urban growth areas, and
the Forest Production District. DNRP also obtained forest inventory data for state trust lands from DNR’s
Remote Sensing Forest Resource Inventory System (RS-FRIS) dataset. RS-FRIS provides modeled forest
conditions for each of DNR’s Resource Inventory Units (RIUs) based on field data and remotely sensed
data at a scale of 1/10%" of an acre. For past timber harvests, DNRP used a dataset provided by DNR that
is used to track harvest activities on DNR-managed lands, which is derived from various datasets in its
Land Resources Manager system. DNRP analyzed past harvests by year and decade, by harvest
technique, and by region. The department also obtained a data layer from DNR that included all
encumbrances to identify leases on trust lands.

DNRP included data on forest composition and age and completed timber harvests in the webmap,
using those data to create summaries of forest types, age classes, and harvest histories. For the static
maps (Appendix B), DNRP used the percent hardwood variable from RS-FRIS to group forests into four
forest types: conifer-dominated, conifer-mixed, deciduous-mixed, and deciduous-dominated. From the
same dataset, DNRP used the age variable (calculated from a composite of known dates of stand
initiation that were recorded in historical inventory data and predicted dates in cases where these data
were not recorded) and grouped forests into four age classes: 0-40 years, 40-80 years, 80-120 years, and
120+ years.

DNRP worked with staff from King County’s Finance and Business Operations Division and the Assessor’s
Office, as well as the DNR Office of Budget and Economics, to compile revenue data; with the DNRP
Tribal Liaison on tribal consultation; and with WLRD, the Parks Division (King County Parks), and the
Director’s Office to develop recommendations based on the information compiled. To identify parcels
for potential acquisition, DNRP consulted with King County Parks Open Space staff and WLRD Basin
Stewards, who have expertise in specific geographies within the County and asked them to review the
webmap to identify any parcels that are currently DNR-managed state trust land where there could be a
conservation or recreation gain by transferring ownership to King County. The list and map of parcels
were then presented to the Land Conservation Initiative (LCl) team for review, and the refined list was
reviewed by the DNRP Director’s Office.

IV. Report Requirements

C. Review of Methods for Transferring Trust Lands from State to County Ownership (A.1)
This section describes the four methods available to transfer DNR-managed trust lands from state to
county ownership: direct transfer, land exchange, Trust Land Transfer, and reconveyance. Each of these
methods has specific criteria (including which types of lands are eligible) and processes required to

implement them. Each method also requires approval from the Board of Natural Resources, which
assesses proposed transfers, with an emphasis on whether it is in the best interest of the trust involved.
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Direct Transfer

Direct transfer allows trust land in any category to be transferred to other public agencies at fair market
value, which allows the recipient to use the land for any purpose allowed by local zoning. DNR uses the
revenue to purchase replacement lands for the same trust.

Benefits
e The County can obtain high-priority parcels without restrictions on how the land is used.

Risks

e The County assumes financial responsibility for long-term management of the parcels.

e This approach may be less likely to provide significant conservation benefits relative to spending an
equivalent amount to purchase privately owned land, since it is already in public ownership.

Land Exchange

Land exchange allows for the exchange of any State Trust Land and the timber on it for any land of equal
value with other public or private parties, as long as it does not reduce the publicly owned forestland
base. This exchange may be done for several reasons, including for DNR to acquire county-owned land.
Any land exchanges must be approved by the Board of Natural Resources, which evaluates whether the
exchange is in the best interest of the trust for which the state land is held. Prior to exchanging land,
DNR is required to consult with state legislative members, other state and federal agencies, Tribes, local
governments, conservation groups, and other interested parties to identify and address whether the
state lands being considered for exchange have the potential to be used for open space, parks, schools,
or critical habitat, and to address any cultural resource issues.??

Benefits

o The County may have an opportunity to acquire land with high conservation value, but that is less
desirable to keep in the trust because it has low revenue-generating value without having to raise
funds to purchase the land.

e There may be land owned by the County on which it generates little revenue due to staffing or other
constraints that are not a barrier for DNR (e.g., where the lands are in proximity to other land DNR is
actively managing). In these cases, land provided for exchange may become revenue-generating
under DNR management.

e There may be parcels owned by the County that are under the management of a department other
than DNRP that could be candidates for land exchange (e.g., another department could have surplus
lands with no conservation value that could be traded for lands of high conservation value).

Risks

e The County assumes financial responsibility for the long-term management of the parcels.

e Any land the County would offer for the exchange would need to have enough revenue-generating
potential to be deemed in the interest of the trust. In many cases, this land may be of equal benefit
to the County if it retains ownership.

e The County would be limited in lands available for exchange, since any lands with habitat, cultural,
or recreational purposes would not be good candidates. For these lands, it would be preferable to
keep them under King County DNRP management, where there is no mandate to generate revenue
from them.

22 https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=79.17.010
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e Parcels that would be likely candidates for this process may also be candidates for Trust Land
Transfer, which would not require providing any County land in exchange.

Trust Land Transfer

Trust Land Transfer (TLT) is a legislative tool for DNR to move land from trust status to conservation
status, with a focus on lands with high ecological value and public benefits for recreation, but limited
potential to generate income due to physical, legal, or other constraints. TLT was established in 1989
and revitalized in 2022 to meet the goals of maintaining ecological and public benefits. This is done by
transferring high-priority parcels and replacing the transferred parcels with ones that can be managed
for timber production or other types of revenue to improve the financial performance of state trust
lands. Over 125,000 acres of state trust lands have been transferred through the program, including
portions of public lands in King County, such as Mount Si NRCA (70 percent from TLT), Squak Mountain
State Park, and Lake Sammamish State Park.?® DNR has purchased more than 55,000 acres of revenue-
generating replacement lands.?*

As of 2022, any State Trust Land is eligible to be considered for TLT. This is a change from the past, when
only land in the K-12 Common School Trust was eligible. The receiving agency must be a public agency,
such as a county, city, public utility, or DNR’s Natural Areas Program, or a federally recognized Tribe.
Parcels can be nominated by the receiving agency itself or by other organizations, as long as they have
obtained agreement from a receiving agency to accept and manage them.?® The receiving agency does
not have to purchase the parcels since the program is funded by the Washington State Legislature
through a legislative appropriation. However, the receiving agency is committing to the long-term
management of the parcels once they are transferred.

DNR reviews eligibility, prioritizes parcels, and seeks approval from the Board of Natural Resources. DNR
reviews all parcels proposed for the program to verify that each one has a receiving agency and that the
transfer is in the best interest of the trust beneficiaries. DNR also conducts outreach to Tribes and, if the
parcels are State Forest Trust Lands, to counties and their taxing districts. DNR then works with an
external advisory committee made up of nine to 12 members who represent trust beneficiaries, public
agencies, Tribes, overburdened communities and vulnerable populations, and other interested parties.?®
The advisory committee prioritizes parcels for each biennium using five criteria: ecological values, public
benefits, Tribal support, economic impacts, and community involvement and support.?’

The Board of Natural Resources votes to amend, if needed, and approve the prioritized list, which is sent
to the Legislature with a request for funding based on the estimated fair market value of all parcels on
the list. The legislature sets a funding level, which may include some or all of the parcels. In 2023, for
example, five out of 10 parcels submitted by DNR were selected for funding. For selected parcels, an
appraisal is conducted and the value of each parcel, including timber, is placed in an account to be used
to purchase replacement lands for the affected trust. In the case of State Forest Trust Lands, the county

2 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/land-transactions/trust-land-transfer/success-stories

24 DNR (Washington State Department of Natural Resources). 2022. Trust Land Transfer Land Portfolio
Management Tool 2023-25. Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Olympia, WA. 32 p.

