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King County, Washington -- Seattle and
38 other cities, 1.8 million residents,
Cascade Mountains, glaciers, forest,
farmland, rural lands, urban coastline,
rivers, lakes, Puget Sound
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Standardized Strategic/Business Plan Format
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Primary Audiences for (Local Gov’t) Environmental Evaluation and Performance Information

Connect with Executive and Elected - Help Agency Leadership Set
Leadership: i Program Direction
e Account , .
! * Policy/program guidance
* Coordinate * Decision-support
e Get direction Revise Plan

N

agency performance through: \

Improve

etransparency | ceeme e

ealignment
eintegration

Stakeholder and Public ™
Engagement

Performance parameters
for Divisions, Sections,
Do Programs and Employees

Check

Outreach to/receive guidance from:
e Stakeholders e Operationalize priorities
e Partners and e Map/attribute responsibility

¢ Public e Account for results



HOW ARE 2008 King County Environmental Conditions and
WE DOING? DNRP Performance Results by Goal Areas

Indicators of Environmental and Community Conditions

KING COUNTY LAND AND HEALTH AND RESOURCE Indicators Legend
RESOURCES SAFETY CONSUMPTION ] Me_els or exceeds sl_andard, goal,
[ Forest Cover [0 Parks and Trail Usage [ Solid Waste Disposal or improved from prior years
[ Forest Protection/ bl [ Swim Area Water Quality pmm __ 2nd Recycling [ Approaching standard goal,
Production [ Potable Groundwater O Green Building or steady with prior years
O Agricultural [ Toxic Burdens [ Building Energy Use [ Below standard, goal,
// [ Terrestrial Biota or decline from prior years
O insufficient data
DNRP Performance Measures and Results
PERMIT/ WASTEWATER LAND AND SOLID AND RESIDENTIAL GREEN
FACILITY RESOURCE RESOURCE | [HAZARDOUS WASTE| | STEWARDSHIP BUILDING
— COMPLIANCE RECOVERY | | CONSERVATION | | WANAGEMENT LEVELS ACHIEVEMENTS
1 O] Wastewater | [J Reclaimed Water ol LJ Program enroliment | L1725 | [ Yard care O Depariment of
ENVIRONMENT ] Sold Waste 0 Biosolids D Acresin [ Residentil recycing| [RETIEREIEE Transportation
I [ Stormwater [ Biogas consenvation status | | = company disposal practices [ DNRP
A O Transfer of rates [ Facilities
Development Rights
o A . [ Hazardous waste Mana
REGIONAL RECREATION VOLUNTEERISM CUSTOMER JURISDICTIONAL EMPLOYEES Performance Measures Legend
PROTECTION TRAIL VIA s 0 Parks SATISFACTION | | PARTNERSHIPS | | [ Employee Safety | [EI Meets or exceeds target
GOAL ACCESS PARTNERSH O swo O swo O swo [ Employees ratings
= Insurance | Oeecentof | O Structured | O WRD L O wm L owm | | of workplace e L
PEOPLE AND reatonts within programs e e practices {less than 10% away from target)
COMMUNITIES 1.5 miles of O Unstructured @IS Center [ GIS Center [ Needs improvement
a trail activities O
0 e (more than 10% away from target)
O Insufficient data
EFFICIENCY CAPITAL PARKS
[ swp INVESTMENT ENTREPRENEURIAL
O wrp [ swo REVENUE Acronyms
| CJWLRD L] OwiD L [ Userfees GIS  King County GIS (Geographic
[ Parks [ WLRD O Entrepreneurial/ Information System) Center
[ Parks SWD Solid Waste Division
WLR  Water & Land Resources
Division
WTD Wastewater Treatment Division
Other factors that influence King County conditions
Behaviors of State/federal City and other Funding For more infqrmation, see
residentsand [~ | regulationsand [~|  agencies’ [ capacities and —— %Lm;:’: http://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/
businesses policies efforts commitments measures/default.aspx
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Climate Pollution Reduction Targets

e Reduce annual GHG emissions from
government operations to 6% below 2000
levels by 2010

e |In collaboration with other local governments,
reduce annual GHG emissions regionally to
80% below 2007 levels by 2050
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King County Community
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

