Memo

To: King County Affordable Housing Committee Members

From: McCaela Daffern, Affordable Housing Committee Manager

cc: Housing Interjurisdictional Team

Date: May 30, 2025

Re: Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program Evaluation
Introduction

At the June 5, 2025 Affordable Housing Committee (AHC or the Committee) meeting, AHC staff will
brief the Committee on challenges and successes they encountered while implementing the AHC’s
Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program. Following the briefing, AHC members
will have an opportunity to:

e identify additional challenges and successes associated with the program;

e surface considerations for those implementing the program in the future; and

e provide feedback on how effective the program was at meeting its intended purpose.

Background

King County Council adopted and the cities and towns in King County ratified amendments to the
2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) in 2023 that directed the Growth
Management Planning Council (GMPC) or its designee to conduct a housing-focused review of all
King County jurisdictions’ draft periodic comprehensive plan updates for alighment with the Housing
Chapter goals and policies prior to plan adoption and provide comments (CPP H-26).1

According to CPP H-26, plan review was intended to:

o offer early guidance and assistance to jurisdictions on comprehensive plan alighment with
the CPP Housing Chapter;

e ensure plans address all CPP Housing Chapter goals and policies and include required
analyses;

e evaluate the meaningfulness of plan responses to policies in this chapter, where meaningful
responses can be reasonably expected to achieve a material, positive change in the
jurisdiction’s ability to meet housing needs; and

e collect data on jurisdictional implementation details to inform future monitoring and
evaluation during the remainder of the planning period.

To facilitate this review, the GMPC established the Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan
Review Program and plan review standards when they adopted GMPC Motion 23-22 See Exhibit 1:
Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review History for more information related to formation
of the program.

12021 King County Countywide Planning Policies, last amended December 23, 2024 [link]
2 GMPC Motion 23-2, March 22, 2023 [link]


https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kingcountycpps-ord-19880_update.pdf?rev=2af02e15e54146ec93db8798244d6411&hash=00D49E350C6D4D384F5C030AE2424193
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/growthmanagement/gmpc-2023/mar22-gmpc/5b_gmpc-motion-23-2_planstandards_and_accountabilityframework_032223.pdf?rev=a869d558c0ed48679d50733a3c315983&hash=6037F4635D1A62B364AC5F5AFBC9BFE4

The AHC determined aligned plans were those that met these housing-related comprehensive plan
review standards:

1. Completeness: The policies and related appendices evidently addressed all CPP Housing
Chapter policies.

2. Implementation strategies: Submission materials included implementation strategies for
Housing Chapter CPPs requiring policy adoption and/or implementation. Implementation
strategies should identify:

a. the regulatory or non-regulatory measures jurisdictions will use to implement goals
and policies used to address CPP Housing Chapter policies; and
b. an adoption schedule (by year) for each measure.3

3. Meaningful action: The plan laid out meaningful policies that, taken together, support the

jurisdiction’s ability to equitably meet housing need by promoting:
a. equitable processes and outcomes; increased housing supply, particularly for
households with the greatest needs;
b. expanded housing options and increased affordability accessible to transit and
employment;
c. expanded housing and neighborhood choice for all residents;
housing stability, healthy homes, and healthy communities; and
e. acommitment to continuous improvement through implementation, monitoring, and
adjustment.4

e
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phases:
1. Early outreach: AHC staff contacted staff at all jurisdictions to share resources, explain the
program and submission process, and answer questions.
2. Submission: To provide jurisdictions with ample time to address feedback before plan
adoption, AHC staff encouraged jurisdictions to submit materials to AHC reviewers as early as
possible, ideally before release of a public review draft, but no later than the time of release.

3 Request for regulatory and non-regulatory measures to implement comprehensive plans are supported by
language in the Washington Administrative Code 365-196 650. [link]

4 In GMPC Motion 23-2, the GMPC defined meaningful policies as those that “are designed and can be
reasonably expected to achieve a material, positive change in the jurisdiction’s ability to equitably meet
housing needs and advance CPP Housing Chapter goals.” [link]

5 CPPs H-26 through H-29 established the authority and GMPC Motion 23-2 established the framework.


https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-196-650
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/growthmanagement/gmpc-2023/mar22-gmpc/5b_gmpc-motion-23-2_planstandards_and_accountabilityframework_032223.pdf?rev=a869d558c0ed48679d50733a3c315983&hash=6037F4635D1A62B364AC5F5AFBC9BFE4

Materials included the housing-related components of their comprehensive plan, any
required analysis, a completeness checklist, and an implementation strategies workbook.

3. AHC staff review: AHC staff performed the review, identified potential misalignments,
communicated with the jurisdictions to clarify matters of fact and preview findings, consulted
with the AHC Chair and Vice Chair, and then transmitted briefing materials, including draft
comment letters to the AHC for consideration.