25 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/land-transactions/trust-land-transfer/selecting-receiving-agency
26 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/land-transactions/trust-land-transfer/advisory-committee

27 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/land-transactions/trust-land-transfer/prioritizing-list
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in which the parcel is located can request a portion of the value of the timber or other valuable
materials on the transferred land as a one-time payment (Figure 3).%

Figure 3. Trust Land Transfer for State Forest Trust Lands.?®

. b d ) Parkland Trust Revolving Fund State Trust
6 100% Land Value® e— Land Purchase

* Counties can request a portion of the

Appropriation
appraised timber value as a one-time payment

DNR seeks replacement lands that provide opportunities for revenue generation. In the case of State
Forest Trust Lands, DNR tries to locate those replacement lands in the same county and, where possible,
in the same tax district as the parcels being transferred.*

Benefits

e The County can obtain additional open space with no cost for acquisition.

e DNR can move lands that have high conservation value to a status for which revenue generation is
no longer needed.

e The process is well-established and widely seen as beneficial for DNR, its beneficiaries, the receiving
agencies, and the public, and it has the approval of and funding from the state Legislature.

e An explicit analysis of the effect on trust beneficiaries minimizes impacts to trust beneficiaries,
including counties and junior taxing districts.

e In cases where State Forest Trust Lands are being transferred, there is a possibility of improving
revenue generation for the County and junior taxing districts.

e Counties have “flexibility to request a portion of the appraised timber value of the transferred
parcel as a one-time payment.”3! This would allow the County to minimize near-term impacts on
junior taxing districts since this one-time payment could be distributed in place of timber revenue.
This is particularly beneficial if nominated parcels are scheduled for harvest within the next several
years, resulting in only a short-term loss in harvest revenue.

Risks

e The County assumes financial responsibility for the long-term management of the parcels.

e Alimited number of parcels are chosen for funding each biennium, so there is a risk that high-
priority parcels for the County would not be selected.

e Inthe case of State Forest Trust Lands, there can be uneven impacts to junior taxing districts, as
replacement lands may be located within a different tax area code than transferred lands, so future
revenue could go to a different district.

e If high-priority conservation lands also have a strong potential for revenue generation, TLT would
not be an effective means of transfer.

28 DNR, 2022; https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/land-transactions/trust-land-transfer/transfer-and-
replacement

22 DNR, 2022, 6.

30 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/managed-lands/land-transactions/trust-land-transfer/transfer-and-replacement
31 DNR, 2022, 5.
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Reconveyance

Since 1969, state law has allowed for State Forest Trust Lands to be reconveyed by counties for park
purposes. Reconveyance begins with a county determining that State Forest Trust Lands acquired by the
state from that county under RCW 79.22.040 are needed by the county for public park use.3? An
application must be submitted by the county in the form of a resolution or order from a county
legislative body that includes an outline of public recreation needs consistent with State Outdoor
Recreation Plans. It also requires documentation of compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA).32 DNR evaluates the proposal and presents it to the Board of Natural Resources. If the
application is approved, the land is deeded to the county.3*

After reconveyance, DNR retains the timber rights, so the timber resources continue to be managed by
DNR “to the extent that this is consistent with park purposes” and is approved by the county.* Once
land has been reconveyed, DNR contacts the county five and ten years after the deed transfer to
determine if the land is being used for public park purposes.3® If the land is not ultimately used or ceases
to be used for park purposes, it can be conveyed back to DNR.*’

Reconveyance is a much less commonly used tool than TLT, but has been used or explored by some
counties, both in cases where the county wanted less timber harvest and where the county wanted
more timber harvest than under DNR management. A prominent example of the former is Whatcom
County’s reconveyance of 8,844 acres of forestland around Lake Whatcom. According to Whatcom
County Parks and Recreation, “the county recognized that efforts to provide additional protection to the
Lake Whatcom watershed and water quality could also be accommodated through the broad
interpretation of park purposes and implementation of best management practices.”

According to Whatcom County documents and staff, it was a lengthy process, beginning with the county
formulating a proposal in 2006. It was not until 2013 that the proposal was approved by the county
council and DNR’s Board of Natural Resources, and the deed was signed in 2014. The proposal was
widely supported but, according to Whatcom County staff, did face some opposition from the timber
industry and school district since it would take those acres out of timber production and would affect
revenue to the county and junior taxing districts, which include schools. Once transferred, Whatcom
County sought to manage the forest toward older forest conditions, to provide watershed benefits, low-
impact recreation, and connectivity to existing trails, parks, and communities.3® In Whatcom County’s
review of the potential for recreational use on the reconveyed land, it was noted that, while recreational
uses are allowed on State Forest Trust Lands, there were no established trail systems or facilities and

32 https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=79.22.040

33 DNR. 2012. Reconveyance of Forest Land to a County for Public Park Purposes. DNR Procedure PR15-007-011, 5
July 2012; https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=79.22.040

34 DNR (Washington State Department of Natural Resources). 2017. Reconveyance of State Forest Transfer Lands.
Presentation to the Board of Natural Resources, 4 April 2017.

35 RCW 79.22.310: Timber resource management. (wa.gov)

36 DNR, 2012.

37 https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79.22.300

38 Whatcom County Parks and Recreation. 2016. Lookout Mountain Forest Preserve and Lake Whatcom Park
Recreational Trail Plan. June 2016. 52 p., 2

39 Whatcom County Parks and Recreation. 2014. Lake Whatcom Reconveyance. Park Planning Session
Presentation, 29 April 2014. https://www.whatcomcounty.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/793.
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there was “a substantial amount of unauthorized...trail building.”*° As such, management by Whatcom
County was seen as enhancing recreational opportunities and management.

Benefits

e There is no cost to King County for the acquisition of the parcels, so there is potential for the County
to acquire parcels of high conservation priority without acquisition costs.

e If high-priority conservation lands have strong potential for revenue generation, reconveyance could
be a more effective means of transfer than TLT.

e Forest management for forest health is allowed, so there could be an opportunity to generate
revenue from thinning projects, depending on the forest conditions. Since DNR retains the timber
rights on reconveyed parcels, any revenue would be distributed in the same manner as timber
harvests prior to reconveyance.

Risks

e The County would take ownership of the parcels and become responsible for operations and
management costs.

e There would be lost revenue from future timber harvests on the reconveyed parcels, which would
affect the County and junior taxing districts.

A. Potential Benefits and Risks of King County Taking Ownership (A.2)

This section will include a discussion of some of the benefits and risks of King County taking ownership
of some or all State Forest Trust Lands.

Any decision to transfer DNR-managed land to King County would require an assessment of the
potential benefits and risks associated with the change in forest ownership and management. To assess
potential risks and benefits of County-versus-DNR ownership of trust lands broadly, it is important to
understand baseline management strategies that govern how lands are managed by the two entities.
For any specific parcels, more detailed analysis of forest conditions and other site variables would be
needed. This is particularly true for potential climate mitigation effects, which require analysis at the
forest stand level. Nonetheless, some broad inferences can be made by evaluating management
guidelines and practices for each agency.

DNR Forest Management

DNR forestlands are managed under the Policy for Sustainable Forests, which is intended to guide DNR’s
management “to conserve and enhance the natural systems and resources of forested state trust lands
managed by DNR to produce long-term, sustainable trust income, and environmental and other benefits
for the people of Washington.”*! This policy provides direction for DNR to manage for economic
performance, ecosystem health and productivity, and social and cultural benefits from forested trust
lands.

40 Whatcom County. 2013. Review of the Lake Whatcom Reconveyance Proposal Recreational Use 1/15/13.
https://www.whatcomcounty.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/797.
“1 DNR, 2006, 3.
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DNR manages forestland in compliance with federal and state laws as well as Board of Natural
Resources policy. Among federal laws, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) strongly influences DNR
activities. To comply with the ESA, DNR signed a multispecies habitat conservation plan in 1997. The
State Trust Land Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) covers 1.6 million acres of forested state trust lands
and focuses on providing habitat for northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and riparian-dependent
species, such as salmon and bull trout. It also requires conservation actions for uncommon habitats and
habitat elements, such as old-growth forests in the five habitat conservation planning units in Western
Washington. Two of the five Western Washington HCP planning units include parts of King County:
North Puget Sound and South Puget Sound.*?

In addition, in 2006, the Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan was adopted to support protection
and restoration of salmon and aquatic habitats. This plan ensures state compliance with the ESA as
applied to several salmonid stocks and the federal Clean Water Act. This conservation plan applies to all
forested state trust lands, including those not covered by the State Trust Land HCP. Each of these plans
strive to assure long-term conservation of many species and their habitats while providing public
recreation opportunities and a sustainable source of timber.*?

