

REGULATORY NOTE


CHECKLIST OF CRITERIA

Sammamish Valley Subarea Plan

Proposed No.:  _____________
Prepared By:  Paul Reitenbach, DDES






Date:  August 26, 2005
  Yes     No     N/A
 [x] [  ] [  ]

NEED:  Does the proposed regulation respond to a specific, identifiable need?
The proposed subarea plan responds to an order by the Growth Management Hearings Board.
 [x] [  ] [  ]

If so, is county government the most appropriate organization to address this need?
King County Government has regulatory authority for land use in unincorporated areas
 [x] [  ] [  ]

ECONOMY & JOB GROWTH:  Has the economic impact of the proposed regulation been reviewed to ensure it will not have a long-term adverse impact on the economy and job growth in King County?
No adverse impacts to the economy or job growth have been identified. 
 [x] [  ] [  ]

PURPOSE:  Is the purpose of the proposed ordinance clear?



Yes, the proposed Ordinance/subarea plan is a required response to the order by the Growth Management Hearings Board.
 [x] [  ] [  ]

Are the steps for implementation clear?
The subarea plan will be primarily implemented by DDES, through the development review process.

Yes     No     N/A
 [] [  ] [ x ]

EVALUATION:  Does the proposed ordinance identify specific measurable outcomes that the proposed regulation should achieve?



No.




[ ] [  ]   [ x]

Is an evaluation process identified?



No
 [x] [  ]   [  ]

INTERESTED PARTIES:  Has adequate collaboration occurred with all those affected by the proposed regulation (including the public, the regulated and the regulators)?



Yes, a public meeting was attended by about 35 people – about 300 property owners and affected citizens were notified of this meeting.  The Agriculture Commission conducted an additional public meeting that addressed this subarea plan that was attended by about 12 citizens.




 [x] [  ]   [  ]

COSTS & BENEFITS:  Will the proposed regulation achieve the goal with the minimum cost and burden?

No fiscal impacts have been identified to King County government.  The proposal does not place undue financial burdens on affected property owners.
 [x] [  ] [  ]

Has the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation been considered?
Failure to adopt the proposed Update by November 10, 2005 would violate the order of the Growth Management Hearings Board.
 [x] [  ] [  ]

Do the benefits of the proposed regulations outweigh the costs?
 [  ] [  ] [x]

VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE:  Does the proposed ordinance inspire voluntary compliance?
 [x] [  ] [  ]

CLARITY:  Is the proposed ordinance written clearly and concisely, without ambiguities?
 [x] [  ] [  ]

CONSISTENCY:  Is the proposed regulation consistent with existing federal, state and local statutes?