4. AHC review and comment: The AHC, in consultation with staff and a jurisdictional
representative, then considered and approved the final comment letter. Comments in the
letters focused on areas of strength and the additional work needed to align with the CPP
Housing Chapter before plan adoption. The AHC required all jurisdictions in King County to
adopt a periodic update to their comprehensive plan by December 31, 2024. Following
approval, AHC staff emailed the comment letters to the jurisdiction and posted them on the

AHC website.

Plan Review Program Insights

The AHC set aside time at the June 5, 2025
AHC meeting to reflect on challenges,
strengths, and lessons learned from
implementing the program. AHC staff
prepared this memo to inform the AHC’s
discussion. AHC staff consulted with King
County staff involved in plan review and
Housing Interjurisdictional Team (HIJT)
members, and several themes emerged,
including comments related to program
outputs and outcomes, aspects critical to
the program’s success, structural issues
with the program, and issues related to
program administration, summarized in
Figure 2 and detailed below.

Program Outcomes

Most jurisdictions participated

Between September 2023 and April 2025,
the AHC commented on the housing-related
components of 35 King County jurisdictions’
comprehensive plans representing 98
percent of King County’s total population.
The AHC reviewed and commented on two
plans in 2023, 27 in 2024, and another six
plans in 2025. Of the five plans not reviewed
by the AHC, two cities deferred AHC review

Figure 2: Plan Review Program Insights
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e Lack of consequences discouraged aligned,
complete, and timely submissions

* CPP meaningfulness standard difficult to invoke

* Public process involving AHC legitimized
program but created tensions

* Draft implementation details were difficult to
prepare and assess

Administrative Burdens

* Regulatory fatigue and constrained resources
impacted submissions

¢ Detailed nature of review strained jurisdiction
staff capacity

pending resolution of their growth target reconciliation request. Two cities submitted incomplete
materials and thus the AHC did not review their submission. One city did not submit to the program.



No draft plan was perfectly aligned

All draft plans submitted to the program were misalighed with at least one CPP Housing Chapter
policy. In total, the AHC commented on 328 misalignments across the plans. Jurisdictions were most
likely to misalign with:

CPP H-3: Conduct an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs of all
segments of the population and summarize the findings in the housing element (85 percent).
CPP H-9: Adopt intentional, targeted actions that repair harms to Black, Indigenous, and
other People of Color households from past and current racially exclusive and discriminatory
land use and housing practices and promote equitable outcomes in partnership with
communities most impacted (79 percent).

CPP H-1: Plan for and accommodate the jurisdiction’s allocated share of countywide future
housing needs for moderate-, low-, very low-, and extremely low-income households as well
as emergency housing, emergency shelters, and permanent supportive housing (76 percent).
CPP H-11: Identify sufficient land capacity for all housing types (73 percent).

All plans reviewed aligned with at least one CPP Housing Chapter policy. Jurisdictions were most
likely to align with:

CPP H-6: Collaborate with diverse partners (e.g., employers, financial institutions,
philanthropic, faith, and community-based organizations) on provision of resources (e.g.,
funding, surplus property) and programs to meet countywide housing need (100 percent).
CPP H-7: Work cooperatively with the Puget Sound Regional Council, subregional
collaborations and other entities that provide technical assistance to local jurisdictions to
support the development, implementation, and monitoring of strategies that achieve the
goals of this chapter (97 percent).

CPP H-15 Increase housing choices for everyone, particularly those earning lower wages, that
is co-located with, accessible to, or within a reasonable commute to major employment
centers and affordable to all income levels. Ensure there are zoning ordinances and
development regulations in place that allow and encourage housing production at levels that
improve jobs/housing balance throughout the county across all income levels (91 percent).

The AHC found that 30 of the plans reviewed had at least one area of strong alignment and uplifted
such alignments in AHC letters. Jurisdictions were most likely to strongly align with:

CPP H-6: Collaborate with diverse partners (e.g., employers, financial institutions,
philanthropic, faith, and community-based organizations) on provision of resources (e.g.,
funding, surplus property) and programs to meet countywide housing need (48 percent).
CPP H-7: Work cooperatively with the Puget Sound Regional Council, subregional
collaborations and other entities that provide technical assistance to local jurisdictions to
support the development, implementation, and monitoring of strategies that achieve the
goals of this chapter (48 percent).

CPP H-5: Document the local history of racially exclusive and discriminatory land use and
housing practices, consistent with local and regional fair housing reports and other
resources. Explain the extent to which current development patterns, housing conditions,
tenure, and access to opportunity still reflect that history. Identify local policies and
regulations that result in racially disparate impacts, displacement, and exclusion in housing,
including zoning that may have a discriminatory effect, disinvestment, and infrastructure
availability. Demonstrate how current strategies are addressing impacts of those racially
exclusive and discriminatory policies and practices. The County will support jurisdictions in
identifying and compiling resources to support this analysis (33 percent).



