Memo

To: King County Affordable Housing Committee Members

From: McCaela Daffern, Affordable Housing Committee Manager

cc: Housing Interjurisdictional Team

Date: August 29, 2025

Re: Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program Update

Briefing Purpose

At the September 4, 2025 Affordable Housing Committee (AHC) meeting, AHC staff will update the
AHC on recent Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program (plan review program)
activity. Following the briefing, members will have an opportunity to ask questions.

Background

The Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) direct the AHC to conduct a housing-focused review of all
King County jurisdiction’s draft periodic comprehensive plan updates for alighment with the Housing
Chapter goals and policies prior to plan adoption and provide comment.1 Consistent with this policy,
the AHC adopted a 2025 work plan goal to conclude the plan review program by:
e tracking the Growth Management Planning Council’s (GMPC) growth target reconciliation
decision;
e encouraging submission to the program from remaining jurisdictions;
e reviewing and issuing comments to jurisdictions that submit to the program; and
e identifying challenges, successes, and lessons learned from the program to inform future
planning efforts and engagement.2

Recent Activity

Track Growth Target Reconciliation

Carnation and Snoqualmie deferred AHC plan review pending resolution of their requests to
reconcile their housing growth targets and housing needs. On July 1, 2025, the King County Council
approved CPP amendments to effectuate these requests and ratified the amendments on behalf of
unincorporated King County.3 The CPP amendments are currently pending ratification by the cities
and towns in King County, which concludes October 22, 2025.

12021 King County Countywide Planning Policies H-26 [link]
22025 AHC Work Plan and Meeting Schedule [link]
3 King County Council Ordinance 2025-0153. [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/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/workplans/2025-affordable-housing-committee-work-plan.pdf?rev=d8c8445239a24c14868f7d4fb69fd6a0&hash=A7240B10EC32E5626619FFB02255B28F
https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7407017&GUID=5D8AD1B5-9FD4-4AFB-9789-8E49D0629DDC&Options=ID|Text|&Search=countywide+planning+policies

Review and Issue Comment

To date, the AHC has issued comment for 35 of 40 King County jurisdictions, representing more than
98 percent of King County residents. The City of Carnation submitted their draft comprehensive plan
to the AHC for review on July 28, 2025, using the housing growth targets and allocated housing
needs pending ratification.

Encourage Submissions

The AHC has not commenced review of the Cities of Mercer Island, Pacific, Snoqualmie, and the
Town of Yarrow Point’s comprehensive plans as the AHC decided to wait for each jurisdiction to
submit the materials the AHC determined were necessary to assess alignment with the CPP Housing
Chapter goals and policies. During this waiting period, Snoqualmie, Mercer Island, and Yarrow Point
adopted their plans and Snoqualmie deferred AHC review of their plan pending resolution of their
growth target reconciliation request. Pacific’s plan is still a draft.

On February 5, 2025, Futurewise and other petitioners appealed Mercer Island’s adopted
comprehensive plan and interim zoning ordinance. The Growth Management Hearings Board
(GMHB) issued its decision on August 1, 2025 and a week later, issued a second decision regarding
Kitsap County with a finding relevant to the Mercer Island case.4 These decisions provide the first
interpretations of what it means to plan for housing under the Growth Management Act (GMA) since
the passage of House Bill 1220 in 2021, which substantially changed the requirements.

While the final order and decisions apply directly to Mercer Island and Kitsap County, their reasoning
could have implications for all jurisdictions planning under the GMA as well as the AHC in its review
of the remaining plans for alignment with the CPP Housing Chapter.

In the Mercer Island decision, the GMHB found the City:

o Did not identify sufficient land capacity for permanent housing for extremely low-, very low-,
low-, and moderate-income households, as the City failed to demonstrate that there would be
an incentive or subsidy program in place that would guarantee such an outcome.

e Did identify sufficient land capacity for emergency housing, finding that, because emergency
housing would likely be delivered by professional providers and not private actors, it was
appropriate to disregard subsidies and incentives when identifying capacity for emergency
housing and base the analysis on physical capacity alone.

o Did not make adequate provision for existing and projected needs of all economic segments
and that the time to make adequate provisions, either through the comprehensive plan or
development regulations, was December 31, 2024.

e Did not develop a required station area subarea plan.

e Did not fail to complete the AHC’s plan review program by adopting their comprehensive plan
and interim zoning ordinance, finding that CPP H-26 imposes a requirement on the AHC, not
the City, to conduct a housing-focused review, noting it was the AHC'’s responsibility to obtain
necessary materials, not on the City to supply whatever materials the AHC requested.

e Did comply with all the CPPs cited in the appeal except for CPP H-1, which required the City
to plan for and accommodate their housing needs, and CPP H-21, which required the City to
adopt anti-displacement measures when it added development capacity. Mercer Island could

4 Futurewise, Kian Bradley and Trevor Reed v. City of Mercer Island, GMHB No. 24-3-0003, Final Decision and
Order (Aug. 1, 2025) [link] and Kitsap Alliance of Property Owners; Palmer; Futurewise; Yamamoto; &
Yamamoto Hydroseeding v. Kitsap County, GMHB No. 25-3-0005c, (Aug. 8, 2025) [link]


https://eluho2022.my.site.com/500eq00000NSR3N
https://eluho2022.my.site.com/500eq00000Om4LJ

demonstrate consistency with the other CPPs by demonstrating any modicum of effort since
the cited CPPs did not specify the level of effort required or impose a specific, defined goal or
target the City must achieve.

