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SUBJECT

An ordinance relating to vehicular traffic control, revising and moving sections of Title 46 of the King County Code to a new Title 14A and prescribing penalties.

SUMMARY

PO 2018-0162 would make both administrative and substantive revisions to Title 46 of the King County Code, which contains the county’s traffic laws.  It would move elements of Title 46 pertaining to vehicular traffic control to a new Title 14A in the King County Code, to avoid confusion with Chapter 46 RCW, which also pertains to traffic laws. The proposed ordinance includes penalties for violations of selected provisions and will be advertised in an official newspaper 10 days prior to action at full Council.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  Amendments to PO 2018-0162 may also need to be reflected in PO 2018-0161, relating to traffic enforcement, which is also before Council.] 


BACKGROUND

King County Code.  The King County Code (K.C.C.) compiles ordinances that are permanent or general in nature.  K.C.C. Title 14 pertains to administration of county roads and bridges, including road design and construction standards, and K.C.C. Title 46 contains the traffic laws for unincorporated King County, including speed limits and parking restrictions.  Portions of Title 46 pertain to the King County Sheriff’s Office’s (KCSO’s) daily operations, and the Executive reports that the Road Services Division coordinated and collaborated with the KCSO in this proposal. The Traffic Code has not been comprehensively updated since 1981.  

Washington Model Traffic Ordinance.  K.C.C. Title 46 currently adopts sections of the Washington Model Traffic Ordinance.[footnoteRef:2]  According to the Municipal Research Service Center, Washington State developed the Model Traffic Ordinance (MTO) to provide an economical and effective way for cities, towns and counties to keep their traffic ordinances up to date.  Local jurisdictions do not have to adopt individual state traffic laws every time the state laws are amended, if they have adopted the MTO by reference. Any jurisdiction which adopts the MTO may exclude any section and also add additional sections, as long as doing so does not conflict with the MTO. [2:  Sections of the Model Traffic Ordinance are codified under the Washington Administrative Code] 

State Law – Rules of the Road and Penalties.  Chapter 46.61 RCW defines the rules of the road, set forth in the following categories:

· Obedience to and effect of traffic laws
· Traffic signs, signals, and markings
· Driving on right side of roadway – overtaking and passing – use of roadway
· Right-of-way
· Pedestrians’ rights and duties
· Turning and starting and signals on stopping and turning
· Special stops required
· Speed restrictions
· Reckless driving, driving under the influence, vehicular homicide and assault
· Stopping, standing, and parking
· Miscellaneous rules

Unless otherwise specified in state law, penalties for a traffic infraction may not exceed $250 and are subject to the Infraction Rules for Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (IRLJ), schedule 6.2[footnoteRef:3] titled “Monetary Penalty Schedule for Infractions” (Attachment 4).[footnoteRef:4]  Schedule 6.2 also defines the conditions under which local courts may exercise discretion in assessing fines and penalties for traffic infractions. [3:  Chapter 46.63.110 RCW]  [4:  Monetary penalties provided for in Chapter 46.70 RCW (Dealers and Manufacturers) which are civil in nature and penalties which may be assessed for violations of chapter 46.44 RCW relating to size, weight, and load of motor vehicles are not subject to the $250 limitation.] 


Chapter 46.63.110 RCW establishes a penalty of $25 for failure to respond to a notice of traffic infraction, except for where the infraction relates to parking as defined by local law or as defined elsewhere in that chapter. Section 6 of Chapter 46.63.110 RCW establishes provisions for the court to establish a payment plan for individuals not able to pay a monetary obligation in full.

The state also imposes a number of additional assessments for traffic infractions, over and above what is established in the IRLJ schedule, and not limited to the $250 limit.  Note that these additional assessments to not apply to parking penalties.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  District court staff confirmed with staff at the Administrative Office of the Courts that additional assessments do not apply to parking penalties] 


· $5 per infraction for deposit in the emergency medical services and trauma care system trust account under Chapter 70.168.040 RCW;

· $10 per infraction for deposit in the Washington auto theft prevention authority account

· $2 per infraction for deposit in the traumatic brain injury account established in Chapter 74.31.060 RCW.