Jurisdictions were the least likely to strongly align with:

e H-2: Prioritize the need for housing affordable to households less than or equal to 30 percent
area median income (extremely low-income) by implementing tools such as: increasing
capital, operations, and maintenance funding, adopting complementary land use regulations,
fostering welcoming communities, including people with behavioral health needs; adopting
supportive policies; and supporting collaborative actions by all jurisdictions (3 percent).

o H-8: Collaborate with populations most disproportionately impacted by housing cost burden
in developing, implementing, and monitoring strategies that achieve the goals of this
chapter. Prioritize the needs and solutions articulated by these disproportionately impacted
populations (3 percent).

e H-19: Lower barriers to and promote access to affordable homeownership for extremely low-,
very low-, and low--income, households. Emphasize: a) supporting long-term affordable
homeownership opportunities for households less than or equal to 80 percent area median
income (which may require up-front initial public subsidy and policies that support diverse
housing types); and b) remedying historical inequities in and expanding access to
homeownership opportunities for Black, Indigenous and People of Color communities (3
percent).

e H-25: Plan for residential neighborhoods that protect and promote the health and well-being
of residents by supporting equitable access to parks and open space, safe pedestrian and
bicycle routes, clean air, soil and water, fresh and healthy foods, high-quality education from
early learning through K-12, affordable and high-quality transit options and living wage jobs
and by avoiding or mitigating exposure to environmental hazards and pollutants (3 percent).

Future work will assess adopted plans

As the AHC does not review and certify adopted plans, AHC staff do not know how many jurisdictions
adopted plans that meaningfully and fully aligned with the goals and policies of the CPP Housing
Chapter. For this report. AHC staff reviewed the adopted plans of a representative sample of 13
participating jurisdictions to assess whether the jurisdiction fully addressed all AHC comments. Of
the 13 plans reviewed, jurisdictions addressed 21 of the 56 misalignments the AHC identified.

Keys to Success

Early guidance ensured awareness

The GMPC created the Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program with the
assumption that early guidance—as early as possible--would lead to more effective and meaningful
alignment with the CPP Housing Chapter goals and policies. AHC staff used a range of techniques to
build awareness of the new program among jurisdiction staff and serve as a resource for those
preparing to submit:

e The 2021 CPP amendments included a new CPP Appendix 4: Housing Technical Appendix
that included all suitable recommended local actions from the December 2018 Regional
Affordable Housing Task Force (Task Force) Five Year Action Plan. King County Council
adopted amendments to the toolkit in 2023 following intake and review of the first two plan
review submissions.6

e AHC staff published resources to aid jurisdiction staff and their consultants in navigating the
program:

6 Countywide Planning Policies Housing Chapter Technical Assistance Scope of Work staff report,
April 21, 2023, detailed revisions to the original toolkit [link]


https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/migrated/affordable-housing-committee/Meeting-May-1-2023/AHC_TechnicalAssistanceWorkplan_StaffReport_5,-d-,1.ashx?la=en&hash=0E8E82AC4ECE36E45A71BD43066D0D2C

o Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program Guide;?”
o Resources for Documenting the Local History of Racially Exclusive and Discriminatory
Land Use and Housing Practices;8
o CPP Completeness Checklist;® and
o Implementation Strategies Workbook.10
e AHC staff provided regular program updates at King County Planning Directors meetings to
ensure jurisdictional planning leadership was aware of the program as it was deliberated,
established, desighed, and implemented over several years.
e Prior to and early in the plan review program, AHC staff emailed each jurisdiction’s planning
staff to ensure they were aware of the program.
e AHC staff met with jurisdiction staff and their consultants to answer questions upon request.

HIUT members indicated that the utility of the guidance varied. Jurisdictions who had already
completed a housing action plan, housing inventory and analysis, or drafted their housing element
before AHC staff released resources found the plan review guidance less useful than jurisdictions
who hadn’t started yet. HIUT members shared that jurisdictions further along in the comprehensive
plan process felt like they were playing catch-up.

Early plan review improvements were necessary

Redmond and King County were the first two jurisdictions to submit for review. AHC staff conducted
their review between June 2023 and August 2023 and identified improvements to the plan review
process during and after conducting those reviews.11 AHC staff incorporated these lessons learned
into a plan review manual, published in November 2023 to guide other jurisdictions in their draft
plan submissions. AHC staff also piloted HIJT peer review of plans between February 2024 and July
2024 to determine if a third-party check of AHC staff review work was additive. Ultimately, AHC staff
and HUT volunteers recommended the AHC sunset the pilot, but incorporated lessons learned into
revised procedures and protocol.12

Interagency and interjurisdictional coordination during review was vital
To inform its understanding of plans and ensure consistency, AHC staff found it necessary to
coordinate with other agencies reviewing plans as well as jurisdiction staff participating in the
program:
e AHC, Commerce, and Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) staff met monthly to coordinate
and align their respective plan review requirements and progress.
e AHC staff communicated with jurisdiction staff multiple times once jurisdictions submitted
their plans, allowing for greater dialogue and transparency.
e Jurisdictions had an opportunity to meet with AHC staff twice: first to orient reviewers to their
plan and then again to preview preliminary findings or questions stemming from AHC staff’s
initial review of the plan. One jurisdiction opted not to meet with staff at either juncture.