23,000,000 MTCOZ2e

Electricity

Industry
(point source)
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Countywide residential transportation emissions
Annual metric tons per household: 2006 findings
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Annual Metric Tons of CO2
From Residential Transportation
Per Household Average
By Census Blockgroup

I Less than 3
-
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s
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~— |irban Growth Boundary

predicted values
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N Attachment A Residential Transportation CO2 Emissions
King County, Washington
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Bellevue block group value distribution

= 2 o % .

B & - T = o
Y o T il =
L L i 0 P
T = =] = (0
] L o - 0

Al

41

ca

74

14

[

| | I
2071264 27278 53730491 024005 66744914



Urban Form Variable Generation

5 e Grow-Fly Buffer ... S8 ’
“7 . Network Buffer .. [P
. Sample Household ... |

[__1Single Family Residential
I Multi Family Residential
B Commercial

I Office

B |ndustrial

I |nstitutional

[ Greenspace/Recreational
B Parking

[ 1Unknown

Step 1 — Set 1 km network buffer around each household location

Step 2 — Using the network buffer, aggregate/calculate the following
measures:

— Intersection Density — Number of 3 or 4 way intersections within 1 km
buffer

— Residential Density — Number of housing units (both multi and single
family) divided by residential acreage within 1 km buffer

— Mixed Use Index — 0 — 1 index where “0” indicates absolute consistency
and “1” indicates completely balanced mixture of land use categories (5
land use categories: residential, institutional, retail, entertainment , &
office)

— Retail FAR — The FAR for all retail floor space within the 1 km network
buffer



Residential Energy Use
by Block Group,
12 Month Average, 2007

This map depicts the total energy consumption,
electricity and natural gas, for single family homes
by Census Block Group. A threshold of 100
homes was necessary for data to be included in
this study. Data was prepared by Puget Sound
Energy staff in participation with staff from the
Department of Natural Resources and Parks.
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Minority Demographics and 2 Mile Buffer from

Wastemobile Stops
(Feb. 06 - Oct. 07)

Category Minority |CtBlkGrps| Total Population | Minority | Minority % Total | % Minority
Pct Range (without | Pop within 2 P P
Seattle) mile buffer within 2 within 2
mile bufier mile buffer
A 0.0 - 11.9% 309 315782 130894 25661 11027 27.26 5.44
B 12.0 -15.9% 133 158001 82872 22031 11731 1347 10.04
16.0 - 21.4% 158 184074 73566 33847 13563 15.69 11.61
21.5-27.8% 164 187565 B0214 45650 18373 15,99 16.58
28.0 - 30.9% 164 213932 101013 71474 34184 18.24 28.25
40.0 - 100%: 82 109728 54789 53984 26042 9.35 23.07
%  Wastemobile Location
D 2 Mile Buffer from Wastemobile
I::] King County
Census 2000 Block Groups Pct. Minority
A 0.0-11.9%
8 1120-159%
€ 16.0-21.4%
21.5-27.9% "
BN 28.0-39.9%
40.0 - 100% )
This map portrays the population which is non-white 2 1 2 4 B 8

|us the approx. 50% of Hispanic / Lating parsans 5
il e e 5

who identified their race as white

Jan. 14, 2008

i, mincring
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GIS Center b ok et




Income Demographics and

King County Wastewater Facility Locations

Total

—— ot CtBikGms | Gt BikGrps|Pop Pop % Pop %
Category Income (§) ‘Wastewater|within Service | within 112 | within | within 1/2 within within 1/2
Facilities Area mile buffer| Service |mile buffer| Service Area
Area mile buffer
21 255 65 305036 78385 21.39% 21.87%
16 167 48 223268 59616 15.45% 16.63%
10 173 Fi] 174768 32102 12.0%% B.
D 10 179 48 188374 51153 13.04% 14.27%
| E 1 53.000 - 72,998 i 200 48 211374 52020 14.63% 14.51%
L_F_ |73000- 200,000 22 324 Ell 338113 85195 23.40% 23.77%

