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PREFACE

The 1987 Charter Review Commission’'s Aegional lssues and Aecommendaticns
Report is the result of the work by the Ragional Issues Commitlae. Aftar
reviewing and revising ths Regional Commlttee’'s draft report and
recommendations, the full Charter Review Commission unanimously apareved the
report in gsneral and the fallowing speclfic recommendaticons: (1) criteria to
guide future decisions on local government reaorganization and assignment of
new responsibilities to iccal government; (2) a visicn af how regional
government should eventualiy be organized In tne futures; (3) a pesition on the
recent King County/Metro reorganization proposal; (4) actions to be taken
regardiess of the cutcome of the King County/Metro reorganization proposal;
and (5) recommendations for regional services management issues which should
be addressed in the lgnger term.
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1987 KING COUNTY CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION

REGICNAL |1SBUES AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Charter Review Commission’'s Regleona! Issues and Recommendations Repart ig
the resuit of the Commissicn’s Regional Committee’s work in completing its
assignment to conduct an assessment of King County's role as a regicnal
government and to make recommendations to [mprove the Caunty’'s abiiity to
deliver regional services. The regicnal issues recommendations adopted by the
Commission are briefly listed in this Executive Summary. It is strongly
recommended that anyone Iinterested in these recommendations read the
cCommission’s Tul! report to cbtain a more complete descrigtion andg
understanding of the Commission’'s recommendatians.

The Charter Review Commissicon regional issues recommendaticns include: (1)
criteria to gufde future decisions on local gavernment resorganization and
assignment of new responsibilities to local govermment; (2) a vision of how
regional government sheuid eventually be organized in the future: (3) a
pesition on the recent King County/Metro reorganization propesal; (4) actions
to be taken regardless of the King County/Metro reorganization propesatl; and
(5) recommendations for regional services management issues which should te
addrassed in the longer term.

A. Criteria For Guiding Future Government Reorganization and Assignmant of
Responsibillities

The Commission found that there is a great deal of consensus among the groups
which have studiea regional gavernance and services on what the regional
problems are. In reviewing summar ies of local government probiems, including
those of the Stata's Local Governance Study Commission and King County 2Q00,
the Commission found that all the i{igts are essentiall!y variations en the
findings of the 1975 Metropolitan Study Commission which are fistad below:

l. There are too many dlfferent and conflicting governments and ad Poc
devices, and they are making public decision and long-range planning
difficult and ineffective in the King County area,

2. The hundreds of thousands of citizens in the unincarporated areas of
King County must raceive direct gavernmental services frcm a or imary
leve!l of goverpment slected oy and responsiale to them.

2. There is a need for an ar=awide policy planning, goai setiling anc
tand use planning function, which will serve Doth ipcordcratad and
unincorporated areas on arsawide matiers.



4, Thera are somas functlons that can be wholesaled or bhroad!y dellvered
at the arsawida laval mora affectively and yet be consistent with the
the local level.

5. There s need for the development of a more rational tax and fiscal
system, Including such Ipnovations as tax base sharing, such as has been
devaioped In Minnescta. Any tax system must assure a continuation of
present sarvice,

It is not enough to identify and deveiop a ccnsensus on our regionai service
delivery and regional governance praoblems——aithough this [s a very I(mportant
first step. Effectively, thls stap has bean accomplishad, although perhaps
not recognlized. The Chartar Review Commission gave its attention to the next
step——the development of criteria to gulide change to address those problems.
The Commission offers thess criteria with the hope that they will move
discussions of reglonal probliems from the stage of probliem [dentification to
the stage of identifying how to organize curselves to address those problems,
and then, to Implementation.

Change Principles

e Change will not occur overnight. Both interim and longer term
soiutions ara needed.

e Change should result In services being provided more economically and
effactively than they are being provided under existing arrangements.

e Change shoul!d not result in the loss or cdecrease of accountadbility of
slected officials to citizens.

@ There is a finite amount of autherity a2mong local governments and that
fintle amount of autharlity is alregady fully aijocated. Iinm order for ean
existing govarnmentai unlt to gain new autherity or for a new
governmental umlt to be established, existing units of govermnment wil
have to give up some of their authority.

Governance Princinles

& The decision making bedy of any governmental unit must pe
identifiable, accountable, and accessibie to its citizens.

