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PREFACE

This report, though lengthy by some standards, contains only a fraction of the
material reviewed by the 1987 Charter Review Commission in the development of
Its final recommendations. For those seeking further information on the
Issues referenced in this . report or on the history of the Commission’'s
recommendations, copies of the Commission’s Final Report, Reglonal |ssues and
Recommendations Report, Trends In King County——The Next Fifty Years, Issue
Papers, and Summary of Pub!ic Comment have been placed in library systems in
King County.
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1987 KING COUNTY CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION
REPORT ON FINAL RECOMMENDAT [|ONS

PART 1: KING COUNTY CHARTER AND CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION

A. History of Charter and Charter Revisions

The King County Home Rule Charter Is the constitution for King
County government and describes the organization and manner of
operation of King County government. Without thils Charter, King
County government would have to rely entirely on the State
Constitution and laws In these matters.

In the 1860°'s, King County government experienced a series of
scandals invelving, In separate svents, the Assessor's Office,
the Prosecutor's Office, and a project to remodel the Courthouse.
In response to these scandals, the League of Women Voters and the
Municipal League of Seattie initiated an effort which eventualiy
lead to the election in 1967 of Freeholders to draft a home rule
charter for King County government. In 1868, the proposed charter
was placed on the ballot and the voters of King County adopted
the first home rule county charter In the State. The Charter
went into effect on May 1, 1969 at which time the County changed
- from a three-commissioner form of government with a large number
Oof other elected County officlials and deriving a!l operational
and administrative direction from the State to a county executive
and nine-member council form of government with conly the Assessor
and Prosecuting Attorney positions also elected. Since that
time, four other counties have adopted home rule charters of
their own--Plerce, Snohomlsh, Clallam and Whatcom.

King County’'s Charter can be amended through voter approval of
Charter amendments. Only the County Council c¢an place Charter
amendment proposals on the ballot and it can do so for any
general election. The Charter (Sectlon 800) specifically
requires that:

"At least every ten years after the adoption of this
charter, the county executlve shall review, or shall cause
to be reviewed, the charter and shall present, or cause to
be presented, to the county council a written report
recommendlng those amendments, if any, which should be made
to the charter.”

Traditionally, the County Executive has appointed a cltizens'
group to conduct thils review. The 1987 King County Charter



Review Commission IS the third such group In the Charter’s
20-year history.

The Charter has been amended four times--in 1871, 19875, 1977 and
1981. In 1871 and 1977, the amendments resulted from a citizens’
charter review group. in 1975 and 1981, Charter amendments were
inttlated by the Councli! In response to speclfic problems
presented by the Charter.

B. 1987 Charter Review Commission

The 15-member commission was appointed in Aprii 1887 by County
Executive Tim Hi11 after consultation with the County Council. In
987, the Council approprlated $20,000 to support the
Commlission's work with the commitment of an addltional $20,000 If
necessary {(which was appropriated In 1988). The Executive’'s
Office provided offlce space and a program analyst to manage the
Charter review project. Other Executive departments, the
Prosecutor’'s Offlice, and the Councl! provided staff support as
was needed for specifle Issues.

As assigned by the Executive, the Commission’s mission was to
compleate a formal public review of the King County Charter and
propose any amendments to improve the operations of County
government. This effort was to include:

e A review of all existing provisions of the Charter and
the development of recommendatlions for any technical
amendments to improve the operation of County government;

@ A review of all exIsting provislons of the Charter and
the development of recommendations for any hecessary
structural changes to Improve the organlzation of County
government; and

® An assessment of King County’'s role as a regional
government and recommendations to Improve the County’s
ability to deliver regional services.

The Commlission spent 1ts first four months hearing from elected
officials and others regarding thelr concerns about King County
government. At the end of this period, the Commisslon had
complied a |ist of more than thirty issues for Its conslideration.
In August, the Commisslion members divided into three working
committees——Reglonal, Structural, and Technical--and asslgned
each issue to a commlttee. The committees worked on their
assigned Issues until February 13988 when the full Commisslon
began to review and take initial action on the commlttees’
preliminary recommendations. In late April and earily May, the
Commission requested public comment on Its preliminary
recommendat ions. It Issued a newsletter summarizing the Key
issues and Including & comment/request for informatlen form. It
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also held a series of six public meetings held throughout the
County to take public comment. Following the public comment
period, the Commission reviewed all Issues again and took final
action on them as described in thils report.

The Commission adopted a rule requiring that in order for a
recommaendation to be approved, 1t must be passed by a two-thirds
majority of the total members at two separate meetings. Of the
39 speciflc recommendations voted on by the Commisslion, 14
involve Charter amendments, 8 involve administrative or other
actions by the Executive and Council, and 4 involve management of
regional issues., Thirteen other recommendations were considered
by the Commission, but It did not take further action on them.

The Commisslion recognizes that there is a two-fold problem with
the results of the Charter review process. First, there are
usually a targe number of Charter amendments proposed which
ralses a concern about the best strategy to place the amendments
on the ballot. The Commission recognizes that placing all of Its
proposed amendments on a single ballot would be confusing to the
voters and might result in failure at the polls simply because of
that confusion. Timing of Charter amendment ballot proposals is
also important. A crowded general election ballot or a pivotal
measure such as reorganization of King County and Metrc under a
single governing body might take precedence over Charter
amendment proposals.

Second, Charter review group recommendations tend to be acted on
only in the year they are made so that worthy recommendations not
placed on the ballot that year are forgotten. Since formal
review of the Charter occurs roughly once every ten years, the
Council tends to respond to the recommendations at the time the
citizens” review group report is issued. The Council places some
amendments on the ballot that year; but, because of the press of
business in the following years, it neglects to consider putting
other issues on the baliot In subsequent years.

In order to facllitate the Council's review of the Commission’'s
recommendations and consideration of the timing for placing
proposed Charter amendments on the ballot in the next few years,
the Commission grouped its recommendations into three tiers,
reflecting both a general sense of the Commission’s prioritles
and natural groupings of the recommendations themselves. The
flrst tier of recommendatlions concerns the King County/Metro
reorganization issue. The second tlier addresses specific
provisions in the Charter which have created, or have the strong
potential for creating, operational problems. The third tier
addresses provislions needing clarification and updating or
reflecting significant County responsibliltlies which have emerged
since the Charter was adopted 20 years ago.



PART 11: CHARTER AMENDMENT RECOMMENDAT |ONS

A. First Tier: King County/Metro Reorganlzation

The King County/Metro recrganization proposal, as presented to
the Charter Review Commissleon by Ceounci Iimembers Paul Barden and
Cynthia Sullivan, requires voter approval of several amendments
to the County Charter and approva! of the consolldation of the
County and Metro as provided In Metro’s enabling tegisiatlion.
These actions would resuit In the formation of a new regional
government by consoiidating the regional functions ¢f Metro and
King County under a recorganized King County government. The new
King County government would be governed by a nonpartisan
Executive and a nonpartisan, 17-member Council which woulid be
advised on each regionatl function by an appointed committee of g
to 15 elected representatives (mayors/council) of King County
citlies. King County would establish a transit department and a
water quality department to handie those speciflic reglional
functions.