«  KC-WTD Facility

= = =+ County Boundary

[ 172 mile Buffer of KC-WTD Facilities
I: KC-WTD Service Area

Census 2000 Block Groups Per Median Household Income
(Age 15 years old and above)

Under $40,000

$40,000 - $47,999

I $48,000 - $54,999

[T $55,000 - $62,999

[ & | $63,000-$72,999

F | Over $73,000
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Minority Demographics and distance to
Developed Parks in King County

Category Minority Ct Total Minority | Minority| Median Distance
Pct Range |BIkGrps| Population | Population| Pet to Developed
Overall Parks (mile)
A 0.0-11.9% 474 465204 39334 8.46 0.00
B 12.0-15.9% 335 245375 34164 13.92 0.00
16.0 - 21.4% 226 250239 46096 18.42 0.14
21.5-27.9% 212 241993 58912 24.34 0.15
28.0-39.9% 229 281031 93695 33.34 0.08
40.0 - 100% 214 253192 149326 58.98 0.15

Note:

A 0.0-11.9%

181 120-159%
16.0 - 21.4%
21.5-27.9%
BN 28.0-39.9%
40.0 - 100%

who identified their race as white

GIS Center

This map portrays the population which is non-white
plus the approx. 50% of Hispanic / Latino persons

m King County

= Block group exceeding median distance

Developed Parks in King County

Census 2000 Block Groups Pct. Minority

Ik ion may not be pleted for non-King County owned or operated parks or open spaces.
Analysis is done lor the best data available in our dalabase,
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Minority Demographics and distance to
King County Owned Parks and Open Space

Category Minarity Ct BlkGrps) Total Minority Minority Median Distance
Pct Range Population | Population Pct to King County Parks &
Overall Open Space (mile)
0.0-11.9% 153 164580 12020 7.30 0.00
12,0 -15.9% 26 32614 4655 14.19 0.24
16.0-21.4% 33 41253 7507 18.20 0.29
21.5-27.9% 36 42633 10393 24.38 0.32
28.0-39.9% 32 35280 11686 33.12 0.30
40.0 - 100% 32 3273 17541 53.59 017

Note: Census block group polygans may not mateh to city boundaries. Analysis is done anly thase block graups with

majority of thelr areas are in unincorporated area.

«  Block group exceeding median distance
King County Owned Parks and Open Space

City

Census 2000 Block Groups Pct. Minority

A 0.0-11.9%
8 1120-159%
16.0 - 21.4%
21.5-27.9%
BN 28.0-39.9%
40.0 - 100%

This map portrays the population which is non-white
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Unincorporated racial demographics (by Block Group) and proximity to King County Parks

N

Countywide Racial Demographics (by Block Group) and Proximity to All Parks in King County

Category Minority Ct BIkGrps Total Minority Minority / Median Distance
Pct Range Population | Population Pct to King County Parks
Overall / Open Space (mile)
A 0.0-11.9% 153 164580 12020 7.30 0.00
B 12.0 -15.9% 26 32814 4655 14.19 0.24
C 16.0 - 21.4% 33 41253 7507 18.20 0.29 ,
B 21.5-27.9% 36 42633 10393 24.38 \ 0.32 /
28.0 - 39.9% 32 35280 11686 33.12 |\ 0.30 /
40.0 - 100% 32 32731 17541 53.59 \ 0.17 /

~_

AN
Category Minority Ct BlkGrps | Total Population | Minority | Minority Pct dian Distan
Pct Range Population Overall to Parks / XX
Open Space
(mile) ,
0.0-11.9% 474 465204 39334 8.46 0.00
12.0 -15.9% 225 245375 34164 13.92 || 0.00 -
16.0 - 21.4% 226 250239 46096 18.42 \ 0.13 /
21.5-27.9% 212 241993 58912 24.34 0.15 /
28.0 - 39.9% 229 281031 93695 33.34 \. 000 /
40.0 - 100% 214 253192 149326 58.98 014 7




