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REGIONAL [SSUES AND RECOMMENDAT IONS REPORT

|. Purposs of Reglional Commlttee Report

The 1987 Charter Review Commission’s Reglonal issues Committze was establlshed
to conduct an assessment of King County's role as a reglonal government and tg
make recommendations to impreve the County’'s ability to deliver regional
services. This report 1s the result of the Regional Commiitee’'s work in
fulftlting that charge.

It should be notad that that the scope of the Reglemal Committee's work did
not include the clty/county fiscal equlty Issues. Are citlzens are doubly
taxed when thea city to which they pay taxes I|s required to make payments for
contracted services to the County to which the citizen also pays taxes? Which
services are regional and should be funded by the County? Do the allecation
formulas for the sales tax, liguor tax and profits, gas tax and other State
shared revenues equitably distribute these revenues among ¢lities and countiss?
The city/county fiscal equity issues are of a long-standing nature and exist
between citles and counties throughout this country. In Washington 3tate, the
issue Is exacerbated by the patchwork revenue system which has developed on an
ad hoc basis over time. King County and .the c¢ities in King County have
jointly studied thils problem over the past five years without resolution,

This extremely complicated issue is most clearly articulated in the (984 Cost
Of Ccuntywide Servlices conducted by the King Subregional Council of the Puget
Sound Counci! of Governments. The Commission did not address fiscal equity
issues because it seemed unlikely that the Commission could contribute to a
resciution of the issue. The Commissicn’'s work touched ¢n this issue
indirectly to the extent that Its recommendations would resclive the problem
for some specific services.

I{. Local and Regional Services and King County’s Roles

A. Defining Terms.

Defining the terms regional services, regional governmenis, and other terms
used in the discussion of regional service delivery and governance is _
difficult because the terms have different meaning for diffarent people and in
different contexts. For the Charter Review Commission’'s discussion of
regional issues, region or regicnal means the area encompassed by King
County’'s boundaries. The Commissicon recognizes that in some cases the term
can or should be applied to a multi-county area, but the focus of the
Commissicn’'s work is on King County.

A regional agency is considered to be ane which serves mast aor ali of the
county. The Commission considers a truly regional! agency as one which has the
futl respensibility and autherity (inmneluding reguiation, enforcsment,
planning, operations and revenue sources) for a service without regard to
Jjurisdictional boundaries and without reguiring contracts or agreements with

loccal jurisdictions to obtain that authority aor respansihility.
in general, the concept regiona!, as applied to services, problems, or issues,
is one that crosses jurisdictional boundaries. tt is impgertant. however ., 1O

consider the uUse of the term in the conmtext of the specific servics being
discussed. There may Ze, for example, a regional argdlem for whigh services
are provided by individuyal jurisdicticons, such surface water, which runs
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dcrasgs lurlsdictlicona!l boundarles., but which Is the responsibility af
Indivigqual citles and tha County. Some sarvices, such a iaw enfarcement, have
both a focal (¢clity only ar County oniy) aspect and a reglonal aspect. The
King County Department of Public Safaly currantly provides law snforcement
sarvices to all resldents of unincorporated King County. In addition, the
Department of Publlc Safety pravides regional servicas such as ¢ivil process
functiens and criminal warrant service [(mandated by State law): Automated
Fingerpflnt tdentification System (AFIS) services (mandated by county
ardinance); Enhanced-91! emergency telephone and dispatch services: and search
and rescus functlons to all ¢f the clties within the County. The Department
of Publlc Safely also provides general law enfarcement services 1o some of the
smaller cltlies cn a contractual basis. There are cther sarvices which have
cnly a reglonal aspect and are provided by a regional! agency, such as property
assessments and tax collections, electicons, and the Superiar Court.

B. Genera! Oescription aof Local and Regicnal Services Crganization

in King County, there is a complicated division of responsibilities and
authority for both local and regional services ameng the County, 29 cities,
Metro, the Port of Seattl!e, the King County Library District, 30 watar
districts, 17 sewer districts, 10 combined water/sewer districts, 34 fire
districts and State and other agencies as weill. Municipal services--the basic
support services a government is expected to provide——may te divided anly
ameng the County and the cities, such as for law enforcement, or may be
divided among many entities, such as the 28 cities ana 22 special purposs
sewer and water and sewer dlstricts for sewage collection, Metro far sewaga
treatment and the County for planning. For scome regicnal functions, one
agency has averal! responsibility, such as tne Puget Scund Air Paoliution
Cantral Agency has for air guality and the Port of Seattle has for commerc|al
deveiopment af thea harbor. For qther regieral functions, regional managemant
Of a sarvice or problem is nrought abcut through intarlocal agreements between
gne agency cavering a large geographic arsa (often the County) and other
smaller entitles such as the 28 suburban cities in King County. Chart 4
illustrates the complexity of the present organizatiaon of local and rsgional
services in Xing County.

C. Uescription of King County's Roles in Local and Ragianal Sarvices

Counties have multinle roles including: Acting as an arm-of-the-Stats to
impiement at the County leve! services which are a State respaonsibility; as a
regianal govermment providing services on a countywide basis aither directly
through its ewn autharity or through cooperative arrangements with otner
Jjurisdictions which result in functional regicnal services; and as a local,
munigipal government functioning as cities do for incarporated areas. The
County's services can be divided into threze categories as {istsd in Table |,

1. Dlirect regional servicss. These services ara those for which %he
county is directly responsiole far providing on a countywide basis (all
or most) without regard to jurisdictions. These services include many of
the arm-of-the-Stats responsibilities of the Ccunty. These are sarvicss,
usualiy mancatec by State law and provided countywide without
distinction made for jurisdictional Doundaries an behalf of the State.
This type of dirsct regicnal service includes many of the County’s human
service grograms such as mental nealth, develogmental disabiiities, and
alcoholism and substancs abuse; the system of courts (district ard
superior); the prosacutor; Juvenile catantion; and administrative
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functions such as assassment, records and elsctions. Direct regional
services also Include the reglonal services which the County provides at
[ts own discretion, such as emergency medlical services, King County
Alrport, the Klngdome, E-911 emergency telephone service and dispatch,
and Automated Fingerprint identification System (AF(S).

2. Unlincorporated Area Municipal Services. In additlien to belng a
reglonal government, the County provides most of the local, municlpal
services to unincorporated areas. Countles can, by law, provide almost
every service that c¢cltlies are usually expected to provide, such as
pollce, parks, rcads and land use controls.

In unincorporated King County, water and sewer services and flre
protection-—all provided by cltles withiIn incorperated arsas-—are
provided by special districts. Unincorporated area municipal services
constitute a relatively smail portion of the total services provided by
the County. _

Countles and cities also have responsitllities for other municipal
services such as public health, adult detention, and solid wasts
disposal. In many cases. the largest city in a county ar the county
government wil! provide these services on a regional basis through
interlocal agreements or contracts with the other Jurisdictions.

3. Functionally Reglonal Sarvices. Functionally regional servicas are
respoensibiiities that are assigned individually to cities and the
County--municipal raesponsibilities-—but which are deliverad on a
reglonal basis, usually by the County, through intergovernmental
agreements. In many cases, clties have tha opticn to provide the
services themselves, but often, usually for eaconomic reascns, citlies
contract with the County, which resuits in provision of the service on a

countywide basis by the county. In King County, this categeory of
service has generated the greatest conflict Detween tha County and the
cltlas,

Public health is an example of a functicnally regional service. Both
tha citiags and the County haue; by State law, public health
respensibilities. Cities In King County satisfy their public health
responsibilities through contractual arrangements with the County health
depariment. Adult detention is another exampie of a functionally
regiornal service. Citles have responsibility for pretrial detention of

perscns arrested on city charges. Some cities, |ike Des Moines, have
their own jail, but most contract with the County for pretriat
detentlon.

I, Summary of Regional Services Problems

The Regicna! |ssuss Commitiee hsard from representatives of several of the
many groups which have been involved in recent discussions of regional
governance and recelved reports issued by others including the State's Local
Governance Study Commission and King County 2000. Thers appears to be a great
deal of consensus among these groups on what the regional issues and problems
are. In reviewing summaries of locai government grcoiems, the Charter Review
Commission conciuded that al!l the lists are esssentially variations cn the
findings of the 1875 Metropolitan Study Commission which are listed below:



i. There are toa many different and confllicting gavernmants and ad hoc
devices, and they are making public decision and long-range planning
difflcult and Ineffectlve in the Xing County area.