# Directiy slected decision making bodies are most appropriate when (1)
that body has the authority to impose taxes, rates, or ¢other service
charges directliy on the public, and (2) other jurisdictions are nat
directly involved in the implementation of the service.

e A regionai agency should have the directly a2ssignsd authority
(planning, implamentation, enforcament, revenuas) to carry aout its
responsibilities and there should be provisions fo enapte that authority
to expand as the responsibitities expand both in scope and in subjact.

Organizatiognal Princioles

® Government services and responsibilities sncuid be aorganizsd and
assigned according to functionaily logical groudings. Similar servicss
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shou!ld be grouped wlthin ons agency. Problems requiring solutions which
¢ross Jurisdictional boundaries should be assigned 1o a regional agency,

e Planning, operations, and funding actlvities should should be located
within cone agency, provided that the governing body can be heid
accountable for its decisions.

s Cities should be the major providers of urhan-lavel munjcipal
services. Unincorporated areas which reguire an urban leve!| of service
should be encouraged to in¢arparate or annex to a city.

¢ Counties should provide or ensure the provision of z basic leve] of
munl¢ipal services fer unincorporated areas. Tha County should direct
growin to urban or urbanizing areas In order that cities may expand {(cr
/T may be cosl effectlive for the area t¢ incorporate) ito serve those
areas when an urban level of services is needed.

e Cities should be assigned responsibillity for ldcal municipal service
which primarily affect the citizens of cities and which should be
local ly designed, deliverad, and paid for,

e Existing special districts should be sncouraged to consoiidate/maerge,
and new smal{ special districts should not be allowed o form.

Pracess Principles

e When all taxpayers/ratepayers of the County are asked to pay for a
project or program, a regionai (countywide) decision-making body should
bDe responsible for setting the level of taxes or rates and held
dceountable for the expenditure of those taxes or rates.

e Counties, cities, special districts, and other governmenta! units
should have a role in the development of regional plans and services
which wiil impact them.

e There should be a process for developing a regicnal consensus on
regional (countywide, multi-county) issues.

e There should be a process for reviewing capital spenging priorities
and service priorities ¢n a regional basis (countywide),

The Charter Review Commission recognizes that this iist of criteria omits a
criterlcn for the clircumstances under which a federatasd governing body wouid
be appropriate and that there is gurrentiy some interast primarily by cities
in maintaining a federated governing body for Metro. The Chartar Review
Commission's adopted position Is that the governing Rody of a reqgiopal
government should he directly elesctad,

Some of the arguments supporting a fecerated governing body {egpecially far
Metrol include:

& A federated body alicws Iccai governments which havs given up their
responsibilities to the regional government to retain a degree of iccal
influence over regional service decisions and delivery as these affact
the citizens of those local governmen:s.



e A federated governing body I3 appropriate when the decislions made by
that body must be Implemented by or otherwise affect the operations of
loca!l governments.

e A federated body provides a forum for indiviaual local gevernments to
meet and dlscuss issues of common concern.

e Local government representatives on federated bodies are better able
to lobby for tocal concerns than indlvidual citizens are able.

The basic Issue for the Charter Raview Commission is to whom are persons
sitting on federated bodles aceountable—the institutions they represent or
the pecple who elected them to theose institutions. The Commission decided not
to include a criteria for a federated governing body for the follcowing
reasons:

e A federated bady (at least as has been progosed In King County to
date) viclates the one person/cne vote rule.

e Cltizens shaould have the right to hold directiy accountable the
members of a governing body which has tne power to levy charges and
taxes on cltizen and has such powers as eminent domain or the authority
to overrids local land use controls.

e Federated bodies cannot be held directly accountable for the
expanditures of funds, issuance of debt, delivery of services, or other
actions affecting the public.

e A government does not have the same rights of representaticon as goes
an individual citizen. Government elected officials are elected 10
represent citizens, not the governmental institution.

e Local governments are not disenfranchised oy directly elected
governing bedies. They have the rignht to apgroach the individual
directly elected officials of a regicnal government or to approach that
governing body just as any citizen does.