Minority Demographics and Distance to
Regional Trails in King County

Category Minority Ct BlkGrps | Total Population | Minority | Minority Pct| Median Distance
Pct Range Population| Owverall to Regional Trall
{mile)
A 0.0-11.9% 474 465204 39334 B.46 1.08
12.0 -15.9% 225 245375 34164 3.92 0.89
16.0 - 21.4% 226 250239 46096 842 0.92
21.5-27.9% 212 241993 58812 24.34 1.01
28.0-39.9% 229 281031 93695 33.34 1.01
L0 - 100% 214 253192 148326 58.98 1.21

= Block group exceeding median distance

/\/ Regional Trails

Census 2000 Block Groups Pct. Minority

A 0.0-11.9%
18 1120-159%
16.0 - 21.4%
21.5-27.9%
BN 28.0-39.9%
40.0 - 100%

This map portrays the population which is non-white
plus the approx. 50% of Hispanic / Latino persons
who identified their race as white

m King County
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Income Demographics and Distance to
Regional Trails in King County

Category Median Ct BIkGrps | Total Population| Median Distance
Household to Regional Trail

Income ($) (mile)

0 - 39999 305 367983 0.93

40000 - 47999 220 261113 1.08

48000 - 54999 207 210920 117

55000 - 62999 228 242973 1.13

E 63000 - 72999 242 256660 1.09

E >= 73000 378 398385 0.92

= Block group exceeding median distance

/\/ Regional Trails
Census 2000 Blk Grps Median Household Income in 1999

0 - 39999
40000 - 47999
48000 - 54999
D 55000 - 62999
E 63000 - 72999 .

F >=73000 210 2 4 6 8
™ ™ s ™ s = | /[
Jan. 10, 2008
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2007 Household distance to regional trail system by income

Category Median Ct BlkGrps| Total Population Median Distance
Household to Regional Trail
Income ($) (mile)
A 0 - 39999 305 367983 0.93
B 40000 - 47999 220 261113 1.08
C 48000 - 54999 207 210920 1.17
D 55000 - 62999 228 242973 1.13
E 63000 - 72999 242 255660 1.09
F >= 73000 378 398385 0.92




Percent Sedentary / Average Household Distance
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Performance measures along DNRP logic chain

Organizational Hierarchy

Cascading Scorecards by:
e Division
e Section
e Work unit

e Employee

Action Types:

* Program/service delivery and

DNRP, facility operations

division, _,
section, e Qutreach and partnerships
program —»
Plans and
Policies  « C|P - Infrastructure upgrades
and system improvements

® Regulations and incentives

Outputs and short term outcomes:

Performance targets for work units
and employees (1-2 yr)

—>

* Behaviors and practices of
residents and businesses — land
mgt., waste avoidance, green bldg.

* Built environment characteristics —
infrastructure and facility service
levels, permit compliance

¢ Natural environment characteristics —
habitat, water quality

A 4

A 4

Dept Goals

e Environment

* People and
Communities

e Fiscal
Responsibility

County-
wide
targets

Intermediate outcomes:

— Performance targets for

Divisions and Sections (3-5 yr)

Longer-term outcomes:
DNRP Goals and AlMs
High Indicators (ongoing)




Aligned and cascading performance targets in 3 goal areas

Department - long -term outcomes (4-6 yrs)

Division - intermediate outcomes (2-4 yrs)

Section - short-term outcomes (1-2 yrs)

Work unit or program —
outputs, milestones

Employees —
SMART outputs,
milestones

Environmental Fiscal
Performance People and Performance
Targets Communities Targets

Performance Targets



Simplified Logic Chain and Performance Targets/Evaluation Portals

Ultimate
SMART
) Short-terms Intermediate Outcomes
Milestones and Achieved or
Outcomes Outcomes
Outputs Influenced