2. The hundreds of thousands of clitizens In the unincorporated areas Qf
King County must recalve direct governmental services from a primary
fevel of government elected by and respensible to them.

3. There Is a need for an areawlde zollcy planning, goal sstting and
land use planning function, which wiii serve both incorporatad and
unincorparated areas on areawide matters.

4. There are some functions that can be wholesalad or broadly de!iverad
at the areawida lsvel more effectively and yet be consisstent with the
primary need and public desire that gsneral govaernment be ratained at
the lacal lavel.,

5. There Is a need ror the development of a mare ratighal tax and
fiscal system, Including such inncvations as tai: base sharing, such as
has been deveiogped in Minnesota. Any tax system must assure a
continuation of prasent service.

The Charter Review Commission, rather than repeat the =2fforts of athers,
simply notes that amang the discussions, studies, and reparts addressing local
and regional gavernance and servige delivery probiems, there (s considaraple
consensus about what these problems are. Together, they add up tc a system of
multiple units and layers of government which does not serve the gublic as
weli ds {t shoula be served. The fact that focal and regiopai govermments in
King County do as weli as they do and that we are not faced with a c¢crisis in
government is a credit to the electad officials who govarn and the government
starr who plan and dafiver services.

The Charter Review Commission recognizes that some people argue that multiple
units of government provide a check-and-balancs within tne gvarall
governmental structure. Other pegple, however, maintain that such a system
results in Inaccessibility and lack of accountability to those who must pay
for thea searvices as wall| as inefficient, ineffective, and castly sarvice
delivery. With na fired or ¢tear authority for services, citizens ara
confused about who to turn to for solutions to thelir problems. The power to
sclve problems is too widely shared, causing soOme praobtems ta fall through thne
Cracks because It |s "some cther government’'s rasponsibility”. The governments
themselves find [t difficulit to reach agreement on how to solve ragional
preblems. There (s no means to rasalve conflicts and move faorward.

IV. Criteria For Guiding Future Government Reorganizalion and Assignment of
Responsibilities

It Is not enough ta identify and develop a consensus on aur regional service
delivery and ragiqnal governance problems—-although this Is a very importan:t
first step. Effectively, this step has heen accomplishad. Tha

next steg is the development of criteria to guide chamge o address those
probiems.  The Charter Aeview Commission offars the follcwing gritaria with
‘e nhope that they will move discussicns of regicnal proc'ems from groblem
identification {Q probiem solving-—how shculd we organize curselves to adarass
these problems, and thenm to Raw can we acniave this srganizaticn,



Change Princliples

e Changs will not occur overnight. Both interim and longer term
soiutions are needed.

® Change should result in services being provided more eccnomically and
effectively than they are being provided under sxisting arrangements.

e Changs should not result in the lcss or decrease of accountability of
elected officials to citizens.

e There is a finite amount of authorlty ameng local governments and that
finlte amount of authority I[s already fuily alloccated. !n order for an
existing governmental unit to gain new authority or a new governmental
unit to be established, existing units of government witl have to give
up socme of their authority.

Governance Pringiples

e The decision~-making body of any governmental unit must be
identifiable, accountable, and accessible to i1ts citizens,

e Direct!y elected daclsion-making bodles ars most appropriate when (1)
that tody has the authority to lmpuse taxes, ratss ar olher service
charges directly on the public, and (2) other jurisdictions are not
directly Involved in the implementation of the service.

e A raglional agency should have the directly assigned authority
(planning, implementation, enfercement, revenues) 1o carry out its
responsibilities and there should be provisions to enable that authority
to expand as the responsibilities expand both in scope and in subject.

Organizational Principles

@ Government services and responsibilities should be organized and
assigned according to fumcticnally logical groupings. Similar services
should be grouped within one agency. Problems requiring sclutions which
cross jurisgictional boundaries should be assigned to a regicnal agency.

® Planning, operations ang runding acltivities should should be locdated
within one agency provideg that the governing body can be heid
accountable for its decisions.

¢ Cities should be the major providers of urban lgve!l municipal
services. Unincorporated areas which require an urban level of service
should be encouraged to incorporate or annex to a city.

o Countlies should provide or ensure the provision of a basic level of
munlicipal services for unincorporated areas. The County should direct
growth to urban or urbanizing areas in order that cities may expand (or
it may be cost effective for the aresa to incarporate) t¢ serve those
areas when an urban level of services {s neecded.

e Cities should be assigned respons:bility for local municipal services
which primarily affect the citizens of cities and which snould be
locally cesigned, celivered and paid for.
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e Exlsting spacial dlistricts should be encouraged to consollidate/mergs,
and new small spaclal dlstricts should not be allowed to form.

Process Princinlas

e When ali taxpayers/ritepayers af the County are asked to pay for a
project or program, a reglicnal (county-wide) decision-making bady should
he responsitle for setting the lavel of taxes or rates and hsld
accountabie for the aexpenditurs of those taxes or rates.

e Countles, clties, spaclal dlstricts, and other governmental units
should have a rola In the devealcpment of regional pians and services
which will Impact them.

¢ There shou!d be a process for developing a regional ¢onssnsus on
regional (countywide, mult|-~county) issues.

e There should be a process far raviewing capital spending ariorities
and servica priorities on a regional basis (countywide).

The Charter Review Commissian recognizes that the list of eriteria amits
critaria for the circumstances under which a faderated governing btody would he
appropriate and that there is currentiy sSome intarsast, primarily by cities, in
maintaining a federated gaverning body for Metro. Scme of tne arguments
supperting a federated governing body (especially for Matro) including:

# A fedarated body allowa loga! governmenta which have given ug tneir
responsibllities to the ragional government to retain a dagree of local
influance over regional service decisions and defivery as they affect
the citizens of those lacal governments.

e A federated governing body is approgriate when the decisions mace by
that bedy must be implementad or otherwise affact the gperations aof
lacat governments.

e A federatsd body grovides a forum far individual igeal govarnments o
meel and discuss issues af comman conecarm.

¢ Local government representatives on faderated Dodies are better abla
to lobby for local concarns tham an fmdividual citizen.

The basic issue for the Charter Review Commission is the questian of to whom
are persons sitting on federated bodies accountanla-—the inmstitutians they
regresent or the pecphle who slected them to those institutions? The Regianal
Committes declided not to include criteria for a federatad governing body for
the follow!lng reascons- ’

® A federatsd body {at least as has bdes=n droposed in King County to
date) violates the one person/one vots rule.

¢ Citizens should nave the right to hoid directly accountadle members
of a governing body wnich has the oawer ta tevy ¢harges and taxss gn
citizen and has such gawery as emliaent domain or aktnority to overrds
local tand use cantrglis.
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@ Federated bodies cannot be held directly accountable for the
expenditures of funds, Issuance of debt, dellivery of services or other
actions affecting tha public,

e A government does not have the same rights of representation as coes
“an individuat citizen. Government elected officials are elected to
represent citizens, nat the government institution.

® Local governments are not disenfranchised by directly elected
governing bodles. They have the right to approach the directly elected
officlals of a regional government or to appreach that governing body
Just as any c¢ltlzen does.

Y. Modols for Organization of Regional Government Respunsibilities

In considering models of how local and regional government in King County
might be arganized, there are two aspects to consider. One is the way in
which the governments are structured in terms of the servicas they provide and
their relationship to crne another. A second aspect is the manner in which the
structure is governed——who makes the decisions and how they bacome a gart of
that decision-making body.

A. Organizational Alternatives for Regicnal Government

There are many ways to organize regional government. Charts !-A and |-3, 2
3, and 4 illustrate three basic alternative relationships of reqgional
services: (i=-A) Extreme Two-tier, (1-B) Modified Twoc Tier, (2) Two—-Way
Regional Split, (3} Three-Way Regional Split, and (4) Muttiple Lavers.

l. Two-Tier——(A) Extreme and (8) Mcdified. The Two-Tier mode! consists
of ene countywide regional government which would handle al! the
reglonal services. |In the Extreme Two-Tier model (Chart [-A), municipal
services for cities and counties would be provided by cities in
incorporated areas and by a separate county-type government in
unincarparated areas. In a Medified Two-Tier model, cities would
provide municipal services in incorporated ar=as and the regianal
government, alsc being the county government, would provide municipal
gservices in unincorporated areas.

