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BRIEFING PAPER
City of Spokane
Plan Commission Workshop, August 9, 2017
City Council Hearing, August 21, 2017

Subject

The proposal is to update the way that annual amendment proposals to the Comprehensive Plan and non-
City requests to amend the Unified Development Code are reviewed. This proposal would add a threshold
determination or a “docketing” step. SMC Chapters 17G.020 and 17G.025 govern these procedures.

Background

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan can be Land Use Plan Map amendments or text amendments.
Annual Amendment proposals or proposals to amend the Unified Development Code may be initiated by
anyone. Currently, requests to amend the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Unified Development Code
proceed to the Plan Commission and then to City Council for legislative consideration following initial staff
and agency review.

In order to better handle the work load for staff, Plan Commission and the City Council, this proposed
amendment would add a process of threshold review prior to full review. As a part of threshold review,
applications that are not moved to the Comprehensive Plan Annual Amendment Work Program (“the
docket”) may alternatively be placed on the ongoing work program or referred to the Comprehensive Plan
Periodic Update, which occurs every eight years.

It is anticipated that this early review step will benefit applicants who, without early threshold review,
may wastefully spend considerable time and resources on proposed amendments during a long legislative
review. Once the docket is established, full review would begin for those projects on the docket. Outside
the docket procedure, this proposal does not make substantial changes to the full review process now
followed.

Key Concepts in this code update:

e An “early threshold review” procedure, which would be used to establish the Annual
Comprehensive Amendment Work Program (“the docket” for short), has been added to the draft
ordinance. The Plan Commission considered several alternative procedures for conducting this
threshold review at their workshops. Following the Plan Commission Public Hearing on this
matter, the Plan Commission and City Council, at their joint study session on July 13, 2017, agreed
to language that will create a city council ad hoc committee consisting of three City Council
Members and three Plan Commission Members. (This is discussed in specifics in [tem #1 below).

e A new proposed code section, 17G.020.026, Threshold Review Decision Criteria, has been added.
Decision Criteria for non-city unified development code proposals would be added to SMC
17G.025.010(C) as well.

e This proposal would incorporate any non-city amendments proposed to the Unified Development
Code (Title 17) into the docket procedure.

e The limitation on accepting “inconsistent amendments” only every other year has been removed.
Now inconsistent amendments could potentially be considered every year.
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e A S$500 fee currently designated as “pre-application fee” would be re-purposed as the “docket
consideration fee”. If an application moves on to full review, the amendment base fee of $5,000
would be required with a credit for the previous $500 paid. (SMC 8.02.692).

Plan Commission Action and Additional Changes:

At the Plan Commission Public Hearing held June 14, 2017, the Plan Commission voted (6-2) against
recommending approval of the proposal to City Council. Following this hearing, the Plan Commission and
City Council held a joint study session on July 13, 2017 and additional changes were discussed at that study
session. The most significant change from this discussion was to establish a city council ad hoc committee
to review the threshold review applications and make a recommendation to City Council for the docket
(see #1 below).

Changes to the draft ordinance since the Plan Commission hearing on June 14, 2017:

1. Additional text was proposed for new section 17G.020.025(A)(1)(a)(i) to include language about
establishing an ad hoc committee of three City Council members and three Plan Commission
members to review and send recommendation to City Council. This change is from PC/CC Study
Session on July 13, 2017.

2. Adding language was proposed for 17G.020.060{A)(2), Process for Application, Review and
Decision, Threshold Review, which would add that neighborhood council engagement be
encouraged early in the process, prior to application. This suggestion comes from Council
Member Beggs. It reads:

In the case of a map amendment, the applicant shall make reasonable efforts to
schedule a meeting with the impacted neighborhood council(s) and document any
support or concerns by said neighborhood councils(s).

3. Staff revision is proposed for section 17G.020.026, Threshold Review Criteria, to delete section D.
Staff feel this is already addressed in SMC 17G.020.030(K) (Demonstration of Need) and is more
appropriately addressed during final review.

“D” in the draft before Plan Commission read: “The proposed amendment addresses
significantly changed conditions since the last time the pertinent comprehensive plan
land use map or text was amended. For purposes of this section, “significantly
changed conditions” requires demonstrating evidence of change such as
unanticipated consequences of an adopted policy, or changed conditions on the
subject property or its surrounding area, or changes related to the pertinent plan map
or text; where such change has implications of a magnitude that need to be
addressed for the comprehensive plan to function as an integrated whole; and”

4. In17G.020.026(G), addition of the word “or” to clarify that decision criteria H is not required and
is thus no longer included in the proposed code update. This is in response to a comment from
Plan Commissioner during the hearing on June 14, 2017.

5. Staff proposes a clerical change to the numbering in SMC 17G.020.026 from A-G for review steps,
to A{1-3) for Threshold Review steps and B(1-12) for Final Review steps.
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Project Timeline
January 25, 2017 — Concept workshop with Plan Commission

March 22, 2017 — Workshop with Plan Commission

April 26, 2017 — PC Workshop with draft language

May 4, 2017 - Outreach to Community Assembly

May 10, 2017 — Plan Commission Workshop, continued draft review

June 14, 2017 — Plan Commission Public Hearing

June 22, 2017 — City Council Study Session

July 13, 2017 - Plan Commission/City Council Joint Study Session

August 9, 2017 — Plan Commission Workshop - report back on Study Session recommendations
August 14, 2017 — City Council Briefing & 1°* Reading Ordinance

August 21, 2017 — City Council Public Hearing, Action on Ordinance

Additional information: Completed 2015/2016 Annual Amendments and the current process. Annual
amendments for 2017 are suspended while the city adopts the periodic update to the Comprehensive
Plan.
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ORDINANCE NO. C-3553¢

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A THRESHOLD DOCKETING PROCESS FOR
DECIDING WHEN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSALS WILL BE
ADDED TO THE CITY’S ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT WORK
PROGRAM OR ALTERNATIVELY TO AN ONGOING WORK PROGRAM OR PERIODIC
UPDATE; AMENDING SECTIONS 17G.020.010, 17G.020.020, 17G.020.030,
17G.020.040, 17G.020.050, 17G.020.060, 17G.020.070, 17G.025.010 AND 08.02.010;
ADOPTING NEW SECTIONS 17G.020.25 AND 17G.020.26 TO CHAPTER 17G.020 OF
THE SPOKANE MUNICIPAL CODE

Whereas, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130, the Growth Management Act (“‘GMA”)
authorizes the City to consider annual amendments to its Comprehensive Plan, but GMA
generally does not require the City to approve any particular amendment(s). Absent a
statutory provision mandating that the City approve a certain amendment, the decision
whether or not to approve a particular amendment is within the City Council’s legislative
discretion;

Whereas, pursuant to GMA’s authorization, the City has established an annual
process for accepting and reviewing applications to amend the City’s Comprehensive
Plan. That process is codified in Chapter 17G.020 of the Spokane Municipal Code
(“SMC”);

Whereas, the City wishes to add efficiencies to the annual Comprehensive Plan
amendment process by establishing a threshold process that will be used to determine
which amendment proposals will be included in the City’'s annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program (“Threshold Review Process”). The Threshold Review
Process will also be used to identify amendment proposals which may be added to other
ongoing work programs, or included in the City’'s next required periodic update. The
purpose of this threshold review process is to more efficiently handle the work load for
Plan Commission and the City Council, as well as staff. It is anticipated that this early
threshold review step will also potentially benefit applicants who, without early feedback,
may spend considerable time and resources on proposed amendments;

Whereas, the Threshold Review Process is consistent with the practices of local
jurisdictions across Washington, and is consistent with the GMA and the City of Spokane
Comprehensive Plan;

Whereas, the Threshold Review Process will provide interested applicants with
fully adequate forum and process for proposed applications, and is fully conS|stent with
GMA'’s public notice and participation requirements;

Whereas, the Spokane City Plan Commission held a workshop to study the
proposed amendment on January 25, March 22, April 26, and May 10, 2017,

City Council Version 08/02/2017 (changes detailed in briefing paper from June 14 version PC considered) page 1



Whereas, on or about April 26, 2017, the Washington State Department of
Commerce was given the required 60-day notice before adoption of proposed changes
to the Development Code. An acknowledgement letter from the Department of Commerce
was received by the City on April 26, 2017;

Whereas, on or about June 14, 2017, the Plan Commission held a public hearing
and received testimony regarding the proposal,

Whereas, this Ordinance is a categorically exempt from State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) as procedural action as described in WAC 197-11-800(19); -~ Now,
Therefore,

The City of Spokane does ordain:

Section 1. That SMC section 17G.020.010 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.010 ((ComprehensiveRlan-AmendmentPurpose)) Purpose and Guiding
Principles

A. This chapter ((provides—the—process)) establishes the procedure and decision
criteria_that the City will use to review and amend ((fer—amending)) the
comprehensive plan, including the annual public participation process for proposals
to _amend the comprehensive plan. All actions taken during the ((annual))
amendment process are legislative actions. These actions include amendments to
the land use plan map ((e¥)) and/or text of the comprehensive plan.

B. The guiding principles of the annual amendment process ((fer-comprehensive-plan
amendments)) are as follows:

1. Keep the comprehensive plan alive and responsive to the community.

2. Provide for simultaneous review of proposals to allow for cumulative impact
analysis of all applications on a City-wide basis and in conjunction with
budget decisions.

3. Make map adjustments based on a foundation in policy language,
consistently applying those concepts citywide.

4. Honor the community’s long-term investment in the comprehensive plan,
through public participation and neighborhood planning processes, by not
making changes lightly.

5. Encourage development that will enable our whole community to prosper

and reinforce our sense of place and feeling of community, in an
ecologically, economically and socially sustainable manner.
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6. (Fheproposed-changes)) Amendments to the comprehensive plan must

result in a net benefit to the general public.