· $20 per infraction other than of Chapter 46.61.527 RCW (roadway construction zones) or Chapter 46.61.212 RCW (approaching emergency zones)[footnoteRef:6]. Of this “legislative assessment,” $8.50 goes to the state general fund, and the balance of the revenue must be deposited into the appropriate county or city current expense fund.  [6:  The court may not reduce, waive, or suspend the additional penalty unless the court finds the offender to be indigent. If a court authorized community restitution program for offenders is available in the jurisdiction, the court shall allow offenders to offset all or a part of the penalty due under this subsection (8) by participation in the court authorized community restitution program.] 


· Public safety and education assessments (Chapter 3.62.090 RCW):  70 percent of any fines, forfeitures, or penalties assessed; and 50 percent of the initial public safety and education assessment[footnoteRef:7] [7:  For example, the calculation for this assessment on a $50 penalty would be $53:  70% of $50 ($35) plus 35% of $50 ($17.50, rounded up to $18).  Exceptions are provided for fines levied under Chapter 46.61.5055 RCW (alcohol and drug violators) and the fee imposed under Chapter 46.63.110(7) and (8) RCW – payment plans] 


ANALYSIS

PO 2018-0162 would make both administrative and more substantive revisions to Title 46 of the King County Code, including the repeal of provisions adopting the Model Traffic Ordinance. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the administrative and substantive changes, respectively, and the Executive’s stated rationale for proposing the changes.  Changes to eliminate conflicts with state law are included in Table 1, Administrative Changes.[footnoteRef:8]  However, neither table includes changes whose primary purpose is simply to eliminate redundancy with state law or to move sections from Title 46 to new Title 14A with no substantive changes.  Attachment 5 to this staff report provides a complete comparison of PO 2018-0162 with existing Title 46 of the King County Code.   [8:  Chapter 46.08.020 prohibits a local authority from enacting or enforcing any law, ordinance, rule or regulation in conflict with the provisions of Title 46.] 


The overarching administrative change proposed in PO 2018-0162 would repeal adoption of the Model Traffic Ordinance.  Consequently, if the Council wishes to retain provisions of the MTO that go beyond what is codified by state statute, those provisions must be written into the King County Code.  A number of the other administrative changes make the County Code consistent with state law, particularly with respect to vehicle impoundment and escalating penalties for repeated violation of unmuffled compression brake areas. Another change provides indemnification to the County for any damages caused to an impounded vehicle or watercraft.  Other changes include repeal of the provision for an annual traffic safety report, which the executive states is redundant with the King County Sheriff’s Office (KCSO) annual collision data report, and elimination of the complex “road schedules” in the existing county code in favor of existing state law that allows local authorities to establish speed limits on a case by case basis.[footnoteRef:9]   [9:  Chapter 46.61.415(2)] 


Table 1.  PO 2018-0162 Administrative Changes to Title 46 of the King County Code.

	Topic (PO section)
	Administrative Change
	Explanation from Executive

	References to King County Department of Public Safety (all)
	· Functions assigned to King County Sheriff’s Office
	· Reflects current organizational structure

	Annual Safety Report (MTO:  WAC 308-330-245)
	· Deletes requirement for traffic division to submit annual safety report to the appointing authority of the local authority
	· KCDOT supports KCSO in creating the annual collision data report

	County Road Speed Limits (§6, 7)
	· Replaces maximum speed limits per road schedules in KCC 46.04.050 with 25 mph maximum in designated urban area or rural town and 35 mph upon any county road, except for where a different speed limit has been posted
	· Relying on state law (Chapter 46.61.400 RCW)

	Stopping at an intersection (§9)
	· Drivers approaching a stop sign must stop at the point nearest the intersecting roadway where the driver has a view of approaching traffic, even if a secondary stop is necessitated beyond the stop line 
	· Reflects recent court decisions.