The Charter Review Commlssion recommends that there be a single,
directly elected governing body for King County and Metro.

® The Ccunty Councl| should be expanded to 13 members,

--The Council should organize itself so that It has a
commnittee of councl imembers from unincorporated areas
to make recommendations to the Council regarding liocal
government issues for unincorporated areas.

e There should be advisory commlttees on regional functions
organized on the following principles:

~=Counties, cltles, special districts, and cther
governmental units should have a role in the
deveiopment of regional pians and services which will
impact them.

~-=The advisory committees should include representation
for unincorporated areas which is proporticonate to that
of the cities.

--The entire membership of the advisory committees
should be geographically balanced.

® It Is recommended that the Issue of partisan/nonpartisan
County government not be addressed at this time.



B. Secend Tier: Operational [ssues

The Second Tier Issues address problems in the Charter resuiting
from elther specificlty of language or lack of specificity which
creates, or has the potential to create, operational problems for
County goverrmment such that preventatlve action was deemed
necessary by the Commission.

ISSUE CH-1 Revise Charter Review Process

The Charter Review Commission conslidered two alternatives: (1)
No change--the Executive continues to review the Charter at least
every ten years in whatever manner the Execgutive chooses, and (2)
amend the Charter to speclfy a review process.

The Charter Review Commission found that the lack of specificity
for the Charter review process does not ensure that there is
adequate review and public involvement In the review process,

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 800) SHOULD BE AMENDED TO SPECIFY THAT
THE EXECUTIVE SHOULD APPOINT A COMMISISON TO PERFORM THE
REVIEW AND THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO LESS THAN FIFTEEN
MEMBERS, WITH AT LEAST ONE REPRESENTATIVE FROM EACH
COUNCIL DISTRICT.

JA-1 Judicial Administration Director Appointment

The Charter Review Commission considered two alternatives: (1)
No change--the Executive appoints the director for the Departmént
of Judicial Administration from a |ist of three names submiltted

by the Superior Court Jjudges, and (2) amehd the Charter to allow
the Superior Court judges to directly hire and fire the director.

The Charter Beview Commission found that direct appointment of
the director for the Department of Judlicial Administration by the
Superlor Court Judges would facilltate greater coordination and
administrative efficiencies between the clerk of the court
functions assigned by the Charter to the Department of Judicial
Administration and the Superlor Court.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMI1SSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 350.20.20) BE AMENDED TO GIVE THE
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES AUTHORITY 7O HIRE OR DISMISS THE
DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUDGICIAL ADMINISTRATION.




I1SSUE KCE-1 Interim Executlve Succession

The Charter Review Commission consldered two alternatives: (1)
Make neo change to the Charter and reiy on RCW 36.16.,115 to cover
any gap between an Executive vacancy and a subsequent appolintment
or election; and (2) amend the Charter to provide speciflic
direction for an acting Executive: (A} Council chatr, (B)
Councli-deslignated acting Executlve, (C) Councll-designated
acting executive from the same party as the executive, and (D)
Deputy County Executive.

The Charter Review Commlission found that:

e There is a need to ensure contlnuity of management In the
event that the position of County Execuxtlive 1s vacated untit such
time that the County Counci| appolnis a successor.

o It is preferable that Interim succession be accomplished by
automatic procedures in order to avoid probiems arising from
failure to take deliberative action to select a successor.

e The legislative and executive branches shouid be kept

separate. The Counci! should not be disrupted by having one of
its members move Iinto the vacancy. '

e It Is anticipated that the appointment process shoutld take
tess than the full 90 days allowed by statute to the Council:
therefore, the term of the acting Executlve should be less than
90 days.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 680) BE AMENDED TO PROVIDE THAT THE
DEPUTY COUNTY EXECUTIVE IS TO BE THE INTERIM SUCCESSOR
IN THE EVENT THAT THE PQSITION OF COUNTY EXECUTIVE IS
VACATED.

Minority Report from Structural Cemmlittee Chair Vera
lng: There was a dissenting cplinion that the
Executive's {nterim successor should be an elected
offlclal; speclifically, the Council chair, in order to
provide accountabllilty to the voters.

ISSUE PER-I Career Service Status for Part-Time Employees

The Charter Review Commission consldered three alternatives: (1)
No change-~continue to exclude part-~time emplioyees from the
Career Service System; {2} include all part-time employees In
the Career Service System or, (3) provide flexlbility te Include
part-time empioyees Iin the Career Service System when appropriate
for the characteristlics of the work to be done.



The Charter Review CommiIsslion found that:

# There are part-time positions which are, In effect, permanent
positions and should be Included under the Career Service System.
There are also some part-time positions which are not appropriate
to include In the Career Service System because of the duration
of employment, type of work lhvolved, or other Job characterls-
tics.

@ While there needs to be some flexIbility in determining which
part-time positions should be Included in the Career Service
System, there also needs to be speciflc criteria In the Charter
for making this determination. The threshold which appears to
have the greatest agreement Iin general terms IS to include in the
Career Service System those positions which are at {east half
time. ’

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISS ION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 550) BE AMENDED TO EXCLUDE LESS THAN
HALF-TIME, PART-TIME POSITIONS FROM THE CAREER SERVICE
SYSTEM, THE DEFINITION OF LESS THAN HALF TIME TO BE
DEF INED BY ORDINANCE.

ISSUE PW-1 Revise the Public Works Bid Limit

The Charter Review Commisslon considered three alternatives: (1)
Change the bid IImit to a fixed amount of $25,000 or $50,000, (2)
change the bid Iimit to a fixed amount as in Alternative 1 but
provide for annual adjustments for Inflation, and (3) defer to
State law.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

® The present %$15,000 bid IImit in the Charter is too low and
unnecessarily hinders the effective operatlions of County
government.

@ The Iissue has been extensively discussed and resolved at the
State level.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISS ION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 815) BE REVISED TO DEFER TO STATE LAW
IN SETTING THE VALUE OF COUNTY ROAD PROJECTS WHICH MUST
BE PUT OUT TO BID.