C. Scope of Amendments. A proposed plan amendment may include additions,
deletions, corrections, updates, modifications or revisions to:

1. Comprehensive plan maps, goals and policies in the various elements,
including the capital facilities program and other supporting documents;

2. Regulations that implement the comprehensive plan, including the land use
code or zoning map, the shoreline master program and critical areas
regulations;

3. Administrative _and _regulatory procedures that implement the

comprehensive plan; or

4. The comprehensive plan or its implementation measures, as necessitated
b—"gt'—t_p_‘—L—‘—'——y annexation action.
5. Proposed amendments may not include amendments to the urban growth

area boundary.

Section 2. That SMC section 17G.020.020 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.020 ((Fiming)) Amendment Process

B- ((A.)) This chapter applies to and establishes the procedures for consideration of

proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan. A proposal for ((an-area-wide
oF)) a site-specific rezone that would implement the comprehensive plan and land
use plan map (and therefore does not require plan modification) is quasi-judicial

and may be considered at any time, subject to the ((application-requirements—of
SMC17G-060.070)) procedures set forth in chapter 17G.060 SMC.

Section 3. That there is adopted a new section 17G.020.025 to chapter 17G.020
SMC to read as follows:
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17G.020.025 Initiation of Amendment Proposals

A. Amendment proposals initiated by the public or persons or entities other than the

City.

1. General. Members of the public or persons or entities other than the City
Council and Spokane Plan Commission (hereinafter referred to collectively as
“the public”) may initiate comprehensive plan amendment proposals subject to
the provisions of this section. Amendment proposals initiated by the public are
reviewed as part of an annual cycle and pursuant to a two-tiered process: a
threshold review and a final review, as described below:

a. Threshold Review. The threshold review process will determine those
proposals that will be included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Work
Program and will determine their geographic scope.

Review by Ad Hoc Committee. Pursuant to the procedural
provisions of this chapter, complete applications proposing an
amendment to the comprehensive plan submitted during the time
period set forth in section 17G.020.060 will be reviewed by an ad
hoc committee comprised of three city council members and
three plan commission members. This ad hoc committee will
conduct a public meeting and make a recommendation to the City
Council using the criteria set forth in SMC 17G.020.026, as to
which amendment proposals should be included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program.

. Consideration of Geographic Scope. The ad hoc committee shall

review the geographic scope of any proposed amendments. The
committee may recommend expansion of the geographic scope
of a proposed amendment if nearby, similarly situated property
shares the characteristics of the proposed amendment’s site.
Expansion shall be the minimum necessary to include properties
with shared characteristics.

City Council Review. The City Council will hold a public hearing
and will review the committee’s recommendation and the criteria
set forth in section 17G.020.026, and determine which
amendment proposals will be included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program, and their
geographic scope. Those proposals included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program will then be
referred back to staff and to the Plan Commission for the Final
Review process.
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iv. Alternative Disposition. Proposals not included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program may, at the
City’s discretion, be considered as provided in subsection A.2 of
this section.

b. Final Review. The final review process will evaluate the proposed
amendments included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Work Program and culminate in Council action on the proposed
amendments.

i. Plan Commission Review. The Plan Commission will review the
proposed amendments included in the Annual Comprehensive
Plan Amendment Work Program, hold a public hearing, and
make a recommendation to the City Council as to each proposed
amendment, using the criteria set forth in SMC 17G.020.030.

ii. City Council Action. The City Council will review the Plan
Commission recommendations and the criteria set forth in SMC
17G.020.030 and decide on each proposed amendment in the
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program.

2. Alternatives for Proposals Not Included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program.

a. Ongoing Work Program. A proposal that is not included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program may, at the City’s
discretion, be included in a previously established ongoing work
program if it raises policy or land use issues more appropriately
addressed by such ongoing work program.

b. Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update. A proposal that is not included in
the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program may, at the
City’s discretion, be considered in the course of the City’s next
Comprehensive Plan periodic update required by RCW 36.70A.130(5) if
it addresses a matter appropriate to include in the Comprehensive Plan
and is consistent with current policy implementation in the Countywide
Planning Policies, GMA, and other state or federal laws and
implementing regulations.

B. Amendment Proposals Initiated by the City Council or Plan Commission.
1. City Council.

a. Initiation. Proposals to amend the Comprehensive Plan may be made by
the City Council at any time. An affirmative vote of not less than a majority
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of the total members of the City Council is required to initiate consideration
of an amendment.

b. Review. Amendment proposals initiated by the City Council will be reviewed
by the Plan Commission and acted upon by Council as set forth in
subsection A.1.b of this section, Final Review.

2. Plan Commission.

a. Initiation. Proposals to amend the comprehensive plan may be made by
the Plan Commission at any time and submitted to the City Council for
consideration for inclusion in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program.

b. Review. The Council will review the Plan Commission proposals and
determine which will be included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program. Those proposals included will be referred
back to the Plan Commission and Council for review as set forth in
subsection A.1.b of this section.

3. Subarea Plan Review. The City Council may initiate a review of a subarea plan
in accordance with the procedure specified in subsection B.1 of this section
when it concludes that the issues arising in a subarea are of sufficient
magnitude and complexity to merit review through a subarea review process.
Prior to review of a subarea plan, the Council shall approve a public
involvement program that has the goal of effectively and efficiently soliciting a
broad spectrum of public viewpoints.

Section 4. That there is adopted a new section 17G.020.026 to chapter 17G.020
SMC to read as follows:
17G.020.026 Threshold Review Decision Criteria

The City Council may add a proposed amendment to the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program if the following criteria have been met

A. The proposed amendment presents a matter appropriately addressed through the
comprehensive plan; and

B. The proposed amendment does not raise policy or land use issues that are more

appropriately addressed by an ongoing work program approved by the City Council
or by a neighborhood or subarea planning process; and

C. The proposed amendment can be reasonably reviewed within the resources and
time frame of the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program; and
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. When expansion of the geographic scope of an amendment proposal is being

considered, shared characteristics with nearby, similarly situated property have
been identified and the expansion is the minimum necessary to include properties
with those shared characteristics; and

. The proposed amendment is consistent with current general policies in the

comprehensive plan for site-specific amendment proposals. The proposed
amendment must also be consistent with policy implementation in the Countywide
Planning Policies, the GMA, or other state or federal law, and the Washington
Administrative Code; and

. The proposed amendment is not the same as or substantially similar to a proposal

that was considered in the previous year’s threshold review process, but was not
included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program, unless
additional supporting information has been generated; or

. State law required, or a decision of a court or administrative agency has directed

such a change.

Section 5. That SMC section 17G.020.030 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.030 Final Review Criteria

The following is a list of considerations that shall be used, as appropriate, by the applicant
in developing an amendment proposal, by planning staff in analyzing a proposal, ((ard))

by the plan commission and by the city council in ((determining-whetheracriterionfor
approval-has-been-met)) making a decision on the proposal.

A.

Regulatory Changes.

Amendments to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with any recent state
or federal legislative actions, or changes to state or federal regulations, such as
changes to the Growth Management Act, or new environmental regulations.

GMA.
The change must be consistent with the goals and purposes of the state Growth
Management Act.

Financing.

In keeping with the GMA'’s requirement for plans to be supported by financing
commitments, infrastructure implications of approved comprehensive plan
amendments must be reflected in the relevant six-year capital improvement plan(s)
approved in the same budget cycle.
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Funding Shortfall.

If funding shortfalls suggest the need to scale back on land use objectives and/or
service level standards, those decisions must be made with public input as part of
this process for amending the comprehensive plan and capital facilities program.

Internal Consistency.

1. The requirement for internal consistency pertains to the comprehensive

plan as it relates to all of its supporting documents, such as the development
regulations, capital facilities program, shoreline master program, downtown
plan, critical area regulations, and any neighborhood planning documents
adopted after 2001. In addition, amendments should strive to be consistent
with the parks plan, and vice versa. For example, changes to the
development regulations must be reflected in consistent adjustments to the
goals or policies in the comprehensive plan. As appropriate, changes to the
map or text of the comprehensive plan must also result in corresponding
adjustments to the zoning map and implementation regulations in the
Spokane Municipal Code.

o

If a proposed amendment is significantly inconsistent with current policy
within the comprehensive plan, an amendment proposal must also include
wording that would realign the relevant parts of the comprehensive plan and
its other supporting documents with the full range of changes implied by the

proposal.

Regional Consistency.

All changes to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with the countywide
planning policies (CWPP), the comprehensive plans of neighboring jurisdictions,
applicable capital facilities or special district plans, the regional transportation
improvement plan, and official population growth forecasts.

Cumulative Effect.

All amendments must be considered concurrently in order to evaluate their
cumulative effect on the comprehensive plan text and map, development
regulations, capital facilities program, neighborhood planning documents, adopted
environmental policies and other relevant implementation measures.

1. Land Use Impacts.
In addition, applications should be reviewed for their cumulative land use
impacts. Where adverse environmental impacts are identified, mitigation
requirements may be imposed as a part of the approval action.

2. Grouping.
Proposals for area-wide rezones and/or site-specific land use plan map
amendments may be evaluated by geographic sector and/or land use type
in order to facilitate the assessment of their cumulative impacts.

SEPA.
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SEPA review must be completed on all amendment proposals and is described
in chapter 17E.050.

1. Grouping.
When possible, the SEPA review process should be combined for related
land use types or affected geographic sectors in order to better evaluate the
proposals’ cumulative impacts. This combined review process results in a
single threshold determination for those related proposals.

2. DS.
If a determination of significance (DS) is made regarding any proposal, that
application will be deferred for further consideration until the next applicable
review cycle in order to allow adequate time for generating and processing
the required environmental impact statement (EIS).

I Adequate Public Facilities
The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide the full range
of urban public facilities and services (as described in CFU 2.1 and CFU 2.2)
citywide at the planned level of service, or consume public resources otherwise
needed to support comprehensive plan implementation strategies.

