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SUBJECT

Briefing on Executive’s 2012 recommended amendments to the text and polices regarding planning processes, shorelines and implementation respectively contained in Chapter One – Regional Planning, Chapter Five – Shorelines and Chapter Eleven - Implementation of the King County Comprehensive Plan (“KCCP”).  

SYNOPSIS OF KEY ISSUES
Introduction

· Adds references to and describing the role of VISION 2040, the 2011 King County Countywide Planning Policies ("CPPs") and the King County Strategic Plan ("KCSP") 

· Broadens scope of Policy FW-102 
· Rewrites KCCP chapter summaries

Chapter One – Regional Planning

· Adds references to VISION 2040, the 2011 CPPs and KCSP

· Amends policies RP-101, -102 , -104 and -106

· Adds new policy RP-206a (relating to the KCSP) 
· Moves amended text and policies of the Review and Evaluation section to Chapter 11 (Implementation) 

Chapter Five - Shorelines

· Incorporates the text and policies of the County Shoreline Master Program ("SMP")
Chapter Eleven - Implementation

· Inserts amended text and policies of the Review and Evaluation section (moved from Chapter 1 (Regional Planning) 

· Amends policies RP-101, 102 , 104 and 106

OVERVIEW OF INTRODUCTION SECTION REVISIONS AND ISSUES
The Executive-proposed 2012 updates to this section are focused on the following three areas.  

(1) there is the insertion of numerous references to and detailed descriptions of the following three new or updated planning documents: VISION 2040, the KCSP and the 2011 CPPs.   This is done to recognize the role of these documents in shaping the direction this 2012 KCCP update.

(2) the proposed revisions continue the emphasis on health and sustainability that was a primary focus of the 2008 KCCP update.  This emphasis is most strongly reflected in the proposed revision to policy FW-102, which had been focused upon the issue of climate change. 

(3) Chapter summaries have been substantially rewritten to reflect the scope and nature of proposed revisions in specific chapters. 
ANALYSIS 
1. 
Increased references to and detailed descriptions of VISION 2040, the CPPs and the KCSP 
VISION 2040 was adopted in 2008.
 In 2010, the KCSP was adopted.  In 2011, the Growth Management Planning Council recommended a significant update of the CPPs.  Each of these documents has a role in shaping the overall direction of the County in terms of accommodating population and employment growth.  

Two (VISION 2040, and more specifically the KCSP) include an emphasis that more directly relate to many of the revisions found in other chapters of the proposed update.   VISION 2040 touches on sustainability of rural and resource lands. The KCSP will directly guides the 2012 update in regards to:

· Justice and safety

· Health and Human potential

· Economic growth and built environment, 

· Environmental sustainability

ISSUE:
Council staff does not see issue in regards to the substance of these documents and their consistency with Executive proposed revisions, but would note that the 2011 updates to the CPPs have not been ratified, and may not be prior to Committee or Council action on the KCCP. 
2. 
Broadening the scope of policy FW-102 beyond climate change to overall environmental sustainability
FW-102
King County will be a leader in prevention and mitigation of, adaptation to, climate change effects safeguard and enhance its natural resources and environment by protecting and restoring natural resources and ecosystem, encouraging sustainable agriculture and forestry, reducing climate pollution and preparing for the effects of climate change, and by minimizing King County's operational environment footprint.   

The text for the existing version of FW-102 is proposed for complete elimination and replaced by the following objectives:
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ISSUE:
While the scope of this particular policy has been significantly broadened, the additional objectives do not represent a significant change in policy direction for the County.  The proposed change makes climate change one of several environmental items to be addressed throughout the implementation of the more specific KCCP policies.  Many of the County's recent legislative and operation actions reflect these stated objectives. 

3. 
Revisions to chapter summaries 
The Chapter summaries (found on pages I-16 through I-19 of the Executive proposal) have been substantially rewritten to reflect the scope and nature of proposed revisions in each chapter, especially in regards to:
· Chapter Four (Environment)

· Chapter Seven (Transportation)

· Chapter Eight (Services, facilities and Utilities)

· Chapter Nine (Economic Development)

ISSUE:
Council staff is not raising a specific issue in regards to content at this time, but would note that these summaries may be subject to revision to reflect Council actions on the specific chapters later in its review process.
OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER ONE (REGIONAL PLANNING) REVISIONS AND ISSUES
There are a number of revisions proposed in this chapter, including references to VISION 2040, the 2011 CPPs and KCSP similar to those described in the review of the Introduction.  There will be no additional discussion of these additional references.

As to the other revisions:  (a) there are proposed amendments to policies RP-101, 102, 104 and 106, some of which are substantive; (b) a new policy RP-206a relating to the KCSP is added; and (c) the text and policies of the Review and Evaluation section are amended and moved to Chapter 11 (Implementation). 