	Motorized foot scooters (§14)
	· Limits extended to prohibit use from one half hour before sunset to one half hour after sunrise
· Grants users the same rights and duties as bicycles
	· More protective regarding visibility of scooter users
· Scooters and bicycles have similar operational behavior/braking and ability.  Scooter operations still required to follow control devices applicable to vehicles and pedestrians

	Impoundment – summary impoundment 
	· Deletes some provisions for summary impoundment previously provided under KCC 46.08.040 not otherwise provided by Chapter 46.55 RCW[footnoteRef:10]: [10:  Chapter 46.55.113(b) RCW allows for summary impoundment if vehicle jeopardizes public safety (vs. “poses an immediate danger to the public safety” in KCC 46.08.040(3))] 

· if impeding pedestrian traffic 
· if evidence of a crime
· if a mobile home under a writ of restitution
	· State law (Chapter 46.55) adequately regulates impoundment of vehicles
· Mobile homes are not vehicles as defined by Chapter 46.04.670 RCW[footnoteRef:11], as they must be towed or carried by a motor vehicle [11:  Chapter 46.04.670:  "Vehicle" includes every device capable of being moved upon a public highway and in, upon, or by which any persons or property is or may be transported or drawn upon a public highway, including bicycles...] 


	Parking restrictions – exceptions – commercial farm vehicles 
	· Deletes conditions defined in KCC 46.04.062 for a commercial farm vehicle to temporarily stop on the roadway[footnoteRef:12] [12:  for the purpose of and while actually engaged in loading or unloading agricultural crops, livestock production and farmland products, the driver stops the vehicle in a safe and practicable position; the driver stops the vehicle for a period of less than one hour; the driver stops the vehicle as far from the traveled way as practicable and at all times a minimum of twenty feet must remain clear and open for two-way traffic, which includes maintaining a minimum of twelve feet wide emergency vehicle clearance at all times, regardless of actions of others; the driver activates flashing lights; and the driver stops at a portion of the highway with an unobstructed view, for an adequate distance so as to not create a hazard, for other drivers.] 

	· Conflicts with state law (Chapter 46.61.560)

	Impoundment- driving with invalid, suspended or revoked license (§37)
	· Authorizes a deputy to remove vehicles via summary impoundment under Chapter 46.55.113 RCW
	· RCW requires local ordinance to provide this authority

	Impounded vehicle – hearing procedure
	· Deletes detailed direction in KCC 46.08.100 to hearing examiner
	· Chapter 46.55.120 RCW adequately addresses the impound appeal procedure

	Impounded vehicles – redemption 
	· Deletes provision in KCC 46.08.080(E) that a hearing must be held within 2 working days of receipt of a written request for a hearing.  State law requires that the court must notify the requester of the hearing date and time within 5 days of such request.
	· Conflicts with state law[footnoteRef:13] [13:  (3)(a) requires the court, within 5 days after the request for a hearing, to notify the relevant parties of the hearing date and time.] 


	Impounded vehicles – unclaimed vehicles (§47)
	· 15 day window for redeeming a vehicle prior to auction (per KCC 46.08.110) no longer starts 48 hours after the Sheriff’s office hold has been satisfied
	· Conflicts with state law[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Chapter 46.55.130(1) If, after the expiration of fifteen days from the date of mailing of notice of custody and sale required in RCW 46.55.110(3) to the registered and legal owners, the vehicle remains unclaimed and has not been listed as a stolen vehicle, or a suspended license impound has been directed, but no security paid under RCW 46.55.120, then the registered tow truck operator having custody of the vehicle shall conduct a sale of the vehicle at public auction] 


	Indemnification (§50)
	· Adds requirement for indemnification of the county and its officials from liability for any damages caused to the impounded vehicle or watercraft during its tow or storage
	· Indemnification is required since county officials will not be in a position to prevent damages caused to the impounded vehicle or watercraft during its tow or storage