J. UGA.
Amendments to the urban growth area boundary may only be proposed by the city
council or the mayor of Spokane and shall follow the procedures of the countywide
planning policies for Spokane County.

K. ((Gonsistent-Amendmentis)) Demonstration of Need.

1. Policy Adjustments.

Proposed policy adjustments that are intended to be consistent with the
comprehensive plan should be designed to provide correction or additional
guidance so the community’s original visions and values can better be
achieved. The need for this type of adjustment might be supported by
findings from feedback instruments related to monitoring and evaluating the
implementation of the comprehensive plan. Examples of such findings
could include:

a. growth and development as envisioned in the plan is occurring faster,
slower or is failing to materialize;

b. the capacity to provide adequate services is diminished or increased,
cC. land availability to meet demand is reduced;
d. population or employment growth is significantly different than the

plan’s assumptions;

e. plan objectives are not being met as specified;
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f. the effect of the plan on land values and affordable housing is
contrary to plan goals;

g. transportation and/or other capital improvements are not being made
as expected,

h. a question of consistency exists between the comprehensive plan
and its elements and chapter 36.70A RCW, the countywide planning
policies, or development regulations.

2. Map Changes.
Changes to the land use plan map (and by extension, the zoning map) may
only be approved if the proponent has demonstrated that all of the following
are true:

a. The designation is in conformance with the appropriate location
criteria identified in the comprehensive plan (e.g., compatibility with
neighboring land uses, proximity to arterials, etc.);

b. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation;

c. The map amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan
policies and subarea plans better than the current map designation.

3. Rezones, Land Use Plan Map Amendment.

Corresponding rezones will be adopted concurrently with land use plan map
amendments as a legislative action of the city council. If policy language
changes have map implications, changes to the land use plan map and
zoning map will be made accordingly for all affected sites upon adoption of
the new policy language. This is done to ensure that the comprehensive
plan remains internally consistent and to preserve consistency between the
comprehensive plan and supporting development regulations.
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Section 6. That SMC section 17G.020.040 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.040 Amendment ((Execeptions)) Frequency

ion.)) The comprehensive plan shall be subject
to_continuing review and evaluation by the City. Amendment to the comprehensive plan
should not be considered more frequently than once a year, except as described in RCW
36.70A.130 or in the following cases:

A. Initial adoption of a specific/subarea plan that does not modify the comprehensive
plan policies and designations applicable to the subarea
(RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a)(i)). However, as anticipated by the comprehensive plan,

City Council Version 08/02/2017 {changes detailed in briefing paper from June 14 version PC considered) page 11



redesignations are exempt that comply with and implement the comprehensive
plan policies regarding designations created as a part of initial neighborhood and
centers planning efforts through the neighborhood planning program. ((Alsefuture

nnayatiane will reaaiira an amandmant to the lan e-plan-map-))

B. Adoption or amendment of ((a)) the shoreline master program.

C. Amendment of the capital facilities program portion of the comprehensive plan that
occurs concurrently with the adoption or amendment of a City budget.

D. Whenever an emergency exists. The plan commission will review a potential
emergency situation, with advice from the city attorney’s office, to determine if the
situation does, in fact, necessitate an emergency comprehensive plan
amendment. Findings must demonstrate a need of neighborhood or community-
wide significance, and not a personal emergency on the part of a particular
applicant or property owner. Potential emergency situations may involve official,
legal or administrative actions, such as those to immediately avoid an imminent
danger to public health and safety, prevent imminent danger to public or private
property, prevent an imminent threat of serious environmental degradation or
address the absence of adequate and available public facilities or services.

E. Changes necessary to resolve an appeal of a comprehensive plan filed with a
growth management hearings board or with the court.

F. Changes necessary to address any recent state or federal legislative actions, or
changes to state or federal regulations, such as changes to the Growth
Management Act, or new environmental regulations.

G. Changes to development regulations that are consistent with the comprehensive
plan or are necessary to implement the comprehensive plan.

H. Technical corrections that would remove typographical errors or resolve a mapping
error.

1. Amendment to the Land Use Plan Map to accommodate an annexation into the
city.

Section 7. That SMC section 17G.020.050 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.050 Amendment Applications

((A. Seeope-ofAmendments:
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mayef—ef—Spekane—))
((G))A.((Pre-application)) Threshold Review Application.

Prior to submitting an amendment proposal for threshold review per SMC
17G.020.025, a private applicant is required to schedule a pre-application

conference ((by-submitting-the-following—)). The following shall be submitted prior

to scheduling the predevelopment conference:

1. ((Rre-application)) Threshold review application form, including a general
summary of the nature of the ((desired-change)) proposed amendment.

2. The ((pre-application)) threshold review fee as specified in chapter 8.02
SMC.

((B))B.Final Review Application ((Gompenents)).

A private applicant for a comprehensive plan amendment must submit the
following documents and fees:

1. A general application.

2. A supplemental application for a comprehensive plan text or map
amendment proposal, containing the following information:

a. Nature of and reason for the amendment request, including whether
the applicant believes the proposal is consistent ((er-ineonsistent))
with the current comprehensive plan, and whether the applicant
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believes any ((spescific-suggested-changes)) additional amendments

to the plan ((er))_and/or other related documents may be necessary
to_maintain the comprehensive plan’s internal consistency. ((+he

b. Statement of how the amendment request is consistent with all of the
((descision-eriteria)) guiding principles and final review criteria.

3. A completed SEPA checklist. A non-project supplement ((is)) will be
required since all comprehensive plan amendments are considered non-
project proposals.

4, A notification district map.

5. ((Fulh)) Except for amendment proposals initiated by the Plan Commission
or City Council, the full application fee (as specified in chapter 8.02 SMC)
with credit given for the ((pre-application)) threshold review fee that has
already been paid.

a. Fees shall not be required for amendment applications submitted by
a neighborhood council or resulting from a neighborhood planning
process.

b. SMC 8.02.011(C) provides that the mayor or his/her designee may
waive this fee if the applicant meets certain low-income criteria.

Section 8. That SMC section 17G.020.060 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.060 Process for Application, Review and Decision

A Threshold Review ((Rre-application-Form-

((B))1. Pre-application Conference.
A pre-application conference is required in order to give the applicant and
staff an opportunity to explore options for addressing the applicant’s

((desired—change)) proposed amendment. During the pre-application

conference, staff will work with the applicant to consider which aspect of the
planning department’s work program would be the most appropriate arena
for addressing their ((concern)) proposal. Staff and the applicant will also
explore approaches to the amendment proposal that would help to make it
consistent with the comprehensive plan. In addition, staff will do its best to
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advise the applicant on the extent of justification and documentation needed
to support the application (depending on the degree the proposal varies
from the comprehensive plan).

2. Map Amendments.

In the case of a map amendment, the applicant shall make reasonable
efforts to schedule a meeting with the impacted neighborhood council(s)
and document any support or concerns by said neighborhood councils(s).

(end. ((Deadlme—fer—(—)ens;de;ahen)) Threshold Review Ap I|cat|on Deadlme

has—eempleted—a—pre—appheahen—eem‘-e#enee-) J)pllcatlons for threshoId

review initiated by the public must be submitted between September 1 and
October 31 in order to be considered for inclusion in that cycle’s Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program. Planning staff shall have
30 days following application submittal to request additional information in
order to make sure the application is counter complete.

4. Determination of Completeness.

Following determination of completeness, staff will notify the applicant in
writing that it is counter complete. In the case of a map amendment, staff will
notify the neighborhood council(s) in which they are located.

B. Final Review.

1. Flnal Rewew Apphcat|on An appllcatlon ((will)) shaII not move ahead for

sea#e—study—s—requwed%—erde%adequately—assess—a—pmpesﬂ)) flnal review

unless it is added to the Annual Comprehensive Plan_Amendment Work
Program by the City Council pursuant to SMC 17G.020.025, and a final review
application fee has been submitted as provided in SMC 17G.020.050(D). Final
review applications and fees must be submitted no later than fifteen (15) days
following the City Council’'s decision to place an amendment proposal on the
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program.
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((®)2.

((F))3.

((Full Review—SEPRA)) Review by City Staff and Agencies.

((FuM)) Once the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program is set by City
Council and staff have received the full application(s) and fee(s), full review of
proposals may begin. City staff shall notify interested city departments and agencies
of all proposals on the docket and request review and comments. SEPA review and
in-depth staff analysis ((beg
by-Neovember-30%)) of the proposals may require addltlonal |nformat|on and studles
(such as a traffic study) which the applicant may be required to provide. ((Priefity-of
propesal)) Timely review is ((based)) dependent on the applicant’s timely response
to requests for information and studies and compliance with notice requirements
((and-provision-of-requested-studies)). Related proposals are reviewed in groups
according to 17G.020.030(H)(2) and (I)(1). Based on findings from the SEPA review
and staff and agency analysis, the applicant may be required to conduct additional
studies. If required studies are not completed sufficiently in advance of the end of
the comment period to allow for adequate staff and public review, the Planning
Director may defer consideration of those applications will be postponed until the
next applicable amendment cycle.

Notice of Application/SEPA.
((Within-fourteen-days-of-the-completion-of-the-review-required)) When the review
described in subsection (({E})) (C) above is complete, staff sends ((the)) a form of
notice of application to the applicant. Applicants must complete all notice
requirements 17G.020.070(D) or 17G.020.070(E) within ((sixty)) thirty days of the
date the notice of application is ((sert-by-staffte-the-applicant)) provided by staff.
This is a combined notice, also announcing that the proposal will be reviewed
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and comments will be accepted
on environmental issues and any documents related to the proposal. If the
planning director or his/her designee decides an amendment proposal could
potentially affect multiple sites, staff may require that the notice of application
reference all potentially affected sites. :

((&))4.Public Comment Period.