C. Third Tler Recommendations: Clarifying/New [ssues

Third Tier Issues [nclude two types of Charter amendment
recommendations, clarlfying changes and new subjects, both of
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which are Iintended to update the Charter. in the 20 years since
the Charter was adopted, the County's organization has evo!ved to
respond to the Increasing size of County government as well as
the Increasing variety and complexity of services that County
government is expected to provide to the public., This evoluticn
has been possible without Charter change through the use of
bridging ordlnances which provide a |ink betwean the specific
organizational structure and positions as described In the
Charter and the organizatlional structure and positions as they
have evolved. While the County can certainly continue to operate
through the use ©of bridging ordinances, It is time to consider
revising the Charter to reflect the present.

Since the Charter was adopted 20 years ago, some subjects, then
considered to be only signiflicant enough to warrant brief
mention, have evolved into major responsiblllties of County
government, specifically human services and growth management.
The Commisslion felt it was time to conslder recognizing the
magnitude of those responsibllitlies through Incluslon in the
Charter.

ISSUE A-1 Rolie of the County Auditor

The Charter Review Commission conslidered two alternatives: ({) No
change--rely on recently adopted Ordinance No. 8264 to provide
the necessary independence and funding, and (2) amend the Charter

to Incorporate the wording of that ordinance.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

® Establishment of a specific audit committee for auditor
reporting and selection was not necessary since the County
Counci! should have the flexibllity to determine the appropriate
Council review committee. Currently, the Council Firanclal
Management Committee is the reviewing committee.

® Prlvate sector representation on the audlt commlittee Is not
appropriate since the County Audltor both reports to and takes
direction from the Council. If the Audlitor Is to report directly
to the public, the position of Auditor should be directly elected
by and accountable to the public.

e It is appropriate for the Charter to specify the types of
audits which must be conducted by the Auditor.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECCMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 250) BE AMENDED TO SPECIFY THE TYPES OF
AUDITS THAT THE CCUNTY AUDITOR SHOULD CONDUCT AND TO
INCORPORATE THE PROVISIONS OF THE RECENTLY ADOPTED
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY AUDITOR.




I1SSUE CC-6 Specify Full-Time Councll

The Charter Review Commission considered three alternatives. (1)
No change, (2) amend the Charter to specifically state that the
Council positions are full time, and (3) amend the Charter to
1imit the amount of outside Income that County elected officlials
can earn.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

e Gliven the magnltude of the Jobs and salaries of County eliected
officlals, 1t is clear that these are full-time positlions.

e An elected official cannot be forced to work full-time,

however that term might be defined. 1t is up to voters to demand
of thelr County elected officials fuli-tIime commitment to their
jobs,

& There are instances where the opportunities for outside income
may present conflict of interest situations. These problems,
however, do net outwelgh the infringements on persohal freedom
from restrictions on ocutside |ncome. This is a matter for voters
to decide.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISISON RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 220.10) BE AMENDED TO SPECIFY THAT THE
COUNCIL POSITIONS ARE FULL TIME.

1SSUE KCE-2 Establish and Define the Deputy County Executlve
Position

The Charter Review Commission considered three alternatives: (1)
Mo change--rely on ordinances to bridge the organizational
structure In the Charter and the actual organization of the
Executlive branch; {(2) amend the Charter to reflect the present
organization; and (3) advise the Executlve and Council to
organize the administration of County government In accordance
with the Charter, eliminate the position of Deputy County
Executive, and restore the position ¢f County Admlinistrative
Officer.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

e There is no longer a pesition titled County Administrative
Off lcer,

@ The duties of that position have effectlively been divided
between two existing positions: the Deputy County Executlve
established by ordinance but not recognized by the Charter; and,
the director of the Department of Executive Administration who

9



supervises most of what were previously "administrative officer"
functions.

@ There Is no need to amplify the duties of the Deputy in the
Charter. The Executlve should have the flexibillty to decide
what responsibliities to assign the Deputy.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTIONS 310, 330, AND 550) BE AMENDED TO
ESTABLISH THE POSITION OF DEPUTY COUNTY EXECUTIVE AND TO
SPECIFY THE DUTIES OF TH1S POSITION.

ISSUE ORG-1 Clarlfy Status of Dlvision, Subordinate Units, and
other Organlzational Entitles

The Charter Review Commission considered two alternatives: (1)
No change--rely on ordinance to brldge between the Charter and
the present organization of the Executive Branch, and (2) amend
the Charter to reflect the present organization.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

® The Charter calls for only tweo organizational entitlies within
the Executl/ve branch—-administratlve offlices and executive
departments.

® The Charter provides that the chlief officer of each
agdminlstrative office and executive department shall be exempt
from. the Career Servige Systems.

e Since the Charter was adopted, an additional organizational
entity known as "divisions" has been created and the managers of
these divisions have been declared "exempt" from the Career
Service System. This has been accompl!ished though bridging
ordinances.

e Division managers should be exempt positions and department
directors should have the priviiege of selecting those managers
who are closely associated with thelr style of management.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (SECTION 550) BE AMENDED TO REFLECT THE CURRENT
ORGANIZATION OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT AND TO RECOGNIZE THE
EXISTENCE OF DIVISIONS AS ORGANIZATIONAL ENTITIES.

ISSUE PL-2 County Comprehensive Planning Policy

The Charter Review Commisslon considered two alternatlives: (1)
No change and (2) amending the Charter to Inciude a policy
statement and direction on comprehensive planning.
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The Charter Review Commission found that comprehensive planning
is of sufficient Importance to warrant policy directlon in the
Charter.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER (NEW SECTION) BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE POLICY
DIRECTION FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE COUNTY'S COMPREHENS IVE
LAND USE PLAN AND IMPLEMENTING COMMUNITY AND FUNCT IONAL
PLANS.

ISSUE PL-4 Health and Human Services Pollcy Plan

The Charter Review Commission consldered three alternatives: (1)
No change; (2) amend the Charter to include planning and policy-
settlng requirements for (A} the County’'s general role In
regional health and human services needs, or (B) those health and
human services programs for which the County is specifically
responsible; and (3) amend the Charter to require that the
Council adeopt a policy plan on the County’'s purposes and roles in
heafth and human services.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

. While health and human services are a significant part of the
services provided by King County government, they receive no
mention Iin the Charter.

e King County has a significant role in funding or providing
health and human services In this regleon, but has neo overall
policy direction for that role.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSICON RECOMMENDS THAT THE
CHARTER {NEW SECTION) BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE A
REQU IREMENT FOR HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES POLICIES.

PART 111: NON=-CHARTER RECOMMENDAT IONS

ISSUE B-2 Multi-Year Functional Program and Capital Budgets

The Charter Review Commission considered two alternatives: (1)

No change to the Charter and (2) amending the Charter to requlire
multi-year capital budgets with accompanying functional program

planning.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

® The Charter already requlres six-year capltal budgets. The
County has ordinances and policies directing the development of
such budgets.