Under either the Extreme Two-Tier or Modified Two-Tiar, the eventual
development of some municipa! services intgo regional services might
occur. Law enforcement, which is presently a municipa! function with
some regional spacialized programs, might develop into a regional law
enforcement agency under which the regional agency would provide
specialized services and basic patro! services throughout the county and
cities could purchase mors than the basic levai of patre!l service,
cepending on what that fccal community wanted. Fire protection, which
s presently provided by individual cities anc special districts, might
aiso eventually be regicnalized in the same manner.

2. Two-¥ay Reg:onal Split. The Two-Way regicnal split model divides
regional services among twe regional agencies. 0One regicnal agancy
would essentially be the County governmen: and the other would be a
utilities and pianning agency (combining the aresent Metro and PSCOG
functions) . This regional agency would DJe azie to impose its gians an
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the County and the clities and chargse citizans for servicas. Muniecipal
sarvices to citles and unincorporated areas might be proviced In a
numbar aof differant ways as notad above.

3. Three-#ay Reglonal Split. The Three-Way Regional Spiit mode! graoups
regional functiaons Into three groups——ut!llities, planning, and services.
The Thrae-Way Regicna! Split would expand the utilities functlen In a
Metro-type agency, and expand and strengthen reglional planrning in a
PSCOG~type agency which would have the power to Iimposa land use plans on
the ragional utility agsency, the County, and the cities. Agaln, there
ara a numbar of different ways In which municlpal sarvices would be
provided to ¢ities and unlncorporated areas.

4, Multl-Layer Model. Thls is a description of the prasent arganization
af laocal and regicnal gevernments in King County and the aligcation of
ragponsibilities among them. As the name impiigs, thers are mu!tiple
unlts of governments providing regicnal and municipal servigces. This
medel represents the “no change" alternative.

Fxamples of these models as they have been apnlied tco local governments exist.
Dade County, Florida and Torento, Canada are examples of ths extreme two-tier
mode! with regional (county) and c¢lity (locai} governmental units. The
Muitnomah County, Cregon area is organized along a two-way regional split with
the county providing scme regiona! services and the Mulinoman County Metro
providing transportatlon, planning, zoo cperations and other regicnal
services. These communitlies, and others, have taken Dasic madels far
organizing regional and local government and modifled them to rit the values
and needs of thair own community, When we look to these communities for
models of what we might do here, we obsarve "that mocel is fine, but not right
for our area." What we in King County need to deo is <Qecide which of the basic
models s best for us and taller {t to meet Qur nesds.

a2 Gavarnanca Optians

Just as there are aiternatives for c¢rganizing leca! and regional services,
there are alternative ways in whigh a regional governmental unit can be
governaed. There ars two aspects of governance to consider: (1) the manner in
which people become part of the governing body, and (2) ihe type of governing
body. -

1. Membership. There are baslcally three ways [n which a person becomes part
of a governing body.

o Directly Elected——Cltizens choose those who govern them through an
glaction procsss. This fs the mest directly accountable form of
governancs, An example i3 County and c¢ity govermsment,

® Appointsd--Members of a governing body are appointed by another
entity, usually comprisaed of directiy alectea officials. Agpointed
officials can onmly 9e& heid accountable though INe appointing afficials.
An example of an appointed governing dody is the King County Rural
Library Districs 3card which is appointed by tne Ling County Council.

e Recrasentative—-Membars of tha govarning Sady ar
ta regpreseant them cn ine governing tody. For &xzmg
Sublrban Citias Asscciation is asked to desigrats ¢

, in many cises the

2 selacted 2y a group
[ a
ne of its memkars o
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represent tnem on a governing body such as the Puget Sound Alr Pollution
Contreol Board.

2. Type of Governling Body. There ars baslcally three types of governing
bodles.

¢ Direct!y Elected—The governing beody is comprised exclusively
of persons who have been directly elected to their positicns.
Tnese perscon are directly accountable tc those wno eiected them.
Thare are a variety of methcds by which direct elections may be
held: by district; at-large; and by district in a primary and
at-large in the general election.

e Federatad--The governing body is comprised of representatives
of cther perscns who are thers by virtue of their position and/or
selecteg by othars to be members of the governing body. Membsrs of
a federated body may or not be directiy accountable to the public,
depending on their situation. Clearly, those who were selectad to
raprasent other gntities are not directly accountability to the
public. An exampie of a federated governing body is the Puget
Sound Alr Pollution Control Becard which is comprised of elected
officials by virtua of their position {(such as the County
Executive) or selected to represent other entities such as the
suburban cities in King County.

¢ Combinations: There can be, of ccurse, combinations of the
pasic governing bodies which mix appoinied, directiy elected and
representative methods of membersnip. The degree of accountability
depends on the degree to which officials are directiy electied. The
Meiro Council is a federated governing bedy with a combination of
appointed ecitizens and representative officials, although the
County Executive couid te considersd dirsctly siscied.

A community's choice of governing body—-structure and method of governance-—
ultimately depends on tho values held by those in the coemmunpity and how thosa
values are balanced. These valuas and how they are balanced can change over
time.

Rearganization of lccal government is an evelutionary process. The Twin
Cities (St., Paul/Minneapoliis) and Multnomah County ccmmunitises continue to
change to resolve outstanding service delivery issues and to respend to
changing circumstances. {n our area, develgopment of the Puget Scund Councii of
Governments in the 1957 and Metro in 1958 marked =zarly steps in the
evolutionary develcpment of regiconal government in this region. King County’'s
gxpanding role in providing regional services through intariccal agreements 3
another step in this evolution,

VI, Specific Recommendatians and Progosals far Ragrganizatign

In order for change to occur, members of the communitly must snare a vision for
the future. Recent discussion of regional gevernanze and service delivary
arobiems has not preducsd a consensus, In part, because there is no consensus
on what we want from our government. The Chartier Asview Commission has offered
same critaeria to heln guide change. Consensus may alsc be difficult te reacn
because the time frame for any changs under <iscussion Is usually too close
and too threatening to those affected by the propesed changes. The Charter



Review Commission chose to lodk at a much longer time frame—what government
In this area shouid be flfty vears from now—gurilng which we can start makKing
the incremental changes leading te that future vision.

The Charter Review Commission considersd many things llkely to happen during
this period. Many of these considerations are contained in a separate
appendix to this report entltled Trends in King County——The Next Fifty Years.
The frends report is a general assessment of some Qf lne possible
socio-political and demographic changes and their possible ¢onsequences over

the next fifty years.

The mest recent population projections by the Puget Sound Councl! of
Governments Indicates that the populaticn in King County is expected to

increase from about 1.4 million in 1988 to 2.1 miilion by 2020 (a 50 percent
increase) in the next 30 years. What is more significant is the extreme
variation In age groups which will occur—-specific age groups will show

increases as high as 40 to 50 percent or decreases as [{Ow as a negative 20
percent. What this suggests is that local and regicnal governments are going
to be faced with significant chalienges In responding to changing demands for
children’'s services, the retirement of the baby boom population, the need for
low cost housing, and itabor shortages.

Growth, by itself, will compound the transportaticon problems which we are now
gxperiencing in this region. Combined changes in population characteristics,
economic conditions, and iand development patterns ccould create or add to
regional problems. It Is anticipated that there will 2é& a recuced labor pool
for low wage servics Jobs, expected growth of these jobs outside Seattle, but
lack of growth of low cost housing ocutside Seattle. This may creats a
mismatch between the labor force and job sites unless both regional low—cast
housing and transportation needs are effectively addressed.

Growth will also result in problems which, once found primarily !n Seattle
because of Its hlgh density population, will occur throughout Xing County as
more areas devslop higher population gensities. We have been experiencing
this phenomenon with the spread of emergency food and shelter neesds throughout
many of King Caounty’'s cities and unincorporated areas. It is also reflected
in the growing need to locate services for jow-income persons out{side Seattie.
Clearly, many of the praobiems which have been isolated within a few
communities will become problems shared by most or all communities in the
region and may reguire a regional appraeach ror efrective management,

Institutional changes will occur during this time gericd. The key guestion
will be whether or not large portions of presently unincorporated Kinmg County
are either annexad to one of the existing 29 cities or incorporated to form a
mosaic of wall-to-wall cities in the westarn portion of King County. I¥ the
currently unincoerporated areas remain so in the future, Xing County’s
municipal government rcle will increase since most of the region’'s growth is
2xpected to occur in this area. {f many unincorporated arsas annex or
incorporata, King County's municipal role «ill be considerably diminished.
King County's regional role will continue to grow regardless of the rate at
which unincorporated areas become inceorporated. FPopuiation growth assures <he
evolution of what have been localizad problems into regional ones. The extent
to which regional management is focused on the County &r shared among existing
Tegional agencies, taksn cn by a multiglicity of new special purpose agencies,
Qr assignad to a new agency as a result of recrganizat:on of lccal and
regional government remains to he sean.