The public comment period initiated by the notice of application may last up to sixty
days or longer and may not be less than thirty days, depending on the complexity
and number of applications. During this time period each applicant must present
their proposal to representatives of all neighborhood councils related to each
potentially affected site. As public comment letters are received, the planning
department will input contact information into a database for later use in notifying
interested parties regarding specific stages of the process.
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((H))5. Plan Commission Consideration.
Plan commission consideration of each amendment proposal will be conducted at
public workshops held during the public comment period. Applicants will be
afforded the opportunity to address the plan commission during the workshop
regarding their application. In order to stay abreast of public sentiment regarding
each amendment proposal, the plan commission and staff will also review public

comment correspondence ((and-hold-public-open-heuses)) during this time.

(())6. SEPA Determination.

((Withinten-days—of)) Following the end of the public comment period, staff will
complete the SEPA threshold determlnatlon ((—and—ma#—a—eembmed—nettee—ef

wrth-a—netree—duty)) pursuant to SMC 17E. 050 and set a hearlnq date wrth the Plan

- Commission. _ Applicants _must complete all notice requirements in SMC
17G.020.070 within thirty days of the date of the applicant’s receipt of the notice of
Plan Commission Hearing and SEPA Determination provided by staff. If a
determination of significance (DS) is made, those applications will be deferred for
further consideration until the next applicable review cycle in order to allow
adequate time for generating and processing the required environmental impact
statement (EIS).

((4))7. Notice of SEPA and Hearing.

The combined notice of SEPA determination and notice of plan commission
hearing must be published ( (mthm—seventeen—days—ef—the—end—ef—the—publw
commentperiodand)) fourteen days prior to the plan commission’s hearing on the
amendment proposals. If the SEPA determination on an application is appealed,
the plan commission and hearing examiner hearings on the file both proceed
ahead on parallel tracks. If the hearing examiner’s reversal of a planning director’s
decision regarding SEPA imposes requirements that would delay further
consideration of the proposal, that application is then deferred for further plan
commission consideration until the next applicable amendment cycle.

((K))8. Staff Report.
((Oree-the-SERA-appeal-period—ends;)) Prior to the Plan Commission hearing,
((the)) staff prepares its final report, which address((es-both)) SEPA and provide an
analysis regarding the merits of the amendment proposal. Copies of the report are
((mailed)) provided to the applicant as well as ((the)) plan commission members,
and made available to any interested person for the cost of reproduction. In addition,
a copy of the proposed amendment appllcatron and the staff report is sent to the
Washington state ((of de—2 )
department of commerce and other state agenC|es for their S|xty day review, per

RCW 36.70A106, WAC 365-195-620((-and-subsestion{1)(8)-cf this-section)).

((£)9. Plan Commission Hearing.
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The plan commission’s public hearing takes place after the SEPA ((appeal-period
has-expired)) decision has been issued. The hearing will usually occur within thirty
days of the end of the public comment period.

((M))10. Plan Commission Recommendation.

The plan commission bases its recommendation on the ((review-guidelines-and
required-decision)) quiding principles, final review criteria, public input, conclusions
from any requxred studies, the staff report, and the SEPA determination. The plan
commission’s findings, ((anrd—cenclusions—regarding—its—recommendatien))
conclusions and recommendations are forwarded to the city council within thirty
days of their decision on their recommendation. The plan commission’s
recommendation may take the form of one of the following:

((1)a. Approval based on support for the proposal and recognition that it is
((e#he#)) consistent with the comprehensuve plan ((andfor—that-enough

)) applicable
guiding principles, and amendment review criteria.

((@))i. The plan commission may also decide to condition their approval
recommendation upon modification of the proposal. if the proposal is
modified substantially, an additional hearing is required. One
possible modification might be to expand the geographic scope of a
privately initiated amendment in order to allow for consideration of
nearby property, similarly situated property or area-wide impacts.

((2))b. Denial for the following reason(s):

((@))i. The proposal ((dees—hot—comply—with—the—review—guidelines—eor
decision-criteria)) is not consistent with applicable guiding principles

and/or amendment review criteria.

((b))ii. A majority of the plan commission believes the proposal would be
more appropriately and effectively addressed through another
aspect of the planning department's work program (neighborhood
planning, writing new regulations, etc.).

((e))iii. The plan commission did not receive enough information from the
applicant to be able to reach a decision based on the merits of the

proposal ((Iha—eequ—be—fer—a—vane&y—ef—Feasens—meJudmg—the

bt horihe olan wherd e stent))

((N))11.City Council.
The city council considers the amendment proposals, public comments and
testimony, staff report, and the plan commission’s ((amendment))
recommendations within the context of its budget discussions, and acts on the
amendment proposals prior to or at the same time as it adopts the City budget.
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The council may decide to approve, modify, continue consideration of or deny an
amendment proposal. The council may also remand the proposal back to the plan
commission for further consideration, in which case the council shall specify the
time within which the plan commission shall report back with its findings and
recommendations on the matter referred to it. If the council wishes to substantially
modify the proposal before adopting it, the council ((may)) shall hold an additional
hearing on the modified version following an opportunity for public input. The
council's decision shall reflect the same decision criteria applied by the plan
commission, as indicated by comments in the council’s findings on each item that
factors into its decision. Proposals adopted by ordinance after public hearings are
official amendments to the comprehensive plan.

Denied amendments shall have to wait one year before being resubmitted unless
the proposed amendment is substantially modified. ((Hewever—mislabeled

((®))12.Changes Made.

As soon as the adopted amendments become effective, the resulting text and map
changes are made and reflected in information subsequently distributed to relevant
parties, including the public, both in paper form and on the planning department’s
website. In addition, planning staff will maintain a running list of all comprehensive
plan amendments over the years, and such list will be included as part of the
comprehensive plan.

Section 9. That SMC section 17G.020.070 is amended to read as follows:

17G.020.070 Notification

A.

Application Deadline.
As a courtesy, the city will publish a reminder notice once ((in-eary-January-and

again)) in early ((September)) August regarding each year's amendment application
deadlines.

Private Applicant.
A private applicant assumes all responsibility for the costs and timely
accomplishment of notice requirements related to their amendment proposal.

Text Changes.

Notice of application and notice of plan commission public hearings related to
comprehensive plan or development regulation text changes require legal notice
in the newspaper, and notice in the Official Gazette, written notice to neighborhood
councils impacted by the text change, and prominent display on the planning
services department Web site. After the notice is performed, affidavits of
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publishing/posting/mailing are provided to the planning department by the
applicant.

Map Changes.

Notice of application and notice of plan commission public hearings related to
comprehensive land use plan map amendments or area-wide rezones require
legal notice in the newspaper, and notice in the Official Gazette, written notice to
neighborhood councils impacted by the map change and prominent display on the
planning services department Web site. If initiated by private application, additional
requirements include individual notice, and posted notice, as specified in SMC
17G.060.120. In the case of an amendment proposal that could potentially affect
multiple sites, requirements for individual notice shall apply to all potentially
affected sites. The applicant submits affidavits of publication/posting/ mailing of the
notice of public hearing to the planning services department at least ten days prior
to the hearing.

City Council Hearing.

Notice of city council hearings must be published in the Official Gazette, and shall
also be published as a legal notice in the newspaper. Written notice shall be given
to neighborhood councils impacted by the change and amendments shall be
prominently displayed on the planning services department Web site.

City Council Decisions.

City council decisions regarding comprehensive plan text or map amendments,
development regulation text adoption or amendments, area-wide rezones or other
land use decisions, regardless of whether initiated by private application, are
legislative actions, and as such, only require notice in the Official Gazette. They
do not require individual notice, even if numerous map changes could result from
such an amendment. However, the city council may decide to provide notice of
their decisions on site-specific or area-wide land use amendment proposails
according to SMC 17G.060.190.

Duration, Content of Notice.

Notice of plan commission public hearings shali be published at least fourteen days
in advance of the hearing. Notice of city council public hearings must be published
at least fourteen days before the hearing is scheduled to take place. When
appropriate, notices should announce the availability of relevant draft documents
upon request on the planning services department Web site.

Transmittal to State, Notice of Intent to Adopt.

At least sixty days prior to final adoption, copies of proposed amendments to the
comprehensive plan or development regulations (e.g., application, staff report,
draft ordinance) must be provided to the Washington state ((office of community,
trade and economic development (CTED))) department of commerce (Commerce)

((as ' : -
planmng—funsdtettensr)) for thelr review and comment In addltlon coples of
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adopted amendments must be transmitted to ((GFED)) Commerce within ten days
after final adoption (RCW 36.70A.106, WAC 365-195-620).

Section 10. That SMC section 17G.025.010 is amended to read as follows:

17G.025.010 Text Amendments to the Unified Development Code

A.

Initiation.

((Fext-amendments—to-this—code)) Proposals to amend Title 17 SMC may be
initiated by any of the following pursuant to the procedures set forth in this chapter:
. Property owner(s) or their representatives;

2. Any citizen, agency, neighborhood council, or other party; or

3. A ((City)) city department, the plan commission, or the city council.

B. Applications. ((Applications-shall-be-made-en)) Amendment proposals shall be

submitted on an application form(s) provided by the City. Application fees are

specified in chapter 8.02 SMC.

C. Application Submittal for Amendment Proposals Initiated by Persons or Entities

other than the City.

- ((A

Privately- |n|t|ated amendment applications must be submltted no later than

October 31 each year and shaII be subject to (apre—applwaﬂeeeenferene&

te—ehapter—th-OGQ—SMG)) the threshold review and docketmq procedures
set forth in chapter 17G.020.025 SMC, using the following criteria:

a. The proposed amendment presents a matter appropriately addressed
through an amendment to Title 17 SMC; and

b. The proposed amendment does not raise policy or land use issues that
are more appropriately addressed by an ongoing work program
approved by the City Council or by a neighborhood/subarea planning

process; and

c. The proposed amendment can be reasonably reviewed within the
resources and time frame of the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program; and

d. The proposed amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
The proposed amendment must also be consistent with policy
implementation in the Countywide Planning Policies, the GMA, and
other state or federal law; and
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e. The proposed amendment is not the same as or substantially similar to
a proposal that was considered in the previous year’s threshold review
process, but was not included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program, unless additional supporting information
has been generated; or

f. State law required, or a decision of a court or administrative agency
has directed such a change.