DNR also manages in compliance with state laws related to public land management.* This includes the
sustainable harvest requirement, which directs DNR to manage for sustainable yield, defined as
“management of the forest to provide harvesting on a continuing basis without major prolonged
curtailment or cessation of harvest.”* DNR must calculate and periodically adjust a sustainable harvest
level, defined as “the volume of timber scheduled for sale from state-owned lands during a planning
decade as calculated by DNR and approved by the Board of Natural Resources.”*® In the process of
calculating the sustainable harvest level, some stands that are considered important to meeting
ecological objectives may be designated as either short-term or long-term harvest deferrals. Under
current state policy, this includes deferred harvest for old-growth stands (five acres or larger that
originated naturally before 1850).%” Other policies that affect the scale of DNR timber harvests include
those related to watershed systems, under which DNR “generally limits the size of even-aged harvest
units to 100 acres,” unless there are ecological benefits to larger harvest areas, such as reducing the
number of roads needed.*

Another key law guiding DNR management is the Forest Practices Act, which applies to all nonfederal
and non-Tribal forestlands, including DNR-managed state trust lands, and is intended to protect public
resources and maintain a viable timber industry.*® Most DNR harvests are also reviewed under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

In addition, all DNR-managed forestland is certified under the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFl) and
DNR-managed lands south of 1-90 are also certified by the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC). Each of

42 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/forest-resources/habitat-conservation-state-trust-lands

43 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/forest-practices/forest-practices-habitat-conservation-plan
44 https://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/dispo.aspx?cite=79

4> DNR, 2006, 28.

46 DNR, 2006, 18.

47 DNR, 2006.

48 DNR, 2006, 37.

49 DNR, 2006; https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=76.09
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those certification programs require forestland managers to meet standards for environmental and
social responsibility while also ensuring the long-term economic viability of covered forestland.

Thus, although DNR manages land for sustainable timber harvest as a fiduciary for trust beneficiaries,
various management plans and department objectives result in management that is generally less
intensive than typical industrial forestland.

King County DNRP Forest Management

Management of forestlands by King County Parks is guided by four primary documents: King County
Comprehensive Plan, Strategic Climate Action Plan (SCAP), Open Space Plan, and 30-Year Forest Plan. In
addition, Clean Water Healthy Habitat (CWHH) and the Land Conservation Initiative (LCl) set broad goals
related to forest cover that influence protection and management of forests by DNRP. CWHH highlights
forests and green space as one of six goal areas and sets the goal of no net loss of forest cover in any
King County watershed. LCI seeks to conserve 65,000 acres of high-priority land, much of which is
forested, over the next 30 years.

The King County Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan) was last updated in 2022 and is undergoing
a full update in 2024. There are several key policies in the Comprehensive Plan that provide guidance
and direction for management of County-owned forestlands. Among the current policies (and proposed
edits included in the Public Review Draft) are:

e R-622 - King County recognizes the many values provided by the public forestland in the county
and encourages continued responsible forest management on these lands. King County should
collaborate with other public land managers in planning for the restoration, conservation, use,
and management of forest resources on public lands for multiple public values, such as
sustainable supplies of timber, carbon storage and sequestration, and other ecosystem benefits.

e P-116 — Working forestland and conservation easements owned by King County shall provide
large tracts of forested property in the Rural Forest Focus Areas, the Forest Production District,
and Rural Area. These areas shall remain in active forestry, protect areas from development, or
provide a buffer between commercial forestland and adjacent residential development, and
may provide ecological or recreational benefits.

e P-117 — Management goals for working forestland owned by King County shall include
enhancing ecological benefits and functions, demonstrating best forest management practices,
providing passive recreation opportunities, and generating revenue to facilitate sustainable
management of those sites.>°

Executive Order PUT 8-18 (Implementation of Forestry Policies), which was issued in March 2002,
provides direction to DNRP, in coordination with other executive departments, to implement
Comprehensive Plan policies regarding forestry.>! The Executive Order stresses the need to balance
timber production, conservation and restoration of natural resources, and public use on County-owned
properties, and recognizes the value of County-owned forestlands as demonstration areas for sound
forestry practices.>?

50 King County, 2024. https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/council/comprehensive-plan/2024/2023-0440-
attachment-a.pdf?rev=84d600c276534543acd4e72ccdfff0a9e&hash=CFCCC4E17D42B996AC44CD7BE471930D

51 https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/about/policies/executive/utilitiesaeo/put818aeo

52 https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/about/policies/executive/utilitiesaeo/put818aeo
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The King County Strategic Climate Action Plan (2020) includes many strategies focused on protection
and management of public and private forestland in both rural and urban King County. Several of those
strategies help guide management of County-owned forestland, including:

e GHG 6.2.3 — Launch the Rural Forest Carbon Program and include options for both County-
owned and private forestland.

e GHG 6.3.1 — Complete forest stewardship plans: maintain progress toward completing plans to
inform restoration priorities and activities on King County-owned property.

e GHG 6.4.1 — Double the pace of forest restoration. Restoration will prioritize County-owned
forestlands most in need of ecological treatment per 2020 analysis and align with appropriate
Forest Stewardship Plans. Activities could include removing invasive species, young stand
management, and afforestation. King County’s objective is to place these additional acres on a
climate-ready trajectory, on a path toward later seral, mature forested conditions that can
better absorb and adapt to disturbances, such as changing temperatures, attacks by pests, and
diseases.”®

The Open Space Plan (2022) is a functional plan of the King County Comprehensive Plan and provides a
policy framework for how the County plans, develops, manages, and expands its complex of parks, trails,
and open space. There are several classifications for County-owned forestlands, which recognize the
potential uses and management objectives for each parcel. Although active forest management is an
explicit objective for lands designated as working forests, a range of active forest management practices
are possible on all forestlands to improve forest health, climate resilience, and recreational
opportunities. Key forest management-related policies included in the Open Space Plan include:

e 0S-115 - Management goals for working forestlands should include enhancing ecological
benefits and functions, demonstrating best forest management practices, providing passive
recreation opportunities, and generating revenue to facilitate sustainable management of those
sites.

e S0O-143 - King County will promote forest management and restoration to conserve and
enhance forest ecosystem health and contribute to improved water and air quality, surface
water management, fish and wildlife habitat, aesthetics, climate change adaptation, and energy
conservation.

e S0-144 - King County should be a leader in natural resource management by demonstrating
environmentally sound and sustainable forest practices on County-owned open space sites that
result in retention of forest cover and improved forest health. This may include adopting forest
management practices that promote carbon sequestration.

e S0-145 - King County will conserve and manage forested areas for the health of the forest
ecosystem and, where appropriate, as viable working resource lands.>*

The 2021 30-Year Forest Plan was developed to expand and enhance forest cover in King County by
2050. Although most of the priorities and goals outlined in the 30-Year Forest Plan were developed to
apply to all forestlands, regardless of ownership, several of the goals influence management of County-
owned forestland, including:

53 King County, 2020. https://kingcounty.gov/legacy/services/environment/climate/actions-strategies/strategic-
climate-action-plan.aspx
54 King County, 2022.
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e Goal 1.1 — Increase the amount of carbon stored in forests in King County to the greatest extent
practicable while protecting biodiversity and improving forest health.

e Goal 1.2 - Increase the resilience of existing forests and newly planted trees to the effects of
climate change.

e Goal 2.1 - Increase the area of healthy and resilient forestland.

e Goal 5.2 — Protect, increase, and improve the extent and health of forests in the headwaters of
salmon streams to improve ecological function and protect water quality and quantity.

e Goal 6.1 — Maintain and expand forest cover in areas identified as having poor water quality or
high pollutant loads to streams and rivers, where forest cover improvement can provide
benefits.

e Goal 7.1 — Maintain healthy working forests and prevent forest fragmentation and the
conversion of working forests to non-forested uses.

e Goal 7.2 — Increase the use of forestry practices that improve ecological functions (such as
carbon sequestration, fish and wildlife habitat, and hydrologic cycling) in working forests.>®

In addition to policy guidance, County-owned forestlands that are scheduled for significant timber
removal are currently certified under FSC or are proposed to be certified under FSC. Certification
provides important third-party oversight of timber harvests and reforestation.

Although revenue generation is never the primary objective of timber harvests on King County-owned
property, these actions may still generate revenue, which is earmarked for forest management
activities. Revenue from timber harvests on County-owned land, whether classified as working
forestland or not, is used to maintain, manage, and further conserve forested areas.

