[bookmark: _GoBack]	REGULATORY NOTE
	CHECKLIST OF CRITERIA

Proposed No.:  _____________	Prepared By:___Steve Oien___________ ________

						Date:_Sept 4, 2012__________________

  Yes     No     N/A
 [X]  [  ]  [  ]		NEED:  Does the proposed regulation respond to a specific, identifiable need? If yes then explain.  
			This is an adjustment to an existing rate.  The needs are listed in statements of fact in the proposed ordinance.				

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]		If so, is county government the most appropriate organization to address this need? If yes then explain.
			This is a service charge for service in unincorporated King County.


 [  ]  [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?
			If yes then explain.


 [X]  [  ]  [  ]		PURPOSE:  Is the purpose of the proposed ordinance clear? Describe the purpose of the ordinance.
The ordinance increases the King County Surface Water Management fees paid by property owners in unincorporated King County.  It also implements a new “stackable” discount program which is more closely tied to the effectiveness of on site practices which reduce stormwater impacts.  The new discount structure replaces the existing “two rate” discount which will expire at the end of 2012.
	

 [X]  [  ]  [  ]		Are the steps for implementation clear? Describe the steps for implementation.
			Implementation requires a majority vote of the King County Council.
			Once approved, the revised rates and discount program will be input into the KC SWM billing system.

 [X ]  []  [  ]		EVALUATION:  Does the proposed ordinance identify specific measurable outcomes that the proposed regulation should achieve? Describe the measurable outcomes.

			The rate increase will enable the Surface Water Management program in 
Water and Land Resources Division to meet new NPDES permit requirements for the new permit period which will run from August 2013 through July 2018.  The fees raised by the ordinance will also enable King County to increase capital construction and improve management of capital facilities.

 Yes     No     N/A
 [  ]  [ ]   [ X ]		Is an evaluation process identified? Describe the evaluation process.


 [  ]  [X]   [  ]		INTERESTED PARTIES:  Has adequate collaboration occurred with all those affected by the proposed regulation (including the public, the regulated and the regulators)? Describe the level of collaboration that has been performed.
			
			WLR staff have worked with a citizen stakeholder group which represents interested parties in the SWM service area.  The Stakeholder group was involved with, and provided input on the new discount structure.  However, they were not involved in providing input for the proposed SWM rate increase.  

  			The King County Roads Services Division, from which the SWM program collects considerable revenue is fully aware of the proposal and has included the fee increase in its budget request.


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


 [  ]  [  ]  [X]		Has the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation been considered? Describe and quantify the cost of not adopting the proposed regulation.

A significant percentage of the fee increase is required to meet new NPDES permit requirements.  There are significant potential monetary penalties for not complying with permit requirements

 [  ]  [  ]  [X]		Do the benefits of the proposed regulations outweigh the costs? Describe and the cost and benefits of proposed regulation.


 [  ]  [X]  [ ]		VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE:  Does the proposed ordinance inspire voluntary compliance? Describe how voluntary compliance is anticipated to take place.

			Payment of the SWM fee is not voluntary.  Participation in the new discount program is voluntary and property owners of eligible properties may receive up to a 90 percent discount on their SWM fees.


 [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?
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