7 Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program Guide [link]

8 Resources for Documenting the Local History of Racially Exclusive and Discriminatory Land Use and Housing
Practices was most recently revised in January 2024 [link]

9 CPP Completeness Checklist [link]

10 Implementation Strategies Workbook [link]

11 AHC Review of King County and City of Redmond Comprehensive Plans staff report, September 15, 2023
[link]

12 Affordable Housing Committee Program Updates staff report, May 31, 2024 [link]


https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/ahccompplanreview/draft-ahc-comp-plan-review-guide-202403.pdf?rev=1229d2afcf7e4617b2e7eedc2cefb732&hash=F5D77C391D567B3D38AE7C081E8FF5BB
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/ahccompplanreview/rdeluhp_resourcelist.pdf?rev=d1e7c0735892439487532f7eb35c6e9d&hash=7C570BD93F46FD91DB399D3AAE11BBC9
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/ahccompplanreview/cpp-completeness-checklist.docx?rev=1e8ba81e1f2b4d419f7c17f5d97bb1fb&hash=3A3EA1697FB7B04C74A846EEB82F9E86
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/ahccompplanreview/implementation-strategies-workbook-202403.xlsm?rev=a25fe9a01f1e46b1b562d72d337d58b6&hash=188D760314511089E8937E5FD60C048D
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/2023-09-21/King%20County%20and%20Redmond%20Comprehensive%20Plan%20Review%20Staff%20Report20230915%202
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/2024-06-06/program-updates-staff-report20240606.pdf?rev=de6cf2387b6e4818bf7044238af57f4a&hash=B855E8B9AE29832C5817D3E118050B3D

e Jurisdictions also had an opportunity to review the draft comment letter before AHC staff sent
it to the AHC and identify any factual errors over email as well as send a representative to
speak at the AHC meeting when their draft comment letter was under consideration.13

Ongoing dialogue and touchpoints between staff provided jurisdictions with opportunities to clarify
misunderstandings or factual errors in the AHC'’s review process. The regular outreach additionally
allowed AHC staff to form stronger connections with jurisdiction staff across King County and
deepened their understanding of local housing needs and policy responses.

However, one HIJT member shared that the program strained relationships between the County and
cities and worsened morale, with some cities feeling that King County came off as paternalistic and
that AHC meetings felt like jurisdictions were being publicly shamed. The HIJT member suggested
that next time review occur staff-to-staff and out of the public eye.

Adequate resources, a good consultant, and political will were key to a strong plan

Jurisdictions with multiple strong areas of alignment with the CPP Housing Chapter, including, but
not limited to, Bothell, Kirkland, Seattle, and Sammamish, typically had the resources and internal
staff capacity for a prolonged and iterative planning process, a strong consultant team to support the
work, and the political will to comprehensively and meaningfully respond to the new state, regional,
and countywide housing planning requirements.

Structural Issues

Lack of consequences discouraged aligned, complete, and timely submissions

The AHC lacked a means of encouraging or enforcing participation in accordance with the plan
review standards, the accountability framework, CPP H-26, and the plan review manual, which
resulted in jurisdictions adopting misaligned plans.

The AHC designed the plan review program to give jurisdictions adequate time to address AHC
comments and adopt an aligned plan. The plan review standards adopted by the GMPC when they
established the program encouraged jurisdictions to submit to the AHC a draft plan no later than
release of the “public review draft,” a draft made available for public review and comment before the
jurisdiction finalized and adopted finalized and adopted the plan. The AHC lacked authority to
enforce this. As such, only a few submitted a public review draft before or concurrent with its release.
Most jurisdictions submitted a draft shortly before planned adoption, a handful of jurisdictions
submitted after they adopted their plan, and another few chose not to submit or submitted
incomplete materials. Collectively, this meant that many jurisdictions adopted a plan not in
alignment with the CPP Housing Chapter they would later need to amend.

Furthermore, multiple jurisdiction staff told AHC staff that they planned to prioritize complying with
state requirements, suggesting to AHC staff that these cities determined that the failure to comply
with the state requirements carried more serious consequences than CPP Housing Chapter
requirements.

The GMPC established the plan review program when it adopted GMPC Motion 23-2, which stated
the intention that jurisdictions would submit to the program. However, CPP H-26 simply directs the
GMPC or its designee to conduct a review. AHC staff asked jurisdictions to submit complete
materials. If the submission was incomplete, AHC staff did not review the plan and related
appendices and the AHC was unable to assess alignment prior to plan adoption. Many jurisdictions

13 Comprehensive Plan Review Process Update staff report, September 15, 2023 [link]


https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/2023-09-21/Comprehensive%20Plan%20Review%20Process%20Update%20Staff%20Report%2020230915

were reluctant to comply with this requirement but ultimately did. Two cities still haven’t submitted
complete materials and AHC staff informed them of such.