DNR and DNRP Management Summary

These plans and policies provide clear guidance to DNR and DNRP forest managers that forestland
should be managed for multiple benefits, which include endangered species recovery, improved forest
and ecosystem health, enhanced resilience to climate change, passive recreation, and sustainable forest
management. As trust land manager, DNR has the added fiduciary responsibility to generate revenue for
the benefit of trust beneficiaries.’® That additional responsibility results in DNR-managed forestlands
being managed more intensively than similar forests in the DNRP inventory.

Assessment of Potential Benefits and Risks

Many of the issues identified in section A.2 are captured in the seven priorities outlined in the 30-Year
Forest Plan (climate, forest health, urban forest canopy, human health, salmon habitat, water quality,
and quantity, sustainable timber).>” The following discussion assesses potential benefits and risks
associated with those priorities should King County assume ownership and management responsibility
for forestland currently managed by DNR. DNRP also addresses equity and social justice implications,
which were integrated into all seven of the priorities rather than treated separately. Financial issues are
addressed in section A.4, which covers revenue from DNR management. Transfer of parcels to King
County would lead to a loss of revenue from timber harvest as well as a need for funding to manage the
land once it is transferred. If King County used any of the transfer tools for all or a large portion of the

55 King County, 2021. https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/services/environment/water-and-land/forestry/forest-
policy/30-year-forest-plan.aspx

56 DNR, 2006.

57 King County, 2021.
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approximately 23,000 acres of State Forest Trust Lands, it would constitute a large increase in King
County Parks’ inventory, necessitating an increase in funding to manage that land.

Climate: Contribute to climate change mitigation by increasing carbon sequestration and storage in King
County forests and increase resilience and preparedness for climate change effects on forests.

Benefits

e Reduced removal of standing biomass; potential increase in carbon storage with extended harvest
age; potential to incorporate qualified stands into King County Forest Carbon Program to generate
revenue for future forestland protection; increased focus on sourcing seed from sites that represent
future modeled climate.

Risks

e Long-term reduction in carbon sequestration potential as managed forests, which capture
significant amounts of carbon during first 100 years, are replaced with reserve stands that exhibit
reduced rates of sequestration as forests mature.

Forest Health: Improve and restore forest health, including increasing resilience to disease, invasive
species, drought, and climate change; sustaining biodiversity, improving wildlife habitat, and restoring
connectivity; and maintaining or improving ecological functions.

Benefits
e Reduction in rates of timber harvest and shift in focus towards thinning and replanting with a more
diverse species mix could provide opportunities to increase species and structural diversity.

Risks
e Reduction in rates of timber harvest may not be replaced with forest health improvement activities
if King County does not have sufficient resources or staff.

Urban Forest Canopy: Increase tree canopy in urban areas, with a focus on areas with the lowest canopy
cover and maintain and improve the health of existing urban forests. There are few DNR parcels located
within the UGA (Urban Growth Area) and those that are located within UGA are often not strong
candidates for harvest.

No benefits or risks were identified.

Human Health: Prioritize tree canopy improvements and increased access to forested spaces to improve
human health outcomes and advance health equity. DNR properties are typically accessible to the public
and passive recreation opportunities are similar to those found in King County-owned properties.

Benefits

e Strategic linkage of King County-owned properties could enhance trail connectivity and improve
visitor access; access to King County-owned properties is less restricted in some cases (e.g., no
passes required on any King County properties).

Risks
e None identified.

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 190 of 220 September 12, 2024



Salmon Habitat: Increase and improve forest cover and condition in areas where it can enhance salmon
habitat. Both DNR and King County have similar goals and objectives for salmonid conservation. DNR is
further required (under a 2013 federal court decision) to remove state-owned culverts that block
salmon and steelhead access to upstream habitat; King County does not have a court mandate but has
similar objectives and has an established fish passage restoration program.

Benefits
e Reduced intensity of harvest may have benefits for salmon habitat, but the effects would be site-
dependent.

Risks
e None identified.

Water Quality and Quantity: Maintain and expand forest canopy where it provides the most benefit for
improving water quality and quantity, reducing stormwater runoff, and reducing flooding.

Benefits
e Reduced intensity of harvest may have water quality/quantity benefits; however, significant
protections for aquatic resources apply to both parties.

Risks
e None identified.

Sustainable Timber: Support an ecologically sustainable and economically viable timber industry that
promotes maintenance of ecological functions in working forests and local economic development.

Benefits
e None identified. King County would continue to harvest timber as part of forest health improvement
efforts, but timber volume would be reduced.

Risks
e Reduced timber available to local buyers.

Equity and Social Justice: Fair access to opportunities and concern for the needs of individuals and
communities.

Benefits
e Explicit mandate to provide more equitable access to lands in King County’s inventory; resources
allocated to enhance access and user experience.

Risks
e Tribes could be concerned with potential impacts of greater recreational use.

B. ldentification of Tribal Governments to be Consulted on Land Transfers (A.3)
Tribes have a vested interest in how forests are managed in the county, and King County seeks to

consult with Tribes about significant changes in forest management. A transfer of land from DNR to King
County using any of the methods described in section A.1. could involve a change in forest management
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once the land is under King County ownership. In these cases, King County should consult with Tribes in
areas in which they have cultural heritage, family legacy, Treaty rights, or the presence of or proximity to
reservation land or other Tribally owned land (Table 3).

When evaluating potential land transfers, King County should consider the factors above, as well as the
transfer method being used, in planning consultation with tribes. With some transfer methods, such as
Trust Land Transfer, tribal consultation is led by DNR as part of the existing process. With other transfer
methods, such as reconveyance, consultation should be led by the County.

Table 3. Tribal Land Ownership in King County.

Tribe Area (acres) Location (basin where land is located)
Muckleshoot 49,600 White, Green, Cedar, Vashon Island
Snoqualmie 12,428 Snoqualmie, Sammamish

Tulalip 1,003 Skykomish

Puyallup 29 Hylebos Creek, Vashon Island

Upper Skagit 12 Snoqualmie

Shoalwater Bay 10 Sammamish

Duwamish 5 Duwamish

Cowlitz 3 Green

C. Revenue Generated for the County over the Past Decade (A.4)

As noted above, 25 percent of the revenue produced from State Forest Transfer Lands is retained by
DNR and is placed in the Forest Development Account (FDA), while beneficiaries receive the other 75
percent. In the case of revenue from King County Water Pollution District lands, the split is 31
percent/69 percent. When King County receives revenue from DNR, it is distributed based on the
property tax system, with different funds within a levy district receiving allocations based on their
property tax rate, while the remainder goes to county-wide funds, such as the state, the Port of Seattle,
and King County funds.

Since 2014, annual revenue received by King County has ranged from just under $1 million (in 2015) to
$4.6 million (in 2021), with an average of $2.4 million annually and a total of $24.2 million over the past
decade, as seen in Table 4.

Of the $24.2 million, just more than $10 million has remained with the county. King County DNRP’s
Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) received 44 percent of the revenue ($4.6 million) that remained
with the county because it was generated on King County Water Pollution Control District lands, and the
majority (65 percent) of the revenue to WTD was distributed in the last three years (2021-23). Over the
past decade, the County Road Fund received $3.2 million and the General Fund received $1.1 million. All
other funds received less than $500,000 over the same time period; the Emergency Medical Service
received $444,000, Best Starts for Kids received $197,000, and more than a dozen other funds received
amounts between $5,000 and $175,000.

School districts in King County collectively received $6.1 million over the past decade, with the majority

going to the Riverview School District (Duvall-Carnation) and the Issaquah School District, which
received $2.5 million and $2.3 million, respectively. Snoqualmie Valley School District and Enumclaw
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School District were next, with $725,000 and $619,000, respectively. The State of Washington also
received $4.6 million, which was allocated to school funds.

Fire districts in King County received $1.6 million, with the largest allocations to Fire District 45/Duvall
Fire (51 million) and Eastside Fire ($536,000). Much smaller amounts went to hospitals, which together
received $379,000, while the King County Library System received $670,000.
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Table 4. Distribution of Revenue from State Forest Transfer Lands (Trust 1) and King County Water Pollution District Lands (Trust 77), 2014-2023

(rounded to the nearest $1,000; data provided by King County Finance and Business Operations).

