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  Yes     No     N/A
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

NEED:  Does the proposed regulation respond to a specific, identifiable need?
Review processes for development proposals have become increasingly complex over time.  In the Urban Growth Area, this makes it difficult to achieve King County Comprehensive Plan goals for density and affordable housing.  The proposal will remove duplicative review processes and unnecessary procedural requirements that add to the complexity of the permitting process.  The proposed changes will maintain environmental standards through the application of existing development regulations.

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

If so, is county government the most appropriate organization to address this need?
The proposal recommends amendments to several provisions of the King County Code relating to the permit review process.  These provisions categorize permits and establish review procedures, determine when environmental review under SEPA is required, and when additional studies are required to determine the impact of a development proposal on an environmentally sensitive area.

 [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?
The proposal is expected to have a positive impact on King County’s long-term economy and job growth.  The proposal will reduce some regulatory burdens on development activities, which may enable some additional projects to be economically viable.  The proposal may also result in more affordable housing, which will provide additional benefits to the economy and workers in King County.

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

PURPOSE:  Is the purpose of the proposed ordinance clear?
In general terms, the purpose of the proposed ordinance is to reduce unnecessary procedural elements in King County’s process for review of development proposals.

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Are the steps for implementation clear?
 [  ]  [  ]  [X]

EVALUATION:  Does the proposed ordinance identify specific measurable outcomes that the proposed regulation should achieve?
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  Yes     No     N/A
 [  ]  [X]  [  ]

Is an evaluation process identified?
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

INTERESTED PARTIES:  Has adequate collaboration occurred with all those affected by the proposed regulation (including the public, the regulated and the regulators)?
The proposed ordinance was forwarded to the state for 60 day review and to all six Unincorporated Area Councils.  Three public meetings were held and a briefing was given to the North Highline Unincorporated Area Council.

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

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

The proposed ordinance should reduce costs associated with affected development proposals.

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]

Has the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation been considered?
The department has reviewed permit activity affected by the proposal.  A number of projects each year are required to comply with a variety of procedures that do not provide substantive benefits to the county or to the environment but that add to the cost of the proposed development. 

 [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?
The proposed ordinance includes provisions that implement flexible thresholds authorized by rules adopted by the Department of Ecology.