If a jurisdiction adopted a comprehensive plan that was inconsistent with the CPP Housing Chapter,
the Growth Management Hearings Board plan could appeal their plan. While the AHC and GMPC
chose not to challenge any plans, others who were a party of record did. Futurewise challenged two
jurisdictions’ plans in 2025 in part due to their failure to comply with the housing-related CPPs.14

Unlike other review programs administered by the state and PSRC, the AHC’s plan review program
involved evaluation by peer jurisdictions in a public setting. Review and comment by a committee of
peers and public reporting on misalignments may have discouraged some jurisdictions from
participating.

CPP meaningfulness standard difficult to invoke

One of the challenges AHC staff faced in implementing the plan review program was determining the
“meaningfulness” of each jurisdiction’s plan. CPP H-26 defines meaningfulness as a response that
can be reasonably expected to achieve a material, positive change in the jurisdiction’s ability to meet
housing needs. Given that this definition does not provide guidance about the scale, scope, or
potential impact of the material, positive change, AHC staff determined that any material positive
change would qualify a plan as being “meaningful.”

Public process involving AHC legitimized program but created tensions

The AHC is a representative body that includes members from Seattle, King County, and Sound Cities
Association. Collectively, they represent all 40 jurisdictions in King County. The AHC directs the work
of the HIJT and King County Executive staff that support the AHC. The AHC, a committee of peers,
had final decision-making authority over the comment letters. Nonetheless, many individuals when
speaking about the program over the past few years spoke about this as a King County program.

The AHC designed the many steps in the process to ensure there were checks and balances on King
County Executive staff’s review of plans:
e AHC staff sought feedback from HIJT members on structure used while reviewing the first
batch of early plan submissions, even testing HIJT peer review of plans.
e During the review process, once AHC staff reviewed a plan, the AHC Chair and Vice Chair had
an opportunity to provide feedback on draft comments.
o Before AHC staff sent draft letters to the AHC, jurisdiction staff had an opportunity to identify
any factual errors in the letter and prepare to address any concerns at the AHC meeting.
e At AHC meetings, following a staff briefing, a representative from the jurisdiction had an
opportunity to comment on the draft letter before deliberations began. Once deliberations
began, AHC members could amend the draft letter before approval.

The AHC intended for the steps and the peer-led nature of the program to provide transparency,
establish trust in the findings, incentivize alignment with the CPP Housing Chapter, and provide a
venue for jurisdictions to hold each other accountable. Nonetheless, in the end some jurisdiction
staff still considered the plan review program to be a County-only process. Notably, some HUT
members reported that the structure of AHC meetings—with jurisdictions present and asked to speak
to the review findings—felt like a public shaming and an overreach of the County.

14 Futurewise, Kian Bradley and Trevor Reed v. City of Mercer Island [link] and Futurewise v. City of Clyde Hill

[link]
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Draft implementation details were difficult to prepare and assess

Jurisdictions had to submit draft implementation strategies with their plans to demonstrate
alignment with the 17 CPP Housing Chapter policies that required a jurisdiction “implement” or
“adopt.” The AHC recommended inclusion of this action-orientation language in the 2021 CPP
amendments in response to findings demonstrating that jurisdictions commonly copied 2012 CPP
policy language into their plans to be consistent and then very often failed to implement the housing
policies over the planning period.15

Jurisdiction staff had flexibility in how the described their draft implementation strategies, which
resulted in significant variation across submissions. Some jurisdictions listed policy language rather
than implementation language while other simply provided an inventory of an existing program
name. In these cases, it was difficult for AHC staff to understand what specific actions the
jurisdiction would take over the next ten years and how AHC staff would measure progress. Finally,
the variation across implementation strategies posed a significant challenge in assessing and
comparing commitments across jurisdictions.

Jurisdiction staff shared early on that it was challenging to develop draft implementation strategies
when they hadn’t yet adopted their policies and didn’t know what their councils would ultimately
agree to. Jurisdictions whose councils had not recently approved a housing action plan or housing
strategy reported the greatest challenge in submitting implementation strategies. Jurisdictions who
had completed a housing action plan found that the scope and scale of regulatory change that
occurred between 2021 and 2024 rendered parts of their housing action plan irrelevant. Meanwhile,
jurisdictions who intended to develop a housing strategy after plan adoption struggled to articulate
even draft implementation commitments with confidence as they hadn’t gone through a public and
legislative review process. The AHC is collecting final implementation strategies from jurisdictions in
the third quarter of 2025 as part of the monitoring and reporting process.

Some jurisdiction staff also shared that the implementation strategies workbook was complicated
and burdensome to complete. While the implementation strategies workbook was needed to confirm
jurisdictions’ alignment with policies that require “adopt” or “implement,” it ultimately caused
confusion and drew on jurisdiction staff capacity. Adding this additional layer to the planning process
proved to be one of the more significant challenges for the plan review program. It is uncommon for
a jurisdiction to establish strategies for achieving their comprehensive plan policies and goals in
comprehensive plans. While many jurisdictions found developing draft implementation strategies
challenging or burdensome, others noted that the process helped them think through how to
implement their comprehensive plans.