B. Vision for Regicnal Government in the 21st Century

The Charter Review Commission recommends that the gevernance af regional
functions in Xing County should move toward a countywide regionai government
in which most, if not all, such functions are iccated. The decision mak ing
gsody for this regional government should be directly slected. Ail change in
government reorganization and assignment of new regional responsibilities
should be consistent with this visien.

One issue tc be addressed is the distinction between regional and local city
and unincorporated area services ana the extent to which a regional government
can or should provide both, especially for unincorperated area services.. OfF
particular concern s accountability for decisions affecting unincorporated
iareas. The ultimate structure of ragional government z2nd the issue of how
best to provide for botn regional ard focal servicsgs and representation are
matters which merit furtner discussicn.



c. King Ceunty/Matro Rearganlizaticn

The King County/Metro recrganization proposal, as presented to the Reglonal
committee by Counc!imembers paul Barden and Cynthla Suillvan, regulires voter
approval of several amendmants ta tha County Charter and approval of the
cansol ldation of the County and Metro as provided In Metro's anabling
leglslation. These actlons would result |n the formation of a new regional
government by consoildating the regional functlons of Metro and King County
under a reorganized King County gecvernment. Under this proposal, the new King
County government would be governed by a nonpartisan Executive and a
nonpartisan, seventeen-member Council which would pe advised on esach regional
function by an appointed committee of 9 10 15 alscted representatives
(mayors/council) of King County cities. King County would establish a transit
aepartment and a water quallty department to handle those specific regional
functions.

The Charter Raview Commission racommends that thera te 2 single dirsctiy
elected govarning vody ror King County and Metro.

e The County Council should e expanded to 13 members.

~The Councl! should arganize itself so that it has a committee aof
of councilmembers from primarily unincarporatad arsas to make
racammendat ions ta the Council regarding local government issues
for unincorporatad areas.

e Thare should be advisory ccmmittess aon ragicnal functions organized
an the foilowing princinlies:

——Counties, cities, special districts, anc ctner governmental
units should have a role in the deveiopment or regiondi plans and

services which will impact them.

——The advisory commitiges snouid inciude regrssentation for
unincarparated areas which Is progortionate ta that of the citias.

——The entirs membership of the advigory cammilteas ha
geographically balanced.

e |t is recommencded that the issue of paftisan/nonnartisan County
gavernment not be addressea at this time.

0. Recommandations far Action

Regardless of the reorganization of Metra ang Xing County, there are
some problems which reguire regional management solutions. Thea propcsals
prasaented here are cartalnly nat the gnly suc¢h praobtems anc services
which need to be placsd under a regional managament, out they are the
ones which were most often brought to the Commission’'s attention and
which have Deen the subject of consideraples discussion as aritical
regiomal issues. Thers are other issusas such as r=gianatl funding for
the arts. library services, sudsidized heusing, ard a varisty of soccial
sarvice neecs whicn may Genefit from scme Isgrae of ragional managemen:t
for planing, policy setting and other cecision making, furding and
(mplementailion. These grotlams nead o g put on the ragional fssues
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agenda and the Charter Review Commisslon encouragss appropritate groups
to do so.

Thare ars reglonal probiems which requlire one or more of the foltowing
to be effectively managed: countywlde poli¢y seiting and other decision
making, regional planning and enforcement of thcse pians, regional
revenue base for eguitabie funding of reglonal projects, and regieonal
implementation or management of service delivery. Concomitantly, there
unique local needs for service levels, projects, and programs which are
mest met through local pollcy setting, planning, funding, and
implemantation. The challenge to solving regicnal probiems is to develop
a solutlon which combines the reglonal and local elements most
effectively for beth needs.

The Charter Review Commission has deliberately not develcped descriptive
or implementing <cetalls. The Commission has observed that the presences
of detal! tends to prematurely focus regional governance discussions on
the merits of the details instead of the merits of the overall
objective. The Commission’'s position is that if there is a will there is
a way--if people can agree on an c¢verall objective, they can also
negotiate and implement the detaiis to best accomplish tnat objective.

The Charter Review Commission recommends that actions be taken within
the next five years to regionalize the management cf the following
functions:

1. Surface Water: [t is recommended that a ragional surface water
management (SWM) utility be created with the responsibility for the

deve lopment of regicnal SWM poiicies and capital improvement pians to be
impiemented by local governments (County, cities, special districts}.
The utility would also levy a countywide service charge ta funa SWM
ptanning and capital improvements angd (o aliocaie tnose runds 1o local
governments for implementation.