A, Vlsion for Regicnal Government In the 213t Century

The Charter Review Commlsslon recommends that all change in thne organlzatlion
of locd! government in King County shouwld move toward a countywide regional
government In which most, if not al!, reglonal functions are logated. The
decision-making body for this regional goverpment should be directly elected.
All change In government reorganlzation and ass:gnment cf new regiocnal
responsibilities shouid be consistent with thls vision.

Ouring the review of this draft report and the Charter Review Commission’s
prelimlnary recommendatlons, one common thread in many of the comments wasg the
distinctton between regfonal and local unincorparated area services and
whether a reglonal antity can or should provide both. This Issue also
under|les many of the concerns expressed by citlzens during publlc comment
concerning the perceived lack of representation of unin¢corporated areas on the
King County Council. These cltizens bellieve unincorporated area services and
issues compete, unsuccessfully, against regional services and issues and that
decisions affecting unincorporated areas are made by those who come from and
are biased towards clities. Support for the King County/Metrc reorganization
procposal with an expanded County Council appears to be at least partiy due o
the belief that unincorporated areas wll!l gain incrsased representation on the
Cauncif.

The terms regional and loca! have been defined and discussed earliar in this
report. The problem wlth trying to clearly draw |ines between regional and
focal services anad lgsues |s that they axist on a continuum with any
gistincticon blurring in the middle. OQften, tha divisicn is largeiy dependent
on subjective agreement as to what is regional and local among the parties
congarned. Several chaltlenges to drawing a tine along tha ragional te local
continuum exist, especially under the organization of lccal government in
Washington State and the complexity of govermmental units in King County.

® Most services and issues have or can have both lccal and ragiona!

elements, depending on heow they are structured. In King County, both
law enforcement patrol and dispatch were local services. With the
implementation of E-S1!, we now have local pelice patrols and a regional

emergency communigation and dispatch system. The same change has
occurred for fire protection services,

e How the terms joca! and regional may he defined or redefined is often
strongly influenced by existing responsibilities. Organizations tend tc
perpetuate their existence. Special districts have besn strong and
effective advocates of their roles as local sarvice providers. A
corollary is the reluctance of any loca! entity to give up existing
local contral over services or decisiaon-making.

® We have some services which are, by general consensus, reglonal
services, but which by State l(aw are i{ocai responsibilities. Other Sta
1aws governing focal government's revenus structure make it qifficult
transform tne service from local to regiconal. Pudiic hez!th services
an example of this prablem.

Proposals for regiconalizing a service are often sucject to the misconcenticn
that the services must be all ragional-—-that is, every elsment gf the service

unger regicenal control. This is not necessarily true. A division of
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rasponSIDIlltles and authaorltlses can recognize that certaln services eor
dacislons are most effectively managed at the reglenal level and that other
services or declsions are maore atfectivaly carried ocut at the local tavel.
This allows thoae slemonts which requlire unliform, countywide application to he
placed at the reglonai level and those elsments which raspond to local needs
for service levels or other unigue jocal reguirements tc Qe placed at the
fgcai lavel.

The ultimate regicnal approach for the Xing County reglon was proposed In the
1975 Seattla Metrapolltan Study Commission report and provided for in
amencment 58 to the Washington Stats Constltutlon--a county-city government.
Under the 1975 Commission’s model, there would be thres types of local
governments! (1) citles and tewns, (2) unincorporated urban service areas anda
{3) unincorporated rurai service areas. Each type of government would have
its awn diractly elected governing body and would provide general purpose
local government services. A regional government would be assignad countywide
functlens. !t would be geverned by a 35 to 45-member bedy comprised of
alected afficials from each of the three types of local! governments based an
their population and officials directiy elected from districts. The
chairperson of this regional government wouid De Qqirectly siected countywids.
In Appendix A, the chart from the [873 study iliustrates what the proposed
county—clty government would look iiKksz.

A less comprehensive approach involving only King Caunty governmant was
proposed guring the public review of the Charter Review Commission's
preliminary recommendaticna. This approach was to axnand the Coumnty's
regicnal functions which would te governed by a §-9 member ragicnal governing
body and a 9-member directly elected governing body for tne unincorporated
areas. The ~itiss woauld continue ta function as separate entities. Suggested
Charter revisions tg implement this apprcach are inciuded in Appendix A toQ
snsure that this suggestior s not lost toc future discussions of how Dest to
structure regicenal gaovernment.

The Charter Review Commission believes that the concern about the separation
of regicmal and local governance and service deifvery is one of growing
impartance. As a stratagic matter, howsver, it i3 100 ear!y to aavance a
specific proposal. This is, however, a matter which should be kXept in mind as
more services come under some form of regional management, as more local
problems become regional c¢res, and as tne population of ine uningorperatsd
portions af the County elther increases or decreases, dagcending on the futurs
rate of incorpgrations and annexations.

The Charter Review Commission bellieves that the vision of regional governmant
toward which all change should move will be implamentad through incramental
changes such as have besn rscommended in this report. Whather this ragional
government shouid be in the farm of the Extreme Taa-Tiar madel as pragosed by
the 1875 Metropolitan Study Commission or medificaticn of the Two=T lar model
should Rot Be an isgue at this time. This is a detall which can de addressed
as we move cigser to this vision and can see more cisarly the cnanged
circumstances to which tnis resgional government (and ihg Jocal governments)
must respond. Howaver, having this vision in commen 2rovides 2 Jasis upon
which to tegim discussing guastions alrsady befora Us. These Inclucde now hasgt
to manage a multi-county lignht rail sramsit system, "cw tast to manage the
nort functions in the Cantral Puget Scund raglion, hcw C2si 10 manags subiic
transit ana watar gualizy functions ncw vested in Melfo, and now nast 1o
manage issuss vestad in aultiole entiti2s such as surface watar ancg solid



waste., It also gives us a baslis upon which to addrass emerging lssues such as
how Dest to address health and human services needs in thls reglon, and ta
address proplems not yet conceived of.

The 1987 Charter Review Commlisslion ‘was sstablished, as was (ts predescessor
1977 Charter Review Committea, during a perlod of critical self-axamination of
the organlzatlon and effectiveness of local government in the delivery of
iccal and regional services, and tne capabilily ¢f County government to
respond 1o regional problems. Quring the periad of the 1987 Charter Review
Commission’s work, -there have been several substantive proposals for
reerganization of regicnal government. The first was a proposal in a 1387
speech by 3Seattla Mayor Charies Royer that the Chair of Metro's 40-member
Councl!| be dlractly alected at farge rather than hired by the Metro Counci).

Alse In 1987, King County 2000, a 35-member citizen group Initlatsd by the
Seattle Chamber of Commerce, proposed restructuring the Metro Council to
retain the fedarated structure, dlirectly elect the cltizen rapresentatives and
raduce the tota! siza of the Metro Councll.

The 1988 Lagislative Session considered a number of Metro reorganization bills
including Substlituts House Bill 1726 which proposed to raduce the sizs of
Metro Council to 21 memtars, nine of whom would fe directly alectad and 12 of
whom would be county and city officials acting in an ax officio and
fndependent cagacity.

fn early 1988, thers was a proposal by County Ccuncilmember Paul Barden to

simply merge King County and Metro, which is permitteq LUy statute (Chapter

35.58 ACW). After tha Legislative Session ended with all the various Metro
bills having falled passage, Councilimember Barden proposed that King County
and Metro be reorganized under a new County structurs.