	Model Traffic Ordinance (§52)
	· No longer adopted by code.
	· Changes to the MTO automatically apply to ordinances that adopt MTO by reference, which could raise delegation issues

	Unmuffled Compression Brake Areas 
	· Repeals $250 penalty per violation (KCC 46.12.030); reverts to state law, which establishes successive penalties of $250/$500/$750 for violating noise muffling requirements[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Chapter 46.37.395] 

	· Conflicts with state law (Chapter 46.37.395[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Penalties are set in this chapter, which also allows local jurisdictions to implement an ordinance that is more restrictive than state law] 


	Inattentive Driving
	· Repealed from code 
	· Covered by new state laws prohibiting distracted driving



Table 2 summarizes the substantive changes in PO 2018-0162 and the Executive’s stated rationale for proposing the changes, including several changes to parking penalties (which are listed in Table 3 below).  Additional substantive changes require a special use permit for most parades or processions and raise the minimum age to operate a motorized foot scooter.  As noted above, this table does not include changes whose primary purpose is to eliminate redundancy with state law.

Table 2.  PO 2018-0162 Substantive Changes to Title 46 of the King County Code.

	Topic (PO section)
	Substantive Change
	Explanation from Executive

	Permits for Parades (§11)
	· Eliminates special use permit exception for parades of US armed forces, state military forces, and forces of the sheriff and fire departments.  Funeral perceptions remain exempt from permit requirement[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Per Executive staff, they found no history of funeral processions causing severe congestion or slowing emergency response in unincorporated areas.] 

	· Any parade can cause severe congestion and slow emergency response and should therefore obtain a special use permit. 

	Motorized foot scooters (§14-16)
	· Increases minimum age for operating from 13 to 16.  
· Changes penalty from not to exceed $125 to $48. 
· Removes prohibition against removing muffling devices from motorized foot scooters (KCC 46.06.050) and application of motorized foot scooter provisions to other devices (KCC 46.06.060)
	· Current minimum age too low, given necessary judgement and understanding of the rules of the road to operate on a road
· Ensure consistency with state law (muffling devices and application of provisions to other devices)

	Parking – traffic infraction (§18-35)
	· Codifies and/or increases specific penalties for some types of parking violations (see Table 3)
	· Higher levels of fines reflect safety considerations.  

	Cruising 
	· Repeals no cruising sections
	· No longer a significant public safety concern in unincorporated King County


Penalties and Fees

A number of infractions established under the Washington Administrative Code in the MTO go beyond what is specified in RCW. If the county chooses not to adopt the MTO but still wants to retain those infractions, they must be specified in the county code.  

Parking Infractions.  Table 3 below lists parking infractions currently in the MTO that would be retained in the King County Code by PO 2018-0162.  It also includes one penalty from the MTO (relating to tow-away zones) that was inadvertently omitted and the restoration for which the Executive has requested an amendment.

The following penalties, as proposed, would be increased from $20 to $48: 

· parking in violation of posted time restrictions; 
· parking a trailer in violation of posted restrictions; 
· parking that blocks traffic on a county road; and 
· blocking driveway access.  

According to executive staff, these violations pose greater risks to public safety than those subject to a $20 penalty.  

In addition, infractions within one half mile of a King County park or trailhead for a recreational trail maintained by a federal, state, county or local recreational agency would result in double the usual penalty (i.e. $40 or $96, depending upon the infraction).  According to executive staff, a higher penalty is necessary to provide a deterrent to drivers for whom a $20 fee would be an acceptable parking charge. According to executive staff, the KCSO regards the setting of parking fines as a matter of legislative policy and does not have a position on the executive’s proposal.

The penalty for parking a commercial vehicle more than 80” wide in a residentially zoned area would be lowered from $50 to $48. According to executive staff, this change more closely aligns with the philosophy of IRLJ Schedule 6.2, which establishes a $48 penalty for any infraction not listed in the schedule. 





