
REGULATORY NOTE


CHECKLIST OF CRITERIA

Proposed No.:  _____________
Prepared By:_Kent Sherburne___________ ________







Date:_8-31-12_________________

  Yes     No     N/A
 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

NEED:  Does the proposed regulation respond to a specific, identifiable need? If yes then explain.  



The need is to recover the increased costs for maintaining these parking areas and better reflect market conditions for this size of aircraft.

 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

If so, is county government the most appropriate organization to address this need? If yes then explain.  



Yes, because County government is the only instrument that can meet this need.

 [ 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.  



Yes, the impact has been reviewed and the small fee increase will not have a noticeable adverse impact on the economy.

 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

PURPOSE:  Is the purpose of the proposed ordinance clear? Describe the purpose of the ordinance.  



The purpose of the ordinance is to amend KCC 15.52.060 effective January 1, 2013 by increasing the tie-down (parking/storage fee) for 0-12,500 lb aircraft from $90 per month to $95 per month.  The purpose of the ordinance is to also raise this same fee from $95 per month in 2013 to $100 per month effective January 1, 2014.

 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

Are the steps for implementation clear? Describe the steps for implementation.
(1) Amend the King County Code effective January 1, 2013.
(2) Amend the King County Code effective January 1, 2014.

 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

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



No.
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  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



The Airport proposed the fee change to the Airport Roundtable and the Roundtable endorsed the fee change.
 [ x ]  [  ]   [  ]

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




Yes.
 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

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



Yes.  The Airport would forego an estimated $10,000 in revenue in 2013 and estimated $20,000 in revenue in 2014.
 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

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



Yes.  The cost will cost lessees to initially pay $5 more per month in fees.  The benefit is the airport receiving $5 more per month in fees.
 [  ]  [ x ]  [  ]

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



It neither inspires or erodes voluntary compliance.
 [  ]  [  ]  [ x ]

CLARITY:  Is the proposed ordinance written clearly and concisely, without ambiguities?



Not applicable
 [ x ]  [  ]  [  ]

CONSISTENCY:  Is the proposed regulation consistent with existing federal, state and local statutes?
