






















































































current state statute was inadvertently overlooked when the proposed changes covered under
this agenda bill were developed. In addition, the reference to RCW 34.04 in our program
is no longer correct. That section was renumbered by the code revisor to RCW 34.05. RCW
34.05 is the section now cited in the current version of RCW 90.58.180. Lastly, there is no
longer a direct appeal to Superior Court in RCW 90.58.180(1). All appeals go to the
Shoreline Hearings Board first. An aggrieved party may then appeal a Shoreline Hearings
Board decision to Superior Court.

Item #2

Staff is requesting that the following change be included in the list of proposed revisions to
the County Shoreline Program. The proposed change pertains to chapter 23.80 Legal
Provisions. We are requesting that a new section 23.80.13 be added to read as follows and
that existing sections 23.80.13 and 23.80.14 be renumbered to 23.80.14 and 23.80.15
respectively.

Discussion: The proposed addition is also a housekeeping item. The language of the new
section proposed above contains substantially the same language found in section 109 of
HB 1724. The language was included in HB 1724 by the legislature to establish a date on
which to begin the 60 day clock on the filing of petitions to the Growth Management
Hearings Board on shoreline master program adoptions and amendments thereto. The
requirement for the county to publish notice as set forth above is now state law and is in
effect whether we include the above language in the shoreline program or not. Staff believes
that including the above language in our shoreline master program will serve as a reminder
to the County to publish the notice of amendment and will also serve to notify the public
that a notice of final action by Department of Ecology to approve or disapprove an
amendment to the master program will be published.




Item #3

Staff is requesting that the following language be substituted for the language proposed
under the heading "23.60.356 {60 EXPTRATION" which begins near the bottom of page 19
(page 263 of your packet) of Attachment A of the Agenda Bill

In the text below, all of the proposed changes to the language of the Agenda Bill version are
indicated by a double underline. The type of change is indicated as follows:

(1) Double underlined strikeouts shows language to be deleted from the Agenda Bill
version. | .a

(2) Double underlined shading shows language to be added to the Agenda Bill version.

(3) Double underlined normal text without strikeout or shading shows language out of the
county's current shoreline program proposed for deletion in the Agenda Bill version that we
are now proposing be placed back in

23.60.150;
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Discussion: Staff had cause to reexamine the proposed wording for this section and
discovered that several references were incorrect. In addition, upon closer examination, of
the language proposed for 23.60.161(a) and (c) included in the Agenda Bill version, staff
concluded that the wording was too confusing. As a consequence we are proposing the
above changes to 23.60.161(a) and (c) for the purpose of improving the language without
altering the original meaning or intent. Lastly, as shown above, staff is proposing that the
order of Section 23.60.161 (b) and (c) be reversed to provide a more logical organization
by keeping the two sections dealing with time limits adjacent to each other rather than
separated by what is essentially the section defining the term "effective date."