-—t

Employee Program, Unit, or Section and/or _D_N_RP and/or
and/or Work Section Measure Division Measure Division Measure
Unit Measure or Indicator

Landowner Outreach Example:

-

ot of notices sent

. Amount, quality, Land management Degree that stream
-am.ount/quallty of and distribution of practices are improved in water quality, soil
curriculum landowner the community (measured and habitat
developed education by the Environmental conditions are
o# of landowners delivered Behavior Index) improved

reached



3 Goal Logic Chain: Solid Waste Transfer Station Operation

Ultimate Outcomes

Milestones and Short-terms Intermediate Achieved or
Outputs Outcomes Outcomes Influenced
Work Unit Supervisor Section Measures Division Measures DNRP Measures
Measures and/or Indicator

Transfer Station Operation Example

—

eOperating plan eFacility efficiencies eSystem-wide permit targets «Garbage safely managed

compliance re: «Wast . met or exceeded

hazardous materials, aste prqcessmg eResources are recovered
. targets achieved

recycling

eSystem-wide waste avoidance

and processing targets hit *Neighbors, ratepayers,

eCustomer satisfaction

-Safe.ty awareness and ratings hit targets and cities are engaged and
practices N eSafety practices improved satisfied
eTeam contribution *Facility workforce : .

readiness and safety *Business practice and asset eWorkers healthy and
eTraining completed management improved productive

oStaff talent and readiness

People and Communities [Environment

-Guid.ance and. | eFacility productivity eCost containment and eRate increases < inflation
oversight of efficiency targets met productivity targets achieved

Fiscal

and productivity
actions



Four Audiences for Intermediate Outcomes in a Performance & Adaptive Mgt. Cycle

0.........................................................................................‘

Connection to Overarching Governance Department Leadership Tools:

Authorities: * Policy/program Guidance

e Account for results
toward short,
intermediate and
ultimate outcomes Revise

e Coordinate
e Get direction /

highest value contributions for
actors and sets of actors

Plan * Map/attribute responsibility for
short and intermediate outcomes

\ ¢ Sign-off on commitments by all

Improved effectiveness through: relevant actors and participants
etransparency

i e Decision support to illuminate

ealignment
eintegration

/ Implementation Phase:

organized by Sector,
Do Association, and Agency

Stakeholder and Public ™S
Engagement:

Check

¢ Make sense of short, intermediate and ultimate

- e Carry out sector, organization, and/or
outcomes findings

agency-specific priorities
» Assess priorities, diagnosis capacity for action,
learning about opportunities, and

¢ Account for results of actions and
intermediate outcome achievement

* Present case statement, progress information, and
asks to:

e Monitor ‘indicators’ of ultimate
outcomes

ePublic, Stakeholders, Partners



Closing Thoughts on Intermediate Outcomes:

e Critical perspective for identifying actors and
attribution of responsibility for complex topics

e Tightens diagnostics and feedback
e Strengthens response capacities

e Provides bridge between actions and ultimate
outcomes — illuminates ‘theory of change’



Closing Thoughts on Performance
Management and Sustainability:

TBL performance improvement need 3 domains of
guidance: policy, goals, targets, measures, adaptive
capacity

Fiscal domain may have internal (fiscal responsibility,

efficiency) and external (economic development)
dimensions

Environmental performance can be informed with
robust measurement tools like LCA and likely has
internal and external components (local/global)

Social domain may be the most variable:
labor/employees, exported risk, fairness,
contribution to community wellness



Closing Thoughts: Decision-Support for Strategy
Development and Performance Management

e Address complexity and the need for simplicity with
roll-up and drill-down capacities

e Should be top-down, bottom-up, and side-to-side
(cross-division, cross-agency, cross-sector) process

e Meaningful strategies, measures, and targets are
developed as a social process

e Use findings about drivers, status and trends to
inform strategy

e Head toward strategies that stretch and targets at
the edge of our grasp
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