Administrative Burden

Regulatory fatigue and constrained resources impacted submissions
Regulatory fatigue, insufficient time, limited capacity, and constrained budgets also contributed to
draft plans that were misaligned with the CPP Housing Chapter.

Jurisdiction staff shared that they struggled to comply with numerous substantive changes to state
and county requirements that occurred in 2021 and up through the state-mandated plan adoption
deadline of December 31, 2024. Most jurisdictions launched their comprehensive plan periodic
updates during this period of regulatory change and uncertainty. Some had prepared housing action
plans, others had established budgets, adopted work plans, executed consultant contracts, while

15 CPP Housing Chapter Update staff report, September 25, 2020 staff report [link]
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other still had started analyzing their housing needs, sought community input on early concepts, and
even drafted policy language. Tracking and adapting to all the community change strained
jurisdictional and it proved challenging for jurisdictions to comply with the many new requirements.

According to a log of housing bills passed by the Washington State Legislature each year maintained
by the Washington State Department of Commerce, the legislature passed more than 40 housing-
related bills between 2021 and 2024.16 For example:

e In 2021, the Washington State Legislature changed the requirements for the way
communities plan for housing. HB 1220 substantively amended the Growth Management Act
(GMA) housing goal to instruct local governments to “plan for and accommodate” housing
affordable to all income levels made significant updates to how jurisdictions are to plan for
housing in the housing element section of their comprehensive plans.

e To give the region time to adapt, the legislature extended the GMA periodic review due dates
for King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties and the cities within them by six months
(from June 30, 2024, to December 31, 2024) in 2022. The legislature also passed appeal
protections for legislative actions to increase housing in 2022.

e In 2023, lawmakers and advocates coined the legislative session as the “Year of Housing.”
New state legislation contributed to additional significant new changes to state housing laws,
including a middle housing bill to allow a broader range of housing types in areas that have
allowed predominantly detached homes (HB 1110) and HB 1337, which established new
rules and regulations for accessory dwelling units to increase supply.

The GMPC and King County Council amended the CPP Housing Chapter twice during this time of
change. In 2021, after two years of development, King County Council adopted, and the cities
ratified substantive amendments to the 2012 CPPs. This included amendments to the CPP Housing
Chapter the AHC and GMPC developed and recommended. These CPP Housing Chapter
amendments:

e aligned the CPP Housing Chapter with existing plans, including VISION 2050 and the Task

Force’s recommendations;
e strengthened methods of local and regional accountability; and
e achieved health and equity outcomes.

In 2023, the King County Council passed and the cities ratified amendments to the CPP Housing
Chapter again. These CPP Housing Chapter amendments:
e established jurisdictional housing needs by income level that each jurisdiction must plan for
and accommodate, consistent with the 2021 amendments to the GMA; and
e established authority for the GMPC or its designee to hold jurisdictions accountable to
planning for and accommodating these needs.

AHC staff published the first plan review manual in November 2023 and continued to refine this
manual into early 2024, less than a year before the state-mandated periodic update adoption
deadline of December 31, 2024.

Plan review being a new program, not all jurisdictions grasped the unique characteristics that set the
program apart from similar reviews performed by the state and PSRC nor had time to adjust once
they understood these key differences. Notable differences included:

e AHC reviewed public review drafts.

16 Washington State Housing Laws of 2019 through 2024, version 2.2 [link]
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https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/jfd6j7vsgpiotketm4c09eekocovd4lc

e The AHC, a committee of peers, issued comment on an early draft plan in a public meeting
and posted the comments online after issuance.

e AHC review took at least two months, given involvement by a formal body,

e The AHC does not comment on adopted plans.

In reflecting on future iterations of the program, HIJT members said that jurisdiction staff need to
know that policies aren’t going to keep changing and encouraged policymakers to create a stable
regulatory environment during the time they are preparing a periodic update to their comprehensive
plan. This includes any CPP amendments and guidance on how to align with the CPP Housing
Chapter.

Detailed nature of review strained jurisdiction staff capacity

According to CPP H-26, the intent of the GMPC or its designee’s review of comprehensive plans was
in part to ensure plans address all CPP Housing Chapter goals and policies and include required
analyses. The program'’s intent was also to collect data on jurisdictional implementation details to
inform future monitoring and evaluation. As such, in consultation with AHC leadership, AHC staff
approached each submission with a detail-oriented compliance mindset.

To facilitate the AHC’s review, AHC staff required jurisdiction staff to submit a public review draft of
the housing-related components of their comprehensive plan, including all required analyses, as well
as a completed CPP Completeness Checklist and Implementation Strategies Workbook. AHC asked
jurisdiction staff preparing the checklist to list the comprehensive plan policy or appendices and
associated page numbers that addressed each CPP Housing Chapter policy. Jurisdiction staff had
the option to include additional information in an open-ended “notes” column of the checklist, such
as explanations of how the final plan would address unfinished plan elements.

