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Background:  

The King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) Amendment Process allows individuals, groups and County departments to propose changes to the KCCP. It provides a way to address changing conditions and new considerations about how growth occurs throughout unincorporated King County.  
The provisions governing comprehensive plan amendments are contained in KCC 20.18 (see Attachment 1 for applicable code excerpts)  The code allows for annual updates to the comprehensive plan.  The annual updates are limited in scope in accordance with a 1-year or 4-year cycle.  

One-year cycle updates are limited to amendments that propose:

1. Corrections to a technical error within the Plan; 
2. Changes that do not require a substantive policy change or alter the Urban Growth Area boundary; or
3. Creation of a new “4-to-1 project” residential subdivision pursuant to KCC 20.12.458. 

Four-Year cycle updates, which the council will consider this year, are intended to permit consideration of a broader range of amendments.

TWO METHODS FOR INITIATING AMENDMENTS:  

Amendments can be initiated either through the “Docket” process or through the “Scoping” process.  Please see flow chart on Attachment 2 to see the interrelationship between the two processes. 
1.  Docket Process - The King County docket was established in 1998 as a means for citizens to register comments on or to propose consideration of changes to the King County Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) and associated development regulations. The docket is open continuously.  However, on September 30th of each year, the docket items submitted in the previous twelve months are compiled into the annual docket report transmitted to the council on December 1st.  In the report, executive staff provides a written response to the docketed items and outlines recommendations for action.

The docket process for any type of amendment is initiated by submitting the docket form outlining the specific actions being requested.  NOTE:  There is no fee for submitting a docket form.
A.  For requests that do not involve site-specific land use designation revisions, the department of development and environmental services (and other appropriate agency) will issue and inform the applicant of their recommendation.  If the recommendation is to approve the request, the request will be forwarded for consideration (as part of the scoping process described later in this report) for inclusion in the next available comprehensive plan update.  If the request is recommended for denial by the department, the request may be submitted to the council for consideration during the next available update.  
B.  Requests for “site-specific” revisions to a land use designation will include a pre-application meeting in which the department will inform the applicant of their likely recommendation.  Depending upon the department recommendation, applicants who wish to continue pursuing their proposal must then submit an official “Site-Specific Amendment Application Form” and pay a $1,575 fee.  The request would be considered by the King County Hearings Examiner in a public hearing.  The Examiner forwards a recommendation to the council.  Any examiner recommendation received by January 15th will be considered during the next available annual update.   Examiner recommendations received after January 15th are to be considered during the annual update for the subsequent year.  NOTE:  If the applicant chooses not to proceed with review by the Hearings Examiner, the request may not be submitted directly to the council for their consideration during the next available update (per KCC 20.18.050.A).  
2.  Scoping Process – To meet Growth Management Act requirements for on-going public participation, the County adopts in April of each year, a motion outlining the scope of revisions that will be considered in the subsequent update transmitted the following March.   Requests for comprehensive plan revisions are reviewed and considered and may be incorporated in the adopted scoping motion as an issue or topic to be evaluated through a public review process.  If the request is not included in the scoping motion, the request may be submitted to the council during the council review of the next available update.  NOTE:  Requests for site-specific land use designation revisions cannot be considered through this process.

2003 DOCKET REPORT OVERVIEW:  

The department transmitted the 2003 Docket Report on December 1, 2003.  This staff report is intended as a brief overview of that report and a more detailed presentation and discussion of the report will occur in conjunction with the review of the 2004 KCCP Update.
The report indicates that fifty-six docket requests were received by September 30, 2003 and that two of the docket requests were subsequently withdrawn.   Most requests seek redesignation from Rural or from Agricultural Production District to Urban, some in conjunction with the opportunity for annexation to a city.   The remaining requests involve proposed land use redesignations or policy/code revisions within the Urban Growth Area.  Three of the applicants for site-specific land use designation revisions opted to proceed forward and had their requests reviewed by the Hearings Examiner.  The Examiner recommendations on the three cases have been transmitted to council and will be discussed as part of the council review process.
The docket requests that have been recommended for approval by either the department or the Examiner are to be included in the Executive-proposed Comprehensive Plan Update.  The ones that were recommended for denial may come directly to the council during their review process. 

ANALYSIS:  

The provisions of KCC 20.18 are intended to require any proposed revision to the comprehensive plan to be adequately discussed in a public process.  This also helps to prevent challenges based upon inconsistency with the GMA requirement for an “on-going public participation process”.   This is especially true of requests for “site-specific” land use designation revisions.  Such requests generally are controversial and are the most likely to be challenged on many grounds, including adequacy of public process. 
ATTACHMENTS:
1.  Code Excerpts from KCC 20.18




2.  Amendment Process Flow Chart
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