Table 3.  Existing and Proposed Penalties for Parking-Related Traffic Infractions (PO 2018-0162)

	Subject  (KCC or MTO)[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Violations identified as MTO are defined in the MTO and are subject to penalties set by IRLJ Schedule 6.2; those identified as KCC are defined by the King County Code] 

	Existing Penalty
	PO 2018-0162 Proposed Penalty

	INCREASED PENALTIES

	Posted time restrictions (KCC 46.04.060 (A))
	$20
	$48

	Parking a trailer (KCC 46.04.060(C))
	$20
	$48

	On a highway (county road) and blocking traffic (MTO: WAC 308-330-433(1))
	$20
	$48

	Blocking driveway access (MTO: WAC 308-330-433(2))
	$20
	$48

	Parking violations within one half mile of a trailhead - new
	$0
	Twice the monetary penalty

	DECREASED PENALTY

	Parking a commercial vehicle more than 80 inches wide in a residentially zoned area (KCC 46.04.060(B))
	$50

	$48

	NO CHANGE

	Angle parking (MTO: WAC 308-330-430)
	$20
	$20

	Next to a mail box (KCC 46.04.060(D))
	$20
	$20

	Stopping a taxi, for hire or TNC vehicle on a highway anywhere other than a taxicab stand (MTO: WAC 308-330-454(1))
	$20
	$20

	Loading zone, bus stop, taxicab, for hire or TNC stand restrictions (MTO: WAC 308-330-457)
	$20
	$20

	Bus curb distance requirements (MTO: WAC 308-330-454(2)) 
	$20
	$20

	Loading zones (MTO: WAC 308-330-442)
	$20
	$20

	Illegally parking on the highway for specific purposes (MTO: WAC 308-330-436)
	$20
	$20

	Illegally backing a vehicle to the curb for loading or unloading property, (MTO: WAC 308-330-448)
	$20
	$20

	Illegally standing or parking on a one-way roadway, (MTO: WAC 308-330-451)
	$20
	$20

	Parking rights of way(MTO: WAC 308-330-460)
	$20
	$20

	Illegally parking a bicycle(MTO: WAC 308-330-550)
	$20
	$20

	Failure to pay a parking penalty (KCC 46.04.080)
	$25
	$25

	NO CHANGE – inadvertently omitted

	Towing zones (MTO: WAC 308-330-445)
	$20
	$20



Traffic Infractions.  State law sets a penalty cap for a traffic infraction at $250, unless otherwise authorized.  State law also requires that any penalties for parking, standing, stopping, or pedestrian infractions established by municipal our county statute be “consistent with the philosophy” of IRLJ Schedule 6.2.  Schedule 6.2 provides for two specific parking-related penalties, other than for parks and recreation infractions:

· Illegal parking on roadway (per RCW 46.61.560[footnoteRef:19])				$30 [19:  Section 1 directs that “Outside of incorporated cities and towns no person may stop, park, or leave standing any vehicle, whether attended or unattended, upon the roadway.”  Additional sections provide exceptions for disabled vehicles, public transit, solid waste and recycling vehicles.] 

· Any other parking infraction (not defined by city or county ordinance) 	$20

Schedule 6.2 also sets the penalty for any infraction not listed in IRLJ 6.2 at $48, not including statutory assessments, and allows for a court, by local court rule, to provide for a different penalty.  