The materials took a significant amount of time to prepare, with one HIJT member reporting that it
took them approximately 60 hours to prepare their submission materials. Jurisdiction staff and
consultants report spending sizeable time preparing their submission and engaging with AHC staff
following plan submission. Furthermore, King County hired temporary staff to support this work, and
it became the primary focus for AHC staff and the AHC for two years. Committee approval added
additional time and complexity to the plan review process. AHC staff estimates that collectively,
jurisdiction staff, consultant teams, planning commissions, elected officials, AHC and GMPC
members, AHC staff, and other King County staff spent more than 1,000 hours on the plan review
program.

The plan review program required all jurisdictions to submit the same submission materials,
regardless of budget, size, or geography, which was something staff of smaller jurisdictions noted as
challenging. Jurisdiction staff also shared that the AHC's letters sometimes came off as pedantic or
as though the AHC was holding small jurisdictions to an unrealistic standard. One HIUT member
noted that they may not have supported the aspirational CPP policy language in the 2021 CPP
amendments if they knew the GMPC would establish a detailed plan review process through the
2023 CPP amendments.

What's Next

AHC staff will document the AHC’s discussion in the meeting minutes. This staff report and the
meeting minutes can serve as a reference for future efforts to develop the assessment of shortfalls
and adjustment program, future CPP Housing Chapter amendments, and design and implementation
of the next plan review program over the coming years.
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Exhibit 1: Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program History

Countywide Planning Policies Overview

The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) create a shared and consistent framework for
growth management planning for all jurisdictions in King County in accordance with RCW
36.70A.210, which requires the legislative authority of a county to adopt countywide planning policy
in cooperation with cities located in the county.1” The CPPs serve to ensure that the comprehensive
plans of King County and each city work together toward a common regional direction and are one
part of a cascading set of regulations that govern how the Puget Sound region, and other populous
areas of Washington State, plan for growth.

King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) and all amendments to the CPPs become effective
following approval by the GMPC, adoption by the King County Council, and ratification by King County
cities and towns. The Affordable Housing Committee (AHC), a committee of the GMPC, develop and
recommends amendments to the CPP Housing Chapter. The CPPs are binding and, as such, all
jurisdictions in King County must adopt comprehensive plans that are consistent with the CPPs.18

Countywide Planning Policies Housing Chapter History

1992-2012
King County Council adopted, and cities and towns ratified the first CPPs in 1992 and substantively
amended them in 2012.1° The 2012 CPP Housing Chapter amendments recognized the disparate
housing conditions that existed across the county and reminded jurisdictions of their shared
responsibility towards addressing countywide affordable housing needs.20 The 2012 policies also
outlined a four-step iterative process that each city and the County would follow:

1. conduct an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs and conditions;

2. implement a range of strategies and policies within a local jurisdiction to address unmet

housing needs;
3. measure results; and
4. respond to measurement with reassessment and adjustment of strategies.

2012-2021
In the years that followed:
e Jurisdictions updated their comprehensive plans, but not always in full alignment with the
CPP Housing Chapter.
e Some jurisdictions adopted housing strategies and took regulatory and budgetary actions to
support, encourage, and require more affordable housing, while others didn’t.
e Monitoring fell by the wayside as many jurisdictions lacked the resources to perform timely
and relevant housing monitoring.
e Jurisdictions didn’t review and amend local housing policies and strategies.

17 RCW 36.70A.210 [link]

18 CPP policy FW-5 states: “Adopt comprehensive plans that are consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies
as required by the Growth Management Act.” [link]

19 King County Comprehensive Plan History and archive [link]

20 Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) lists all the 2012 CPP amendments [link]
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https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.210
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kingcountycpps-ord-19880_update.pdf?rev=2af02e15e54146ec93db8798244d6411&hash=00D49E350C6D4D384F5C030AE2424193
https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/executive/governance-leadership/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/king-county-comprehensive-plan/plan-history-and-archive#:%7E:text=1992%3A%20Countywide%20Planning%20Policies%20Adopted&text=The%20policies%20and%20goals%20included,roads%2C%20parks%20and%20other%20services.
https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/executive/governance-leadership/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps

e Housing cost burden among low-income households worsened and it became more difficult
for these households to find a place they could afford in the community of their choice.2t

In 2017, King County formed the Task Force to develop and recommend a countywide affordable
housing strategy.22 The Task Force met over an 18-month period, with their work culminating in the
release of the December 2018 Task Force Final Report and Recommendations,23 including a Five-
Year Action Plan. The Task Force found that there existed a shortfall of affordable homes in King
County and that current efforts had not been enough to avoid the affordable housing crisis. They
called for scaling up current efforts and implementing new strategies to meet the affordable housing
need. Among the new strategies, the Task Force identified the need for greater regional collaboration
towards meeting the housing need and called for the creation of the Affordable Housing Committee.