11



® Multi-year functional program planning s already being
conducted In the law and Justice area without a Charter policy.

e Multi-year functional program planning can be accompliished by
ordinance and administrative policy and procedures wlthout the
more extreme measure of a Charter amendment,

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
EXECUTIVE AND COUNCIL DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT AN ON-~GOING
PROCESS OF MULTI-YEAR FUNCTIONAL PROGRAM AND CAPITAL
PLANNING FOR ALL COUNTY PROGRAMS AND THAT THIS BE
INCORPORATED INTO THE ANNUAL BUDGET PROCESS TO ENSURE
THAT THE LONG-RANGE CONSEQUENCES OF INCREMENTAL PROGRAM
AND BUDGET DECISIONS ARE FULLY CONSIDERED.

ISSUE B-3 Change from an Annual to a Biennial Budget

The Charter Review Commission considered two alternatives: (1)
No change from the present annual budget process and (2) amending
the Charter to allow the County to adopt a biennial budget
process.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

@ The Charter as presently written would allow the County to geo
to a biennial budget process, but |t would be a makeshift
arrangement to accommodate certain requirements of the Charter
and State law.

e Blennial budgeting could be accomplished through
administrative action,

e The State already has a biennial budget process and there is
increasing interest by local government In moving to a biennial

budget process. Biennial budgeting |Is an accepted practice in
other states.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE
EXECUTIVE AND COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVELY IMPLEMENT A
BIlENNIAL BUDGET PROCESS.

ISSUE PER-3 E!lIminate or Modify Career Service System
The Charter Review Commission conslidered two alternatives: )
Abol ish the Career Service System or (2) modify the Career

Service System.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

® The County's Career Service System, while not entirely without
problems, is basically sound and shouid be retained.
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® A number of personnel [(ssues have been raised which exceed the
Charter Review Commisslion’'s abllity to address due to the
considerable time regqulired to resolve such complex issues.

e While these Issues could be rescolved through extensive changes
to Article 5 of the Charter, these changes appear to be
inconsistent with the general policy-setting nature of the
Charter. It also appears that many of these Issues could be
resolved through ordinance or changes In administrative
practices.

e These issues are of sufflcient magnitude as to indicate that
there are problems within the Career Service System which merit
thorough study and consideration.

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISS ION RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNTY
EXECUTIVE AND COUNTY COUNCIL CONDUCT A STUDY OF THE
COUNTY"S CAREER SERVICE SYSTEM TO IDENTIFY PROBLEMS WITH
THAT SYSTEM AND TO DEVELCP SOLUTIONS FOR THOSE PROBLEMS.
THIS STUDY SHOULD BE CONDUCTED OBJECTIVELY WITH
SUBSTANTIVE PARTICIPATION BY COUNTY EMPLOYEES AND
PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATORS AT ALL LEVELS OF COUNTY
GOVERNMENT . PARTICULAR ATTENTION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE
ISSUES RAISED BY THE PERSONNEL BOARD AND THE KING COUNTY
EMPLOYEES COUNCIL.

ISSUE PER-4 Strengthen Personnel Board

The Charter Review Commlission considered four alternatives: (i)
Make compensation to Personnei Board members mandatory and
consistent with similar boards; (2) make adequate funding for the
Personnel Board mandatory; (3) mandate Persconnel Board
involvement Iin the deveiopment or revision of persconnel rules;
and (4) allow the Personnel| Board to engage In dispute resolution
as a step prior to appeal in a public hearing.

The Charter Review Commission found that:

® A number of Personnel Board Issues have been raised which
exceed the Charter Review Commission’s abillty to address due to
the considerable time required to resolve such complex Issues.

e Whlle these Issues could be resolved through extensive changes
to Article & of the Charter, they could also be addressed through
ordinance or changes Iin administratlive practice rather than the
more extreme measure of Charter revision,

THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNTY
EXECUTIVE AND COUNTY COUNCIL CONDUCT A STUDY OF THE
PERSONNEL BOARD TC I[DENTIFY PROBLEMS WITH THAT BOARD AND
TO DEVELCP SOLUTIONS FOR THOSE PROBLEMS. THIS STUDY
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SHOULD BE CONDUCTED OBJECTIVELY WITH SUBSTANTIVE
PARTICIPATION OF COUNTY EMPLOYEES AND PERSONNEL
ADMINISTRATORS AT ALL LEVELS OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT.
PARTICULAR ATTENTION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE |ISSUES
RAISED BY THE PERSONNEL BOARD AND THE KING COUNTY
EMPLOYEES COUNCIL.

PART IV: REGIONAL ISSUES RECOMMENDAT IONS

The Commission’s Regional Issues and Recommendations Report is
the result of the Regional Committee’'s work in completing its
assignment to conduct an assessment of King County’'s role as a
reglonal government and to make recommendations to improve the
County’'s ablliity to dellver reglional services. This section Is
taken from the Executlive Summary of that report and briefly
describes the Commlission’s recommendations. Anyone interested In
these recommendations Is urged to read the full report in order
to obtain a more complete description and understanding of the
Commission’'s recommendations,

The Charter Review Commission’s recommendations include: 1y
criteria to guide future decisions on l|local government
reorganization and assignment of new responsibilities to local

government; (2) a vision of how regicnal govermment should
eventually be organized In the future; (3) a poslition on the
recent King County/Metro reorganization proposal; (4) actions to
be taken regardless of the outcome of the King County/Metre
reorganization proposal; and (5) recommendations for regional
services management issues which should be addressed in the
longer term.

The Commission found that there is a great deal of consensus
among the groups which have studied reglional governance and
services on what the regional problems are. In reviewing
summar ies of local govermment problems, inciudling those of the
State’'s Local Governance Study Commission and King County 2000,
the Commission found that all the lists are essentially
varliations on the findings of the 1975 Metropolitan Study
Commission which are listed below:

. There are too many different and ceonfllcting governments
and ad hoc 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 cltizens in the
unincorporated areas of King County must recelve dlirect

governmental services from a primary level of government
elected by and responsible to them.
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3. There |Is a need for an areawide policy planning, goal

setting and land use planning function, which will serve
both incorporated and unincorporated areas oh areawide
matters.

4. There are some functions that can be wholesaled or
broadly delivered at the areawide level more effectively and
yet be consistent with the primary need and public desire
that general government be retained at the local level.

5. There |s need for the development of a more rational tax
and fiscal system, Iincluding such innovations as tax base
sharing, such as has been deveioped in Minnesota. Any tax
system must assure a continuation of present service.

A. Crlteria for Guiding Future Government Recorganlzation and
Assignment of Responsibllities

it Is not enough to identlfy and develop a consensus on our
regional service delivery and regional governance
problems--aithough this Is a very important flrst step.
Effectively, this step has been accompl!ished, although perhaps
not recognized. The Charter Review Commission gave its attentlion
to the next step—--the development of criteria to guide change to
address those problems. The Commission offers these criteria
with the hope that they will move discussions of regional
problems from the stage of problem identification to the stage of
ident| fying how to organlize ourselves to address those problems,
and then, to implementation.