2. '((Aﬂer——submittak)) If the proposed text amendment is included on the
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program, the application
((shall)) should be placed on the next available plan commission agenda for

a workshop.

D. Notice of Intent to Adopt and SEPA Review

Proposals to amend Title 17 SMC may be subject to SEPA review, unless
categorically exempt. When a draft of the amendment proposal and SEPA
checklist are available for review by the public, a notice describing the
amendment proposal should be published in the City Gazette at time of Plan
Commission workshop review, or earlier if possible. Public participation,
appropriate to the scope or potential impact of the proposal, should be
undertaken as outlined in SMC 17G.020.080.

((B)) E. Notice of Public Hearing.
Amendments to ((this code)) Title 17 SMC require a public hearing before the plan
commission.
1. Contents of Notice.
A notice of public hearing shall include the following:
a. The citation, if any, of the provision that would be changed by the
proposal along with a brief description of that provision;
b. A statement of how the proposal would change the affected
provision;
c. The date, time, and place of the public hearing;
d. A statement of the availability of the official file; and
e. Description of SEPA status; if the project is SEPA exempt, state the
statutory basis for exemption; and
f. A statement of the right of any person to submit written comments to
the planning commission and to appear at the public hearing of the
planning commission to give oral comments on the proposal.

2. Distribution of Notice.
The department shall distribute the notice to the applicant, newspaper, City
Hall and the main branch of the library. The applicant is then responsible
for following the public notice requirements outlined in SMC 17G.060.120,
Public Notice — Types of Notice.
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F. Plan Commission Recommendation — Procedure.
Following the public hearing, the plan commission shall consider the proposal and
shall prepare and forward a recommendation to the city council. The plan
commission shall take one of the following actions:

1. If the plan commission determines that the proposal should be adopted, it
may, by a majority vote, recommend that the city council adopt the proposal.
The plan commission may make modifications to any proposal prior to
recommending the proposal to city council for adoption. If the modifications
proposed by the plan commission are significant, the plan commission shall
accept testimony on the modifications before voting on the modified
proposal, unless the proposed modifications are within the scope of
alternatives available for public comment ahead of the hearing;

2. If the plan commission determines that the proposal should not be adopted,
it may, by a majority vote, recommend that the city council not adopt the
proposal; or

3. If the plan commission is unable to take either of the actions specified in
subsection (E)(1) or (2) of this section, the proposal will be sent to city
council with the notation that the plan commission makes no
recommendation.

G. Approval Criteria.
The City may approve amendments to this code if it finds that:
1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable provisions of the
comprehensive plan; and
2. The proposed amendment bears a substantial relation to public health,
safety, welfare, and protection of the environment.

H. City Council Action.
Within sixty days of receipt of the plan commission’s findings and
recommendations, the city council shall consider the findings and
recommendations of the commission concerning the application and shall hold a
public hearing pursuant to council rules. Notice of city council hearings must be
published in the Official Gazette. The applicant shall also publish a legal notice in
the newspaper at least two weeks prior to the hearing by the city council. ((By-a
majeﬂt-y-vete—the—elley—eeunal—shau-)) The city council may:
Approve the application;

2. Disapprove the application;

3. Modify the application. If modification is substantial, the council must either
conduct a new public hearing on the modified proposal (unless the
modification is within the scope of alternatives available for public comment
ahead of the hearing); or

4. Refer the proposal back to the plan commission for further consideration.

I. Transmittal to the State of Washington.
At least sixty days prior to final action being taken by the city council, the
Washington department of commerce (“‘commerce”) shall be provided with a copy
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of the amendments in order to initiate the sixty-day comment period. No later than
ten days after adoption of the proposal, a copy of the final decision shall be
forwarded to commerce.

J. Inapplicability to certain chapters.

This section does not apply to the following chapters of the Spokane Municipal
Code: 17F.040 (International Building Code, International Residential Code,
International Energy Conservation Code), 17F.050 (National Electrical Code),
17F.080 (International Fire Code), 17F.090 (International Mechanical Code), and
17F.100 (Uniform Plumbing Code) (collectively referred to as the “construction
standards”). The construction standards specified in this subsection may be
amended, after notice to the Plan Commission, pursuant to the City Council’s
regular legislative process, subject to the requirements of Chapter 43.21C RCW,
if any, and further subject to RCW 19.27.040 and 19.27.060, and shall, to the
extent they apply to single-family or multifamily residential buildings, be submitted
for the approval of the State Building Code Council pursuant to RCW
19.27.074(1)(b).

Section 11. That SMC section 08.02.069 is amended to read as follows:
08.02.069 Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code Amendments

A. A ((pre-application)) threshold review fee of five hundred dollars shall be
charged for applications submitted pursuant to SMC 17G.020.010(G)(3) and
shall be credited to the full application fee pursuant to SMC
17G.020.010(G)(4)(e).

B. The fee for a proposal to change the comprehensive plan, map or text, or other
land use codes, is five thousand dollars plus one thousand seventy five dollars
per each additional increment of ten acres of site for comprehensive plan map
changes plus the cost of publishing the notice of hearing in the newspaper.

C. A fee of eighty-five dollars per hour may be charged to cover a particular
planning staff service for the applicant that greatly exceeds the above fees or is
not covered by the fees listed above.

D. For a formal written interpretation of the comprehensive plan: One thousand
seventy-five dollars.

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON “/{,({SUQ{” /Q\ ; M'l7

= ,
(Delivered to the Mayor on the é&_ day of '/‘4;2{0@11,&/’ V%f/ //7 )
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The Plan Commission Findings of Fact and version of the Draft Ordinance considered at the June 14,
2017 Plan Commission Public Hearing follow this page.



Spokane City Plan Commission
Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Recommendation
Proposed Text Amendment to Spokane Municipal Code Chapter 17G.020,
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedure; 17G.025, Text Amendments to the
Unified Development Code, and; Section 08.02.069, Comprehensive Plan and
Land Use Code Amendments

A recommendation from the City Plan Commission to the City Council to DENY proposed
amendments to the Spokane Municipal Code. These proposed changes would amend the
procedures for annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments processing as well as amend
the procedures for private-applications to amend the Unified Development Code. This
proposal would add a threshold determination or a "docketing” step; SMC Chapters
17G.020 and 17G.025 currently govern these procedure. Proposed new sections
17G.020.025 and 17G.020.026 describe the proposed threshold procedure and threshold
decision criteria.

Findings of Fact:

A Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130, the Growth Management Act (“GMA”) authorizes the
City to consider annual amendments to its Comprehensive Plan, but GMA generally
does not require the City to approve any particular amendment(s). Absent a
statutory provision mandating that the City approve a certain amendment, the
decision whether or not to approve a particular amendment is within the City
Council’s legislative discretion.

B. Pursuant to GMA’s authorization, the City has established an annual process for |
accepting and reviewing applications to amend the City’'s Comprehensive Plan. That
process is codified in Chapter 17G.020 of the Spokane Municipal Code (“SMC").

C. The stated purpose of the proposed amendment was to add efficiencies to the City’s
annual Comprehensive Plan amendment process by establishing a threshold review
process that would be used to determine which amendment proposals will be
included in the City’s annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program. The
threshold review process proposed to add efficiencies to the City’s annual
amendment process by identifying amendment proposals which may be more |
appropriately addressed as part of other ongoing work programs, or included in the
City's next periodic update. The proposed threshold review process also sought to |
more efficiently handle the work load for Plan Commission and the City Council, as |
well as staff. The proposed early threshold review was also intended to benefit
applicants who, without early feedback, may spend considerable time and resources
on proposed amendments.

D. The proposed threshold review process has been adopted in many local jurisdictions
around the State and is consistent with the GMA.

E. The Community Assembly received a presentation on this proposal at their meeting
of May 4, 2017.

F. The Spokane City Plan Commission held a workshop to study the proposed
amendment on January 25, March 22, April 26, and May 10, 2017.
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G. On April 26, 2017, the City notified the Washington State Department of Commerce
of its intent to adopt the proposed threshold review process. The City received an
acknowledgement letter from the Department of Commerce on April 26, 2017.

H. Notice of these proposed amendments to SMC and announcement of the Plan
Commission’s June 14, 2017 hearing was published in the Spokesman Review on
May 31, 2017 and June 7, 2017.

I This proposed change is a categorically exempt from State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) as procedural.action as described in WAC 197-11-800(19). -

J. The City Plan Commission held a public hearing on June 14, 2017 to obtain public
comments on the proposed amendments; deliberations followed.

Public Comment:

A. The Plan Commission received one written comment in opposition to the proposed
amendment, dated June 14, 2017, from Dwight Hume. His letter expressed concerns
regarding the use of public hearings during the docketing process to allow public
comment on whether or not the application “qualifies for consideration; and, the potential
of Plan Commission and/or City Council to direct the action for consideration to another
Planning process, which is an unreliable option due to staffing and budget
considerations. He states that the applicant has a right to “due process”. His letter also
indicated that if it was a matter of excessive staff time, the provision of hourly rates for
extraordinary staff time in the City’s fee schedule should be assessed, but it would need
to be assessed both against the applicant and the neighborhood or other opposition
groups.