8. King County/Metro Reorganization Pronosal.

This proposal requires votsr agpgraval of several amendments to the County
Charter and approval of the consotidation of the County and Metro as providad
in Metro's enaniing legislation. These actions would rasult! in the formation
of A new ragional gaovernment by consclidating the regicnal functions af Matro
and King County under a reorganized Xing County geverament. The new King
County government would te governed by a mampartisan exscutive and a
nonparilsan, seventsen-memoer counc!i which would De advised on each ragional
function by an appointed committes of § to 15 electad representatives
(mayors/councll) of King County cities. King County would establish a translt
degartment and a water guality department to handle thasa sgecific regiaonal
functions. The proposal and the required implementing acticons are described in
mare detail in the appendix.

The Charter Review Commission found that the Xing County/Metro recrganization
groposal is cansistent with the Committee’'s recommended vision of regiona!
government in the futures. The proposal is also consistsnt with the
Commission's recommended geovernanca criteria including, but not Jimited to:

e Provides an identifiable, accountap!s and accassitie decisicn-maxing
body.

® Provides a dirsctly 2|
{reatment and transit zhas

a
=
-

cted hody far the impositigon of sewags
3es.

»)
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o Merges a unit of spacial purpose government wlth another government to
reduce the total number of governmental units.

The Charter Review Commission recomnends that there be a single directly
asiectad governing body for King County and Metro. Further:

® - The County Council should be expanded to 13 members.

—_The Councl| should organize Itsel? so that it has a commlttee of

of counciimembers from unincorporated areas to make
racommencations to the Ceuncil regarding locali government I[ssues

faor unincorpgrated areas.

@ Thers should be advisory committees on ragiona!l functiens organized
on the follaowing principles:

——Countiss, cltias, special districts, and ather governmental
units should have a role In the development of regicnal plans and
garvices which will impact them.

~-The advisory commlttees should include rapresentaticon faor
unincorporated areas whicgh is proportionata to that of the cities.

——The antira mempership of the advisery commillees Le
geographically balanced.

e |t |s reccmmended that the issues of partisan/nonpartisan County
government nct be addressed at this time.

¢. Recommendatiaons for Action

Regardless of whether or not the functions af Metro and King County are
consalidated, mow or in the future, there ars some arobliams and services which
are clearly ragicnal in terms of their cross—-jurisdictignal nature and wnich
could be better managed if placed under a regional agency with full autharity
and responsibility.

1. Thare are other services and problems to be put on tne regicnal [ssue
agenda. The proposals presented here are certainly not the oniy such problems
and services which need to be placed under a regional management, but they are
ones which were mast often raised tQ the Charter Review Commission and which
have been the subject of considerable discussion as critical ragional issues.
There ars other issues such as regicnal funding for tne arts, [ibrary
sarvices, subsigized housing and a variesty af social service neads which may
benefit from soms degree of regional management for glanning, nolicy—-setting
and other decision-making, funding and implementaticn. These proclems need o
e put on the regicnal issue agenca and the Regianal Caommittee sncgurages
appropriate groups to 2o so.

-

2. Regional is not always heitsr, bdut semetimes 1t is. Thnis regort does nct

assume that regigonatizing a service will always resuis in mare efficient,
higher gquaiity services at a lower cost than couid 52 arovided at the lacal
laval . There are. howevar. ragicnal oroblems which ~2guirs gng Qr mere af the
following to be effscrivaly managesd: countywida p2¢iicy setting and olther




decislon-making, ragiona) planning and enforcement of those pians, reglonal
ravenue hase for egultable funding of reglional projects, and reglional
implementation or management OF service dellvery. concomltantly, there ars
unique local needs for servige levels, projects and programs wnich are best
met through local pollicy setting, planning, funding and imptementation. The
chalienge to solving reglonal problems is to develop a scliuticn which combines
the regicnal and loca! elements most effectively for both needs.

2. Start with concepts, then agree to impiementing details. 1t should hea
noted that the Regicnal Committee has deliberately not developea descriptive
or Implementing details. The Commisslion has observed that the presence of
datail teands to prematurely focus regional governance discussions an the
marits of the details instead of the maerits of the overall objective. Fer
axampla, in an early Commission discusslon of the recommendation to
regionalize the solld waste function under the County, instead of first
addrassing whether regionalizing the solid waste functicn was good idea, a
cancern was raised that the County wouid take over the physical colisction of
garbage from the private haulers (which was nat contemplated by the Regional
Committea}. The Commissicn’s posltion ts that If tnere Is a will there is «a
way—-—~1f peopie can agres ©on an overall objective, they can also negotiate and
impiement the details to best accsmplish that ctjective.

While the proposals presented hare are certainiy not the only aitarnative for
true regiona! management, they ars put on the table as a chal lenge to King
County, Seattle, and the suburban cities as wetl as intaerasted punlic sarvics
organizations and citizens to consider and [mgrove upan and wltimately ta
implement. The problems are well known; there are many possible solutions.

Thare are six racommendations.

The first and secaornd recommendations—-—(|) create a countywide surface
water utility under a single regiomal agency and (2) create a countywide
solld wasts management agency——wers addressed pecause thesa grqoblems
raquire immediate resolution to avald uynnecessary costs to the pubtic
and unnecessary environmental damage.

The third recommendation——create a countywlde parks district under a
regional agsncy to fund regional parks and recreation facilities——
addresses the need to hetter plan for and more aquitably fund our
regional parks and recreaticn facilities in order to provice them for
future dgengrations.

The fourth recommendation-—to regionalize pubiic healith services——
addresses a funding oroblem which has historically been the source of
discord Batween the County and the ¢ities in KXing County and which
results in unnecessary contract and administrative costs both to cities
and the County.

The fifth recommencation-—qreating a regional airgort agency and
transfarring tne Xing County Airpart to that rsgional agency--while not
a regional issue of great magnitude, neecs 1o D& cansicdered. Regoend
discussion ovar the development of a regicral air transpgortation system
olan by the Puget Sound Council of Governments has mace It clear inat
this ts a reglonal groolem and tnat the numoer of entities involved 18
canfusing and maxkes aroblem salving difficult.
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Tha sixth and final recommendat lon—creatling a reglonat comprehensive
fand use, transportation and aconomlc develcpment agency—Is the most
challangling, wiil requlirs the greatest degres of vislon ameng local
government elected offlcials, and is the key to the eccromic wail beling
and quality of 1lfe of the Xing County regilon In the 21st century.

1. Raglonalize Surtface Water Management.

Finding: Surface Water Management (SWM) I[s a protbiem which crosses

jur isdiction |ines and for which the solutlons require cross~jurisdictional
actien. At present, the responsl|bility for nenpolint source poliution plans is
assigned by the Puget Sound Water Quallty Authority (PSWQA) to counties, which
must carry aut this raspensibillty through Interlccal agraements wlith cities.
Howevar, the implementation rasponsitility and authority rests with the
individual county and citiss. This Includes the development of land use
controls to control surface water runoff, capltal projects such as roads or
speciflc surrace water control projects, and the genaeration of funds.

The County established in |987 a SWM utility covering the ceveloped portion of
unincorporated King County. There were criticisms that the unincorporated
area residents wou!d be paying for regional facilities which city residents
waould nenefit from, but not pay for. Citles have complained that they have had
tg fund prajects to salve SWM protlems caused by unincorpcratad areas
development. Bellevus Implemented one of the first S¥ utilities in the
country and has SWM development standards which are higher than many
jurisdlictions, Including the County. This causes scme problems when Ballevue
and the County try to work out cost sharing and other arrangements for basin
planning and regionai grajects. On the horlzon is the possibility that
surfaca water ruraff will have %o be treated or otharwise controlied more
axtansively and specifically than it Is presently in most cases. There 1Is
also a need to research and develop new methods af managing rungff-—ways which
will not requlra costly structural sglutlons and yst will not damage our
watlands, streams and lakes.

Concluslons and Recommengatlions: |t Is racommended that a regional surface
watar managemant utility be craated with the responsibility for the
development of regiaonal SWM policlies and capital improvement plans to be
implemented by local governments (County, cities, special gistricts). The.
utility would also fevy a countywide service charge 1o fund SWM planning and
capita! improvements and to aiiqcats those funds to local governments for
implementation. The utillty should have the authority tc establish minimum
standards such as those for road design and davalopment and should have tnhe
apility to assume respensibiiity for the Implementation of regicnal surface
water management programs ar requirsments for such treatment faciiities or tne
implementation of other technolagy not effectively imolemented at the local
laval. Cites with existing utilities could cantinus them or might find that
city charges could be reduced with the availability of funding for regional
nrojects. Cities contamplating creating SWM utilities may find theres (s no
mead to do SO with the availability of funding frem the regicnal utility.