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Yr Total
King County
Except WTD $575,000 $331,000 $660,000 | $225,000 $363,000 $807,000 $780,000 | $1,168,000 $713,000 $238,000 $5,861,000
King County
DNRP-WTD $709,000 $70,000 $40,000 | $289,000 $89,000 $330,000 $51,000 $741,000 | $1,083,000 | $1,173,000 $4,569,000
Enumclaw
SD $176,828 $2,072 $6,388 $4,178 $1,915 S0 $14,411 $322,756 $78,716 $10,483 $619,000
Riverview SD $385,019 $76,390 $21,082 $16 $183,307 $302,389 $736,395 $374,550 $264,121 $117,533 $2,461,000
Tahoma SD S0 SO $2,452 $23,245 $3,619 $27,353 $2,846 $3,702 $3,683 S8 $67,000
Snoqualmie
Valley SD $1,276 $51,802 $558,351 $7,479 $4,039 $2,053 $2,745 $1,896 $3,140 $91,406 $725,000
Issaquah SD $105,506 $220,105 $191,137 | $208,220 $188,208 $500,985 $22,609 $458,072 $353,225 $18,802 $2,267,000
Eastside Fire $18,000 $9,000 $49,000 $55,000 $53,000 $150,000 $4,000 $86,000 $107,000 $5,000 $538,000
Fire District
27/Fall City $3,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 SO $5,000 $4,000 $5,000 $3,000 $2,000 $24,892
Fire District
45/Duvall $194,000 $39,000 $10,000 S0 $80,000 $153,000 $256,000 $136,000 $105,000 $43,000 $1,016,000
Evergreen
Hospital $40,000 $8,000 $2,000 S0 $16,000 $26,000 $61,000 $33,000 $24,000 $10,000 $220,000
Snoqualmie
Valley
Hospital $7,000 $10,000 $70,000 $7,000 $13,000 $2,000 $2,000 $5,000 $34,000 $9,000 $159,000
KC Flood
Control
District $21,000 $12,000 $21,000 $7,000 $11,000 $24,000 $22,000 $31,000 $19,000 $6,000 $174,000
KC Library
System $79,000 $43,000 $78,000 $26,000 $41,000 $91,000 $85,000 $125,000 $76,000 $25,000 $670,000
Issaquah
Library $2,000 $4,000 $3,000 $4,000 $4,000 S0 SO S0 SO S0 $17,000
State of
Washington $347,000 $195,000 $357,000 | $117,000 $292,000 $641,000 $709,000 | $1,081,000 $653,000 $216,000 $4,610,000
Port of
Seattle $30,000 $16,000 $28,000 $9,000 $14,000 $30,000 $28,000 $42,000 $26,000 $9,000 $232,000
Annual $2,695,00
Total 0 | $1,089,000 | $2,099,000 | $983,000 | $1,356,000 | $3,091,000 | $2,781,000 | $4,615,000 | $3,546,000 | $1,973,000 | $24,223,000
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D. Potential Contribution to Key Initiatives (A.5)

Assuming ownership and management responsibility for DNR-managed trust lands has potential to align
with existing County efforts, such as the SCAP and 30-Year Forest Plan, as outlined in section A.2.
However, a parcel-by-parcel analysis would be required to determine whether and how much these
acquisitions could make to specific goals within those plans. At the same time, many of the goals
identified in those plans also could be achieved under continued DNR management, especially if King
County increases cooperative management with DNR, as detailed in section A.10.

Transfer of lands to King County would be less likely to contribute to CWHH or LCI. Since the land cover
is forest under either DNR or King County management, transfer would not directly contribute to efforts
that focus on maintaining or increasing forest cover. In the case of CWHH, the goal of no net loss of
forest cover in any King County watershed would not be affected by transfer from DNR to King County.
And, in the case of the LCl, publicly owned properties were excluded from the analysis when the 65,000
acres of priority open space parcels were identified, so transfer of parcels from DNR to King County
would not contribute to that goal.

E. Location, Characteristics, and Use of County Trust Lands (A.6.a-e)

Locations and Sizes of Parcels (A.6.a)

There are more than 100,000 acres of DNR-managed land in King County, including both trust lands and
conservation lands, the majority of which are forested. More than 70 percent of trust land acres in the
county are in the State Forest Transfer and the Common School trusts (further details discussed above,
Table 2).

DNR-managed trust lands are concentrated in three areas in King County: a northern group of parcels,
located east of Duvall near the border with Snohomish County; a central group of parcels, located on
either side of 1-90 from Issaquah to east of North Bend; and a southern group of parcels, located on
either side of the Green River. Each of these groupings includes State Forest Trust Lands as well as lands
managed on behalf of other trusts (Appendix B, Map 1). In the central group of parcels, Tiger Mountain
State Forest and Raging River State Forest make up a large part of the trust land acreage (20,425 acres)
and King County is a beneficiary of almost half of that area.

The webmap accompanying this report allows for detailed viewing of all DNR-managed parcels in King
County, including details on location (watershed, proximity to the forest production district and urban
growth area, proximity to King County Parks), acreage, and trust for which parcels are managed. For
each parcel, it also allows for viewing of the forest composition, age layers, and completed timber
harvest layer discussed below.

Forest Types and Age Classes (A.6.b)

DNR-managed forests in King County are primarily conifer-dominated and conifer-mixed forests, with
more than 70,000 acres of trust lands in these forest types (Table 5). In all three geographic groups of
parcels, conifer-dominated forests make up most of the acreage. There are small extents of deciduous
forests in each region, except for the southern group of parcels, which is almost entirely conifer-
dominated and conifer-mixed (Appendix B, Map 2).
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Table 5. Forest Composition on DNR-Managed Land (including natural areas) and DNR-Managed Trust
Lands (excluding natural areas) in King County.

Forest Composition All DNR-Managed DNR-Managed Trust
Land (Acres) Lands (Acres)
Conifer-dominated 69,595 52,126
Conifer-mixed 24,432 20,015
Deciduous-mixed 7,199 5,927
Deciduous-dominated 698 441

Forests on DNR-managed trust lands in King County are predominantly less than 80 years old, with
approximately half the acreage in the 40- to 80-year age class and one-third in the less-than-40-year age
class (Table 6). Older forests make up a much smaller proportion of trust lands, with 7 percent of trust
lands in the 80-to-120-year age class and 2 percent in the 120+ year age class.

Of the total acreage of older forests (80 years old and greater) managed by DNR in King County, about
half is on trust lands and half is in natural areas (Table 6). These older forests are more heavily

concentrated in the southern group of parcels, on either side of the Green River (Appendix B, Map 3).

Table 6. DNR-Managed Land in King County by Age Class (Acres).

Age Class All DNR-Managed DNR-Managed DNR-Managed
Land (Acres) Trust Lands (Acres) | Natural Areas

0-40 years 29,639 27,287 2,348

40-80 years 58,056 44,020 14,029

80-120 years 10,870 5,661 5,209

120+ years 3,359 1,541 1,818

Recreation and Other Non-Forestry Uses (A.6.c)

In an evaluation of the recreational benefits generated by trust lands across the state, hiking provided
the greatest value, followed by hunting, and wildlife watching.>® DNR-managed lands in King County
include several of DNR’s most well-known recreation areas. DNR manages more than 30,000 acres of
natural areas in King County, including Middle Fork Snoqualmie NRCA, Mount Si NRCA, and West Tiger
Mountain NRCA.>° Many of the DNR-managed trust lands are also widely used for recreation, in
particular Tiger Mountain State Forest and Raging River State Forest, which are regionally significant and
popular for hiking, trail running, horseback riding, paragliding, and mountain biking. More than 70
percent of Tiger Mountain State Forest consists of State Forest Trust Lands (6,891 out of 9,536 acres),
while 38 percent of Raging River State Forest consists of parcels in the Water Pollution Control Division
Trust (2,962 out of 10,889 acres).

All of the above recreation areas are concentrated within the central group of parcels. DNR trust lands in
the northern and southern group of parcels are also used for dispersed recreation. For example,

58 Cousins, K., Mojica, J., Madsen, T., Armistead, C., and Fletcher, A. 2020. Trust Land Performance Assessment:
Non-Market Environmental Benefits and Values. Earth Economics. Tacoma, WA. 51 p.
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/em trustassessment nonmarket.pdf

59 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/tigerfTMRRRecreation
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Marckworth State Forest east of Duvall does not have any developed or designated recreation sites,
trails, or facilities, such as trailheads or parking areas, but is open for nonmotorized dispersed
recreation, such as hiking, biking, hunting, and foraging. In the southern region, recreational access to
DNR-managed parcels exists only below the gate that restricts access to the upper watershed that
supplies the Howard Hanson Dam.