B. At their hearing on June 14, 2017, the Plan Commission heard testimony from two
individuals, Dwight Hume and Jim Frank, in opposition to the proposed amendment.
Dwight Hume's testimony reiterated the points in his letter (described in paragraph A,
above). Jim Frank also testified, stating that last year's Comprehensive Plan
amendment in the North Indian Trails neighborhood would not have been considered
unreasonable by any rational person based upon the language in the Comprehensive
Plan. He indicated that the neighborhood doesn't like the Comprehensive Plan because
it is a suburban neighborhood and we are trying to impose an urban plan on a suburban
neighborhood. He further stated that the proposed amendment would throw cold water
on investment in the City, and that the amendment was ill-conceived.

C. No other testimony was heard.

Discussion:

During deliberations on June 14, 2017, the Plan Commission considered the proposed text
amendment using the criteria set forth in SMC 17G.025.010. The Plan Commission indicated in
deliberations that they did not believe that the proposal would encourage business investment
or promote a good business climate in the City. Instead, the Plan Commission found that the
current process (i) provides greater opportunity for public notice and participation for all
applications received by the City; (ii) provides a more equitable process that meets the needs
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of the entire community, including the applicants; and (jii) provides a meaningful opportunity for
applicants to make adjustments to otherwise objectionable applications based on feedback
received from staff, the public, the Plan Commission, and uitimately the City Council during the
longer process.

The Plan Commission also indicated that they not believe that the proposed amendments would
result in significant improvements in the efficiencies of managing Plan Commission, City
Council, and/or staff workloads and suggested that there are better ways to address work load
and resource concerns, including increased application processing fees. The Plan Commission
indicated that they support providing all applicants with more process than is envisioned by the
proposed threshold review process.

Conclusions:

With regard to the Proposed Text Amendment to Spokane Municipal Code Chapter 17G.020,
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedure; 17G.025, Text Amendments to the Unified
Development Code, and; Section 08.02.069, Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code
Amendments , based on the foregoing findings, public comments and testimony heard on the
proposed amendment, and discussion during deliberations, the Plan Commission concluded
that:

A The proposed amendments are not consistent the applicable goals and policies of
the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

B. The proposed amendments do not bear a substantial relation to public health, safety,
welfare, and protection of the environment.

Recommendation:

By a vote of 6 to 2, the Plan Commission voted against recommending approval of the proposal
_process to the City’s annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment

to add the threshold review.

process.

\ LY

N /Z

Dennis Dellwo, President
Spokane Plan Commission
June 28, 2017
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DRAFT ORDINANCE NO.
Prepared for Plan Commission Hearing, June 14, 2017

Chapter 17G.020
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedure

17G.020.010 ((Comprehensive-Plan-Amendment-Rurpese)) Purpose and Guiding
Principles

This chapter ((prevides-the-process)) establishes the procedure and decision criteria
that the City will use to review and amend ((fer-amending)) the comprehensive plan,

including the annual public participation process for proposals to amend the

comprehensive plan. All actions taken during the ((arrual)) amendment process are

legislative actions. These actions include amendments to the land use plan map ((e¥))
and/or text of the comprehensive plan.

The guiding principles of the annual amendment process ((fer-comprehensive-plan
amendments)) are as follows:

I_x

[

[

[+

|on

6.

Keep the comprehensive plan alive and responsive to the community.

Provide for simultaneous review of proposals to allow for cumulative impact
analysis of all applications on a City-wide basis and in conjunction with
budget decisions.

Make map adjustments based on a foundation in policy language,
consistently applying those concepts citywide.

Honor the community’s long-term investment in the comprehensive plan,
through public participation and neighborhood planning processes, by not
making changes lightly.

Encourage development that will enable our whole community to prosper
and reinforce our sense of place and feeling of community, in an
ecologically, economically and socially sustainable manner.

((Fhe—proposed-changes)) Amendments to the comprehensive plan must

result in a net benefit to the general public.

C. Scope of Amendments

A proposed plan amendment may include additions, deletions, corrections, updates,

modifications or revisions to:
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1. Comprehensive plan maps, goals and policies in the various elements, including
the capital facilities program and other supporting documents;

2. Regqulations that implement the comprehensive plan, including the land use code
or zoning map, the shoreline master program and critical areas regulations;

3. Administrative and requlatory procedures that implement the comprehensive

plan; or
4. The comprehensive plan or its implementation measures, as necessitated by
annéxation action.

5. Proposed amendments may not include amendments to the urban growth area
boundary.

17G.020.020 ((Fiming)) Amendment Process

B- ((A.)) This chapter applies to and establishes the procedures for consideration of

proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan. A proposal for ((ararea-wide
of)) a site-specific rezone that would implement the comprehensive plan and land
use plan map (and therefore does not require plan modification) is quasi-judicial
and may be considered at any time, subject to the ((application+equirements-of
SMC-17G-060-070)) procedures set forth in chapter 17G.060 SMC.

New Section:
Section 17G.020.025 Initiation of Amendment Proposals

A. Amendment proposals initiated by the public or persons or entities other than the City.

1. General. Members of the public or persons or entities other than the City Council and
Spokane Plan Commission (hereinafter referred to collectively as “the public’) may
initiate comprehensive plan amendment proposals subject to the provisions of this
section. Amendment proposals initiated by the public are reviewed as part of an annual
cycle and pursuant to a two-tiered process: a threshold review and a final review, as
described below:

a. Threshold Review. The threshold review process will determine those proposals

that will be included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Work Program and will
determine their geographic scope.
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i. City Council Review. Pursuant to the applicable procedural provisions of
this chapter, complete applications to propose an amendment to the
comprehensive plan submitted during the time period set forth in section
17G.020.060 will be reviewed by the City Council. The City Council will
hold a public hearing and, using the criteria set forth in SMC
17G.020.026, determine which amendment proposals initiated by the
public should be included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program.

ii. Consideration of Geographic Scope. Prior to the hearing, the City
Council shall review the geographic scope of any proposed amendments.
The City Council may recommend expansion of the geographic scope of
a proposed amendment if nearby, similarly situated property shares the
characteristics of the proposed amendment’s site. Expansion shall be the
minimum necessary to include properties with shared characteristics.

iii. Alternative Disposition. Proposals not included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program may, at the City’s
discretion, be considered as provided in subsection A.2 of this section.

b. Final Review. The final review process will evaluate the proposed amendments
included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program and
culminate in Council action on the proposed amendments.

i. Plan Commission Review. The Plan Commission will review the
proposed amendments included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program, hold a public hearing, and make a
recommendation to the City Council as to each proposed amendment,
using the criteria set forth in SMC 17G.020.030.

ii. City Council Action. The City Council will review the Plan Commission
recommendations and the criteria set forth in SMC 17G.020.030 and
decide on each proposed amendment in the Annual Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Work Program.

2. Alternatives for Proposals Not Included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Work Program.

a. Ongoing Work Program. A proposal that is not included in the Annual
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program may, at the City’s discretion, be
included in a previously established ongoing work program if it raises policy or
land use issues more appropriately addressed by such ongoing work program.

b. Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update. A proposal that is not included in the
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program may, at the City’s
discretion, be considered in the course of the City’s next Comprehensive Plan
periodic update required by RCW 36.70A.130(5) if it addresses a matter
appropriate to include in the Comprehensive Plan and is consistent with current
policy implementation in the Countywide Planning Policies, GMA, and other state
or federal laws and implementing regulations.
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Amendment Proposals Initiated by the City Council or Plan Commission.
1. City Council.

a. lInitiation. Proposals to amend the Comprehensive Plan may be made by the City
Council at any time. An affirmative vote of not less than a majority of the total
members of the City Council is required to initiate consideration of an amendment.

b. Review. Amendment proposals initiated by the City Council will be reviewed by the
Plan Commission and acted upon by Council as set forth in subsection A.1.b of this
section, Final Review.

2. Plan Commission.

a. Initiation. Proposals to amend the comprehensive plan may be made by the Plan
Commission at any time and submitted to the City Council for consideration for
inclusion in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program.

b. Review. The Council will review the Plan Commission proposals and determine
which will be included in the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work
Program. Those proposals included will be referred back to the Plan Commission
and Council for review as set forth in subsection A.1.b of this section.

3. Subarea Plan Review. The City Council may initiate a review of a subarea plan in
accordance with the procedure specified in subsection B.1 of this section when it
concludes that the issues arising in a subarea are of sufficient magnitude and complexity
to merit review through a subarea review process. Prior to review of a subarea plan, the
Council shall approve a public involvement program that has the goal of effectively and
efficiently soliciting a broad spectrum of public viewpoints.

A new Section 17G.020.026 is added as follows:

Section 17G.020.026 Threshold Review Decision Criteria

The City Council may add a proposed amendment to the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Work Program if the following criteria have been met

A. The proposed amendment presents a matter appropriately addressed through the
comprehensive plan; and

B. The proposed amendment does not raise policy or land use issues that are more
appropriately addressed by an ongoing work program approved by the City Council or by a
neighborhood or subarea planning process; and

C. The proposed amendment can be reasonably reviewed within the resources and time frame
of the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program; and

D. The proposed amendment addresses significantly changed conditions since the last time the
pertinent comprehensive plan land use map or text was amended. For purposes of this
section, “significantly changed conditions” requires demonstrating evidence of change such
as unanticipated consequences of an adopted policy, or changed conditions on the subject
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. The proposed amendment is consistent with current general policies in the comprehensive

property or its surrounding area, or changes related to the pertinent plan map or text; where
such change has implications of a magnitude that need to be addressed for the
comprehensive plan to function as an integrated whole; and

. When expansion of the geographic scope of an amendment proposal is being considered,

shared characteristics with nearby, similarly situated property have been identified and the
expansion is the minimum necessary to include properties with those shared characteristics:
and

plan for site-specific amendment proposals. The proposed amendment must also be
consistent with policy implementation in the Countywide Planning Policies, the GMA, or other
state or federal law, and the Washington Administrative Code; and

. The proposed amendment is not the same as or substantially similar to a proposal that was

considered in the previous year's threshold review process, but was not included in the
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program, unless additional supporting
information has been generated;

. State law required, or a decision of a court or administrative agency has directed such a

change.