Change Principles

e Change will not occur overnight. Both interim and i1onger
term solutions are needed.

e Change should result In services being provided more
ecohomical ly and effectively than they are being provided
under existing arrangements.

® Change should not result in the loss or decrease of
accountability of elected officlals to cltlizens.

e There is a finite amount of authority among iocal
governments and that finlte amount of authority Is already
fully aliocated. in order for an existing governmental unit
to gain new authority or for a new governmental unit to be
establlshed, existing unlts of government will have to give
up some of thelr authority.
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Governance Principies

e The decislon makling body of any governmental unit must be
identifiable, accountable, and accesslible to its ¢cltizens.

® Directly elected declision maklng bodies are most
appropriate when (1) that body has the authority to impose
taxes, rates, or other servigce charges directly on the
public, and (2) other jurisdicticons are not directly
Invoived in the implementation of the service.

® A regional agency should have the directly assligned
authority (planning, Implementation, enforcement, revenues)
to carry out its responsibilities and there should be
provisions to enable that authority to expand as the
responsibllities expand both In scope and in subject.

Organizational Principles

e Government services and responsiblliities should be
crganized and assigned according to functichally logical
groupings. Similar services should be grouped within one
agency. Problems requiring solutions which cross
jurisdictional boundaries should be assigned to a reglional
agency.

@ Planning, operations, and funding actlvities should should
be loccated within one agency provided that the governing
body can be held accountable for its decisions.

e Cltles should be the malor providers of urban-level _
municipal services. Unincorporated areas which require an
urban leve| cf service should be encouraged to Incorporate
or annex to a clty.

e Countlies should provide or ensure the provision of a basic
level of municipal services for unincorporated areas. The
County should direct growth to urban or urbanlzing areas In
order that clties may expand (or |t may be cost effectlive
for the area to incorporate) to serve those areas when an
urban level of services |s needed.

e Cltles should be assigned responsibiiity for local
municipal services which primarily affect the citizens of

citles and which should be lcocally deslgned, delivered, and
paid for.

e Existing special distrilcts should be encouraged to

conscoligate or merge, and new small speclal districts should
not be allowed to form,
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Process Princliples

e When all taxpayers/ratepayers of the County are asked to
pay for a project or program, a regional (countywide)
decislon making body should be responsible for setting the
level of taxes or rates and held accountable for the
expenditure of those taxes Or rates.

e Counties, cltles, speclal districts, and other
governmental units should have a role In the development of
regional plans and services which will impact them.

® There should be a process for deveioping a regional
consensus on reglonal (countywlde, multi-county) Issues.

® There should be a process for reviewing capital spending
priorlities and service priorities on a regional basis
(countywide) .

The Charter Review Commission recognizes that this I1st of
criteria omits a criterion for the circumstances under which a
federated governing body would be appropriate and that there is
currently some interest primarily by cities in malinhtalning a
federated governing body for Metro. The Charter Review
Commission’s adopted poslition is that the governing body of a
regional government should be directly elected.

Some of the arguments supporting a federated governing body
(especially for Metro)} include:

® A federated body ailiows local governments which have
given up their responsibillities to the regiona! government
to retain a degree of local influence over regional service
decislons and delivery as these affect the ¢lt!lzens of those
local govermments.

® A federated governing body |s approprliate when the
declslons made by that body must be (mplemented by, or
otherwise affect, the operatlions of local governments.

® A federated body provides a forum for individual local
governments to meet and dliscuss issues of common congern.

® Local government representatives on federated bodies are
better able to lfobby for local concerns than are individual
clitizens.

The basic issue for the Charter Review Commisslon is the question
of to whom are persons sitting on federated bodies
accountable~-the institutlons they represent or the people who
elected them to those institutions? The Commission decided not %o
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include a criterion for a federated governing body for the
following reasons:

® A federated body (at least as has been proposed in King
County to date) violates the one person/one vote rule.

@ Citizens should have the right to hold directly
accountable the members of a governing body which has the
power to levy charges and taxes on citlizens and has such
powers as eminent domain or the authority to override local
land use contreols.

e Federated bodles cannot be held dlrectly accountable for
the expendltures of funds, Issuance of debt, delivery of
services, or other actions affecting the public.

e A government does not have the same rights of
representation as does an indlvidual citlzen. Government
elected officlals are elected to represent citizens, not the
governmental Institution.

e Local governments are not disenfranchised by directly
elected governing bodies. They have the right to approach
the individual directly elected officlals of a regional
government or to approach that governing body just as any
citizen does.

B. Vision for Regional Government in the 21st Century

The Charter Review Commission recommends that the governance of
regional functlons in King County should move toward a countywide
regional government in which most, if not alt, such functlons are
located. The decisicon making body for this reglional government
should be directly elected. All change In government
reorganization and assignment of new regional responsibillitlies
should be consistent with this vislon.

One issue to be addressed !s the distinction between reglonal and
local city and unincorporated area services and the extent to
which a reglonal government can or should provide both,
especlally for unincorporated area services. Of particular
concern ls accountabl!lity for decislions affecting unincorporated
areas. The ultimate structure of regional government and the
Issues of how best to provide for both regional and local
services and representation of unincorporated areas are matters
which mertt further dlilscussion.

C. King County/Metro Reorganization

The King County/Metro reorganlzation proposal, as presented to
the Regional Committee by County Councilmembers Paul Barden and
cynthia sulllivan, reguires voter approval of several amendments
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to the County Charter and approval of the conscilidation ¢of the
County and Metro as provided In Metro's enabling leglislation.
These actions would result In the formation of a new regional
government by consolidating the regicnal functions of Metro and
King County under a reorganized King County government. Under
this proposal, the new King County government would be governed
by a nonpartlisan Executive and a nonpartisan, seventeen-member
Council which would be advised on each regional functlion by an
appolnted committee of 9 to 15 elected representatives
(mayors/council) of King County cities. King County would
establish a transit department and a water qualiity department to
handle those specific regional functlons.

The Charter Review commission recommends that there be a single,
directly elected governing body for King County and Metro.
Further:

® The County Council should be expanded to 13 members.

——The Couneil should organize lteself so that It has a
committee of counclimembers from primarity
unincorporated areas to make recommendations to the
Counci| regarding local government issues for
unincorporated areas.

® There should be advisory committees on regicnal functions
organized on the following principles:

--Counties, citles, special districts, and other
governmental units shouid have a role in the
development of regional plans and services which wil!
impact them.

~-~The advisory committees should Include representation
for unincorporated areas which Is proportionate to that

of the cities.

—-The entire membership of the advisory commlttees
should be gecographically balanced.