{1 Is recommended that the countywide SWM utility be created under the
County’s authority. The County already has a surface water utility
which surrounds mest cities and is responsible for the develgopment of a
basin-wide surface water management plan. Metro, although it has broad
water guality authority. does not have responsibility for land use
controls which are integral to surface water management solutions and
has |imited its water quality role to sewage treatment and meonitoring.

2. Sclid Waste: |t is recommended that policy setting and planning for
solid waste should be assigned to a regicnal solid waste management
agency. The agency operating the regiomal solia waste disposal

facilities (current!y King County) should also have the necessary
authority through interlocal agreements, and franchise or cther powers
to control the disposal of solid waste collected witnin tne
region-—commonly referred to as waste siream management-—for both
incorporated and unincorporated areas. It is rgcognized that local
management of collection and cevelopment of local recycling and other
programs may be reguired to effsctively respord to unigque local needs
for service levels and programs. King County shculd be the regional
soliQ wasie management agency since 1t airsacy cperates ng ragional
landfill in the County. Although Metro couic take on solid waste
ressonsibiiitias, it gresently has no invelvement in tnis area.
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3. Reglonal Parks and Recreation Facifitles: It lg recommenced that
there we satabllianed a regional agency for tha purposa af generating
funds from a reglonal revenus base to De allocatad ta local
Jurisdictions for the deveiopment and maintenance ¢f reglonal parxs and
regreation fac!ilties in accordanca with a caomprehensive plan. It is
turther recommendad that thls agency be the County. Implementation of
the development of new facilitles and rehabijitation and maintenance of
axlsting facillties wouid remain the rasponsibility of local
governments. Local governments would have a role in the davelopment of
the reglenal plans, prioritizatien of projects, and In decislons to put
raglanal parks and recreation ballat fssues bafara the voters,

4. Pubile Health: 1t Is reccmmended that thera should he deveioped and
implemanted an equitable mathad for the County to completely take over
all pubtic health responsibillties from tne suburoan clitles {and Seattfe
if that jurisdiction so chooses). The present arrangement is
inconsistent with the regional naturs of public health services and has
created much unnecessary (1) will tetween ihe citiaes angd the County.

5. Create a Reglona! Alrport Agency: [t IS recommended that King
County seek tne devetopment of a regional airpert agency whicgh might be
assumed by the Port of Seattle or mignt reguire the c¢reation of a new
entity, and that the King County Alrport should e transfarred to this
regianal airport adthority. Kay to this recommendation (s thea
develcpment of a charter for the autharitly which would clearly delineate
the goals and responsibilities of the regional alrport autherity to
ensure that recreation aviation as well as commercial!l and passenger
aviation are part of tne regicnal airport agency’'s respgnsibilities.

& Create a reqlonal comprenensive land use, transgortation and
acornomic development agency: AS this area continues 1o grow, 1L will
necomae increasingly important to have a regicnal agency with
rasponsibiiity and authority to develap and implement comprehensive,
countywide land use, transpgortation, and econamic¢ develapmént plans.
These plans would establish general poiicies which city and County
governments would follaw in the deve lopment of their own local plans and
arojects. Without such an agency, Xing Cgunty could develop inte a
natchwark of cities and unincorporatsd areas with confiigting land use
" development. This would be costly to the public in terms of both
increasing the cost of proviging services and af the perscnal costs
associatec with inconvenience and degradation in quality of life.

it is racommended that King County taka an assertive leadership rafe in
the devalopment of a regional comprenensive land use, transportation,
and acanomic deveiopmant agency with the power to impose and anfaorce
plans on (acaf governments. This recammendaticn was originally placed
under long-term changes in recogniticn of the great politicai difficulty
of acnieuing this objective. However, tne nead for such planning is sQ
compelling and so urgent, that the recommendation was moved to the

near-tarm recommendatiaons. |t is the key 1o (ng acanamic wall-baing and
quality af the future of King County. This s the most challenging of
the recommendaticns sincs it will reguirs the greaisst degree of visigcr

among 'ocal government elactad officials.