Currentiy, thers are tares alternatives for assizning a regicnal SWM utility

responsibility: (1) Create a new sntity, (2) Meirs, and (3) Xing County.

The first alternative is contrary tc the reccmmencsc critaria in this regor?,
o~

and also to a general consensus to reduce the nunter of units of goverrment.
Vetrg, although it nhas broad watar quality autrerity, cC2s nci have the



responslblllty for land use controis which are Integral to surface watar
management solutions and has [Imited its water quallity role to sewage
treatment and water cquaiity monitoring. Metro's current federated Councl! |s
not consistent with the Charter Review Commissicn’s criterion that governing
bodlies which levy sarvice charges an ecltlzens should be directly elected by

those ¢litizens.

't is recommended that the reglonal SWM utlllity be created by the County and
that this utl!lity provide a role for cities in the utility program decisions.
The County already has a SWM ut|llty serving the developed portions aof King
County wnicnh surround most citles. Through that utillty, the county generates
funds to plan for and construct SWM capital improvements In unincorporated
areas. The County also works cooperatively in the development of basin pians
and capital improvements which cross city/county boundaries. Additionally.
the County’'s drainage standards are used by most of the suburban cities. As a
local government with land use and planning responsitilities, the County Is
Knowledgeable about the abllity of local government to meet minimum standards.

It Is further recommended that the County consider the establishment of a
countywide SWM utility as described when the County's unincorporated area

utility Is reviewed in 1891.

2. Regionalize Solid Waste Management:

Finding: Sclid waste management is problem which crosses jurisdictional
boundaries and which clearly requires management on a regional basis. Yet, it
is the municipal responsibility of individual citiess and the County. Cities
have responsibility for coliection (they usually franchise private haulers to
collect within the city) and disposal (which they have chosen not tg praovide
within city boundaries and so are dependent ar the County's solid waste
dlsposal facilities). The County has responsibility onty for disposal and no
control over collection within the unincorporated areas (this is franchised by
the State Utilities and Transportaticn Commission}. The County. however
operates the major (and, virtually only) solig waste disposal facility in the
County. Soiid waste |s managed by the County on a regiconal basis through
interfocal agreements with 29 cities. For a long time, the County was the
regional solld waste disposal agency withaout the interlocal agreements.
However, as this region moves closer to the the development of waste
incineration facilities and into rescurce recovery/racycling In a major way,
solid waste Decomes a valuable commodity for purposes of ensuring that the
amount of waste to be disposed of is guarantsed In order tg gconeomically run a
waste Incineration faciiity-—commenly referred to as waste stream control. |t
is extremcly cumbersome and costly to degveiop and maintain waste straam
cenirol agreements with 29 cities.

Conclusion and Recommendations:

't is reccmmended that sclid waste responsibilities be consclidated under %he
County rather thanm being divided between the Caunty (which only has disposal
authority) and cities (which control collection, buil have no disposal sites).
Since the County is aliready cperating the regional waste disposal facitity and
since the County has already negotiated regicnal management respcnsibilities
through fnterlocai agreements, the County is the logical regional soiid wasts
management entity., It is reacommendad that regional poticy setting ana pianning
should be assigned to a regignal solid wasie managsment agency. The agency
cocerating the regional solid waste disposai facilitias (currentiy King County)
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should alsc have the necessary auther(ty through franchise or other powers to
control the disposal of soiid waste coliected within ihe region-—commoniy
raferrad to as waste stream management-—for both Incorporated and
unlncorperated areas, While It appears that the greatest efficiencies would be
gained by consclidating al} solld waste management responsibilities ancg

autheor {tles now fragmented among the State, ths County and 28 citles in a
single regicnal solld waste agency, it Is recognized that lccal management of
collection and develgpment of {ocal recyeling and other programs may be
requ!red to effectively respond to unique {ocal needs for service levels and

programs.

Although Metro could take on solid waste responsibiifties, {t is not invoived
in solid waste services at this time. There has veen some dlscussiaon of Metro
assuming this role In a mova towards becoming a regicnal utilities agemecy, but
no action has been taken in this direction. If it is determined in the future
that this 1s an appropriate direction for regicnal governance, Meiro has the
guthority, with voter approval, to take over this responsibllity.

3. Create A Regional Parks and Recreat!on Facilitles Pilanning and Funding
Agency

flnding: The City of Seattle and King County both maintain and cperate parks
and recreation facilities which are widely used by people throughout King
County, but which are supperted {(funded) by the County and Seattle under their
Individual municipal responsibilities. Some suburban cities also have parks
and recreation facllities which could be characterized as regional.

Major capital funding for these faclllities often comes from regionai bond
issues. However, thare [s often comsiderable intergovernmental conflict and
negetiation befars the regicnal tond issues are agreed to. Additicnally,
there is no regional plan fer the development and maimtenance of these
facifities. They are deveiopad on a first-come, first-served basis and not on
the basis of regional pricrities. It is not equitabie to have some regional
parks and facilities funded on a countywide bDasis because they have strongsr
tobbying groups or greater voler appeal, while othars must be supported by an
individual jurisdictiaon's revenues even though they aiso serve the entire

county,

Conclusions and Recommendations: A countywide apprcach to the development and
maintanance of ragiona! parks and recreatlon facilities is needed. 11t is
recommendeg that there De €stablished a regigonal agency for tne purposes of
generating funds from a regional revenue btase to be allocateq to i{gcal
jurisdictions for the develcpment and maintenance of regional parks and
recreation facilities in accordance with a comprehensive plan. 1t is further
recommended that this agency be the County. Implementation of the develaopment
of new facilities, and rehabilitation and maintenance of existing facilities
would remain the responsibility of local governments. Local governmants would
have g rofle in the development of the regiona! planms, prioritizaticn of
projects and In decisions to put regional parks and recreation ballot issuss
before the voters.,

The County covers the entire county region and has the capability of
administering a countywide revenusg source suoh as a veoier approved six year
levy for regional garks and recreaticon facilities |iks that for Emergency
Medical Servicss. Also, the County iS presentiy rasponsible for the
Cevelagment and mainienance of rsgional parks and recreation facilities.

s -
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While Metro’'s anabling ilagisiation providas Matra with tha option of becoming
a reglornal comprehensive parks planning agency, there has been no movement in
that direction. The recently formed Reglional Capital Review Commission’s
limited mission of reviewing anrd prioritizing regional capltal bond prepasals
wlll not obviata the nead to Implement this recommendation.

4. Reglicnailze Puhllc Health

Findlng: State law assigns counties and citles the responsibility for
providing public health services within their Jurisdictlion. In most cases,
this [s done by a county health department with which cities cantract or a
county-wide health district which includes the county and all cities.

In King County, there Is already a countywide public health grogram
administered through the Seattie-King County Oepartment of Public Health,
Seattle, by State law, !s able to operate its awn health department cutside
that operated by King County. Seattle and Xing County have negatiated an
agreement by which King County administers a regicnal public heaith program
with Seattle funding and administering perscnal public health sarvices for
Seattle residents through the Seattie Health Division. Suburban cities
contract with King County to meet their public health responsibilities. The
Seattie-King County Public Health Department provides personal and
environmental health services on a countywida nbasis without regard *o
jurisdictian.

The public health ceontracts between the County and Seattie and. in particular,
the suburban cities are the scurce of much discord. To state the issue
simpiy, the suburban cities find the cost of the pubiic health servicas
difficult to accommodats in their budgets and difficult to justify as a
municipal expense. They woul!d like to find a way of eliminating this expense.
Cities do have a revenue earmarked for public nealth servicss——the Matar
Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET)--but it is also earmarked for pelice and fire
protection and |s inadeguats t¢ support al! thres neads.

Conclusions and Recommendations: |t [s recommended that public health
services funding scurces and responsiboilities pe assigned tg the
County-—excluding Seattle if it so chooses as provided by statute. Pubiic
health services would be cost effectively and afficient!y provided if placed
antirely under the authority of King County (cxcept thnosc 9f 3eattle as
provided by State !aw but whnich are administerad py the regicnal Seattle-King
County Health Oepartment). Pubiic health services ars clearly provided on a
regional basis and, if a funding scurce could ba identified to replace the
cities contraet funds, the County would Se able to =liminate costly
administrative procedures ralated ta negatiating contracts with 28 suburban
cities ana maintaining cast accounting infarmation for hilling purposes——all
of which do nothing to improve the public's health.