® 1t Is recommended that the Issue of partisan/nonpartisan
County government not be addressed at this time.

D. Recommendations for Actlon

Regardless of the reorganization of Metro and King County, there
are some problems which require reglonal management solutlons.
The proposals presented here are certainly not the only such
problems and services which need to be placed under a regional
management, but they are the ones which were most often brought
to the Coomission’'s attention and which have been the subject of
considerable discusslon as critical regional Issues. There are
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other Issues such as regional funding for the arts, iilbrary
services, subsidized housing, and a varlety of social service
needs which may benefit from some degree of reglional management
for planning, peolicy setting and other decislion makling, funding
and implementation, These problems need to be put on the
reglonal Iissues agenda and the Charter Review Commission
encourages appreopriate groups to do so.

There are regional problems which require one or more of the
following to be effectively managed: Countywide poliicy setting
and other decislon making, regiconal planning and enforgcement of
those plans, regional revenue base for equltable funding of
regional projects, and regional Implementation or management of
service defivery. Concomitantly, there are unique local needs
for service levels, projects, and programs which are best met
through local policy setting, planning, funding, and
implementation. The challenge to sclving regional problems is to
develop a solution which combines the regional and local elements
most effectively for both needs.

The Charter Review Commisslion has deliberately not developed
descriptive or implementing details. The Commission has observed
that the presence of detall! tends to prematurely focus regional
goevernance discussions on the merits of the detalls instead of
the merits of the overaill objective. The Commission’s position is
that if there Iis a will there is a way--if people can agree onh an
overall obJective, they can also negotiate and implement the
details to best accompiish that objective.

The Charter Review Commission recommends that actions be taken
within the next five vears to reglionallze the management of the
foliowling functions: )

1. Surface Water: it is recommended that a regional surface
water management (SWM) utility be created with the responsibllity
for the development of regional SWM pollclies and capital
improvement plans to be implemented by local governments (County,
cities, speclial districts). The utility would ailso levy a
countywide service charge to fund reglonal SWM planning and
capital Improvements and to allocate those funds to local
governments for Implementation.

It Is recommended that the countywide SWM utility be created
under the County'’'s authority. The County already has a surface
water utility which surrounds most citles and |s responsible for
the development of a basin-wide surface water management plan.
Metro, although it has broad water guality authority, does not
have responsibillty for land use controls which are [ntegral to
sur face water management solutions and has limited its water
quality role to sewage treatment and monitoring.
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2. Solid Waste: It Is recommended that policy setting and
planning for solid waste should be assigned to a regional solld
waste management agency. The agency operating the regional solid
waste dicposal facitlities (current!ly King County) should also
have the necessary authority through interlocal agrements and
franchise or other powers to control the disposal of soild waste

collected within the reglon--commonly referred to as waste stream

management--for both incorporated and unincorporated areas. It Is
recognized that local management of collectlon and development of
tocal recycling and other programs may be requlred to effectively
respond to unique local needs for service levels and programs.

King County should be the regional solid waste management agency
since it already operates the regional landflll In the County.
Although Metro could take on solid waste responsibilitlies, it
presentiy has no involvement In this area.

3. Reglonal Parks and Recreation Facilities: It is recommended
that there be established a regional agency for the purpose of
generating funds from a regional revenue base toc be allocated to
local jurisdictions for the development and maintenance of
regional parks and recreation facilities In accordance with a
comprehensive plan. It Is further recommended that this agency
be the County. implementation of the development of new
facilities and rehabilitation and maintenance of existing
facilitlies would remain the responsibility of local governments,
Local governments would have a role In the development of the
regional plans, prioritization of projects, and In declisions to
put regional parks and recreation balliot Iissues before the
voters,

4. Public Health: It Is recommended that there should be
developed and implemented an equitable method for the County to
completely take over aill public health responsibillties from the
suburban cltles (and Seattie I1f that jurlisdiction so chooses).
The present arrangement is inconsistent with the regional nature
of public health services and has created much unnecessary ||
will between the cities and the County.

5. Create a Regional Alrport Agency: 1t |Is recommended that
King County seek the development of a regiconal airport agency
which might be assumed by the Port of Seattle or might require
the creation of a new entity, and that the King County Airport
should be transferred to thls regional ailrport authority. Key to
this recommendation Is the development of a charter for the
authority which would clearly dellneate the goals and
responsibilitlies of the regional alirport authorlity to ensure that
a commltment to recreation aviation as well as commerclal and
passenger aviation is part of the regional alirport agency'’'s
responsibllities.
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6. Create a regional comprehensive land uUse, transportation and
economic development agency: As thls area continues to grow, it
will become increasingly important tc have a regional agency wlth
responsibll ity and authority to develop and implement
comprehensive, countywide land use, transportatlon and economic
development plans. These plans would establish general policies
which ctitty and County governements would follow in the
development of their own local plans and projects. Without such
an agency, King County could develop Into a mosiac of cities and
unincorporated areas with conflictlng land use development. This
would be costly to the public Iin terms of both Increasing the
cost of providing services and of the personal costs assoclated
with Inconvenience and degradation in quality of life.

It is recommended that King County take an assertive |eadership
role in the development of a regional comprehensive land use,
transportation and economic development agency with the power to
impose and enforce plans on local governments. This
recommendation was originally placed under long-term changes In
recognltlion of the great peolitical difficulty of achieving this
objective. However, the need for such planning is so compelling
and so urgent that the recommendation was moved to the near-term

recommendat ions. it is the key to the economic well-being and
qual ity of the future of King County. This is the most
challenging of the recommendations since it will require the

qreatest degree of vision among local government elected
officials and the citizens of King County.

E. Longer-Term Reglonal! Management |ssues

There are other services which could be regionalized for more
economical and effective service delivery. Recommendations for
some ©of these services are given here,. It t8 recognized that
these are longer—-term objectives--the compliexity and strong
emctional nature of the issues will require a long time for
reglicnal management solutions to evolve and be accepted. It
might also require that other changes occur, such as having the
urbanized, unincorporated areas become more completely
Incorporated, or require a crisis In service dellvery, such as
the loss or Inadequacy o©f individual water supply sources, before
regional management solutions will be accepted. It is Important,
however. to itdentify long-range issues and consider thelr
evolution in terms of a long-range vision and criteria for
governing change such as are proposed by the Commission.

1. Reorganize the Port District: There are a number of lssues
concerning the Port's role and accountabllity as a regional
agency whilich need to be addressed. Should the Port District
remain a separate, countywide unit of government; should It be
combined with a larger regional government as described In the
vision for the 21st Century; or should a multi-county port
authority be created? How accountable IS the Port cocmmission to
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the publlic? Should the Port Commissioners continue to be elected
at large or by district? Should the size of the Port Commission
be increased? |f the Port remalins a separate unit ¢f government,
how should the Port’s land use and other actlons be related to
land use controls and other responsiblilities of County and city
governments?