E. Longer Term Regional Management lssues

There are other services which could be reglonalized for more economical and
effective saervice delivery. Recommendations for some of these servicas are

given here. It |s recognized that these are lenger term cbjectives——the
complexity and strong emotlonal nature of the issues will reguire a long time
for regional management sclutions to evolve and be accepted. |t may also

require that cother changes occur, such as having the urbanized unincarporated
pecome more completely !ncorporatead, aor a ¢risis In service dellvery, such as
the loss of individual water supply sources, before regional management
scluticons will be accepted. It Is Important, however, to identify long-range
issues and consider their evolution in terms of a long-range vision and
criteria for governing change such as are preoposed by the Commission.

1. Reorganize the Port District: There are a number of issues concerning the
Port’'s role and accountability as a regicnal agency which need to be
addressed. Shouid the Port District remain a separate, countywide unit of
government: should it be combined with a farger regional government as
described In the vision for the 21st Century; or should a muiti-county port
authority be created? How accountzble is the Port Commission to the public?
Should the Port Commissioners continue to be elected a3t large or by district?
Shoulg the size of the Port Commission be increased? |{f the Port remains a
separate unit of government, how should the Porti’s land use and other acticns
e related to fand use caontrols and other responsibitities of County and city
governments?

2. Place sewage collection with the regional agency previding sewage
trgatment: Management oTf seawage collecticn and treaiment shoulad nDe placsd
under a single regional agency. In King County, all but a few sewage
districts and cities are part of Metro’'s sewage tresatment system., As more of
the County incorporates or annexes and the number of special sewer districts
declines, it may be more effective both in terms of cost and management of an
environmental problem to put management of sewer servige functions under a
single regional agency., Il is recognized that, for some aspecis of sewage
coltection, it may be more cost effective or necessary for other reasons to
have some sewage collection functions provided oy local agencies.

3. Place water supply and distribution under a resgional agency: Water supply
and distribution should eventually be placed under a single regional agency.
The water suppiy resources, both surface arg underground, are regional
resources——not that of individual citles and special districts to be fought
aver 3t unnecessary expense to the public. There has been movement towards
regional management of water supply, at least to the extent of cocrdinated
planning and information sharing. These efforts should bte encouraged. There is
no Commission recommendation regarding which agency should be the regignal
agency or the extent to which local service provision is necessary to respond
to uniaue local neads.

4. Regionalize management of law enforcement, district court, and jail
functions: Law enforcement is needed countywide ragardiess of jurisdicgtien.
Specialized law enforcement services are ingreasingiy being provided on'a
regional basis such as AF!S (Automated Fingerzrint l!centification System) and
E-311. The County and cities’ law enfarcement agencias alrsacdy provide a
great dea! cf local law enforcement services to each other through contracts
and mutual aid agreements.




(t |s recommended that the County and clitles explore possibilities for
lmcreasing the reglonalization (enfarcement, runding, and delivery) of law
antorcement and related prosecution and Incarceration services. It Is also
racognized that this will grobably require the flexlbllity for fndivicual
jurisdictions to obtain higher tavals of service than may be provided
alsewhere In the region. With a reglonal law anfarcement agency and commen
laws to a great extent, |t may also be possible tg make the district court and
jatl functions truly regional instead of the contract-based functionally
regiona! services which they are togay. it Is most likaly that the regional
law enforcement agency would be King County as it may svolved over time or the
general purpose regienal agency envisicnad by the Regional Cammitt=ae for the

21st Century.

5. Regicnalize management of fire nrevention, hazardous materlals, and

smergency services.

it is racommended that King County should take an assertive role In develaping
a reglonal approach to managing flre praventlon, hazardcus materials, and
emergency servicas., In scme cases, it may ba affective to relieve local
jurisdictions of responsibiiitles far which they do nct have the rescurces 1o
carry out or which ara not effectively addressed on a jurisdiction by
jurisdictlon basis and reasslign those resgonsibilities ta a regional agency.
In cthar cases, resourcss should be cevelaoped to assist loca! governments in
carrying out those responsibilities which are best provided at the local
level. As a community of muitiple jurisdictions with a united regional
management strategy, we wouid have a greater ability to impact the federal and
State laws over which we have no direct control, buz which diractly Impact our
anility to prevant [jfe-thraatening and envirommental damaging emergencles.