ANALYSIS 

1. 
Protection of significant cultural and historic resources.

RP-101   King County shall strive to provide a high quality of life for all of its residents by working with cities, special purpose districts and residents to develop attractive, safe and accessible urban communities, retain rural character and rural neighborhoods, support economic development, maintain resource lands ((and)) preserve the natural environment, and to protect significant cultural and historic resources.
ISSUE:
None.  The protection of significant cultural and historic resources is not new policy direction.

2. 
Increasing public participation.

RP-102   King County shall actively solicit ((citizen)) participation from individuals, ((and organized groups, including)) Unincorporated Area Councils, community councils, community development associations, and other organized groups in the development and implementation of its plans.  
ISSUE:
None.  This policy is consistent with new direction for the County to be more inclusive in its public participation efforts through newly established Community Service Areas by:

· Broadening the list of groups which the County will try to engage, not just the UACs, and

· Not specifically limiting participation to "citizens." 

3. 
Changing references to reflect the revised Framework policies contained in the Introduction section.

RP-104    King County's planning should strengthen communities by addressing all the issues, resources and needs that make a community whole, including: ((land use, transit, health, human services, natural environment and the provision of infrastructure and other services)) economic growth and the built environment, environmental sustainability, health and human potential, and justice and safety.
ISSUE:
None
4. 
Decreasing discretion in regards to greenhouse gases, and adding land use and transportation planning to actions in which greenhouse gases will be considered.
RP-106   King County ((should)) shall incorporate the most promising actions to reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses or otherwise respond to climate change into future land use and transportation planning, economic development efforts, and natural resource management.
ISSUE:
The revision from the discretionary "should" to the directive "shall" is a substantive change that reduces County discretion in regards to regulation of greenhouse gases.  This change possibly reflects the direction of Executive-proposed policy revisions contained in Chapter 4 (Environment), Chapter 7 (Transportation) and Chapter 8 (Services, Facilities and Utilities).  This item should be bookmarked to be revisited later in the plan review process to reflect decisions on proposed policy revisions in those three chapters.
5. 
Increased references to and detailed descriptions of VISION 2040, the CPPs and the KCSP.

RP-107   The Urban Growth Area ((line)) is considered long-term and can only be amended consistent with the Countywide Planning ((Policy FW-1)) Policies, and the King County ((c))Comprehensive ((p))Plan policies ((contained in this plan)).

ISSUE:
None.  These are technical changes to use a general reference to a document rather than to a specific policy, in case policy #’s change.

6. 
Increased references to and detailed descriptions of VISION 2040, the CPPs and the KCSP.

RP-206a    Planning in King County shall be consistent with the King County Strategic Plan  by: 
a.  encouraging vibrant, economically thriving and sustainable communities;
b.  enhancing the county’s natural resources and the environment;
c.  supporting safe communities; and 
d.  providing equitable opportunities for all individuals.
ISSUE:
None:  This is a technical change to demonstrate the direct link between the KCSP and the KCCP.

7. 
Relocation of text and policies of the Review and Evaluation section to Chapter Eleven.

ISSUE:
None.  See discussion of Chapter Eleven

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER FIVE (SHORELINES) REVISIONS AND ISSUES
King County adopted its first Shoreline Master Program (“SMP”) in 1977.  In November, 2010, King County adopted Ordinance 16985 approving policy and text revisions to its SMP, and adding the SMP as Chapter Five of the KCCP for the first time.  

As was noted during the review of the SMP, under the state Shoreline Management Act, the SMP must be approved by the Washington Department of Ecology ("DOE").  King County has submitted its revised SMP for DOE approval.   The DOE has begun its review and is seeking public comment on the County's SMP revision through March 16, 2012.   The DOE may approve the 2010 SMP as written, reject it or direct King County to modify specific parts. 

Until the DOE approves the County's 2010 revisions, the 1977 SMP and regulations remain in effect.

ANALYSIS 

Since DOE has not completed its review of the 2010 County revisions to its SMP, it is appropriate that the Executive-proposed update does not include any changes at this time.  It is anticipated that DOE may have requested revisions that could come up during the Committee review. 
ISSUE:  None

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER ELEVEN (IMPLEMENTATION) REVISIONS AND ISSUES
This Chapter is not significantly re-written, except to incorporate several policies moved from Chapter One – Regional Planning.  
ANALYSIS 

1. 
Impacts of land use decisions and regulation on property values.   

I-102   King County ((wishes to create an equitable relationship with all citizens in the Rural Area who own or control potential development or redevelopment of property with critical or significant resource areas.  King County should continue to provide options for property-specific technical assistance and tailored applications of critical areas regulations through Rural Stewardship, Forest Stewardship, and Farm Management Plans.  However, some affected property owners may not wish to pursue one of these plans and will choose to accept fixed regulations under the critical areas, clearing and grading, and stormwater ordinances.  These)) property owners are entitled to have their property assessed at the true and fair value of real property for taxation purposes.  ((The portion(s) of a property that are not developed or redeveloped due to environmental constraints shall be assessed to reflect the presence of physical and environmental constraints as provided in)) Property appraisals shall be consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan, development regulations, zoning, and any other governmental policies or practices in effect at the time of appraisal that affect the use of property, as well as physical and environmental influences as required by RCW 84.40.030 ((and K.C.C. 4.62.010, 4.62.020, and 4.62.030)). 

