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AMENDMENT TO STRIKING AMENDMENT S1 TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 2023-0440, VERSION 1
In Attachment A, on page 5-7, line 292, after "there is" strike "a significant" and insert "((a significant))"

In Attachment A, on page 5-19, line 966, after "floodplains" insert "and riparian areas"

In Attachment A, on page 5-25, line 1265, after "to protect" insert "fish and"

In Attachment A, on page 5-29, line 1514, after "should be" strike "allowed" and insert "((allowed)) utilized in order to protect and/or enhance ecological functions"

In Attachment A, on page 5-50, line 2674, after "affected" strike "significant" and insert "((significant))"

In Attachment A, on page 5-51, strike lines 2695 through 2696 and insert:
"((E-483)) E-413 Wetland impacts ((should)) shall be avoided if possible, and minimized in all cases. Applicants shall demonstrate that impacts are unavoidable due to circumstances outside of the applicant's control, and not for the profit or convenience of development.  Where impacts cannot be avoided, they should be mitigated"

In Attachment A, on page 5-51, strike lines 2699 through 2700 and insert:
"biological functions in perpetuity. ((Where on-site mitigation is not possible or appropriate,)) When it is demonstrated that there are not enough opportunities available for on-site mitigation, King County may approve off-site mitigation."

In Attachment A, on page 5-68, line 3639, after "flooding," insert "fish and"

EFFECT prepared by J. Tracy: The amendment would:
·  State in Policy E-106 that the County should take precautionary action when there is any risk of damage to the environment, not just a significant risk. The amendment would change the policy from striking amendment S1 as follows:
((E‑417)) E-106	King County should take precautionary action informed by best available science where there is ((a significant)) risk of damage to the environment.  Precautionary action should be coupled with monitoring and adaptive management.

· Clarify that two policies relating to wildlife (Policies E-307 and E-501) also include fish.
· Amend Policy E-223 to state that managing existing development and limiting new development in riparian areas is a method of building resilience to climate change. The amendment would change the policy from striking amendment S1 as follows:
((E-215bb)) E-223	King County ((should)) shall develop and implement regulations that help mitigate and build ((resiliency)) resilience to the anticipated impacts of climate change, based on best available information.  Such impacts could include sea level rise((,)); changes in rainfall patterns and flood volumes and frequencies((,)); changes in average and extreme temperatures and weather((,)); impacts to slope stability, including increasing and more intense landslides and alluvial fan hazards; and impacts to forests, including increased wildfires, droughts ((and pest infiltrations)), disease, and insect attacks.  Methods could include mitigating greenhouse gas emissions, establishing sea level rise regulations, managing existing and limiting new development in floodplains and riparian areas, and/or strengthening forests' ability to withstand impacts.

· State in Policy E-317 that density transfers, clustering, buffer averaging, and other mechanisms should be utilized, not just allowed. The amendment would change the policy from striking amendment S1 as follows:
E‑425)) E-317	King County may increase the size of riparian areas, buffers, and critical area setbacks ((T))to protect ((or improve)) adjacent wetland((s)),  ((and)) aquatic area, and riparian habitat((s)), native vegetated areas that connect wetlands complexes, and species of local importance and their habitats.  ((stream and wetland buffer requirements may be increased to protect King County species of Local Importance and their habitats, as appropriate.))  Whenever possible, density transfers, clustering, ((and)) buffer averaging, and other mechanisms should be ((allowed)) utilized in order to protect and/or enhance ecological functions.	

· Require in Policy E-411 that all affected wetland functions be appropriately mitigated during wetland alterations, not just significant wetland functions. The amendment would change the policy from striking amendment S1 as follows:
((E‑481)) E-411	Provided all wetland functions are evaluated, impact avoidance and minimization sequencing is followed, affected ((significant)) functions are appropriately mitigated, and mitigation sites are adequately monitored, alterations to wetlands may be allowed to:
a.	Accomplish a public agency or utility development;
b.	Provide necessary crossings for utilities, stormwater tightlines and roads; or
c.	Allow constitutionally mandated “reasonable use” of the property.

· Require in Policy E-413 that impacts to wetlands be avoided if possible, and require applicants to demonstrate that impacts are unavoidable due to circumstances outside of the applicant's control. Amend language allowing off-site mitigation to state that it may be used when there are not enough opportunities available for on-site mitigation. The amendment would change the policy from striking amendment S1 as follows:
((E‑483)) E-413	Wetland impacts ((should)) shall be avoided if possible, and minimized in all cases.  Applicants shall demonstrate that impacts are unavoidable due to circumstances outside of the applicant's control, and not for the profit or convenience of development.  Where impacts cannot be avoided, they should be mitigated on site if the proposed mitigation is ((feasible)) practical, ecologically appropriate, and likely to continue providing equivalent or better biological functions in perpetuity.  ((Where on‑site mitigation is not possible or appropriate,)) When it is demonstrated that there are not enough opportunities available for on-site mitigation, King County may approve off‑site mitigation.
- 1 -