In 2019, the GMPC established the AHC to oversee implementation of the Five-Year Action Plan. The
GMPC chartered the AHC to recommend amendments to the CPPs, including land use policies and
regional goals and metrics consistent with Action Plan Goal 1, Strategy A. The AHC and GMPC started
scoping amendments to the CPP Housing Chapter later that year, and the AHC transmitted
recommended CPP amendments to the GMPC for consideration in early 2021. The AHC’s
recommended 2021 CPP Housing Chapter amendments:

e aligned the CPP Housing Chapter with existing plans, including VISION 2050 and the Task

Force’s recommendations;
e strengthened methods of local and regional accountability; and
e achieved health and equity outcomes.

The GMPC considered those recommended amendments, and in June 2021, approved a package of
CPP amendments that King County Council adopted, and the cities and towns ratified.

During GMPC deliberations in 2021, the Washington State Legislature changed the way communities
are required to plan for housing. House Bill 1220 amended the GMA to instruct local governments to
“plan for and accommodate” housing affordable to all income levels.24 This significantly
strengthened the previous goal, which was to encourage affordable housing. At the same time,
several GMPC members felt like the CPP Housing Chapter amendments did not do enough to
encourage and incentivize the creation of affordable housing across King County, including in more
expensive housing markets, like the eastside.

2022-Present

To align the CPP Housing Chapter with the new state requirements and address GMPC member
concerns, the GMPC created a new work program for the AHC. GMPC Motion 21-2 directed the AHC
to complete, by the end of 2022, a collaborative process to:

e monitor and report jurisdictional housing supply, housing affordability, housing needs, and
income-restricted housing levels, including disparities between subregions and comparisons
to established housing goals and targets, through the Regional Affordable Housing
Dashboard and reporting;

e establish subregional or jurisdictional affordable housing needs, informed by local data and
the data and methodology provided by the Washington State Department of Commerce;

21 November 15, 2019 Affordable Housing Committee meeting slides [link]

22 King County Motion 14754 [link] and King County Motion 14873 [link]

23 December 2018 Regional Affordable Housing Task Force Final Report and Recommendations [link]
24 Washington State House Bill 1220 (2021) [link]
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https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/migrated/affordable-housing-committee/Meeting_11-15-2019/AHC_Meeting_Presentation_2019,-d-,11,-d-,15.ashx?la=en&hash=BB64ED2F21A203AA658966D7A946B5FD
https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4781516&GUID=180A955B-3DF3-49C9-A265-163F3FF55F9E
https://aqua.kingcounty.gov/Council/Clerk/OldOrdsMotions/Motion%2014873.pdf
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/ahccompplanreview/rahreportprintfileupdated102819.pdf?rev=f042188475014987a88b2821e2c0751f&hash=2E66D235A317DE869B37F77911CA3DEA
https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2021-22/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/1220-S2.SL.pdf?q=20211209114015

e recommend to the GMPC an accountability and implementation framework for equitably
meeting affordable housing needs across the region. The AHC will consider, at a minimum,
the range of Development Patterns and Housing Chapter amendments proposed by GMPC
members in June 2021 regarding understanding and accommodating housing need, holding
jurisdictions accountable, and allocating resources; and

e recommend to the GMPC any CPP amendments necessary to implement their
recommendations.25

The following year, the AHC worked to respond to GMPC Motion 21-1, developing a method of
equitably allocating housing needs by income level to jurisdictions, a framework for the GMPC or its
designee to hold jurisdictions accountable to planning for and accommodating these needs, and CPP
amendments to implement these recommendations. The AHC transmitted a package of
recommendations to the GMPC on December 29, 2022.26

In 2023, in response to AHC recommendations, the GMPC recommended, King County Council
approved, and the cities and towns ratified amendments to the CPPs, which directed the GMPC or its
designee to conduct a housing-focused review of all King County jurisdiction’s draft periodic
comprehensive plan updates for alignment with the Housing Chapter. The GMPC also approved
GMPC 23-2 which established an accountability framework and standards for review of draft
comprehensive plans.2?

In the 2023 update, King County and the cities and towns in King County additionally developed an
accountability framework. The first step in the framework, CPP H-26, empowered the GMPC or its
designee to review and comment on draft periodic updates to local comprehensive plans to increase
the likelihood that jurisdictions would adopt comprehensive plans which fully and meaningfully
aligned with the CPP Housing Chapter.

25 GMPC Motion 21-1 [link]

26AHC Final Recommendations in Response to Growth Management Planning Council Motion 21-1, December
9, 2025 [link]

27 GMPC Motion 23-2, March 22, 2023 [link]]
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https://kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/GrowthManagement/GMPC-2021/GMPC-Meeting-052621/GMPC-Motion-21_2-2021-UGC.ashx?la=en&hash=CDADA40B99B9BE5D3B41FC106815561D
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/migrated/affordable-housing-committee/Meeting%202022,-d-,12,-d-,09/v3AHCFinalRecommendationStaffReport20221206.ashx?la=en&hash=434846C724D95A189E21075E679ABA6F
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/growthmanagement/gmpc-2023/mar22-gmpc/5b_gmpc-motion-23-2_planstandards_and_accountabilityframework_032223.pdf?rev=a869d558c0ed48679d50733a3c315983&hash=6037F4635D1A62B364AC5F5AFBC9BFE4