Other non-forestry uses of trust lands include leases, collection of specialized forest products, use for
scientific studies, search and rescue training, and Tribal hunting and gathering.®® According to data
provided by DNR, leases on trust lands in King County include 12 commercial leases and five
communication tower leases. These leases and other encumbrances remain in effect if property
ownership changes.

Logging (A.6.d)

Since 1976, just under 20,000 acres of DNR-managed trust lands in King County have been harvested.
Approximately one-fourth of this acreage (4,788 acres) was harvested before 2000, while roughly 6,000
acres per decade were harvested in the 2000s and 2010s (6,158 and 5,684 acres, respectively); 2,680
acres have been harvested so far in the 2020s. DNR’s Snoqualmie Unit accounted for about two-thirds of
the total acreage harvested (11,397 acres), with the other third in the Black Diamond Unit (7,193 acres)
(Appendix B, Map 4).

The predominant type of harvest has changed over time. Almost all clear-cut harvests were conducted
prior to 2000 (totaling 3,454 acres treated), while commercial thinning, variable density thinning, and

variable retention harvest (VRH) all became more frequently used starting in the late 1990s and early

2000s. The majority of the total acreage harvested by DNR was variable retention harvest, accounting
for more than 10,000 acres from 1990-2024; just over one-third of the VRH acreage (3,908 acres) was

harvested more recently, between 2017-2024.

Data on timber volume from harvests were only available for timber sales after 2006. As such, volume
from the clear-cut harvests is unavailable (except for two in 2014 and 2015). However, between 2005
and 2024, total volume harvested was approximately 20,000 mbf (thousand board feet) for all
commercial thinning, 66,000 mbf for variable thinning, and 295,000 mbf for variable retention harvests.

Since most timber sales include parcels in multiple trusts, these harvest data are not separated out by
trust and include harvests on State Forest Trust Lands, as well as those on other trust lands in King
County.

Conservation and Recreation Value of Land (A.6.e)

As detailed in section A.6.a-e, DNR-managed trust lands provide both conservation and recreation value
to the County and its residents. They include extensive conifer-dominated forests, including
approximately 7,000 acres estimated to be over 80 years old, with those more than 120 years old under
protection from harvest. They also include thousands of acres of recreation lands, including some of the
most widely used recreation areas along the I-90 corridor.

%0 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/programsservices/product-sales-and-leasing/brush-salal-and-other-forest-products;
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/product-sales-and-leasing/communications-towers
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As described in section A.2., the conservation benefits of acquisition of DNR-managed land by King
County can be evaluated in broad terms by comparing the forest management approaches of the two
agencies. Similarly, the recreation benefits could be evaluated by comparing recreation opportunities,
infrastructure, and staffing with those that could be provided by DNRP. However, detailed assessment
of specific parcels would be needed to understand the conservation and recreation benefits of
acquisition versus those that could be achieved through cooperative forest management or cooperative
recreation planning. As detailed in section A.6.f, this analysis has been done for a set of parcels, while
other parcels identified by DNRP as having potential require further analysis to ensure that the benefits
of land transfer justify the additional cost of land management.

On parcels where benefits are found to justify the cost, Trust Land Transfer is recommended as the first-
choice means of transfer where it is applicable and feasible. Reconveyance is a tool that could be
explored in specific cases, in particular those where there is strong revenue potential on the identified
parcels, making TLT a less applicable tool. DNRP does not recommend land exchange as a means of
transfer as a general approach. There may be very specific cases in the future in which land exchange is
appropriate, but those would be highly dependent upon the condition and management needs for the
parcels the County would acquire and the availability of King County parcels that would be appropriate
for exchange. As noted above, any King County lands with high habitat or recreational values would not
be good candidates to offer in an exchange, since it would be preferable to keep them under County
management, where there is no mandate to generate revenue from them. Further, any land offered by
the County for exchange would need to have revenue-generating potential. Finally, direct transfer may
be appropriate in some specific cases, but the use of acquisition funds for lands that are already publicly
owned is unlikely to provide as many benefits as acquisition of privately owned lands, especially those
that are at risk of land-use conversion.

F. Recommendations on Parcels to Be Prioritized for Acquisition (A.6.f-A.9)

Parcels to Be Prioritized for Acquisition (A.6.f), Timeframe (A.7), and Method (A.8)

DNRP evaluated the benefits of current management of State Forest Trust Lands and other DNR-
Managed lands versus other potential types of management that could be carried out by the County.
DNRP focused on parcels where a conservation or recreation gain could be achieved by transferring
ownership to King County. While a number of parcels were identified for which a gain is possible, in
most cases, further analysis would be required to assess those potential gains and determine whether
they justify the added cost of managing the land. The list of parcels for which that analysis was sufficient
to definitively suggest transfer to King County includes eight parcels that are currently part of an
application for the Trust Land Transfer program in the 2023-25 biennium, one parcel that is expected to
be part of TLF applications for the next biennium, and one parcel that could either be part of a future
TLT application or could benefit from a cooperative management approach (Table 7). Each of these two
parcels are adjacent to King County Parks properties, isolated from other large blocks of DNR-managed
trust lands, and their limited potential for revenue generation makes them strong candidates for TLT.

Table 7. Parcels Recommended for Transfer from DNR to King County DNRP.

Parcel General Method & Reason

T A Timi f
Number rust cres Location Iming o
Transfer
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Middle
Issaquah Creek Adjacent to MICNA; stream/fish
Natural Area TLT protection/water quality; difficult
3623069036 | SFTL | 14.0 | (MICNA) 2025-2027 for DNR to generate revenue
Middle Adjacent to MICNA; stream/fish
Issaquah Creek | TLT protection/water quality; difficult
3623069014 | CS 26.9 | Natural Area 2025-2027 for DNR to generate revenue
Provides stream/fish protection,
water quality, mature forest along
Carey Creek; isolated parcel and
TLT difficult for DNR to generate
3623069015 | CS 40.1 | Carey Creek 2025-2027 revenue
Mature forest
Middle headwaters/protection for Issaquah
Issaquah Creek | TLT Creek, could eventually connect to
2623069011 | SFTL | 40.2 | Natural Area 2025-2027 MICNA with additional acquisitions
Mature forest
Middle headwaters/protection for Issaquah
Issaquah Creek | TLT Creek, could eventually connect to
2623069012 | SFTL | 40.1 | Natural Area 2025-2027 MICNA with additional acquisitions
Mature forest
Middle headwaters/protection for Issaquah
Issaquah Creek | TLT Creek, could eventually connect to
2623069013 | SFTL | 40.0 | Natural Area 2025-2027 MICNA with additional acquisitions
Mature forest
Middle headwaters/protection for Issaquah
Issaquah Creek | TLT Creek, could eventually connect to
2623069014 | SFTL | 39.8 | Natural Area 2025-2027 MICNA with additional acquisitions
Middle Riparian forest along Issaquah Creek
Issaquah Creek | TLT tributary; isolated DNR parcel,
2623069021 | SFTL | 19.5 | Natural Area 2025-2027 difficult to generate revenue
Patterson Expands PCNA with mature adjacent
Creek Natural TLT forest protection; isolated DNR
2625069016 | CS 38.4 | Area 2027-2029 parcel with no legal road access
Adjacent to existing Auburn
TLT, Direct, Narrows Natural Area; seeking to
or purchase additional adjacent private
Cooperative lands and coordinate management
Auburn Management | or consolidation of public ownership
1621059011 | CEP 38.0 | Narrows 2027-2029 in this geography
TOTAL 337

Timing of Transfer: All of those labeled as TLT 2025-2027 are part of TLT Applications that have been submitted for

the 2025-2027 Biennium

Trusts: State Forest Trust Land (SFTL); Common School (CS); Charitable, Educational, Penal, and Reformatory

Institutions (CEP)
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In addition to these recommended parcels, it is worth noting that there are 391 acres of DNR trust lands
in King County that have recently been identified for transfer out of trust status. In both cases, the
parcels would remain under DNR management but would no longer generate revenue. The first is 99
acres on West Tiger Mountain, funded through Trust Land Transfer in the 2023-2025 biennium. These
parcels would be transferred from trust status (State Forest Trust Land and Scientific School Trust) to the
DNR Natural Areas Program.®!