Table 4 below lists traffic infractions currently in the MTO that would be retained in the King County Code by PO 2018-0162.  These infractions are subject to the statutory assessments, as described in the Background section of this staff report, in addition to base penalties in state law or county code.  These are also subject to a $25 penalty for failure to pay, per state law (Chapter 46.63.110 RCW)

Table 4.  Existing and Proposed Penalties for Non-Parking Traffic Infractions (PO 2018-0162)

	Subject
	Existing Penalty
	PO 2018-0162 Proposed Penalty
	Statutory Assessments

	Vehicle trespass (KCC 46.14)
	No more than $25
	No more than $25
	· Legislative assessment:                $20
· Trauma Care:                                 $ 5
· Auto Theft:                                      $10
· Traumatic Brain Injury:                    $ 2
· Public safety and education:  up to $27

MAXIMUM PENALTY OF $25 PLUS ASSESSMENTS:   $89, if citation is for $25


	Motorized foot scooters (KCC 46.06)
	No more than $125
	$48
	· Legislative assessment:                   $20
· Trauma Care:                                   $ 5
· Auto Theft:                                        $10
· Traumatic Brain Injury:                      $  2
· Public safety and education:  up to $132

MAXIMUM PENALTY OF $125 PLUS ASSESSMENTS: $294; at the proposed $48 penalty, the public safety and education assessment would be $41, so the total would be $78


	Crossing new pavement or markings (MTO: WAC 308-330-412)
	$48
	$48
	· Legislative assessment:                   $20
· Trauma Care:                                   $ 5
· Auto Theft:                                        $10
· Traumatic Brain Injury:                      $  2
· Public safety and education:             $51

· $48 PENALTY PLUS ASSESSMENTS: $136

	Boarding or alighting from a moving vehicle (MTO: WAC 308-330-475)
	$48
	$48
	· Legislative assessment:                   $20
· Trauma Care:                                   $ 5
· Auto Theft:                                        $10
· Traumatic Brain Injury:                      $  2
· Public safety and education:             $51

· $48 PENALTY PLUS ASSESSMENTS: $136



Equity and Social Justice

At Council’s request, Executive staff conducted an Equity and Social Justice (ESJ) analysis of the proposed parking penalty changes in a previous version of this legislation[footnoteRef:20] (see Attachment 6).  The penalties in PO 2018-0162 are generally comparable to those in the previous legislation. [20:  PO 2018-0162 replaces previously transmitted PO 2017-0180] 


King County’s Equity Impact Review Process.  Ordinance 16948, commonly referred to as King County’s Equity and Social Justice Ordinance, establishes definitions and directs implementation steps related to the “fair and just” principle of the adopted 2010-2014 countywide strategic plan.  The Ordinance requires the use of the Equity Impact Review process[footnoteRef:21] as departments and divisions develop major program and project proposals.  That process requires consideration of the following frameworks of equity: [21:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/elected/executive/equity-social-justice/2016/The_Equity_Impact_Review_checklist_Mar2016.ashx?la=en%20 ] 


· Process Equity: Inclusive, open, and fair access by all stakeholders to decision processes that impact sustainable community outcomes. This includes meaningful experiences with civic and employee engagement, public participation, and jurisdictional listening.
· Distributional Equity: Fair and just distribution of benefits and burdens to all residents across the community landscape, with little imbalance based on geography, gender, race/ethnicity, or income levels of households. 
· Cross-Generational Equity: Effects of current actions on the fair and just distribution of benefits and burdens to future generations and communities. Examples include climate change, as well as income and wealth, health outcomes, resource depletion, and pollution.
When conducting an Equity impact Review Process, users are to a) consider organizational and cultural diversity, b) include members who regularly engage with communities or connect with key affected parties/stakeholders, c) involve managers and leadership, and d) engage subject-matter and feasibility experts.  

Road Services Division ESJ Analysis.  The Road Services Division’s ESJ Analysis describes several analytical steps:

· Identification of unincorporated areas with concentrated ESJ communities, “primarily the identified Potential Annexation Areas of North Highline and West Hill.”  
· Review of parking penalties in other jurisdictions
· Review of identified parking fine disparity issues in other communities (San Francisco and Los Angeles are noted)
· Review of “other identified equity determinants”, including disproportionate burdens or benefits; disparities “related to the transportation determinant of equity” and health outcomes

Findings from the Road Services Division’s ESJ Analysis are listed below:

· Mitigation for impacts to disadvantaged communities “includes limiting enforcement at signed areas where there are significant counterbalancing public safety issues that are not resolved by the base $20 fee.”