2. Place sewage collection with the regional agency providing
sewage treatment: Management of sewage collection and treatment
should be placed under a single regicnal agency. In King County,
all but a few sewage districts and cities are part of Metro's
sewage treatment system. As more of the County incorporates or
annexes and the number of speclal sewer districts decllnes, it
may be more effective both in terms of cost and management of an
environmental problem to put management of sewer service
functions under a single regiconal agency. It Is recognized that,
for some aspects of sewage collection, it may be more cost
effectlve or necessary for other reasons to have some sewage
collection functions provided by local agencies.

3. Place water suppl!y and distributlon under a regional agency:
Water supply and distribution should . eventually be placed under a
single regional agency. The water supply resources, both surface
and underground, are regional resources—--not that .of lndividual
citles and special districts to be fought over at unnecessary
expeanse t¢© the public. There has been movement towards reglonal
management of water supply, at least to the extent of coordinated
planning and information sharing. These efforts should be
encouraged. There is no Commission recommendation regardling which
agency should be the regional agency or the extent to which local
service provision is necessary to respond to unigue local needs.

4, Regionalize management of law enforcement, district court and
Jail functions : Law enforcement |s needed countywide regardiess
of Jjurisdiction. Speclalized law enforcement services are
increasingly being provided on a reglional basls such as AFIS
(Automated Fingerprint ldenfication System) and E-981l. The
County and cities’' law enforcement agencies already provide a
great deal of local aw enforcement services to each other
through contracts and mutual aid agreements.

It iIs recommended that the County and cltlies explore

possibllities for Increasing the regionallzation (enforcement,
funding, and dellvery) of law enforcement and related prosecution
and Jall services. It is also recognized that thils will probably

requlire the flexibillty for indlvidual Jurlisdictions to obtaln
higher levels of service than may be provided elsewhere in the
region. WIlth a regional law enforcement agency and common laws
to a great extent, it may also be possible to make the district
court and jail functions truly regional instead of the
contract-based functionally regional services which they are
today. it Is most |lkely that the regional agency would be King
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County as it might evolve over time, or the general purpose
regicnal agency envisioned by the Regional Committee for the 21st
Century.

5. Regionalize management of fire prevention, hazardous
materials, and emergency services.

It {s recommended that King County should take an assertive role
in developing a reglonal approach to managling flre prevention,
hazardous materials, and emergency services. In some cases, It
may be effective to relieve local Jurlisdictlons of responsibil-
Ities for which they do not have the resources to carry out or
which are net effectlively addressed on a jurisdictlion by
Jurisdiction basis and reasslgn those responsibitities to a

regliona! agency. In other cases, resources should be developed
to asslist local governments In carrylng out those responsibil-
ities which are best provided at the local 1evel. As a community

of multiple jurlsdictions with a united reglonal management
strategy, we would have a greater ability to impact the federal
and State laws over which we have no direct control, but which
directly Impact our abillty to prevent |ife-threatening and
envirommental ly damaging emergencies.
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Adminlstrative Board. Former member, Referendum 37 Committee.



APPENDIX B:
1SSUES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ACTED ON BY COMMISSION

A number of issues were considered but were not finally acted on the
commission for several reasons. In the following Instances, the Commlssion
sustalined the commlttee’s preliminary recommendat ions to take no further
action on the issue.

B-1 Change time of year for County budget process
cc-3 Elect Councll countywide
cc-4 Extend time for Council to reconsider Actions
CC-5 Amending ordinances passed by initiative or
referendum
EO-1 Which County offlicers should be elected/appointed
KCE-3 Make Executlve an appointed manager/administrator

The following lIssues were considered by the Commission, but the committee

recommendat ions were elither rejected by the Commission or failed to be passed
by the necessary two-thirds majority at two separate meetinge.

CCc-8{B) LImit on outside earned income by ordinance
CC-6(C) Motion defining full time

EO-2 Revise salary increase provisions for elected
officials
E0-3 Limit terms of office for elected positions
PER-2 Consol Idate personnel systems

Several other issues were considered by the committees but not studied for
various reasons.

CH-2 Allow citizens to directly amend the Charter
(not possible except through a directly elected
Charter review commission)

CC-7 Create regional staff unit for Council (not a
charter Iissue)

ORG-2 Reactlvate the Policy Deveiopment Commission (not a

Charter issue)

PL-1 Establish a process for updating the comprehensive
jand use plan (See PL-2)

PL-3 Establish poiicies for County‘s role as regional
government (See regional recommendations)



APPENDIX C:
TEXT OF PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENTS

The Charter Review Commission has made recommendations for amending certain
sections of the Charter. The proposed language changes are |isted below.
Mote that following each Charter section (s listed the number of the Issue

which resuited in the change.

Section 220.10. Composition and Terms of Office
The County Council shall consist of nine full time members. The County shall
be divided Into nine districts, and one councilman shalt be nominated and
elected by the voters of each district. The term of office of each councilman
shali be four years and until their successor Is ejected and qualified. (CC-6)

Section 250. County Auditor.

The county auditor shall be appointed by a majorlty of the county
councli, and shall be responsible to the council for conducting, or
caus((e))ing to be Gonducted, ((a-ewrrert)) INdependant post audits of county
agencies for the purpose of reporting to the council regarding the Integrity
of the function of the financial ((eperattone~of-the~eounty—goveramenti-—ahatt
review—and)) management system, the quaiity and efficiency of agency
management, and the effectiveness of programs. tn carrying out this purpose,
the auditor shafl perform the following audits within guidelines established
by the county council| by ordinange: financial and compliance audits to
supplement those performed by the state pursuant to general law, economy and
efficiency audits, and program results audits. The auditor shall report the
results of each agency audit to the county councit ((eeneeFrRing~the
e##ee¥4¥eaass—and—e¢£+e+eney*e#-¥he-pregFama-and-epesa%+ene-e$—$he—eeun%y—and
sha++—eeneu+%—w+%h-¥he-eaua%y—e*eeu%+ve-eenee%n+ng—%he—aeeeua¥+hg-pﬁeeeG&Fes
te-bo-ugod-by—the-exeeut+ve-braneh)). Annual audits shall continue to be
performed by the state In accordance with general law.

The organization and administration of the auditor's office shall be
sufficiently independent to assure no interference or influence externai to
the organization shall adversely affect an independent and objective judgment
by the auditor and shall be provided a discreet budget and staffing
allocation. (A-1)

Section 310. Compesition and Powers.