The second is 292 acres of structurally complex, carbon dense forest on Tiger Mountain, identified by
DNR to transfer out of trusts (State Forest Trust Land, Capitol Trust, and Scientific School) and into
conservation status. The transfer is supported by funding from the state Legislature through the Natural
Climate Solutions program. It will remove these mature forests from harvest, with the goal of providing
additional carbon sequestration and storage, habitat benefits, and enhanced recreation and provide
replacement lands for the trusts.

Operations & Maintenance (A.9)

An addition of 337 acres, as recommended above, would increase Parks’ forested inventory by just over
1 percent. King County DNRP estimates that the annual forest management costs for the identified DNR
properties would average $81/acre/year across all acres (or $27,300 per year should all proposed lands
enter Parks’ inventory). This includes inventory and monitoring, invasive vegetation control and
management, and staff and consultant time. Parks would also incur additional operations and
maintenance costs associated with general property management.

Should these acres be transferred to Parks, there may also be an opportunity to provide additional
outdoor recreation amenities, such as backcountry trails and signage. While many of the parcels on
DNRP’s priority list would be managed mostly for their ecological benefits, a few (in particular, the four-
parcel block, including parcels 2623069011, -9012, -9013, and -9014) appear to have strong potential for
more robust public recreation. A public involvement process would be needed to help DNRP identify
appropriate recreational amenities, which would, in turn, inform an estimated budget.

Parcels acquired by King County would no longer generate revenue from DNR harvests but could
potentially generate revenue from forest thinning projects. For the priority parcels identified above,
DNRP estimates the potential to generate approximately $20/acre/year in timber revenue profit (or
$6,740 annually should all proposed lands enter Parks’ inventory). For any additional parcels considered,
these numbers would depend on the age and condition of the forest, but estimates can be derived from
past DNRP commercial thinning projects. In these projects, approximately one-third of the timber
volume is removed, typically by cutting smaller trees and retaining larger ones. Over the last 10 years,
most of these projects were on 40- to 60-year-old Douglas fir plantations and generated an average of
$1,113/acre. DNR-managed forests may be older, on average, and would have more volume and higher
quality wood per acre. In the two comparable DNRP projects on 60- to 70-year-old Douglas-fir forests,
commercial thinning generated an average of $1,768/acre. The number of stands or acres where
thinning would be needed would vary across locations.

Parcels acquired by King County also may have the potential to generate revenue by adding them to the
King County Rural Forest Carbon Project. This project generates carbon credits through King County’s

61 https://www.dnr.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/amp tlt 2023 wtig.pdf
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acquisition of properties that would have been available for commercial timber harvest or harvest in
preparation for rural residential development. By acquiring and transitioning those properties to
conservation management, the greenhouse gas emissions that would have occurred are avoided and
the forest could continue growing and sequestering additional carbon dioxide. If King County were to
acquire parcels from DNR that are projected to be used for commercial timber harvest and were instead
put into conservation management by DNRP, they could be eligible to be added to the project. The
number of carbon credits generated would depend on the composition, age, and condition of the forest
and the area within the acquired parcels that would have been available for harvest, since stream
buffers and other areas that are not legally available for harvest are excluded.

In general, parcels that are strong candidates for TLT are less likely to be eligible for inclusion in the
Forest Carbon Program. These parcels are ones that do not have strong revenue-generating potential,
often because there is a barrier to harvesting them due to physical, economic, or other constraints. If
harvest is not allowable or feasible on the parcels, then there is no basis for generating carbon credits by
deferring harvest. As such, the list of priority parcels above does not include any that would be likely to
generate any revenue from carbon credits; at the same time, there would be little to no lost revenue
from timber harvests. For any additional parcels considered for County acquisition, an analysis of the
baseline forest management compared with management by DNRP, would be the first step in
determining whether there is potential to generate carbon revenue.

G. Recommendations for Cooperative Management with DNR (A.10)

DNR and DNRP began a series of discussions in 2023 about how to collaborate on management of DNR
forests in King County. DNR noted that each choice the agency makes about forest management
involves complex trade-offs, while each county has different priorities that inform which trade-offs are
acceptable, and invited King County to further conversations about DNRP’s priorities.®? As detailed in
the priorities and goals in the strategic plans discussed above, King County is focused on forest
management that enhances forest carbon storage, while also providing timber and other ecosystem
services. To meet these goals, King County DNRP recommends that it should work more closely with
DNR to adjust management in some locations.

The first strategy for collaborative management is to reinstate regular meetings between DNR and King
County to receive information on proposed or planned harvests and projected revenue. Many counties
hold these meetings with DNR quarterly, while in King County these meetings were historically held
annually and were widely attended. DNRP recommends quarterly meetings hosted by DNR to provide an
opportunity for King County to provide input on proposed harvests, to plan for projected revenue, and
to evaluate potential trade-offs.

A related strategy would be for King County Forestry staff to visit proposed harvest sites with DNR staff
to conduct field assessments. This would allow both teams to discuss objectives and trade-offs to make
informed decisions about which forest stands are the best candidates for harvest and which may be
better deferred in order to advance County goals.

52 Emmons, D. 2023. Collaborative Engagement: Department of Natural Resources and King County Department of
Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP). Presentation to King County DNRP Staff, 14 September 2023.
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Third, King County could create a committee with representatives of each of the junior taxing districts so
that they can be invited to participate in the quarterly meetings, receive information on projected
revenue, and provide input. This could follow the model of Clallam County, which recently created a
revenue advisory committee to give junior taxing districts the opportunity to provide input on issues
that affect them.

A fourth strategy is for the King County Council to begin directing a portion of the revenue from DNR
harvests of which King County is a beneficiary to the DNRP Forestry Program to support DNRP’s
involvement in the collaborative management described above and for forestry activities that support
forest carbon storage and related goals in the SCAP and Clean Water Healthy Habitat programs. In
particular, channeling timber revenue to support climate-adapted forestry has potential to enhance
both climate mitigation and adaptation.

A fifth strategy is for King County DNRP and DNR to explore the potential for a joint forest carbon
project. For example, during DNRP’s review, some of the State Forest Transfer Land parcels near Preston
were identified as ones that could be evaluated for their potential to be managed for both carbon
storage and timber production, along with added recreational benefits. The area includes parcels in the
80- to 120-year age class, as well as some older than 120 years. Since King County is the beneficiary on
those parcels, the area may be well-suited for piloting management changes that prioritize both carbon
and timber. Better understanding about whether and how King County and DNR could collaborate to
generate both carbon revenue from deferred harvest of parcels and timber revenue from thinning in
this area would require additional analysis over the coming year.

H. Recommendation on Changes to State Laws or Rules Related to Reconveyance (A.11)

DNRP has not identified any barriers in state law preventing the use of reconveyance and therefore has
no recommendations for seeking statutory changes. State law allows for State Forest Trust Lands to be
reconveyed by counties for public park use, allowing for use for recreation while also meeting ecological
goals. Most of King County’s current land acquisition is being done under the Land Conservation
Initiative to meet conservation and recreation goals, with acquired land being added to King County
Parks inventory. The reconveyance of any DNR land would likely be done for the same reasons and be
managed in the same way. As such, current laws on reconveyance would likely support King County’s
desired use and management of any lands acquired from DNR through this process.

DNRP does not recommend reconveyance of any parcels at this time. However, this is due to the need
to more fully evaluate whether reconveyance of any parcels would provide significant conservation
and/or recreation gains that would justify the resources needed for King County Parks to manage the
additional acreage. DNRP’s decision is not due to any barriers imposed by the rules or laws related to
reconveyance, which allow for reconveyance for park purposes and would likely be aligned with the
needs of the County.