17G.020.030 Final Review Criteria

The following is a list of considerations that shall be used, as appropriate, by the applicant
in developing an amendment proposal, by planning staff in analyzmg a proposal ((and))
by the plan commission and by the city council in ((

approval-has-been-met)) making a decision on the proposal.

A.

D.

Regulatory Changes.

Amendments to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with any recent state
or federal legislative actions, or changes to state or federal regulations, such as
changes to the Growth Management Act, or new environmental regulations.

GMA.
The change must be consistent with the goals and purposes of the state Growth
Management Act.

Financing.

In keeping with the GMA’s requirement for plans to be supported by financing
commitments, infrastructure implications of approved comprehensive plan
amendments must be reflected in the relevant six-year capital improvement plan(s)
approved in the same budget cycle.

Funding Shortfall.
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If funding shortfalis suggest the need to scale back on land use objectives and/or
service level standards, those decisions must be made with public input as part of
this process for amending the comprehensive plan and capital facilities program.

E. Internal Consistency.

1. The requirement for internal consistency pertains to the comprehensive

plan as it relates to all of its supporting documents, such as the development
regulations, capital facilities program, shoreline master program, downtown
plan, critical area regulations, and any neighborhood planning documents
adopted after 2001. In addition, amendments should strive to be consistent
with the parks plan, and vice versa. For example, changes to the
development regulations must be reflected in consistent adjustments to the
goals or policies in the comprehensive plan. As appropriate, changes to the
map or text of the comprehensive plan must also result in corresponding
adjustments to the zoning map and implementation regulations in the
Spokane Municipal Code.

N

If a proposed amendment is significantly inconsistent with current policy
within the comprehensive plan, an amendment proposal must also include
wording that would realign the relevant parts of the comprehensive plan and
its other supporting documents with the full range of changes implied by the

proposal.

F. Regional Consistency.
All changes to the comprehensive plan must be consistent with the countywide
planning policies (CWPP), the comprehensive plans of neighboring jurisdictions,
applicable capital facilities or special district plans, the regional transportation
improvement plan, and official population growth forecasts.

G. Cumulative Effect.
All amendments must be considered concurrently in order to evaluate their
cumuiative effect on the comprehensive plan text and map, development
regulations, capital facilities program, neighborhood planning documents, adopted
environmental policies and other relevant implementation measures.

1. Land Use Impacts.
In addition, applications should be reviewed for their cumulative land use
impacts. Where adverse environmental impacts are identified, mitigation
requirements may be imposed as a part of the approval action.

2. Grouping.
Proposals for area-wide rezones and/or site-specific land use plan map
amendments may be evaluated by geographic sector and/or land use type
in order to facilitate the assessment of their cumulative impacts.

H. SEPA.
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SEPA review must be completed on all amendment proposals and is described

in chapter 17E.050.

Grouping.

When possible, the SEPA review process should be combined for related
land use types or affected geographic sectors in order to better evaluate the
proposals’ cumulative impacts. This combined review process results in a
single threshold determination for those related proposals.

DS.

If a determination of significance (DS) is made regarding any proposal, that
application will be deferred for further consideration until the next applicable
review cycle in order to allow adequate time for generating and processing
the required environmental impact statement (EIS).

Adequate Public Facilities

The amendment must not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide the full range
of urban public facilities and services (as described in CFU 2.1 and CFU 2.2)
citywide at the planned level of service, or consume public resources otherwise
needed to support comprehensive plan implementation strategies.

UGA.

Amendments to the urban growth area boundary may only be proposed by the city
council or the mayor of Spokane and shall follow the procedures of the countywide
planning policies for Spokane County.

((GeonsistentAmendments)) Demonstration of Need.

1.

Policy Adjustments.

Proposed policy adjustments that are intended to be consistent with the
comprehensive plan should be designed to provide correction or additional
guidance so the community’s original visions and values can better be
achieved. The need for this type of adjustment might be supported by
findings from feedback instruments related to monitoring and evaluating the
implementation of the comprehensive plan. Examples of such findings
could include:

a. growth and development as envisioned in the plan is occurring faster,
slower or is failing to materialize;

b. the capacity to provide adequate services is diminished or increased;
C. land availability to meet demand is reduced;
d. population or employment growth is significantly different than the

plan’s assumptions;

Draft PC Hearing June 14, 2017; page 7



e. plan objectives are not being met as specified,;

f. the effect of the plan on land values and affordable housing is
contrary to plan goals;

g. transportation and/or other capital improvements are not being made
as expected;

h. a question of consistency exists between the comprehensive plan
and its elements and chapter 36.70A RCW, the countywide planning
policies, or development regulations.

Map Changes.

Changes to the land use plan map (and by extension, the zoning map) may
only be approved if the proponent has demonstrated that all of the following
are true:

a. The designation is in conformance with the appropriate location
criteria identified in the comprehensive plan (e.g., compatibility with
neighboring land uses, proximity to arterials, etc.);

b. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation;

C. The map amendment implements applicable comprehensive plan
policies and subarea plans better than the current map designation.

Rezones, Land Use Plan Map Amendment.

Corresponding rezones will be adopted concurrently with land use plan map
amendments as a legislative action of the city council. If policy language
changes have map implications, changes to the land use plan map and
zoning map will be made accordingly for all affected sites upon adoption of
the new policy language. This is done to ensure that the comprehensive
plan remains internally consistent and to preserve consistency between the
comprehensive plan and supporting development regulations.
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ear-provided-that all-of the-amendmer ))

comprehensive plan shall be subject

to_continuing review and evaluation by the City. Amendment to the comprehensive plan

should not be considered more frequently than once a year, except as described in RCW

36.70A.130 or in the following cases:

A.

Initial adoption of a specific/subarea plan that does not modify the comprehensive
plan policies and designations applicable to the subarea
(RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a)(i)). However, as anticipated by the comprehensive plan,
redesignations are exempt that comply with and implement the comprehensive
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plan policies regarding designations created as a part of initial neighborhood and
centers planning efforts through the neighborhood planning program. ((Alsefuture

B. Amendment to the Land Use Plan Map to accommodate an annexation into the city.

((B))C.Adoption or amendment of ((a)) the shoreline master program.

((&))D. Amendment of the capital facilities program portion of the comprehensive
plan that occurs concurrently with the adoption or amendment of a City budget.

((B))E.Whenever an emergency exists. The plan commission will review a potential
emergency situation, with advice from the city attorney’s office, to determine if the
situation does, in fact, necessitate an emergency comprehensive plan
amendment. Findings must demonstrate a need of neighborhood or community-
wide significance, and not a personal emergency on the part of a particular
applicant or property owner. Potential emergency situations may involve official,
legal or administrative actions, such as those to immediately avoid an imminent
danger to public health and safety, prevent imminent danger to public or private
property, prevent an imminent threat of serious environmental degradation or
address the absence of adequate and available public facilities or services.

((E))E.Changes necessary to resolve an appeal of a comprehensive plan filed with a
growth management hearings board or with the court.

((F))G.Changes necessary to address any recent state or federal legislative actions, or
changes to state or federal regulations, such as changes to the Growth
Management Act, or new environmental regulations.

((6)H. Changes to development regulations that are consistent with the
comprehensive plan or are necessary to implement the comprehensive plan.

((H))1. Technical corrections that would remove typographical errors or resolve a mapping
error.

17G.020.050 Amendment Applications
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((©))A.((Pre-application)) Threshold Review Application.

Prior to submitting an amendment proposal for threshold review per SMC
17G.020.025, a private applicant is required to schedule a pre-application

conference ((by-submitting-the-following-)). The following shall be submitted prior

to scheduling the predevelopment conference:

1. ((Pre-application)) Threshold review application form, including a general
summary of the nature of the ((desired-change)) proposed amendment.

2. The ((pre-applieation)) threshold review fee as specified in chapter 8.02
SMC.

((B))B.Final Review Application ((Gempenents)).

A private applicant for a comprehensive plan amendment must submit the
following documents and fees:

1. A general application.

2. A supplemental application for a comprehensive plan text or map
amendment proposal, containing the following information:

a. Nature of and reason for the amendment request, including whether
the applicant believes the proposal is consistent ((erincensistent))
with the current comprehensive plan, and whether the applicant

believes any ((specific-suggested-changes)) additional amendments

to the plan ((er))_and/or other related documents may be necessary

fo malntaln the comprehenswe plans mternal consustencv ((Fhe
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b. Statement of how the amendment request is consistent with all of the
((decision-eriteria)) guiding principles and final review criteria.

3. A completed SEPA checklist. A non-project supplement ((is)) will be
required since all comprehensive plan amendments are considered non-
project proposals.

4, A notification district map.

5. ((Ful)) Except for amendment proposals initiated by the Plan Commission
or City Council, the full application fee (as specified in chapter 8.02 SMC)
with credit given for the ((pre-application)) threshold review fee that has
already been paid.

a. Fees shall not be required for amendment applications submitted by
a neighborhood council or resulting from a neighborhood planning
process.

b. SMC 8.02.011(C) provides that the mayor or his/her designee may
waive this fee if the applicant meets certain low-income criteria.

Section 17G.020.060 is amended as follows:

17G.020.060 Process for Application, Review and Decision

((B))A.Pre-application Conference.

A pre-application conference is required in order to give the applicant and staff an
opportunity to explore options for addressing the applicant's ((desired-change))
proposed amendment. During the pre-application conference, staff will work with
the applicant to consider which aspect of the planning department’s work program
would be the most appropriate arena for addressing their ((cencern)) proposal.
Staff and the applicant will also explore approaches to the amendment proposal
that would help to make it consistent with the comprehensive plan. In addition, staff
will do its best to advise the applicant on the extent of justification and
documentation needed to support the application (depending on the degree the
proposal varies from the comprehensive plan).