The exscutive branch shall be composed of the county executive, ((+he
oounRty—admintatrative-offioor)) the deputy county executive, the county
assessor, the officers and employees of administrative offlces and executive
departments establiished by this charter or created by the county council, and
the members of the boards and commissions except the board of appeals and the
perscnne! board. The sxscutive branch shali have all executive powers of the
county under thls charter. (KCE-2)

Section 330. ((Ceuniy-Admintotrative-Officer)) Deputy County Executive
The county executive shall appoint ((tho—eounty-admirietrative—offtenr))

a_deputy county exefutive who, undsr the general supervision of the county
executive, shal! assist ((h+m)) the county executiva In the management of all




county agencies except as otherwise provided In this charter, shall

{ (superv+as—-the—admintntrative—offiess)) be responsible for coordinating the
general administrative support for the executive branch, and shall perform
such other duties as are delegated ((4e—him)) by the county executive.
(KCE-2)

NOTE: Substitute wording wiliil also be required in the following
sections where the term “county administrative officer" appears: 310,
340, 340.40, 340.50, 520 and 550.

350.20.20 Department of Judicla! Administration

The department of Jjudicial administration sha!l be administered by the
superior court clerk who shall be appointed by ((t+he—eoupty-oxeeutive-from-a
+i9t-of-threo—or-mere-nominees—oubmitted-by)) and serve at the pleasure of a
maJorlty of the superior court Judges In the county. The department of
Judicial administration shall maintain the official court files, records and
indexes necessary for the effictent administration of justice and the court
system and shall perform such other dutles assigned to It by a majority of the
superior court jJjudges in the county.

The department of judicial administration shall be an executive department
subject to the personnel system and shall utilize the services of the
administrative offices and the executive departments, but it shall not be
abolished by the county council.(JA-1)

Section 550, Career Service Positions.

All county employees and officers shall be members of the career service
except those in the following positions: all etected officers; the county
auditor, the clerk and all appointed employees of the county counclil;’ (({%he
eodnty—admintetrative—offieer)) the deputy county executive; the chief officer
of each executive department and administrative office; the chief officer of
each division within an executive department or administrative office; al! key
subordinate units as determined by the county council by ordinace; the members
of all boards and commissions; administrative assistants for the county
executive and one administrative assistant each for the {(eeunty
adm+piotrative—offioer)) deputy county executive, the county auditor, the
county assessor, the chlef officer of each executive department and
administrative office and designated divislions thersin, and for each board and
commission; a chief deputy for the county assessor; one confidential secretary
each for the county executive, the chlef offlcer of each executlve department
and administrative office and designated divisions therein, and for each
administrative assistant specified herein; all employees of those offlcers who
are exempted from the provisions of this charter by the state constitution;
persons employed in a professlonal or sclentiflic capacity to conduct a specilal
inqulry, investigation or examination; less than half time part-time employees
to be defined by ordinance and temporary employees; administrative Interns;
electlon precinct officlals; all persons serving the county without
compensat ion; physicians; surgeons; dentlsts; medical interns; and student
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nurses and Inmates employed by county hospitals, tuberculosis sanltariums and
hsalth departments of the county. (KCE-2, ORG-1, PER-1)

Sectlion 680.10 Election or Appointment to+Fi1]) Vacancy

A vacancy In an elective county office shail be filled at the next
primary and general eiections which occur In the county; provided that an )
election to fill the vacancy shall not be held if the successor to the vacated
office will be elected at the next general election as providsd in the
sections 620 and 530. The term of office of an offlcer who has been elected
to fili a vacancy shall only be for the unexpired portion of the term of the
officer whose office has become vacant and shall commence as soon as he is
elected and quallifled.

A majority of the county council may temporarily fli1! a vacancy by
appbintment until the vacancy has been filled by election or the successor to
the office has been elected and qualified. )

Notwitnstanging any other provision of this charter, in the event the
office of county executive becomes vacant, the deputy county executive shalt
serve as acting county executive and in such capacity shall exercise all the
powers and duties of the county executive, unti! a successor Is either clegcted
or appointed In the manner provided by law. (KCE-1)

Minority Report from Structural Committee Chair Vera ing: The
Interim County Executive shouid be the Chair of the County Counci),

Section B0OO. Charter Review and Amendmentis -

At least every ten vears after the adoption of this charter, the county
executive shall ({(Feview -oF-gause—to-be-rovtoweds+)) appoint a citizen
commission of not less than fifteen members whose mandate shall be tO review
the charter and shall present, or cause to be presented, to the county council
a written report recommending those amendments, [f any, which should be made
to the charter. This ecitizen commigsion shall be composed of at lsast one
representative from each of the county council districts.

The county council may propose amendments to this charter by enacting an
ordinance to submit a proposed amendment to the voters of the county at the
next general! election oceurring more than forty-five days after the enactment
of the ordinance. An ordinance proposing an amendment to the charter shail
not be subject to the veto power of the county executive. Publication of a
propused amendment and notice of its submission to the voters of the county
shal! be made In accordance with the state constitution and general law. |f
the proposed amendment is approved by a majority of the voters voting on the
tssue, It chal! bocome effective ten days arter the resulits of the election
are certifled unless a later date Is spaecliflied In the amendment. (CH-1)

Section 815. Contract and Competlitive Bldding.

The construction of ali pubiic bullidings and works shall be performed by
independent contractor; except that county road projects ((baviRg-a—wvatua—of
+es6-than-f+fieen-thousand-de++ars)) may be performed by county employees iIn
accordance with appficabie provisions of state law. wWhenever the county would
have been required to do so by general law if it had not adopted this charter,
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it shalil purchase all property and award all contracts by competitive bidding
in accordance with the procedures estabtished by ordinance. (PW-1)

NEW SECTION. Land Use Planning.

The county council shall adopt a comprehensive land use plan setting
forth policies for the orderly development of the county. The county c¢ouncil
shall also adopt community plans to guide local deve lopment and other
implementing plans that shall contain more detafied policies on speclfic land
use and public facillties such as water, sewer, and roads.

The comprehensive plan, the community plans, and other specific
implementing plans shall be developed with broad community involvement by
those cltizens whom the plans will affect. The processes for developing the
comprehensive plan, community plans, and other speclfic implementing plans
shal! ensure that there Is in the plans a balance between regional and local
community needs.

The county council shall review the comprehensive plan, the community
pltans, and other specific implementing plans and revise them as necessary at
least every ten years after their initial adoption.

The community plans, other specific implementing plans, and all county
land use actlons shall be consistent wlith the comprehensive plan. (PL-2)

NEW SECTION. Couniy Health and Human Services Program.

The county council shall adopt by ordinance a poilicy plan which shall
set forth the purposes and roles of county health and human services programs.
The ordinances shall inciude a provision for periodic review of the policy
pian. This plan shall address the programs for which the county 1s
responsibie as well as the relationship of the county’'s programs to the
programs of other jurisdictions and public and private agencies and
organlzations. (PL-4)