5. Creats a Regional Airzort Agency

-
-

finding: B8ecause of their proximity and hign utilizatison lavels, the King
County and Sea-Tac Airpart operations ars closely ccordinated even though they
generally sarve different purposes-—passenger traffic at Sea-Tac and
commercial traffic at King County’s airfiald. In gereratl, this nas been a
problem frae relationshic. The King County Airgort is considersd to Se wel |
managea. However, racgent CisCUsSsions accut tne davelccocment of a regicnal air
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transportation system plan by the Puget Sound Councl! of Governments has made
|t ¢lear that management of aviation facllity resources Is a growlng reglcnal
nroblem and that the number of entlities involved makes problem solving
difficult. Increasing devalcpment in the King County and Central Puget Scund
Ragion has lad, on the one hand, to the loss of aviation facllities to
davaelgopment as I(ndustrial! parks or other uses, and, ¢cn the other hand,
Increasing passenger, commercial and small private alrcraft traffic. Recent
discuss!on of the Puget 3gund Councli| of Governments' regignail air
transportation system planning has highilghted the emergence of alr
transportation as a regfona! lssue at both at the county and multi-county

lavels.

Conclusions and Recommendations: [t is recommended that King County ssek the
davelcpmant of 2 regional airpsrt agency which might be assigned to the Port
of Seattle or might require the creation of a new entily, and that the King
County Airport shou!d be transferred to this regicnal airport authorlity. The
transfer of the Counly’s airpert to the regional airpart authority is
congistent with the Charter Review Commission’s criterion of putting similar
functiaons under the sama regional! agency. The transfer would reduce the
number of governments involved in regional air transportation systams
management. (The County weuid, of course, retain land use and other general
purpoese government roles as they might apply to air tramsportation.) The
transfer would also provide for more efficient management of the airspacs for
tne King <ounty and $ea-Tac AIrports oy placing tham under a singie
authority.

A key to this recommendation is the development of a chartar for the autherity
which would cleariy delinegate the goals and responsibilities of the regional
airpart authority. This chartaer should ensure that rscreation aviation as wel|
as commercial and passenger aviation are part of that agency's
respansitilities sincs they ail are impgortant elements of the aconamic
vitality of this region. Commitment to these resgonsipitities should be
reguired as part of the transfer of the County’'s airpert to a ragional airgort
autherity.

§. Creats a Regional Comprehensive Planning Agency for Land Use,
TranspeortatiQn and tc¢onomic Develocment.

Finding: Currently, the Pugat Sound Council! of Governments (PSC0G) (s the
onty entity which conducts regiqQnal comprenensive land use ang Ltransporriation
planning. This agency is frequently criticized far not having the powers ta
enfarce its plans and for having plans which essentially stitch together tha
2xisting plans of local jurisdicticns. In fairness to itne PSCOG, it shoul!d ke
noted that it was creatsq oy an intsrlcocal agreement among its memtar
jurisdiction who choss not ito delegate such authority to the PSTO0G.

Currently, XKing County, sinca it surraunds a portion ar alt aof mast of the
cities In the county, is, for al! practical purpeses, a comprehensive land usse
and transportation planning agency. The County’'s plians have a major impact on
the sach of the cities in the caunty both directly and indirsctiy.

Rzgardless of whetner mors ¢r less of the County incgraerates, a regional
!

agency with responsidility and autnority to davelcp 2nd implament countywica
land use, iranspartation and sconcmic develcpoment ol2ns Wil Daccme mors
important. Without such an agancy, King County could gevalop inta a mosaic of
cilies and unincarpeorated arsas w:tnh conflicting land use golicias. This
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sarvices and by creating personal costs assoclated with the Inconveniencs In
maoving abtout ths county and degradation In the quality of Iife In this county.
There will also be the problem of ensuring that there are sites for:

Industry; unwanted but necessary regionat fac!llities such as sewage freatment
plants, bus bases. and small aviaticn facilitias; low ecoast housing and housing
for speclal needs; open spacas and other environmental or cultural amenities;
and rights af way for transportation corridors.

Conclusions and Recommendations: While there seems to be general consensys
that a regional comprehensive land use and transportation ptanning agency is
needed, this (s also a very palitical issue because it requires that [ocal
governments give up scme of thelr local control over these matters. The
Reglonal Committee originally considerad this matter under |ts longer—term
recommendaticns, recognizing that development of such an agency witl ba very
difficult and require extensive, lengthy negotiations among the local
governments Involved. Howevar, the rapgld pace of growth and change In this
area and tha ssverity of the problems confronting ihis region right now lead
the Reglicnal Committee to placa tnis Issue under its near-term changes.

It is recommendad that King County take an assertive leadarship roie in tne
development of a reglona! compgrehensive land use, transpaortation and econom|c
development agency with the paower to impose and enforce its plans on lgcal
governments.

As this concept has been discussed recently, (t weuld probably involve the
development of general policy plans addressing land use, transportaticn, ang
econcmic development mattars with {ocal jurisdlietlons being reguired to havse
their own detailed nlans consistent with the ragional comprehensive plans,
There is nc racommendaticn far which agency this functicn should be vestsd in
since there are too many unansweread questicnsg and zossible cptions. Clearly,
King County, Metro or the Puget Sound Council of Governments as they might
evoive could become the regionai comprehensive planning, transportation and
sconom!c development agency. Consistent with tha Regiomal Committee’'s vision
of the 21st century, this function would eventua!ly become part of the singls,
genaral purpose regional agency. However, this is a regional function which
may be most effective If implemented on a multi-county basis.

C. Recommendations for Long-Term Changes

Thera are other services for which regional management couid result in mars
ecancmical and effective service delivery. Recommendations for some of these
services ars given here, although it Is recognized that these are very much
iomng term objectives given the long history of controversy and the sensitive
nature of these services.

As with the othar recommendaticns, thars are no implamenting details provided
for long-tarm recommendations. With the long-rarge time frame and the rapid
and unpredictable change we can expect in this region, it makes little sense
to prapose detail at this tima. Hawsvar it (g impartant fo identify
lang-range issues and consider their svolution in tarms of a feng range visicn
and criteria for governing change such as are prapcsed by the Charter rEviaw
cOmmission.

T. Rsorganizs the Port Funmctions: nera are a numzar of 1ssuss aboul tne
crt’'s role and accountani|ity as a ragional agancy #nich need to bte
addressed. Shauld the Port District rama:'n 2 separata, countywids unit of



government; shouid [t be comboined with a larger regional goverrment as
dascribed In the vislon for the 21st Century; or shoulid a mullti-county port
author ity bs created? How accountabls Is the Port Commissicn to the publlc?
should the Port Commissioners continue to e elacted at large or by district?
Should the sizg ar the Port Commissicn be increased? !f the Port remalns a
separate unit of government, how should tha Port's !and use and other actions
be related to land use controis and other responsibilities of County and city
governmants?

2. PReglonallizs Management of Publl¢ Safety, Uistrict Court and Jal|l
Functions: Law enforcement and related prasscution and incareceration searvigss
are needed countywide regardless of jurisdiction. There are some areas whers
jurisdictional boundaries have resulted in city/county gifferances. Same
small clties are abie to provide anly a very baslc lavel of law enfarcement
and rely on the County ar neighbering ¢ity law enforcament officers for
additional assistance when necsssary. Cities, which aften have higher levels
of general law enforcement services than the County, such as patrois, often
complain aboutl responding to public safely problems 1n nearby unineorporated
areas. Juriscictional boundaries alsc create problams because most of the
cities rely on the County for incarceration, district court and public defanssa
sarvices for which the cities ars billcd. As long as the cities and the
County each have individual law enforcement agencies under their separates
jurisdiction, these city/county confiicts will caontinue.

Specialized polics services such as AFIS (Automated Fingerprint Jdentification
System) and E-Si!, are already increasingly being grovided on a regional
basls. The County's and cities’ law enforcement agencies already pravide a
great many cross—jurisdictional services through mutual aid agreements.