((6))B.((Beadline-for-Consideration Ag.glication Deadline.

: io8))

adlaal= o av= ala

completed-a-pre-application-cenference:)) Applications for threshold review initiated

by the public must be submitted between September 1 and October 31 in order to
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be considered for inclusion in that cycle’s Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Work Program. Planning staff shall have 30 days following application submittal to
request additional information in order to make sure the application is _counter

omglete An appllcatlon ((wm)) shall not move ahead for ((fuﬁher—eens*defahen

p#epesa#)) final review unless |t is added to the Annual Comprehenswe Plan
Amendment Work Program by the City Council pursuant to SMC 17G.020.025, and
a final review application fee has been submitted as provided in SMC
17G.020.050(D). Final review applications and fees must be submitted no later than
fifteen (15) days following the City Council's decision to place an amendment
proposal on the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program.

((E))C.((Ful-Review—SEPA)) Review by City Staff and Agencies.

((FuH)) Once the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program is set by City
Council and staff have received the full application(s) and fee(s), full review of
proposals may begin. City staff shall notify interested city departments and agencies
of all proposals on the docket and request review and comments. SEPA review and
in-depth staff analysis ((beg a2
by-November-30%)) of the proposals may require addltuonal mformatlon and studles
(such as a traffic study) which the applicant may be required to provide. ((Rrierity-of
propesal)) Timely review is ((based)) dependent on the applicant’s timely response
to requests for information and studies and compliance with notice requirements
((and—provision-of requested-studies)). Related proposals are reviewed in groups
according to 17G.020.030(H)(2) and (I)(1). Based on findings from the SEPA review
and staff and agency analysis, the applicant may be required to conduct additional
studies. If required studies are not completed sufficiently in advance of the end of
the comment period to allow for adequate staff and public review, the Planning
Director may defer consideration of those applications will be postponed until the
next applicable amendment cycle.
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((F))D.Notice of Application/SEPA.

((G))E.

((Within-fourteen-days-of the-completion-of the-reviewrequired)) When the review
described in subsection (((£})) (C) above is complete, staff sends ((the)) a form of
notice of application to the applicant. Applicants must complete all notice
requirements 17G.020.070(D) or 17G.020.070(E) within ((sixty)) thirty days of the
date the notice of application is ((sent-by-staffto-the-applicant)) provided by staff.
This is a combined notice, also announcing that the proposal will be reviewed
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and comments will be accepted
on environmental issues and any documents related to the proposal. If the
planning director or his/her designee decides an amendment proposal could
potentially affect multiple sites, staff may require that the notice of application
reference all potentially affected sites.

Public Comment Period.
The public comment period initiated by the notice of application may last up to sixty
days or longer and may not be less than thirty days, depending on the complexity
and number of applications. During this time period each applicant must present
their proposal to representatives of all neighborhood councils related to each

potentially affected site. As public comment letters are received, the planning

department will input contact information into a database for later use in notifying
interested parties regarding specific stages of the process.

((H))E.Plan Commission Consideration.

(MG

Plan commission consideration of each amendment proposal will be conducted at
public workshops held during the public comment period. Applicants will be
afforded the opportunity to address the plan commission during the workshop
regarding their application. In order to stay abreast of public sentiment regarding
each amendment proposal, the plan commission and staff will also review public

comment correspondence ((and-hold-public-open-houses)) during this time.

SEPA Determination.

((Within—ten—days—of)) Following the end of the public comment period, staff will
complete the SEPA threshold determmatlon ((—and—marl—a—eembmed—nehee—ei

wﬁh—a—nehe&duty)) pursuant to SMC 17E. 050 and set a hearlnq date W|th the Plan

Commission. _ Applicants must complete all notice requirements in SMC
17G.020.070 within thirty days of the date of the applicant’s receipt of the notice of
Plan Commission Hearing and SEPA Determination provided by staff. If a
determination of significance (DS) is made, those applications will be deferred for
further consideration until the next applicable review cycle in order to allow
adequate time for generating and processing the required environmental impact
statement (EIS).

((9))H. Notice of SEPA and Hearing.
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()L

((E)d.

((M)K.

The combined notice of SEPA determination and notice of plan commission

hearing must be published ((mthrn—seventeen—daye—ef—the—end—e#—the—pubhe

commentperiod-and)) fourteen days prior to the plan commission’s hearing on the
amendment proposals. If the SEPA determination on an application is appealed,

the plan commission and hearing examiner hearings on the file both proceed
ahead on parallel tracks. If the hearing examiner’s reversal of a planning director’s
decision regarding SEPA imposes requirements that would delay further
consideration of the proposal, that application is then deferred for further plan
commission consideration until the next applicable amendment cycle.

Staff Report.
((Once-the-SERPA-appeal-period-ends;)) Prior to the Plan Commission hearing,
((the)) staff prepares its final report, which address((es-both)) SEPA and provide an
analysis regarding the merits of the amendment proposal. Copies of the report are
((mailed)) provided to the applicant as well as ((the)) plan commission members,
and made available to any interested person for the cost of reproduction. In addition,
a copy of the proposed amendment appllcatlon and the staff report is sent to the
Washington state ((of 3 )
department of commerce and other state agencres for their srxty-day review, per

RCW 36.70A106, WAC 365-195-620((-and-subsestion-{)(8)-of this-section)).

Plan Commission Hearing.

The plan commission’s public hearing takes place after the SEPA ((appeal-period
has-expired)) decision has been issued. The hearing will usually occur within thirty
days of the end of the public comment period.

Plan Commission Recommendation.

The plan commission bases its recommendation on the ((review-guidelines—and
required-decision)) quiding principles, final review criteria, public input, conclusions
from any requrred studies, the staff report, and the SEPA determination. The plan
commission’s findings, ((and—econclusions—regarding—its—recommendation))
conclusions and recommendations are forwarded to the city council within thirty
days of their decision on their recommendation. The plan commission’s
recommendation may take the form of one of the following:

1. Approval based on support for the proposal and recognition that it is

((either)) consistent with the comprehensive plan ((andforthat-enough
evidence—was—presented—tojustify-theneed-for-the—change)) applicable

quiding principles, and amendment review criteria.

a. The plan commission may also decide to condition their approval
recommendation upon modification of the proposal. If the proposal is
modified substantially, an additional hearing is required. One
possible modification might be to expand the geographic scope of a
privately initiated amendment in order to allow for consideration of
nearby property, similarly situated property or area-wide impacts.
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2. Denial for the following reason(s):

a. The proposal ((dees—hot—comply-with—the review—guidelines—or
decision-criteria)) is not consistent with applicable guiding principles
and/or amendment review criteria.

b. A majority of the plan commission believes the proposal would be
more appropriately and effectively addressed through another
aspect of the planning department’s work program (neighborhood
planning, writing new regulations, etc.).

C. The plan commission did not receive enough information from the
applicant to be able to reach a decision based on the merits of the

proposal ((Ihrs—eeuld—be—fer—a—vanety—ef—Feasens—melemng—the

b th honttre oiam whor B e istent)

((\Y)L. City Council.
The city council considers the amendment proposals, public comments and
testimony, staff report, and the plan commission’s ((amendment))
recommendations within the context of its budget discussions, and acts on the
amendment proposals prior to or at the same time as it adopts the City budget.
The council may decide to approve, modify, continue consideration of or deny an
amendment proposal. The council may also remand the proposal back to the plan
commission for further consideration, in which case the council shall specify the
time within which the plan commission shall report back with its findings and
recommendations on the matter referred to it. If the council wishes to substantially
modify the proposal before adopting it, the council ((may)) shall hold an additional
hearing on the modified version following an opportunity for public_input. The

council’s decision shall reflect the same decision criteria applied by the plan
commission, as indicated by comments in the council’s findings on each item that
factors into its decision. Proposals adopted by ordinance after public hearings are
official amendments to the comprehensive plan.

Denied amendments shall have to wait one year before being resubmitted unless
the proposed amendment is substantlally modlfled ((Hewever—ms-labeled

(ONM. Changes Made.
As soon as the adopted amendments become effective, the resulting text and map
changes are made and reflected in information subsequently distributed to relevant
parties, including the public, both in paper form and on the planning department’s
website. In addition, planning staff will maintain a running list of all comprehensive
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plan amendments over the years, and such list will be included as part of the
comprehensive plan.

17G.020.070 Notification

A

Application Deadline.

As a courtesy, the city will publish a reminder notice once ((irearyJanuaryand

again)) in early ((September)) August regarding each year's amendment application
deadlines.

Private Applicant.
A private applicant assumes all responsibility for the costs and timely
accomplishment of notice requirements related to their amendment proposal.

Text Changes.

Notice of application and notice of plan commission public hearings related to
comprehensive plan or development regulation text changes require legal notice
in the newspaper, and notice in the Official Gazelte, written notice to neighborhood
councils impacted by the text change, and prominent display on the planning
services department Web site. After the notice is performed, affidavits of
publishing/posting/mailing are provided to the planning department by the
applicant.

Map Changes.

Notice of application and notice of plan commission public hearings related to
comprehensive land use plan map amendments or area-wide rezones require
legal notice in the newspaper, and notice in the Official Gazette, written notice to
neighborhood councils impacted by the map change and prominent display on the
planning services department Web site. If initiated by private application, additional
requirements include individual notice, and posted notice, as specified in SMC
17G.060.120. In the case of an amendment proposal that could potentially affect
multiple sites, requirements for individual notice shall apply to all potentially
affected sites. The applicant submits affidavits of publication/posting/ mailing of the
notice of public hearing to the planning services department at least ten days prior
to the hearing.

City Council Hearing.

Notice of city council hearings must be published in the Official Gazette, and shall
also be published as a legal notice in the newspaper. Written notice shall be given
to neighborhood councils impacted by the change and amendments shall be
prominently displayed on the planning services department Web site.

City Council Decisions.
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