ISSUE:
None.  The revision provides King County property owners (a) clarification about the process of how assessments are made; and (b) a greater understanding of how land use plans and regulations affect property values.

2. 
Annual amendments to the KCCP.   

I-203   Except as otherwise provided in this policy, the annual cycle shall not consider proposed amendments to the King County Comprehensive Plan that require substantive changes to comprehensive plan policies and development regulations or that alter the Urban Growth Area (UGA) ((Boundary)).  Substantive amendments and changes to the UGA ((Boundary)) may be considered in the annual amendment cycle only if the proposed amendments are necessary for the protection and recovery of threatened and endangered species, or to implement a proposal for a 4 to 1 project ((or to implement an amendment to a joint interlocal/development agreement in existence on January 1, 2008, between King County, another local government, and one or more private parties, only if the amendment to the joint interlocal/development agreement includes a provision to alter the UGA boundary to add areas to the Urban Growth Area, requires that an area four times the area that is added to the Urban Growth Area be permanently designated as park or open space and requires the transfer of development rights on terms as provided in the amendment)). 

ISSUE:
None.  This is a technical change to (a) remove a term "Boundary" that no longer has particular relevance and is rarely used and (b) eliminate a particular type of UGA amendment that could be considered during the annual update cycle.  Deleting this is appropriate since the action to which that provision applied has been completed.
3. 
Identifying groups for public participation.   

I-206   Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan shall be subject to broad public participation from individuals, tribes, Unincorporated Area Councils, community councils, community development associations, and other organized groups. ((Land Use Map are subject to the requirements listed in policies RP-307 and RP-308.))

ISSUE:
None.  This revision (a) refocuses the policy towards ensuring public participation and (b) eliminates a reference to policy (RP-307) that is substantively replaced by a revision to policy I-207 and to policy RP-307 (now I-208) that remains in effect regardless of the deleted reference.

4. 
Revising decision making matrix.   

((RP-307)) I-207   Proposed amendments ((each calendar year)) to the King County Comprehensive Plan, including the Land Use Map, shall be considered by the ((Metropolitan)) King County Council ((concurrently)) only once each calendar year in accordance with the State Growth Management Act and so that the cumulative effect of the proposals can be determined.  All proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments should include the following ((elements)) analysis:

a.
Rationale:  ((A)) a detailed statement of what is proposed to be changed and why;

b.
Effect:  ((A)) a statement of the anticipated ((impacts)) outcome of the change((, including geographic area affected, populations affected, affect on climate change, and issues presented));

c.
((A demonstration of why existing comprehensive plan guidance should not continue in effect or why existing criteria no longer apply;
d.))
A statement ((of how the amendment complies)) demonstrating compliance with the Growth Management Act (('s goals and specific requirements));

((e)) d.
A statement ((of how the amendment complies)) demonstrating compliance with the Countywide Planning Policies; and

e.
A statement demonstrating consistency with the King County Strategic Plan, if applicable.

((f.
A statement of how functional plans and capital improvement programs support the change; and


g.
Public review of the recommended change, necessary implementation (including area zoning if appropriate) and alternatives.))

ISSUE:
In subsection b., without the listed elements, there will be no uniformity of application of this subsection.  The listed elements give the parameters of what the minimum considerations should be for any proposed change.  The elimination of subsection c. also raises concerns.  As currently required, this subsection requires a proposed change to be measured against the existing language.  With its removal, the double check or consideration of the existing against the proposed is lost. 

5. 
Performance measures 

I-301   ((King County shall, in conjunction with the cities in accordance with the Countywide Planning Policies, conduct a Review and Evaluation Program to determine whether it is achieving needed urban densities within the Urban Growth Area.  If necessary, the evaluation should  also identify measures, other than adjusting the UGA, that can be taken to comply with the GMA.))  Monitor and benchmark the progress of the Countywide Planning Policies and King County Comprehensive Plan toward achieving their objectives, inclusive of those relating to the environment, development patterns, housing, the economy, transportation, and the provision of public services.  Use results of such monitoring to encourage implementation actions and inform policy revisions as appropriate to achieve the planning objectives found within the Countywide Planning Policies and King County Comprehensive Plan.

ISSUE:
This policy is written without any directive such as “should” or “shall.”  As a result, it unclear from the drafting if this policy is mandatory or merely noncompulsory guidance.  How this proposed policy interrelates with the KCSP will be the subject to a later briefing.  Additionally, it appears that the Glossary was not included in the 2012 Executive proposed updates.  Staff suggests that it be returned an element of the 2012 KCCP and edits be considered during the Committee's review. 
ATTACHMENTS:


1. I-207 Matrix 

� Since then updates to the KCCP have acknowledged its adoption but made no specific references to elements that affect the County's planning.


� The four new objectives are found below and the entire revisions are found on pages I-11 through I-14 of the Executive transmittal.
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