Rather tham have a gatchwark of varying levels of {aw enforcement and
municipal codes, it might be more cost effective and result in a better

averall law enforcement if SUCh functions were placed undar a single regicnal
authaority. 't is recommended that the County and cities explgre possibilities
for increasing the regicnalization (enforcement, funding and delivery) of law
enfarcement and related prosescution and incarcsraticm servicss. Lt is
recognized that this will probably occur through incramental changes over
time. 1t is also recagnized that this wili arobably raguire flexibility to

aliow individuai jurisdictions to abtain higher leveis of serve than may te
provided elsewhere in the regian.

With a regional law enfarcement agency and common laws, it may also be
Ressinle to make the district court and jail! functions truly regicnal instesad
of the contract-based functionaily regional services which they ars today. As
long as law enfarcsment services are city-oniy and county-cnly municipal
services, it is likely that district court ang Jail sarvices wil| also remain
municipat servicas provided on a functionalliy ragional basis by the County
(and remain a source of discord petween the County and cities). It is mos®
likely that the ragional law enforcement agsncy welld be King County as it
might evalve over time, or the genera! purpcse rsgicnal agency enavisioned ay
tne Regiona! Committae for the 2Zist Cantury.

3. Place Sewage Collection with the Regional Acency Providing Sewage
Treatment: Management of sewage callectign and treataent, at isast for the
Burcases of pelicy development ang planning, shculd Se olaced under a 5ingis
Fegilonal agency, that agency bsing Metro or tne agency it avolves inta. In
King County, sawer service is grovided by more than 20 sawer or sewer and
wailar aistricts and the cities resulting im a zatonwerk of service providers
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wlth varylng levals of service and rates. To some extent, Metro aiready
serves as the regional! managsment agency. Thers are sewage collectlon and
treatment systems outside Metro inclucing the Fegeral Way, Des Molnes and
Southwest Suburban Sewer Districts and outiying cities such as North BSend,
Black Dlamonrd and Enumclaw. The separation of sewaga collection and sewage
treatment responsibiilties batween <citles and speclal distrigts and Metro was
2 political compromise at the time Metro’'s enabling legislation was drafted
and not the result ¢f compelling enginsering or other objective factors. As
the cost of caplttal faclllties and compatition far tha ratepayaer’'s doliar to
pay for those faciilties Increases, as development increases and placing
greatar demands on the sewaga collection and treatment system, and as c¢ancerns
far emviranmental protection Increase regulatary reguiremants, it Is
appronrlate to re-axamine how sewage caollection and treatment are mapaged both
an the lacal! (city and specia! cistrict) and ragicnal levels.

An important factor Im how sewer service ¢an best ba managed in the future
will be the rats of annexations and incorporations. (ncreassd annexations and
incorporations will probably reduce the total number of special sewer
districts and reduce the slize (and custaomer tase) of some exlsting districts
to the extent that they might not be very cost effective to gperate. Small
cities which do nat sxpand through annexations may find that their small
systems are not as cost effectlve to operate as nearby larger clty or special
district systems. Even without increased annexationg and incerparations, small
city systems and special district systems might find it difficult to remain
economical iy viablae.

There I|s a general perceptlion that speclal districts are not cost affectiva
and fragment regional service deiivery, pclicy development and pnlanning.
There is also a perception that special districts should be abo!lished or
recuced In number. Indeed, tnis Is ¢ne of the Charter Review Commission’'s
critaria for future governance. While sewer districts make a good case for
their continuance both in terms of cost and leval of services and
responsiveness to local needs——this 1s not true for a!!l special districts.
City sewer systems also make the samg claims ana also might not De abie to
five up to their claims. Thia needs to be addressed on a case by case basis.
Far example, King County found that sewer districts adjacent to the County's
own five, small systems could provide the same or higher level service for a
lower cost to ratepayers than could the County. The County, facsd with tnhe
need to compate with cities and special districts to expand the rate base of
these five systems, instead chose to transfer [ts sewer responsibilities to
acjacsnt agencies.

There will also he the issue af how bast tQ meet sewage service needs In Jower
density unincorporatad areas. Sheuld thay be served by on-gite systems
{usually individual septic tapk amd drainfietd systams)? Sphould there L& an
agency assigned to maoniter and manage areas served by septic tanks? At what
paint should sewage callection systems be installed? s it best
(enviranmentally and sccnomically) fu have small outiying tresatment facilities
or should they be conmected to part of a regional treatment facilitly? Should
the County he directly involved in sewage <ollectign and, perhagps, in
trsatment in outlying arceas; should the County ssek gities to artend their
service to these areas; or should special distrigis zrovide this servica?

In ardar to amsurs that this costiy and imgortant service is providsd most
effectivaely and mast afficiently at the local lavel and consistent with

ragional needs and prioritigs, the manner In wnich sewer collaectien and
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treatment service |s provided throughout the raegion needs to He re-axamined,
1t might ba approprlate to place some or all sewer service functions under a
single regicnal agency or to reorganiza the reglonal/local structure for these
servicas. For axampla, Instsad of clty and special districts systems
resulting fram hlstorlec patterns of development and annexatlons, subregiamal
systems organized around dralnage or other service delivery factars should be
deveioped, esach wlith rates supporting the level of services within the
subreglon. Parhaps collection should remain wholly a local function, but
treatment should De the responsibillty of a regional agency.

4, Place Water Suppiy and Distrlibution under a Regicnal Agency: Water supply
and distributlon shoutld eventually be placed under a singls raglonal agency.
Water supply resources, both surface and underground, are reglional
rescurces——not resources belonglng to individual cities and special districts
which Is SQuUght ana fTought over at unnecassary expense to the public. As with
sewer services, there are no compelling engineering or other objsetive raasons

xist which reguira that the watar suppl!y function be segarated from the
distribution fumction.

Thare ts no recommendation for which agency should te the regionaf agency or
the extent ta which laecal service provision is necessary to respond to unigue
local needs. Consistent with the Charter Review Commission’'s vision far the
21st Century, regional management of water supply and distributicon should
eventualliy evolve to the single. general purpose regional agenmey in the
County. Thera has Deen movement towards regional management of water supply,
at least to the extent of coordinated planning and informaticn sharing. These
efforts should be encouraged. As far sewer collection and traatment, the
gffectiveness and sconomic viability af iadividual ¢ity and water district
systems should be examined and, if necessary, a new arganizationa| structurse
for these services be developed. This might inciude creating larger,
subreglonal watasr districts by compining =2xisting citly and spscial water
districts. This might mean shifting scme responsililities hetwesn local (city
and speclal district) water distribution agencies and a regional water supoly
agency .

CONCLUR ING REMARKS

Any perscn and any group addrassing the issue of how to best manage and
deliver reglonal services in King County faces a formidabie task. E&ven
addressing a part of that task-—conducting an assassment of King County‘s rale
as a regional government and making recommendations to improve the County's
acility ta deliver regiona! sarvices——has proven to he a majer c¢hallenge.

As this report discusses, it s tempting to begin this process with a [isting
af problems. Unfortunately, most efforts have not gone much farther than this
and few new problems are discovered. Those concernad about and studying
regional issues should certainly consider the lists of problems and the
conclusicns drawn by past groups. In order for change to occur, members of
our cammunity must share a visicon for the futurs. Hacsant discussions of
regional governancs and service delivery problams nas not proguced a consensus
on that vision, in part because thare is NO CONS2RSUS about what we want from
our government. it is time ta meve fgorward and, naving decided how we do nat
wani 10 marage and deliver regional services, decide what we oo want. The
Charter Review Commission has offarad qriteria for guiding future decisions an
governance and the assignment of rew regional ra2sconsibilitiss. The
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Commisslon challanges thcse concerned about regional issues to discuss thass
eriteria and acespt, modify or complately replace them. all the whilae workling
towards a common conssnsus of what we want c¢hange to achievas,

The Charter Review Commisslon’s vikion for the 21st century [s that ths
governance of regicnal functions in King County should move towards a
countywide reglonal government in which most, {f not all, such functions are
togated; that the degision-maklng body for this regional government should be
directly elected; and that all change In government recrganization and
assignment of new regional responsibilities shouid Se consistent with this
vision. The Charter Revlew Commissicn challengas those concerned about
regional lIssues management to considar their own vision of governance In tne
21st century and Join together in the development of a community consensus.

Finally, the Charter Review Commissicn suggests that conssnsus on the general
concepts be resached first with concept details addressed second. If we can
raach agreement on and commit to common goals, we ¢an also negotiate and
implement the details to test accomplish these geoals,
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