· An equity mitigation for impacts to disadvantaged communities could include a graduated penalty based upon income

· In high-density urban areas, such as San Francisco or Los Angeles, where parking is restricted to allow street sweeping on designated days, and where parking is almost exclusively by charge, like at parking meters, analysis has identified a cumulative financial impact of parking fines on disadvantaged communities.  The report notes that “The unincorporated areas of the county do not have roads restricted for street sweeping and no pay meter parking.”  

· The revisions to parking fines should not create disparities related to the transportation determinant of equity and will not affect access to transportation choices for people of color, low-income people, or people who are non-English speakers.  

· In some cases, addressing illegal parking problems might help reduce disparities for people who are transit dependent or have physical mobility limitations.

· Health outcomes may benefit from addressing illegal parking on road shoulders in ESJ communities by making road shoulders are more accessible for active transportation options such as walking and biking.  

· The small number of penalty increases, intended to improve life safety conditions, are warranted and impacts on ESJ are limited.

Council staff note that the increased fine for parking illegally near trail sites could be of concern within an ESJ context, notably issues of access, differential health outcomes, and disproportionate burden. National research indicates that ESJ populations tend to have less access to recreational opportunities and park and recreation facilities. This difference in access opportunities tends to result in differential health outcomes. Equity policy advocates have encouraged increasing access opportunities for low-income households and people of color, as a means of improving health outcomes.  In addition, the recent gentrification of many neighborhoods that have greater access to public transportation, services, and public recreation may intensify the issue of access to recreation for low income and persons of color. Finally, doubling the parking fee exacerbates the regressive nature of a flat fee, as lower income people pay more as a proportion of income.[footnoteRef:22] On this point, Executive staff have pointed to safety concerns if cars are parked illegally on road shoulders near trailheads. As a way to mitigate safety concerns and to provide for additional access to trails, particularly for people with lower incomes, King County piloted in 2017 and has re-instituted for 2018, a transit route called “Trailhead Direct,[footnoteRef:23]” that provides shuttle service from the Mt. Baker Transit Center in Seattle, the Eastgate Freeway Station in Bellevue, and the Issaquah Transit Center to trailheads in the Issaquah Alps, Mt. Si, and Mailbox Peak. [22:  Mike Reed, who led the Council staff’s ESJ analysis of the 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan and the 2016 King County Comprehensive Plan, provided guidance in reviewing the ESJ analysis for this proposed legislation.]  [23:  https://trailheaddirect.wordpress.com/] 


AMENDMENTS

Executive staff have requested an amendment to continue an inadvertently omitted penalty from MTO for violations related to marked tow away zones (WAC 308-330-445).

Analytical review identified that the term “highway” should be replaced with “county road,” where appropriate.

Striking Amendment 1, sponsored by Councilmembers Balducci and Lambert (Attachment 2), would incorporate the above technical corrections and also make the following substantive changes:

· Maintain the current KCC minimum age requirement (13 years old) to operate a motorized foot scooter
· Increase the parking penalty from $20 to $48 for blocking a mailbox
· Require the Executive to provide its Annual Collision Data Report to Council (carries forward an MTO requirement, modified to align with RDS’ current report to the County Road Administration Board)

Title Amendment 1 (Attachment 3) would conform the title to Striking Amendment 1.

INVITED

· Brenda Bauer, Director, Road Services Division
· Rick Brater, County Road Engineer

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2018-0162
2. Striking Amendment 1
3. Title Amendment 1
4. IRLJ Schedule 6.2 Monetary Penalty Schedule for Infractions
5. Comparison of Existing Code and PO 2018-0162
6. Road Services Division’s ESJ Analysis of Parking Penalty Changes
7. Transmittal Letter
8. Fiscal Note
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