V. Conclusion

There are more than 100,000 acres of DNR-managed lands in King County, including both trust lands and
conservation lands. Most of this acreage is forested and provides a range of benefits, including timber,
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recreation, and habitat. These forests are primarily between 40 and 80 years old, but also include forests
between 80 and 120 years old and are conifer-dominated. King County and junior taxing districts are the
beneficiaries of almost 23,000 acres of trust land. Harvest of these forests has generated $24.2 million
over the past decade, providing revenue to King County and state school funds, as well as local school
districts, fire districts, hospitals, and libraries. This understanding provides a basis for current and future
decision-making about management and ownership of this land.

This analysis discussed four mechanisms to transfer DNR-managed land to King County ownership,
recommended Trust Land Transfer as the first option among those mechanisms, and recommended
eight parcels for transfer. While other parcels were considered, a more complete assessment of benefits
and costs is needed before any are recommended for transfer.

The benefits and risks of transfer can be assessed based on the potential gains in conservation and
recreation values by shifting from DNR to King County management relative to the cost to the County of
assuming management of the land. This directly relates to the True North value: “We are responsible
stewards.” Any decisions about land transfers should be made by evaluating whether that transfer can
further the goal of “protect[ing] the things that make this region special” while “demonstrat[ing]
financial acumen and a commitment to controlling costs.” %

Significant work went into developing this report, including collecting and analyzing data layers that
allow DNRP to better understand the forests under DNR management and the current and potential
values they support. An important outcome of this work is the webmap that was created, which was
used to evaluate DNR-managed parcels and will continue to be a valuable resource in making future
decisions that support responsible stewardship.

63 https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/elected/executive/constantine/initiatives/true-north
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VI. Appendices

Appendix A: Motion 16436
Appendix B: Map: WA DNR Managed Lands in King County
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Motion 16436

Proposed No. 2023-0314.2 Sponsors Dembowski and Upthegrove
A MOTION requesting the executive to develop and
transmit a study regarding state forest trust lands currently
managed for King County by the Washington state
Department of Natural Resources.
WHEREAS, forests provide multiple benefits on both the local and global scale,
and
WHEREAS, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has stated that
forest management activities play a key role in the mitigation of climate change, and the
Washington state Legislature has found that forests are one of the most effective
resources that can absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, and
WHEREAS, King County's 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan states that there
are substantial carbon and climate benefits to maintaining, protecting, restoring, and
expanding the more than 811,000 acres of forest land in King County, and that recent
studies combining carbon sequestration potential and risk of loss due to wildfire, insects,
and disease rank the coastal and Cascade forests of Oregon and Washington among the
highest priority for protection, and
WHEREAS, in 2021, the executive developed a 30-Year Forest Plan, which lays
out priorities and goals associated with King County's forests, as well as strategies for

achieving those over the next thirty years, and
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Motion 16436

WHEREAS, in addition to greenhouse gas mitigation benefits, the 30-Year Forest
Plan states that King County's forests provide benefits to human health, salmon habitat,
and water quality and quantity, in addition to the economic benefits of sustainable timber,
and

WHEREAS, twenty-one counties deeded roughly 546,000 acres of forest lands to
the state during the 1920s and 1930s, and, in exchange, the state committed to managing
the properties as trust lands and giving most of the revenue from timber sales and other
revenue-producing activities back to the county and junior taxing districts, and

WHEREAS, the state has managed the state forest trust lands within King County
to balance economic, environmental, and recreational interests for nearly one hundred
years, and

WHEREAS, in 2023, the governor signed into law Substitute House Bill 1460,
which became Chapter 383, Laws of Washington 2023, and which established a new trust
land transfer program, through which the Washington state Department of Natural
Resources is authorized to transfer state forest trust lands to other public agencies, such
as King County, and

WHEREAS, there are other mechanisms allowable under state law with which the
state can transfer, sell, or otherwise convey state forest trust lands to local government
ownership, and

WHEREAS, today, some of the state forest trust lands in King County may better
serve the community if owned or managed by the county, and

WHEREAS, local ownership or management of state forest trust lands in King

County would enable the county to have a greater role in decision-making processes,

2
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Motion 16436

ensuring that the interests and needs of county residents are addressed to the fullest extent
possible, and maximizing transparency and inclusivity, and

WHEREAS, local ownership or management of state forest trust lands in King
County would also provide opportunities for enhanced collaboration between the county,
local governments, and community groups, fostering partnerships that support sustainable
forest management, economic growth, and public health, and

WHEREAS, the King County's ownership or management of state forest trust
lands in King County would strengthen the county's ability to protect and enhance natural
resources, implement innovative forest management practices and conservation strategies
that combat climate change, promote outdoor recreation, provide green jobs, and foster a
deeper connection between the community and the land, and

WHEREAS, county residents may be best served by some of the state forest trust
lands remaining under state ownership and management as working forests, continuing to
provide reliable, long-term timber supply for homes, hospitals, and schools, revenue for
the county, and green jobs for residents;

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

A. The council requests that the executive develop a study for state forest trust
lands currently managed for King County by the Washington state Department of Natural
Resources ("county trust lands™). The study should include, but not be limited to, the
following:

1. Areview of all methods allowable under state law for county trust lands to be
transferred from state ownership to county ownership, and a discussion of the specific

benefits and risks to King County associated with each method. The methods may

3
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Motion 16436

include, but are not limited to, reconveyance, trust land transfer, direct transfer, and land
exchange;

2. A discussion of the potential short-term and long-term benefits and risks to
the county of taking ownership of some or all county trust lands, including but not limited
to environmental, health, equity and social justice, and financial or fiscal issues;

3. ldentification of tribal governments that, as comanagers of forest lands, shall
be consulted when considering transfer of lands through any of the methods identified in
subsection A.1. of this motion;

4. Information on the amount of revenue generated for the county over the past
decade through the Washington state Department of Natural Resources's management
activities;

5. An evaluation of whether county management of county trust lands would
support existing county efforts, including the Strategic Climate Action Plan, 30-Year
Forest Plan, Clean Water Healthy Habitat Initiative, Parks Open Space Plan, Land
Conservation Initiative, and salmon recovery efforts;

6. For each parcel or contiguous block of parcels of county trust lands:

a. the location of the land and size;

b. the forest type and age class;

c. identification of any recreational or other non-forestry uses currently present
on the land;

d. any available information on logging that has taken place in recent decades,

including dates and amounts of timber logged;

TrEE Mtg. Materials Page 208 of 220 September 12, 2024



88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

Motion 16436

e. an assessment of the conservation and recreation value of land, including but
not limited to:
(1) what benefits acquisition of the land would provide to the county and its
residents;
(2) which means of transfer identified in the analysis requested by section
A.1. of this motion is recommended; and

f. a recommendation by the executive on which parcels should be prioritized
for acquisition;

7. Estimated timeframes for any transfers county trust lands identified under
section A.6.f. of this section;

8. If a land exchange method is recommended as a means of transfer, an
identification of what criteria the county would use to identify county-owned lands to be
exchanged;

9. An estimate of the annual operations and maintenance costs for acquired
county trust lands, and any other ongoing costs and lost or gained revenues associated
with county ownership of these lands, including the feasibility of generating revenues
through carbon credit sales, selective thinning for forest health, or other means;

10. For any county trust lands recommended to remain in state ownership, a list
of potential strategies for cooperatively maximizing the environmental, social, and
economic benefits of the forests contained therein in close collaboration with the
Washington state Department of Natural Resources; and

11. Recommendations on any changes to state laws or rules related to

reconveyance that would be necessary to align with the county's priorities and goals

5
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Motion 16436

relating to forest conservation. Recommended changes may include, but should not be

limited to, changes to the requirement in RCW 79.22.300 that reconveyed lands be used

for public park purposes.

B. The executive should electronically file the report no later than July 1, 2024,

with the clerk of the council, who shall retain an electronic copy and provide an
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Motion 16436

116  electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff, and the lead staff for the

117  transportation, economy and environment committee or its successor.

Motion 16436 was introduced on 9/12/2023 and passed as amended by the
Metropolitan King County Council on 10/3/2023, by the following vote:

Yes: 9 - Balducci, Dembowski, Dunn, Kohl-Welles, Perry,
McDermott, Upthegrove, von Reichbauer and Zahilay

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

DocuSigned by:
WDoaud Y=<
E76CEO1F07B14EF...

Dave Upthegrove, Chair

ATTEST:
DocuSigned by:

E’ld»w: Hay
8DE1BB375AD3422...

Melani Hay, Clerk of the Council

Attachments: None
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