Mercer Island staff met with King County staff in August 2025 to assess the feasibility of reconciling
their growth target to comply with the decision.

In the Kitsap County decision, the Board concluded that the Kitsap County’s comprehensive plan
failed to identify sufficient capacity of land for housing for extremely low-, very low-, low-, and
moderate-income groups and make adequate provisions for these needs within its comprehensive
plan, among other non-housing findings.

These interpretations could inform how the AHC goes about reviewing the remaining plans and
assessing alignment with the CPP Housing Chapter. They could also have potential implications for
jurisdictions in King County, detailed in a Puget Sound Regional Council memo.>

AHC staff are assessing the implications of these decisions for the AHC’s work while they wait to see
if either party appeals the decision. It could take several months for an appeal to work its way
through the courts and reach full resolution. If the decisions stand, Mercer Island has a year to
comply, and Kitsap County has six months.

Plan Review Program Evaluation

AHC staff in conjunction with Housing Interjurisdictional Team members compiled comprehensive
plan review program strengths, weaknesses, and lessons learned.6 At the June 5, 2025 AHC
meeting, staff briefed AHC members on the results of the evaluation. Following the briefing, AHC
members supplemented this critical staff feedback with observations from their perspective as policy
makers, industry leaders, and community members, as detailed in the draft June 5, 2025 AHC
meeting minutes and summarized below:

Plan Review Program Outcomes
An experiment in local control
e Housing need and homelessness have reached historic levels, demanding solutions no
single jurisdiction can tackle alone.
o The peer-review model balances local decision-making control with accountability.
o Offers a replicable template for other regions and informing state policy debates.

Regulation vs. accountability
o New state, regional, county requirements risk overwhelming jurisdictional staff.
o Despite concerns, there’s support for clear accountability measures to ensure compliance
and meaningful outcomes.

A learning laboratory
e Plan review highlights what’s working and where challenges remain.
e Insights will guide other regions, the state legislature, and advocates.
e Collective learning fuels iterative approaches to the housing crisis.

Most jurisdictions took effort seriously

5 Recommend Conditional Certification of Comprehensive Plans for Snoqualmie and Kitsap County Memo to
the Growth Management Policy Board, (Aug. 28, 2025), pp. 14-16. [link]
6 Housing-focused Draft Comprehensive Plan Review Program Evaluation Staff Report, (May 30, 2025). [link]


http://www.psrc.org/media/9844
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/affordable-housing-committee/2025-06-05/plan-review-program-reflections-staff-report-06052025.pdf?rev=03d0a45b4dd14f9aa2fa4dcde21894ad&hash=69E6E168E63E3D79C1BBE3D011126B7C

e Most jurisdictions worked hard to meet the spirit and letter of the CPP Housing Chapter.
e Jurisdictions with staff turnover and limited resources still participated.

Addressing common misalignments could make a difference
e The AHC made recurring recommendations to align with policies about undoing racially
exclusive and discriminatory housing and land use practices and increasing housing choice
throughout a jurisdiction.
e Efforts to address these misalignments could result in real, meaningful housing outcomes.

Keys to Success
Preliminary staff review added value
e Jurisdictional staff praised AHC staff for their early, open feedback (“no surprises”) and
collaborative tone.
e This collaborative approach encouraged hard conversations.

Public accountability motivated performance
e The public, peer-review format fostered accountability, political cover, and a shared “we’re in
this together” ethos.
e Soft power (“carrot”) of public peer-review motivated jurisdictions to perform their best.
e AHC findings created a record (“stick”) that can be used as evidence in an appeal.
o Committee sign-off on letters enhanced process credibility.

Structural Barriers
Subsidy and barrier removal needed
e Zoning changes create potential capacity for affordable housing.
e Subsidies and barrier-removal policies are needed for guaranteed outcomes.
e Collective effort is required to secure resources and joint strategies to remove barriers.

Communication and tone
e Praising strong areas of alignment first was essential in motivating performance and
tempering potential negative tone.
e A “90 percent rule” for plans that met the spirit but not the letter of the law would have
provided a means to avoid nitpicking well-aligned plans.

Administrative Burdens
More capacity and technical assistance needed
e Smaller jurisdictions struggled most, lacked staffing and needed technical assistance.
e The County underestimated its staffing needs.
e The assessment of shortfalls in 2029 requires dedicated County staffing—potentially new
hires—to be effective.

What's Next

The AHC staff will continue to review Carnation’s draft plan and monitor the status of the Mercer
Island and Kitsap County appeals.
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